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DR. CHERYL OPACINCH, ANC 3C Commissioner (Ward 1 resident) and Chair, 
WPCA Economic Development Committee 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. case 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

INTRODUCTION AND ISSUE OVERVIEW 
(8 minutes) 

I. Three Part Testimony 

A. WP Overview 

B. WP Overlay Zone 

1. Support OP's WP Overlay Zone (Concurrence) 
2. Additions to WP Overlay Zone (Additions) 

c. WP Testimony -- Organization 

II. WP Overview 

A. Thank you re: testimony opportunity 

B. WP -- a historically-:active community (WP Plan) 

C. Connecticut Avenue corridor Study -- a WP request 

D. The Squares in question 

E. Major concerns 

1. Preserving and stabilizing existing neighborhoods 

2. Comprehensive Plan consistency 

3. Traffic and parking; alley constraints/problems 

4. Metro and commercial use now; neighborhood heavily 
commercial; Metro heavily used; impact of zoo and two 
major hotels that are conforming uses prohibited from 
expanding in a residential zone 

5. Encroachment of corranercial zone on a residential street 
(2610 and 2612 Woodley Place) 



III. WP Overlay Zone (Concurrence) 

A. Mandatory retail use on ground floor 

B. Prohibition on Connecticut Avenue curb cuts 

C. BZA approval required for restaurants/bars after a set limit 

D. Height limits 

E. Prohibition on fast food restaurants (Square 2204) 

F. Prohibitions on hotel use (new; Square 2204) 

IV. WP Overlay Zone (Additions) 

A. Height limitations and differentials 

B. Prohibition on transient housing 

C. Commercial use limitations 

D. Setbacks: Square 2204 -- 20 feet from alley with mandatory 
paved 10 foot pulloff unencumbered by walls; Square 2202 -- set 
back to preserve view of bridge 

E. Strengthening of burden of proof requirements for exceptions by 
applicants 

F. Prohibition on PUD's (which violate and defeat the purposes of 
an overlay zone) 

1. Problems 
2. Height/density limits 
3. Correct C-2-B zoning 

V. WP Testimony -- Organization 

A. General outline for topics (what WP looks like, residential 
concerns, historical considerations, etc.) 

B. TNP testimony supports the proposed WP overlay zone and 6 
additions; and supports a need to change zoning to residential 
from commercial on two WP townhouses, and to prohibit or at 
least limit, PUD's. · 



DRAFT 
INTRODUCTION/ISSUE OVERVIEW 

z.c. Case 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

Cheryl Opacinch 

• Three Part Testimony 

The Introduction/Issue Overview testimony on behalf of the 
Woodley Park Community Association will provide the Zoning 
Commission with: 

1. An Overview of the Woodley Park Neighborhood 
2. Testimony on the Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

a. Identification of support for OP's WP Overlay zone 
b. Need for strengthening the proposed WP Overlay Zone 

by including 6 amendments (additions);.and 
3. A description of the organization of the followinq Woodley 

Park testimony. -

• WP Overview 

1. Thank You. We appreciate the opportunity to testify before 
the Zoning Commission on.matters of great concern to the 
Woodley Park community a$ it seeks to ensure the stabilization 
and preservation of an existing, urban, vital Washington, o.c. 
neighborhood. 

2. Woodley Park is a historically active community. The Woodley 
Park Community Association has existed since at least 1964, 
with predecessor organizations dating to the neighborhood's 
founding in the 1912 era. The Association represents the 
Woodley Park community, with active membership numbering in 
the several hundreds of households. The Woodley Park 
Community Association Board includes officers and members 
at large elected annually. Three ANC Commissioners are 
members of the board. The ACORN, the WPCA newsletter, 
is distributed to all WP households and is supplemented, 
as needed, by flyers on topics requiring immediate 
attention. 
WPCA has been active in a number of significant projects. 
The Chair of the Ward 3 Comprehensive Plan Committee was 
a WPCA Board member. In 1976, WPCA received a grant to 
develop a WP plan. Broad citizen representation, town hall 
meetings, and a household survey distributed to all households 
ensured neighborhood participation. This past year, WPCA 
has worked with neighborhood businesses on beautification 
projects, including getting sidewalks repaired and trees 
replanted. WP has a number of Neighborhood Watch programs; 
crime watch posters are posted as warnings following neighbor­
hood crimes. A Woodley Place Elm Fund has supplied elm trees 
to replace those destroyed by Dutch Elm disease. A WP 
Historical Society is actively seeking historic designation 
and has received City and ether grant funds. These are but 
some of the activities undertaken by this committed WP community. 



3. Connecticut Avenue Corridor Study - a Woodley Park Request. 
We are here this afternoon as a result of a request made to 
Mayor Barry by a WPCA Board member. WPCA, concerned by the 
zoning issues facing Cleveland Park and Wisconsin Avenue, and 
determined to seek resolution in a representative forum, 
requested that Mayor Barry undertake a Connecticut Avenue 
Corridor Study to identify significant zoning issues, provide 
a forum for citizen views, and propose needed zoning changes. 
The Mayor readily agreed and tasked the Office of Planning 
with carrying out this mandate. We are proud of our role in 
facilitating this Study and cite it as another example of 
the concern and committment WP has for its community and City. 

4. The Squares in Question. 

We will address our comments today to the three commercial 
squares (or partial squares) in Woodley Park. Two Squares 
are in Ward One. Square 2202, facing Rock Creed Park, and 
bounded by Calvert Street and Connecticut Avenue, holds a 
once residential townhouse and a newer, low height structure,-­
both of which house a bank and its related offices. This 
Square is cf special concern as it serves as the gateway to 
the northwest to those leaving downtown and exiting along 
Connecticut Avenue, or driving to the Zoo. The immediate 
opposite corner is protected from development and is publicly 
owned land. The low scale, and the limited present development, 
permits beautiful views of Rock Creek Park to passersby. (A 
potential PUD application for this C-2-A zoned property --a 
65 ft high structure-- was submitted for discussion with the 
community two years ago and then withdrawn.) 
Square 2204, also in Ward One, is zoned C-2-B and located on 
the east side of Connecticut Avenue between Calvert Street and 
Woodley Road. It contains many of the original WP townhouses 
which have been converted to commercial uses, as well as some 
single story buildings. It has one large building, a 50 foot 
high structure which until recently was used as a short-term 
residential facility. This commercial square is separated 
from R-4 townhouses residences by an alley of 10 feet and ~5 
feet on its two axises. Square 2204 also contains two 
townhouses on a residential street (2610 and 2612 Woodley Place) 
which are zoned commercial and subject during this hearing to 
consideration for rezoning. This Square has been the subject 
of much community attention: 
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1. It's C-2-B zoning permits up to 90 foot PUD's and 65 foot 
matter of right buildings -- buildings totally out of scale 
with existing structures; buildings which cannot be supported 
by the already inadequate alley; buildings which would 
increase traffic, noise, and block sunlight and views of 
neighboring structures; and buildings which would permit 
commercial development uses that would not benefit the 
existing neighborhood. 

2. C-2-B zoning is inconsistent with a 'low density commercial' 
and 'local neighborhood center' --as WP is defined by the 
Comprehensive Plan, and is inconsistent with the zoning on 
the other two commercial squares. 



3. And the two residential townhouses on the residential 
side of the Square, have been the subject of continuing 
community efforts to have them appropriately zoned 
residential. 
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Square 2203, in Ward 3, is on the west side of Connecticut Avenue, 
bordered by Calvert Street and 24th Street. It is a small triangular 
square with low scale commercial buildings and remaining once 
residential townhouses. Like Square 2202, it is zoned C-2-A. 
It faces, across Calvert Street, public land and Rock Creek Park. 
It houses small businesses used by the community including a 
drycleaners, drug store, bank, beauty salon, ice cream store, 
a florist and restaurants. 
Importantly, the Woodley Park community has additional commercial/ 
tourist use of its businesses and metro stop --as well as neighborhood 
streets-- by guests at two major hotels (which are conforming uses 
in a residential district and not permitted to expand) and the 
National Zoo which draws hundreds of thousands of tourists. The 
hotels also contribute substantially to the District's tax base 
and by providing many jobs, particularly blue collar jobs. 
Our testimony will seek to provide a full description of the 
three commercial squares, the WP neighborhood, and the present 
and potential impact of commercial development in WP on both 
residences and small business owners. 

5. Our testimony will focus on 5 major concerns to the WP 
community: · 

5.1 WP's committment to preserving and stabilizing an 
existing neighborhood - the first major theme in 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

5.2 Ensuring that commercial zoning is consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan. We will argue that C-1, or 
at best C-2-A, zoning is appropriate for a 'low density 
commercial' 'local neighborhood commercial center'. The 
Office of Planning, in earlier written correspondence, and 
at their testimony before this Commission on January 14, 1988 
further maintain that C-1 or C-2-A zoning is the appropriate 
zoning for a 'local neighborhood commercial center.' 

5.3 We will discuss, document and visually show constraints 
of the alley serving the commercial development in Square 
2204, and similarly speak to traffic and parking issues 
related to commercial development. Simply put, parking 
is now inadequate and a large, open lot on Connecticut 
Avenue, Square 2204, is being developed. Cars circulate 
residential streets vainly seeking parking, block alleys, 
use private driveways, block handicapped access at street 
corners, -- problems that can prohibit access by emergency 
vehicles and cause accidents as cars slowly proceed into 
intersections in order to see whether the way is clear. 

5.4 Our testimony will show that WP already has heavy metro 
and commercial use, and is presently heavily commercial 
-- in excess of the level of commercial activity that 
one would assume based upon a discussion of only the 
three squares ·addressed by the WP Overlay Zone. We will 
argue that lower zoning is appropriate and cite the 
significant commercial and metro use by guests at the 
two major hotels in WP and tourists to the National Zoo. 



5.5 We are further concerned about the encroachment of 
the commercial zone in Square. 220.4 on to a totally 
residential street. (We bel~eve that this occurred 
because of an error in an alley marking on a land use 
map). We will argue that comme.rcial uses must remain 
on commercial frontages and are totally inappropriate 
on a residential street. 2610 and 2612 Woodley Place 
should be zoned R-4 in keeping with other residences 
on this block. 

o WP Overlay Zone (Concurrence) 

Our testimony will support the 6 major provisions of the WP 
Overlay Zone as proposed by the Office of Planning: 

1. Mandatory retail use on ground floor. 
2. Prohibition on Connecticut Avenue curb cuts. 
3. BZA approval required for restaurant/bars after a set limit. 
4. Limits to building heights. 
5. Prohibitions on certain uses including fast food restaurants. 
6. Prohibitions on hotel use. 

• WP Overlav Zone - Needed Additions 

The WPCA testimony will docu~ent to the Zoning Commission that 
a strengthening of the WP Ove_rlay Zone is required if its goals 
are to be met and the WP neighborhood to continue to exist-as 
a neighborhood in which it is desirable to live, work and visit. 
From various vantage points, our testimony will show why these 
amendments are essential: 

1. Height/Density/,Number of Stories: 
Square 2204 -- limit to 50 feet maximum; 60 percent density. 
(Note that this height is approximately equivalent to the 
height of the tallest building on the square and up to four 

times as high as the shortest). A limit of 40 feet would be 
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more in keeping with the Square as it now exists "on the average." 
Present density is 80%, which not only provides for too much 
commercial development given the constraints of parking, alley, 
etc., but does not taken into account the need to adequately 
buffer residences on the other side of the commercial alley 
from commercial development. 
Squares 2202 and 2203 -- limit to 40 foot maximum; 60 percent 
density. (Note that this height limit is approximately 
equivalent to the tallest building on these squares and 2-3 
times as high as the shortest building). The 60% density is 
the present density permitted under C-2-A zoning. 
Squares 2202, 2203, 2204: Limit the number of stories to 
four above ground. 

2. Prohibit transient housing in addition to hotels and other 
limits on use that generates inappropriate traffic in WP. 
Transient housing limitations are needed to ensure that the 
intent and spirit of the OP recommendation to preclude hotels 
is carried out. (At present, there is one structure which 
is used for "temporary housing", has no parking --or 01'M' or 



two spaces-- and which would probably be grandfathered in under 
the present zoning). 
3. Commercial Use calculations. At present, FAR calculations 

are limited to "above ground" floors. A building has just 
been proposed for Square 2204 which includes a floor of 
underground (as the lot slopes, only the front, street facing 
side is totally underground) commercial use. From the 
community point of view, regardless of on what floor the 
commercial space is located, it will increase commercial 
density and cause the attendant problemi, i.e., traffic, 
parking, etc. We will also point out that FAR calculations 
address density and that this "loophole" which permits 
"free" (i.e., not counted against FAR limits) commercial 
space must be eliminated. 

4. Setbacks: 

Square 2204: A setback of 20 feet from the alley, with 
a paved, unencumbered pulloff to be used for commercial 
use (trash pickup, loading, etc.) of at least 10 feet is 
necessary to not intolerably worsen the present alley 
situation, and to further remove the commercial structures 
from the adjacent residential structures. (We would 
anticipate, however, that the 60% lot occupancy that we 
recommend, would place structures even further from the 
alley). 
Square 2202: We recommend what we believe is a continuation 
of a present setback reqµirement of 20 feet from the public 
walkway on Connecticut Ayenue. This will preserve the view 
of the Taft Bridge and the lion sculptures which grace it. 

5. Strengthening of burden of proof requirements for exceptions 
by applicants. 

We have submitted language to be added to the WP Overlay Zone 
which will place the burden of proof on the applicant to 
show why the Bureau of Zoning Adjustment should grant waivers 
from any of the WP Overlay Zone requirements. The WP Overlay 
Zone will be a carefully drawn, much considered set of 
goals and limits which should be set aside in the granting 
of waivers only in the most compelling set of circumstances. 
We will suggest language to strengthen the burden of proof 
requirements. 

6. Prohibit PUD's. PUD's, which would extend height limits in 
Square 2204 to 90 feet -- nearly twice as high as the tallest 
building presently in this Square-- violate and defeat the 
purposes of an overlay zone. PUD's would permit a scale 
of commercial development in gross excess of scale of present 
structures and of what the neighborhood can support in terms 
of parking, etc. Further, such towering structures would 
limit sunlight, views of the Park and trees; tower over the 

backyards of residential townhouses; and be likely to become 
a significant location for office space, as opposed to the 
services needed by a local neighborhood commercial center 
and which generally has little, ~f any, office space. 

If the Zoning Commission believes that it is in the best 

5 



interest of the District and Woodley Park to have PUD's available, 
our testimony will address the limits of height and density: 
On all three squares, we would recommend the same height and 
setbacks, but increase density permitted to 70%. However, we 
firmly believe that PUD's are in direct opposition to the Overlay 
Zone concept and tenets, and enc·ourage the Zoning Commission to 
prohibit them in these three squares in Woodley Park. 

Zoning changes: The three commercial squares should be zoned 
C-1 or, at the maximum, c-2-A. Square .2204_. must be rezoned to 
at least C-2-A from C-2-B, and the residential properties on 
Woodley Place with commercial zonings be zoned to R-4 (2610 and 

6 

2612 Woodley Place). We are particularly concerned. ·with appropriate 
zoning for reasons mentioned ranging from consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan designation of Woodley Park as a local neighborhood 
commercial center to height and density limits. We are concerned 
that the WP Overlay Zone may not have addressed all permitted 
development under a C-2-B zoning that is inappropriate for the 
Woodley Park neighborhood, or for any neighborhood with such 
a Comprehensive Plan designation. Thus, to ensure that the 
tenets of the Overlay Zone and the Woodley Park neighborhood 
are protected, we strongly recommend that appropriate zoning 
changes be made and argue that C-2-B zoning must be lowered. 

• Woodley Park Testimony - -Organization 

The remainder of the WP testimony will,. be organized as indicated 
on the testimony schedule. Topics will include what WP looks 
like, residential concerns, historical considerations, etc. WP 
testimony will support the proposed WP Overlay Zone with 6 
additional amendments, and the need to change zoning to residential 
from commercial on two Woodley Place townhouses. 
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MR. BRIAN JONES, M.A., Photographer, Ward l resident 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

WOODLEY PARK - PicrORIAL TOUR 
(8 Minutes) 

I. Need for Woodley Park Overlay Zone to preserve aesthetics of this 
special street and to preserve the stabilization of an existing 
neighborhood. 

II. support for height limitations, their relationship to present 
structures and consistency with Comprehensive Plan. 

III. Need for setbacks in Square 2202 to preserve views of bridge and 
ornamental/sculptural entrance. 
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MR. FRED PI'ITS, P.E.W. President, former ANC 3C Commissioner, WPCA Board, 
and Registered Professional Engineer 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park overlay Zone 

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS - VISUAL MODEL 
(5 Minutes) 

Woodley Park Commercial Areas - Visual Presentation 

I. Woodley Park Overlay Zone Model 

A. Existing Structure 
B. Height permited under present zoning, including PUD 
C. Height permited under proposed WP Overlay Zone Limitations. 

II. Support for WP Overlay Zone Limitations, including WPCA additions 
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DR. CHARLES G. FIELD, Esq., President, Woodley Park Historical Society 
and WPCA Board, and DR. CYNTHIA R. FIELD, architectural historian. 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

CONNECTICUT AVENUE AND WOODLEY PARK: RELATED HISTORICAL CONCERNS 
(7 Minutes) 

I. Woodley Park neighborhood has from its beginnings been viewed as an 
integrated unit of high density, in-town attached housing units 
served by commercial activities along COnnecticut. Avenue. 

A. Original maps designate area as Woodley Park. 

B. Unlike other outlying areas of Washington, D.C., at the turn of 
the century, Woodley Park was intended to be a residential 
community of primary residences whose owners worked in the 
downtown area. 

c. Original buildings along Connecticut Avenue in the 2202, 2203, 
2204 squares were residential, sharing the same architectural 
features as the townhouses built off of Connecticut Avenue. 

D. Mass and size of buildings in the squares in question share the 
same general height features as townhouses elsewhere in the 
Woodley Park neighborhood. 

II. Overlay requirements would preserve the harmonious relationships 
between the residential fabric and commercial activities. 

A. The height limitations would preserve the general relationships 
between the three-storytownhouses and commercial buildings. 

B. Land uses consistent with the types found in local neighborhood 
centers, as called for in the Comprehensive Plan, would 
reinforce the community's historic sense of relationship 
whereby residents utilize the commercial facilities along 
Connecticut Avenue. 

c. Need provisions that would require some architectural/ 
stylistic relationship between development within the overlay 
area and the adjacent areas of Woodley Park, thereby preserving 
the visual and integrated relationship between the comernrcial 
and residential areas. 
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MR. LARRY AURBACH, ESQ., Treasurer, Woodley Park Historical Society and 
WPCA Board 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay zone 

FEDERAL INTEREST CONCERNS AND HisrORIC SCALE 
(5 Minutes) 

I. The WP Overlay zone and proposed additions are responsive to the 
needed scale concerns. 

A. Area established during the first quarter of this century, 
approximately 1900-1930. The essential four-story townhouse 
character of the Woodley Park commercial area was established 
as well. 

B. Because of the relationship between WOodley Park and Rock Creek 
Park, there is a federal interest in the scale of the Woodley 
Park commercial area, which borders and is visible from the 
Park. 

c. Although Fine Arts Commission has mandatory review under the 
Shipstead-Luce Act, this occurs only when a proposal for 
construction is submitted. 

D. Meanwhile, the Zoning Commission will establish density and 
height limitations. 

II. we urge the Zoning Commission to maintain the historic scale of the 
Woodley Park commercial areas by adopting the WP Overlay Zone and 
the proposed additions. 



Federal Interest Concerns and the Historic Scale of the 
Woodley Park Commercial Area 

Laurence J. Aurbach, Esq., Past Chainnan, Section of Urban, 
State and Local Government Law, American Bar Association; 
Treasurer, Woodley Park Historical Society 

District of Columbia Zoning Ccxnmission, January 25, 1988 

The Woodley Park Commercial Area was formed between 

the turn of the century and about 1930. Prior to 1900, 

Woodley Park was the rural fringe of Washington. Woodley 

House (now the Maret School), Twin Oaks, Holt House, the 

Joshua Pierce House, and the National Zoological Park 

(all included as District landmarks) now remain of what 

then showed on maps of the area. The Holt House, Pierce 

House, and the Zoo are also on the National Register of 

Historic Places. The Woodley High- Bridge {which celebrates 

its centennial this year) crossed Rock Creek and continued 

as Woodley Road, then the only road in the area. It 

meandered up a feasible grade for a horse and wagon past 

Woodley House and Twin Oaks to Mt. St. Alban over what 

is now Shoreham Drive, 24th St., a corner of Connecticut 

Ave., Woodley Rd, 29th St., Cathedral Ave., and Woodley 

Rd. Both the Woodley High Bridge and a Calvert St. 

bridge were replaced by what we know today. 

The Taft Bridge, built between 1897 and 1907 and also 

on the District Inventory, is "Washington's first great 

masonry bridge" according to Donald B. Myer of the staff 

of the United States Commission on Fine Arts and author of 



"Bridges and the City of Washington". The Woodley Park 

street system was built around the turn of the century. 

The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway (also on the District 

Inventory) was authorized in 1913 during the era of great 

parkway construction in this country and opened to traffic 

in 1936. The parcel on the southwest corner of Calvert 

and Connecticut facing Square 2202 and 2203 was purchased 

for the Parkway in 1930. 

The predominately townhouse development of the Woodley 

Park Commercial Area was built between the opening of the 

Taft Bridge and 1930 when the park first bordered the 

commercial area. Thus, the historic scale of the Woodley 

Park Commercial Area was established between 1900 and 

1930. The scale of the Woodley Park Cammerci al Area has 

always been four stories and has never been exceeded; 

several one story buildings exist in the Woodley Park 

Commercial Area. A forty foot height limit for Squares 

2202 and 2203 and a fifty foot height 1 imit for Square 

2204 would preserve the historic scale while enabling 

commercial development. 

The Woodley· Park Commercial Area has been the gateway 
I 

to the city north and west of the park for the past eighty 

years. Coming up from the park or across Taft Bridge, the 

Woodley Park Commercial Area is low rise, up to four stories. 

It is framed by newer higher residential hotels and apartments 

dating from about 1930, including the Wardman Towers (also 



on the District Inventory) and the renovated Shoreham 

Hotel, which probably should be in the inventory of 

historic sites. 

Going south down Connecticut Ave., the low rise .. area 

is framed by the park valley and trees and Taft Bridge. 

Coming from the east along Calvert St. the commercial 

area is framed by the park and higher residential buildings. 

From the west, it is framed by the park. 

The Woodley Park Overlay Zone squares relate directly 

to Rock Creek Park. Square 2202, the southeast corner of 

Calvert and Connecticut, backs onto the park. Square 2203 

on the west side of Connecticut faces the park. Much of 

Square 2204 is visible from the park. However, the federal 

interest review by the United States Fine Arts Commission 

under the Shipstead- Luce Act comes up only when a proposal 

for construction is submitted. The zoning established by 

this Commission will establish the height permitted. 

The seal e of a building, with the materials and design 

proposed, will be the subject of the Fine Arts Commission's 

review. So, even if the Commission does not canment on 

the Overlay Zone, it will-have authority over development 

proposals. I assume that the Commission will be interested 

in maintaining the scale of this comrrerci al area as seen 

from and to the park and Taft Bridge. 

Parenthetically, I am advised by Charles McLaughlin, 

a knowledgable historian about the park and editor of the 

Olmsted papers, that the Shipstead-Luce Act came about 



because of the effect of the dominance of the Shoreham 

Hotel on Rock Creek Park, which was perceived as shrinking 

the seal e of the landscape. 

We urge this Commission to consider the possible 

adverse effects of Planned Unit Devel opnents on the height 

limits in the Overlay Zone. "Guideline" PUD limits could 

increase the permitted height in Square 2204 to ninety 

feet and in Squares 2202 and 2203 to sixty five feet, and 

these are not maximums. Accardi ngly, in order to confonn 

development to the intent of the Woodley Park Overlay Zone, 

the Zani ng Commission should prohibit PUDs here. 

There is strong tradition: for maintaining the scale of 

the Woodley Park Comnercial Area. We endorse a four story 

limit to be compatible with the hi-story and scale of the 

place. The Zoning Ccxnmission would be carrying on this 

tradition by adopting the height limitations. Maintaining 

these standards will reduce future conflicts regarding 

compatibility of development with the park and bridge, in 

addition to preserving the historical architectural style 

of the area. It would also mitigate insurmountable problems 

caused by inadequate off street parking and loading areas 

and pl aces for trash receptacles, and would help protect 

what the Office of Planning and Devel oprrent characterized 

as a "handsome urban environment". 

The historic scale, the architectural integration with the 

turn of the century three and four story townhouses in the 

residential community, and the location one metro stop 



from downtown surrounded by Rock Creek Park are what is unique 

and characteristic of the Woodley Park Commercial Area, 

and what is worth preserving. Help us protect it! 

Proposals: 

For John Parsons, National Park Service: a centennial recognition 

of the-Woodley High Bridge. 

For OPD and the Department of Public Works: place street signs 

showing the path of historic Woodley Rd. 



rcinsportation Traffic oncerns 

• Metroran use 

• Pedestrian isstJes 

• Special traffic & parking 
prolJlems 

• orr,rne:~rcic:il der·1sity & 
traf fie c:~apacit}~r 



Mr. CHARLES WARR, President, WPCA and Chair, ANC 3C Traffic and 
Transportation Committee 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
Z.C. Case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park overlay Zone 

TRANSPORrATION AND TRAFFIC CONCERNS 
(7 Minutes) 

I. Metrorail Use. The District receives an excellent return on its 
investment in the Woodley Park Metrorail station. 

II. Pedestrian Issues. Lack of pedestrian underpasses present at most 
other Metrorail stations. 

III. Special Traffic and Parking Problems associated with the two 
convention hotels and the National Zoo. Peak day zoo attendance of 
25,000 visitors in one day. Peak meeting attendance of 23,000 
conventioneers. 

IV. Operational Problems associated with alleys. There are no alleys 
serving Squares 2202 and 2203. There are severe operational 
problems in the alley serving Square 2204. 

V. Relationship between increased commercial density and "friction" 
effects. The slowing and turning traffic associated with local 
commercial uses effectively reduces the capacity of Connecticut and 
Calvert to accomodate through traffic. 



Zoning Commission Case 86-26 

Woodley Park Community Association 
Transportation Testimony 

January 25, 1988 

!,O Existing Traffic and Parking Conditions Related to the 
Sheraton Washington and Shoreham Hotels and the National Zoo 

Sheraton Washington Hotel. As the Office of .... , . r.Lann1ng {OP) 
notes in its January 11 filing with th~ Zoning Commission 
(Commission), "Sin~e i980 (Z.C. Case 79-1), hotels are no 
longer a permitt.ed new use in R-5-B and. R-5-C, but 
existing hotels are conforming uses which are not 
permitted to expand." Even after this decision by the 
Commissio~, however, the Sheraton has continued to push 
very aggressively for expansion by both direct and 
indirect means: 

* There have been extensive lobbying efforts to persuade 
the City Council to redesignate the Sheraton's (and 
Shoreham's) site from Residential to Commercial use in 
the Comprehensive Plan. Such a redesignation (defeated 
13-0) could open the possibility of a rezoning from 
Residential to Commercial, thus evading the Com8ission's 
1980 prohibition on hotel expansions in Residential 
Zones. The Woodley Park Community Association {WPCA) 
concurs with OP's conclusion about Woodley Park that "The 
area already has more than its complement of hotel rooms 
... ". The existing and projected transportation scenarios 
presente~ on the record of this Case by OP and WPCA both 
assume that there will be no expansion {direct or 
indirect) at the Sheratoc er Shoreham si~es. ~~e 

possibility of expansioc by either hotel would be 
significant to the present Case, since bath sites are 
immediately adjace~t to the proposed overlay zo~e. 

*Ina Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) case subsequent 
to the Commission's Case 79-1 decision in 1980, the 
Sheraton applied for permission to construct a large 
addition to its enclosed space. Although the presented 
use was to ac~ommodate exercise facilities, much of ttis 
additional space could have been used for other purposes 
- such as convention exhibits. After extensive/expensive 
hearings, in which WPCA and Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 3-C participated vigorously, the BZA denied 
this application. One of th9 BZA's findings in supp0rt of 
this denial was a negative transportation impact due to 
the proposed addition, even though additional hcte: rooms 
had not been proposed. 

* ~he Sheraton's principal loading dock and certain 
at5oini2; parking facilities have been used repeatee:y as 



convention exhibit space in violation of the Zoning 
Regulations (see Attachment A}. For example, the Sheraton 
has been formally notified by the Department of Consumer 
and Regulatory Affairs that it committed such violations 
in October, 1986. Advisory Neighborhood Commission 3-C 
has since recommended that the Zoning Administrator cite 
the hotel under the Civil Infractions Act for reneat 
violations (see the four photographs of Attachment B) 
committed in Oc~ober, 1387, and has fur~her requested 
that fines be assessed. If, however, the Zoning 
Regulations with respect to loading docks and parking 
facilities are to be waived, the transportation network 
within the proposed overlay district will be subjected to 
additional pressures not accoun~ed for in either OP's or 
WPCA's transportation testimony. The rnmmission may wish 
to a~k the Zoninq Administratnr for a c 1 arification, so 
that this ~~ctor can bP taken into account in a definite 
wav. WPCA is cc,nvinced of the importance of the loading 
and parking provisions of the Zo~ing ~egulations, and 
although we realize that the responsibility for their 
enforcement does not rest with the Commission, we 
respectfully suggest that it is appropriate for the 
Commission to assert the importance of effective zoning 
enforcement action. 

* Expansion at the Sheraton, whe~her in the form of roo~s 
or enclosed space of any kind, translates in practical 
terms to a corresponding increase in the maximum size of 
conventions, exhibitions or other events that can occur 
at the site. The existing space already permits meetings 
with as many as 23,000 attendees. If this maximum 
increases further, the potential peak traffic load and 
parking demand will also increase. Thus we agree with the 
C1f! cc;nclu:.i. or.:. "t·~1at HThe area .3.:._re2dy :--12·:=, mc)re. t,ha~-.:. it:~, 
complement of hotel rooos ... '', and we a:so agree with 
OP's recommended prohibition of hotels 1 2nd their 
equivalents) in the proposed overlay zone. 

1.2 Shoreham Hotel. The Shoreham currently presents two 
specific transportation problems, in addition to the 
general probless of po~ential expansioL described above. 

k A very large number of privately operated ~uses service 
the Shoreham. These large intercity buses are often 
chartered by gro~ps staying at the Shoreham, but are also 
~sed to provide shuttle service ~etween the Shoreham, the 
other hotels in the Connecticut Avenue Connection, and 
the DC Convention Center. At peak times large buses may 
be arriviLg and departing on intervals as short as 3 
~inutes, and more than a f~ll block of buses have 
sometimes been c~served uo double park with engines 
running. The Shoreham does not permit such buses to enter 
its iriveway in crde~ ~o pick-up and tischarge p2ssengers 
or baggage at its main entrance. This policy prevents an 



efficient, turn-around movement for these unwieldly 
vehicles, and forces bus passenger loading and unloading 
operations onto Calvert Street. The Department of Public 
Works (DPW} has recognized the impact on residences in 
Woodley Park of the noise, diesel fumes and structural 
vibration due t.o :!::n1s operations, and at, WPCA 's request 
has recently prohibited such buses from using most of 
Woodley Park's purely residential streets. Bus 
maneuvering, standing and parking continues to seriously 
affect traffic operations a~ the vital Calvert Street, 
24th Street, Connecticut Avenue transportation node, 
however, and these factors constitute a significant 
negative transportation impact within the proposed 
overlay zone due to existing Woodley Park development. 
Expansion of these bus operations, due to any permitted 
expansion at the Shoreham, would place additional 
pressure on the already difficult intersections of 
Calvert Street with Connecticut Avenue and 24th Street. 
Dr, Carter's earlier presentation; a~d the Reno Road 
Corridor Evaluation (see Attachment C), have both 
concluded that these intersections are near failure now. 
Dr. Carter has shown that they will fail under additional 
development pressure (Scenarios 1 and Z - OP and Woodley 
Park development projections respectively). 

* A second transportation issue with the Shoreham is its 
continuing failure to comply with the Zoning Regulations 
and the terms of its Certificate of Occupancy regarding 
the number of parking spaces that the hotel must provide. 
The Shoreham has removed from service and blocked-off a 
substantial number of parking spaces in its underground 
garage. Although it had proposed to build a replacement 
~2rage, it has Lot done soi~ the several years siLce 
tjis problem arose. ?a remove this uLcertai~ty in current 
tran~portation condition~, the Commis~ion mav wish ~o ask 
the Zonina Administrator to investiaate and place a 
report o~ the veccrd of this Case. 

These Shoreham related transporta~ion issue5 illustrate 
the continuing operational problems associated wi~h the 
presence of the two large convention hotels on 
residential land. In the Shoreham's case, it abuts a 
residential neighborhood on two sides and is confined on 
the remaining two sides by Rock Creek ?ark. The severity 
and intractability of its transportation problems 
support O?'s policy with regard to the appropriate 
economic development envelope for the Wootley ?ark/Zoo 
Metrorail station: 11 The policy is that the r~ctels, 
conve~tion facilities, and existinc medium and high 
density housing co~stit~te the economic development 
enve~ope for this Metrorail static~. Tje small commercial 
area at the core is to continue its present function of 
prcvidinQ services to hotel visitors, visitcrs to th~ 
Na~ional Zoo, and the surrounding neighborhood, but 



primarily within the physical scale of the existing 
buildinc,rs." 

2.0 Woodley Park/Zoo Metrorail Station 

2.1 The Woodley Park/Zoo Metrorail Station is one of the most, 
heavily used residentially oriented stations in the 
Metrorail system. On a peak day last spring~ than 
7,000 passengers entered the system at Woodley Park. The 
underlying reason for this high ridership is the existing 
medium to high density residential nature of Woodley 
Park, and the popularity of Metrorail service with 
Woodley Park residents. There are also substantial 
contributions to ridership from guests at the two major 
hotels and from visitors to the National Zoo. To give the 
Commission a feeling for the significance of this, it may 
be usef~l to know that ridership for the Woodley Park/Zoo 
Station is comparable to that for the Van Ness Station, 
and substantially greater than ridership for either the 
Grovenor or National Airport Stations. During its peak 
periods, user density at the Woodley Park/Zoo Station 
approaches that of stations in the central business 
district. The city gets its money's worth, and more, from 
o~r Metrorail station, and we believe that OP is correct 
in concluding that existing development in the 
surrcuno1ng area already constitutes the development 
expected in the vicinity of the Woodley Park/Zoo Station. 

The operation of the Woodley Park/Zoo Station is 
seriously limited with re$pect to pedestrian safety and 
convenience by the fact that access is provided only from 
the West side of Connecticut Avenue. The escalator 
entrance is located in the triangle of Square 2203, and 
may not be reached at all without crossing a busy 
street. There are no pedestrian underpasses, such as are 
typica~ of many other stations situated on busy streets. 
This means that Metrorail users from East or South of 
Connecticut Avenue or Calvert Street respectively must 
cross these busy streets at complicated intersections in 
order to reach the station. These crossings further 
complicate the optimization of traffic signals at the 
intersections of Connecticut Avenue with Cathedral 
Avenue, 2~th Street and Calvert Street, which in turn has 
a negative effect on the levels of service that can be 
maintained at these intersections. Since this station 
also does not provide any vehicle waiting area, there are 
substantial friction effects on traffic operations due to 
stan·ding \tehic:les. 

3.0 Alley Operations 

~.~ Square 2204 has a 15 foot wide central alley connecting 
with ¼ood~ey Road through the North block face of the 
Square, e}:t,e:idin,;r about: t.rt.ree q_1..1art-er·s c~f 'the \JJay Soutt"! 



down the center of the Square (separating the C-2-B and 
R-4 zones), and joining at right a~gles with a 10 foot 
wide alley segment opening onto Woodley Place through the 
Square's East block face. The C-2-B portion of this 
Square has a high concentration of bars and restaurants 
which req_'s:ire frequent deliveries. Cne of -the restaurant 
{Jperat{:irs, in de=.cribin-g t-he tr.ans.pcI'rtati.or1 req1.1irerrients 
of her business, has said that she typically received 
truck deliveries from a dozen different suppliers each 
day. For business reasons these deliveries must be made 
from the alley. This alley is cften blocked by double 
parke~ or maneuvering trucks, and because of its 
substandard width is not suited for the full-sized trucks 
which often must attempt to operate there. There is also 
seri~us inconvenience to the residents of homes on 
1•~oodley Plac:·e '-,vhoE.e garage=:. ar1d parkir.1g =-pac~es rnay c!nly 
be accessed through this alley. On-street parking in this 
area is in great demand due to the restaurants anc oars, 
and is not a practical routine alternative. 

We agree with O?, in the context of its ?UD discussion, 
that• ·the C-2-B portion of t .. h is Sq_\.12re i ~. a H pect:~ ia:z-· 
circumstance", It is peculiar wi~h respect to the 
C'.{)n11:·1.-e>.e:r:.si 'le ?la:r1' s Lc)\,r [),e:-isi ty Cc-~~:;~-.:e:r:·c'.ial •:ies-:i.;-:-:2.t,i-.__."'~ 1 

an~ also with respect to the ?la~•s Local Nei r'.r--.,..:. ._f ·._: ...... 

Commercial Center designation. The substandard design of 
the alley is not so peculiar. Its ~esign was ade~~ate to 
serve what were originally residential town houses along 
Connecticut Avenue. It is the unplanned change in use, 
prior to the institution of zoning controls, which has 
caused its operational failure. W?CA has petitioned t~e 
Commission to rectify this conflict with the 
?lan in a straightforward way by rezoning fro~ C-2-3 tc 
C-2-A. Although we continue to ask t~at the underlying 
zoning be conformed to the Planr we also acree +-~---+ •..:·" ~ ·=- · .. 
OP proposed overlay zone with amendmen~s woult be 

3.2 Square 2203 is the triangle on the ~es~ side of 
Connecticut A~enue which liss between Cc2ne2tic~~ Av22ue, 
Calvert Street and 24th Street. Since there is no central 
alley serving this C-2-A Square, delivery trucks must 
often double park or ma~e difficult maneuvers throuq~ the 
limited 24th Street curb-cuts in the mids~ of ~eaTT~ 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic. An increase in 
commercial density beyond what now exists would compound 
an already serious problem for the businesses in t~is 
Square, and would exert further pressure on critical 
tr a f.f i c rr.-ci\1err.eD. f:.,·~. al \)ng 2 4 t .. f"l 2,t,1.-eet: 3-:-~,2. ;_. ~- C·':.J•:-: :-_; ,e.~+_: ~- c·..: ~ 

Avenue cue to friction effects. 

Sq_u.are 2202 is t,he - .:: oc the ~ast side u~ 

Calvert Street and Rock Creek ?ark. All of t~e pr~v2te 



land in this Square has now been assembled by a single 
owner. WPCA has been in contact with this owner, and has 
reviewed plans which indicate that the owner 1 s intention 
is development under a PUD process well beyond the bounds 
of present zoning. Since the Square is not served by a 
central alley, and since the site is bounded on two sides 
by heavily used arterials and on the remaining two sides 
by Rock Creek Park, a substantial increase in locally 
generated traffic serviced by curb-cuts through either 
the North or West block faces of this Square would have a 
disproportionate negative effect on traffic operations at 
the intersection of Connecticut Avenue and Calvert 
Street. This intersection fails in certain respects under 
current coLditions, with more severe failure projected 
under Scenarios 1 or 2 of Dr. Carter's report. 

4,0 Comment on DPW's Transportation Testimony 

4.1 The written report presented to the Commission by Dr. 
Carter, as well as his oral testimony, was coordinated 
with and speaks for the Woodley Park Community 
Association. We strongly disagree with the DPW finding 
that "In Zone 4, there are no intersections with current 
or projected serious level of service problems". Dr, 
Carter reported that the intersections of Connecticut 
Avenue with both Cathedral Avenue and Calvert Street in 
Zone 4 present serious capacity ratio and level of 
service problems under current conditions, with one or 
more traffic motions being unacceptable becau~e of 
instability {E) or actual failure/breakdown (F}. The 
projections of Scenarios 1 and 2 both show instability or 
breakdown/failure for a majority of the traffic motions 
studie~ at this intersection. These condition must De 
avoided if Connecticut Avenue is to remain a viable 
gateway to the central business district. 

5.0 Tra~sportation System Management Measures and Counterflow 

5.1 The only TSM measure proposed for Woodley Park was the 
removal of westbound parking from Cathedral Avenue. Such 
a change wo~ld meet with very determined opposition from 
the community due to the loss of scarce parking, and Dr. 
Carter has noued that it would not improve the level of 
service at the intersection of Connecticut Avenue and 
Cathedral Avenue. 

5.2 Counterflow commuters in the Woodley Park segment of the 
Connecticut Avenue corridor will most likely be DC 
resieents commuting to or from jobs which may well be in 
the suburbs. Since the job base in the suburbs is growing 
rapidly, and since the city currently is encouragi~g 
unemployed city residents to look for jobs more widely, 
it is important to the ci~y that counterflow traffic 
conditions not be neglected. TSM measures such as the 



reversible lane operations on Connecticut Avenue do help 
move peak-direction traffic, but have done so in this 
case at the expense of counterflow operations. Many 
Woodley Park residents are employed in Montgomery County, 
and have reported that Connecticut Avenue is an 
increasingly difficult route to use - particularly at its 
intersection with Van Ness Street. We are highly 
skeptical of the net usefulness of the TSM measures 
listed in DPW's report, and would want to scrutinize hnth 

the flow and counterflow effects of any specific 
proposal. For the purposes of the Cornmi~sion's 
proceedings in this Case, we recammeid ~ssessing traffic 
operations without reflecting the projected level of 
service imfrovemants lis~ed by DPW. 

E.O Attachments 

A. DCRA Infractioc Notice ~o ~he 2hera~on 1/ashington Ho~el, 
and Suppor~ing Ma~erials From ANC 3-C (attache~) 

B. Four Large Photographs of the Sheraton ~ashington Ho~el 
Loading Dock Used For Convention E~hibits iprovided at 
oral testi~ony) 

Exhibits 17 and Reno Road Corridor Evaluation - Final 
Report, Bellomo-McGee, ~nc., 4~0 Pire Street, Vienna, VA, 
September, 1983 



ADYISORY NEIGH_BORHOOD COMMISSION 3-C 
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

CATHEDRAL HEIGHTS CLEVELAND PARK MA~~R,t,;HUSETTS AVE. HFIGHTS McLEAN GARDENS WOODLEY PARK 

2737 DEVONSHIRE PLACE, N.W. 
· WASHINGTON, o;c. 20008 
232-2232 

: ~le Member-Oistrlct Commissioners: 

01-charyl Opacinch 
02-Sam Friedman 
03-John A Jenkins 
04-RogerBums 
OS-Peggy Robin 
06-Phil Mendelson 
07-Patricia Wamsley 
08-David GrinnaB 
09-Peler Espenschied 

Mr. Joseph Bottner 
Zoning Administrator 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
814 H Street N.w. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Dear Mr. Bottner: 

November 24, 1987 

Pursuant to our August 25, 1987 request to you, we understarid':tha.t ·.a 
zoning inspection .. was · made at the Sheraton Washington Hotel dur1ng the 
period October 12, 13 and 14, 1987. We appreciate your attention to this 
matter, which is of great importance to our constituents. Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 3-C has recently received information and photographs (enclosed) 
suggesting that violations of the Zoning Regulations had occurred at the· 
Sheraton on the a~ove cited days in October. A comparison of this information 
With the District's December 30, 1986 zoning violation notice caused the 
Commission to conclud.e that repeat violations had, in fact, occurred. 
Accordingly, at its regular meeting- o·rNovember 23, 1987, ANC 3-C unanimously 
passed the attached resolution requesting that appropriate enforcement 
action be taken in this matter under the provisions of the Civil Infractions 
Act. : 

I also call your attention to our request of August 25, 1987 for copies 
of any reply correspondence from the Sheraton Washington Hotel or its agents 
pursuant to the December 30, 1986 zoning violation notice cited in our 
resolution. If no reply correspondance was received, we would appreciate 
confirmation of that fact. 

Enclosures 

cc: Hon. James Nathanson 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

/:,/Y;?~~ -/eg;y' Robin 
Chairman, ANC 3-C 



ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION 3-C 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

fHE0RAL HEIGHTS CLEVELAND PARK MASSACHUSETTS AVE. HEIGHTS McLEAN GARDENS WOODLEY PARK 

2737 IDEVONSHIRE PLACE, N.W. 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20008 
232-2232 

Single Member District Commissioners: 

0 I -Cheryl Opacinch 
02-Sam Friedman 
03-John A. Jenkins 
04-Roger Bums 
OS-Peggy Robin 
06-Phil Mendelson 
07-Patricia Wamsley 
06-Oavid Grinnell 
09-Peter Espenschied 

SHERATON LOADING DOCK RESOLUTION 

November 23, 1987 

WHEREAS the Sheraton Washington Hotel (Hotel) has repeatedly violated District 
of Columbia Zoning Regulations regarding the use of its loading dock and park­
ing spaces; and 

WHEREAS the Hotel was formally advised by the District of Columbia by letter 
dated December 30, 1986 " •.• that in October, 1986, you used the subject areas 
in Violation of the D.C. Zoning Regulations ••• ". and 

WHEREAS the Hotel was further advised by the District of Columbia on December 
30, 1986 " .•• that any future use of the subject premises in violation of the 
D.C. Zoning Regulations will result in the matter being referred for appropr~­
ate enforcement action without further notice ••• ", and 

WHEREAS Advisory Neighborhood Commission 3-C (ANC 3-C) concurs with the find­
ings and conclusions of the District of Columbia in the above cited letter of 
December 30, 1986. and 

WHEREAS ANC 3-C had requested by letter dated August 25, 1987 that zoning in­
spections for similar violations be made on October 12. 13, and 14, 1987, and 

WHEREAS ANC 3-C has received reports and evidence which indicate that subsequent 
violations of the type cited by the District of Columbia on December 30, 1986 
have occurred, and 

WHEREAS regulations and a schedule of fines for implementing the Civil Infrac­
tions Act of 1985 were published in the D.C. Register as a Final Rule on Sep­
tember 4, 1987 and became effective at that time, and 

WHEREAS any similar proven violations occurring after the above cited December 
30. 1986 notice would be regarded by ANC 3-C as "flagrant •.. or willful conduct" 
within the meaning of DCMR 1200.1, and as a new offense on each day that such a 
violation continued, and 

WHEREAS ANC 3-C regards the above cited December 30, 1986 letter as official 
notice of a first -offense within the meaning of DCMR 1200.1; therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED by Advisory Neighborhood Commission 3-C that a Notice of Infrac­
tion (NOI) be issued to and served upon the Sheraton ~ashington Hotel for a 
Class 2 infraction, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the scope of this NOI should encompass possible 
offenses on all of the dates referred to by ANC 3-C (including but not limited 
to October 12, 13, and 14, 1987) and all other evidence attached herewith as 
well as any evidence produced by on-site zoning investigations . 

Adoµted by unanimous voice vote. 
. J -/ ///. /./4 

ATTEST: t _,,..r,!-.1' , .,..- - ~< '~ .d-' i! -'<---~--

Phil Mendelson, Secretary 
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ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION 3-C 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

CATHEDRAL HEIGHTS CLEVELAND PARK MASSACHUSETTS AVE. HEIGHTS McLEAN GARDENS WOODLEY PARK 

2737 DEVONSHIRE PLACE, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20008 
232-2232 

Single Member District Commissioners: 

01-Cheryl Opacinch 

August 25, 1987 

02-Sam Friedman 
03-John A. Jenkins 
04-Roger Bums 
05--Peggy Robin 
06-PhU Mendelson 
07-Patricia Wamsley 
08-Oavid Grinnell 
09-Peter Espenschied 

Mr. Joseph Bottner 
Zoning Administrator 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
614 H Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Dear-Mr. Bottner: 

By letter dated December 30, 1986 (attached) the Building 
and Land Regula~ion Administration formally notified the Sheraton 
Washington Hotel that it had used certain uninclosed areas as 
exhibit space during the annual meeting_.of ;he. Asso<tiation of 
the US Army (AUSA) in violation of the D.C. Zoning Regulations. 
Information has been received (attached) \o1hich indicates that 
the Sheraton Washington Hotel may again be planning such use of 
uninclosed areas during this year's meeting of the AUSA October 12, 
October 13 and October 14, 1987. 

Advisory Neighborhood Couunission 3-C respectfully requests 
that a Zoning Investigator again be assigned to inspect for 
such zoning violations on each of these three days. Although 
October 12 is a federal holiday, "1e strongly believe that any 
enforcement action taken will be more effective if begun on the 
first day of an an established violation. 

ANC 3-C also asks to be kept informed of any further actions 
taken on this matter, and requests copies of any correspondance 
to or from the Sheraton Washington Hotel or its agents pursuant 
to the December 30, 1986 letter of citation. Your past assistance 
in this matter is acknowleged with thanks. 

Enclp.}ures- (~) 

cc: Mr. Alfred E. Baylor 
Hon. James Nathanson 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

~},1?//_ _,.__ 
Peggy Robin 
Chairperson 



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER ANO REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

8UILOING ANO LANO REGULATION ADMINISTRATION 

December 30, 1986 

Roger Murphy, Manager 
Sheraton&Washington Hotel 
2660 Woodley Road, N.W. 
Wash i ng ton, D • C • 2 0 0 0 8 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 

RE: Parking Garage and Loading 
Docks 
2660 Woodley Road, .N. W. 
Square: 2132 Lot: 32 

A recent inspection by a field representative of this Division 
disclosed that on October 14, ~986, you used the loading d6cks 
on the northwest corner of the building and the parking spaces 
on the fourth floor garage roof area as exhibit space during 
the Association of the United States Army's (AUSA) annual 
meeting. Investigation disclosed that exhibits consisting of 
large army ·trucks, various military equipment, tents, crates, 
boxes, etc. along with coveted booths were set up in these 
areas. The loading <to·cks and parking spaces are requirecl hy 
the District of Columbia Zoning Regulations an<l their use fer 
any other purpose is specifically prohibited under Sections 
730S.S, 7305.51, 7305.52, 7206.1, 7206.2. 

Section 7305.S states: 

"A loading berth or service delivery loading space 
including access aisles, driveways and maneuvering areas 
shall be maintained and u~ed as a loading berth or 
service/delivery loading space for as long as the use 
exists for which the loading berth or service/deliverv 
loading space is designed to serve." 
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Section 7305.Sl states: 

"No other use shall be conducted from or JJpon the loading 
berth or service/delivery loading space or any other 
po rt ion thereof." 

Section 7305.52 states: 

"All parts of the Loading berth or service delivery 
loading space including access aisles; driveways and 
maneuvering areas shall be kept free of refuse, debris, 
and other obstructions of any kind." 

Section 7206~1 states: 

"The aarking spaces required by this aFtic!e shall be 
provi ed and maintained so long as the structure exists 
wh~ch the parking spaces are designed to serve. 

Section 7206.2 states; 

uRequired parking spaces shall not be reduced in total 
extent after their provision except upon approval of the. 
Board-of Zoning Adjustment and then pnly after proof that 
the par\ing spaces provided are no longer needed by 
reason of a reduction.of ~mployees, seat~, gross floor 
area, dwelling uni ts, or any other standard applicable to 
~use set forth in -the regulations, provided the Boar<! 
of Zoning Adjustment may impo'Se any ·condition it shall 
deem necessary to assure the addition of parking spaces 
in case of a subsequent increase in employees, seats, 
gross floor area, dwelling· units, or any_other unit of 
measurement." · 

Therefore, be advised that in October, 1986, you used the 
subject areas in violation of the D.C. Zoning Regulations. Be 
further advised that any future use of the subject premises in 
violation of the D.C. Zoning Regulations will result in the 
matter being referred for appropriate enforcement action 
without further notice to you. 
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If you have any questions•or concerns, you may contact me 
directly on 727-7350. 

Sincerely, 

AARJ.d f•f:t': t. i!lr~: Investigator 
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MS. ELLEN BURI'ON, WP resident 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. Case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

RESIDENTIAL COtCERNS 
(5 Minutes) 

I. Woodley Park. The need to protect an established neighborhood as a 
desirable place to live, work and visit. 

II. The WP overlay zone and proposed additions concerning Square/2204. 

A. Essential to preserve Woodley Park consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan goals. 

B. current severe alley constraints preclude increased usage -­
problems of congestion, lack of adequate access by emergency 
vehicles, increased noise and trash, and safety matters. 

C. Height limits support maintenance of residential quality of life 

D. commercial zoned properties { 2610 and 2612 Woodley Place) on --~ 
residential street are· ·in error and pose threats of residential 
street deterioration if developed, e.g., traffic congestion, 
noise, lack of privacy. -

E. Need to preserve neighborhood-oriented services in commercial 
squares. 

III. The WP overlay Zone and proposed additions concerning Squares/2202 
and 2203. 

A. Essential to preserve an existing, stable neighborhood. 

B. Precludes intolerable expansion of existing problems, e.g., 
density, noise, increased traffic on residential streets, 
illegal and unsafe parking, decreased pedestrian safety. 

IV. Woodley Park can be a model urban residential-commercial 
neighborhood with the adoption of the WP Overlay Zone and the 
additions proposed by WPCA. 



Residential Concerns 

Testimony of 
Ellen Burton 
on Behalf of 

Woodley Park Community Association 

z.c. Case No. 86-26 

District Building 
January 25, 1988 



z.c. Case No. 86-26 

Testimony of Woodley Park Community Association: 
Residential Concern~ 

I. WOODLEY PARK ISSUES 

Woodley Park now has generally appropriate locally focused 
commercial development. Commercial portions of the proposed 
Woodley Park Overlay squares constitute a reasonably stable mix 
of small scale, principally retail establishments. These 
establishments serve the local community and the hundreds of 
thousands of others attracted into the area each year by the 
proximity of the Woodley Park metro stop to the National zoo 
the District's third most popular tourist attraction -- and by 
conventions and other functions at the Sheraton Washington and 
Omni Shoreham hotels with their combined 2,000-plus rooms ~nd 
extensive meeting facilities. 

Woodley Park residents support appropriate commercial 
development. Woodley Park residents support an economically 
vital, locally focused commercial area as a positive aspect of 
the quality of life in Woodley Park. We further believe that 
Woodley Park makes a full and fair contribution to the economy 
of the District through the tax base provided by the two large 
area hotels and the services provided to guests of those hotels 
and other visitors by the retail businesses in the Woodley Park 
commercial area. 

Woodley Park residents have chosen to live in an urban 
area. We recognize the positive aspects of this urban 
neighborhood, which include: 

Ready access to the small scale neighborhood 
restaurants and other service establishments; 

Ready access to metro; and 

The pleasure of residential streets shaded by stately 
elm trees and nearby Rock Creek Park. 



z.c. Case No. 86-26 
Residential Concerns 
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However, Woodley Park residents must balance these positive 
factors against the negative aspects of the close proximity of 
commercial and residential development in Woodley Park. These 
include: 

Noise and trash generated by restaurants and other 
businesses located across a narrow alley from many 
homes; 

Traffic congestion, particularly in alleys, that 
routinely impedes access of property owners to their 
parking spaces and has resulted in damage to residence 
fences; 

Illegal parking in alleyways and on neighborhood 
streets that threatens access of emergency services to 
homes, blocks curb cuts for the handicapped and 
threatens pedestrian safety; and 

Occasional extreme congestion in the heavily used 
metro station. 

Commercial development under current zoning threatens the 
quality of life in Woodley Park. Woodley Park residents 
believe that commercial development or redevelopment in Woodley 
Park under current zoning will destroy the fragile balance 
between commercial and residential uses and will cause the 
progressive deterioration of the quality of life in Woodley 
Park. 

The Advisory Neighborhood Commission ANC-3C hosted a public 
meeting last September to review with the developer plans for a 
proposed 6-story building at 2631-2641 Connecticut Avenue. The 
site in question now contains a commercial parking lot with 
access and egress exclusively to Connecticut Avenue through two 
curb cuts. Woodley Park residents indicated that the proposed 
matter-of-right building -- which complies with current zoning 
but would be twice as high as any nearby building -- would not 
enhance, nor would it even maintain, the quality of life of 
Woodley Park. They expressed concern: 

That there would be increased trash and increased 
noise from commercial establishments being serviced by 
early morning trash pickup and product deliveries 



z.c. Case No. 86-26 
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Page 3 

That there would be increased traffic on residential 
streets 

That the developer's plan to abandon the existing curb 
cuts to Connecticut Avenue, and instead to use the 
alley for exclusive access to 52 parking spaces and a 
loading dock, would exacerbate an already intolerable 
situation because the alley's substandard narrowness 
and design: 

Induces large trucks to back almost the full 
length of the alley; 

Results in residents, commercial proprietors and 
their employees being kept waiting as much as 20 
minute or more to get in or out of parking spaces 
while trucks load or unload; and 

Results in illegal parking on residential 
property and in damage to residence fences when 
trucks attempt to turn around despite the all'ey 
size limitations 

That a structure built to the height allowed by 
current zoning would loom over the residences in 
Square 2204, obstructing sun and sky, and be visible 
from residences on neighboring blocks and to 
pedestrians at street level in the residential 
neighborhoods 

That this project would lead to other such projects 
until the entire Woodley Park commercial area was 
built to the maximum allowed height and the character 
of the neighborhood fundamentally and irrevocably 
altered. 

One resident summed up the discussion: "It's the 
beginning of the end of the Woodley Park neighborhood." 
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II. CONSISTENCY OF CURRENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS 
WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The Office of Planning, in its Connecticut Avenue Corridor 
Study (Preliminary Report, September 1987) indicates that the 
Comprehensive Plan designates the Woodley Park commercial core 
as "low density commercial and Local Neighborhood Commercial 
Center." That Plan defines a local neighborhood commercial 
center as being comprised of commercial establishments that are 
principally dependent on customers who live or work within 
walking distance. Thus, such a neighborhood center would 
usually have little or no office space or parking. 

Establishment of the Woodley Park Overlay Zone, including 
six additions proposed by the Woodley Park Community 
Association, is essential for prese~vation of Woodley Park as a 
local neighborhood commercial center. 

This action is also essential if the Woodley Park 
residential neighborhood is to be preserved and improved in a 
manner consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
This is particularly true of the residential portion of Square 
2204 and adjacent areas. 

III. SQUARE 2204 IS OF PARTICULAR CONCERN 

Substandard alley limits development to current density. 
The residential portion of Square 2204 shares with commercial 
establishments an alley of substandard width (15 feet at its 
larger entrance and some 10 feet at its smaller entrance) that 
is heavily used, unfortunately configured (taking a 90-degree 
turn near the smaller entrance) and chronically poorly 
maintained. 

Some Woodley Park residents recently sent a letter to Mr. 
Fred Greene, Director of the Office of Planning, that described 
in detail the current intolerable conditions in this alley and 
its inability to handle any additional traffic flow that would 
result from commercial development or redevelopment in Square 
2204. A copy of this letter is attached as Exhibit A. 
Photographs illustrating current alley conditions are 
reproduced in Exhibit B. 

To quote from the letter to Mr. Greene: "It would be 
unthinkable to add more traffic flow to this little alley." 
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Current alley conditions support additional setback and 
pulloff requirements. The difficulties created by the current 
level of commercial service truck traffic in the alley support 
a requirement that any commercial development or redevelopment 
in Square 2204 must provide a 20-foot set back from the alley 
and that this set back must include a lO~foot unencumbered 
pulloff for public vehicular traffic. 

Structures exceeding 50 feet in total height in Square 2204 
would degrade the residential environment of the established 
neighborhood. The residents of Woodley Park are committed to 
an urban environment and are committed to preserving a balance 
between residential and commercial concerns. This balance will 
be destroyed by structures in excess of 50 feet in total 
height. Structures over 50 feet in height will literally tower 
over the (down-hill) 3 and 4 story townhouses of the 
neighborhood, many of which are separated from the commercial 
area by only the inadequate, narrow alley. 

Residential zoning for -2610 and 2612 Woodley Place. The 
existing residential neighborhood of Square 2204 and nearby 
blocks would also suffer deterioration from increased traffic 
congestion, increased noise and loss of sunlight and 
residential privacy if the properties at 2610 and 2612 Woodley 
Place were redeveloped for commercial use at allowed 
densities. This would alter the established character of 
Woodley Place as a residential street. It is therefore 
essential that these properties be rezoned to residential. 

IV. PROBLEMS OF ADDITIONAL DENSITY IN GENERAL 

Excess noise and trash control problems result from 
inadequately controlled commercial growth. Inadequately 
controlled commercial growth brings associated problems. 
Extreme noise from restaurants resulted in a neighborhood 
petition to the District of Columbia this year to measure, 
monitor and, hopefully, ensure that noise be reduced to 
tolerable levels. Commercial trash pickup by private companies 
results in debris laden alleys. Recently, for example, an 
alley that had been cleaned in a Woodley Park Community 
Association project was littered with plastic packing "pellets" 
that fell off a departing trash truck. 
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Increased density will worsen parking problems. Increased 
density of use in any part of the Woodley Park Commercial 
Overlay -- particularly in the form of office space, but also 
should restaurants greatly increase in density or should 
commercial zoned buildings be used as guest houses or 
conference centers -- would increase the already very difficult 
parking situation in the Woodley Park and nearby areas. 

The problems that would be directly associated with 
increased density of use would include: increased traffic 
circling in residential areas in search of parking; illegal and 
unsafe parking which limits access of emergency ve~icles and 
blocks curb cuts for the handicapped; and decreased pedestrian 
safety for Woodley Park residents and for the many metro users 
from nearby neighborhoods such as Adams-Morgan and from the 
many neighborhoods from which people visit the National Zoo. 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

Adoption of the Woodley_Park Commercial Overlay, with 
additions proposed by the Woodley Park Community Association, 
will allow commercial development consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. This action will substantially increase 
the likelihood that the established, urban Woodley Park 
neighborhood will be preserved and improved as a place to live, 
visit and work, while maintaining Woodley Park's status as a 
fair and full contributor to the economic development of the 
District of Columbia. 
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Woodley Park Community Association 
Residential Concerns Testimony 

EXHIBIT A 

2(',2(, \,·,lod1c:-· Plac~::, \,\,·, 
\,·ashing ton, 111· 20008 

September •7 -
t.. ~l ' 1987 

\,· h E- t I h" P \, I' r P cont Pm p 1 a t i n g a nu.-, e i r, t he ,, e s-:t ia- i de of t lH" 
2COO hl0ck of ~oodle~ Place in the summer of 1QRG, w~ 
c-or,'"'u l t Pd t.hP ComprehPn~ i ,·e Pl an. 

"'lF:p i frrim t.he Plan jndicate·rl that t.hP adja,~Pni t=>Ri=.t 

s i rie Of U1P 260() b.l ocl\ of co:nnect i cut was pJ annf-'(1 for 1 o,,. 
rlen~ii~ ~omm~rrial ]and u~ei: "shopping and sPrvice arPas 
thH1 Rt•f' gen~r·.'3]]y loi- in sc-ale, charact.P-r, arid ac-t.ivlt.~- and 
that prnY i riP a 1 j mi tPd range. of reta i 1 good~ ar,d sP.rv ices are 
t.h~ pt·t--don,i nttnt u~t=-s." 

~-!:~r 2 rlici T1ni pr·0,·irl.r- for an~· rE=>side:>ntial U$.t=-, a fa...-orab1e 
sdgr1 !-'.in<'e th!c' blor.k "-'IH, obv:iously already highl~· congested. 
Acros~ thP. street, high density housing is rn·o\·ici,•d f<,r, 
~h:i~h i~ appropriate since there are no single family 
d,,t" l U rig~ adjacent t.o that side of Connect.i cut.. 

Map~ providerl for ttlow density" commercial lRnd uses and 
designAted the arPa a "local neighborhood c-PntPr," which 
is thf" liiwF>i:tt ~RtE'!gory in the hierarchy (section 1108 of thP. 
ComprPhPnsive Plan District elements): (1) local 
neighborhood cent.er; (2) multi-neighborhood center; (3) 
regional renter; (4) central employment center. The 
oFs.rrjpt.ion of "C"onve.niPnce goods and personal SE'!rvices to 
neighhorhood ser-Yires and workers .. seemed sujt.ahJP to the 
t;-,pP~ of low rh·•.P land uses prese-ntly there. Moreover, 
thP- "l nw-dens it y commPrci a) 1 and use" category j !,f' 1 udP.s 
~.hopping anci ~Pr\'ir.e arf"as that are generally lo"-, in 
con f orrnanr~p, ,d th t hP. kinds of uses t.here now. 

io.'e underPstimntE>d the level of congestion to a dPgree, since 
thP neighhodinnd js morP. congP-sted than i.;p had i11itia11;,.· 
tho1Jght it 1,·nulo bP, anci the congestion seems to have got.tP.n 
\.:or·sr j n rPcent months. Nonetheless, \,,;i th llH" r···:cept i 011 of 
thP harl]y overusP.d alley behjnd the house, i~ i~ ohvinusly a 
high-quality, unique, historic urbar1 neighborhnod that has 
evo1 \'Pd rat.her ni c-Pl ~- ovPr the decades. 



ThP reRidPntial charartPr of the 2600 block of ~o~dlPy Plare 
is r.Prt.aj nl :,· comp1·omi sPd by the proposed pj err€' p1•nj€>r-t At. 
2G3] lo 2641 ConnPcticul Avenue. Six stories of rPtAil, 
of f j c P s , and condos ,_, o u 1 d s w Amp t h e adj a C' P n t J m, - r j s P ~- i. n g l e 
famil:'· ]and uses. TliP proposed str-ucturP i$ t,d,--r~ a~ high a!= 
thP nearhy commf-'rcj~l uses, Rnrl st~vPrR] timP~- buii-;jpi-·. The-
r·c,l!gt"'-'.t1011, trriffic, 11nisf·, and parking diffi.-'·ul1:ipi:: 
a1read~· at high }P.\'tc>]s -- ,,·ould 1;F• e:-.:C'P~.i:-.i\·p, 

ThP f"'ornprr•hPn!=ciYF• Plan c?.1]s for hi.gh dPtisity commi:>reial use 
on the t.:es t s idt=- of f' orrnert.i c-ut ariu i o,, df"n~. it-:,.· on the east 
!".iriP. prPc-i!'-.f']y hecausP the east sjde has single fand]~- houses 
immPdi1"tely adjacPnt to the commP.rcial b)oc-k, t-diilf-" the other 
side does not .. ~e ~ould like to see development that is more 
appropriate t.o the aojAc-ent neighborhood. ~lorPo,·er, if one 
high densit~ use is allowed in the pre~ent lo~ density 
commPrc:-ia) areas, other similar uses ,.,.-j]l a)so ft=>F-1 entjtled 
t,o 1oC"ale thP.re, a]] cutting off sunlight, and adding noise 
and excessive congestion to wha 1, is now st i )1 a nP i gh hnrhood. 

Tiff Al..LFY 

Thi> remainci ... r of this 1etter disrusses the a]],:,:,: h,=.,htnd the 
east side of thP 2ROO block of 8onne~ttcut. ThP ~lley is 
the nt::\jor dra\.:back to t.he block, sj nee current] y i -t 

is ll!"'-ed to an P'.'-cPs~dve exten.t. Starting in the early morning 
hour!"., tht> garbag.-., del1very/ fuel, and servicP. t1·uchs <'log 
thP lane, blocking ingress and egress for the residentR and 
other· user·s of the alley. The nojse ]eve] is excessin:•, 
sin<'P the sound reverberates through the "canyons" of brick 
h11ildings alrPady flanking either side or the al]e~. 

Tn addition, propP.rt.y j s damaged or usurped with frequerrt 
disregard for the cit.iz.ens who O\s:n the property. 
~eighbors' ha~krard fences are knocked into, and people are 
routinely blocked in their own driveways while trying to 
leave for work. Some truck drivers servicing business on 
Connecticut arP. courteous and will move thei1· trucks, while 
others leave their trucks for extended periods while making • 
delivPries, having breakfast e~c. 

People park in private res{dential parking spaces routinely 
while going to restaurants in the neighborhood, and, when 
asked ~hy they do this, they say that they can find no street 
parking or that the parking fees in the only public lot (to 
he demolished when the lot is developed) are too high. 
EmployPes and owners of the shops in the area add to the 
confu~ion by parking illegally in the alley on a regular 
basis. Ticketing can have a short-term impact, but thE" 
demand for space is usually greater than thP resources and 
staying po~er of MPD or DOT, It is a daily battle for the 
mixen-income Ward 1 residents who live there, and the 
comhinerl ~ffprt is to detra~t from th~ nPlghbnrhnnd feel that 
onP aAsociates with home. 



It t,0111d he unthinkable to add more traffic flo" to this 
l i t tJ e all f" :r . Th : s a 1 1 e :, i s not. t. he s i z e o f the a 11 e :,- i n 
the 2i00 hlo,:k (it is onl:rlf feet t.:icle in its ~outhern 
side), hut it gPts far gr(•at.er US("., The total ,·ehj~~u]ar 
traffir generation of 64 trips a day., Pstimaled hy the 
PierrP's arr·hitf~rt, is gross]~- understati=>d, perhaps to the 
point of dPception. The 64 people in the 32 condos proposed 
by the architPct are projerted to have comhineri use af 
only 15 trips (times 2 for A.M. and P.~.) each day. 

This f:igur~ C't'Hllc:i approximate the c-ommut.e-t0-i,:ork 
trips for condo residents, hut does not count evening and 
,,eekend trips to the grocery storP, to tenni$, to the- movies, 
and to visit friends, receive visits from fri~nds, etc. The 
retail shop~ (up to nine are possible ) are estimAted to 
genP.ratp a total of nnly five trips a day --- and this 
inc]uclPs not just t_hf> trips of patrons hut also those c,f 

nt,nPrs HtHi ?mp1 o~·pps '. ~lany of the shops 1--i 11 prohabl ~· have 
m11]tiplP shifts, gf'nerat.ing mnrf> trips and morP peop]e. In 
H d d i t i <.• n, i hf" f l n n r of off j re s i n d Pp e rid en t o f t he shop~ i s 
projerted to adrl another dozen trips (times two for ~.M. and 
P,\l, I, and thP Pstirnate doPs not inc]ude any trjp~ for 
,:isit.nrs t.n thP offices. 

In 011r f'stimation as professjonais aciP.pt at st.atistic-s and 
WP l 1 -,·ersPd 1 n rPsearch methodology, this "research .. 
prPsP.n~ed to justify the Pierre project's usP of the alley 
for traffic flo~ is unprofessional. We know from daily 
ohsPrvatinn of the present small scale commercial land uses, 
t}1at these numhers cannot be professionally derived. For 
example, one small Indian restaurant behind us, which does 
not do a gr~at deal of business, generates at least 10 cars 
per day, in th"" restaurant lot and sprawled all ovPr the 
alley. The number of trips generated by this one small 
restauran~ is already double the total number projerted 
for all of the commercial uses of the Pierre. The Pierre 
development is pPrhaps 30 times bigger than this little 
restaurant and will ~mploy at least 30 times as many worker~. 

Regardless of what is decjded about the Pierre development 
and the preservation of the existing residential character of 
the neighborhood, all of the new traffic should t1ol be dumped 
into this alley (as the architects presently intend with a 
garage entrance from the alley side of the structure). 

Current]~, ~raffic into the existing parking Jot that 
occupi .. s thP proposP.d site for the PierrP flow~ from 
ConnE>r.t icllt .:.vPnue h1t.o the lot. Car~ rannot gP.t into the 
existing ]ot from the alley now, and thiR helpR to Rtave off 
~hat could hP disasterous congestion in an all~T already 
taxen t.o capAr-i t.y. ThP flow of trRffjc should Rt least 
continuP to hP dirPcted from Connecticut. Avenue for any 
propORPd stru~tur~ on the site. 
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In conclu!".ion 1 the attached lettPr from thP.n-roun,~i. ln:PmhPr 
Br1rn· ma~- be of interi=>st, He stated, in 19i8: "Oni=> ,,ould 
think it ,,ould be in the best interests of thP nr gnvernment 
to take the initiath·e to protect its valuablP neighborhoods.'' 

~e appreciate your consideration of these thought~. 

S i n c ere 1 ~· , 

l{a th] een Burl\ P 

WP4-
Edward H. Meyers 
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COC};CJL 01: THE DISTRICT OF C"OLl:!ofBIA 

WASH1XGTOX. D. C'. 2000 t 

"'~R·Q,-, e.,Ri:;i JR 
l..:'J"C.•l'fft...-DeP II .... .,. 

Mr. Theodore F. Mariani 
Chairman 
D. C. Zoning Commission 
The District Building 
Washington, D. C. 20004 

Dear Mr. Mariani: 

February 9, 1978 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY. This letter is in support of 
the Dupont Circle Coalition's request to be heard February 9, 
1978 for emergency rezoning of the Dupont Circle area. 

In the. absence of an overall comprehensive development 
plan, the city is being developed in a haphazard, topsy­
turvy way. Washington citizens, both local neighborhood 
residents and commerc;:ial property owners, should not be made 
victims of this deficiency in overall planning. 

In the Dupont Circle area, citizens have taken the ini­
tiative themselves, spending nearly five years in developing 
their own plan for their neighborhood. Despite this extensive 
citizen planning, the D. C. government has yet to respond 
adequately in developing, with full citizen participation, a 
fully approved plan for Dupont Circle. 

Today I am supporting the citizen's request for emergency 
rezoning for 120 days, so that the Dupont Circle area is not 
locked into certain development decisions before a final plan 
can be completed and agreed upon. I am also requesting that 
the Zoning Commission ask the Municipal Planning Office to 
develop a zoning plan for the Dupont Circle area, and to 
schedule a hearing on both the Dupont Circle Coalition plan, 
the Municipal Planning Office plan and any other plan, such 
as developed by the National Capital Planning Association, 
before reaching a final decision. 

Unfortunately, there has.been insufficient dialogue betweer. 
citizens, commercial property owners and the Municipal Planning 

60 :£ 11:J G- r.1J ~,--, \.. _ _, -L" 
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Office. It is my view that instead of constant conflict we 
should have constant dialogue. While ordinarily I would,not 
support emergency action, in this case.emergency action is 
the only way concerns of citizens may be protected without 
locking ourselves into pern:ia,nent development decisions which 
are being reached without benefit of full citizen participa­
tion and comprehensive planning. 

WHERE SHOULD COMMERCIAL CHANGE OCCUR? In a January 10, 
1977 letter to the Zoning Commission, Phillip Froeder of the 
Dupont Circle Property Association writes: "Washington is a 
dynamic city which must accommodate new growth. It can no 
longer be viewed as a sleepy southern town that has been by­
passed by change." Certainly there is some validity to such 
a statement. In recent years, we are -just -t>eginni-ng to see 
vecy hopeful signs for revitalization of Washington's first 
commercial core, the "old downtown" east of 15th Street. 
Projects which show great promise for this area include 
Pennsylvania Avenue Development, restoration of the Willard 
Hotel, development or the Garfinckel block, the National 
Press Building, the Quadrangle Development Building, a 
164,000 square foot building at 15th and K Streets, a 165,000 
square foot expansion of the American Security Bank, recent 
additional proposals for the 12th and G Metro portal, perhaps 
a civic center, and so forth. Such new development is valued 
at approximately $640 mill;on. 

With an office building occupancy rate in Washington of 
99% -- among the very highest in the nation -- we should be 
able to channel, with careful planning, such strong demand 
into desired areas of the city which can best accommodate 
commercial growth. 

"TAX LOSSES" AS A RESULT OF REZONING. In the November 
1977 issue of Realtor, it was estimated that rezoning of 
Dupont Circle according to the citizen-developed plan could 
result in a tax loss to the city of about $1.83 million per 
year. This is a very minor revenue gain to the District 
government when compared to the overwhelming costs of neigh­
borhood decimation which would result from unrestricted devel­
opment of the Dupont Circle area. Moreover, the $1.83 million 
in revenues is a gross figure -- much or all of the development, 
with proper planning, could be shifted to other areas of the 
city where there is no antagonism toward commercial development, 
and in fact where such development is eagerly sought. If we 
vigorously encourage commercial development east of 15th 
Street -- which can accommodate enormous growth -- we could 
easily recoun the lost Sl.83 million and gain much more than - . . 
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that if we gather sufficient momentum. By restricting com­
mercial development in residential neighborhoods, we can help 
gain momentum for commercial development in areas of D.C. 
which urgently need such development. 

RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER THREATENED. Since 1970,\,"according 
to conservative estimates, about 83 residential structures, 
comprising at least 143 units, have been razed, to make way 
primarily for new high rise development. In ANC 2B, which 
consists primarily of the Dupont Circle area, there were 
17,400 people in 1970. By 1974, the population had declined 
by 9.2% to 15,800 (data from Dupont Circle Profile" by North 
Dupont Community Association), and it is still falling. 

THE REZONING PLAN. Ben Gilbert, in his March 10 ,-.1977 
letter to the D. C. Zoning Commission, summarizes the intended 
purposes of Dupont Circle rezoning quite well: 

"In general, the purpose of the text and map 
changes is to preserve existing buildings and 
to allow for new buildings of lesser height 
and bulk than present zoning allows •. Reten­
tion of existing homes and small shops, art 
galleries, diplomatic, professional and 
non-profit offices is also advanced as a goal.• 

We need planning for rational development of tne area, 
and the Dupont Circle Coalition's emergency action request is 
at least a good start, to keep everything at the status quo 
for 120 days until a fully developed and agreed-upon plan for 
the Dupont Circle area may be implemented. 

Ben Gilbert in his memorandum of December 13, 1977 to the 
Zoning Commission notes that, "The SP zone was designed to be 
a buffer between the commercial core and nearby central city 
residential areas. This objective has not been fully•met. 
Recent planning suggests that several changes are needed in 
the SP District." Some SP's, around Judiciary Square, should 
be rezoned commercial to encourage new commercial uses,· Mr. 
Gilbert suggests. Another suggestion includes "providing a 
lower density version of the zone for areas currently zoned 
SP that contain mid-rise structures of historic value." The 
Dupont Circle Coalition emergency request is in consonance 
with such a concept. 

Certainly the Municipal Planning Office needs to work 
with the Dupont Circle Coalition in defining precisely what 
kinds of commercial zoning is desired,as well as,~ith other 
affected parties. 
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PRECEDENTS FOR ZONING COMMISSION ACTION. There are 
several precedents for adoption of the Dupont Circle Coalition's 
emergency action. In 1972, Mt. Vernon East, an area rather 
c~ose in size and number of parcels to.the present Dupont 
Circle case, was rezoned from commercial to mixed use to 
reduce the extent of harmful speculative activity which was 
creating adverse land use trends. · 

Friendship Heights was rezoned in 1973 to prevent exces­
sive office building development, so as to create a more 
acceptable mixture of uses. 

In 1972, the Georgetown Waterfront area was down-zoned 
to prevent excessive office building construction and encourage 
mixed uses. This was a temporary solution until a permanent 
waterfront zone·was adopted in 1974. 

CURRENT D.C. GOVERNMENT PLANNING FOR DUPONT CIRCLE AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS. Despite the innumerable attempts over the 
past several years by Dupont Circle citizens to obtain action 
from their government, we have yet to· see a fully deyeloped 
plan by the D. C. government for the Dupont Circle area. Such 
lack of government action has led directly to a threatened 
community. As pointed out by the Washington ~ in _a. -.~ovem­
ber 19, 1977 editorial, "Even would-be developers are frus­
trated, for they, too, see opportunities that cannot be seized 
until some definite zoning decisions are made." 

I therefore. recommend that the Zoning Commission: (1) 
adopt the Dupont Circle Coalition's emergency order for 120 
da s; (2) reauire the Munici~al Plannina Office to develo, 
within 90 days, a full and detai ed plan for the Dupont Circle 
area, which preserves the character of this area -- to be con­
sidered along with the Dupont Circle Coalition Plan which has 
already been submitted, and (3) inunediately set a specific 
date for full scale public hearings into both the Dupont Circle 
Coalition and the Municipal Planning Office plans, and after 
such hearings, adopt a zoning design which best meets the in­
terests of all affected parties and which preserves the 
character of the nei9hborhood. · The plan should be adopted 
before expiration of the 120 day emergency period. 

Current planning for the Dupont Circle area is hampered 
by a lack of "flexible zoning tools," according to Mr. Gilbert. 
In his November 4, 1977 memorandum to the D. C. Zoning Commis­
sion, Mr. Gilbert states: "It has become apparent that a 
number of existing zone districts are not adequate guides for 
the city's planning and developmen~ objectives ~or this(Dupont 
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Circle) area. The Municipal Planning Office has found that 
a number of these districts are problems in other areas of 
the city too. Thus, it is proposed that the zoning districts 
themselves be studied and revised so that the desired develop­
ment objectives can, in fact, be accomplished by them." 

Subsequently, in his December 13, 1977 memorandum. to the 
Zoning Commission, Mr. Gilbert outlined a hearing process to 
consider city-wide zoning revision proposals, to make zoning 
districts more flexible and useful, so that areas such as 
Dupont Circle may more easily adapt to such overall planning. 

The Zoning Commission and the Municipal Planning Office 
are to be commended for planning such a comprehensive look 
into existing commercial and mixed use zoning districts. 

The city-wide zoning revision proposals are scheduled to 
be heard from approximately March 30th to May 15, 1978. Sub­
sequent to those hearings, specific rezoning proposals 
pertaining to the Dupont Circle area would be heard, approx­
imately in June 1978. However, no firm date has as yet been 
established to hear the Dupont Circle map case. 

·-
By adopting the emergency order and requiring a plan from 

the D. C. government for Dupont Circle to be completed within 
ninety days·, the conceptual planning for overall zoning dis­
tricts and the specific planning for the Dupont Circle area 
would have to be done concurrently. Such combining of the 
conceptual and the specific, of course, is well within standard 
planning practices. 

CONCLUSIONS. The first extensive and well-developed 
citizen petition for zoning changes was in June 1975. We have 
yet to see anywhere near an adequate local government response 
to the Dupont Circle citizens. 

One would think it would be in the best interests of the 
D.c. government to take the initiative to protect its valuable 
neighborhoods. Dupont Circle citizens have been responsibly 
petitioning for years. I recommend that the Zoning Commission 
adopt the emergency order and proceed with adoption of a per­
manent plan for the Dupont Circle area to preserve the quality 
and character of this neighborhood which is so integral to the 
personality of Washington. 

CC: Hon. Walter Washington 
Councilmembers 
Er.:n Gi lbe?r-: 

, f/ j/ 
r 



Woodley Park Community Association 
Residentiai Con~erns Testimony 

EXHIBIT B 

CURRENT CONDITIONS IN THE ALLEY IN SQUARE 2204 

The alley is approximately 10 feet wide at its narrower 
entrance: 



WPCA Residential Con9erns Exhibit B 
Page 2 

It takes 90-degree turn near this small entrance: 



WPCA Residential Concerns Exhibit B 
Page 3 

Otherwise, the alley is 15 feet wide throughout, including at 
its wider entrance. As a result of this configuration, most 
commercial trash and delivery trucks back up the alley: 



WPCA Residential Concerns Exhibit B 
Page 4 

There is extreme wear and tear at the larger entrance: 



WPCA Residential Concerns Exhibit B 
Page 5 

There is persistent congestion in the alley. Current levels of 
traffic congestion result in illegal parking on residential and 
comme re i al property and in ""a ... e=l...,.a.._.y._.s .... · .... 1=· n=· __,.t-=r...,a .... f...,.f...,i...,c..__f=-=1..,.o....,w___..o .... r......._.a=c"""c=e-=s-=s'----"t ..... o 
parking spaces of 20 minutes or more! 



WPCA Residential Concerns Exhibit B 
Page 6 

Also, property such as this residential fence is damaged when 
trucks try to turn around despite the alley's size limitations: 

t"",_,,.~~~ }'f. 
"''.' ,· 

.. • ✓-- , ---
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• l""hre,:1ts to neighb()rhoCid sta.bility 

• , .. he ~>ersp,~ctive c:rf «l tJusiness & 
bui i <.1wr·,~f~r: 
Why Chevy (;hase works -
Why Woodll~;Y' Parle dCJ(3'Sn~t work -

• Lack of! an overlay discourages 
rehabilita.tion of existing structures 

,. Lack of an overlay irnpac:ts on 
city-wide economic cievelopment 



MS. ZINA GREENE, M.A., Urban Planner and Commercial business and property 
owner, WP resident (Ward l)" 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park overlay Zone 

COMMERCIAL CONCERNS 
(5 Minutes) 

I. Commercial zoning in excess of what "exists" is antithetical to the 
stability of a neighborhood. 

A. Perspective from building owner (IBEX) 

B. Perspective from business owner (Park Place) 

c. Why Chevy Chase works 

D. Why Woodley Park doesn't work 

II. City-wide economic development goals are hurt by commercial/office 
redevelopment west of the park 

A. Positive economic impact of D.C.'s original zoning 
overlay-height limit 

B. No controls on low-density office space -- intense pressures 
west of the Park siphon off economic development in 
three-fourths of city 

c. City-wide overlay zoning for commercial use of development 
districts 

III. Conclusion: overlay zoning sufficient to encourage rehabilitation 
and retention of existing structures will stabilize corrnnercial area 
with positive impact on neighborhood and further true city-wide 
economic development 
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• a.rd velop11·1er1t conformance to 
the corn~)reher1sive pla.n 

• Zoning ar11d d,a.sigr1ation of ·woodley 
as a ~Neight)orhood enter" 

• F,reserv·atic,n stabliz,1tion of the 
r1eighb<:)rh10<)d reasonc1l1le de·velopn1ent 

• Pr()hitJitiOl"l of p D's 



Mr. Phil Mendelson, ANC 3C Commissioner 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c: Case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park Overlay Zone 

ANC 3C COMMENTS 
(5 Minutes) 

I. Development concerns in Woodley Park 

A. Relationship to ward development 

B. Need to maintain consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

C. The WP Overlay Zone and the Comprehensive Plan designation of 
WP as a local neighborhood center as it relates to zoning 

D. Need to preserve and stabilize existing neighborhoods through, 
in part, reasonable commercial development 

E. Related concerns, e.g., traffic impact on residential 
neighborhoods, etc. 

F. Prohibition on PUD's 

II. Support for WP overlay Zone and proposed addition 
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Dr. Cheryl Opacinch, ANC 3C Commissioner (Ward 1 resident) and Chair, 
WPCA Economic Development Committee 
Outline of Testimony before the D.C. Zoning Commission 
z.c. case No. 86-26 
Woodley Park overlay Zone 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION - THE 'WOODLEY PARK OVERLAY ZONE 
(5 Minutes) 

I. Summary of major points to support WP Overlay Zone and proposed 
additions 

II. Expression of appreciation to Zoning Commission 

III. Formal transmittal of supporting documents 

IV. Transmittal of revised WP Overlay Zone language to include proposed 
additions 



CHAPTER 13 WOODLEY PARK COMMERCIAL OVERLAY DISTRICT 

With amendments proposed by the Woodley Park community Association 

[Slashed words are proposed deletions, and underscored words are 
additions.] 

1300 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1300.1 The Woodley Park Commercial overlay District is applied to 
a compact geographic area surrounding the Woodley Park/Zoo 
Metrorail station, comprising those Lots zoned c~2-A in 
Squares 2202 and 2203, and those Lots zoned C-2-B in 
Square 2204. 

1300.2 The purposes of the District are: 

1300.21 To encourage a scale of development, a mixture of 
building uses, and other attributes such as safe and 
eficient conditions for pedestrian and vehicular 
movement, all of which will be as generally required by 
the Comprehensive Plan: 

1300.22 To encourage retention and establishment of a variety 
of retail, entertainment and personal service 
establishments, predominantly in a continuous pattern 
at ground level, so as to meet the needs of the 
surrounding area's visitors, workers and visitors; 

1300.23 To limit the maximum permitted height of new buildings 
so as to encourage a general compatibility in scale 
between new and older buildings; and 

1300.24 To provide for safe and efficient pedestrian movement 
by reducing conflicts between pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic, so as to improve access to retail services, 
the Metrorail station, and other uses in the area. 

1300.3 

1300.4 

1300.5 

The Woodley Park Commercial overlay (WP) District is 
mapped in combination with the underlying commercial zone 
districts and not instead of the underlying districts. 

All uses, buildings and structures permitted in accordance 
with this chapter, and the appropriate regulations of the 
underlying district with which the mapped WP district is 
combined, shall be permitted in the combined districts. 

All restrictions and prohibitions provided with respect to 
either of the districts combined in accordance with this 
chapter shall also apply, except as specifically modified 
by this chapter. 



1301 USE, HEIGHT, AREA AND ACCESS REGULNrIONS 

1301.1 'rhe maximum permitted height of buildings in the WP 
Overlay District shall be 50 feet in Square 2204 and 40 
feet in Squares 2202 and 2203. The height of buildings 
may not be exceeded by a spire, tower, dome, pinnacle, 
penthouse over an elevator shaft, ventilation shaft, 
smokestack, fire sprinkler tank, mechanical equipment, 
housing for mechanical equipment, stairway, elevator 
penthouse, radio or television tower. The number of 
stories shall not exceed 4 stories above ground. 

1301.2 No hotel, inn, fast food restaurant, carry-out restaurant 
lacking internal seating, movie theatre, assembly hall, 
auditorium, public hall, rooming or boarding house, 
private club, lodge, fraternity house, sorority house, 
dormitory, or college or university facility shall be 
permitted in the WP Overlay District." 

1301.3 No drive-through accessory to any use shall be permitted 
in the WP Overlay District. 

1301.4 MY building occupying or constructed on a lot fronting on 
Connecticut Avenue, Calvert Street or 24th Street shall 
provide retail and service establishments on the ground 
level according to the following requirements: 

1301.41 The permitted uses for the purposes of this provision 
only shall be as allowed in the C-1 District in 
Subsections 701.1, 701.4 and 701.6(b) of this title; 
and those uses permitted in C-2 Districts as enumerated 
in subsection 721.2(d), (h), (k), (l}, (o}, (p), (v), 
and ( w) ; and Subsection 721. 3 (a) , ( b) , ( f) , ( g) , { h) , 
( i) , ( j ) , (1) , ( m) , ( n) , ( o) , ( p) , and ( q) //a,i~ 
$~~¢¢¢ti¢n/72lJ%f~J. 

1301.42 Such uses shall occupy no less than 25 percent of the 
net floor area of the ground level of the building, 
i.e., that floor which is nearest in grade elevation to 
the sidewalk. 

1301.43 In a newly constructed building the permitted uses 
identified in 1301.41 shall occupy no less than 50 
percent of the net floor area of the ground level of 
the building, and no more than 20 percent of the ground 
floor area shall be devoted to banks, loan offices, 
other financial institutions, travel agencies or other 
ticket offices. 

1301.5 Restaurants, t~tt/t¢¢~/t¢tt~~tfifiti, delicatessens, 
¢~ttif¢~t¢ or other similar eating or drinking 
establishments, shall occupy no more than 25 percent and 
offices shall occupy no more than 15 percent of the linear 
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street frontage within the WP Overlay District, as measured along 
the lots facing Connecticut Avenue, Calvert Street and 24th street, 
N.W. 

1301. 6 Within the area of the WP Overlay District, the provisions 
of Subsection 2217.8{c)(l) are modified as follows: 

1301.61 No driveway providing access from Connecticut Avenue to 
required parking spaces or loading berths shall be 
permitted in the WP Overlay District. 

1301.7 

1301. 8 

1301. 9 

All commercial floor space, whether above or below ground, 
will be included to compute gross floor area for permitted 
commercial use. 

The maximum permitted lot occupancy shall be 60 percent. 

Planned unit developments shall not be permitted in the WP 
Overlay District. 

ALTERNATIVE: Planned unit developments shall be limited 
to heights of no more than 40 feet. in Squares 2202 and 
2203 and to heights of no more than 50 feet in Square 
2204. Such planned unit developments shall be limited to 
maximum lot occupancy levels of 70 percent. 

1301.10 Any building on Square.2202 shall be set back at least 20 
feet from the public walk on the Connecticut Avenue side. 

1301.11 In Square 2204, a 10-foot unencumbered, paved pull-off 
from the alley shall be required and commercial buildings 
must be set back at least 20 feet from the alley. 

1302 EXCEPTIONS 

1302.1 Exceptions, ¢t waivers or variances from the 
requirements of the Woodley Park Commercial Overlay 
District shall only be permitted if granted by the Board 
of Zoning Adjustment after public hearing, based on the 
following criteria:" 

1302.2 The excepted use, building or feature at the size, 
intensity and location proposed, ¢iXX/n¢K/~¢/¢¢ttim¢ni~X 
t,¢ shall serve the health, safety, convenience or 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
vicinity, ~iXX shall not adversely affect neighboring 
property, and ~iXX/¢¢/iri/~¢ri¢t~X/¢¢rlt¢tmittl~it~ ~l! 
conform to the general purposes of the WP Overlay District 
and the Comprehensive Plan, specifically, the designation 
of the area under the Plan as a 'local neighborhood 
center'. 
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1302.3 

1302.4 

1302.5 

1302.6 

1302.7 

1302.8 

1302.9 

Exceptional circumstances exist, pertaining to the size 
and shape of the property itself or to economic or 
physical conditions in the immediate area, which justify 
the exception or waiver. 

Vehicular access and egress are located and designed t¢ 
~$/t¢/J(.ij:/iJ.iti.t~ in such a way to avoid conflict with 
principal pedestrian ways, to function efficiently, and to 
¢t~I¢.~ present no dangerous or otherwise 
objectionable-traffic conditions, including vehicular 
alley traffic. 

The Board ~i must impose requirements pertaining to 
design, appearance, signs, size, landscaping and other 
such requirements ~$/tt1,~il~~~#n~¢~$$,tl to 
protect neighboring property and the architectural 
integrity of Woodley Park and to achieve the purpose of 
the WP Overlay District. 

The applicant for an exception, waiver or variance bears 
the burden of proof in satisfying the requirements of 
Subsections 1302.2, 1302.3 and 1302.4. 

The views of occupants of any structure within 200 feet of 
the subject premises shall be accorded great weight by the 
Board in its determination of (1) any application for an 
exception, waiver or variance to Chapter 13 and (2) of any 
application for a planned unit development. The applicant 
shall provide written notice to the occupants of the 
pending application. 

The Board must make specific findings of fact in regard to 
each of the requirements noted in Subsections 1302.2, 
1302.3 1302.4, and 1302.7. 

The Board may not grant an exception, waiver or variance 
for any use prohibited under Subsection 1301.2. 

-4-
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WOODLEY PARK COMMERCIAL (C-2-B, C-2-A WITH OVERLAY) 

The area surrounding the Woodley Park/Zoo Metrorail station 
may be considered the second most intense development node 
on the Connecticut. Avenue corridor. This is prir.tarily 
bec~~~e of the immediate proximity to the west and north of 
the Metro station (itself located between Calvert Street and 
Woodley Road) of two major hotels, the Shoreham and the 
Sheraton Washington. Both are large in number of rooms, and 
the Sheraton is also the largest convention hotel in the 
city, having a large quantity of space for exhibitions, 
banquets, entertainment and conventions. The presence of 
these 2,000-plus hotel rooms plus other facilities presents 
significant parking problems in adjacent neighborhood areas 
and create and bus and truck traf :ic. The hotels also 
represent major economi~ development for the city, in terms 
of tourist spending and related business support and sales 
taxes, including hotel taxes. Also, .hotels are a prime 
source of blue collar jobs, a type of employment on which 
the city places a high priority because of its importance in 
diversifying the job base and reducing unemployment in a 
predominantly white collar economy. 

The hotels are zoned R-5-B and R-5-C. Both were built at a 
time when hotels were a mat'ter-of-right use in these zone 
districts. However, since 1980 hotels are no longer a 
permitted new use in R-5-B and R-5-C, but existing hotels 
are conforming uses which are not permitted to expand. 

To the north of Wo.odley Road, high density apartments in the 
R-5-C strip extend to the immediate vicinity of the 
commercial area surrounding the ~-1etro station. To the east 
is an area zoned R-4 and fully developed primarily with 
townhouses. East of the R-4 area is the National Zoological 
Park and Rock Creek Park, which create a natural eastern 
boundary to private development. Sinilarly, Rock Creek Park 
and the Taft Bridge form a physical southern boundary to 
this Metro station area. 

In the middle of these areas lS a small commercial area 
comprising parts of Squares 220: and 2204 on the east side 
of Connecticut Avenue and Squ.-.3re ~203, a small triangular 
block, on the west side. The tatter squc:J.re is zoned C-2-A, 
contains the Metrorail entra~ce, and is developed with 
low-scale buildings of one to three stories, but with 
one-story structures being t~e greatest number. A 
combination of newer and older buildings is present, 
occupied by neighborhood retai~ stores, restaurants and 3 

financial institution. 

Diagonally across Connecticut ,\•:o:::::-:ue and imrnedia te ly S( 't.,; ~ :-­

of Calvert Street is Square 2:02, a small triangular port1~~ 
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of which is zoned C-2-A and developed with two low-rise 
structures occupied by a bank. 

Square 2204 is zoned C-2-B on its Connecticut Avenue 
frontage from Calve.rt Street to Woodley Road and around the 
southern part of the block frontage on Calvert Street. 
Across a 15-foot-wide alley from the commercial district the 
remaining eastern and northern portion of the square is 
zoned R-4 and developed with t·ownhouses. The commercial 
frontage on Connecticut Avenue and on Calvert Street is a 
mixture of two-, three- and four-story converted townhouses. 
Remarkably cohesive architecturally and with a consistent 
scale and rhythm, this group of structures is nearly intact 
and creates a handsome urban environment. Commercial uses 
include a significant concentration of restaurants plus a 
few commercial service establishments. A relatively small 
number of apartments are present, notably in the buildings 
at the corner of Woodley Road and Connecticut Avenue. 

The built frontage on Connecticut Avenue is broken in one 
location by a surface parking lot of more than 16,000 square 
feet. Two matter-of-right developments for the site have 
been designed and considered by the owners. The first is a 
65-foot, mixed use building'"with 52 condominium apartments 
and 23,604 s.f. of office retail space on the lower two 
floors. This project went ~hrough the large tract review 
process coordinated by OP. It was found to have an 
attractive design and. favorable mixture of uses, but the 
proposed height became a critical issue. In response to 
requests to lower the height of development, the owners 
prepared a much lower height office-retail development 
proposal which would leave off the upper floors of 
apartments and, being smaller in square footage, is not 
subject to large tract review. The latter development 
appears more likely to be built. 

The c~2-B District has not previously been described. It 
permits the same commercial FAR maximum of 1. 5 as in the 
C-2-A District. The essential difference in scale is that 
tdtal density for housing or mixed use buildings is 3.5 FAR 
and 65 feet in height, as against the 2.5 FAR and SO-foot 
height permitted in C-2-A. Uses permitted are nearly 
identical, one important exception being that fast food 
restaurant requires a special exception in C-2-A but is a 
matter-of-right use with bu:fering requirements from 
adjacent residential zones in C-2-B. 
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The land use designations for this area from the 
Comprehensive Plan are as follows. The small commercial 
core has the same designations as the Cleveland Park 
commercial area -- Low · Density Commercial and Local 
Neighborhood Comme~cial Center. To the west of Connecticut 
Avenue is a large, nodal area indicated for High Density 
Residential use, which area encompasses areas developed with 
apartments and with the two hotels. To the east and north 
of the commercial area are locations indicated as Moderate 
Density and Medium Density Residential. 

These designations seem to imply substantially a 
continuation of existing zoning and development patterns. 
The zoning of the existing housing is generally at scale, 
and numerous Plan policies encourage a continuation and 
expansion in housing supply. The hotels are permitted to 
continue indefinitely as conforming uses in the R-5-B and. 
R-5-C Districts but without expansion. The commercial area, 
particularly the part zoned C-2-B, raises the principal 
policy issues. 

The low density and Local J_leighborhood Center designations 
suggest a continuation of :_generally low-scale commercial 
activity, even recognizing the existence of the Metrorail 
station. In effect, the pol icy is that the hotels, 
convention facilities and e-xisting medium: and high density 
housing constitute the economic development envelope for 
this Metrorail station. The small commercial area at the 
core is to continue its present function of providing 
services to hotel visitors, visitors to the National Zoo, 
and the surrounding neighborhood, but primarily within the 
physical scale Qf the existing buildings. The concentration 
of restaurants in the area, especially on the east frontage 
of Connecticut Avenue, ref lee ts a service relationship to 
visitors, and a concentration of restaurants which have 
become a destination point for residents around the city as 
well as the neighborhood. The commercial designations in 
the Plan suggest that this area ~eed not and should not 
become a significant locat1on :or development of office 
space by means of redeveloping the older, smaller buildings. 

The existing C-2-A zoning would appear to accomplish these 
objectives in Squares 220~ and 2203, although the former 
would lend itself well to apart~ent house development with 
ground level retail. The prlnc1pal issue has been the C-2-B 
zoning in Square 2204. In a ;uly 27, 1987 memorandum, the 
Woodley Park Community Assoc1ation, Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 3C and two indiv1Jual neighbqrhood residents 
petitioned the Zoning Comm1ss :.on t$' rezone the C-2-B area 
C-2-A and to rezone 2610 ar.d .:~12" 1Woodley Place from C-2-~ 
to R-4. The latter two proper~1e~ are townhouses which 3r~ 
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physically part of the row development of Woodley Place in 
the R-4 District, but because they are the nearest to the 
Calvert Street commercial frontage they were included in the 
C-2-B District. The existing zone boundary does follow an 
alley between the s~bject townhouses and the main row in the 
R-4 District. However, there is another alley between the 
two houses and the commercial buildings fronting on Calvert 
Street. Accordingly, the Office of Planning believes that 
these two properties should be rezoned to R-4. 

The main issue is sirnp1y a concern that the C-2-B zoning 
could permit matter-of-right buildings that are out of scale 
with the cohesive row of commercial townhouse structures 
which make up nearly all of this C-2-B frontage. The 
predominant height range of these buildings is 25 to 35 
feet, whereas C-2-B permits new buildings of up to 65 feet 
and with a 3.5 FAR. With a PUD development of up to 90 feet 
and with a 6.0 FAR is permitted. C-2-B tends to imply a 
degree of redevelopment, whereas C-2-A would tend .to create 
less incentive for redevelopment. The petition a,lso 
expresses concern that fast food restaurants are matter-of­
right uses in C-2-B but require a special exception in 
C-2-A. ., 

The Office of Planning believes that the strong and 
attractive cohesiveness of the commercial row along this 
frontage should generally be conserved rather than 
redeveloped, and that the narrowness of the alley separating 
the commercial area from adjacent townhouses (15 feet) is an 
additional constraint upon the scale of commercial develop­
ment that should be permitted. 

There is a serious access constraint -- the harmonious 
frontage should not be broken by demolition for driveways to 
serve larger commercial development, yet the alley system is 
below the current city standard of 20 feet and should not be 
overburdened with automobile and truck traffic. 

The Office of Planning suggests that the advertised overlay 
district addresses the sane 1ssues as rezoning to c-2-A 
while also providing other 1ncentives and controls 
addressing the other planning 1ssucs. The principal 
components of the zone are qenera l ly similar to those 
proposed previously for the Ci~veland Park commercial area 
but with a few changes geared to the different issues here. 

1. Mandator retail use on round floor. This is 
intende to assure that the total supply and 
variety of retail and service ~ses continues to br 
adequate. Also, gr::u~d -ft'l-oor retail use alsc 
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limits total office space that may be built within 
the l. 5 FAR maximum. If some redevelopment does 
occur, net retail loss is lessened in contrast 
with the potential of office use at ground level, 
which weakens the concentration and total quantity 
of retail. 

2. Prohibition of drive-throughs and of curb cuts 
throu~h designated street. frontages. Driveways 
conflict with cohesive architectural character, 
and with access limitations in the area. Curb cut 
prohibition would apply to Connecticut Avenue 
frontages, as Square 220 3 in particular is a 
small triangular square bounded by 24th Street and 
Calvert Street as well as Connecticut Avenue. It 
will need access fron one or both of the former 
streets. 

3. Limits on eating and drinking establishments. As 
previously stated regarding Cleveland Park, an 
excessive concentration of eating and drinking 
establishments can utilize commercial space. wh:.:h 
might otherwise be devoted to a more balanced mi'x 
of retail uses including many with a neighborhood 
orientation. Bars and restaurants can become a 
dominant use in a district and price out other 
uses. The existing concentration of restaurants 
in the Woodley Park area is a higher percentage of 
street frontage than in Cleveland Park. However, 
this is probably in keeping with the much greater 
visitor component here. Accordingly, the 
threshold percentage of street frontage for eating 
and drinking uses should probably be a higher 
percentage. In the San Francisco Neighborhood 
Commercial zones, from which this approach is 
derived, certain ::or .. '":lercial areas such as North 
Beach are accorded a higher percentage due to the 
funct:i!~n of the area. 

4. Height limit. A height limit of 55 feet would 
keep any new build1!"'.q.::i more in scale with exist.i.!"\q 
buildings than t~e :ur:~nt 65-foot height limit. 
This is only five ~~~t :,ore than the C-2-A maximu~ 
permitted height, ar.d would allow for a 12 to 
15-foot ground :L.Jc~ retail level plus four 
stories of apprcx1~3tely 10 feet each on upper 
levels. This lir1td:i~~ would have no practical 
effect on exist!.:"lq C-2-A areas, where the :iore 
restrictive SO-foot height maximum would appty. 
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5. Prohibition on fast food restaurants. This area 
already serves the immediate area and the city as 
a whole with a significant concentration of 
restaurants. These are "sit-down" restaurants in 
attracti~e, converted-townhouse settings, with 
several well-designed sidewalk cafes. In OP 1 s 
opinion, it would be obtrusive to this setting and 
function, as well as unnecessary, to permit fast 
food restaurants. The two small C-2-A squares are 
both triangular in configuration, and the narrow 
alley system in the square zoned C-2-B both argue 
against the much higher automobile trip generation 
resulting from fast food restaurants as against 
other restaurants. (A drive-through accessory to 
a fast food restaurant is already prohibited in 
both C-2-A ana C-2-B zone districts). 

6. Prohibition on hotel use. The existing 
concentration of hotel rooms and related uses is 
by far the highest abutting a residential 
neighborhood of any in the city. As a conference 
center the Sheraton is the second largest in the 
city after the Convention Center itself, and the 
large number of hotel rooms has previously been 
mentioned. In Zoning Commission Case No. 79-1, 
when hotel use was removed from the apartment 
house zones as a new use, a complementary action 
was to remove impediments to hotel development in 
commercial uses. This was in part because so many 
hotels had been constructed in residential zones 
and only a limited number in commercial zones, 
including Downtown. Regarding the uptown 
commercial zones, the reason for permitting the 
guest room portion of hotels to go to the maximum 
density of the zone was to encourage a degree of 
tourist hotel development in view of the shortage 
of such hotels in the city. They would, of 
course, be in scale with the height and density of 
other buildings in the subject zone and area. OP 
believes this is still sound poiicy city-wide, as 
there continues to be only a small number of 
hotels around the city in zones such as C-2-A, 
C-2-B and C-3-A. However, in the Woodley Park/Zoo 
Metro station area, a prohibition on hotel use or 
development in the C-2-A/C-2-B area seems 
appropriate. The area already has more than 
its complement of hotel rooms, and there may 
be a market for some hotel development drawi·ng 
upon the conference trade of the Sheraton, and the 
proxir.1i ty to the Zoo, e:iti"s,ting restaurants and the 
Metro station. Such a hotel, if built, would 
reduce the quantity of retail and restaurant uses 



- 24 -

already in the area for a purpose of doubtful 
necessity here. 

6. Waivers. Over·the long term, specific situations 
are likely to arise when businesses or others 
might need to request a waiver of one of the 
provision for the Board of Zoning Adjustment to 
consider and decide such requests after a public 
hearing. Specific criteria are included in the 
text to ensure that waivers will only be granted 
in ways that further the objectives of the overlay 
zone and only to properties with exceptional 
circumstances justifying a waiver. 


