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Government of the District of Columbia 

Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 6C 

January 7, 2019 

Anthony J. Hood 
Chair 
Zoning Commission 
  of the District of Columbia 
441 4th Street, NW  
Suite 210-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

Re: ZC 18-07 (Square 750 Map Amendment) 

Dear Chairman Hood: 

 We write to provide our additional views1 on ZC 18-07 in view of the Zoning Commission’s 
request at the November 8 hearing. As discussed below, ANC 6C recommends that the property 
under consideration be re-mapped to MU-3B. 

Square 750 and the Comprehensive Plan 

 In our previous letter, we noted the Comprehensive Plan’s Generalized Policy Map explicitly 
designates this site as a Neighborhood Conservation Area. The relevant language emphasizes 
repeatedly that new development in such areas should respect the existing built environment, 
complementing it instead of overwhelming it: 

• “Maintenance of existing land uses and community character is anticipated over the
next 20 years. Where change occurs, it will be modest in scale …”

• “Major changes in density over current (2005) conditions are not expected …”
• “Limited development and redevelopment opportunities do exist within these areas

but they are small in scale …”
• “[N]ew development and alterations should be compatible with the existing scale and

architectural character of each area.”

10-A DCMR §§ 223.4-.5 (emphasis added).

1 On December 10, 2018, at a duly noticed and regularly scheduled monthly meeting, with a quorum of 
four out of six commissioners and the public present, this matter came before ANC 6C. The commissioners 
voted 3-0 (with one abstention) to adopt the positions set out in this letter. 
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 The NoMA Small Area Plan repeatedly underscores this focus on respecting the scale of the 
existing neighborhood and the need for modest, locally oriented retail: 

• “VISION: A residential neighborhood with neighborhood-oriented retail.”
• “Residential projects should include small-scale retail to support residents.”
• “DESIRED LAND USE MIX: Residential/neighborhood-serving retail mix.”
• “Limited neighborhood-serving retail recommended: smaller-scale uses such as

restaurants, coffee shops, dry cleaners, etc.”

MU-3B Zoning Best Satisfies the Comprehensive Plan’s Criteria 

 The MU-3 zones are meant to “[p]rovide convenient retail and personal service 
establishments for the day-to-day needs of a local neighborhood, as well as residential and 
limited community facilities with a minimum impact upon surrounding residential 
development.” 11-G DCMR § 400.2(b). 

 In particular, the MU-3B zone allows for moderate density—50’ and four stories of height; 
2.0 FAR (2.4 with inclusionary zoning), including up to 1.5 non-residential FAR; and lot 
occupancy of 60% (70% with IZ)—while restricting matter-of-right uses to the short list set out 
at 11-U DCMR § 510.1. 

 By contrast, the zones proposed by the applicant, MU-4 and MU-5A, are inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan’s guidance on Square 750. In particular, MU-5A’s development 
standards allow for heights of 65’ (70’ with IZ) and 3.5 FAR (4.2 with IZ). This cannot be 
reconciled with the Neighborhood Conservation Area standards for development that is “small” 
or “modest” in scale, and is incompatible with the scale of the existing two-story row houses on 
Square 750. 

 MU-4 is likewise inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, although the incompatibilities 
are less stark than with MU-5A. MU-4 permits an FAR of up to 2.5 (3.0 with IZ), arguably 
beyond the scale contemplated for Neighborhood Conservation Areas. More important, however, 
is the fact that MU-4, like MU-5A, falls into MU Use Group E. See 11-U DCMR § 500.2. Unlike 
Use Group D, which covers MU-3B, Use Group E provides for a much longer list of by-right 
uses, including bowling alleys, firearms retail sales, automobile sales, and animal boarding.2 See 
11-U DCMR § 512.1. We respectfully submit that these additional uses are wholly incompatible
with Square 750 in its present (and longstanding) form as a residential neighborhood.

 ANC 6C recognizes that the choice of MU-3B might itself be criticized as inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan. For example, MU-3B is nominally a “low-density” zone (11-G DCMR 
§ 400.2(a). We respectfully suggest that any such criticism misses the mark, given that the MU-
3B development standards are only slightly more restrictive than those for “moderate-density”
MU-4.

 More to the point, given the complexity—and in places, internal inconsistency—of the 
Comprehensive Plan, it is possible to cherry-pick specific conflicts between the Plan and any 

2 More generally, MU-4 is intended to allow “office employment centers, shopping centers, and moderate 
bulk mixed-use centers.” 11-G DCMR § 400.2(c).  
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zone, not just MU-3B. Most obviously, the Plan declares flatly that “Neighborhood 
Conservation Areas that are designated ‘PDR’ on the Future Land Use Map are expected to be 
retained ….” Taken literally, this would preclude rezoning the subject lots to anything other than 
their current PDR designation. 

 Finally, the Commission may well wonder how it can justify rezoning these PDR lots to MU-
3B when the remainder of Square 750 north of Parker Street is currently zoned MU-5A. To be 
blunt, ANC 6C believes that MU-5A is not, and never was, an appropriate zone for this area, and 
that it is patently irreconcilable with the square’s designation as a Neighborhood Conservation 
Area emphasizing “small scale” and “existing scale.” As the process of amending the Plan 
moves forward in 2019, we fully expect to discuss with the Office of Planning options for 
resolving this stark internal contradiction and ensuring protection for the scale and architectural 
character of this thriving and tight-knit residential community.  

Alley Access to the Site 

 In reviewing the case record, including the hearing transcript, ANC 6C believes that the 
participants have not fully informed the Zoning Commission about an important land ownership 
matter bearing directly on the future development of the subject lots. 

 This issue has to do with the alley. When Square 750 was first developed, the alley ran the 
full width of the square from 2nd Street to Third: 

1921 Baist Atlas (vol. 2, plate 12) 

 In 1995, the Council adopted legislation closing the westernmost portion of the alley, at the 
rear of lots 808-810. See DC Law 10-245 (Mar. 21, 1995). In doing so, however, the Council 
expressly required the property owners to record a covenant granting DC DPW (and other 
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agencies) an easement for truck traffic across the former 10’ right-of-way. That covenant, 
attached to this letter,3 bars the erection of any structure between grade and 14’ in height. 
 
 Although the 2nd Street curb cut has been removed, the western entrance of the alley—clearly 
marked by two walls retaining the berm in public space—remains intact today:  

 
 
 ANC 6C brings this to the Commission’s attention because it bears directly on three points in 
the record. First, local residents have expressed serious concerns—both to us and to the Zoning 
Commission at the hearing—about the difficulties associated with the current long, narrow dead-
end alley. Second, DDOT’s report (Case Exhibit 44) notes that “DDOT may require the alley be 
[sic] extended westward through the site to 2nd Street … to accommodate efficient circulation 
and trash pick-up.” Id. at 2. In our view, the existence of this easement would make it easier to 
re-open the alley fully to all public users, and to alleviate the existing problems and future 
concerns flagged by neighbors and DDOT. 
 
 Finally, in discussing the notional project renderings created by the applicant, the 
Commission asked about the aerial walkway running north-south across the former alley. See 
Nov. 8, 2018 Transcript at 24-26 (colloquy between Comm. May and Mr. Gharai). Although the 
applicant discussed this plan in technical zoning terms, it conspicuously failed to inform the 
Zoning Commission of the easement that compels this unusual configuration. 
 

* * * 
 
 In sum, we recommend that the subject lots be remapped to MU-3B, not MU-4/MU-5A, and 
draw the Commission’s attention to the previously undisclosed alley easement. 
 
 Thank you for giving great weight to the views of ANC 6C. 

 
          Sincerely, 
 

          
         Karen Wirt 
         Chair, ANC 6C 

                                                 
3 Owing to a series of administrative errors, the covenant has been re-recorded numerous times over the 
intervening years, so the attached version is not the most current. As far as we are aware, however, the 
substance of the covenant has remained unchanged throughout. 
















































