
C O U N C I L  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  
C O M M I T T E E  O F  T H E  W H O L E  
C O M M I T T E E  R E P O R T  
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20004 DRAFT  
 

 
TO:  All Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Chairman Phil Mendelson 
 Committee of the Whole 
 
DATE: July 9, 2019 
 
SUBJECT: Report on Bill 23-1, the “Comprehensive Plan Framework Amendment Act of 

2019” 
 

The Committee of the Whole, to which Bill 23-1, the “Comprehensive Plan Framework 
Amendment Act of 2019” was referred, reports favorably thereon with amendments, and 
recommends approval by the Council. 
  

CONTENTS 
  

I. Background And Need ...............................................................1 
II. Legislative Chronology ............................................................10 
III. Position Of The Executive .......................................................10 
IV. Comments Of Advisory Neighborhood Commissions ............10 
V. Summary Of Testimony ...........................................................11 
VI. Impact On Existing Law ..........................................................27 
VII. Fiscal Impact ............................................................................28 
VIII. Section-By-Section Analysis ...................................................28 
IX. Committee Action ....................................................................28 
X. Attachments .............................................................................28 

 
 

I .  B A C K G R O U N D  A N D  N E E D  
 

On January 3, 2019, Bill 23-1, the “Comprehensive Plan Framework Amendment Act of 
2019”1 was introduced by Chairman Phil Mendelson as submitted by the Mayor.  Bill 23-1 would 
make a number of text amendments to the Framework Element of the Comprehensive Plan to 
respond to public proposals and provide updates.   

 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan is the District’s 20-year blueprint for the city, laying the 

framework for the growth and development of the District.  It contains over 600 action items and 
provides guidance on monitoring, evaluating and amending the document.  It recommends a 
review and amendment process every four to five years.  The first amendment, the Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment Act of 2010, was approved in 2011. The Office of Planning (OP) prepares the 
Comprehensive Plan and initiated the second process to amend the comprehensive plan in March 
2016.  The amendment process included a public outreach process and an Open Call for the public 

                                                 
1 Formerly the “Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017” 
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to propose amendments, initially from March 24 to May 26, 2016, and then extended to June 23 
in response to requests from Advisory Neighborhood Commissions and other community groups.  
Over 3,000 amendments were submitted, significantly more than what was submitted in the first 
amendment cycle. 

 
Comprehensive Plan: The Framework Element 

 
The Framework Element was submitted first as a stand-alone piece of legislation in a two- 

phased approach to amend the Comprehensive Plan.  The attached Committee Print reflects the 
proposed amendments to the Framework Element with the purpose of correcting technical errors, 
reflecting current District planning priorities and best practices, and reflecting land use decisions 
to more clearly reflect longstanding District policy.  The remaining elements and two maps will 
be brought forward by the Executive subsequent to Council adoption of the Framework Element.  
Importantly, pursuant to district and federal law, no District Elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
may go into effect until reviewed by the National Capital Planning Commission.2 

 
 When the Comprehensive Plan was fully updated in 2006, the District was experiencing 
growth after decades of population decline.  At that time, the plan’s strategies sought to maintain 
and stabilize neighborhoods, while directing future growth to large sites around the city. Today, 
we are responding to over a decade of significant growth, along with other transformative changes 
in technology and interests in sustainability, resilience, and equity. This is reflected in the 
enormous public interest and debate around the second amendment cycle to the Comprehensive 
Plan. Several areas were of particular interest: an increase in appeals of Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs), the primary method for  discretionary development; housing and housing 
affordability in the District, including displacement concerns; debates over accommodating 
growth citywide while maintaining neighborhood stability; and addressing long-standing patterns 
of land use and programs that have restricted access to housing and opportunities by race and class.  
The Comprehensive Plan is grounded in a vision for an inclusive city and our challenge is to 
achieve this vision given today’s context.  
 
 The Office of Planning began the second amendment cycle with a robust public outreach 
process in 2015.  They received over 3,000 proposed amendments, significantly more than what 
was received in the prior amendment cycle. In addition, there was growing concern that appeals 
of the Zoning Commission’s orders of PUDs were potentially stopping major development 
projects. A perceived lack of clarity in the Comprehensive Plan – including two maps, the 
Generalized Policy Map (GPM) and the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) – was considered an 
important issue in the appeals. Without providing any opportunities for public comment, the Mayor 
submitted proposed amendments to the first section of the Comprehensive Plan, the Framework 
Element, for Council review in March 2019 (Bill 22-663) which is substantively identical to the 
re-introduced version of the bill contained in Bill 23-1. The Framework Element provides 
overarching direction for the Comprehensive Plan but not policies, and specifies categories used 
in the GPM and FLUM.  
 

                                                 
2 D.C. Official Code § 2-1002(a) 
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 The Council conducted a public hearing on March 20, 2018 that lasted for 13 hours, with 
275 people offering testimony. Following the hearing, OP submitted a letter on August 24, 2018 
to Chairman Mendelson, offering additional information and suggested language on housing costs. 
OP has stated that following Council action on the Framework Element, it will release the proposed 
amendments to the remaining Comprehensive Plan elements for public review, and then submit 
these for Council action.  
 
 The Committee Print reflects revisions to the Framework Element as submitted by the 
Executive, incorporating many, but not all, of OP’s proposals and several other proposals, 
summarized below.   
 
FRAMEWORK OVERVIEW SECTIONS 
 
 The Forces Driving Change:  The Committee appreciates OP’s interest in elevating 
resilience as a theme in the plan amendments, and a new section on resilience has been provided.  
The COW version continues to use the 2006 goal for an inclusive city.  The appropriate place to 
discuss and evaluate new overarching goals is with a full update to the Plan. OP circulated a set of 
“values” derived from public interaction on the Comprehensive Plan amendments.  The Council 
supports defining these values in the context of the District of Columbia, and broadly referencing 
these concepts in this amendment submittal, particularly where additional topical plans, such as 
Resilient DC and Sustainable DC, have been prepared.   
 
 The District and the Region: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to 
content of OP’s amendments. 
 
 Demographic Changes:  Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to 
content of OP’s amendments. Revised information on why black residents left the city in earlier 
decades.  
 
 Economic Changes:  Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content 
of OP’s amendments.  
 
 Land Use Changes: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content of 
OP’s amendments. Redrafted section 205.4 to maintain sensitivity to historic districts. 
 
 Housing Cost Changes: This is a new section that incorporates information provided by 
OP in the August 24, 2018 letter, with some organizational changes and additional information, 
including references to workforce housing.   
 
 Mobility and Access Changes: More substantial edits to improve clarity and organization 
but no change to content. Some detailed information is more appropriately included in the 
Transportation Element. 
 
 Environmental Changes: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to 
content of OP’s amendments. 
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 Technology Changes: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content 
of OP’s amendments. 
 
 Security Changes: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content of 
OP’s amendments. 
 
 Fiscal Changes: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content of 
OP’s amendments. 
 
 Global City, Local City: Edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content 
of OP’s amendments. 
 
 Planning for Resilience and Equity: This new section discusses resilience and equity, 
including racial equity, as cross-cutting themes informing the plan.  Language provided by OP was 
replaced with language from the Resilient DC plan, released in 2019, for consistency. A discussion 
of affordable housing is included along with new language describing equity and racial equity 
concerns. 
 
 Looking Forward: Growth Forecasts: New language was added to reflect that the District 
has experienced rapid growth in the last ten years, and how that influences the planning context of 
the Comprehensive Plan. More substantial edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change 
to content.   
 
 Land Supply/The Cooperative Forecasts/Projected Growth 2015-2045:  More substantial 
edits to improve clarity and organization, but no change to content. The 2006 Comprehensive Plan 
recognized that Washington is now a growing city, and the proposed amendments in this second 
amendment cycle reflects the rapid growth of the past decade.  The COW think it is appropriate to 
use optimistic growth forecasts in the near future through 2025, and to project growth to 2045 to 
adequately plan for public facilities, infrastructure, and housing needs. We recognize that 
Washington, like other cities, has experienced both growth and decline in the past and will likely 
do so in the future.   
 
FRAMEWORK GUIDING PRINCIPLES SECTIONS 
    
 When the current amendment cycle was initiated, OP indicated that changes would not be 
considered to the guiding principles, and OP did not submit any proposed amendments. The 
Committee has provided strategic amendments to reflect emerging and evolving direction in 
several key areas, noted below.  These changes should also be used by OP as high-level direction 
in preparing the remaining amendments for the Comprehensive Plan elements. The current 
principles already note that the District is growing and changing, and this is critical to achieve our 
goal of an inclusive city.    
 
 Many comments received through the amendment process and at the public hearing 
proposed specific policies, actions, and/or in-depth discussions on topics that included affordable 
housing preservation and production, overall housing production, displacement, fair housing, and 
equity. These comments are more appropriately in the remaining Elements, particularly the Land 
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Use and Housing Elements, not the Framework Element. OP should address how it responded to 
the public comments received when it provides the subsequent proposed amendments to the 
remaining sections of Comprehensive Plan.  
 
 The Committee also finds that many of these issues merit a broader community discussion 
than has occurred in the Second Amendment Cycle.  The public will only have the opportunity to 
react during the comment period when the rest of the Comprehensive Plan amendments are 
released.  To ensure a robust public discussion, Council directs OP to continue to address these 
issues in its subsequent Comprehensive Plan outreach, ongoing Housing Systems Analysis, and 
regional work on housing.   
 
 From Vision to Reality:  Minor edits. 
 
 Managing Growth and Change: Principles 3, 5, and 6 are amended. These support the 
Committee’s interest in encouraging diverse housing for different household types and incomes 
and encouraging growth around transit.  
 
 Creating Successful Neighborhoods: Principles 8, 9, and 12 are substantively amended.  
The COW finds that in the long term, the District’s strategies to address growth and change must 
consider the entire city. Affordable housing production and preservation must occur city-wide, and 
access to housing must be addressed city-wide to achieve fair housing objectives. As the city 
grows, residential neighborhoods must accommodate this growth, but use zoning, design and other 
means, to retain the qualities of its residential neighborhoods.   
 
 Increasing Access to Education and Employment:  Minor edits. 
 
 Connecting the City: Principle 26 references equitable distribution, safety, sustainability, 
and access to transportation.  
 
 Building Green and Healthy Communities:  No changes.  
 
THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RELATION TO ZONING AND MAPS SECTIONS 
 
Putting It All Together:  OP proposed a new section, “Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan.”  That 
language has been modified in the Committee Print and incorporated into this section instead of a 
standalone new section. The language provides useful context to understand how the 
Comprehensive Plan, including the Generalized Policy Map (GPM) and Future Land Use Map 
(FLUM), are used when the Zoning Commission reviews discretionary development proposals, 
map amendments, and other items.   
 
 The Committee Print makes the following changes from OP’s recommendation:  
 
 Reiterates that the Comprehensive Plan provides generalized guidance, and that the FLUM 

and GPM are also generalized guidance.   
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 Strongly supports the PUD process as the best way to conduct discretionary reviews that 
provide opportunity for flexible development, identify community benefits, and address 
impacts. 

 
 Recognizes that the Zoning Commission has the authority to allow development greater in 

height and density than matter of right development through the PUD process.   
 

 Strongly supports the role of the Zoning Commission in its discretionary review of zoning 
matters and recognizes that it is the Zoning Commission’s responsibility to make decisions.  
In this role it is expected to balance comprehensive plan policies, including competing and 
conflicting policies.  
 

 To assist the Zoning Commission in balancing policies, affordable housing preservation 
and production, along with preventing permanent housing displacement, is identified as a 
high priority community benefit, largely consistent with the language offered by OP in 
their August 24, 2018 letter. The Committee notes that many neighborhoods already 
provide significant affordable housing and wanted to ensure flexibility to enable 
consideration of other priorities in these areas, including improved opportunities for 
education and jobs, and enhanced services and amenities. The Committee notes that 
temporary on-site displacement must be addressed through the PUD process, with an 
emphasis on a Build First approach.  
 

 The OP amendments include multiple references to Small Area Plans as guiding documents 
in the sections on the GMP and the FLUM. The Committee version removes these 
references and includes a discussion on Small Area Plans in this section. Small Area Plans 
are recognized as providing more detailed guidance that can be used by the Zoning 
Commission. They differ from the Comprehensive Plan in that they are typically approved 
by Council resolution, and not by act. In some cases, key information from the Small Area 
Plans are incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan during an amendment cycle and could 
also occur if the plan was adopted by act. Recognizing the value of the Small Area Plans, 
the Council encourages OP to submit small area plans for approval by resolution, along 
with an act to amend the Comprehensive Plan with key sections. This will ensure full 
consideration of the guidance offered in the Small Area Plans.    

 
 Generalized Policy Map: OP included a number of amendments to this section, particularly 
in the Neighborhood Conservation Areas, that sought to provide greater flexibility in 
accommodating growth in all areas of the city.  It’s approach overstepped, particularly given the 
inadequate public review, as evidenced by the lengthy and divided public testimony on this section 
and the FLUM-related sections. The Committee’s version seeks to strike an appropriate balance 
between acknowledging the need to accommodate growth in all areas of the city, while recognizing 
the distinctions in the map categories. Specific changes include less expansive language in the 
Neighborhood Conservation Areas to accommodate future city growth in a more limited fashion; 
clarifying language on displacement in the Neighborhood Enhancement Areas; and revised 
language regarding benefits and mitigation in the Land Use Change Areas. 
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 The District’s Future Land Use Map:  The amendments offered by OP proposed 
significant changes to the land use categories for the FLUM.  These changes were intended to 
accommodate additional growth, provide more clarity, and address the recent appeals of orders 
issued by the Zoning Commission on PUD proposals, discussed in more detail above/below. The 
COW’s version uses less aggressive language to provide the desired direction and flexibility in the 
development review process.  
 
 The Committee Print amendments ensure the Zoning Commission can designate unlisted 
zone districts as consistent with a FLUM category, including zone districts listed in other 
categories, but uses different language than proposed by OP. It eliminates references to this 
approach throughout the land use categories, given its location at the beginning of the section.  
Note that the current language in the Framework Element regarding the FLUM already 
contemplates that other zone districts may be allowed in each of the categories.   
 
 The Committee Print makes the following changes from OP’s recommendation:  
 
 Includes the zone districts listed in the OP amendments. 
 Uses “generally, but not exclusively” regarding the definitions of land use categories to 

promote flexibility. 
 Includes references to height in feet in many categories, with some references to stories. 
 Notes the importance of ensuring land for PDR uses critical to supporting the District’s 

needs. 
 Shortens the language used to describe the Mixed Use residential/industrial sites.   

Guidelines for Using the Generalized Policy Map And The Future Land Use Map:   
 

The Committee Print makes the following changes from OP’s recommendation:  
 

 Incorporates many of OP’s proposed amendments.  
 Notes that the GMP and FLUM provide generalized guidance, and that the FLUM is 

not the same as a zoning map and is intended to be “soft-edged.” 
 Discusses that buildings may be higher than characteristic for a category but remain 

consistent with overall density requirements. 
 

Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan:  This new section proposed by OP was revised and 
incorporated into the Section Putting It All Together.  See that section for a description of changes.  
 
Investing for an Inclusive City:  OP amended the Framework Plan to add this new section 
highlighting the importance of capital investments and the challenge of a greater need to pay for 
the infrastructure to support the future growth anticipated in the comprehensive plan.  A list of 
recent capital projects has been removed from OP’s proposal, and there were edits to improve 
clarity and organization, but no change to the content of OP’s amendments.   
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Comprehensive Plan:  The Remaining District Elements 

 
 In addition to the guidance provided in the framework itself, the Committee provides the 
following analysis to inform OP’s subsequent amendments to the remaining Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan and other planning efforts.  
 
 The Committee does not recommend separating future amendments or updates to the 
Comprehensive Plan into separate sections for review and action. As its name implies, the 
Comprehensive Plan is intended to weave together information and policies across multiple topics 
and should be considered in its entirety. In separating the plan amendments, the Mayor unduly 
concerned the public that topics not addressed, or not addressed in detail, would not be considered 
– when it is likely that the remainder of the Comprehensive Plan amendments will address these 
issues with an appropriate level of detail.   
 
 To rebuild public confidence in the amendment process, the Committee recommends that 
the Office of Planning provide robust opportunities for public comment, including a 60-day public 
comment period, when it releases the remaining amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
Elements.  This is consistent with Guiding Principle 15 in the plan. 
 
 Given the level of public attention and scrutiny place upon the Framework Element, the 
Committee has provided detailed edits for clarity and readability.  OP is encouraged to be judicious 
and concise in preparing the remainder of the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments for 
Council review. Where appropriate, technical appendices and footnotes should be used to cover 
more detailed information. Some of the originally proposed amendments in the Framework 
Element provided a level of detail best suited for the Area or City-wide Elements. The Second 
Amendment Cycle is just that: an amendment cycle, not a full update of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 There will be a significant lag between the approval by the Council of the Framework 
Element and the rest of the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  OP should provide 
updates to referenced data and information in the Framework Element as appropriate to ensure it 
is accurate and consistent with the rest of the document. 
 
 Because of the importance the Council has placed on the affordable housing production 
and retention, displacement, and the complexity of this issue, the Committee encourages OP to use 
this amendment cycle to more fully address these issues in the Land Use and Housing Elements.  
OP should also continue to address this issue in its Housing Systems Analysis work currently 
underway. The Committee encourages OP to develop additional tools and approaches to 
accommodate growth across the city, including consideration of ideas raised in the review of the 
Framework Element (such as the role of single-family zoning.) 
 
 There was significant public interest in addressing long-standing patterns of land use in the 
District that have resulted in segregation, and programs that have restricted access to housing and 
opportunities by race and class. The Committee encourages OP to specifically address these issues 
in its work on the remaining amendments and in its ongoing Housing Systems Analysis.  
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 The Committee encourages OP to prepare policy “cross-walks” that identify 
Comprehensive Plan policies addressing key issues, such as affordable housing, equity, resilience, 
etc. The City of Minneapolis’ Comprehensive Plan provides a useful example. 
 
 The Committee encourages OP to undertake a full update to the Comprehensive Plan in 
the coming years, following the 2020 Census. There is clearly public interest in a broader 
discussion of the city’s future in the context of growth, and emerging issues and goals.  Given the 
evolution of the last several amendment cycles, the Committee believes the District should 
reevaluate the comprehensive plan in whole in the coming years.  Future updates should focus on 
a shorter, more integrated, clear, and user-friendly document. 
 
 The Committee requests that OP provide an update to the Council every two years that 
reports on action items and provides an opportunity to clarify policies. 
 
 The Committee shares the Executive’s concerns about the significant number of appeals of 
PUDs to the Courts.  This is delaying development that can help accommodate the city’s growth, 
particularly in the area of affordable housing. The Committee is equally concerned that this may 
encourage developers to pursue matter of right development rather than undertake the PUD 
process, which fails to capture the opportunities inherent in the PUD process. As noted above, the 
Committee’s version is intended to provide appropriate clarity to address any ambiguity in the 
Comprehensive Plan language, including the GMP and FLUM categories and how they are used.   
 There are several other factors in the successful appeals of recent PUDs, including a less 
deferential, and understaffed Court of Appeals; orders that were not crafted effectively and 
thoroughly; new and more sophisticated appellants; and increased public concern about the 
impacts of growth and change.  To provide greater clarity in the PUD process, these issues must 
be addressed, but not solely through the Framework Element.  
 
 In the FY 2020 Budget, the Council acted to move several of the Office of Attorney General 
(OAG) staff responsible for preparing Zoning Commission orders to the Office of Zoning (OZ), 
to provide greater oversight and resources to OZ, while enabling OAG to consider public interest 
issues relative to zoning matters without conflict of interest. The Council is committed to 
supporting OZ to ensure continued progress in well-crafted, complete orders issued in a timely 
fashion, recognizing the impressive work they have already done to reduce case backlogs and meet 
a goal of issuing orders within three months of a hearing.  
 
 Some members of the public noted that the proposed amendments could limit the ability to 
appeal. The Council notes that these amendments may affect the ability to successfully advance 
an appeal, but not the appeal process itself.  
 

Conclusion 

 Bill 23-1, as refined in the Committee Print, contains important updates to the 
Comprehensive Plan Framework Element to provide updated demographic information, focus on 
affordable housing, and guidance to the Zoning Commission.  The Committee therefore 
recommends approval of Bill 21-334 as reflected in the Committee Print. 
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I I .  L E G I S L A T I V E  C H R O N O L O G Y  

 
January 8, 2018 Bill 22-663, the “Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017,” is 

introduced by Chairman Mendelson at the request of the Mayor. 
 
January 19, 2018 Notice of Intent to Act on Bill 22-663 is published in the DC Register.   
 
January 23, 2018 Bill 22-663 is “read” at a Committee of the Whole regular meeting and the 

referral to the Committee of the Whole is official. 
 
January 26, 2018 Notice of Public Hearing on Bill 22-663 is published in the DC Register.   
 
March 20, 2018 A Public Hearing is held on Bill 22-663 by the Committee of the Whole. 
 
January 3, 2019 Bill 23-1, the “Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017,” is 

introduced by Chairman Mendelson as submitted by of the Mayor. 
 
January 22, 2019 Bill 23- is “read” at a legislative meeting and the referral to the Committee 

of the Whole is official. 
 
January 11, 2019 Notice of Intent to Act on Bill 23-22 is published in the DC Register.   
 
July 9, 2019 The Committee of the Whole marks up Bill 23-22. 
 
 

I I I .  P O S I T I O N  O F  T H E  E X E C U T I V E  
  
 Eric Shaw, Director, Office of Planning testified on behalf of the Executive at the 
Committee’s public hearing on March 20, 2018.  Mr. Shaw discussed the purpose of the plan and 
the community engagement attempted from OP beginning in 2015.  He discussed the need for 
changes to the Framework Element and the process for evaluating amendments from the public to 
incorporate into the bill as submitted to the Council for its review. He also discussed the PUD 
process and potential fixes to perceived shortcomings in the process addressed in the OP draft. 
 
 

I V .  C O M M E N T S  O F  A D V I S O R Y  N E I G H B O R H O O D  C O M M I S S I O N S  
  

 The Committee received a number of comments from Advisory Neighborhood 
Commissions and individual commissioners.  Their testimony and any resolutions can be found as 
part of the Hearing Record on file with the Council’s Office of the Secretary. 
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V .  S U M M A R Y  O F  T E S T I M O N Y  
 

The Committee of the Whole held a public hearing on Bill 22-663 on March 20, 2018.  The 
substance of Bill 22-663 is identical to Bill 21-1. The testimony summarized below is from that 
hearing.  Copies of written testimony can be found as part of the Hearing Record on file with the 
Council’s Office of the Secretary. 

 
Mark Eckenwiler, Commissioner, ANC 6C04, testified on behalf of ANC 6C in support 

of Bill 22-663.  Commissioner Eckenwiler emphasized that the rising demand for housing has not 
been met with an adequate increase in supply.  He also testified about the benefits of PUDs in the 
District and described bad faith interventions to delay the PUD process through appeals. 

Beth Purcell, Capitol Hill Restoration Society, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
Purcell testified that the framework as presented does not address present and future transportation 
needs, particularly commuter rail needs. She also testified that the Council should reject OP’s 
attempt to water-down the Framework element through Bill 22-663. 

Meg Maguire, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. McGuire 
testified that the proposed framework language proposes a radical shift in power from the elected 
Council, the elected ANCs, and the citizens to the unelected Zoning Commission.  She expressed 
the need for more affordable housing in the District and presented alternatives to achieve this.   

Monte Edwards, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Edwards 
expressed concern that the proposed Framework changes would make it easier for the Zoning 
Commission to justify approving map amendments that would introduce uses into established 
neighborhoods that are incompatible with the neighborhood’s character. 

Kirby Vining, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Vining opined 
that the Zoning Commission approves almost everything it reviews and emphasized that the PUD 
appeal process is a right.  He testified that the Framework Element as introduced includes language 
that would water down the Comprehensive Plan so much as to make almost any development “not 
inconsistent” with it, which would be a disadvantage to existing communities and the city. 

Carol Aten, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Aten testified that 
she believes that the proposed amendments to the Framework Element are a serious threat to all 
our great neighborhoods.  She expressed that the proposed amendments provide a “blank check” 
to the Zoning Commission and OP and remove any ability for neighborhoods to help guide their 
own development.  

Judy Chesser, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. Ms. Chesser 
expressed concerns with the lack of a public comment period and the watering down of definitions 
within the Framework Element.  She testified that there is a great need to include a discussion on 
displacement, gentrification, and affordable housing within the Framework Element.  

Stephen A. Hansen, Chair, Committee of 100 on the Federal City, testified in opposition 
of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Hansen testified that the framework as introduced weakens the Comprehensive 
Plan with changes to its definitions and Future Land Use and General Policy maps.  He shared 
concerns regarding the potential for the Zoning Commission to have unprecedented authority, 
making it easier for developers to expedite projects and lower the potential number of legal 
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challenges.  Mr. Hansen emphasized that the Framework should not introduce significant policy 
changes, as such, Sections 222-228 should be stricken.    

Barbara Kahlow, West End Citizens Association, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  
Ms. Kahlow described the approach to introduce the Framework Element separately as 
unprecedented and piecemeal and expressed discontent with the lack of process and public review 
for OP’s introduced Framework amendments. Ms. Kahlow testified that executive’s proposed 
changes creates unclear language that would impede the PUD appeal process in favor developers.     

Sara Greene, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Greene expressed 
concerns with the process and lack of a public comment period throughout the comprehensive plan 
amendment cycle. Ms. Greene testified that the Framework elements do not properly address 
affordable housing, create uncertainty with changes to definitions, and prevent affected property 
owners and residents from appealing Zoning Commission decisions.                 

David Whitehead, Housing Program Organizer, Greater Washington, testified in support 
of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Whitehead testified that the Framework Element needs to do more to address 
and prioritize affordable housing.  He made suggestions as to how the Framework Element 
language could be amended to rectify these concerns.  Mr. Whitehead emphasized that addressing 
affordable housing in the Framework Element is necessary, as the framework is the precursor for 
the rest of the comprehensive elements (one of which focuses solely on housing).  He also opined 
that the comprehensive plan needs to address displacement in the District.  

David Alpert, Founder and Executive Director, Greater Washington, testified in support 
of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Alpert spoke specifically about housing affordability and expressed the need 
for clarity in the Comprehensive Plan about the need to create, preserve, and protect affordable 
homes. Mr. Alpert also emphasized that the recent spate of lawsuits has hindered the District’s 
ability to provide much needed affordable housing and opined that the District needs a reliable 
process that integrates community input and provides certainty.  

Cheryl Court, Policy Director, Coalition for Smarter Growth, testified in support of Bill 
22-663.  Ms. Cort testified that the Framework Element fails to address affordable housing. She 
described the DC Housing Priorities Coalition’s amendment language that emphasizes a need for 
more affordable housing, stronger policies to prevent displacements, and more housing to keep up 
with demand.  Ms. Cort also testified that there is a need for a functional PUD process to exchange 
zoning flexibility for community benefits, especially affordable housing.  

Christine Roddy, Attorney, Goulston & Storrs, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
Roddy testified that the proposed revisions help give much clarity to the Framework Element. She 
explained that the lack of such clarity has led to disagreement between the Zoning Commission 
and the Court of Appeals and has resulted in a significant delay in the delivery of new 
developments in the District, including affordable housing units and community benefits.  

Renee L. Bowser, Commissioner, ANC 4D02, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Bowser testified that the Framework Element as introduced weakens the 
comprehensive plan standards and loosens zoning requirements. She also stated that the recent 
PUD appeals ensure that the Zoning Commission does its job to manage development in the 
District in a reasoned way by listening to the input of public stakeholders and developers. 
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Jim Stiegman, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Stiegman testified 
about his experience with the PUD appeals process and expressed the need for clear, unmistakable 
language in the comprehensive plan revision. 

Susan Kimmel, Chair, Ward3Vision, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Ms. Kimmel 
testified about her support for the Bill but expressed a need for affordability to be addressed in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She opined that the current amendments provide a solid foundation for 
future growth and shared that the PUD process enables public input to be integrated into 
development projects.  

 Naima Jefferson, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. Ms. Jefferson 
testified that the Framework Element as introduced will not address the needs of District residents 
nor the development community and that the Mayor’s view that the comprehensive plan is to help 
clarify the plan to the Court of Appeals is not sufficient rationale to amend the document.  She also 
recommended that the Framework Element include equity and citizen participation as guiding 
principles. 

Nick DelleDonne, Commissioner, ANC 2B04, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner DelleDonne classified the Framework Element as not an amendment, but rather, a 
rewrite.  He also testified that the bill as introduced thwarts citizens’ right to appeal PUD decisions 
and gives full discretion to the Zoning Commission.  

John Wheeler, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Wheeler testified 
that the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments are a step towards making things better.  He 
also discussed the critical need for more multi-family housing near transit, especially for senior 
citizens.   

Melissa Bondi, Mid-Atlantic State and Local Policy Director, Enterprise Community 
Partners, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Bondi testified that the current proposed 
amendments focus on clarifying the city’s ability to approve development in exchange for 
community benefits through the public process. She added that the amends need to address 
affordable housing and displacement.     

Patrick McAnaney, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. McAnaney 
testified that the Council should amend the comprehensive plan in a way that allows us to build 
more housing to meet demand, prioritizes more affordable housing, and presents displacement of 
low-income residents.  He urged the Council to look as serious long-term policy solutions for 
addressing our complex affordable housing crisis. 
 Claire Zippel, Policy Analyst, DC Fiscal Policy Institute, testified in opposition to Bill 
22-663.  Ms. Zippel urged OP to work with the Committee to emphasize affordable housing and 
displacements.  She stated that housing options need to be equitably distributed throughout the 
city.  
 Eleanor Johnson, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Ms. Johnson 
testified that the Framework Element as introduced encourages overdevelopment and undermines 
the democratic process of being able to appeal. She also urged the city to reopen the amendment 
process to obtain more input from stakeholders.  
 Adam Weers, Principal, Trammell Crow Company, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  
Mr. Weers testified that PUD appeals have resulted in the delay of development projects and their 
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many public benefits to the surrounding communities and used his company’s ten-year 
involvement with the McMillian redevelopment as an example. He emphasized that millions of 
dollars of benefits have been imperiled by a small group of activists. Mr. Weers stated that the 
changes proposed by OP are critical to addressing this issue.    
 Fay Armstrong, Trustee, DC Preservation League, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Ms. Armstrong testified about the importance of the appeals process as it relates to PUDs and 
expressed concerns that the framework amendment would negatively impact this right. Ms. 
Armstrong also testified that there is a need for clear guidance on use and density, especially as it 
pertains to zoning and preservation.  She opined that this need is not addressed in the framework 
package.  
 Ellen McCarthy, Ward3Vision, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. McCarthy drew 
from her 40 years of experience as an urban planner and as a former OP Director.  Ms. McCarthy 
emphasized the importance of PUDs and the public benefits they can bring to communities and 
the District. Ms. McCarthy also testified that OP’s amendments to the Framework are consistent 
with existing comprehensive plan language and emphasized the importance of flexibility in the 
comprehensive plan so that bodies like the Zoning Commission have the room to make land use 
decisions within the general guidance provided by the plan. Ms. McCarthy summarized that she 
supports the amendments with the provision that the Council adopt the language proposed by 
Greater Washington and the Coalition for Smarter Growth to include affordable housing priorities 
and mechanisms within the framework.  
 Alma Hardy Gates, Administrator, Neighbor United Trust, testified in opposition to Bill 
22-663. Ms. Gates testified that the Framework Element favors development and creates vague 
implementation language that weakens the Comprehensive Plan. She also testified that the element 
is silent on displacement even though affordability and gentrification are a concern. 
 Larry Hargrove, Kalorama Citizens Association, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Mr. Hargrove testified that the Framework Element as introduced renders the Comprehensive plan 
so porous and open-ended, as to give the Zoning Commission almost unrestricted discretion. He 
added that the effect of this would result in depriving citizens of meaningful participation in 
formulating land-use in the District. 
 Allen Seeber, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Seeber raised 
concerns with OP’s methodology in generating statistics that formulate policy change. Mr. Seeber 
also expressed concerns with the unknown flexibility that OP’s vague language in the Framework 
Element would produce. 
  Gale Black, Commissioner, SMD 4A08, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Black testified that the Comprehensive Plan is in need of clearer definitions. She 
opined that the Comprehensive Pan is pro-development and should protect low density single 
family stock.   
 Aja G. Taylor, Bread for the City, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Taylor 
testified that we should not move forward with the Comprehensive Plan amendment cycle without 
deeper engagement and without talking more about affordability. 
 Yesim Sayin Taylor, Executive Director, D.C. Policy Center, testified in support of Bill 
22-663.  Ms. Taylor applauded the Framework Element for seeking to resolve some of the legal 
issues facing PUDs and for supporting more development near transit. Ms. Taylor also testified 
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that the while the Framework Element is positive in very important ways, it falls short in 
addressing housing affordability and a stronger vision for inclusivity.  
 Joyce Robinson-Paul, Seniors Matter, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  
 Daniel Schramm, President, Brookland Neighborhood Civic Association, testified in 
opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Schramm emphasized that the Comprehensive Plan is an important 
guiding document for the city, especially in the face of unprecedented development pressure, and 
it should not be weakened. He also expressed the need for the Zoning Commission to properly 
explain its PUD approvals considering their inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 Caitlin Cocilova, Staff Attorney, Washington Legal Clinic for the Homeless, testified in 
opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Cocilova testified that the process used by OP to create the 
Framework Element was illegitimate and hardly addresses homelessness and needs to better 
discuss statistics and information on homelessness.  
 Ellen Bass, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Bass spoke in favor 
of the Framework Element language affirming the flexibility to build more densely than zoning 
would otherwise allow using PUDs.  She drew from her years as a longtime District resident and 
testified about how PUDs can enhance neighborhoods and provide needed housing but are 
sometimes defeated or delayed by anti-development advocates. 
 Tischa Cockrell, Commissioner, ANC 4B09, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Cockrell expressed concerns with the process that OP used in developing the 
Framework Element and the lack of public comment that was allowed.  She also testified about 
the lack of affordable housing available in the District.  
 Kesh Ladduwahetty, Chair, DC for Democracy, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
Ladduwahetty emphasized that OP has not addressed a much-needed, long-term strategy for 
affordable housing in the District, as demonstrated in the Framework Element as introduced.  She 
explained that to do so, OP needs to use solid data and analyze policies. Ms. Ladduwahetty also 
expressed concerns with giving the Zoning Commission and other agencies that regulate land use 
greater powers to interpret the Comprehensive Plan.  
 Evan Goldman, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Goldman 
explained that he is in support of the bill because he wants to see the Zoning Commission 
empowered to move great projects forward without fear of appeal.  He testified that many public 
benefits and affordable units have been lost because of PUD appeals. 
 Charles Bien, AICP, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Bien 
testified that the criteria in sections 225 of the Framework Element are so general that almost 
anything goes.  Mr. Bien also expressed that their needs to be a greater discussion about 
conversation and resources within the Framework Element.  
 Caroline Petti, Brookland Neighborhood Civic Association, testified in opposition to Bill 
22-663.  Ms. Petti testified that the Framework Elements obscure and obfuscate the clarity of the 
Comprehensive Plan and set the stage for eliminating or minimizing community input in 
development decisions. She also expressed the need for homeowners, residents, developers, and 
advocate to work together to address affordable housing.  
 Alexander Hondros, Director of Finance & Acquisitions, Menkiti Group, testified in 
support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Hondros testified that the current PUD process halts development 
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because it sets rigid guidelines and leads to an extreme level of development uncertainty.  He 
opined that the Framework amendments will enable more responsible development and better 
projects in the District.  
 Mark Rengel, Vice President of Development, Menkiti Group, testified in support of Bill 
22-663. Mr. Rengel testified that the Framwrok Element as introduced empowers the Zoning 
Commission to interpret the Comprehensive Plan and act in the best interests of the community.  
He added that the PUD process must be upheld as one of the District’s primary planning tools to 
guarantee meaningful civic engagement. 
 Brian Burke, Executive Vice President, Menkiti Group, testified in support of Bill 22-
663. Mr. Burke testified that there is a need to fix the PUD process so that the Comprehensive 
Plan’s ambiguity can no longer be used to stop development projects.  He explained that the halted 
projects have resulted in a delay of affordable housing units. 
 Bo Menkiti, Founder & CEO, Menkiti Group, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. 
Menkiti spoke about his company’s experience engaging with the Brookland community to deliver 
a development on Monroe Street that was rich in public benefits and received overwhelming 
community support.  He explained that this project site is now sits empty after a series of appeals.  
Mr. Menkiti testified that the recent increase in PUD appeals has undermined the Zoning 
Commission’s community-based PUD decision making process and has circumvented ANCs’ 
great weight.  
 Jamie Weinbaum, Executive Vice President, MidCity, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  
Mr. Weinbaum testified that predictability in the PUD process is important and emphasized the 
community benefits of PUDs. 

Stefan Kronenberg, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Kronenberg 
testified that there is a tremendous need for housing in the District and that the Framework 
amendments need to pass so that the ambiguity of the Comprehensive Plan can no longer be used 
to hamper the growth.  He also expressed the need for clear rules and incentives for everyone to 
adhere to rather than fighting in courts. 

Aiden Jones, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Jones explained 
how the present and earlier Comprehensive Plans played a significant role in preserving the quality 
of life in vibrant residential neighborhoods.  He emphasized that the District citizens need the 
continued protection of the present Framework Element in the face of “financial might of overly 
aggressive developers.”  

Madi Ford, Vice President and General Counsel, MidCity, testified in support of Bill 22-
663.  Ms. Ford explained the community benefits that the PUD process provides, such as developer 
funded affordable housing, infrastructure improvements, taxable revenue, and economic 
development. She testified that the Framework Element as introduced supports thoughtful and 
engaged development and will achieve the shared goals of a vibrant, inclusive and prosperous 
Washington.  

Kymber Lovett-Menkiti, President of Sales, Menkiti Group, testified in support of Bill 22-
663.  Ms. Lovett-Menkiti drew from her own professional experience and explained how the PUD 
appeals process has held up the development of 901 Monroe street and 16 other projects, 
representing 5000 units of housing including more than 500 affordable units. She explained that 
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despite robust civic engagement, the self-interest of a few have frozen the progress of development 
projects in litigation.  

Parisa Norouzi, Executive Director, Empower DC, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Ms. Norouzi explained that the zoning process is not a level-playing field and that there is a need 
to strengthen the Comprehensive Plan. 

Jack Lester, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Lester testified that 
he is opposed to the abuse of the appeals process by activists whose actions have weakened the 
role of elected ANC commissioners and subverted the District’s prerogative to determine its land 
use.  He drew from his personal experience to demonstrate the ways in which neighborhoods and 
residents have benefited from change brought by development.     

Paula Edwards, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. She emphasized the 
poorly conceived language of the Framework amendments designed to obstruct rather than to 
clarify and the lack of reference to affordable housing.  She also expressed her concern about the 
lack of any reference to transparency, data collection, or disclosure in the Comprehensive Plan as 
it relates to PUDs.  

Graylin Presbury, President, DC Federation of Civic Associations, testified in opposition 
to Bill 22-663. Mr. Presbury emphasized the need to protect poor people in the PUD process by 
providing public access to the development planning process.  

Benedicte Aubrun, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Auburn 
testified that the Framework Element as introduced favors developers, provides too much 
flexibility and authority to the Zoning Commission, and weakens definitions to vague descriptions.  
She expressed that the community wants its rights protected through a stronger plan, not a weaker 
and discretionary plan.  

David Schwartzman, Chair, Political Policy and Action Committee, DC Statehood Green 
Party testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  He expressed the need for equitable development in 
the District and testified that the Framework Element should address displacement.  

Alan Roth, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Roth testified that 
under the purview of the Deputy Mayor’s Office for Planning and Economic Development 
(“DMPED”), OP problematically prioritizes economic development over planning and historic 
preservation.  He emphasized that there are systemic changes that need to take place before the 
Comprehensive Plan can achieve what it is meant to do.  

Nancy MacWood, Chair, ANC 3C, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Commissioner 
MacWood testified that the changes in the Framework Element enlarge the discretion of the 
Zoning Commission and marks an unacceptable transfer of power from the elected Council to the 
Zoning Commission.  She also expressed great concern about the lack of necessary connection 
between OP’s changes and the policy goals of the Comprehensive Plan, such as affordable 
housing.  

 Greg Rooney, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  He testified that the 
new Framework Element will allow the city to grow in a manner that is consistent with our vision 
for stronger, richer communities.  He also emphasized the need for new affordable housing in the 
District.  
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Dennis Williams, Tenleytown Neighbors Association, testified in opposition to Bill 22-
663.  Mr. Williams testified that the Council should use its legislative authority to set clear, well-
defined policy priorities and principles to replace the vague and flexible language that bestows 
great discretionary authority on the Zoning Commission to approve projects that are at a higher 
density than currently allowed.  He also emphasized the need to strengthen polices that balance 
growth with conservation of residential neighborhoods.    

Barbara Morgan, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Morgan 
emphasized that reasonable controls are needed to balance density in the District.  

Elizabeth Miller, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Miller testified 
that the Framework Element should afford a residential use a reasonable level of protection from 
incompatible uses and activities in high-density commercial land use categories in downtown 
zoning districts. She stated that this is necessary to ensure that downtown living is inclusive and 
functional for all.  

Aakash Thakkar, Partner and Senior Vice President, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  
Mr. Thakkar testified that he wants to see the Zoning Commission empowered to move great 
projects forward without fear of appeal and that he supports the strengthening of the PUD process.  
He stated that he supports using the Framework Element to make affordable housing and anti-
displacement a higher priority in the PUD process. Mr. Thakkar also emphasized the community 
benefits that are lost when PUDs are appealed, and projects put on hold.  

Gail Fast, Commissioner, ANC 6D01, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Fast expressed concerns with the lack of community involvement in the Framework 
amendment process. She testified that the Comprehensive Plan’s Guiding Principles need to be 
consistent with the District’s small area plans. Commissioner Fast also opined that the removing 
definition and replacing with descriptions make the Comprehensive Plan vague and open for too 
much interpretation.  

Robert Robinson, Chair, DC Consumer Utility Board, testified in opposition to Bill 22-
663.  Mr. Robinson testified that the amendments further weakens the District’s responsibilities to 
invest in its community and people and provide a sustainable future, particularly as it relates to 
DC Water.  

Jean Stewart, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Stewart expressed 
concerns with sustainability, traffic problems, urban sprawl. She stated that the Framework’s fuzzy 
terms are deliberately designed to remove accountability for development projects. 
 Mark Rosenman, Cleveland Park Citizens Association, testified in opposition to Bill 22-
663.  Mr. Rosenman presented the Cleveland Park Citizens Association’s resolution in opposition 
to the bill. The resolution emphasized that if Bill 22-663 were enacted, it would have the clear 
effect of denying community residents and organizations effective use of judicial review. The 
resolution also expressed concerns with the ambiguous and vague definitions in the bill.  
 John Clarkson, Sr. Vice President, JBG Smith, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. 
Clarkston expressed that there is a need for more affordable housing in the District and explained 
how PUDs help increase affordable housing stock. He testified that Bill 22-663 will help clarify 
the role of the Zoning Commission.  
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 Tony Norman, Chairman, McMillan Park Committee, testified in opposition to Bill 22-
663.  Mr. Norman testified that the Council should strongly oppose any language in the 
Comprehensive Plan that would limit review by the DC Court of Appeals and that the Zoning 
Commission should operate under the purview of the Comprehensive Plan including the maps. He 
also emphasized the need to address affordable housing in the Comprehensive Plan.  
 Guy Durant, 200 Footers, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Durant summarized 
his experience with leading a PUD appeals case in opposition to the 901 Monroe Street project in 
Brookland.  Mr. Durant recommended that the Framework Element address affordable housing.  
He also expressed concerns with making language in the Framework weak and unspecific and 
opined that this would make it impossible to hold developers and the Zoning Commission 
accountable by seeking interpretation from the courts.  

Andrea Rosen, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Ms. Rosen testified 
about the housing crisis that the District faces and expressed that the Comprehensive Plan needs 
to be more prescriptive, rather than suggestive in addressing these issues.  Ms. Rosen also shared 
her concerns with OP’s growth projections and forecasts included in the Framework Amendments.  

Abigail DeRoberts, Ward 5 Alliance for Equity, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
DeRoberts expressed her concerns with OP’s amendment process and lack of critical input from 
residents and accountability. She also testified about the lack of community input in the 
development process and opined that community concerns never seem to factor into Zoning 
Commission’s final decisions. 

Hannah Powell, Commissioner, ANC 5E03, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Powell testified that the PUD process is working, and it is the communities that 
suffer most when developers are incentivized to pursue by right development.  She also stated that 
the Comprehensive Plan needs more language addressing both the lack of affordable housing and 
the negative impacts of development.  
 Fredric N. Howe, Principal/Owner, Utility Professional Services, Inc., testified in support 
of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Howe testified that the approval of the Framework Element as introduced 
would mean moving the ball forward and making the necessary legal changes to embrace the future 
and the positive impacts of development.  
 Rob Hudson, Commissioner, ANC 1B11, testified in support of Bill 22-663.   

Wilson Reynolds, Commissioner, ANC 1C07, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. 
Commissioner Reynolds testified that ANC 1C supports growth and supports density.  He opined 
that many of the proposed amendments creates criteria so vague as to allow the Zoning 
Commission to reject the language of the Comprehensive Plan that almost everything goes.  He 
expressed that this would disallow meaningful review by the Court of Appeals. 

Alan Gambrell, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Gambrell 
testified about his concerns with the overly broad changes to the Framework Element’s 
Generalized Policy Map and Future Land Use Map (“FLUM”).  He testified that these changes do 
not provide enough specificity to guide the city forward on a predictable course and that these 
changes give too much discretion to OP and the Zoning Commission.  

Lisa Hunter, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Ms. Hunter testified 
that the Framework amendments loosen the definition of density and emphasize that the Zoning 
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Commission need not consider the Comprehensive Plan as binding.  She added that if adopted, the 
Council would be voluntarily ceding its authority to the Zoning Commission.  Ms. Hunter 
expressed that the amendments are far from providing for an “inclusive city” and instead favor 
development.  

Lydia Curtis, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Curtis testified 
about the lack of community and ANC input in the Comprehensive Plan amendment cycle. She 
also spoke about people’s personal experiences with displacement. 

Anne Lane Mladinov, Commissioner, ANC 3B01, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Mladinov expressed concerns with OP’s public comment period for the proposed 
amendments and the overall lack of community and ANC involvement. She made 
recommendations that the Council requires OP to engage in a meaningful way with the public for 
the remaining Comprehensive Plan amendments.    

Jim Schulman, AIA, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Schulman testified that this 
concerns about the Framework Element relate to bad process, worse product, and the lack of 
independence of OP from the political preference and manipulations of DMPED.  He expressed 
that the proposed changes shift the Comprehensive Plan from being a document grounded in the 
public interest with bright-lined delineations to one serving to obfuscate and enhance private 
benefit.   

Eric Fidler, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Fidler spoke about the 
PUDs’ public benefits including producing more affordable housing.  Mr. Fidler testified that the 
ANCs and the Zoning Commission, not the Court of Appeals, are the proper venues for community 
input on important neighborhood priorities.    
 William Jordan, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Jordan testified 
that the PUD process has underperformed.    
 Reginald Black, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Black 
expressed her concerns with displacement and homelessness in the District. She also shared her 
concerns with OP’s amendment process and lack of public involvement.  
 Michael Skena, Vice President of Development, MRP Reality, testified in support of Bill 
22-663.  Mr. Skena testified that he supports the bill because it corrects portions of the PUD 
process that have led to dozens of groundless appeals and have arrested development within the 
District for the last year and a half.  He also expressed support for the additional amendment 
submitted by the Housing Coalition organized by Greater Greater Washington.    
 Andy Feeney, DC Grassroots Planning Association, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Mr. Feeney testified that the proposed amendments would be the same as giving developers a 
blank check to do almost anything they want, with no accountability to people living in affected 
neighborhoods. He also testified that there is a need to address affordable housing in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 Mary Alice Levine, Ward 3 Democratic Committee, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Ms. Levine testified that the proposed amendment water down definitions, so they are no longer 
clear standards and open to door to denser, higher development by right and to commercial 
development in residential neighborhoods. She also expressed the hope that the Council 
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strengthens the Comprehensive Plan to encourage preservation of and an increase in affordable 
housing. 
 Daniel Warwick, Chair, ANC 2B, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Commissioner 
Warwick spoke about the need for more affordable housing in Dupont Circle and across the 
District.  He stated that ANC 2B wants to see more housing, more affordable housing, a protection 
against displacement in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 Paulette Tilghman, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Tilghman 
testified that OP’s amendment cycle process ignored ANC and community input. She urged the 
Council not to take away citizens’ rights again and to hold developers and the Zoning Commission 
accountable to the citizenry. 
 Megan Draheim, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Draheim 
testified that the Council should include language in the Comprehensive Plan that encourages well-
placed development in all parts of the city, including neighborhoods like Cleveland Park.  She also 
stated that the Comprehensive Plan should more directly and thoroughly address affordable 
housing and displacement. 
 Margaret Brown, Public Witness, testified on Bill 22-663. 
 John Feeley, Secretary, ANC 5B, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Commissioner 
Feeley presented ANC 5B’s resolution in opposition to the Framework amendments. ANC 5B’s 
resolution urged OP to proactively seek feedback from the community, citizen groups, and ANCs 
in re-consideration of the amendments before re-submitting them to Council.  ANC 5B also asked 
that OP provide a full explanation of its proposed dramatic changes to the Framework Element.  
 Payton Chung, Chair, Smart Growth Committee, DC Sierra Club, testified in support of 
Bill 22-663 with recommended changes. Mr. Chung testified that the updated Comprehensive Plan 
should reference and embrace principles related to the environment and sustainability.  Mr. Chung 
applauded OP’s addition of section 207.3, regarding the need to implement advances in sustainable 
site development.  
 Dirk Bokeloh, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Bokeloh testified 
that the Comprehensive Plan needs to include a lot more language encouraging more housing, 
addressing affordable housing, and expressing the need to avoid displacement. Mr. Bokeloh drew 
from his own experience witnessing the city change.  
 Shirley Thompson-Wright, Vice President, Meadow Green Courts Resident Association, 
testified in support of Bill 22-663. She testified about the need to clarify the PUD process and the 
need more affordable housing.  She particularly emphasized the need for these things in Ward 7.  

Samantha Mazo, Counsel, Cozen O’Connor, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
Mazo testified about the uncertainty with the PUD appeals process and the chilling effect it has 
had on developers in the District and the ability to provide affordable housing units. She 
emphasized that the proposed changes would clarify the PUD process and would not change the 
ability to appeal. Ms. Mazo summarized that the proposed changes are good for the city, the 
development community, and the public.  

Dale W. Barnhard, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Barnhard 
testified that he supports the effort to streamline the process, give it more flexibility, and allow for 
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greater density in so far as this creates genuinely habitable human places.  He added that he hopes 
to see the Framework Element used as a tool to create a revitalized Foggy Bottom Gateway. 

Gary Pearce Barnhard, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663. Mr. Gary 
Pearce Barnhard testified that the current PUD process seems to depend more on court action 
rather than a negotiated confluence of interests.  He stated that the revised Comprehensive Plan 
must revisit and rearchitect how the city orchestrates opportunities for development.  

Justin Lini, Commissioner ANC 7D07, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Lini expressed disappointment in the lack of equitable development and defense 
against displacement in the newly proposed Comprehensive Plan. Commissioner Lini also testified 
that the language in the Framework undermines the ability to project communities through the 
appeals process.  
 Sherice Muhammad, Chair, ANC 7D, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Muhammad testified that OP’s amendment process has been a total 
misrepresentation of reasonable governance.  She also testified that the Framework rewrite shifts 
the document from one of clarify, specificity, and clearly delineated criteria to vague, loose, and 
difficult to determine criteria in favor of developers to the detriment of the community.  
 Anthony Lorenzo Green, Commissioner, ANC 7C04, testified in opposition to Bill 22-
663. Commissioners Green shared the pressures of rampant development and testified that the 
framework needs to speak directly to affordable housing and homelessness, especially east of the 
river.  He also expressed the need for more community input throughout OP’s Comprehensive 
Plan amendment process.  
 Denis James, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. James expressed 
concerns with OP’s amendment cycle process and the lack of engagement with residents.  He also 
shared concerns regarding the demographic changes in the Framework, the problematic language 
in the land use changes, and the lack of community guidance in PUD projects.  
 Benjamin Crane, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Crane testified 
that the Framework Element as amended fixes the broken PUD process that needs to be fixed.  Mr. 
Crane also testified that the language in the Comprehensive Plan needs to be updated from 2006 
to address the problems of today such as displacement.   
 Michael Whelan, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Whelan urged 
the Council to pass the amendments to the Framework Element that in his opinion would protect 
the PUD process from legal abuse and manipulation. He also spoke about the loss of potential 
community benefits and redevelopment as a result of the PUD process that is bogged down in legal 
challenges and obstructionism.  
 George Derek Musgrove, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. 
Musgrove expressed concern with large development projects that fundamentally alter the 
character of neighborhoods.  He testified that the Framework amendments would eliminate one of 
the few mechanisms that residents have for exerting their collective input on the development 
process.   
 Pastor Ricardo Payne, The Lighthouse Baptist Church, testified in support of Bill 22-
663.  Pastor Payne spoke about his positive interactions with developers who engaged and 
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collaborated with the community and how his church community has benefitted from 
redevelopment projects.  
 Chris Otten, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Otten testified that 
the Comprehensive Plan should strengthen the narrative to clarify issues including neighborhood 
character, planning protection, and community stability.  He opined that instead, OP’s amendments 
weaken these planning issues. Mr. Otten also testified that the Mayor, through OP is attempting to 
minimize the legislator’s role in zoning and planning.     
 Kay Pierson Director, Community Reinvestment Division, testified in opposition to Bill 
22-663.  Ms. Pierson testified that the Framework Element lacks provisions to protect our 
communities from rampant displacement in new development projects.  She emphasized that these 
issues have been prevalent in the Ward 8 community.  
 Gene Solon, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Mr. Solon expressed 
that we need a stronger comprehensive plan and high-quality development projects that take the 
community into account. Mr. Solon also emphasized a need for local representation on the Zoning 
Commission.  
 Matthew Johnson, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Johnson 
testified that the District needs more housing in every neighborhood and that the District is facing 
an affordability crisis. He also emphasized the issue of displacement.   
 Lisa Mallory, CEO, District of Columbia Building Industry Association (DCBIA), 
testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Mallory expressed DCBIA’s support for the Framework 
amendments and stated that the Framework will provide clarity on the authority of the Zoning 
Commission.  She also spoke about the delay in development and affordable housing that results 
from the PUD appeals process and how the bill as introduced would alleviate this problem.   
 Brad Fennel, President and Chair, DCBIA, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Fennel 
testified that the Framework amendments would clarify conflicting information within the 
Comprehensive Plan that has led the courts to undermine decisions made by the Zoning 
Commission undoing the negotiations that ANCs and others have done during the PUD process.  
He also testified that the PUD appeals process has resulted in an overall reduction in housing in 
the District, including affordable housing.  
  Jeff Utz, Co-Chair, DCBIA’s Public Policy Committee, testified in support of Bill 22-
663. Mr. Utz testified that the proposed amendments to the Framework Element clarify some of 
the issues that have been raised by courts in PUD appeals.  He opined that the amendments don’t 
eliminate or weaken prior limitations on development but rather, they clarify existing language 
with existing intent.  
 Jeremiah Montague, Jr., First Vice President, Woodridge Civic Association, testified in 
support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  Mr. Montague testified about the plan’s lack of a 
discussion regarding residential development in the Upper Northeast, and specifically in the 
Woodridge Neighborhood. He also emphasized the need for the Framework to discuss transit and 
infrastructure advancements.  
 Justin Godard, DC Grassroots Planning Coalition and Metro DC Democratic Socialists 
of America, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Goddard testified about the negative effects 
that the framework amendments would have on affordable housing in the District. Mr. Goddard 
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expressed that the PUDs that the amendments seek to address only provide a small number of 
affordable units for studios and one-bedroom units at a price level outside the needs of lower-
income households. 
 Michael Sindram, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Sindram 
testified about his concerns with the Metropolitan Bike Trail. 
 Brook Hill, Equal Justice Works Fellow, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Hill 
testified that there is an affordable housing crisis in the District that disproportionately impacts 
African Americans.  He urged the Council to commit to fulfilling its obligation to affirmatively 
further fair housing by refusing to grant the Zoning Commission greater authority to approve 
height and density exceptions to the zoning map through the proposed amendments.  
   James Shabazz, Organized Vendors for Economic Cooperation, testified in opposition to 
Bill 22-663. Mr. Shabazz testified about the need to reverse the effects of gentrification in the 
District and how control of and ownership of public spaces will empower a Black Economic 
Development Renaissance. He also expressed discontent with the District Government ceding 
public territories to developers.   
   Abigail Lynch, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  
Ms. Lynch urged the Council to amend the Framework Element to more clearly describe the need 
for below-market rate housing, more clearly describe and discuss the risk of displacement of lower-
income households and recommend anti-displacement policies and practices.  
 Richard Day, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  Mr. 
Day commended OP for updating the future land use definitions to support more housing 
flexibility.  Mr. Day testified that the Comprehensive Plan needs to address the housing shortage 
and ensure more equitable housing in the District.  
 Raanan Barach, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Barach opined 
that many PUD decisions are being made in court rather than through the extensive process of 
community input that PUDs entail.  Mr. Barach also testified that the Comprehensive Plan needs 
to address displacement.  
 Kevin Horgan, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Horgan testified 
that the bill as introduced would decrease affordability and accelerate displacement of existing 
working-class residents. He expressed concerns about development in his Trinidad neighborhood 
and spoke about the rising house prices and developments that are so large that it condemns 
neighbors to living in the shadows.  
 Claudia Barragan, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Barragan 
encouraged the Council to amend the Framework Element to include constituents’ submitted text.  
She expressed concerns with OP’s Comprehensive Plan amendment process and strongly 
suggested that OP conduct a second public review of the Framework Elements including 
references and sources for amendments.  
 Sophat Soeung, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  
Mr. Soeung drew from his personal experiences growing up in Cambodia and making Washington, 
DC his home. Mr. Soeung testified that the framework element should be amended to include 
policies that promote affordable housing, prevent displacement, and keeps the city diverse and 
interesting.  
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 Sarah Greenbaum, Artistic & Community Manager, Dance Place, testified in opposition 
to Bill 22-663. Ms. Greenbaum testified that she hopes to see more artist living space in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 Dawn Boutelle, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663. Ms. Boutelle opined 
that OP doesn’t have the District neighborhoods’ interests in mind during this comprehensive plan 
amendment cycle.  
 Gordon Chaffin, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  
Mr. Chaffin testified that the Framework Element should be amended to enable greater affordable 
housing, including more variety of housing, including tiny homes.  He also testified that the bill 
should protect against housing displacement.  
 Tim Hampton, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Hampton 
expressed discontent with OP’s amendment process and the fact that OP did not amend the 
Comprehensive Plan’s guiding principles at all.  He also testified that there is a need for a plan to 
build more housing.  
 Salim Furth, Public Witness, testified in opposition to Bill 22-663.  Mr. Furth emphasized 
the need for affordable housing options in the District.  Mr. Furth also testified that the Council 
has the authority to determine how the character of the city evolves and suggested taking a broad, 
mixed density approach.  
 Lori R. Leibowitz, Esq., Senior Staff Attorney, Neighborhood Legal Services Program, 
testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications. Ms. Leibowitz testified that there is a need 
to address and include affordable housing the Comprehensive Plan and Framework Element.  She 
emphasized that we need a plan for where and how we will create affordable housing and a plan 
to address displacement.  
 Neil Flanagan, Public Witness, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with modifications.  Mr. 
Flanagan asked the Council to amend and pass the Framework Elements.  Mr. Flanagan 
emphasized that the Framework needs to be amended to include language that makes the plan’s 
first priority the creation of housing at multiple levels of affordability in all eight wards and 
implement strategies to prevent displacement.     
 Emily Baer, Associate, G. Macy Nelson, testified in support of Bill 22-663 with 
recommendations. Ms. Nelson expressed concerns regarding the development of large-scale 
retailers in the District. She summarized that the amendment process allows the District to alter its 
comprehensive plan to important new information and to adapt to changing circumstances. 
 Fredrica Kramer, Near SE/SW Community Benefits Coordinating Council, testified in 
opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Kramer expressed concern that the ANCs had not reviewed the 
amendments before their consideration before the Council.  Ms. Kramer also testified that the 
Framework should not be adopted sperate from a full set of amendments to the detailed Elements, 
and fully vetted by the community. 
 Ari Theresa, Stoop Law, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Theresa emphasized 
the importance of preserving individuals’ right to appeal Zoning Commission decisions.  He used 
examples of recent appeals, including McMillian and Barry Farm. Mr. Theresa testified that the 
vagueness of the comprehensive plan is troubling. 
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 Ashley Williams, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. Ms. Williams 
testified that the increase in rental costs, a decrease in the number of affordable units available, 
and stagnant wages has resulted in more and more low-income workers unable to afford to live in 
the cities they work in.  She stated that the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan will 
continue this trend of a lack of affordable housing.  
 Molly Vetter, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Vetter 
emphasized the need for a comprehensive plan that adequately addresses the affordable housing 
crisis and displacement in the District. She testified that currently, the Comprehensive Plan does 
not reflect the spirit of inclusivity and diversity and she discussed the need for this.  
 Otis Winfield, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. Mr. Winfield testified 
that good developers do not circumvent the PUD process. 
 Robin Diener, President, Dupont Circle Citizens Association, testified in opposition of 
Bill 22-663.  Ms. Diener testified that the Comprehensive Plan needs to be strengthened.  She 
emphasized looking beyond simply relying on Inclusionary Zoning units to provide affordable 
housing in the District and referenced the other affordable housing tools laid out in the 
Comprehensive Plan’s later chapters. Ms. Diener also discussed the need to mandate Small Area 
Plans.  
 Glenn Engelman, Vice President, Dupont Circle Citizens Association, testified in 
opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Engelmann expressed his support of increasing affordable housing 
stock in the District.  He testified that the proposed changes have little if anything to do with 
affordability and are merely designed to provide an open field for granting the wishes of developers 
with little regard to the existing character of neighborhoods or the needs of citizens.  
 Lance Salonia, Chair of Regulatory Committee, Dupont Circle Citizens Association, 
testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Salonia testified that OP’s proposed amendments would 
permit the unelected Zoning Commission to substitute its own judgement as to use and density.   
 Dorothy Douglas, Commissioner, ANC 7D03, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. 
Douglas expressed concerns about the favoritism to developers that the Framework amendments 
present. She also testified about concerns regarding displacement in the District. 
 Bob Ward, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Ward testified that 
the Comprehensive Plan needs to directly address affordable housing for all parts of the District. 
He emphasized the need for the Comprehensive Plan to balance competing priorities such as 
preservation and increasing housing supply.  
 Karen Ramsey, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Ms. Ramsey 
testified about the loss of neighborhood character in affordable housing. She also expressed 
concerns that the bill gives too much authority to the Zoning Commission and that the bill hasn’t 
gone through a solid process for people to engage. 
 Robert Schafer, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Schafer shared 
that he is a Trinidad resident who wants to stay in his neighborhood.  He expressed the need to 
preserve places where families can stay for years. Mr. Schafer stated that he opposes the 
amendments to the extent that they weaken the ANC’s ability to influence the Zoning 
Commission’s PUD proceedings.  
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 Berlin Dean, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Dean shared that 
he is a longtime District resident who is involved with Empower DC. He referenced to history and 
facts that in his opinion, justify why the Comprehensive Plan is not a workable plan that should 
be.  Mr. Dean also stated that the Comprehensive Plan should be scrutinized.  
 Andrew Altman, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. Mr. Altman drew 
from his experience as former Director of OP and emphasized the importance of the 
Comprehensive Plan as the foundation of growth in the city and stated that we can’t take growth 
for granted when rewriting the Comprehensive Plan. He expressed the need for more housing and 
density and the need to connect these to transit.  Mr. Altman also shared that small area plans can 
help ensure equitable growth.   
 Laura Richards, O Street Neighbors & Friends, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.   
 Iola Anyan, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. 
 David Poms, Public Witness, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663.  Mr. Poms testified 
about the need to address affordable housing and displacement in the Comprehensive Plan. He 
emphasized that we must increase the creation of new public housing and not expect the private 
developers to do it for us.  
 Holly Muhammad, Commissioner, ANC 8A01, testified in opposition of Bill 22-663. 
Commissioner Muhammad testified that the ANCs and community must have the opportunity to 
review, discuss, and comment on the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  She also 
expressed that discretion doesn’t belong in planning language and that instead, the language needs 
to be precise to address displacement. Commissioner Muhammad also commented that the right 
to appeal PUD decisions is a basic right. 
 Nicholas Burger, Commissioner, ANC 6B, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  
Commissioner Burger testified that ANC 6B recommends that the Council support the proposed 
changes to the Framework based on the principle that we should embrace change, focus on 
increasing affordable housing, improve education and the local economy, and allow for inclusivity.  
 Eric Shaw, Director, Office of Planning, testified in support of Bill 22-663.  His testimony 
is summarized above. 
 

The Committee also received written testimony that can be found in the Hearing Record. 
 
 

V I .  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
  

Bill 23-1 amends the Framework Element of the District Elements of the Comprehensive 
Plan for the National Capital.  The official version of the final District Elements only appears as a 
hard copy volume of Title 10, Part A of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations pursuant 
to section 9a of the District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan Act of 2004, effective April 10, 
1084 (D.C. Law 5-76; D.C. Official Code § 1-301.66). 
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V I I .  F I S C A L  I M P A C T  
 

The attached July 8, 2019 fiscal impact statement from the District’s Chief Financial 
Officer (CFO) states that funds are sufficient in the FY 2019 through FY 2023 budget and financial 
plan to implement Bill 23-1.  

 
 

V I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  

Section 1  States the short title of Bill 21-334. 

Section 2  Contains the Framework Element text.   

Section 3 Fiscal Impact Statement. 

Section 4 Establishes the effective date by stating the standard 30-day Congressional 
review  language and anticipates review by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. 

 
I X .  C O M M I T T E E  A C T I O N  

 
On June 21, 2016, the Committee met to consider Bill 21-334, the “Procurement Integrity, 

Transparency, and Accountability Amendment Act of 2016.”  The meeting was called to order at 
11:08 a.m., and Bill 21-334 was item V-A on the agenda.  After ascertaining a quorum (Chairman 
Mendelson and Councilmembers Alexander, Allen, Bonds, Cheh, Evans Grosso, Nadeau, May, 
McDuffie, Orange, Silverman, and Todd present), Chairman Mendelson moved the print with 
leave for staff to make technical and conforming changes.  Included with his motion was an certain 
sections of the print as subject to appropriations. Councilmember Orange offered an amendment 
who have made or solicited political contributions in the District.  During the debate, 
Councilmembers Orange, Alexander, May, Todd, Evans, and McDuffie argued their support of 
the amendment.  Chairman Mendelson responded that a simple provision barring businesses and 
individuals that have made political contributions from having a contract with the District removes 
any perception of influence – or “pay-to-play" – from the procurement process.  He said further 
that the language in the print, as proposed, created a low compliance burden for the District,  

 
 

X .  A T T A C H M E N T S  
 

1. Bill 21-1 as introduced. 

2. Letter from OP, August 2018. 

3. Fiscal Impact Statement for Bill 23-1. 

4. Legal Sufficiency Determination for Bill 23-1. 

5. Comparative Print for Bill 23-1. 

6. Committee Print for Bill 23-1. 
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 1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

 Washington D.C. 20004

Memorandum

To : Members of the Council

From : Nyasha Smith, Secretary to the Council

Date : January 03, 2019

Subject : Referral of Proposed Legislation

Notice is given that the attached proposed legislation was introduced in the Office
of the Secretary on Thursday, January 3, 2019. Copies are available in Room 10,
the Legislative Services Division.

TITLE: "Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017", B23-0001

INTRODUCED BY: Chairman Mendelson as submitted by the Mayor

The Chairman is referring this legislation to the Committee of the Whole.

Attachment

cc: General Counsel
      Budget Director
      Legislative Services



MURIEL BOWSER 
MAYOR 

January 8, 2018 

The Honorable Phil Mendelson, Chairman 
Council of the District of Columbia 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 504 
Washington, DC 20004 

Dear Chairman Mendelson, 

,,. - --
-- -1--: rn 

r·-·· e-t .-= 
<--

i 
c;J 

-~ 
- ~ --· 

Today, I am transmitting to the Council of the District of Columbia legislation entitled, the Comprehensive Plan 
Framework Amendment Act of 2018. The purpose of this legislation is to approve the text amendments to t he 
Framework Element contained in the Comprehensive Plan Framework Amendment Act of 2018, which was an 
initiative led by the Office of Planning (OP}. 

The 2006 Comprehensive Plan is the District's 20-year blueprint for the city, laying the framework for the 
growth and development of the District. The Comprehensive Plan includes over 600 action items and provides 
guidance on monitoring, evaluating, and amending the document. It recommends a review and amendment 
every four to five years. The first amendment, the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2010, was 
approved in 2011. 

OP initiated the process to amend the Comprehensive Plan in March 2016. Numerous residents, property 
owners, and other stakeholders participated in a broad range of engagement opportunities to gain an 
understanding of the Comprehensive Plan Second Amendment process. The amendment process included an 
Open Call from March 24 to May 26 for the public to propose amendments. The Open Call period was 
extended for an additional month to June 23 in response to request s from Advisory Neighborhood 
Commissions (ANCs) and other community groups. 

The attached Bill reflects the proposed amendments to the Framework Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
with the purpose of correcting technical errors; reflecting current District planning priorities and best 
practices; and refining land use descriptions to more clearly reflect longstanding District policy. We consider 
this Framework Element of utmost importance to finalize the remaining amendment process. The Framework 
Element is being brought forward first as a stand-alone piece of legislation in a two-phased approach to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan. The remaining elements and two maps wi ll be brought forward at a later 
date. 



Once enacted, the "Comprehensive Plan Framework Amendment Act of 2018" will provide current data and 
clarified definitions that are needed to ensure responsive deliberation regarding land development within the 
District and carrying out the policies of the District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan. 

I urge the Council's prompt and favorable enactment of this legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 



ABILL 

Chairman Phil Mendelson 
as submitted by the Mayor 

IN THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

To amend the District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan Act of 1984 to modify the Framework 
Element to reflect updated data and analysis of forces driving change and growth 
projections, and to clarify land use designations and how to use the Generalized Policy 
Map and Future Land Use Map to reflect longstanding policy. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA that this 

act may. be cited as the "Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017." 

Sec. 2. The District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan Act of 1984, effective April 10, 

1984 (D.C. Law 5-76; D.C. Official Code§ 1-306.01, et seq.) is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 3 (Title 10-A DCMR) is amended as set forth in the following table: 

lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 
2-1 200.3 They show how and where the DistriCt expects to add households, 

people, and jobs between 2005 and 2025. and adds an extended 
forecast through 2045. 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 
2-1 200.5 Finally, the Element describes the Comprehensive Plan Generalized 

Policy Map and the Future Land Use Map and discusses cap ital 
investments in infrastructure and facilities. The Policy Map "tell s the 
story" of how the District is expected to change during the next two 
decades. It highlights the places where much of the city's fu ture growth 
and change is expected to occur and sets the stage for the Elements that 
fo llow. The Future Land Use Map shows the general character and 
distribution of recommended and planned uses across the city. Both 
maps carry the same legal weight as the text of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The discussion of capital investments frames the major 
infrastructure challenges the District faces now and for the foreseeable 
future. 

2-2 201. I The sections below descri be the forces driving change in the District of 
Columbia and outline the implications of these forces for the District's 
future. The Comprehensive Plan seeks to address these implications in 
order for the District to become a more inclusive. and resilient city. 

N/A 201.2 Resilience in the Distri ct is defined as the capaci ty to thrive amidst 
(new) challenging conditions by preparing and planning to absorb. recover 

and more successfull y adapt to adverse events. Resilience planning 
involves creating solutions that reduce negative im12acts to the Forces 
Driving Change. by ca12italizing on 12ositive im12acts. and diminishing 
any negative ones that may increase vulnerabi lities of residents and 
systems. A resilient DC builds or ex12ands social and economic 
systems within and across 12laces to brim! 12eo12Ie together to assist each 
other as a community in times of need. Finally. achieving a more 
resilient DC calls for 12ublic and Qrivate collaborations - among District 
agencies and between District and federal agencies. the Qrivate and 
non-12rofit sectors and regional 12artner. 

NIA 202.05 Since 2006. when the Com12rehensive Plan was ado12ted. the District 
(new) has reestabl ished its 12osition at the center of the region. RaQid 

QOQulation and job growth has made the District one of the fastest 
growing large cities within the metroQolitan region and in America as a 
whole. Decades of 12rior loss meant that by 2000 D.C.'s share of the 
region had declined to just 12 12ercent of the region's QOQUlation and 25 
12ercent of its jobs. However. the District is now regaining its share of 
vitality within one of the country's most economically dynamic 
metro12olitan areas. 

2-2 202. 1 Between I 1 2006 and 2 h 2016, the Washington metropolitan area 
grew by almost - 1 .ll_percent, increasing from : -I 5.2 mill ion to :- . l 
.Qi_million residents. More than - ' p ·, ' 260.000 jobs were added 
during this period, an increase of almost -Z,) 9 _percent. It is now the 

2 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 

sixth largest metro area in the nation. This type of growth might not be 
surprising in a sunbelt city like Houston or Los Angeles, but as part of 

the urban northeast,_ these statistics are trul y impressive. Greater 
Washington is the fastest growing large metropolitan area in the 
country outside of the South and West. 11,·~ ~' ,, 1~ l1a. ·~1.:l 

-'\..'2-\'u'll('t.1J;C J t . '- r ... 11x \.. ~t:. '""i,.:L t r·h ·1 ·~m I l ht. ·ct: I lu. [; '-u,cJI\ 
hll'-<tl'k' 1-:s" k: l' t. il'i • l IH <: 'd1..;~ .I j1Cl1pk ul1 i ,; 111 • Metropolitan 
Washington now spraw ls across ~H) 4,500 square miles of the 
Middle Atlantic States. 

2-2 202 .2 The District ca12tured a greater share of thi s regional growth than 
exgected. In 2006. the gerceived difficulties of urban infill 
develogment along with other factors resulted in ( .. ,,, 1 h l.h . ..:hanged 

11(! 'Ji , .. (' k ' . 1 ' h .... \. i 111. I , 1 L .;;o_ h 1 tSl-fict had 46 
rew1..:t1t- ot" tl1e-r .... ig10n: f)OJJHlation and s~ JR'f-C.'ent or th jobs. By MlGO. 
it had just 1:} f)t: re.; 'Ill ol the--regieit'.-s population and 2 ~percent (} r its 
jobs. hi\ en ( ~ 

.. . 
1.l.: 1·' l' .:'llll • \,,.. ~ ) l\.,.J l\' I " L re< . I 

I.. 
-; I even the most ambitious projections 1l \ showing the l' ~ 

District with a diminishing share of the region's population and jobs in 
the future. 

2-2 202.3 \ -t1~ • ':: -shar~ ofpopHlatio1 11d .t io" 11 ~L ' 'ffih "hg\..'~ u 

1 • ~ 'I "!Ch" l I . h ' -..H .. F 1 )t ·· Instead. our position as the nation's 
capital, our historic and unique neighborhoods, and our cu ltural and 
urban ameniti es ,,_ i, .,,( •1 received renewed interest and attracted 
residents to move. start families. and/or retire in the city t~t.-: ' ;l 
In fact, these attributes have a lready placed a premium on Washington 
as it has become more di stinct from the ·1-.t '111 l 1..

1<' ' .. :ly nc \ suburbs 
growing up around it. With thi s renewed interest the District can 
maintain a growing share of the region's gogulation and jobs. 

2-2 202.4 There are signs that the region w ill do a better job of balancing growth 
between jobs and households over the next 30 vears. In 2006. "-•'-

ul'I! \\ll1.1ill::: '-ien~ thc.t fL..!iontil ::-fl wth 11h1) 11.. .. lll 0l htilan€~. l1v ~\\.r. 

IK the " inner ring" suburbs of Montgomery, Prince George's, and 
Fairfax Counties 't planned to add 620,000 jobs Jt r hi:? I.. l 2.? 
)"-ar· by 2030. but only 273,000 households. Similar jobs-housing 
imbalances -. .... f'l "" existed in A rlington, Alexandria, and even in 
counti es on the suburban fringe. If the region ct 1MHu:.. had continued 
to growing thi s way, more workers Yvill would have had to seek 
housing outside the region, creating more congestion, more sprawl, 
greater environmental imgacts, and more expensive housing in the 
region 's core. I ht. Such a jobs-housing imbalance ma~ could fuel 
demand for housing and drive ug costs in the District as suburban 
residents seek to reduce their commuting times by moving closer to 

3 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 

their j obs. However, the Coo12erative Forecast section below 
demonstrates a shi ft toward more housing within the i1mer suburbs that 
should moderate the jobs-housing imbalance. '- I ,1\ 1 '1 

... 
l '-\.c 

i 1 job 'no\· ... 1'.inh ... r a\, a_, <ind -tl1L ,\ t> ~ i°L~" . I 1'- . . 
NIA 203.01 The District continues to be an attractive 12lace to li ve and work as 

(new) evidenced by the continued growth in its 12012ulation. The District's 
to tal 12012ulation was 681.1 70 as of July 2016 - a figure not seen since 
the 1970s. The District grew by over 110.000 or 19.5 12ercent since the 
Com12rehensive Plan was develo12ed in 2006. This trend 12uts the 
District on track to by12ass its 12revious 1950 12eak 12012ulation of 
802.000 within the next two decades. The District ex12erienced the 
largest share of this growth (79.000 residents) in the six years since the 
2010 decennial census. The main drivers of this increase in the 
12012ula ti on since 2006 were natural increase (birth minus deaths). 
fo llowed by international and domestic migration. This District' s 
strategy of attraction and retention has been successful as net domestic 
migration moved from being negati ve in 2006 to 12ositive with an 
increase of over 2.000 12eo12le each year since 2009. Wash ington. DC 
also has attracted and retained a net of more than 4.000 new 
international residents annually . This growth is 12art of the tremendous 
churn in the District's 12012ul ation as roughlv nine to 10 12ercent of the 
citv's oooulation move out or move into the city everv vear. 

NIA 203.02 The lar gest com12onent (69 12ercent) of in-migration since 2006 
(new) consisted of young adults who tended to be wh ite and college educated. 

This influx of new residents caused a shi ft in the demogra12hic makeu12 
of many of the city's neighborhoods in several ways. First. the 
education levels of recent migrants enabled them to acce12t higher wage 
entry-level 12ositions than many existing residents. Second. their 
incomes grew faster as they received 12ay increases. 12romotions and 
new jobs. Third. they stayed in D.C .. met and decided to start families. 
In 2006, married cou12les made UQ only 22 12ercent of households. yet 
since 2006 they re12resented over half of the 31 .000 new households. 
Even though fertili ty rates are down. including for single and teen 
mothers. the big increase in married cou12les has been a ma jor reason 
for the significant increase in births in the city. A m ini-baby boom has 
occurred. increasing the number of births in D.C. fro m an average of 
7.700 12er year in early 2000s to over 9.500 12er year by 20 15. 

NIA 203.03 Recent migration 12atterns of those leaving the District suggest 
(new) conditions cause the city to lose certain ty12es of households. While 

those moving to DC tended be young adult white individuals either 
with or seeking higher education. those moving out tended to be 
12arents and their children. older adults. and blacks. The single largest 
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destination for those leaving the city was Prince Georges County and 
the next was Montgomery County. Maryland. Even with the higher 
rates of out migration of garents with children. older adults. and blacks; 
the gogulation of all three grougs in the District is one again growing in 
the District. 

2-3 203.l Recent in and out migration gatterns are in sharg contrast to the 
decades grior to 2006 when d "- one of the most well documented 
trends to affect the District I.. 

, I 
l ' ...... · ... ui.. was the loss of 

population. In 1950, Washington had 802,000 residents and was the 9th 
largest city in America. By 2000, Washington ' s population had 
dropped to 572,000, and it ranked 21st in size among U.S. cities. 

~--
- •, ,.I"' It\ \..1..J 1 ' .... .. \. n\... \.. L ' '1.. ·- lit ll -c 

,,i · 1r·._ 1 . , \)h h' •r I• tt.. h , I , , "' ,.,. 
l - I.. ... 1 Desgite the 

District ' s ragid gogulation growth since 2006, the city is now the 22nd 
largest in the nation as other cities have grown even faster. 

2-3 203.2 Population ili!1.. , 11.. change since 1980 has affected different parts of the 
city in different ways. The mags in Figure 2.1 ' illustrate these 
changes by neighborhood cluster and show the decline in population 
\,. hJ• J.'- that occurred from 1980 to 2000. and where gogulation 
increased from 2000 to 2015 t 111.. l . 11 •\ it ' 1 .i - 1 ' I . Prior to 2000, 
the l '. .... vast majority of the decline occurred in areas east of 16th 
Street. 

IA 203.2a Figure 2. 1 demonstrates how much of the gogulation growth was 
(new) concentrated in the neighborhoods of Central Washington. garticularly 

those hit hard by the I 968 riots. In these neighborhoods. the riots 
created a waiting suggly of vacant and underutilized land in what has 
become a desirable. central location. Since the year 2006. accelerating 
demand to live in these ne ighborhoods has resu lted in increasing 
housing costs. glacing tremendous gressure on lower income 
households and threatening their ability to remain. As an exarngle. 
between 2009 and 2015 the Shaw neighborhood saw the average 
median household income rise by 58 gercent from $57.344 to $90.3 I 7. 

2-3 203.3 Figure 2.1: Population Change by Neighborhood Cluster, 1980-2000 & 
2000-2015 (See Appendix) 

2-3 203.4 Unlike the experience of other major cities, the loss of population in 
Washington was not the result of"white flight." In fact, between 1980 
and 2000, \ .l ·iLl.;h'\ 11'1..·r· cans blacks registered the largest decrease 
among the city' s racial groups, dropping in population by almost 
100,000. This trend continued between 2000 and 2010 as the District's 
QOQulation of blacks declined by another 38.000 to 305.1 25. Many 
blacks left the city for the suburbs. or migrated to other garts of the 
countrv because of fami lv ties. increased opportunities and lower cost 
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of living. However. since 20 I 0. the QOQulation of blacks stabilized and 
started to grow again. rising to 325.190 by 2016. but now re12resents 48 
12ercent of the District's QOQulation. The District's black QOQulation 
tends to be both younger with a greater 12ercentage of under 18. and 
older with greater share over 64 than the rest of the District. Challenges 
12ersist. as black households tend to earn 45 12ercent less than white 
households and a greater Qercentage fami lies tend to be headed by 
single female head of household. While the citv' s black QOQUlation is 
forecasted to continue to increase numerically. it wi ll remain below 50 
Qercent of the total QOQulation through 2025. I • ' 

':"\...-"'\ 1 • '"<,., 11 ~ 
,-.- ~ h 1 "-\.'" ..... l\.. I t i "': l . I Tj 

'1 ""'" .... 
,164· 

-
NIA 203.4a Figure 2.2 illustrates how QOQulation distribution by race in D.C. has 

(new) changed from 1890 through to 2010. It a lso shows how there have been 
steady increases in the city's Hispanic and Asian populations; growing 
to 74.422 and 28.25 1 residents resgectivel v by 2016. Growth of 
His12anic residents started in the 1980s with foreign migration from 
countries like E l Salvador. and has since shifted to migration from 
Mexico. Puerto Rico and the net natural increase from existi ng 
residents. 

NIA 203.4b Figure 2.2 Po12ulat ion of DC by Race: 1890 - 2010 (See Appendix) 
(new) 

2-4 203.5 While population loss after 1950 was significant, the decline in the 
number of households l l , l, \ .. was much less dramatic. 

2-4 203 .6 The forecast in the 2006 Plan Qred icted fairly accurately that 
.. 

' \n e 
10 ,.., .• the city~ · t: l household size would n continue fall ing 
through 20 10, and then stabilize. According to the US Census, the 
percentage of ' · {\, ... older residents is expected to increase as "baby-
boomers" retire, ... as is the percentage of fo reign born residents, 
particularly those of Hispanic origin, is expected to ri se. The District is 
expected to continue to be a magnet for the region 's young 
profess ionals and empty nesters. Its ability to attract and retain young 
households and families with children rests largely on its ability to 
improve the quality of public education and address basic issues like 
crime, service provision, and housing affordability. Programs such as 
the 12rovision of free universal Qre-school for tlu·ee and four year olds 
aQQear to have been instrumental toward this goal. The degree to 
which the District's family-sized housing stock can be retained or 
ex12anded. and remain affordable is also critical. The Looking 
Forward: Growth Forecasts section discusses in greater detail the 
ex12ected increase in children and average household size. 

2-5 204.1 On the surface, Washington 's economic picture "'h ll.l<:i dppc<1r t\.) be is 
the envy of most cities. There are more j obs than residents, and nearly 
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three times more jobs than households. In 2005, there were me 
- 715.000 jobs in the District, an increase of about l 

32.000 jobs since 2000. The city's economic vitality has continued to 
strengthen ra12idly since then as the city added 83.000 new jobs for a 
total of 798.000 in 2015. At the same time the District's economy has 
reduced its de12endency on federal em12loyment as growth in 
Professional Services. Health. Education and Hos12itality have out12aced 
growth in federal em12loyment. Wages in the region are among the 
highest in the nation. 

2-5 204.2 m·..!ht <Is ume thut . . I 
'- \ 11.. . . 

I Job growth has led to I ' ' 

declining unem12loyment. After 12eaking above 10 12ercent in 20 11 . 
unem12loyment has dro1212ed to 6.1 12ercent in 2016. The diversity of job 
growth has reduced unem12loyment across race. education. and 
geogra12hy. More than that. both high and low wage jobs 12rovide 
critical 12ublic and 12rivate goods and services that add vitality to the 
District. Des12ite the gains and a favorable ratio of jobs to residents. the 
city ' s unemployment rate is still relatively high. hovering 
between 6 and 9 percent_, and consistently almost double the rate for 
the region as a whole. Unem12loyment rates in certain areas such as Far 
Southeast/Southwest seen in Figure 2.3 are sti ll four to five times as 
high as the region's and dis12ro12ortionally affect black residents. Many 
District residents do not have the skills to fill the white-collar jobs that 
drive the city ' s economy. More than 70 percent of the jobs in the 
District are filled by workers who live in Maryland and Virginia. In 
fact, The District is one of the region' s major job center and reguires 
some "importing" of workers from the suburbs. This is essential to the 
District_i economy_;_even if all 400.000 DC resident~ in the labor 
force were employed in the city, we would still need almost 
400,000 additional workers to fill the city' s jobs. 

2-5 204.3 This imbalance causes a number of problems. The most often cited 
problem is the District's inability to tax the incomes of the nearly 
500,000 non-residents who commute to the city each day. This daily 
migration is also accompanied by traffic congestion, air quality 
problems, and millions of hours of lost productivity. But perhaps the 
most profound problem is the regional income divide. As Figures 

.., 

2.3 1., ... through 2.5 indicate, the District today is a city divided by 
income, education, and employment. The ma12s reflect both the 
ex12ression of the regional 12attern within the District. but also the 
change the District has ex12erienced since 2006 as wel l. One exam12le 
is the decrease in the 12ercent of those without college degrees and 
oove1tv in the neighborhoods of Central Washin!!ton. resultin!! from 
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the strong increases in resident workforce with college degrees. 
However. the overall divide continues the consistent Qattern that 
challenges the resilience of the city. "Vision for Growing an Inclusive 
City" concluded that bridging the income divide. esQeciall y with over 
17 Qercent of residents living in QOverty, to be '\, the single biggest 
challenge fac ing the District as it planned for its future. 

2-4 204.4 Figure 2.1 3: Unemployment in 20fl..., 2015 (See Appendix) 
2-4 204.5 Figure 2. 1: Persons 25+ Without College Degrees in 2n H 2015 (See 

Appendix) 

2-5 204.6 Figure 2. ~: Poverty Rate in 21-lf' l 20 15 (See Appendix} 

2-5 204.7 Figures 2.3 , 2.4, and 2.5 and other demographic tables in thi s document 
use the most accurate and UQ-to-date Census and other data available. 
At the citywide level this may mean data fro m a single year of the 
American Comrnunitv Survey (ACS) and the annual Estimate of 
PoQulation. However. to get to the neighborhood level reguires the use 
of five years of ACS data. In general, unless stated otherwise. the data 
is labeled with the last year the data was collected i.e. ACS data 
collected from 20 11to2015 is labeled as 2015. However. it reQresents 
an average for the whole time 12eriod. When reviewing the data 
Qresented. readers should take this into consideration given the raQid 
rate at wh ich some neighborhoods have changed. esQecially since 
recovery from the national recession in 2009. 1'\ _ era I, l .. ~t.'t.Jt 1 

- I ( {_ t. '-• It should be noted that fo r the decennial census. 
students residing in the District on April I , '( , 2010 (census day) are 
counted as residents of the District rather than residents of their home 
state. Consequently, data on poverty, age, and other variables :1' '-

h '- '- reflects student QOQulations in census tracts containing (or 
adjacent to) universities. The District has accounted for these 
anomalies within the Comprehensive Plan, and should tailor its anti-
poverty, economic development, and similar programs accordingly. 
Additional toQical data and discussion can be found in each of the 
Citvwide Policy and Area Elements of the Plan. 

NIA 204.7a In addition to the District attracting those working higher wage jobs, 
(new) the wages those jobs Qav is a growing source of ineguity across the 

countrv. Figure 2.6 below illustrates the Qroblem at the national. 
metroQolitan. and the District's level. The figure shows the changes in 
income growth across low to high income wages between 2000 and 
20 14. At the national and metroQol itan level the figure shows that Qay 
fo r lower wage jobs has not only stagnated but actually decreased in 
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real terms. In the District, the story is different: wage growth at the 
lower end has actually im12roved, but has still not ke12t 12ace with 
growth at the higher end of jobs. The growing dis12arity of income is 
even greater along geogra12hic. racial/ethnic. educational and gender 
dimensions. Thi s trend is not unigue to the District: it reOects a 
macroeconomic condition throughout the nation. 

NIA 204.?b Figure 2.6 Earned Income Growth fo r Wage and Salary Workers by 
(new) Percentile: 2000-2014 (See Appendix) 

2-6 204.8 Even the downsiz ing of the federa l government in the 1990s was 
accompanied by a ri se in procurement spending that kept the 
Washington economy strong. The most recent exam12le of the District's 
economic strength and diversity occurred as a result of seguestration of 
the federal budget in 20 13. Des12ite the sudden loss of 7.000 federa l 
jobs going into 20 I 4, the District's 12012ulation and total jobs continued 
to grow. The most notable result was a dro12-off in domestic migration, 
which guickly rebounded the fo llowing year. 

NIA 204.8a Washington's economy is diversifv ing. which hel12s during times of 
(new) slow federal growth. but it is not vet suffic ient to balance a sustained 

shift in federal hiring and 12rocurement. A geriod of signifi cant and 
sustained decline in federal em12loyment and 12rocurement. like any loss 
of a ma jor sector of the economy. would challenge a city's ability to 
recover from through fi scal measures or economic incentives. Further 
diversifvi ng the District' s economy will make the city more resi lient to 
such economic shocks. One key advantage to the federal 12resence is 
the highly educated and ski lled workforce the 12rivate and non-12rofit 
sectors can tag into as an asset for further growth. 

2-6 204.9 But ' it is hard to consider an economy trul y resilient 

' when such a "skills gap" l exists between the 
needs of local employers and the abi lities of many District residents. 
Future job growth is expected to be concentrated in the serv ices sector, 
incl uding the business, legal, engineering, management, educational 
and soc ia l service fields. The Economic Development E lement of this 
Plan emphasizes the importance of closing the skills gap by improving 
education and job training so that more District residents can fill not 
only jobs in these professions. but other jobs and business 01212ortunities 
as well. This wi ll create a more resil ient workforce and enable workers 
to ada12t as economic conditions change. 

NIA 204. 10 Since 2006. the single largest increase in the ty12es of households were 
(new) those com12rised with members that work in the Professional Services 

industry. and who tend to earn higher wages. The increased demand 
and comnetition from higher income households was greater than 
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anticigated and has made the citv one of the most exgensive glaces to 
live in the country. The District now has a large gercent of both and 
high and low income households with verv few in the middle-income 
ranges. Increasing rental housing costs are the grimary household 
budget item that is making it difficult for lower or even moderate 
income residents to continue living in the city. Some estimates suggest 
that between 20 11 and 2016 the cost of gurchasing a home rose by 
almost 50 gercent. while the cost of renting rose 18 gercent. Housirnz 
costs are gerhags the central challenge toward maintaining and growing 
an inclusive ci tv. 

2-6 205. 1 In terms of land area, at 69 square miles. Washington is not a large 
city. I h 11 I I 

' c 

- It is hemmed in by 
adjacent cities and states and cannot grow through annexation. The 
District in 2016 had over 

11 .000 people per square mile. 3pl 1ati I I 

v..flc l l '1:. I , 
. 

'I ' 
,, 

' ' Federal lands comgrise almost 40 gercent 
of land in the District. making land , ' a prec ious and limited 
resource 

2-6 205.2 Figure 2. 1 shows how land in the District is currently used. About 28 
percent of the city is developed with housing, and more than one 
quarter is developed with street rights-of-way. About 23 percent of 
the city ' s land area consists of permanent open space, including Rock 
Creek Park and the National Mall. About 465 acres of the city-or 

- l.2_percent of its land area-consists of vacant land . 

2-6 205.3 Figure 2. 1: Land Use Distribution, 2016 (See Appendix) 

2-6 205.4 These statistics alone do not tell the foll story of land use in the 
District. \. ,l . Building height and hi storic di stricts have 
imgacted the District' s develogment. Building height has been strictly 
regulated by the Height of Bui ldings Act original/"!!. ado121ed b"!!. lhe US 
Congress in 1899. Amended in 19 10. the Act to grovided more 
comprehensive height re1wlations giving the District a low visual 
profile and preventing the construction of buildings ' t 

1\.. , taller than 130 feet in most areas through building height 
and street width ratios, and other policies detailed within the act. In 
2014. Congress amended the Height Act to increase the height of a 
genthouse to twenty feet and to al low that gortion of a penthouse not 
used for mechanical 12umoses to be used for habitable sgace. The city 
also has dozens of federal and local historic districts with unique 
onnortunities for growth. I .I rl i • l l \.. :- l:l isl ( l I 
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I . .·' 1. i 1 ' tleapa£it~ fi>r ~rov. th-. I teltffiafl;Y' fthc '- \. ' ' 
are.t:.-l·hat--are 001:- ··-ollit: · 1,~ ·· ,· 1~1 ' ' 

.. 
'c' "' I. \ 1\ .. '\ ,. 

li,11 p. hLl11 ;,1! or\. 11< I .. '1.. . The city also has dozens of federal and local 
historic districts where develogment and greservation co-ex ist and 
comglement each other in context-sensitive wavs. Many of the areas 
that are not "officially" historic also reguire careful consideration to 
ensure the design of new and rehabilitated buildin!ls is comgatible with 
the existing urban fabric. 

2-7 205.5 Despite these limitations, there is room for growth in the District of 
Columbia. Key opportunities include government lands, underused 
commercial and industrial sites, and vacant buildings that can be 
regw-gosed. regositioned and/or redeveloged. The sites vary in scale 
from those of significant acrea{le to smaller infill lots. ~ \. 

' ' I I ' ·id-s:--aho l. ~l I l - I 
~ 

pre. cnt opport11n-iHc~. I hen:: Hl'I! al~m lrnndn.~ls or !'.mall .. infi1r site!> 
scat-t~re( 

I 

' I· '1~ 
. l 

I L \:1 ' '" \. 1, I u ·~ 
l l Together, these areas hold the potential for thousands of 
new units of housing and millions of square feet of office and retail 
space. 

2-7 205.6 Fitting such development into the fabric of a mature city creates a 
number of challenges. One is displacement, a threat that has become 
more real in the District as land values have increased due to rising 
demand that has not been met w ith a grogortional increase in sugglv. 
Displacement not only affects District residents-particularly those of 
lower income-it also affects businesses. non-grofits. and municipal 
operations that may be <..' ~ '" \. disglaced by ri sing rents and land 
prices. 

2-7 205.7 Whether the issue is displacement, the siting of locally undesirable but 
necessary uses, parking impacts, or threats to neighborhood character 
and stability, development creates tension in the District of Columbia. 
This tension ') 

'" " l '\. " l \. 
) 

t; l \ r' " ' I ct\ can be reduced with sound land use 
policies. urban design and deve lopment review procedures that 
mitigate the effects of competing and conflicting uses. 

2-7 205.8 Figure 2/ ~depicts the location ofresidential development in the city 
bLt h1.o'1 ~opn ·111t1 ::>oo.;; between 2006 and 2015. Of the 1. 700 28.955 
units of housing added, 88 gercent were within a half mi le of metro 
station areas. about ne thi1·1.1 25 gercent were located in Central 
Washington and 15 percent were located in Near Northwest. The M id-
City and l I 1 I (" l\. 0~ Rock Creek West Planning areas i;;u\011 

absorbed about I 2 18 and 3 percent of the Distri ct ' s housing growth 
resoectivelv. About 2(l 12 percent of the new housing units were 
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located east of the Anacostia River in the Far Southeast/Southwest and 
Far Northeast Southeast Planning Areas. I.. ' Some of thi s 
housing replaced units that were demoli shed, resulting in a '"" • call 

smaller net increase. 
2-8 205.9 Figure 2 .1>~ : Housing Development Activity, _000 20(':' 2006-2015 

(See Appendix) 

2-7 206.1 The Washington region faces significant transportation challenges. 
,..., ,. 

1.. ... l /'l, I I l I... \.J ) ---· , . ....... \. 1(" ... \ 

tmd och..1fo1'..1ti.i~ ainp1alit). I lw-m-t1ionan:v r<:rngn · ~ed 300.5 Urban 
Mohi~iw RcpBrt- found that- Was-hin~Jon- d th'" hirJ most )_ tl!,,,, .-.. 

\ 1 
\. " . 1 .,,! l1 I \. .• 

. 
1 < 11,_ ·q,. While \. ''-

road congestion remains an issue fo r many. Distri ct residents. 
commuters. and visitors also ex12eri ence issues w ith transit availabili ty 
and reliability: buses. railcars. and station Qlatfo rms can ex 12erience 
crowding at times of heaviest use. In addition. safety and accessibility 
of our trans12ortation system- 12arti cularly for 12edestrians and cyclists. 
remains an issue. At the same time. the city has seen significant 
imgrovements to its multimodal trans12ortation network. such as 
12rotected bicyc le lanes. wider sidewalks and signali zed crosswalks. and 
the initial leg of a streetcar line that will stretch east and west across the 
city. New travel 012tions. including car-sharing. ride-hailing. and the 
Cagital Bikeshare system. have imgroved access and mobility. Great 
strides have been made in building a connected city over the last 
decade since the 2006 Com12rehensive Plan was ado12ted. but much 
remains to be done. Funding to maintain the existing transportation 
system, let alone expand the system to meet increased demand, is 
severely constrained. 

2-7 206.2 I j • ~ ·I · II 1 - !1~' ... 1mtpe-U{;tl t-\\( opposin;; trend!+ one fntsh-i-ng 
tle;:dt)pn~nt -.further-elll tOVrar4-uH O»b~l~ ")-d nt-le::. n\~fr-e-ru 
the-- city. a11d the- other f)llshing d ... "\ elopm 111 €lo:er ~ . , , • 1...,1~ , , 1 re 

' ,_ \... I ,_l I - <),_· ·t. d ,, 
I l l "11_~ ''"· From a regional 

12ers12ecti ve. areas close to transit have become highly desirable to 
many. as households and em12loyers both attem12t to reduce travel time 
and costs. Over the next 15 years. a1212rox imately 78 12ercent of all 
develo12rnent in the District will be within a half-mile of a Metro 
stati on. The focus on building around ex isting infrastructure is more 
effi cient than the decentralized develogment 12atterns of the 12ast. At the 
sam e time, careful 12lanning and reinvestment is needed to ensure that 
our infrastructure has the ca12acity to accommodate Washington's 
QOQulation and economic growth. '!he~ 1b' l '11Sl 11.:•1..I -h,' 111:! H .• "€0::!1~ itiQH 
hat;,,.. .. 

ll~ •· , lt-tn1~<t\Clt~ a 1 ~)1lC..: :mnm-so-I-\ e the region ·5 trartie 
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I Looking fo rward, increased investment in bus and rail 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle faci lities, and other modes of travel will 
also be needed to ensure a resilient. robust network that increases 
accessibility for all. I < . I ·11 ) I• . am 
t..>C\ t , \.. ~ ' 

2-9 206.3 The District already has one of the most extensive transit systems in the 
country and ranks second only to New York in the percentage of 
residents using transit to go to work. The Metrorail and bus systems 
complement the city' s radial roadway system and maximize the 
movement of people across the city. However, many of those who need 
transit the most, including the poor and those with special needs, still 
face mobility problems. Transit often does not connect District 
residents to jobs in the suburbs, and it may be expensive or difficult to 
access. In addition, parts of the Metrorail system are approaching 
capacity. Whi le Metro remains. 12er 12assenger mile. one of the safest 
and most cost effecti ve means of travel in the region, years of deferred 
maintenance on Metrorail have led to 12roblems with safety and 
reliabi lity. Sustained investment in the system is needed. Changes in 
governance and funding are on the way. The District. Maryland. and 
Virginia have established a Metro Safety Commission with enhanced 
oversight authority. and the regional jurisdictions have recently 12Iaced 
a renewed em12hasis on establishing a dedicated fund ing source for the 
system. The District is re12resented on the Trans12ortation Planning 
Board (TPB) and has 12Iayed a strong role in the establishment of the 
Access for All Committee. whose members identify issues of concern 
to traditionally underserved 12012ulations in order to determine whether 
and how these issues mi12.ht be addressed within the TPB 12rocess. The 
Office of Planning 12rovides ongoing su1212ort for the use ofTPB' s 
Enhanced Environmental Justice Analysis and the ma1212ing of "Eguity 
Emohasis Areas" to 1rnide transoortation investments. 

NIA 206.3a Since the ado12tion of the 2006 Plan. the city has diversified its 
(new) trans12ortation choices such as the DC Circulator Bus and Ca12ital 

Bikeshare. The growth of the bikeshare network is a good exan112le. In 
just six years since its creation in 2010. the system has grown to almost 
450 stations and 3.700 bikes across the District and the region. The 
District has su1212orted the use of sustainable trans12ortation modes by 
encouraging safe and a1212ealing 12edestrian environments that enable 
residents to conduct many daily tri12s wi thout the use of motorized 
vehicles. As a result of bike and 12edestrian im12rovements since 2006. 
D.C. residents commuting to work by biking or walking increased by 
6512ercent to over 65.000 commuters by 2015. 

NIA 206.3b Policy changes. demogra12hic forces. and fi scal limitations all cause 
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(new) im12acts on trans12ortation networks. forcing the District and its regional 
12artners to ada12t to new realities. For exan112le. as the region faces high 
growth in demand for 12aratransit serv ices to serve older adults and 
12eo12le with disabilities. the District and Metro have both begun to 12ilot 
new service delivery methods that may greatlv reduce costs. In the 
realm of education. robust growth in 12ublic charter school attendance 
has 012ened UQ new educational 01212ortunities for District residents-
many of them beyond walking distance of a student 's home. The 
District 's "Kids Ride Free" 12rogram reduces the financial burden on 
individual families. as well as the overall im12acts on the road network. 
by allowing 12ublic school students to travel to and from school on 
Metro bus and Metrorail for free. In both of these areas. changes in our 
go12ulation and in the choices 12eo12le make are causing the District to 
rethink old ways of doing business and coming UQ with new mobility 
solutions. 

NIA 206.3c Market changes and technological innovations have also disru12ted the 
(new) transgortation world over the last decade. and wi ll continue to do so. 

Since 2006. there has been a groliferation in 12rivate-sector firm s 
offering transgortation services. such as car-sharing and ride-hai ling. 
Goods movement has also been a source of i1movation. with deli very 
com12anies ex12loring lower-im12act fo rms of trans12ort such as sidewalk 
drones. New technolo!!v 12latforms a llow for better-informed tri 12 
glanning and more convenient 12ayment methods. Perha12s the most 
revolutionary change coming is the develo12ment. and eventual 
wides12read ado12tion. of autonomous (sometimes called " self-driving" ) 
vehicles . Fully automated vehicles are be ing tested on city streets 
across North America now . with commercial sales ex12ected to begin 
within this Com12rehensive Plan's 12 lanning horizon. While 12rivate 
sector innovation makes all of these changes 12oss ible. 12ublic 12olicy 
and regulation will be necessary to ensure that the District's goals of 
inclusivity. accessibility, and sustainabi lity are achieved. 

2-9 207. 1 The District of Columbia was sited to take advantage of the unique 
env iromnent and landscape at the confluence of the Anacostia and 
Potomac Rivers . Urbanization over the last 200 years has compromised 
almost every aspect of this environment, leaving us with our rivers and 
streams 12olluted by raw sewage and urban runoff o 10 0.· ,lk' i.,o. t 
P 1) ]1t•[_!,_l ~ ,_"· · ' ll1 ~ ~t'ttHlr: , air quali ty that fails to meet federal 
standards for ground level ozone, and a city where heavy tree cover '1as 
dt.~ 11111..:J h~ 'llt r~ than 1aH ii u1c ld"I .:?-0- h'a-.... alo1..: remains below 
historic levels. 'j ~ t. ,_ r..;t. , thl?~var-t: HGl-t~~llL'"S lHl~<f•t. l \\ a::.1i11h':< .1. 

On a global level, issues such as I\ .;.sil-fud-det)leti\' 1 greenhouse gas 
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emissions, climate change, sea level ri se, food security. and 
deforestation may have even more far-reaching impacts on the way we 
live and work in the future. There is now greater potential for 
increased rainfall and flooding from more damaging storms. In 
addition. there is a greater likelihood of extreme heat conditions. 
exacerbated by the city's urban heat island effect. that 
disproportionately affects vulnerable residents. Finally, enviromnental 
degradation continues. threatening air and water guality. 

2-9 207.2 This Plan incorporates and builds upon the 201 2 Sustainable DC and 
the 2016 Climate Ready DC Qlans. Sustainable DC makes a conscious 
effort to promote natural resource conservation and enviromnental 
sustainability. It incorporates measurable goals such as reducing ~I 

. · citywide energy consumption by .~ 
l \. 50 12ercent, 

J ' 
~ I 

I... t t1. , · sending zero solid waste ,.1..l.11' , to landfills . 
and reducing total waste generation by 15 12ercent. and making the 
Anacostia River fi shable and swimmable by 2025. These goals can 
only achieved tlu·ough fundamental changes in the way we li ve and the 
way we build. ~- -l Green building and " low impact 
development" '1 

\. '' have become the norm rather than the 
exception. The concept of sustainability runs through much of the 
Comprehensive Plan, from the renewal of brownfield sites. to healthy 
food access. to storm water mitigation. to a renewed commitment to 
environmental justice in all neighborhoods of the city. In addition. 
Climate Ready DC identifies the impacts that a changing climate will 
have on the District; the risks to the city's infrastructure. QUblic 
facilities. and neighborhoods: and the actions the we must take now 
and in the future to 12re12are. 

NIA 207.3 The challenge going forward is to identify and implement new 
(new) teclu1ology such as distributed energy 12roduction with solar, and urban 

tvQologies that allow for the accommodation of population and 
economic growth, but that better 12rotect natural resources. and 
minimize future environmental degradation . and 12re12are the city for a 
changing. climate. 

2-10 208.1 Technology h;; ,.11· "l'.:- ,~ is ra12idly changing how we live, work, and 
travel and it will continue to shape the District in unexpected ways. 
I \.1:11 ' ~I..< I" H::!- In the 1980s, few predicted the scale at which 
computers would pervade every aspect of our lives. Since the 1980s, 
telecommuting has changed travel patterns; on- line purchases have 
changed retailing; and e-mail has changed the way business and 
government operate. For instance. working from home is one of the 
fastest growing ways employees 'conmrnte' to work. In addition. 
mobile computing. self-driving cars. construction methods. green 
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technology, and other advances will have new and unexgected side 
effects on the way Washingtonians live. how the city make land use 
deci sions, and the shage of the Dish·ict's growth. 

2-10 208.2 The city is already a center of the information economy, and has 
demonstrated a strong pull for innovators from around the country and 
the world. In Washington D.C. these forms of economic activity are 
becoming less reliant on the glace based 'office'. This has imglications 
for the social sgaces in the city ' s neighborhoods w here geogle meet. In 
add ition. the gotential decline of high value office as a gercent of total 
land uses has fiscal imglications for the District's reliance on 
commercial real estate taxes. 

2-10 208.3 One aspect of technological change is its potential to deepen economic 
divides in the city. In 2004, the National Poverty Center reported that 
85 percent of the nation's I · , white chi ldren had access to a home 
computer, compared to just 40 percent of , black and Latino 
children. Recent census data suggests the District has made significant 
grogress in this area but gags sti ll remain as effectively I 00 gercent of 
white children and 89 gercent black chi ldren have access to a 
comguter. Access to techno logy will be an important part of improving 
the well-being of District residents in the future. This will place a 
premium on education and training, and an emphasis on providing 
residents with the skills to use technology and access information. 

NIA 208.4 Finally. ragid advances in technology are gresenting new 0121201tunities 
(new) for how the Distri ct identifies 12roblems and tests so lutions. The ability 

to collect and analyze large amounts of data from a variety of sources 
goes well beyond traditiona l census data. Many asgects of urban life 
are now tracked by either 12ublic or 12rivate entities. From the tracking 
of bike-share station usage to the targeting of health insgectors based 
on environmental conditions. a new era of 'smart cities' is rising. With 
it comes an oggortunity to monitor. gredict and res12ond guickly to new 
12roblems. but also 12resents new challenges to information security and 
maintaining the grivacy of our citizenry. A key challenge is to adagt 
the technology to a historic urban city rather than force the city to ada12t 
to the technology. 

2-10 209. 1 Security is not a new concern or challenge in the District of Columbia 
and many challenges exist. As a capital city, we are used to a 
heightened level of risk and the visibility of military personnel and 
operations. The National Mall and other 12ublic s12aces in the District 
draw large crowds of 12eo12le as the nation ' s focal 12o int for ex12ression 
of free s12eech and need v ital suggort. As an urban center, we also face 
daily concerns about personal safety and crime. But security concerns 
have taken on a new meaning since September 200 I ("9111 " }. The 
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attacks on Washington and New York changed the psyche of our city 
and ushered in an uncertainty about the future that still persists today. 

2-10 209.2 r ' "I .·t I j\ \.. ,' ' Since 9/ 11, we have '.i, -- l!J I·, 11,: I - et! 
slowly sought to balance beauty, access, and openness with the need to 
protect our landmarks, government bui ldings, ,' officials, workers, 
visi tors. and residents from danger. Each have common points of 
intersection. but they have segarate concerns reg uiring different 
responses as well. The federal government has str ived to discourage 
acts of terrorism through the design and management of public spaces 
and bui ldings, including the closing of some District streets and 
retrofitting of maj or landmarks. Security issues have also been cited in 
decisions to shift the federal workforce to more remote locati ons~ 
which have implications on how the District approaches public space 
and land use. They also have resulted in design standards for federally 
leased space that will reverberate through the regional office market for 
many years to come. 

NIA 209.2a Security and technology intersect with the new potential threat from 
(new) cyber-attacks impacting the operations of critical infrastructure such as 

the power grids and water supply. communications. transit and other 
systems that serve the city's daily needs. 

NIA 209.2b Washington's security issues are ongoing and reducing the likelihood 
(new) of adverse events by creatively securin2: buildings and infrastructure is 

an important first step. But more is needed to make the city resi lient to 
12otential threats. This plan introduces how the city can better prepare 
for and recover-from such events regardless of the underlying cause. 

2-10 209.3 These concerns are not li kely to diminish in the future. T he need to 
balance our desire for safety, accessibility, and aesthetics while 
maintaining an 012en, democratic. and resilient society is one of the key 
challenges that this plan seeks to address. 

2- 11 210.1 Revenue restri ctions also were imposed, including the inability to 
impose a "commuter tax" on income earned in the city by non-
residents. 1:11.c. • .. d < I. r--ue. l ".l.\,. "'I(, ~1u "ct.. ~ l t L (' t..it ... 

i. f. iC;c; 1 ~ . I l ' ' I ,!' <1 I L .,. ll I' I .., .. \ t'• ' -.!a . . A 2002 report 
by the federal General Accounting Office estimated that these burdens 
and restrictions had caused a financi al "structural imbalance" d11. 
iyj <IUill that exceeded $470 mill ion a year. 

2-11 210.2 The imbalance is amplified by the large amount of land in the city that 
is owned by the federal govenunent and therefore not subject to 
property tax. Indeed, 5., Ql_percent of all <' " property in the District is 
non-taxable, and more than two-thirds of the income earned in the 
District cannot be locall y taxed. 

2-11 210.3 , ht. 't1knp1e, l tl10 rn•bt<lan-:1? i::,. t-llal Dislfid R-sidenl-5- Hnd husinesse~ 
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I.I.' 
~ 

< \ \. m lhe naliO!t; Anot-het . lhat-majm 
itn-e~t-m n~ ·-n in Hi lflle Ur-t! iUH:l--eapita~ impro-vemc.'fll ha\-1: beet1 
defem:d-. R1t! District- hac; h"stta!l.:<l lo-~ctll si.:1 vicei.;. rai~c: laO'\-e!i or inl'.m 
mt:H\: tld:n. an(-1- · ¥..Wad ha HJht-01hcr re me di l-t> f dU€t: tht: 
1 1balance-. 

2-1 I 210.4 r 1e-e.f th~ c 
-

L I \ I 

A well-publicized target of adding I 00,000 residents to 
the city's population set in 2003, as a way ' 

- to boost the number of taxpaying residents, has been largely 
successful. Economic and gogulation growth has dramatically 
ex12anded our tax revenues and fi scal discigline has im12roved the 
Districf s credit rating and funded a $1 bill ion reserve. Growth and an 
exganded tax base have enabled the District to direct additional 
resources toward vulnerable gogulations in need of affordab le housing, 
workforce develogment and human services consistent with the 
Com12rehensive Plan' s Core Themes and the Guiding Princigles. The 
District has also worked to increase the income of current res idents, 
which can in turn lift families out of poverty, generate tax revenues, 
and reduce social service costs. A key component of improving the 
city's fiscal health as well as the economic prosperity of its residents is 
to increase the number of employed residents and thus the economic 
and tax base of the city. 

2-11 210.5 Fortunately, economic growth in the city has helped improve the 
District's fisca l standing, I. for the foreseeable 
future. In the late I 990' s, the District was on the brink of 
bankruptcy. 

2-11 210.6 The District's fi scal situation will continue to influence land use and 
economic deve lopment choices. It is currently driving the 
redevelopment of large former federal sites with tax-generating uses, 
creation of new retail centers that reduce the "leakage" of sales tax 
dollars to the suburbs, and mixed use development I I It 1. . 

' 
- in_downtown and elsewhere. 

NIA 210.7 A kev consideration to the District's fi scal changes is that the city has 
(new) benefitted from increasing revenues as a result of growth. while not 

ex12eriencing increasing costs to the same degree. Between 2006 and 
20 16. the city had the abi lity to grow into its surglus infrastructure such 
as schools, transit and electrical networks that had largely been 
develoged and gaid for grior to the 1980s. The same cannot 
necessarily be said go ing fo rward . Growing into the existing 
infrastructure reguired significant reinvestment to resolve long deferred 
maintenance and create high value assets to the community such as 
McKinley Tech High School or the Woodridge Library. The 
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investment has left the District with an already relatively high level of 
debt 12er ca12ita. the District wi ll have to creatively address the 
financing of the infrastructure im12rovement needed to accommodate 
the ex12ected QOQulation growth of more than 300.000 over the next 20 
to 30 years. 

2-12 2 11.1 One of the most obvious forces infl uencing planning in the District is 
the city 's dual role as a world capital and a residential community. 
There is the Washington of lore, the city of inaugural parades, 
museums, and monuments-the p lace that school textbooks describe as 
" belonging to all of America." And there is the city most of us know, 
compri sed of neighborhoods, shopping districts, schoo ls, corner stores, 
churches, and parks. yet with a citizenry that is seeking for egual voice 
within the United States of America through the New Columbia 
Statehood Commission SUQQOrted by 86 12ercent of the District's voters. 
Even the Comprehensive Plan itself is divided into District and Federal 
Elements, suggesting that federal interests may not always align with 
the goals of the city's residents and businesses. 

2-12 2 11.3 It provides tens of thousands of jobs for District residents, attracts 
mi llions of visitors to the city, and sustains cultural institutions that 
would not otherwise be possible. Th is influx of visitors on the daily 
basis contributes to a doubling of the District's day ti me QOQulation. It 
makes Washington an international and multi-cul tural center, second 
only to New York on the eastern seaboard. The federal presence 
requi res that our p lans take a broader perspective than the metropolitan 
region and a1212roach these tensions between the global and local 
functions with a sense of shared stewardshiQ that benefits all 

... \ ::::- ' I· l ,_ l \..; '1 J l L cc:!:r-l~ke 
I , I I 

"' d I ~ - I' \ I\.; l ·'- ... . 
2-12 2 11.4 The District's role in the world economy has become increasingly 

important during the past "" filLyears. In the early 2000's. the 1'1.. 

Association of Fore ign Investors in Real Estate ranked Washington 
as the top city in the world for foreign investment fo r tlu-ee consecutive 
years. Foreign investment still Qlays an imgortant role in manv of the 
District 's rev italization 12rojects.- r I In addition. the Washington 
region is one of the leading gateways for immigration into the United 
States. 

2-12 21 1.5 City plans must clearly articulate the values to be preserved and the 
12eo12le and places to be protected as we contemplate where we as a city 
hope to be in 20 years and beyond 

NIA 211.6 With all the District is striving to achieve. the city's visibility gresents 
(new) an OQQOrtunjty to exhibit global leadershiQ around resilience. 

sustainabili!Y and inclusion. The District has asserted itself as a global 
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leader through Qartnershins and Qarticination in initiatives such as the 
Paris Climate Agreement., The Comnact of Mayors., and the District's 
designation as the first ~!lobal citv to achieve LEED Platinum status. 

NIA 211a Planning for Resilience 
(new) 

NIA 211a.1 The Second Amendment Cycle to the 2006 Comnrehensive Plan 
(new) integrates for the first time a focus on resilience as a new cross-cutting 

nolicy framework through which to Qian for the District's future. 
Many of the recommendations and strategies from other District 
agency efforts - such as the District Prenaredness System., Sustainable 
DC and Climate Ready DC - have been incomorated as new resilience 
narrative., QOlicies and actions within the other Citvwide and Area 
Elements. As those Qolicies and actions are being imnlemented., it is 
imQortant to track how the Forces Driving Change are QOSitively or 
negatively imnacting vulnerabilities in the District. For the District to 
maintain consistency and stability of being a more resilient city., DC 
needs to better olan for the volatilitv of the Forces Drivim! Chan!!e. 

NIA 21la.2 As the District further refines its annroach to resilience~ we understand 
(new) that in the immediate day-to-day and longer term_ there are multinle 

imnacts that affect the lives of vulnerable Qeonle and communities. 
Policies within the Comnrehensive Plan will be used to nrovide 
guidance to helQ imnrove the welfare and resilience of these 
QOQulations. Community resilience is directly related to the ability of a 
community to use its assets to imurove the Qhysical., behavioral and 
social conditions to withstand~ adaQt to and recover from adversity. 

NIA 21 la.3 The District cannot foresee the unexnected. As the earthguake in 2011 
(new) and the derecho in 2012 that hit DC and Hurricane Sandy that hit New 

York City in 2012., have shown~ cities are vulnerable to sudden and 
forceful natural nhenomena that have the strength to imnact residents 
and the built environment in the immediate and long-term. The District 
will leverage nolicies and target SQecific actions to reduce the 
immediate imnact and facilitate long-term recovery in the 
establishment of resilience for all residents across the city. 

NIA 21 la.4 The District will also be faced with other imnacts that have a longer 
(new) time horizon than the 20-year Comnrehensive Plan. DC has already 

exnerienced a nreview of this through flooding~ which is of immediate 
concern., with additional imnacts from climate change to come in the 
long-term. The District is actively working on a number of strategies 
to reduce the imnact in ·the immediate term in order to make the city 
resnonsive and resilient in the long term. 

NIA 21la.5 Resilience in the District is deQendent unon an active and collaborative 
(new) l!rouo of stakeholders bevond l!overnrnent. It is l!oinl! to reauire with 
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established and lasting su1212ort from all sectors at ail scales w ith the 
ongoing 12artici12ation of residents and stakeholders. The ca12acity to 
successfull y incor12orate the consideration ofresilience standards into 
decisions and 12olicies that govern the 12hysical develo12ment 
maintenance, and enhancement of the built and natural environment is 
fundamental to achieving the District 's vision of a resilient city. 
Furthermore. a1212lying resilience throughout the District's dai lv 
012erations allows the city to better 12lan for and res12ond to any ty12e of 
im12act to the Forces Driving Change. therefore. 12roviding the ability 
for all residents to tlu·ive regardless of vulnerabi liti es. 

2-13 2 12. l The driving forces described in the last section suggest a different 
future for the District of Columbia than was imagined when the 1984 
Comprehensive Plan was drafted. The 1984 Plan largely sought to 
prepare ''' 1r..:·~1 u the city and neighborhoods for 11 L1 ·1 t.:. a period of 
long-term population and economic decline . Even the Ward Plans 
prepared during the late 1980s and early 1990s focused on preventing 
neighborhood decline and unwanted intrusions. In ?006. the new 
Com12rehensive Plan recognized how the forces were changing the 
District. Today, the continued strength of the Washington economy, 
coupled with transportation and environmenta l limits to regional 
expansion, suggest that the city will continue to grow. and capture a 
larger share of the region ' s growth in the future than it has in the past. 
This assumption is bolstered by an unprecedented amount of 
development in the "pipeline" and joint federal/ District proposals for 
federal land transfers. -

2-13 212.2 The growth forecasts used in this Comprehensive Plan are dri ven by 
I tlu·ee factors: land supply. increased demand and regional growth 
projections. Each of these is described below. 

2-13 2 13.2 Pipeline sites are sites where specific development projects are already 
planned or under construction. Such sites comprise over ' 1.300 
acres in the District. They represent _ _;{) 1 , 60.000 housing un its and 
about 42 million square feet of .. - ... 1 

I 1 t.... '- non-residential space. 
The degree of certainty that these projects wi II be built » ,h~ ·1~"' I() 
2030 years is relatively high. 

2-13 213.3 In 20 13. the District undertook a com12rehensive analysis of land use 
ca12acity as 12a11 of the citv' s re12ort on Height Master Plan conducted 
with the National Ca12ital Planning Commission. The ca12acity analvsis 
looked at the unused 12otential from the develo12ment of 12rivately 
owned vacant and underutilized sites. Vacant infill sites comprise about 
')~, • 505 acres in the District and are not associated with any particular 
project or proposal. They are generally less than ten acres and include a 
mix of privately owned properties and publicly-owned sites. Some 440 
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426 acres of this land is residentially zoned, including about 1 ,( 121 
acres of multi-family zoned land, and 2 ' 306 acres of land zoned for 
single fam ily and townhomes. About 53 vacant acres are 
commercially zoned and '{) 21_ vacant acres are industrially zoned. 
Whi le vacant lots occur in all parts of the city, about h, · 30 percent of 
the city's vacant land is located east of the Anacostia River. 

2-1 4 21 3.4 Underutili zed sites comprise about : '?- 849 acres. For the purposes of 
the Comprehensive Plan, these are defined as ._, ' '- L L. . 
i r ~1 ' tri I h l J\ '"" .. , "'ll'l I ., 

~ 

\,. s wi1h low B!-~t!-SS 'd 
¥ah:ttc . l x-atnpl ntight i ilettldt;; -aUk} boJ. "-I Oj'~S. C dr \\ a•.-!-.,. l ' -
;\)l I.. \.. lllll_"i.. 1 I . ~1\. t 1,,. I~ 

I privately L \C I ' 
owned prope11ies zoned for either multi-family residential. commercial 
or industrial uses where the property improvements represent less than 
30 percent of the potential built capacity under the Comprehensive 
Plan 's land use designations and zoning. Examples might include a one 
to two-story storefront where a property is permitted four or more 
stories above it. This does not necessarily mean these uses should be 
displaced-it simply means the private market will create pressure to 
replace them over time. The underuti lized sites tend to be clustered 
along mixed-use corridor streets such as Wisconsin, Connecticut and 
New York A venues, Benning Road, and Georgia A venue. 

2-1 4 213.5 Large sites in the District include about a dozen properties or clusters 
of adjoining properties, with the potential for reuse during the next 20 
to 30 years. They range in size from 25 acres to over 300 acres. They 
include sites that already contain extensive development, like DC 
Village and Reservation 13, and sites that are largely vacant, such as 
Poplar Point and the McMillan Reservoir Sand Fi ltration site. These 
sites hold many possibilities for the future, from large mixed use 
communities to new parksl o 1 ~: open spaces, public faci lities and 
infrastructure. In total, the large sites represent about 1,500 acres. Some 
i & ' . < , with master ~1~ , ,_; plans fo r new uses fi rst 
envisioned before 2006 such as Fort Lincoln, Saint Elizabeths East & 
West Camgus. or Southwest Waterfront's Wharf pro ject have elements 
of the plan that are completed or under construction, but by 2016 none 
have reached fu ll build out. Others like Walter Reed are in the very 
early stages of implementation. Finally, fo r other sites; the future Pl 

l L has yet to be determined. Some are federally owned, and some 
are owned by the District. The Office of Planning estimates that 
federally owned sites will account for less than 10 percent of the 
District' s job and household growth in the next 20 years. 

2-1 4 213.6 Despite the overall decrease in the number of vacant buildings, there 
I I,' ·1.. are many other sites in the District where development could 
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occur. .._ '-I '" I I . ' ilflatt!~) 2.QQ{)- . "ii 11:-
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u 1"1. 1 
. . 

. Some I vacant ) llL "'\ ... L 'l I ' ' ..... ::: I 

bui ldings can be renovated and others are likely to be demolished and 
replaced. Other bui ldings w ill be reQUrQosed from commercial to 
residential use. There are also freeways and railyards ; , •nK..: ' · ' 5 

. " I~'' r·>' I that could develoQ the air rights above. while 
maintaining their ex isting use below. There are at least " , four aging 
housing projects that have been identified as possible "new 
communities." , 1,;'" < 

1, 
l l IL \,. "' r\...,- ti"-. 1 t ~ ... .._, :;- that- are 

('~ 1 I ' th" maximum«Juare-i~Mttts~ ttlhm-€<l-b~ t.<eRing . I. 

somt.: p · p '11) \H1CI s may- d100. lG- repine VI- nH i 1-1-1 t-he~" lob 
1t1 1a ' "I ''\ l l ( 

. . n I 11 l ::- l I 

2-14 213.8 Table 2.1: Vacant and Underutilized Lands Citywide (See Appendix) 
2-15 214. 1 The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MW COG) 

coordinates socio-economic projections for the Washington region. 
These projections include households, population, and jobs and are 
expressed in five-year intervals, currently to ~ - 2045. Projections are 
made for the region as a who le and for each of its - 23 jurisdicti ons. 
They take into account national economic trends, local demographics, 
and the local plans and po licies of the region's cities and counties. The 
District of Columbia develoQs a jurisdiction level fo recast as Qart of 
thi s effort and works with MWCOG to reconcile and balance the 
forecast with other jurisdictions. 

2-15 214.2 At the regional level, the projections have been relati vely accurate 
since the forecasting program began in 1975. Actual growth duri ng the 
last 40 years has tracked closely with what the forecasts predicted . 

2-1 5 214.3 In ~ r .- , the MWCOG board approved UQdated projections 
showing the region would add I Ll.±_million j obs between .:_ , 
201 5 and _ .... 2045. The projections fu rther show an addition of 

"' i~ 640.000 households and .::; 12._mi llion residents during this 
time period. About .... 22.._percent of this growth is expected to occur in 
"outer" suburbs such as Loudoun, Frederick, and Prince William 
Counties. which is a significant decrease in the 43 Qercent share that 
was forecasted back in 2005. The "inner" suburbs of Fairfax, 
Montgomery, and Prince George 's Cow1ties are expected to maintain 
their same share of forecasted growth at am2roximately ... ~ , ·t•, )\ • -
±l_percent. The most significant change between the COG forecast 
made in 2006 and 2016 is that the share of growth tlu·ough 2045 in the 
Central Juri sdictions of the District Arlington. and Alexandria has 
doubled from '2 ,, ... .;., • ::- 15 percent to 30 Qercent '-'-f•\..'t.1 ,1 \ \..\.. lll-

\~ ithi 1 J1L ! \• lricl. \ ·Jin::!hlll . uHt~ \j,._ "\<I lll ·j· . 

2- 15 2 14.4 Figure 2. - 9 indicates the location of regional activity clusters in the 
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Washington Metropolitan Area. These clusters were identified 
cooperatively by jurisdictions in the MWCOG area in ' n~ 2012. They 
are intended to provide an organizing framework for directing regional 
job and housing growth as articulated in MWCOG's glanning comgact 
Re!!ion Forward 2050. The comgact set goals of guiding growth 
toward the regional activity centers, including 75 12ercent of 
commercial construction and 50 gercent of new households. As the 
Figure indicates, some of the clusters are more than 40 miles from the 
District and are larger in land area than all of Central Washington. 
Since 2006, grogress has been made toward these goals. Ten years ago 

- I - - I.. -: , MWCOG \. '-" exgected 
that between 2005 and 2025 t:flat only about 40 percent of the region's 
housing growth and 70 percent of its job growth ,,.,,. ' '" ,, would 
occur in the regional activity centers u . l lh l '11 ... '"l I) ~ltf' . The 
2016 fo recasts through 2045 demonstrate the reQion is making valuable 
12rogress toward Region Forward's goals. MWGOG now estimates that 
76 gercent of jobs growth and 65 12ercent of household growth will 
occur in the activity centers. This <:.1- l suggests that increased 
congestion and urban sprawl ,·1;; I ~ 1 ~ can be minimized. Expanded 
coordination in land use and transportation planning among the 
region' s cities and counties wi ll be essential to keep the region 
sustainable. 

NIA 214.4a Since the recovery from the national recession started in 2009. 
(new) increased demand has enabled other sites to not only redeveloQ. but 

also maximize their cagacity within their designated land use. 
Immediately grior to the recession in 2008. there were exam12les of 
12ro12erties across from Metro stations develo12ed with a single story 
storefront. The District is now seeinQ the use of ex12ensive high-rise 
construction methods that enable the 12ro12erties to achieve the full 
density gem1itted by the Com12rehensive Plan. 

2-1 6 214.5 Figure 2.19: Regional Activity Clusters (See Appendix) 
2-15 215 Projected Growth, 2QQ5 :;JQ25 2015-2045 
2-15 215. l The District's projections are based on a combination of the regional 

forecasts, approved and planned development, and land supply 
estimates. Table 2.2 provides a summary. The forecast uses a SUQQly-
side method. which relies on the construction of new sguare footaQe of 
non-residential s12ace and residential units. Newly built sgace reflects 
the ca12acitv to absorb net new job and household demand. To this. the 
forecast adds growth from net natural increase (births minus deaths). 

2-15 215.2 Table 2.2: Population, Household and Job Forecasts, 2QQ5 2Q25 2015-
2045 (See Appendix) 
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*The District's population includes about .:::. ' 44.000 people living 
in group quarters (dormitories, institutions, nursing homes, etc.). For 
projection purposes, this population is expected to · "·r .1 ,.., c 
.~fP\: u u he ,,, -, 1.. -. grow to over 53.000 bv 2045. 
Because the Census is only taken every 10 years, estimates of 
population and household growth 1

-- • • 1 2 )(, - · h e1 · IL · · 

., ··,... use the 2010 decennial census as a base. with adjustments 
made by the Census' Annual Estimates of Population and the ACS. 
These data sources have closely matched the District's own population 
forecasts since 2005. The annual Census estimate for 1999 was 53 .000 
people short of the actual number reported by the 2000 Census. By 
2010. these estimates were less than 2.000 different from each other. 
In fact. the 2006 Comprehensive Plan's forecast for the city's 2010 
population was 599.300 residents. or less than 2.500 people (half a 
percent) off the Decennial Census' 2010 actual population estimate. 

'\ I,. , c.. •• "'-'· \.1 L I ~' 

1 Lt.>-£Hy·::,~ lHlHlk>£<l&oot matclrlli~ l S-.{ en~u e~ttmah . . • ich 
!';hev •. a lo~-s-of 2Q-.QOO res id 1tk--durinb tl-k: 2000 2005-JK'riod. Dtc;t-rK:t 
e-'.tflHH~e-5 arL~n5ed Gt d ~' ie~ <:lf tmhi;.al-or~. St1d1 its Hd housmg 
u<ldititHl'l-. arnnc. rah: . :'!Cheol et1-H.•1-lm1.: L IR~ a\: returns. aHd ut-ility 
emm ClH ns. 'I-he ( i...>H~us-· arnma~eslimak 1 AOf u-.eu dS- t·he basd~ne -tn 

par because it has- iis-tori<.:ally- un<lereslifl1al d th Dt.5tft€ · 
pepulation. · I Dr e:dilHfH-c. t-he- mmual ( ew.,us-c tinMk for 1999 \¥HS 

S"' .0( fl-pe, pk .. ... _ , -h , 

._, i · ·1 ll()( . The Plan's household and population forecasts begin by 
tracking the number of housing units in larger new developments as 
they progress from conceptual plans to under construction and 
completion. Occupancy rates and average household size by building 
type are applied to each development to estimate the increase in 
households and the population increase from migration. Net natural 
increase (bi1ths minus deaths) is added to the population numbers to 
reflect growth from within. 
'· , .' ' ,., t' _, ( ( /, , I r . . \lf('{'f!-5-.'rful+\ ·lwflt ng-ed 1lw-l.: s Ct!-1-1\ll. 

20lJ5 f)(·1-rmla1iun Hfim{lfe-. The-( t!llf.lf' r.:'t·t .\l't/. 1/u.: e-\H+11a/<A. to-.j '>IYJUff. 
Ftf/Ht: H!HIHlg-tm i+1c'J't'(t'>e-o/ UJ.. UUO-Ft1 '<hkm.,. "tnl t :!OOlJ:-+'./u J)i \fl'Wr !. 
otfit:i(-{/fore·c-tl'iffr- l"t:j!t t:I a fOIFl'I ~Of):} hoU.\(i/10/d ,\i:::t 11-wn 1ffl.\'- lf.\ed i11 

1-h~( 'enSH.\ ·ehulle-11~e- rbl 11~. /ljj, tmd--£·rm'<t'ifiUHTH_r-rejh•lf /ewer 
hme/im.:i.fixure· . 1-!8 

NIA 215.4a The second amendment to the 2006 Comprehensive Plan will also 
(new) introduce for the first time a forecast of population growth by 
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age ofresidents. The age forecast has im12ortant im12lications 
for how the District will res12ond to: 

• Increasing demand for 12re-schooL daycare. and 12ublic 
schools as we ll as 12Iaygrounds and 12arks from a 
growing 12012ulation of children: 

• Rising housing costs as recent residents enter their 
12rime income earning years: and 

• Rising demand for senior services as the baby boom 
generation retires and grows older. 

2-17 215.5 i-s ... I on blttl<li-nt f!tH'mit!r. th~r \>rt.:ft: &. l-00 Uflil 1.idfledand-abeut 
2.lOO UHit. G{.'~'1 iish d ht:t\\e 1-1 2:000 am:l "'lOG5. ror ll net gaift0i'Hbl\U1 
6-. .QO(). m1tt . Af't lltHl-ing- !Br ViK'-dlklL . ikt: .(.}.{15 h<ni5l! he-kl t-0¥..i-l ~ 

esti1HatEd at 25-l-.7GO. Pupttlation har;. he"'n "elatiH~-1-y t-aa I e attti i-s 
C-t-HTen-Hy t:. lii ldKd- 5-76.'700. lhL a,e- ~~ .,, ,~i, k, J, ~ \;...: I~ 

4. "t 1 ") { ~ I., 
\ 

I I ,( { ~ Between 2010 and 2015 the c 

District added a1212roximately 30.000 households and 12012ulation 
increased by 70.000. This matched the changes in the housing su1212ly 
from new construction. subdivision of larger units into a greater 
number of smaller units and decreases in vacancy to historic lows. 

2-17 215.6 The '. l t. 1 1 ' 20 15-2020 growth increment consists of actual projects 
that are now under construction 12lus a 12ortion of 12ro jects that are 
12laimed. but are ex12ected to start construction and reach com12letion by 
2020. The largest share of these 12ro jects are rental bui ldings that wi ll 
increase 12ercent of rental households as share of the District. Th is 
growth will result in a net gain of about /I 22.000 households and 
is expected to increase the city ' s population to almost r 1ir ) I 730.000 

by the I 2020 census. This assumes that household size will < l l 
1 1 , start to increase from 2.11 to 2 .13. 

2-17 215.7 Growth forecasts for d .i ,, , ~ 2020-2025 are based on specific 
projects that ,. 

l h, lu, ,:. have received a 12re-develo12ment 
a1212roval and 12ortions of 12rojects sti ll in more conce12tual stages. About 

1-. n ' another 22.000 households ai·e expected to be added during this 
period, bringing the city's population to (, IJ t) H, 787.000 by 2P l"" 
2025. 

NIA 2 15.7a From 2025 to 2030 the remainder of 12rojects that are still in the early 
(new) conce12tual stages of 12re-develo12ment are ex12ected to deliver and be 

occu12ied. During this interval the forecast ex12ects the city to grow by 
over 21.000 households and 55.000 additional residents for a total of 
over 362.000 households and 842.000 residents. 
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2-17 215.8 I ., l 1 ·\ 2 7 _- During the time geriod between 2020 and 2035, 

\. 
1 a significant gortion of the District's growth is expected to occur 

on the large sites described earlier in this Element. These large sites 
have significant cagacity. but also significant glanning and 
infrastructure needs. Growth from these large sites is sgread out over 
several intervals due to the comglexity of the sites and how far along 
they are in develogment. Over this 15 year geriod growth on these 
large sites is exgected to contribute over 14.000 households and 23.000 
geogle. Beyond these large sites. growth from 2030 to 2045 is 
exgected to continue on the remaining smaller vacant and underutilized 
sites until the District's 12012ulation aggroaches 990.000 and 4 I 2.000 
households. l I 1 ' I l 'L' 

t ' '"I( If\'\ . '- .... -
•(' ') I I . 1ain ... d. a Hot her ..., MOO lwuseholtb ~I I he uddi;d-: 

1 lou~ehol . Wl: ·. exre"Cted IG remain a1 __ l::. br·H-'Hl::- tl:ic t-0tal 
J:"lOf~WaliHn lt {l98-J100. llH l s-awro ,cj.m d t c 1 :v t-h~ sam TH.trfl b~ r -0-I 
r~sidt.:nt~ !he Distrkl had in l 97}-_ but rc:-.-idi ne ~n about- 50.0UO-rnorc 
I 

1..I 

2-18 215.9 In 2006. I the biggest unknown in the forecasts was how the tvoes 
of households and household size would change. If the District 

, 
.i._ . continued to lose fan1ilies and attract only small one- and 

two-person households, i, . ' :: the 2006 glan recognized that 
the city could add 57,000 households I " "I 

(I~ with no gain .... 
in population. The 20 I 6-17 Plan amendments grovide new estimates in 
Figure 2. 10. which illustrates how the citv's 12012ulation is now 
anticigated to change by age over the next 15 years. First. it shows 
how the large influx of young individuals who came to D.C. between 
2006 and 2016 will age from 20-30 year olds to 30-40 year olds by 
2025. Second. it shows how they may create a wave of young children 
entering the school system as they start families in the District. Finally. 
it illustrates how the number of older residents will increase over time. 
Based on the 2030 forecast bv age Figure 2.10 and Jong term forecast 
in Table 2.2. the District exgects household size to increase from 2.11 
in 20 15 to 2.27 bv 2045. However. I 

'- ' ~ household size will \ 

only h~ 'l ' I '1..:'' ·,t increase over its current level if the District 
retains its families, keeps both young professionals in the city as they 
form families and single or elder garent led households, and provides a 
healthy environment for new families in its established single family 
and rowhouse neighborhoods. Indeed, in the gast the number of 
families with children in the District declined from 62,000 in 1990 to 
51,000 in 2000, with an attendant drop in citywide household size. 

NIA 215.9a Figure 2. 10: Forecast of DC Residents by Age. 2015-2025 (See 
(new) Appendix) 
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1 1k i-· ( 1 Factors affecting the District' s population forecasts ., '" 
include housing costs, immigration, the cost of daycare, and K-12 
school quality. Higher housing costs have :,. • , caused fami lies to 
" double up" in some parts of the city or leave the city for less 
expensive housing .. , l!._may also result in ad ult children returning 
home or living at home longer. Immigration also may drive increases in 
household sizes, as it has in New York , San Francisco, and other 
gateway cities . Improvement in the District's public schools, and the 
shift toward universal pre-school has also made the city a more 
attractive place for fan1 ilies with young ch ildren. ' .... ._ Ad 

l L I t i'.'l ~t b ,1 

2- 18 2 15. 1 I 1 ._ Unlike the 2006 household and population forecasts -i::i..: , 

which suggested that the District of Columbia would capture 10 
percent of the region's growth during 2005-2025. the Plan now expects 
the District to gain an increasing share of the region's population. By 
_n_~2045 , the District wi ll represent as much as 14 percent of the 
region 's population , ·1.J ~ 1 ·~ i 1 - I «~ 11 11 ' c 1 'li. ' . 

2-18 2 15.1 2 Employment forecasts use the same process of tracking new capacity 
proposed by developments and estimating the number of jobs each 
project could contain. These estimates are then compared to forecasts 
made by ._ t ,1 , a _ , ,, the District Department of 
Employment "' and other sources. The baseline ( . 20 I 0) 
estimates build on monthly data reported by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, , rd'- , , , Info USA DC Department of Employment 
Services, and other sources, with adjustments for self-employment and 
military personnel. The forecasts from ' 20 I 5 to 2 "' 2030 are 
largely based on actual projects under construction in the city, as well 
as office, retai l, hotel , industrial, and institutional development that is 
currently planned and . in ea.riv conceptual stages. 

2-1 8 215.13 Beyond 2i1 1
) o, the projections presume a continuation of 21\0C 

1 2010-2020 trends but at a slowing rate. Continued growth in the 
Professional. Health and Education service .: , sectors is expected, 
as is growth in Eating and Drinking establishment as the District's 
populationincreases. 11 "1<, )r., '' .. , . '- lh1..lvv\.:~11'.21 1 ?' 

J :.-:. Between 2rn? 2010 and _ _ - 2045, the District is expected 
to add .2 - .fHH} 300.000 new jobs, bringing the citywide total to 
o "\). t,10 over a million jobs. 

2-20 215. 14 The employment forecasts suggest that the District of Columbia will 
capture '. 22_percent of the MWCOG region's job growth during 
2('(}.:' :fc.:; 2010-2045. By 202.' 2045, the District will have essentially 
retained its share of the region's job as it drops slightly from 2 l 25 
percent of the region's jobs to 24 percent. 1 i"'h l i~ l ,l -,p1alk· 
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'l{ I 1 

2-19 2 I 5.16 How much land does it take to accommodate : 7 1 145,000 housing 
units and . l-, 300.000 jobs? The answer depends on the density of 
new development. Other factors, such as the size of housing units, the 
types of jobs being created, and the amount of land set aside for 
parking and open space a lso weigh in. The diagram at right shows three 
scenarios. 

2-19 215.17 The first illustrates the land that would be required for single family 
homes (at 6 units per acre) and one sto ry campus-style office buildings. 
About , n 33.000 acres would be necessary. The second scenario 
shows land requirements for housing built at row house densities (25 
units per acre), with the jobs housed in five story office bui ldings. 
About "' 11 ' 7.000 acres wou ld be required. The third scenario shows 
land requirements for housing built at apartment densities of about 125 
units per acre, with the jobs housed in ten-story office buildings. Land 
consumption drops to under 'l0" 2.000 acres. 

2-19 215.18 Of course, the diagram simpl ifies the actual dynamics of how land is 
used and developed. It also leaves out land that must be set aside for 
parks, public facilities, and infrastructure. The District expects some 
combination of high, medium, and low density development during the 
next ..,1 lQ_years. However, high land costs and the scarcity of land in 
the city make denser development more likely on most of the 
remaining vacant sites. 

2-20 215.19 Tables 2.3 and 2.4 show where household and job growth is expected 
to take place within the city , , _ 2045. The estimates 
reflect the location of planned development projects, vacant and 
underutilized sites, and Comprehensive Plan land use designations and 
policies. 

2-20 215.20 Table 2.3: Projected Distribution of Household Growth by Plaru1ing 
Area (See Appendix) 

2-20 215.21 Table 2.4: Projected Distribution of Job Growth by Planning Area (See 
Appendix) 

2-21 215.22 The tables indicate that about . 1 £8.._percent of the city's future 
household growth will occur in Central Washington and along the 
Lower Anacostia Waterfront. This reflects current and expected 
development in and around Downtown, the North of Massachusetts 
A venue (NoMA) area, the Southwest Waterfront, the Near Southeast, 
and on large sites such as Poplar Point. Other areas east of the 
Anacostia River represent about ::\l ~percent of the projected total. 
The Mid-City and Near Northwest areas also represent a combined 
total of 2 l .lI_percent, with most of the gain expected east of 14th Street 
NW, especially around Howard University, Columbia Heights, and 
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Shaw. The biggest shift since the 2006 forecast is that the U1212er 
Northeast Area is now ex12ected to accommodate 18 gercent of the 
District's growth in households. This is a result of major changes to 
land uses around the Florida Market McMillan Reservoir. Rhode 
Island A venue Metro station and the large number of vacant and 
underutili zed 12ro12erties in the U1212er Northeast Area. Additional data 
and guidance for each of these areas is provided in the Area Elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

2-21 215.23 Employment growth will continue to be concentrated in Central 
Washington and along the Anacostia Ri ver. These two areas are were 
expected to absorb three-quarters of the city' s job growth by 2025, 
principally in places like the South Capitol Street Corridor, the 
Southeast Federal Center, and the New York A venue Metro Station 
area. The 2016 ugdate to the 2006 forecast suggests that job growth 
will be slightly more distributed across other areas. Central 
Washington and the Anacostia River Waterfront are now ex12ected to 
absorb 57 gercent of D.C.'s job growth. 

\ ' \I.. 1 •1..l ·~ l \ t I ..: t_, 
. h l ,. 

'- '·' l Upper Northeast is now I ~ 

exgected to absorb 10 gercent of the city's job growth, especiall y along 
the New York A venue corridor. Another . , .l±_percent is now 
expected east of the Anacostia River on sites such as St. Elizabeths and 
the Minnesota Avenue Metro Station Area. The remaining six planning 
areas represent less than .... 20 percent of the city's job growth, most 
associated with institutional uses and infill office and retail 
development along corridor streets. 

2-28 222. 1 Taken together, the driving forces, projections, and guiding principles 
in the Framework Element provide a fo undation for planning the future 
of the District of Columbia. The Comgrehensive Plan sgeaks to two 
major ways the District can rise to the challenges gosed by the forces 
driving change. The first is by making careful land use decisions that 
accommodate growth and ensure the citv is an inclusive and desirable 
glace to live and work. The second is through geriodic refining of the 
infrastructure griorities identified in the Comgrehensive Plan through 
the District' s Cagital Imgrovement Plan (CIP}. The fo llowing sections 
grovide a high level overview of those two tools. The remaining 
elements of the Comprehensive Plan examine these conditions in much 
more detail and outline the journey fro m vision to reality. 

2-28 223.2 The map should be used to guide, but not dictate. land use decision-
making in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan text, the Future 
Land Use Map, "' l other Comprehensive Plan maps. and aggroved 
small area glans. Boundaries on the map are generalized and are to be 
interpreted in concert with these other sources, as well as the <.cn.ul 
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I 
-~ '"" ,_ 

~ context of each location shown. '-

2-28 223.3 The Generalized Policy Map identifies the fo llowing four different 
types of areas: Neighborhood Conservation Areas, Neighborhood 
Enhancement Areas, Land Use Change Areas, and Commercial/Mixed 
Use Areas. Although each of these areas have s12ecific characteristics. 
they all 12rovide 01212ortunities for future develogment that advance 
District goals and golicies. 

2-28 223.4 Neighborhood Conservation areas have -:r li tt le vacant or 
underutilized land. '- "-- ..,, . 11, \ I 

.. 
l L Major 

changes in densitv over current f- ' 1 (2017) conditions are not 
ex12ected but some new develo12ment and reuse 01212ortunities are 
anticigated. New develogment and localized land use changes are 
12redicted to occur in Neighborhood Conservation areas when not 
inconsistent with the Future Land Use Mag (FLUM). or when 
identified as 12a11 of an a1212roved small area 12lan and are in furtherance 
of the 12olicies of the citywide or area elements. Conservation of 
neighborhood character can be achieved in conjunct ion with or through 
new develo12ment. In Neighborhood Conservation Areas that are 
designated Low Density Residential on the FLUM. I ' I:. 1· ' ' ' 
maintenance of existing land uses and community character is 
anticipated over the next 20 years and ' t ··-. -where change occurs, it 
will ty12ically be modest in scale and will consist primarily of scattered 
site infill housing, publ ic facilities, and institutional uses. .I 

t..,. ' ! I l -II .;;_ Cl:lt:dea bHt - " 
\ I . . -

..... tt ~ (' '- I' • l l ... r I' I \" l l IK., ·t~ 

Neighborhood Conservation Areas that are designated "PDR" on the 
Future Land Use Map are expected to be retained with the mix of . 
industrial, office, and retail uses they have historicall y provided. 

2-28 223.5 The guiding philosophy in Neighborhood Conservation A reas is to 
( '11'l 1 '111 '- 't'.Sl'tl ' I encourage the ::: 

conservation and enhancement of existing neighborhood character but 
not to 12reclude new develo12ment. redevelo12ment or alterati on. 
( 111• Ld <. !, . .._1.._ • ~~.1 1 a11 ... 1-New develo12ment. redevelopment, and 
alteration oppo11unities do exist within these areas- I '- u \. l in 
"t:t. I . The diversity of land uses and building types in these areas 
should be maintained and when new development. redevelogment or 
· Jk alterations occur. they should be compatible with the existing 
scale, a a .,.1, it\..·..: un ' character, and natural features of each area. 
Densiti es in Neighborhood Conservation Areas are guided by the 
Future Land Use Map in conjunction with the text of the 
Com12rehensive Plan and a1212roved small area 12lans. 

2-29 223.6 Neighborhood Enhancement Areas are neighborhoods with substantial 
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amounts of vacant "· ' h I \.. land. They include areas that are 
primarily residential in character as well as areas identified for mixed-
use and industrial. Many of these areas are characterized by a 
patchwork of existing homes and individual vacant lots, some privately 
owned and others owned by the public sector or non-profit developers. 
These areas present opportunities for compatible a ..;o.I • infill 
development, including new single family homes, townhomes, ffilB 
other density housing types, and mixed-use buildings consistent with 
land use designation on the FLUM and the text of the Comgrehensive 
Plan and aggroved small area glans. Land uses that reflect the historical 
character, mixture, and diversity of each community and that gromote 
inclusivity should be encouraged 

2-29 223.7 The guiding phi losophy in Neighborhood Enhancement Areas is to 
ensure that new development ·r I responds to the existing 
character, natural features, and existing/planned infrastructure capacity. 
New housing should be encouraged to improve the neighborhood and 
must be consistent with the land use designation on the lu l •· ' •\.. 

\.. FLUM and text of the Corngrehensive Plan and aggroved 
small area glan. The unique and special qualities of each area should be 
maintained and conserved, and overall neighborhood character should 
be protected or enhanced as development takes place. Publicly- owned 
open space within these areas should be preserved and enhanced to 
make these communities more attractive and desirable. 223. 7 

2-29 223.8 The main difference between Neighborhood Enhancement and 
Neighborhood Conservation Areas is the large amount of vacant land 
that exists in the Enhancement Areas. Neighborhood Enhancement 
Areas often contain many acres of undeveloped vacant lots, whereas 
Neighborhood Conservation Areas appear to be mostly. but not 
comgletely. "bui lt out." As infill development takes place on 
undeveloped lots, special care must be taken to avo id displacement 
nearby. Existing housing should be enhanced through rehabilitation 
assistance. New development in th~ "- · r <l Enhancement and 
Conservation Areas should improve the real estate market, reduce 
crime and blight, and attract complementary new uses and services that 
better serve the needs of existing and future residents. 

2-29 223.9 Land Use Change Areas are areas where change to a different land use 
from what exists today is anticipated. In some cases, the ~ I\? 1 .a!11..: 

l' ~~ 1'vlap FLUM or aggroved small area glan depicts the specific mix 
of uses expected for these areas. In other cases, the Future Land Use 
Map shows these sites as " Federal", indicating the District does not 
have the authority to determine land uses, but expects a chunge h to 
have the authority to develog aggrogriate glans for these areas by 2025. 
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2-30 223.11 The guiding philosophy in the Land Use Change Areas is to encourage 

and facilitate new development and promote the adaptive reuse of 
existing structures through future land use 12lanning. 

2-30 223.12 As Land Use Change Areas are redeveloped, the District aspires to 
create high quality environments that include exemplary site and 
architectural design and that are compatible with and do not negatively 
impact nearby neighborhoods, that 12romote inclusivitx and resilience 
tlu·ough the 12rovision of significant affordable housing and 
em12loxment OQQOrtunities, and that 12rovide innovative environmental 
measures. Programs to ca12italize on 12otential value ca12ture and avoid 
and mitigate any undesirable impacts of development of the Land Use 
Change Areas upon adjacent neighborhoods should be required as 
necessary. 

2-30 223.13 These classifications correspond to the city's business districts, many 
of which form the heart of its neighborhoods. Five categories are used, 
(.l·'-1'" describing the physical and economic character of each area 
along with generalized long-range conservation and development 
objectives. The commercial areas ' -are: "Main Street mixed use 
corridors," "neighborhood commercial centers," " multi-neighborhood 
commercial centers", "regional commercial centers," and "central 
employment area." All of these classifications allow residential and 
commercial uses. 

2-30 223. 14 These are traditional conm1ercial business corridors with a 
concentration of older storefronts along the street. ., 

~ "t. r)r 
< An area served bx such a corridor can vary from one I r '-\.I 

neighborhood (e.g. , 14111 Street Heights or Barracks Row) to multiple 
neighborhoods (e.g., Dupont Circle, H Street, or Adams Morgan). 
Their common feature is that they have a pedestrian-oriented 
environment with traditional storefronts. Many have upper story 
residential or office uses, and some are underuti lized with significant 
ca12acitx for redevelo12ment. Conservation and enhancement of these 
corridors is desired to foster economic and housing oppo1iunities and 
serve neighborhood needs. Any development or redevelopment that 
occurs should supp01i transit use and enhance the pedestrian 
envirorunent. 

2-30 223. 15 Neighborhood Commercial Centers meet the day-to-day needs of 
residents and workers in the adjacent neighborhoods. · \. ~r, tL'-t.. d'"t.,l 

An area served bx a Neighborhood Commercial Center is usually less 
than one mile. Typical uses include convenience stores, sundries, small 
food markets, supermarkets, branch banks, restaurants, and basic 
services such as dry cleaners, hair cutting, and child care. Office space 
for small businesses, such as local real estate and insurance offices, 

33 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 

doctors and dentists, and similar uses, also may be found in such 
locations! Many have ugger story residential uses. 

2-31 223.1 6 New development and redevelopment within Neighborhood 
Commercial Areas must be managed to conserve the economic 
viabili ty of these areas whi le allowing add itional developmentl 
including residentiaL that complements existing uses. 

2-31 223. 17 Multi-neighborhood centers contain many of the same activities as 
neighborhood centers but in greater depth and variety. ' r \. 

·" -An area served by a Multi-Neighborhood Center is typically one 
to three miles. These centers are generally found at major intersections 
and along key transit routes. These centers might include supermarkets, 
general merchandise stores, drug stores, restaurants, specialty shops, 
appare l stores, and a variety of service-oriented businesses. These 
centers also may include residential develogment, and office space for 
small businesses, although their primary function remains retail trade. 

2-31 223 .1 8 Examples of multi-neighborhood business centers include Hechinger 
Mall , Brentwood Shopping Center, Columbia Heights, Van Ness, and 
Skyland Shopping Center. Mixed-use infill development at these 
centers should be encouraged to provide new retail and service uses, 
and add itional housing and job opportunities. Transit improvements to 
these centers are also desirable. 

2-31 223 .1 9 As with Multi-Neighborhood Centers, infill development at Regional 
Centers should provide new retail , entertainment, service uses, 
additional housing, and employment opportunities ·~ ., • 1 

\.. '- • 

2-31 223.20 These centers are generally located along major arterials and are higher 
in density and intensity of use than other commercial areas. They are 
well served by transit, but typically generate significant demand 
for parking. Off-street parking may be provided on a 
cooperative/shared basis within the area, using both self-contained and 
nearby commercial parking lots and garages.-1 -. · _ _ Bui lding 
massing and densities in regional centers should suggort their role as 
regional centers while being aggrogriately scaled to- t p . '" 
~-- . I' u \ ,1 development in adjoining communities, and 

should be further guided by policies in the Land Use Element and the 
Area Elements, as well as any aggroved small area glan. Examples of 
regional centers include Friendship Heights and Georgetown. 

2-32 223.2 1 The Central Employment Area is the business and retail heart of the 
District and the metropolitan area. It has the widest variety of 
commercial uses, including but not limited to major government and 
corporate offices; retai l, cultural , and ente1tainment uses; and hotels, 
restaurants, and other hospitality uses, as well as high density 
residential. The Central Employment Area draws patrons, workers, and 
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visitors from across the region. The Comprehensive Plan's Land Use 
and Economic Development Elements, the Central Washington Area 
Element and Lower Anacosti a Waterfront/Near Southwest Area 
Element, and approved small area plans provide additional guidance, 
policies and actions related to the Central Employment Area. 

2-32 232.22 The Generalized Policy Map also identifies parks and open space, 
l I land owned by or under the jurisd iction of the District or . 

the Federal Government other Federal Lands w ith Federal Public 
Buildings. Downtown Washi ngton, and maj or institutional land uses. 
The fact that these areas are not designated as Conservation, 
Enhancement, or Land Use Change Areas does not mean c , Lr 
'- \. :"t""" . the Future Land Use Map and other policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan do not apply or that the land uses will remain 
static. .. . ' .... I r<..: Public parks and other open sgaces l.. • 1 

should be conserved and carefull y managed ·, II\. 
I ' . Federal lands 

are called out to acknowledge the District ' s limited j urisdiction over 
them, but are sti II di scussed in the text of the District Elements. Central 
Washington. the tradi tional "Downtown," includes its own set of 
conservation, enhancement, and change areas, described in more detail 
in the Central Washington Area Element. Much of the ' , tL1t11 " 1-land 
on the map identified in the insti tutional category represents colleges 
and universities; change and infi ll can be expected on each campus 
consistent with campus plans. Other insti tutional sites, such as major 
hospital or religious order sites, likewise may see new buildings or 
fac ilities added. Policies in the Land Use Element and the Educational 
Facilities Element address the compatibility of such uses with 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

2-32 224.1 Both the 1950 and 1967 Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital 
depicted "high density", "moderate density", and "low density" 
residenti al neighborhoods. These Plans further 1 , showed " Local 
Commercial" areas along many cotTidor streets, a "Downtown 
Commercial" area, and a "Central Federal Employment Area" . 

2-32 224.3 In subsequent years it was replaced by a map with more clearly defined 
edges, although the ma12s continued to note that these designations are 
generalized. 

2-33 225.1 The Future Land Use Map is part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan 
and carries the same legal weight as the Plan document itself. The 
FLUM '(._,-.. 'IC \...t, 1rir \,. )L\....,. €~tC~Lv~· .,...; 1 '''"'I .., generall y degicts 
public policy l, for future land uses across the city and is intended to 
be used in concert with Comgrehensive Plan policies and actions as 
well as direction from approved small area glans. Preparation of this 
map is expl icitly required by DC Law; its purpose is to "represent the 

35 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 

land use policies set forth in the proposed Land Use Element," using 
"standardized colors for planning maps." ( 1-246, D.C. Code). Each 
land use category includes a brief descriQtion of the category, a 
reference to the areas for which the category is generally, but not 
exclusively. suited. The desc1i12tion fu11her identifies re12resentative 
zone districts that are generally consistent with the category. However. 
the listed zone districts are not exhaustive, and other zone districts may 
also a1212 ly. A non-listed zone district may also be a1212ro12riate where it : 

1) ls not inconsistent with an a1212roved sma ll area 
12 lan for the area: or 

2) Meets the intent of the identified land use 
category. 

A PUD-related maQ amendment to a non- listed zone may a lso be 
a1212ro12riate if it meets one of the criteria in (I) or (2) above. or if the 
PUD is not inconsistent with the Com12rehensive Plan 120Iicies on 
balance and the PUD is com12atible with the Qhvsical and visual 
character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

2-33 225.3 Low Density Residential: '- - 1 1: J t&-d H ne li-k 
I ' ,I · _J.hl oFhf od..,. bi 1~ • fam"l:-detaclied anJ -

semi-E:letached h ,. 1 1 
. 

•1. '", 1-. u t\.l , JL.C° ' n l\.L di~ < I t L • - k 
~ 

" < I 
Co This designation is used to describe areas suited 

generally. but not exclusively, for residential neighborhoods 
characterized by single fam il y detached and semi-detached housing 
units w ith front. back. and side yards. The R-1-A, R-1-B, R-2. R-6 
through R-12. R-14. R-1 5. R-16. R-19 and R-21 Zone Districts are 
generally consistent wi th the Low Density Residential land use 
category,~ ''t _, , l "' 

. . Another zone district may 
be consistent with the Low Density Residential land use category when 
a1212roved as described in Section 225. I .. 

2-33 225.4 Moderate Density Residential: This designation is used to ... 1L ,-1' 

describe I L )" Ir , . . areas suited generallv. but not exclusivelv. for 
residential row house neighborhoods, ' \' I 1 < L including low-rise 
garden apartment complexes. The designation is also relevant n 

,. , 

to areas characterized by a mix of single fam ily homes, 2-4 unit 
buildings, row houses, and low-rise apartment buildings. In some of the 
pl,JLi· I ~'1L'" ,~ -neighborhoods with this designation, there may also be 
existing multi-story apartments, many built decades ago when the areas 
were zoned for more dense uses (or were not zoned at all). [ 1,e I 

.., 
I - . -

+. '~-:) i\ The R-3 R-13. R-17. R-20. all the RF. RA-I. RA-2. RA-6. 
RA-7. RA-8. and RC-1 zone districts are generally consistent with the 
Moderate Density Residenti al category.: , L ~ '" 11 t- , ·ic, -und ' h .... r 
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Another zone district may be 
generally consistent with the Moderate Densitv Residential land use 
cateQ.orv when aooroved as described in Section 225. 1. 

2-33 225.5 Medium Density Residential : Th is designation is used to Elefi.Ae 
describe areas suited generall y. but not exclusively. for residential 
neighborhoods or areas I characterized by mid-rise ( ... 
apartment buildings as the predominant form and use. Pockets of 
low and moderate density housing may exist within these areas. The 
Medium Dens ity Residential designation also may apply to taller 
residentia l buildings surrounded by large areas of permanent open 
space. The RA-3 zone districts are generally 
consistent with the Medium Density designation. 

' The RA-4. RA-9 and other zone districts may be generally 
consistent with the Medium Density Residential land use category 
when ai;mroved as described in Section 225. 1. 

2-33 225.6 High Density Residential : This designation is used to describe 
neighborhoods and corridors suited generally. but not exclusively. for 
residential development characterized by high-rise 

•1rL, apartment buildings as , the predominant form and use. 
Pockets of less dense housing may exist within these areas. 
L .·1... I 

\.. The RA-4. RA-5. RA-9, and RA-I 0 zone 
districts are generally consistent with the High Density category. Other 
zone districts may be generall y consistent with the High Density 
Residential land use category when approved as described in Section 
225. 1 

2-34 225.7 Four commercial categories appear on the Map, listed below. OH!:,h 

Housing is permitted in all of these categories, and is 
incentivized through increased floor area ratio in the low to medium 
density zones. In the high densi!)'. zones. purely commercial and office 
use is also anticipated to be at-he predominant use 
A lthough all commercial land uses accommodate a mix of uses. aA 
separate category (M ixed Use, . described below-

., 
) \.. 

is used to identify areas where the mixing of commercia l and 
residential. and sometimes industrial uses is strongly encouraged. 

2-34 225.8 Low Density Commercial: This designation is used to describe 
shopp ing and service areas that are generally characterized as low in 
scale ... l ... . Retail, office, and service businesses are the 
predominant uses, along with residential uses. Areas with this 
designation range from small business districts that draw primaril y 
from the surrounding neighborhoods to larger bus iness districts .., 

that draw from a broader market area. Their common feature is that 
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they are comprised primari ly of commercial or 
mixed use buildings ranging UQ to fifty feet (50 ft.) tall as a matter of 
right but may be taller when aggroved as gart of a glanned unit 
develogment. , ' , -Regresentati ve zone districts 
..! .. l c: generally include NC- I. MU-3 and MU-4, 
and other zone districts may appl y when agproved as 
described in Section 225. 1. 

2-34 225.9 Moderate Density Commercial: This designation is used to 1.. 
-

describe shopping and service areas that are somewhat more intense in 
scale and character than the low-density commercial areas. Retai l, 
office, and service businesses are the predominant uses. although 
residential uses are also common. Areas w ith this designation range 
from small business districts that draw primari ly from the surrounding 
neighborhoods to larger business districts that draw from a 
broader market area. Buildings are larger and/or taller than those in low 
density commercial areas ... 
generally ranging UQ to fifty feet (50 ft.) in height as a matter of right, 
and may be taller when aggroved as gait of a glanned unit 
develogment. Regresentative zone districts 
general ly include 

.., 
NC zone districts -

identified as moderate densitv. MU-4. MU-5. M U-7. MU-12. MU-1 5. 
MU-1 7, MU-24 through M U-27. 

~ 
and other districts may 

apply when aooroved as described in Section 225. l 
2-34 225. 10 Medium Density Commercial: This designation is used to t' ~, 

describe shopping and service areas that are somewhat more intense in 
scale and character than the moderate-density commercial areas. Retail, 
office, and service businesses are the predominant uses. although 
residential uses are also common. Areas w ith th is designation generall y 
draw from a citywide market area. Buildings are generally larger 
and/or taller than those in moderate density commercial areas 

... \ \. '- l generall y ranging UQ to ninety feet 
(90 ft.) in height as a matter of right, and may be tall er when aggroved 
as gart of a glanned unit develogment. Regresentative 

zone districts ~ generally include -
IC , NC zone districts identified as medium density. MU-5 

through MU-8. MU-1 0. MU-13. MU -1 6. MU-1 8. MU-1 9. MU-22. 
MU-23 and I other di stricts may appl y when aggroved as 
described in Section 225.1. 

2-34 225. 11 High Density Commercial: This designation is used to fi t descri be 
the high density areas of the city '-

' ,.. .. ~,, . L. a.· ",~ · ....:~ ' l , , ... . . -
' ' \C" r ... t. ~ \.;\;. ~ \. 

r~ri-metcr i1 -characterized by office_, L .~1 mixed office/retail buildings 
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and high-rise residential greater than ' '- ninety feet (90 ft.) in 
height, although many lower scale bui ldings (incl uding hi storic 
buildings) are interspersed. Representative zone 
districts , generall y include ( I °" MU-6. MU-
9. MU-30. D zone districts (except the D-1 and D-2 zone districts), and 

1 , other d istricts may apply when approved as described in 
Section 225. 1. 

2-35 225 .1 2 Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR): The Production, 
Distribution, and Repa ir (PDR) category is used to -describe 
areas characterized by manu facturing, warehousing, wholesale and 
distribution centers, transportation services, food services, printers and 
publishers, tourism support services, and commercial, municipal. and 
utility activities which may require substanti al buffering fro m noise-, 
air pollution- and light-sensitive uses such as housing. This category is 
also used to denote railroad ri ghts-of-way, switching and maintenance 
yards, bus garages, and similar uses related to the movement of freight, 
such as truck terminals. A vari ety of zone districts apply within PDR 
areas, recogni zing the different intensities of use and impacts generated 
by various PDR activities. The representative zone 
districts are generall y PDR. and 
other di stricts may apply where the PDR designation is striped with 
other land uses. when agproved as described in Section 225. 1. The 
present density and height limits set by these districts are expected to 
remain for the foreseeable future. 

2-35 225. 14 The "Federal" category generally denotes ownership and 
federa l use. Land with this designation is generally not subject to 
zoning. In the event federal ownershig and/or use on any 
given federal site terminates, zoni ng for these areas should be 
established in a manner that is consistent with Comprehensive Plan 
policies and aonroved small area olans. 

2-35 225 .1 5 Uses include public schools including charter schools, public hospitals, 
government office complexes, and similar local governm ent activities; 
other non-governmental uses mav be collocated on these sites. Because 
of the map scale, local public faci lities smaller than one acre -
including some of the District' s libraries, police and fire stations, and 
similar uses - may not \.. be separately designated on the Map. 
Zoning designations vary depending on surround ing uses. 

2-35 225.16 Zoning designations vary depending on surrounding uses; insti tutional 
uses are also permitted in other land use designations 

2-36 225.17 It also includes permanent open space uses such as cemeteries, open 
space associated with utilities such as the Dalecarlia and McMillan 
Reservoirs, and open space along highways such as Suitland Parkway. 
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Privatelx owned OQen s12aces. such as large lawns around religious 
institutions and wi thin carn12uses are tx12icallx not included in this 
catego1y This category includes a mix of passive open space (for 
resource conservation and habitat protection) and active open space 
(for recreation). Because of the map scale, parks smaller than one acre-
including many of the triangles along the city's avenues-may not 

l h2,'1 be se12aratelx distinguished on the Map. Zoning designations for 
these areas vary. The federal parklands are generally unzoned, and 
District parklands tend to be zoned the same as surrounding land uses. 

2-36 225.18 Mixed Use Categories: The I 11r I I · 1 (FLUM) indicates 
areas where the mixing of two or more land uses is Qaiticularlx 
encouraged. The particular combination of uses desired in a 
given area is depicted in striped patterns, with stripe colors 
co1Tesponding to the categories I ~· described on the 
previous pages. A mixed use FLUM desi1mation should not be 
confused with the Mixed Use (MU) zoning districts. although 
thex freguentlx a1212lx to the same area or 12arcel of land. The 
Mixed Use category generally applies in the fo llowing , ,. \.. 

circumstances: 

c. Large sites (generally greater than I 0 acres in size), 
where opportunities fo r multiple uses exist but a plan 

'-' ' ,._ I 1..\.'.1 ._ with the location of these uses has 
yet to be prepared; or 

d. Sites designated for a mix of PDR and residential uses. 
These sites are anticiQated to foster mixed use 
develo12ments that include residential uses together with 
residentiallx-com12atible industrial uses. Such 
develo12ment is antici12ated to include considerably 
greater affordable housing than reg uired bx statute or 
regulations such as lnclusionarx Zoning. Develo12ment in 
anx area which includes PDR stri12in1r should maintain an 
industrial chru·acter through the incor12oration of 
significant amounts of SQace dedicated to PDR uses such 
as maker s12ace. ru·tist work SQace, or light manufacturing 
with anx retail as ru1cillarx to the PDR s12ace. In areas 
which include PDR striQing, anx rezoning is antici12ated 
to be achieved through a Planned Unit Develo12ment. 

2-36 225.20 Likewise, some of the areas shown as purely "Residential" contain 
existing incidental commercial uses such as comer stores or gas 
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stations, or established institutional uses such as __ ;,., 
. 

places of t. 

worship. The "Mixed Use" designation is intended primari ly for larger 
areas where no single use predominates today, or areas where multiple 
uses are specifically encouraged in the future. 

2-37 225.21 A variety of zoning designations are used in Mixed Use areas, 
depending on the combination of uses, densities, and intensities. All 
zone d istricts formerly identified as commerciaL SP. CR and 
Waterfront zone districts are considered mixed use zone districts and 
have been renamed to MU zone districts tlu·ough the 2016 zoning 
regulations. <l ' 

. 
\CJ ... \. ' L '\"tr ' ~ , . 11-t 

, 
C 

. ' ' l L 

Wale1 lro1 
,. r. , , Residential uses are permitted in all of the 

' l -MU zone districts, however, so many Mixed Use areas 
may have \ MU zoning. 

2-38 226.1 The Generalized Policy Map and Future Land Use Map are intended to 
provide generalized ~ ,1 t • .' guidance for development and conservation 
decisions and are to be considered in concert with other 
Comprehensive Plan policies and specific direction in approved small 
area plans. Several important parameters, defined below, apply to their 
use and interpretation. 

a. The Future Land Use Map is not a zoning map. Whereas zoning 
maps are parcel-specific, and establish detailed dimensional standard 
requirements for setbacks, height, use, parking, and other attributes, the 
Future Land Use Map does not fo llow parcel boundaries and its 
categories do not specify allowable uses or dimensional standards. By 
definition, the Map is to be interpreted broadly. 

The references to representative and specific zone districts in each land 
use category are intended to provide broad guidance. and are not 
intended to be strictly fo llowed with respect to determining consistency 
of a zoning map amendment and/or Planned Unit Development with 
the Comprehensive Plan. The Future Land Use Map boundaries are 
intended to be "soft edged." The land use categories identify desired 
objectives. but not the techniques for achieving these objectives. 

c. The densities within any given area on the Future Land Use Map 
reflect all contiguous properties on a block - there may be individual 
buildings that are 1;c1 ..... , ;- I," LI" ,11c,, th'- '- .' ~ L. larger or smaller 
than the building types described within each area. Similarly, the land 
use category ~·'- 1 t1dL~-descriptions note d.:- L't1l-.L the general 
character of development in each area, citing typical building heights 
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I 
~ as appropriate. The granting of 

density bonuses (for example, through Planned Unit Deve lopments .QI 

Inclusionary Zoning) may result in heights that exceed the typical 
ranges cited, esgecially when the Zoning Regulations regulate 
density through Floor Area Ratio. as is the case fo r all but the R 
(Residential House) and RF (Residential Flats) zone districts. Floor 
area ratio is defined as the ratio of the total gross floor area of a 
building to the area of its lot: therefore. buildings may still be 
considered consistent with the densities of a land use category but have 
heights taller than those cited as characteristic of a land use category. 
Likewise. density on a gortion of a site may exceed that tygically 
established for a site or area. grovided the density for the site as a 
whole is consistent with the designation 

e. The designation of an area with a pa11icular land use category does 
not necessarily mean that the most intense zoning district 
among the land use I I I descrigtions is automatically permitted 
or. that a zone that is not identified within a FLUM land use category 
cannot be permitted when approved as described in Section 225.1. 

A range of densities and intensities app lies within each category, and 
the use of different zone districts within each category should reinforce 
this range. There are many more zone districts . than there are ' '-

Comprehensive Plan land use categories. For example, there are at least 
· -.-ll_zone districts corresponding to "Low Density Residential" and 

-nine zone districts corresponding to "Moderate Density 
Residential." Multiple zone districts should continue to be used to 
di stinguish the different types of low- or moderate-density residential 
development which may occur within each area. 

f. Some zone districts may be compatible with more than one 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation. As an 
example, the existing - ' MU-4 zone is consistent with both the 
Low Density Commercial and the Moderate Density Commercial 
designation, the MU-6 and MU-1 0 zones are consistent with both the 
Medium and High Densitv Commercial designation. and the RA-9 
zone is consistent with both the Medium and High Density Residential 
designation depending on the prevai ling character of the area and the 
adjacent uses. '- I l .. .... l• ~ -.. 
~c ·h nf·. ··1 oteflttatl~ -c-<-m-.i-stent'. am+ ··iHcoosi-sttonC \\:ith . 

1 h0 (-0mprch~1-1si:v0 P-lan eah~geries- should be pr-eJ3<1rcd Lo-assi:;t in 

42 



lOA Amended or new text 
Page DCMR (New or replacement language shown in underline. Repealed text 
number citation shown in strikethrough.) 

\ 1 I\. " ')1 L l I 
1 pk nent.ttion and rutur~ /Orttng actions b" 

uion Ll -~-g}_ 

g. The intent of the Future Land Use Map is to show use rather than 
ownership. However, in a number of cases, ownership is displayed to 
note the District's limited jurisdiction. Specifically, non-park federal 
fac ilities are shown as "Federal" even though the actual uses include 
housing and industry (e.g., Boll ing Air Force Base), offices (e.g., the 
Federal Triangle), hospitals (e.g., Veterans Administration-l .... 

\.;"'" ), and other activities. Similarly, the "Local Public Facilities" 
designation includes high-impact uses such as sol id waste transfer 
stations and stadiums, as well as low-impact uses such as schools. 
Other maps in the Comprehensive Plan are used to show the specific 
types of public uses present in each area. 

h. The Map does not show density or intensity on institutional and local 
public sites. If a change in use occurs on these sites in the future (for 
example, a school becomes surplus or is redeveloped), the new 
designations should be generally comparable in density or intensity to 
those in the vicinity, unless otherwise stated in the Comprehensive Plan 
Area Elements 0f an approved Campus Plan or an approved Small 
Area Plan. 

NIA 227 Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan 
(new) 

NIA 227.1 of June 20. 1938 established that zoninQ "re2.ulations shall be made in 
(new) nee with a comorehensive olan" ... ln 1973 the District of Columbia 

ule Charter included chan2.es to the 1938 Act that read "Zonin2. maos 
ulations. and amendments thereto. shall not be inconsistent r emohasis 
with the comorehensive olan for the national caoital... ." The double 
~ swrn:ests fl ex ibilitv in aoolvinQ the Comorehensive Plan. and 
zes the need for discretionarv. aualitative review of the multitude of 
nes comoeting Comorehensive Plan oolicies. action items. and mans and 
ous develooment standards. densities. uses. and conditions of the zoning 
. This is esoeciallv the case when the ZoninQ. Commission considers a 
unit develooment. 

NIA 227.2 
The Zoning Commission mav amend the zoning map decisions in two 
ways, both of which reguire a finding of "not inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan": 

1) One way is the establishment of a zone district for a specific 
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12arcel or an area ofland. A zone district includes uses (ty.12ically both 
matter-of-right and s12ecial exce.12tions) and develo.12ment standards 
such as maximum density2 height and lot occu12ancy2 and minimum 
reguired side and rear yards. Together the develo.12ment standards 
result in a maximum building envelo.12. 

2) The other way is through a 12lanned unit develogment (PUD)2 

which has inherent develo.12ment flexibility and considers the 
Com.12rehensive Plan in the context of the entire PUD site which 
freguently includes more than a single 12arcel or building. 

NIA 227.3 
The FLUM ex.12licitly contem.12lates two ways in which more intensive 
develogment than is otherwise reflected in the FLUM may be 
:germissible: 1) a larger develo.12ment that as a whole is consistent with 
the FLUM designation may contain individual buildings with greater 
height or density2 and 2) the PUD 12rocess may 12ermit greater height or 
density. 

NIA 227.4 
The overall goal of a PUD is to 12ermit flexibility of develo.12ment and 
other incentives2 such as increased building height and density; 
12rovided2 that the 12roject offers a commendable number or guality of 
:gublic benefits and that it 12rotects and advances the 12ublic health= 
safety2 welfare2 and convenience. 

NIA 227.5 While 12roviding for greater flexibility in :glanning and design than 
(new) may be 12ossible under matter of right zoning 12rocedures= the PUD 

:grocess may not be used to circumvent the intent and .12umoses of the 
Zoning Regulations2 nor to result in action that is inconsistent with the 
Com.12rehensive Plan. 

NIA 227.6 As .Qart of a PUD's flexibility2 the Zoning Commission may include a 
(new) PUD-related ma12 amendment2 which amends the zoning ma12 for the 

J2Y!J20Se of the PUD and is a.12121icable only for the duration of the PUD 
and subject to the conditions of the PUD. A ma12 amendment granted 
as .Qart of a PUD only :germits the construction of the s12ecific 
building(s) and the establishment of the s.12ecific uses a1212roved by the 
Zoning Commission as .12art of the PUD. A covenant is recorded against 
the 12ro.12erty 12utting future 12urchases on notice as to these restrictions. 

NIA 228 Investing for an Inclusive City 
(new) 
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NIA 228.1 Investing in 12ublic facilities and infrastructure is a critical Rart of 

(new) imQlementing the Comnrehensive Plan. Facilities and infrastructure 
12rovide vital services to residents2 businesses and visitors; 
fundamentally sha12e and enhance the nublic realm; nrovide affordable 
housing; contribute to health2 wellness and guality of life; buttress and 
bolster economic growth; advance the District as a smart city; and are a 
cornerstone to the District's daily life2 identity2 and culture. Thus2 

nublic facilities and infrastructure fundamentally contribute to the 
District's ability to fulfill the vision of an inclusive and resilient city. 

NIA 228.2 Infrastructure investments should achieve three nriorities: reaching and 
(new) maintaining a state of good renair for all infrastructure systems; adding 

canacity necessID to meet the needs of new growth; and nerhans most 
imnortant investments should intentionally res12ond to the forces 
driving change and other factors2 in order to make the District a more 
inclusive and resilient city. A greater ca12ital investment in high guality 
design2 sustainability and technology now2 will nay dividends back to 
the city in the future by both making the city a more attractive nlace to 
work and live and reducing future costs to health and the environment. 

NIA 228.3 At their core2 these investments ensure that the city's transnortation2 

(new) affordable housing2 communications2 energy2 water2 and wastewater 
systems adeguately serve the needs of the District2 and that education= 
QUblic safety2 and health and wellness facilities effectively2 and 
efficiently deliver high guality services to District residents2 workers 
and visitors. 

NIA 228.4 Examnles of nublic and nrivate infrastructure and facilities within in 
(new) the District include: 

• Over 1=100 miles of streets2 240 bridges2 1 =650 signalized 
intersections and 702000 street lights; 

, 

• 40 stations and 38 miles of track within the regional Metro 
System; 

• An12roximately 400 miles of fiber OQtic cable; 

• Over 402000 subsidized affordable rental units; 

• 236 traditional nublic and nublic charter schools; 26 nublic 
libraries; annroximately 370 narks and recreation facilities; and 
60 QUblic safety facilities; 

• Over 22200 miles of electrical cable and related substations; 

• Over 22300 miles of natural gas ~inelines; and 

• Over 1.300 miles of drinkimz water oioes and 1.800 miles of 
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sewers~ with J2umning stations. 

NIA 228.5 Since the adoQtion of the 2006 Com12rehensive Plan~ the District and 
(new) other entities have undertaken a variety of im12ortant investments with 

the goal of im12roving the guality of life for District residents. Some of 
these investments include: 

• Public Schools 

• HD Woodson High 

• Dunbar High 

• Janney Elementary 

• Libraries 

• Anacostia 

• Tenley-Friendshfo 

• Shaw Watha T Daniel 

• Transportation 

• H Street - Benning Road Streetcar 

• 11th Street Bridge 

• Circulator 

• Bike Share & Lanes 

• Parks and Recreation 

• Watts Branch 

• Turkey Thicket 

• Over 40 Rehabbed Neighborhood Playgrounds 

• Water and Sewer 

• Combined Sewer Overflow 

• Anacostia River Storm Water Tunnel 

• Electrical Grid Network 

• New distribution substation in Buzzard Point and Downtown 

• Undergrounding of Power lines . 

NIA 228.6 9 While these investments have made the District a better place to live2 

(new) they have largely replaced aging infrastructure2 im12roved existing 
facilities2 or addressed environmental J2roblems. Few of the 
investments have actually ex12anded capacity to meet the city's 
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growing needs. As greviously noted:i between 2006 and 2016:i the city 
was able to grow into surolus infrastructure such as schools:i transit and 
electrical networks that were largely develoged grior to the l 980's. The 
ci!Y therefore benefitted from the increasing tax revenues from growth 
while not exgeriencing the costs of exganding infrastructure to the 
same degree. The same cannot be said going forward. Increasingly:i 
further gogulation and job growth will reguire investments in 
additional cagacity. 

NIA 228.7 The Forecast of DC Residents by Age in Figure 2.1 O:i shows that the 
(new) District can exgect over 21:1000 more school age kids and another 7:i000 

infants and toddlers by 2025:1 and grovides one examgle of increased 
demand. DC Public Schools has cagacity:i but it is not necessarily in 
the neighborhoods exgected to have the greatest growth in children. 
Similarly:i other gublic and grivate infrastructure has investment needs 
to address both deferred maintenance and uggrade out-of-date facilities 
before investments can be made to exgand cagacity. The metro 
transgortation system:i facilities for municigal fleets:i and the electrical 
grid are only a few examgles of where new investments are necessary 
to meet the growing needs of the citv. 

NIA 228.8 Forecasted growth as the city aggroaches 1 million geogle by 2045 will 
(new) occur with comgeting griorities:i rising costs:i uncertain federal 

resources:i and limited borrowing cagacity. This will challenge the 
District to seek new ways of delivering the underlying structural 
suggorts that serve the residents and businesses of the city. Adding to 
the comglexity:i the District must function as a city:i county:i and a state:i 
along with serving as the nation's cagital and the seat of the federal 
government. These are unigue challenges not exgerienced by any other 
municigalitv in our nation. 

NIA 228.9 The District's cagital investments are grimarily guided by the Cagital 
(new) lmgrovement Plan (CIP):i which uses a six-year investment horizon to 

identify and grioritize sgecific investments to uggrade and exgand 
gublic facilities and infrastructure such as streets and transit. The 2006 
Comgrehensive Plan strengthened the linkage between the Plan and the 
CIP. The Plan became a guide for cagital investments; led to greater 
coordination across agencies doing gublic facilities glanning; and 
develoged criteria by which cagital grojects were reviewed for a more 
objective and transgarent grocess. As a result:i grogosed nrojects are 
now evaluated for consistency with the Comgrehensive Plan and other 
District golicies and griorities. 
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NIA 228.10 The current CIP snans FY 2017 - 2022 and allocates annroximately 
(new) $6.3 billion to a wide range of canital Rrojects in the District= including 

maintenance= renlacement= or ungrade of vehicular fleets for no lice= fire 
and emergency medical services; street2 sidewalks and alley 
infrastructure; and nublic buildings and facilities2 such as schools= 
recreation centers= narks= health and wellness facilities= nolice2 fire and 
government administration buildings. 

NIA 228.11 The District also uses a 15-year Long-Range Canital Financial Plan to 
(new) estimate the renlacement needs of aging assets= evaluate how 

nonulation growth will reguire exnansion of existing infrastructure and 
facilities:: and determine the District's fiscal canacity to fund these 
nrojects. This long-range nlan was conducted in 2016 and included an 
analysis that estimated a canital budget shortfall of annroximately $4.2 
billion through 2022. This gan includes unfunded new canital nrojects 
needed to SUQQOrt the growing QOQUlation and unfunded CaQital 
maintenance of existing assets. 

NIA 228.12 Perhans the most significant challenge the District faces to meet the 
(new) needs of growth is an already relatively high debt ner canita. District 

law reguires that annual debt service be no more than 12 :gercent of 
general fund exnenditures. The long-range nlan :grojects that the 
District's annual debt service will annroach 11.76 nercent of general 
fund exnenditures by 2022. This means the city has very limited 
ca:gacity to borrow funds for new long-term investments. Going 
forward= the District will need to consider ways of innovatin.g how 
infrastructure can be financed and delivered= :gerha:gs learning from 
other narts of the country that are ex:geriencing ranid growth similar to 
that of the District's. 

NIA 228.13 The District has already begun the :grocess. The Long-Range Canital 
(new) Financial Plan re:gresents a more rigorous and efficient analysis of 

canital needs and fiscal ca:gacity. On large sites with significant 
infrastructure needs such as the Wharf along the Southwest Waterfront= 
the District is using tools like Tax Increment Financing (TIF) or 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) to fund the needed infrastructure 
for the nrojects. The District recently created the Office of Public 
Private Partnershins (OP3):i which is charged with building 
collaborations between the _urivate sector and District government to 
design= build= onerate and/or maintain key infrastructure and facility 
_urojects. The Office is exnloring ideas such as co-location of _urivate 
sector uses on District owned land and social imnact bonds to fund new 
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local nublic facilities. All of these are imnortant stens~ but more is 
needed to fully invest in an inclusive city. 

Sec. 3. Fiscal impact statement. 

The Council adopts the fiscal impact statement in the committee report as the fiscal 

impact statement required by section 4a of the General Legislative Procedures Act of 1975, 

approved October 16, 2006 (120 Stat. 2038; D.C. Official Code§ l-301.47a). 

Sec. 4. Effective date. 

(a) This act shall take effect following approval by the Mayor (or in the event of veto by 

the Mayor, action by the Council to override the veto), a 30-day period of congressional review 

as provided in section 602(c)(l) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 

24, 1973 (87 Stat. 813; D.C. Office Code§ 1-206.02(c)(l)), and publication in the District of the 

Columbia Register. 

(b) No District element of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital shall take 

effect until it has been reviewed by the National Capital Planning Commission as provided in 

Section 2(a) of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended by section 203 of the 

District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 779; D.C. Official 

Code§ 2-1002(a)) and Section 423 of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved 

December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 792; D.C. Official Code § 1-204.23). 
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August 24, 2018 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
 
 
Chairman Phil Mendelson 
Council of the District of Columbia 
1350 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Washington, DC  20004 
 
 Re: Framework Element of the Comprehensive Plan  
 
In January, the Mayor introduced the “Comprehensive Plan Framework Element Amendment Act of 
2018” to update this introductory chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Framework Element does not 
contain policies and actions.  Its intent is to describe the key development trends affecting the city and to 
establish a contextual foundation for the policies and actions in the Citywide and Area Elements that 
follow. 

During the Office of Planning’s Oversight hearings in February and March, and during the 
Comprehensive Plan hearing in March, various stakeholders expressed concerns that the Framework 
Element does not adequately address rising housing costs in the District and the displacement pressures 
that many residents experience as a result. 

Following those comments from the public, the Office of Planning conducted an additional assessment of 
the Framework and would like to offer our findings to the Council to assist in its consideration of the 
proposed Framework Element legislation. 

First, it is important to note that one of the Guiding Principles of the Comprehensive Plan, established in 
2006 and located in the Framework Element, states: 

218.3 10.  The recent housing boom has triggered a crisis of affordability in the city, creating a 
hardship for many District residents and changing the character of neighborhoods.  The 
preservation of existing affordable housing and the production of new affordable housing 
both are essential to avoid a deepening of racial and economic divides in the city.  
Affordable renter- and owner-occupied housing production and preservation is central to 
the idea of growing more inclusively. 

In addition, the 2018 amendments to the Framework Element aim to better explain the forces that are 
creating serious affordable housing challenges.  The following are relevant highlights from the bill: 
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• The addition of sections 203.2a (new), 204.10 (new), and 215.4a (new) provide a greater 
discussion of rising housing costs, with section 204.10 (new) identifying them as 
“perhaps the central challenge toward maintaining and growing an inclusive city.”  

 
• Amendments to 203.6, 210.4, 223.12, 225.18, 228.1, 228.3, and 228.4 add a greater 

emphasis on the need for affordable housing, with the addition of Section 228 
INVESTING FOR AN INCLUSIVE CITY, which defines affordable housing as a 
fundamental component of the infrastructure contributing to “an inclusive and resilient 
city.” 

 

Over the last few months, the Office of Planning has crafted new language on housing and land costs.  
The language expounds on significant trends in the housing market and the impact on low- and middle-
income residents.  It contains facts and figures, which express the need for policies in the Land Use, 
Housing, and other Elements of the Comprehensive Plan that respond to the affordability challenges.  

OP would recommend the insertion of the following text into section 205 LAND USE CHANGES, after 
sub-section 205.5: 

NEW While there is room for growth under current zoning within the District through 2045, certain 
factors hinder the use of this land capacity.  In some parts of the city, capacity is in the form of 
vacant land.  However, investment often avoids these areas due to a real or perceived lack of 
public and private assets, such as transit, libraries, high-performing schools, and businesses.  In 
other parts of the city, where the development market is stronger, unbuilt capacity often exists 
above one- and two-story retail buildings along commercial corridors.  Here zoning would allow 
for four or five additional stories of development and represents a potential source of untapped 
housing supply.  However, property owners weigh the value of current establishments against the 
costs and risks of entitlement and construction.  In some cases, owners hold back supply until 
additional market demand drives housing prices high enough to exceed the value of the existing 
uses.  In other cases, owners choose to build as-of-right, building less housing than they could 
due to the increasing risk of the entitlements process. 

 
These land use patterns, described above, tend to restrict the pace of adding new housing and to 
narrow the range of available housing prices, which ultimately affects the District’s ability to 
grow in an inclusive manner. 

 

Further, OP would also recommend the addition of the entirely new section below entitled HOUSING 
COST CHANGES to be inserted after the existing Section 205 LAND USE CHANGES and before 
Section 206 MOBILITY AND ACCESS CHANGES of the Framework Element: 

  

 HOUSING COST CHANGES 
 
 The rising cost of housing in the District is one of the most pressing and critical issues facing the 

city.  Nationally, housing demand in many urban areas has grown significantly, reflecting an 
increased preference for urban living and creating affordability issues in other cities.  In the 
District, market rate housing costs have steadily climbed as demand has increased with 
population growth.  Since the economic recovery began in 2010, the median sales price of single-
family homes increased 8.2 percent per year, while condominiums increased 3.3 percent per year, 



3 

and average rents increased 3.8 percent per year.  For many lower income households, increasing 
housing costs have become difficult to afford in part because their income growth has not kept 
pace with increased costs. Many lower income residents are financially strained by housing costs, 
which can lead to housing insecurity and displacement from their neighborhood, or even the 
District.  In addition, housing insecurity can have negative impacts on household health, school 
performance, job access, and other indicators of wellbeing.1  Residents of color form a majority 
of lower-income households in the District and, therefore, face a disproportionate share of the 
problems caused by housing insecurity and displacement.  

  
 Cost increases are driven by several factors including: the strong and growing economy; 

migration into the city; increasing length of residency; growth of high paying jobs; increasing 
levels of educational attainment among newer residents; as well as, an increase of higher-income 
families having and raising children in the District. These economic and demographic factors 
have produced particularly strong demand for housing near metro stations and for family housing 
with two or more bedrooms.  In general, increased demand has prompted rising rents for older 
housing units, conversions of rental units to ownership units, and increased demolition of older 
buildings in preparation for redevelopment.  The result has been a reduced supply of less 
expensive housing units and a lower availability of “naturally occurring” affordable housing.   

 
 Between 2006 and 2016, the supply of rental housing units expanded dramatically.  Most of these 

new units were higher-cost apartments affordable to households earning near and above median 
income.  During this period, due to new construction and rising rents of existing supply, the total 
supply of rental units affordable only to those households earning more than 60 percent of the 
Median Family Income (MFI)2 increased by almost 41,500.  In contrast, the total supply of rental 
units affordable to households earning less than 50 percent MFI declined by a net number of 
approximately 11,800 units, receding from 72,000 units in 2006 to 60,200 in 2016.  At the same 
time, there appeared to be a modest gain of 2,500 units affordable to households with incomes 
between 50 percent and 60 percent of the MFI.3   

 
 As the availability of affordable housing decreases, rising housing costs are causing more 

households to be severely burdened, which means their housing costs consume more than 50 
percent of household income.  In 2016, more than 48,000 households were severely burdened by 
rental housing costs, while another 30,000 rental households were burdened by housing costs 
consuming 30 to 50 percent of their income.  Households that are burdened by housing costs must 
reduce expenditures on other necessities, such as food and health care.  Further, households that 
are severely burdened by housing costs must often choose between a home that is in a desirable 
location—close to their community, jobs and/or services—and a home that is more affordable. 

 
 By comparison, the number of households burdened by ownership costs significantly decreased 

between 2006 and 2016.  This decline is attributable to factors including older, lower-income 

                                                        
1 Theodos, Brett etal, “Family Residential Instability: What Can States and Localities Do?” The Urban Institute, May 

2018. 
2 Median Family Income (MFI) is calculated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) annually for each metropolitan area in the U.S.  It is based on the Median Family Income and 
assumed to represent a family of four for the purposes of establishing income limits for affordable housing 
programs.  Income limits are adjusted for household size.  Sixty percent of the MFI was chosen for analytical 
purposes because it represents the typical upper income limit of affordable rental housing programs such as 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and Inclusionary Zoning (IZ). 
3 While there appeared to be an increase in units affordable to households earning between 50 and 60 
percent of the MFI that would correlate with District affordable housing funding programs, the change was 
not statistically significant at 90 percent confidence interval. 
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households selling their homes to the growing number of younger households starting families; as 
well as high rates of foreclosure during the financial crisis that started in 2008. Lower- and 
middle-income households wishing to buy a home now have fewer options.  This phenomenon 
may reinforce racial patterns of settlement in the District and/or create additional market pressure 
on the housing prices in eastern neighborhoods.   

  
 Increasing costs and a decreasing supply of naturally occurring affordable housing are affecting 

the types of households that are staying in the District.  The table below illustrates the change in 
households by income in the District between 2006 and 2016.  The table shows that the number 
of extremely low-income households earning less than 30 percent of the MFI increased by almost 
8,400 households even as more of these households became severely burdened by rental housing 
costs.  The table also shows a notable decline in low- and moderate-income households earning 
between 30 and 80 percent of the MFI.  During the ten-year period, many residents sold or lost 
their homes, resulting in a decrease of 13,500 households in this income range.  Finally, the table 
shows that the number of higher-income households, those earning more than 120 percent of the 
MFI, increased by almost 32,300 between 2006 and 2016.  
 

Net Change in the Number of District Households by MFI:  2006 - 2016 

 

Source: US Census ACS PUMS 1-Year Data, DC Office of Planning.  
*Change not statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence interval. 

 

 The patterns of household change have impacted the District’s neighborhoods in varied ways.  
For example, the greatest decline in the number of lower income households was in Capitol Hill 
and Upper Northeast, whereas the greatest increase in higher income households was in Central 
Washington.  While the need for affordable housing affects the city as a whole, the discrete 
challenges vary at the neighborhood level. 

 
 The District has taken enormous strides toward strengthening its affordable housing 

infrastructure. The city has some of the strongest tenant protection provisions in the country, 
highest levels of per capita affordable housing investment, and some of the most innovative 
programs.  Still, more systemic work is needed to address the impacts of rapid population growth 
in the District and across a region that is broadly lacking sufficient affordable housing. 

 

Lastly, while the Framework Element does not contain policies and actions, it does set some basic ground 
rules for how the Comprehensive Plan is applied, particularly in discretionary land development 
proposals.  During OP’s recent Council hearings, we discussed the vital role that Planned Unit 
Developments (PUDs) play in achieving a “commendable number or quality of public benefits” in 
exchange for “flexibility of development and other incentives, such as increased building height and 
density.”   

Section 227 in the amended Framework Element seeks to clarify the relationship between the 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning, and how PUDs are used to achieve both consistent implementation of 
the Comprehensive Plan and city policy priorities, such as affordable housing.  To further emphasize the 

MFI <30% 30%-50% 50%-80% 80%-100%* 100%-120%* >120% Total

Households 8,362            (6,625)           (6,913)           2,795            875               32,290          30,784      
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ability and intent to address affordable housing production and preservation through PUDs, OP would 
recommend inserting the following as a new section between proposed sections 227.4 and 227.5.    

Specific public benefits are determined through each PUD application and should respond to 
critical issues facing the District as identified in the Comprehensive Plan and through the PUD 
process itself.  In light of the acute need to preserve and build affordable housing described in 
Section 205a, the production of new affordable housing units [above and beyond existing legal 
requirements] and the prevention of displacement of on-site residents should be considered as 
high-priority public benefits in the evaluation of residential PUDs. 

 

The Office of Planning hopes the information above assists the Council as it deliberates amendments to 
the Framework Element of the District’s Comprehensive Plan.  OP is ready to assist with any questions 
the Council may have. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Eric D. Shaw 
Director 
 
 
            



Jeffrey S. DeWitt 
Chief Financial Officer 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

REFERENCE: 

Conclusion 

Government of the District of Columbia 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

* * * 

The Honorable Phil Mendelson 
Chairman, Council of the District of Columbia 

Jeffrey S. DeWitt ~" DJ J fij_)!Ji} 
Chieffinancial Office71P(J · 

Septe mber 25, 2017 

Fiscal Impact Statement - Comprehensive Plan Amendment Act of 2017 

Draft bill provided to the Office of Revenue Analysis on September 8, 
2017 

Funds are sufficient in the fiscal year 2018 through fiscal year 2021 budget and financial plan to 
implement the bill. 

Background 

The Framework Elementl ("Element") of the District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan ("Plan") 
provides context for the Plan with data on District demographics and trends, a growth forecast, 
principles on how to apply the District's vision statement to the Plan, and maps outlining land use 
and policy goals. The Element provides a basis for policies but does not contain specific action 
items. 

The bill updates the data, language and trends referenced in the Element. For example, the bill 
updates descriptions of land use categories to align with how the Office of Planning and the Zoning 
Commission do business. 

Financial Plan Impact 

Funds are sufficient in the fiscal yea r 2018 through fiscal year 2021 budget and financial plan to 
implement the bill. While the information provided in the Element may be used to support future 
policy actions, the document itself has no fiscal impact. The Office of Planning can perform all 
administrative and technical functions required by the Element within current resources. 

1 You can find the entire Comprehensive Plan here: https: //planning.de.gov /node/636812 

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 203, Washington, DC 20004 (202)727-2476 
www.cfo.dc.gov 



1   

DCMR 10-A (Framework Element) 

200 OVERVIEW 
 
200.1 Framework Element 
 

The Framework Element of the Comprehensive Plan serves four purposes. 200.1  
 
200.2 First, it provides the context for the rest of the Plan by describing the forces driving change in the city. These 

forces include demographic shifts, economic change, technological change, fiscal challenges, tensions 
between federal and local interests, and more. Such “driving forces” define the major issues facing 
Washington and touch every aspect of life in the city. 200.2  

 
200.3 Second, the Element includes a description of the District’s growth forecasts and projections. The forecasts 

are expressed in narrative format and are also summarized in tables and charts. They show how and where 
the District expects to add households, people, and jobs between 2005 and 2025, and adds an extended 
forecast through 2045. 200.3  

 
200.4 Third, the Framework Element ties the Comprehensive Plan to “Vision for Growing an Inclusive City.” It 

lays out 36 principles to be followed as the District moves from “Vision to Reality.” These principles, largely 
drawn from the Vision and from the previous Comprehensive Plan, express cross-cutting goals for the 
District’s future that guide the Plan’s policies and actions. 200.4  

 
200.5 Finally, the Element describes the Comprehensive Plan, Generalized Generalized Policy Map and the Future 

Land Use Map, describes how the Comprehensive Plan guides development decisions, and the role of capital 
investments in addressing current and future challenges regarding infrastructure and facilities. The 
Generalized Policy Map “tells the story” of how the District is expected to change during the next two 
decadesfirst quarter of the century. It highlights the places where much of the city’s future growth and change 
is expected to occur and sets the stage for the Elements that follow. The Future Land Use Map shows the 
general character and distribution of recommended and planned uses across the city. Both maps carry the 
same legal weight as the text of the Comprehensive Plan. 200.5  

 
200.6 Unlike the other Citywide Elements, this Element does not contain policies and actions. Its intent is to provide 

the foundation for the rest of the Comprehensive Plan. 200.6 
 
 

201 THE FORCES DRIVING CHANGE 
 
201.1 The sections below describe the forces driving change in the District of Columbia and outline the implications 
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of these forces for the District’s future. The Comprehensive Plan seeks to address these implications for the 
District to become a more inclusive city. Achieving a more inclusive city calls for public and private 
collaborations, among District agencies, between District and federal agencies, with the private and non-
profit sectors, with our citizens, as well as our regional partners. 201.1 

 
 

202 THE DISTRICT AND THE REGION 
 

 
202.1 Since 2006, the District has re-established its position at the center of an economically dynamic metropolitan 

area. Rapid growth in population and jobs has made the District one of the fastest growing large cities in the 
United States, following prior decades of population and job loss. Now the District is regaining its share of 
the region’s vitality. 202.1  
 

202.12 Between 1980 and 20052006 and 2016, the Washington metropolitan area grew by almost 50 17 percent, 
increasing from 3.45.2 million to 5.06.1 million residents. More than 1.2260,000 million jobs were added 
during this period, an increase of almost 70 nine percent. This type of growth might not be surprising in a 
sunbelt city like Houston or Los Angeles, but in the urban northeast, the statistics are truly impressive. Greater 
Washington is the fastest growing large metropolitan area in the country outside of the South and West. It is 
the sixth largest metropolitan area in the nation. This growth has been accompanied by unprecedented urban 
sprawl—the region has actually become less dense as it has added people and jobs. Metropolitan Washington 
now sprawls across 4,0004,500 square miles of the Middle Atlantic States. 202.1202.2 

 
202.32 Growth has changed the District’s role within the region.The District has captured a greater share of regional 

growth than expected. In 1950, the District had 46 percent of the region’s population and 83 percent of its 
jobs. By 2000, it had just 12 percent of the region’s population and 25 percent of its jobs. In 2006, the 
perceived difficulties of infill development and other factors led to even the most ambitious projections Given 
the city’s finite land area, this trend is expected to continue. Even the most ambitious projections show 
showing the District with a diminishing share of the region’s population and jobs in the future. 202.23 
 

202.34 A declining share of population and jobs does not necessarily suggest a less important role, however.Instead, 
o Our position as the nation’s capital, our historic and unique neighborhoods, and our cultural offerings, and 
the benefits of density, such as transportation and urban amenities, placed a premium on Washington and 
distinguished it from the surrounding suburbs, reflecting renewed interest in living and working in the city.  
will keep the city vital. In fact, these attributes have already placed a premium on Washington as it has become 
more distinct from the vast and relatively new suburbs growing up around it.With this renewed interest, the 
District can maintain a growing share of the region’s population and jobs. 202.3.4 

 
202.45 There are signs the region will better balance growth between jobs and households in the future. There are 

warning signs that regional growth may be out of balance, however. The In 2006, “inner ring” suburbs of 
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Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Fairfax Counties are planningplanned to add 620,000 jobs during the next 
25 years but only 273,000 households, with similar imbalances in other regional jurisdictions. Similar 
imbalances appear in Arlington, Alexandria, and even in counties on the suburban fringe. If the region 
continues to grow this way,this regional jobs-housing imbalance had continued, more workers will seekwould 
have sought housing outside the region, creating more congestion, more and sprawl, while also raising 
housing costs , and more expensive housing in the region’s core. The jobs-housing imbalance may fuel 
demand for housing in the District as suburban residentsas people sought seek to reduce their commuting 
times by moving closer to their jobs. However, the opposite may occur if jobs move further away and the 
workforce follows.regional projections now indicate a shift toward more housing within the inner suburbs 
that should moderate the jobs-housing imbalance, described below in the Cooperative Forecasting section. 
202.54 

 

203 DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES 203 

 
203.1 The District is an attractive place to live and work, as evidenced by recent population growth. Since 2006, 

the District grew by over 110,000 (19.5 percent) to an estimated population of 681,170 in 2015. This growth 
sharply contrasts with the loss of population that marked the decades from 1950 to 2000, when Washington 
went from a peak of 802,000 residents to 572,000. The current trend, if sustained, puts the District on track 
to bypass the 1950s peak within two decades. The main drivers of this increase are natural increase (births 
minus deaths), and international and domestic migration. 203.1 

 
203.2 Nine to ten percent of the population moves into, or out of, the city each year. The District has successfully 

sought to attract and retain both domestic and international residents. Domestic migration has shifted from 
negative to positive, with 2,000 people added annually since 2009. The city has also added 4,000 net new 
international residents each year since 2006. 203.2 
 

203.3 The largest component (69 percent) of in-migration from 2006 to 2015 consisted of young adults who tended 
to be white and college educated. These new residents shifted the demographic makeup in many 
neighborhoods in several ways. Their education levels enabled them to accept higher-wage positions than 
many existing residents, and their incomes grew faster. These new residents also stayed in the District and 
started families. In 2006, married couples made up only 22 percent of households; since then, married couples 
represent over half of the District’s 31,000 new households. While fertility rates are down, including for 
single and teen mothers, the increase in married couples has resulted in a mini-baby boom, with 
the number of average births per year increasing from 7,700 in the early 2000s to over 9,500 by 
2015. 203.3 

 
203.4 Recent migration patterns indicate the city is also losing existing residents in certain types of households, 

including parents with children, older adults, and blacks, although the overall population of these three groups 
is growing. Prince George’s and Montgomery Counties in Maryland are, in order, the two largest destinations 



4   

for those leaving the city. 203.4 
 
203.1 One of the most well documented trends to affect the District over the last five decades is the loss of 

population. In 1950, Washington had 802,000 residents and was the 9th largest city in America. By 2000, 
Washington’s population had dropped to 572,000 and it ranked 21st in size among U.S. cities. Between 1970 
and 2000 alone, the number of people living in the District of Columbia dropped by almost 25 percent. 203.1 

 
203.25 Population decline has affected different parts of the city in different ways. Figure 2.1 shows the population 

changes that occurred from 1980 to 2000 by neighborhood cluster. The vast majority of the decline has 
occurred in areas east of 16th Street. In fact, the area east of the Anacostia River lost 44,000 residents during 
the 1980s and 90s, Previous population decline, and now growth, has affected different parts of the city in 
different ways. Figure 2.1 illustrates changes in population by neighborhood cluster from 1980 – 2000 and 
2000-2015. Between 1980-2000, the vast majority of population decline occurred east of 16th Street - areas 
east of the Anacostia River lost 44,000 residents - while many areas west of Rock Creek Park actually gained 
residents. As middle-income households moved away, poorer residents were leftstayed behind, leaving the 
District with the largest concentration of poverty in the region and a sharper divide between rich and poor. 
This also resulted in a growinggreater concentration of people with special needs, and patterns ofplaces of 
disinvestment, with concomitant and social ills in many communities. 203.25 

 
203.6 Much of the population growth between 2000 and 2015 concentrated in central Washington neighborhoods, 

particularly those hit hard by the 1968 riots. The riots and their aftermath resulted in vacant and underutilized 
land in what subsequently became a desirable, central location.  Accelerating demand to live in these 
neighborhoods has resulted in increased housing costs that threaten the ability of existing lower income 
households to remain. 203.6 

 
203.37 Figure 2.1: Population Change by Neighborhood Cluster, 1980-2000 and 2000-2015  
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 http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame

work.pdf. 
 
  

 
203.84 Figure 2.2 illustrates changes to population in the District by race, over time. Unlike the experience of 

other major cities, the loss of population in Washington was not solely attributable to the result of “white 
flight.” In fact, between 1980 and 2000, African-Americansblacks registered the largest decrease among the 
city’s racial groups, dropping in population by almost 100,000, and this trend continued through 2010, with 
an additional decline of 38,000 to 305,125. While some black residents left the District for family ties and 
increased opportunities, the rising costs of living, especially housing costs, became a significant factor. Since 
2010, the black population has stabilized and started to grow again, and now represents 48 percent of the 
total population. Compared to the rest of the District, the current black population is both younger (under 18) 
and older (over 64). Challenges persist, with black households on average earning 45 percent less than white 
households, and with a larger percentage of single female heads of household. While forecasted to increase 
numerically, the city’s black population will remain below 50 percent of total population through 2025. This 
drop was partially offset by increases in the city’s Hispanic and Asian populations. 203.48 

 
203.9 There have been steady increases in Hispanic and Asian populations in recent decades. Growth of Hispanic 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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residents started in the 1980’s with foreign migration primarily from countries like El Salvador. This has 
subsequently shifted to migration primarily from Mexico and Puerto Rico, along with net natural increases 
from residents. 203.9 

 

203.10  Figure 2.2 Population of DC by Race: 1890 – 2010 203.10 

 

Source: US Census, DC Office of Planning. 

Notes: Hispanic population data not available prior to 1970. 

 
 
203.115 While population loss after 1950 was significant, the decline in the number of households was much less 

dramatic. The number of households in the District declined by just 2 percent between 1980 and 2000, 
standing at 248,000 in 2000. Thus, population loss in the late 1900s was less a function of housing being 
abandoned and more a result of larger households being replaced by smaller households. In fact, the average 
household in Washington contained 2.16 persons in 2000, down from 2.72 in 1970. Middle-class families 
left the city in large numbers during this period and the number of school-aged children dropped dramatically. 
203.511 

 
203.126 Looking forward, the city expects household size to continue falling through 2010, and then stabilize. The 

2006 Plan accurately predicted household size falling through 2010, and then stabilizing. According to the 
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US Census, the percentage of seniors older residents is expected to increase as “baby-boomers” retire, and 
the percentage of foreign- born residents, particularly those of Hispanic origin, is expected to rise. The 
District is expected to continue to be a magnet for the region’s young professionals and empty nesters. Its 
ability to attract and retain young households and families with children rests largely on its ability to improve 
the quality of public education and address basic issues like crime, provision of services, inventory ofservice 
provision, family-sized housing stock, and housing affordability. 203.612 

 

204 ECONOMIC CHANGES  

 
 
204.1 On the surface, Washington’s economic picture would appear to beis the envy of most cities. There are more 

jobs than residents, and nearly three times more jobs than households. In 2005, there were some 740,000 jobs 
in the District, an increase of about 30,000 jobs since 2000. Job growth, important for the city’s economic 
vitality, has continued throughout this century, with 83,000 new jobs added since 2005 for a total of 
798,000 jobs in 2015. Job growth in the professional services, education, and hospitality sectors 
has outpaced federal employment growth, helping diversify the city’s economy beyond the federal 
government. Wages in the region are among the highest in the nation. 204.1 

 
204.2 With these statistics, one might assume that every District resident who is able to work is gainfully employed. 

Job growth has led to declining unemployment. After peaking above 10 percent in 2011, unemployment 
dropped to 6.1 percent in 2016. The diversity of job growth has reduced unemployment across race, 
education levels, and geography. Yet the city’s unemployment rate is relatively high, hoveringhovers between 
6 and 9 percent -  and is consistently almost double the rate for the region as a whole. Unemployment rates 
in areas such as Far Southeast/Southwest are still four to five times higher than the regional rate, and 
disproportionately affect black residents. Yet mMany District residents do not have the skills to fill the white-
collar jobs that drive the city’s economy, and because the District is one of the region’s major job centers and 
requires some “importing” of workers from the suburbs, m. More than 70 percent of the jobs in the District 
are filled by workers who live in Maryland and Virginia. In fact, some “importing” of workers from the 
suburbs. This is essential to the District’s  economy: -even if every DC resident in the labor force were was 
employed in the city, we would still need over almost 400,000 additional workers to fill the city’s jobs. 204.2 

 
 
204.3 This imbalance causes results in a number of problems. The most often cited problem is the District’s inability 

to tax the incomes of the nearly 500,000 non-residents who commute to the city each day. This daily migration 
is also accompanied by traffic congestion, air quality problems, and millions of hours of lost productivity. 
204.3 

 
204.4 But pPerhaps the more profound problem is the regional income divide. As Figures 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4through 

2.5 indicate, the District today is a city divided by income, education, and employment. The maps depict this 
regional pattern within the District, as well as the change the District has experienced since 2006. And, change 
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must be carefully considered: while the neighborhoods of Central Washington have seen a recent decrease in 
the percent of those without a college degree or living in poverty, this is attributed to the strong increase in a 
resident workforce with college degrees, not necessarily improvements for existing residents, so the regional 
divide persists.  “Vision for Growing an Inclusive City” concluded that bridging the income divide was the 
single biggest challenge facing the District as it plansned for its future, and now, with over 17 percent of 
residents living in poverty and the cost of living rising, that challenge remains. 204.34 

 
204.45 Figure 2.32: Unemployment in 20022015 204.5 

 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 
 

204.56 Figure 2.34: Persons 25+ Without College Degrees in 20002015 204.6 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 

 
204.67 Figure 2.45: Poverty Rate in 20002015 204.7 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 

 
204.78 Demographic tables throughout the Comprehensive Plan, including Figures 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5,  and other 

demographic tables in this document are generally based on 2000 Census datause the most accurate, up-to-
date Census and other data available. At the city-wide level, this may mean data from a single year of the 
American Community Survey (ACS) and the Annual Estimate of Population. Getting to a neighborhood level 
requires five years of ACS data. Unless otherwise stated, this data is labeled with the last year the data was 
collected but represents an average for the whole collection period. Readers should take this into 
consideration given the rapid rates of change for some neighborhoods. For the decennial census, . It should 
be noted that students residing in the District on April 1, 2000 2010 (census day) are counted as residents of 
the District rather than residents of their home state. Consequently, data on poverty, age, and other variables 
may be skewedreflects student populations in census tracts containing (or adjacent to) universities. The 
District has accounted for these anomalies within the Comprehensive Plan, and should tailor its anti-poverty, 
economic development, and similar programs accordingly. 204.78 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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204.9 While attracting residents earning higher-wage jobs reflects a strong economy, it is important to consider 

the resulting growth in income disparities. At the national and metropolitan levels, income from lower-wage 
jobs has decreased in real terms, while income for workers with higher wages has grown, as shown in Figure 
2.6. In the District, the story is somewhat different: wage growth at the lower end improved but importantly 
has not kept pace with growth for higher wage workers. Growing income disparity is even greater when 
considering geographic, racial/ethnic, and gender dimensions. 204.9 

 

204.10  Figure 2.6 Earned Income Growth for Wage and Salary Workers by Percentile: 2000-2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: National Equity Atlas, IPUMS, US Census ACS 
 
204.811 From a regional perspective, the District’s employment outlook is positive. Because Washington is the seat 

of the federal government, it has been insulated from the economic cycles that have affected other regions of 
the country. The city never had a large industrial base, so it was spared the large-scale job losses experienced 
by placesin cities like Baltimore and Philadelphia during the 1970s and 1980s. The DistrictIt was not 
dependent on technology jobs, so it was spared the downturns affecting places like San Jose and Austin 
during the early 2000s. Even the downsizing of the federal government in the 1990s was accompanied by a 
rise in procurement spending that kept the Washington economy strong. The 2013 federal budget 
sequestration provides a recent example of the District’s economic strength and diversity. Despite the sudden 
loss of 7,000 federal jobs, the city’s population and total jobs continued to grow. 204.811 

 
204.12 A factor in the city’s economic growth is its taxes. During the 1980’s and 1990’s, the District’s reputation in 

the region was high-taxing: the highest tax rates for sales, business franchise, and real property. Since the 
Control Board era, the District for the most part has resisted raising tax rates, lowered many of these rates, 
and from a tax perspective, become more economically competitive in the region. 204.12 

 
204.13 Washington’s economy is diversifying, which helps during slow federal growth; however, a period of 
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significant and sustained decline in federal employment and procurement would challenge the city’s ability 
to recover. Further diversifying the District’s economy will make the city more resilient to this and other 
economic shocks. A key advantage to the federal presence is its highly educated and skilled workforce, which 
the private and non-profit sectors can tap as a mutual asset for growth. 204.13  

 
204.914 But it is hard to consider ana resilient economy truly resilient when it alone does not close the “skills gap” 

that exists between the needs of local employers and the abilities of many District residents. Future job growth 
is expected to be concentrated in the services sector, including the business, legal, engineering, management, 
educational and social service fields. The Economic Development Element of this Plan emphasizes the 
importance of closing the skills gap by improving education and job training so that more District residents 
can fill jobs in these and all other professions and adapt to changing conditions. 204.914 

 
204.15 Since 2006, the increased demand and competition for housing from a growing number of higher-wage 

households was greater than anticipated and has made the District one of the most expensive cities to live in 
the country. Between 2011 and 2016, the cost of purchasing a home rose 50 percent, while renting costs rose 
18 percent. Increasing rental housing costs make it difficult for lower or even moderate-income residents to 
live in the city. The absolute number of low-cost rental units (less than $800/month) declined by half between 
2003 and 2013, while the number of higher cost units increased. Units with rents of $1000 or less made up 
59 percent of the total rental stock in 2002; in 2013 those units comprised only 34% of the total stock. The 
District now has a large percentage of high- and low-income households, with relatively few in the middle-
income range – the “missing middle.” Housing costs, along with income inequality, are perhaps the central 
challenges to maintain and grow an inclusive city. 204.15  
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205 LAND USE CHANGES 
 
205.1 In terms of land area, at 69 square miles Washington is not a large city. At 69 square miles, it It is half the 

size of Denver or Philadelphia, and one-fifth the size of Dallas or San Diego. It is hemmed in by adjacent 
cities and states and cannot grow through annexation. In 2016, The District is also the sixth densest city in 
America, with it had over 911,000 people per square mile. Population density is even higher when federal 
lands-which comprise almost 40 percent of the District of Columbia-are subtracted out. Moreover, federal 
lands comprise almost 40 percent of the land in the District, making Lland is a precious and limited resource 
here. 205.1 

 
205.2 Figure 2.5 shows how land in the District (including federal land), is currently used. About 28 percent of the 

city is developed with housing, and more than one quarter is developed with street rights-of-way. About 20 
percent of the city’s land area consists of permanent open space, including federally managed sites such as 
Rock Creek Park and the National Mall. About 600465 acres of the city-or 1.5 1.2 percent of its land area-
consists of vacant land. 205.2 

 
205.3 Figure 2.57: Land Use Distribution, 20052016 205.3 

 
 http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
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work.pdf. 
 
205.4 These statistics alone do not tell the full story of land use in the District. For over a century, building height 

has been regulated by the federal Height of Buildings Act of 1910 (Height Act). The Height Act limits 
building height through a street-width-to- height ratio, restricting the construction of buildings to a maximum 
height of 130 feet in most of the downtown areas and along major avenues. The result of the Height Act gives 
the city a distinctive low visual profile. In 2014, following a joint federal-District study of the Height Act, 
Congress made modest amendments to address penthouse height and useSince 1899, building height has 
been strictly regulated, giving the District a low visual profile and preventing the construction of buildings 
over about 14 stories tall. In addition, there are dozens of federal and local historic districts where capacity 
for growth is additionally governed. Development proposals must complement the historic district in context-
sensitive ways. Many areas that are not “officially” historic also require careful consideration of development 
proposals to ensure compatibility. In addition, much of the city consists of historic districts with limited 
capacity for growth. Even many of the areas that are not “officially” historic are fully developed and have 
little potential for change. 205.4 

5% 
205.5 Despite these limitations, tThese regulations guide development; withhere is substantial room for growth in 

the District of Columbia. Key opportunities include government lands, underused commercial and industrial 
sites, and vacant buildings that can be repurposed and/or redeveloped. Other sites, including failed housing 
projects and ailing business districts, also present opportunities. There are also hundreds of small “infill” sites 
scattered throughout the city, especially in the northeast and southeast quadrants. Sites vary in scale from 
areas with significant acreage to smaller infill lots. Many opportunities for growth are located east of the 
Anacostia River. Together, these areas hold the potential for thousands of new units of housing and millions 
of square feet of office and retail space. 205.5 

 
205.6 While there is substantial room for growth under current zoning, various non-regulatory factors restrict this 

capacity. In some areas, a real or perceived lack of services, amenities and assets, such as transit, libraries, 
quality schools, grocery stores, or retail, discourages investment. In other areas, opportunities to develop 
above existing buildings, such as adding several stories of housing above an existing office or retail building 
along a commercial corridor are intentionally deferred. In these cases, property owners wait until market 
conditions make redevelopment more financially lucrative. And, there are sites potentially suitable for 
additional development through an entitlements process (a Planned Unit Development) that instead are 
developed “matter-of-right” (to existing zoning standards), forgoing additional capacity. These factors, 
particularly to the extent they limit housing and affordable housing production or other desired uses, represent 
missed opportunities for the District to grow inclusively. 205.6 

 
205.76 Fitting such development into the fabric of a mature city creates a number of challenges. One is displacement, 

a threat that has become more real in the District as land values have increased as the cost of housing and 
other real estate has increased due to rising demand that has not been met with proportional supply. 
Displacement not only affects District residents-particularly those of lower income-it also affects businesses, 
non-profits, and municipal operations that may be dislocated displaced by rising rents and land prices. 205.76 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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205.87 Whether the issue is displacement, the sitting siting of locally undesirable but necessary uses, parking impacts, 

or threats to neighborhood character and stability, the development or redevelopment of land creates tension 
in the District of Columbia. This tension will only mount as growth pressures increase, making it even more 
important to have sound land use policies, urban design processes, and development review procedures that 
mitigate the effects of the District’s competing and conflicting usesgoals. 205.87 

 
205.98 Figure 2.6 8 depicts the location of residential development in the city between 2000 and 20052006-2015. 

Of the 7,70028,955 units of housing added, 88 percent were within a half mile a Metro station area, about 
one-third25 percent were located in Central Washington and 15 percent were located in Near Northwest. The 
Mid-City and Upper NorthwestRock Creek Park West areas each absorbed about 12 18 and 3 percent, 
respectively, of the District’s housing growth. About 20 12 percent of the new housing units were located 
east of the Anacostia River in the Far Southeast/Southwest and Far Northeast Southeast Planning Areas. 
However, some ofmuch of this housing replaced units that were demolished, resulting in a very smallsmaller 
net increase. 205.98 

 
205.109 Figure 2.68: Housing Development Activity, 2000-20052006-2015 205.10 
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 http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame

work.pdf. 
 

206  HOUSING COST CHANGES  
 
206.1 The rising cost of housing is one of the most pressing and critical issues facing the District and the region  

To achieve our goal of an inclusive city, we must meet the challenge of providing housing for a variety of 
household types, including families, the elderly, and the homeless; for owners and renters; for existing and 
new residents; workforce housing; and housing affordable at all income levels. Tied in with housing cost 
issues are deeper concerns about displacement, the impacts of gentrification, and long-term competitiveness. 
206.1 

 
206.2 In the District, market rate housing costs have steadily climbed as demand has increased with population 

growth. Since the economic recovery began in 2010 through 2016, the median sales price of single-family 
homes and condominiums have increased 8.2 and 3.3 percent per year, respectively. Average rents have 
increased 3.8 percent per year. Cost increases are driven by several factors, including: the strong and growing 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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economy; migration into the city; increasing length of residency; growth of high paying jobs; increasing 
educational attainment levels among newer residents (which correlates to income); and an increase in higher-
income families having and raising children in the District. These factors have produced particularly strong 
demand for housing near Metro stations and for family housing with two or more bedrooms. 206.2 

 
206.3 In general, increased demand has prompted rising rents for older housing units, conversions of rental units to 

ownership units, and demolition of older buildings for redevelopment. The result has been a reduced supply 
of less expensive housing and a lower availability of “naturally occurring” affordable housing. In addition, 
workforce housing to serve the needs of the District’s teachers, nurses, police and fire personnel, and other 
essential workers must also be considered. 206.3 

 
206.4 For many lower income households, increasing housing costs have become difficult to afford, in part because 

their income growth has not kept pace with increased costs. Most lower income residents are financially 
burdened by housing costs, which can lead to displacement from their neighborhood, or even the District. In 
addition, housing insecurity has negative impacts on household health, school performance, job access, and 
other indicators of wellbeing. Residents of color are a majority of lower-income households in the District 
and, therefore, face a disproportionate share of the problems caused by housing insecurity and displacement. 
206.4 

 
206.5 Between 2006 and 2016, the supply of rental housing units expanded dramatically, while the supply of 

affordable units declined. Most of the new units were higher-cost apartments affordable to households earning 
at and above median income. During this period, due to new construction and rising rents of existing supply, 
the total supply of rental units affordable only to those households earning more than 60 percent of the Median 
Family Income (MFI) increased by almost 41,500. In contrast, the total supply of rental units affordable to 
households earning less than 50 percent MFI declined by approximately 11,800 units, from 72,000 units in 
2006 to 60,200 in 2016. At the same time, there was a modest gain of 2,500 units affordable to households 
with incomes between 50 percent and 60 percent of the MFI. 206.5  

 
206.6 Rising housing costs and decreasing availability of affordable housing are causing more households to be 

severely burdened, which means their housing costs consume more than 50 percent of household income. In 
2016, more than 48,000 households were severely burdened by rental housing costs, while another 30,000 
rental households were burdened by housing costs consuming 30 to 50 percent of their income. These 
households must reduce expenditures on other necessities, such as food and health care. Further, households 
that are severely burdened by housing costs must often choose between a home that is in a desirable 
location—close to their community, jobs and/or services—and a home that is more affordable. 206.6 

 
206.7 By comparison, the number of households burdened by ownership costs significantly decreased between 

2006 and 2016. This decline is attributable to factors including older, lower-income households selling their 
homes to the growing number of younger households starting families; as well as high rates of foreclosure 
during the financial crisis that started in 2008. Lower- and middle-income households wishing to buy a home 
now have fewer options. This phenomenon may reinforce racial patterns of settlement in the District and/or 
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create additional market pressure on the housing prices in eastern neighborhoods.206.7 
 
206.8 Increasing costs and a decreasing supply of naturally occurring affordable housing are affecting the types of 

households that are staying in the District. The table below illustrates the change in households by income in 
the District between 2006 and 2016. The number of extremely low-income households increased by almost 
8,400 households even as more of these households became severely burdened by rental housing costs. There 
was a notable decline in low- and moderate-income households as many residents sold or lost their homes, 
resulting in a decrease of 13,500 households in this income range. Finally, the table shows that the number 
of higher-income households increased by almost 32,300. 206.8  

 
206.9 Figure 2.9 Net Change in the Number of District Households by MFI: 2006 - 2016 206.9 
 

 
 

Source: US Census ACS PUMS 1-Year Data, DC Office of Planning.  
*Change not statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence interval.  

 
206.10 These patterns of household change have affected the District’s neighborhoods in varied ways. For example, 

the greatest decline in the number of lower income households was in Capitol Hill and Upper Northeast, 
whereas the greatest increase in higher income households was in Central Washington. While the need for 
affordable housing affects the city, discrete challenges vary at the neighborhood level. 206.10 

 
206.11 The District has taken enormous strides toward strengthening its affordable housing infrastructure. The city 

has some of the strongest tenant protection provisions in the country; the highest level, per capita, for 
affordable housing investment; the lowest residential real property tax rate in the region; and provides 
additional discounts for seniors and renters. It has innovative programs such as tax abatements to stimulate 
the development of workforce housing. From 2015 to 2018, the District of Columbia has successfully 
delivered, through subsidy or inclusionary zoning, 5352 new or preserved affordable housing units. The 
District is also committed to addressing temporary or permanent displacement of residents with programs 
and policies tailored to community needs. For example, the principles for the District’s New Communities 
Initiative include: one to one replacement of existing affordable housing, Build First, mixed-income housing, 
and opportunities for residents to return and/or stay in the community. Still, more systemic work is needed 
to address the impacts of rapid population growth in the District and across a region that is broadly lacking 
sufficient affordable housing. 206.11 

 
 
 

206207 MOBILITY AND ACCESS CHANGES 
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206.1207.1 The Washington region faces significant transportation challenges. While road congestion remains a 

top issue for many in the region, District residents, commuters and visitors also experience issues with transit 
capacity and reliability, as buses, railcars, and station platforms are crowded at peak use. Decentralization 
has caused longer commutes, increased congestion, and deteriorating air quality. The nationally recognized 
2005 Urban Mobility Report found that Washington was the third most congested region in the country, 
behind Los Angeles and San Francisco. The safety and reliability of the region’s transportation system – from 
Metrorail to pedestrian and cyclist networks – are continuing concerns. Funding to maintain the existing 
transportation system, let alone expand the system to meet increased demand, is severely constrained. 
206.1207.1 

 
206.2207.2 These challenges have propelled two opposing trends—one pushing development further out toward 

uncongested roads miles away from the city, and the other pushing development closer in, to areas where 
transit is available and shorter commutes are possible. Regionally, areas close to transit have become highly 
desirable as households and employers attempt to reduce travel time and costs. Between 2015 and 2030, 
approximately 78 percent of all development in the District will be within a half mile of a Metro station. 
Regional and District efforts support directing growth toward transit-rich locations, taking advantage of 
existing infrastructure and maximizing transportation efficiencies. They have also led to the recognition that 
increasing road capacity alone cannot solve the region’s traffic problems. Looking forward, increased 
investment in bus and rail transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and other modes of travel, will be needed 
to sustain population and economic growth and ensure a resilient, robust network increasing accessibility for 
all. 206.2207.2 

 
206.3207.3 The District already has one of the most extensive transit systems in the country and ranks second 

only to New York in the percentage of residents using transit to go to work. The Metrorail and bus systems 
complement the city’s radial roadway system and maximize the movement of people across the city. While 
Metro remains one of the safest and cost-effective means of travel in the region, years of deferred 
maintenance, have led to problems with safety and reliability requiring sustained investment and new 
regional approaches to funding. In addition, parts of the Metrorail system are approaching capacity. 
However, mMany of those who need transit the most, including the poor and those with special needs, still 
face mobility problems. Transit often does not connect District residents to jobs in the suburbs, and it may 
be expensive or difficult to access.  In addition, parts of the Metrorail system are approaching capacity. 
206.3207.3 

 
207.4 At the same time, the District’s multi-modal transportation network has diversified and seen significant 

improvement, such as protected bicycle lanes, wider sidewalks, signalized crosswalks, the DC Circulator 
system, and prioritized bus corridors. A good example is the Capital Bikeshare system. Since its creation in 
2010, the bikeshare system has grown to almost 450 stations and 3,700 bikes across the District and the 
region. The District also supported infrastructure changes and other strategies to make pedestrian and 
bicycle environments safer and more accessible. For example, District residents commuting to work by 
biking or walking increased by 65 percent to over 65,000 commuters from 2006 to 2015. New travel options, 
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including car-sharing and ride-hailing, a lso have improved access and mobility. 207.4 
 
207.5 The District’s Sustainable DC goals have set targets to reduce the share of commuter trips made by care to 25 

percent by 2032, while increasing transit mode share to 50 percent and walking and cycling to 25 percent. To 
further these goals, additional investments will have to made in high capacity transit improvements, an expanded 
network of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, and rethinking of road and curb space. 207.5 

 
207.6 Technological innovations will continue to disrupt how we get around and receive goods and services. Private 

sector firms offering transportation services such as car-sharing, ride-hailing, or scooters have proliferated in 
the District.  Delivery firms are exploring new ways to deliver goods, including sidewalk drones. New 
technology platforms allow better-informed trip planning and convenient payment methods.  Increasingly, 
people have the technology and services to work from multiple locations, changing commute patterns and 
workspaces. The widespread adoption of autonomous vehicle technology is potentially revolutionary, and 
self-driving vehicles are already being tested in the District. These changes result from a demand for 
alternative transportation modalities to improve mobility.  While private sector innovation makes these 
changes possible, public policy and regulation are necessary to ensure their implementation is inclusive, 
accessible, and sustainable. 207.6 

 
207.7206.4 While multi-modality and new technologies are important, most important isit is difficult to predict 

the impacts that transportation constraints will have on the region over the next 20 years, linking land use 
decisions to transportation capacity will remain important. As with so many other aspects of planning in our 
region, regional planning and coordination with surrounding states and counties is the only way that effective 
solutions will be forged. 206.4207.7 

 

207208 ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
 
207.18.1 The District of Columbia was sited to take advantage of the unique environment and landscape at the 

confluence of the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers. Urbanization over the last 200 years has compromised 
almost every aspect of this environment, leaving us with one of the most polluted rivers in the country our 
rivers and streams polluted, air quality that fails struggles to meet federal standards, and a city where heavy 
tree cover has declined by more than half in the last 30 years aloneremains inadequate. Of course, these are 
not issues unique to Washington. On a global level, issues such as fossil fuel depletiongreenhouse gas 
emissions, climate change, sea level rise, and deforestation may have even more far-reaching impacts on the 
way we live and work in the future. There is a greater potential for increased rainfall and flooding from more 
damaging storms in the District. Extreme heat conditions are more likely, exacerbated by the city’s urban 
heat island effect, that disproportionately affect vulnerable residents. 207.1208.1 

 
207.2208.2 This Plan incorporates and builds upon the 2012 Sustainable DC and 2016 Climate Ready DC plans.  

Sustainable DC makes a conscious effort to promote natural resource conservation and environmental 
sustainability. It incorporates measurable goals such as reducing per capita citywide energy consumption by 
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one percent a year50 percent, recycling 45 percent of our sending zero solid waste streamto landfills and 
reducing total waste generation by 15 percent, and making the Anacostia River fishable and swimmable by 
2025. These goals can only be achieved through fundamental changes in the way we live and the way we 
build. In the future, “green”Green building and “low impact development” will need to become must be the 
norm rather than the exception. The concept of sustainability runs through muchis an important theme for of 
the Comprehensive Plan, from including the renewal of brownfield sites, stormwater mitigation, and to a 
renewed commitment to environmental justice in all neighborhoods of the city. Climate Ready DC identifies 
the impacts a changing climate will have upon the District; the risks to infrastructure, public facilities, and 
neighborhoods; and the actions to take now and in the future to prepare. 207.2208.2 

 
208.3 NEW The challenge and opportunity going forward is to identify and implement new technologies, design 

and urban typologies development that accommodates populatione and economic growth, better protect 
natural resources, minimize future environmental degradation, and prepare the city for a changing climate. 
208.3 

 
 

2098 TECHNOLOGY CHANGES 
 
2098.1 Technology has changedis rapidly changing how we live, work, and travel and it will continue to shape the 

District in unexpected ways. Twenty years ago, few predicted the scale at which computers would pervade 
every aspect of our lives. Since the 1980s, telecommuting has changed travel patterns; on-line purchases have 
changed retailing; and e-mail has changed the way business and government operate. For instance, working 
from home is one of the fastest growing ways employees “commute” to work. Mobile computing, self-driving 
cars, new construction methods, green technology and other advances will have new and unexpected impacts 
on our lifestyles, how the city makes development decisions, and the shape of future growth. 208209.1 

 
2098.2 It is hard to fathom how advancements yet to be made will affect us in the future. The only thing that is 

certain is that technology will change our lives, with potentially profound spatial impacts. Such change may 
have more of an impact on Washington than it might in other cities, given the city’s role as a global and 
intellectual capital. The city is already a center of the information economy, and has demonstrated a strong 
pull for innovators from around the country and the world. In Washington, economic activity is becoming 
less reliant on a place-based office, with implications for the social spaces where people meet. In addition, 
the potential decline in demand for high-value office space has fiscal implications for commercial real estate. 
2098.2 

 
2098.3 One aspect of technological change is its potential to deepen economic divides in the city. In 2004, the 

National Poverty Center reported that 85 percent of the nation’s wWhite children had access to a home 
computer, compared to just 40 percent of Black black and Latino children. Recent Census data suggests the 
District has made significant progress in this area, but gaps remain as effectively 100 percent of white children 
and 89 percent of black children have access to a computer. Access to technology will be an important part 
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of improving the well-being of District residents in the future. This will place a premium on education and 
training, and an emphasis on providing residents with the skills to use technology and access information. 
2098.3 

 
209.4 NEW Finally, rapid advances in technology present new opportunities for how the District identifies 

problems and tests solutions. The ability to collect and analyze large amounts of data from a variety of sources 
goes well beyond traditional Census data. Many aspects of urban life are now tracked by public or 
private entities. From bike-share station usage to the deployment of health inspectors based on 
environmental conditions, a new era of ‘smart cities' is rising. With it comes an opportunity to monitor, 
predict and respond quickly to new problems, but it also presents new challenges to information security and 
maintaining the privacy of our citizenry. A key challenge is to  adapt technology to our historic urban 
city rather than force the city to adapt to technology.  NEW209.4 

 

209210 SECURITY CHANGES 
 
21009.1 Security is not a new concern or challenge in the District of Columbia. As a capital city, we are used to a 

heightened level of risk and the visibility of military extra security personnel and operations. The city’s public 
spaces, such as the National Mall, routinely attract large crowds for events and First Amendment gatherings 
that require support. As an urban center, we also face daily concerns about personal safety and crime. But 
security concerns have taken on a new meaning since September 2001 9/11. The attacks on Washington and 
New York changed the psyche of our city and ushered in an uncertainty about the future that still persists. 
today. 21009.1 

 
21009.2 Over the past five yearsSince 9/11, we have struggled with the needsought to balance beauty, access, and 

openness with the need to protect our landmarks, government buildings, and officials, workers, residents, and 
visitors from danger. The federal government has strived to discourage acts of terrorism through the design 
and management of public spaces and buildings, including the closing of some District streets and retrofitting 
of major landmarks. Security issues have also been cited in decisions to shift the federal workforce to more 
remote locations. They also have resulted in design standards for federally- leased space that will reverberate 
through the regional office market for many years to come.  21009.2 

 
21009.3 Washington’s security issues are ongoing and evolving. Indeed, cyber-attacks affecting critical infrastructure 

and services has emerged as a new threat. These concerns are not likely to diminish in the future. The need 
to balance our desire for safety, accessibility, and aesthetics  while maintaining an open, democratic, and 
resilient society is one of the key important challenges that this plan seeks to address. by introducing 
approaches to prepare for, and recover from, events regardless of cause.  21009.3 

 
 

2110 FISCAL CHANGES 
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2110.1 When the District received limited Home Rule in 1973, it incurred a variety of cost burdens, including the 

responsibility for providing many services that are typically provided by states. Revenue restrictions also 
were imposed, including the inability to impose a “commuter tax” on income earned in the city by non-
residents.. The result of these burdens and restrictions has been a financial “structural imbalance” that persists 
to this day. A 2002 report by the federal General Accounting Office estimated that the imbalance exceeded 
$470 million a year.  Moreover, a large amount of land in the city is owned by the federal government and 
therefore not subject to property tax. Indeed, 61 percent of all property in the District is non-taxable, and 
more than two-thirds of the income earned in the District cannot be locally taxed. These burdens and 
restrictions are estimated to cost the District well over $1 billion per year.2110.1 

 
210.2 The imbalance is amplified by the large amount of land in the city that is owned by the federal government 

and therefore not subject to property tax. Indeed, 53 percent of all land in the District is non-taxable, and 
more than two-thirds of the income earned in the District cannot be locally taxed. 210.2 

 
210.3 One outcome of the imbalance is that District residents and businesses face the highest tax burden in the 

nation. Another is that major investments in infrastructure and capital improvements have been deferred. The 
District has hesitated to cut services, raise taxes or incur more debt, and instead has sought other remedies to 
reduce the imbalance. 210.3 

 
2110.24 One of these remedies has been to “grow” the population of the District of Columbia. A well-publicized target 

of adding 100,000 residents to the city’s population, was set in 2003, motivated in part by a desire toas a way 
to boost the number of taxpaying residents has been largely successful. Economic and population growth has 
dramatically expanded our tax revenues, and fiscal discipline has improved the District’s credit rating and 
funded a $1.3 billion reserve. Growth and an expanded tax base have enabled the District to direct additional 
resources toward vulnerable populations in need of affordable housing, workforce development, and human 
services. The District has also worked to increase the income of current residents, which can in turn lift 
families out of poverty, generate tax revenues, and reduce social service costs. A key component of improving 
the city’s fiscal health as well as the economic prosperity of its residents is to increase the number of 
employed residents and thus the economic and tax base of the city. 210.4211.2 

 
211.30.5 Fortunately, economic growth in the city has helped improve the District’s fiscal standing. , at least in the 

short term. A decade agoIn the 1990’s, the District was on the brink of bankruptcy. The situation has improved 
markedly, in part as a result of actions taken by the Government of the District of Columbia. Despite the 
optimistic forecasts of the Comprehensive Plan, there is no guarantee that this good fortune will last. Prudent 
action and fiscal responsibility are is needed to avoid problems should future downturns take place. 211.30.5 

 
211.40.6 The District’s fiscal situation will continue to influence land use and economic development choices. It is 

currently driving the redevelopment of large former federal sites with tax-generating uses, creation of new 
retail centers that reduce the “leakage” of sales tax dollars to the suburbs, and mixed use development of 
high-income, high-density housing downtown and elsewhere. Such efforts mitigate fiscal challenges but do 
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not may reduce the imbalance but are unlikely to eliminate them it. The most effective strategies will combine 
revenue-raising strategies like population and job growth with strategies investing in people – like breaking 
to break the cycle of poverty in District neighborhoods. 211.40.6 

 
211.5 A key consideration is that the city has benefitted from increasing revenues as a result of growth, while 

not experiencing increasing costs to the same degree. Between 2006 and 2016, the city had the ability to 
grow into its under-utilized infrastructure, such as schools, transit and electrical networks, that had largely 
been developed and paid for prior to the 1980s. The same cannot necessarily be counted on going forward. 
Already, significant reinvestment was required to resolve l o n g - deferred maintenance and create high-value 
assets such as DC Public Schools and libraries. These investments have left the District with a relatively high 
debt-per-capita level. Moving forward, the District must creatively address infrastructure financing to 
maintain and build capacity for anticipated future growth. 211.5 

 
 

2121 GLOBAL CITY, LOCAL CITY 
 
2121.1 One of the most obvious forces influencing planning in the District is the city’s dual role as a world capital 

and a residential community. There is the Washington of lore, the city of inaugural parades, museums, and 
monuments-the place that school textbooks describe as “belonging to all of America.” And there is the city 
most of us know, comprised of neighborhoods, shopping districts, schools, corner stores, churches, and parks. 
Even the Comprehensive Plan itself is divided into District and Federal Elements, suggesting that federal 
interests may not always align with the goals of the city’s residents and businesses. 2121.1 

 
2121.2 The tension between Washington’s global and local roles plays out in a number of ways. Foremost, our 

citizenry seeks and equal voice in the federal system through statehood, supported by 86 percent of the 
District’s voters in 2016. Conflicts around fiscal issues and security have already been noted. Issues such as 
embassy siting, plans for federal lands, funding for Metrorail, and Congressional oversight on local land use 
and public facility decisions have been the focus of much debate and discussion in the past. The District itself 
seems partitioned at times, with the federal government functioning as a “city within the city”. 2121.2 

 
2121.3  Yet in spite of these conflicts, the “federal presence” remains Washington’s most prominent and visible asset. 

It provides tens of thousands of jobs for District residents, attracts millions of visitors to the city, and sustains 
cultural institutions that would not otherwise be possible. This influx of workers and visitors contributes to a 
doubling of the District’s daytime population. It makes Washington an international and multi-cultural center, 
second only to New York on the eastern seaboard. The federal presence requires that our plans take a broader 
perspective than the metropolitan region, and approach these tensions between global and local functions 
with a sense of shared stewardship that benefits all.recognize that we are more susceptible to global events 
than places like Baltimore, Detroit, and other cities of similar size. 2121.3 

 
2121.4 The District’s role in the world economy has become increasingly important during the past 50 60 years. In 
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the early 2000’s, tThe Association of Foreign Investors in Real Estate has ranked Washington as the top city 
in the world for foreign investment for three consecutive years. Foreign investment still plays an important 
role in many of the District’s revitalization projects. In addition, the Washington The region is one of the 
leading gateways for immigration into the United States. We are home to such institutions as the World Bank 
and International Monetary Fund. Our emergence as a global center has implications for our communication 
systems, our transportation and infrastructure needs, our cultural life, and our real estate and development 
markets. 2121.4 

 
2121.5 These changes create vast potential for increased prosperity. But they also create the threat of disruption and 

a changing identity for many parts of the city. City plans must clearly articulate the values to be preserved 
and the people and places to be protected as we contemplate where we as a city hope to be in 2025 years and 
beyond. 2121.5 

 
212.6 The city’s visibility is an opportunity to exhibit global leadership. The District has already established its 

leadership in resilience, sustainability and inclusion through partnerships and participation in initiatives such 
as the Paris Climate Agreement, the Compact of Mayors, and as the first global city to achieve Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Platinum status. 212.6 

 
 

213   PLANNING FOR RESILIENCE AND EQUITY 
 
213.1 The second Plan amendment cycle incorporates resilience and equity as new cross-cutting themes through 

which to plan for the District’s future, referencing the 2019 Resilient DC plan and other related documents. 
213.1 

 
213.2 Resilience in the District is defined as the capacity to thrive amidst challenging conditions by preparing 

and planning to absorb, recover, and more successfully adapt to adverse events. Resilience planning 
recognizes the volatility of the forces driving change. Ideally, we want to capitalize on positive impacts, 
and diminish negative impacts of the forces driving change. 213.2 

 
213.3 Considering shocks and stresses helps to understand the District’s vulnerabilities. Shocks are sudden, acute 

disasters like storms, flooding, cyber-attacks, or economic crises, such as the 2008 Great Recession. Stresses 
are ‘slow-burning disasters’ that weaken the city every day and are magnified by shocks: these include 
poverty, trauma, housing insecurity, and stressed transportation systems. 213.3 

 
213.4 The District’s resilience goals focus on inclusive growth that benefits all residents, preparing for the impacts 

of climate change, embracing advances in technology while minimizing the negative impacts of change. 
Ensuring that every neighborhood is safe and our residents are healthy is one way to have a more resilient 
city. Being more resilient strengthens our collective capacity to thrive in the face of shocks and stresses.  
Building resilience is about addressing everyday stresses, which not only makes our city more inclusive, 
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but enables the District to recover quicker from catastrophic events. Incorporating resilience into the 
Comprehensive Plan is critical to achieve our goals. 213.4 

 
213.5 As an example, the stress of poverty, combined with substantial population growth, has created a housing 

affordability crisis that must be addressed. The need for more housing, and more affordable housing, has 
become an important policy goal that, if addressed and achieved, will help the city be more resilient. 213.5 

 
213.6 The District seeks to create and support an equitable and inclusive city. Equitable growth must be 

managed in ways that support all District residents, including vulnerable communities and District 
protected classes. We must recognize that managing growth and change includes addressing the historic, 
structural, and systemic racial inequities and disenfranchisement of many District residents. And, we must 
recognize the importance of longtime businesses, as well as educational and cultural institutions, in 
defining our DC values.  An equitable and inclusive city includes access to housing that is healthy, safe, 
and affordable for a range of household types, sizes, and incomes in all neighborhoods. A citywide 
problem requires citywide solutions – ones that overcome historical patterns of segregation, avoid 
concentrating poverty, and afford the opportunity to stay in one’s home and not be displaced. 213.6 

 
213.7 The District must also commit to normalizing conversations about race and operationalizing strategies for 

advancing racial equity. Racial equity is defined as the moment when “race can no longer be used to predict 
life outcomes and outcomes for all groups are improved.” 213.7  

 
213.8 Like resilience, racial equity is both an outcome and a process. As an outcome, the District achieves racial 

equity when race no longer determines one’s socioeconomic outcomes; when everyone has what they need 
to thrive, no matter where they live or their socioeconomic status; and when racial divides no longer exists 
between people of color  and their white counterparts. As a process, we apply a racial equity lens when 
those most impacted by structural racism are meaningfully involved in the creation and implementation of 
the institutional policies and practices that impact the lives, particularly, people of color. Applying this lens 
also reflects the targeted support to communities of color through policies and programs that are aimed at 
centering their needs and eliminating racial divides, all while taking into account historical trauma and 
racism. 213.8  

 
213.9 The District’s policies and investments should reflect a commitment to eliminating racial inequities. 

Addressing issues of equity in transportation, housing, employment, income, asset building, geographical 
change, and socioeconomic outcomes through a racial equity lens will allow the District to address systemic 
and underlying drivers of racial inequities. 213.9 

 

 

2142 LOOKING FORWARD: GROWTH FORECASTS 
 
2142.1 The driving forcesforces driving change described in the last previous sections suggest a different future for 
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the District of Columbia than was imagined when the 1984 Comprehensive Plan was drafted. The 1984 Plan 
was preparedsought to prepare the city and neighborhoods for during a period of long-term population and 
economic decline. Even the Ward Plans prepared during the late 1980s and early 1990s focused on preventing 
neighborhood decline and unwanted intrusions. In 2006, the new Comprehensive Plan responded to a 
different outlook: it anticipated growth. Since then, the District has experienced rapid growth, even as the 
nation recovered from a major recession. Today, the continued strength of the Washington economy, coupled 
with transportation and environmental limits to regional expansion, suggest that the city will continue to grow 
and capture a larger share of the region’s growth in the future than it has in the past. This assumption is 
bolstered by an unprecedented amount of development in the “pipeline” and joint federal/ District proposals 
for federal land transfers. 2124.1 

 
214.2 Unlike revenue forecasts that often have conservative growth estimates to ensure fiscal responsibility, more 

optimistic growth assumptions are appropriate in the context of the Comprehensive Plan to ensure adequate 
provision for future infrastructure, housing, and other development needs. At the same time, a wide array of 
risk factors are considered that could affect future growth. 214.2 

 
Please refer to the Economic Development Element of the Comprehensive Plan for a detailed discussion of 
the District’s economic growth opportunities and challenges within the context of the region. 

 
214.32.2 The growth forecasts used in this Comprehensive Plan are driven by two three factors: land supply, demand, 

and regional growth projections. Unless otherwise noted, values were prepared in 2015-6 by the Office of 
Planning. Each of these is described below. 212.24.3 

 
 

2153 LAND SUPPLY 
 
2153.1 Land supply in the District of Columbia includes “pipeline” sites, vacant infill sites, underutilized sites, large 

sites, and other sites. These categories are mutually exclusive, meaning there is no double counting between 
them. 2135.1 

 
2153.2 Pipeline sites are sites where specific development projects are already planned or under construction. Such 

sites comprise over 800 1,300 acres in the District. They represent 20,00060,000 housing units and about 20 
42 million square feet of commercial non-residential space. The degree of certainty that these projects will 
be built by 2030 in the next 10 years is relatively high. 2153.2 

 
2153.3 In 2013, the District undertook a comprehensive analysis of land use capacity as part of its joint study of the 

Height of Buildings Act with the National Capital Planning Commission. The analysis looked at the unused 
potential capacity from the development of privately-owned vacant and underutilized sites. Vacant infill sites 
comprise about 600 505 acres in the District and are not associated with any particular project or proposal. 
They are generally less than ten acres and include a mix of privately- owned properties and publicly-
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ownedpublicly owned sites. Some 440 426 acres of this land isare residentially zoned, including about 160 
121 acres of multi-family zoned land, and 280 306 acres of land zoned for single family and 
townhomesrowhouses. About 40 53 vacant acres are commercially zoned and 20 23 vacant acres are 
industrially zoned. While vacant lots occur in all parts of the city, about half 30 percent of the city’s vacant 
land is located east of the Anacostia River. 2153.3 

 
2153.4 Underutilized sites comprise about 345 849 acres. For the purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, these are 

defined as commercially and industrially zoned properties containing structures with low assessed values. 
Examples might include auto body shops, car washes, and fast food restaurants located in high density 
commercial districts. Privately owned properties zoned for either multi-family residential, commercial, or 
industrial uses where the property improvements represent less than 30 percent of the potential built capacity 
under the Comprehensive Plan’s land use designations and zoning. An example is a one-story storefront on 
a property where four or more stories are permitted. This does not necessarily mean these uses should be 
displaced-it simply means the private market will create pressure to replace them over time. The underutilized 
sites tend to be clustered along mixed-use corridor streets such as Wisconsin, Connecticut, Georgia, Martin 
Luther King Jr, Nannie Helen Burroughs, and New York Avenues, and Benning Road, and Georgia Avenue. 
2153.4 

 
2135.5 Large sites in the District include about a dozen properties or clusters of adjoining properties, with the 

potential for reuse during the next 20 years. They range in size from 25 acres to over 300 acres. They include 
sites that already contain extensive development, like DC Village and Reservation 13, and sites that are 
largely vacant, such as Poplar Point and the McMillan Reservoir Sand Filtration site. These sites hold many 
possibilities for the future, from large mixed  use communities to new parks and open spaces, public 
facilities, and infrastructure. In total, the large sites represent about 1,500 acres. Some have already been 
master planned for new uses; Tthe future of other sites has yet to be determined. Some are federally owned, 
and some are owned by the District. The Office of Planning estimates that federally owned sites will account 
for less than 10 percent of the District’s job and household growth in the next 20 yearsthrough 2025. 2153.5 

 
2153.6 There are many other sites in the District where development could occur. Despite an overall decrease in the 

number of vacant buildings, some These include approximately 2,000 vacant buildings, many of which 
contain multiple vacant housing units. Some of these buildings can be renovated and others are likely to be 
demolished and replaced. There are also freeways and railyards, in some cases with developable air rights 
above where development could occur in the air rights above the existing uses. There are at least eight four 
aging housing projects that have been identified as possible “new communities.” There are also hundreds of 
properties in the city that are developed below the maximum square footage allowed by zoning. Some 
property owners may choose to replace what is on these lots today with something larger in the future. 2153.6 

 
2153.7 Table 2.1 summarizes vacant and underutilized commercial land within the District and provides an estimate 

of potential additional development that these lands could accommodate based on existing zoning. 2153.7 
 
2153.8 Table 2.1: Potential Additional Development on Vacant and Underutilized Lands Citywide 2153.8 
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http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdfelling. 

 

2164 THE COOPERATIVE FORECASTS 
 
2164.1 The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) coordinates socio-economic projections 

for the Washington region. These projections include households, population, and jobs and are expressed in 
five-year intervals, currently to 20302045. Projections are made for the region as a whole and for each of its 
17 23 jurisdictions. They take into account national economic trends, local demographics, and the local plans 
and policies of the region’s cities and counties. As part of this effort, the District develops a jurisdiction-level 
forecast and works with MWCOG to reconcile and balance the forecast with other jurisdictions. 2164.1 

 
2164.2 At the regional level, the projections have been relatively accurate since the forecasting program began in 

1975. Actual growth during the last 30 40 years has tracked closely with what the forecasts predicted. 2164.2 
 
2164.3 In 20052016, the MWCOG board approved projections showing the region would add one 1.4 million jobs 

between 2005 and 20252015 and 2045. The projections further show an addition of 550,000640,000 
households and 1.351.5 million residents during this time period. About 43 29 percent of this growth is 
expected to occur in “outer” suburbs such as Loudoun, Frederick, and Prince William Counties, a significant 
decrease from the 43 percent share that was forecasted in 2005. The “inner” suburbs of Fairfax, Montgomery, 
and Prince George’s Counties are expected to maintain their share of growth at absorb about 42 41 percent. 
The most significant change between the 2006 and 2015 MWCOG forecast is the share of growth in the 
central jurisdictions of the District, Arlington County, and Alexandria, which has doubled from remaining 15 
to 30 percent. is expected to occur within the District, Arlington, and Alexandria. The shift in growth from 
the outer suburbs to the region’s core is healthy land use. 2164.3 

 
2164.4 Figure 2.107 indicates the location of regional activity clusters centers in the Washington Metropolitan Area. 

These Updated clusters centers were identified cooperatively by jurisdictions in the MWCOG area in 
20022012. They are intended to provide an organizing framework for directing regional job and housing 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdfelling
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdfelling


30   

growth, as articulated in Region Forward, MWCOG’s planning compact. This compact sets goals to guide 
growth toward the centers, including 75 percent of commercial construction and 50 percent of new 
households.. As the Figure indicates, some of the clusters are more than 40 miles from the District and are 
larger in land area than all of Central Washington. Since 2006, progress has been made toward these goals. 
MWCOG estimates that 76 percent of job growth and 65 percent of household growth will occur in the 
centers. Despite the designation of these areas, MWCOG indicates that only about 40 percent of the region’s 
housing growth and 70 percent of its job growth are projected to occur in the regional activity centers during 
the next 20 years. This means suggests that increased congestion and urban sprawl and related congestion 
are likelycan be minimized. Expanded coordination in land use and transportation planning among the 
region’s cities and counties will be essential to keep the region sustainable. 2164.4 

 
2164.5 Figure 2.107: Regional Activity Clusters 216.5 
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215217 PROJECTED GROWTH, 2005-20252015-2045 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf


32   

 
2175.1 The District’s growth projections are based on a combination of the regional forecasts, approved and planned 

development, and land supply estimates. These projections anticipate a greater pace of growth and increased 
household size than was used in 2006. While many factors may influence these projections, particularly in 
the out-years, they are intended to ensure the District, through the Comprehensive Plan, is adequately 
preparing today for future growth. Table 2.2 provides a summary. 2175.1 

 
2175.2 Table 2.2: Population, Household and Job Forecasts, 2005-20252015-2045 217.2 
 

 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Households 297,100 319,300 341,000 362,500 380,600 396,200 411,900 
Population* 672,200 729,500 787,100 842,200 893,900 940,700 987,200 
Employment 798,300 846,300 895,100 937,900 978,200 1,011,800 1,045,400 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 2.69 2.65 2.62 2.59 2.57 2.55 2.54 
Avg DC Household Size 2.11 2.13 2.16 2.18 2.21 2.24 2.27 

* The District’s population includes about 37,200 44,000 people living in group quarters (dormitories, institutions, 

nursing homes, etc.). For projection purposes, this population is expected to remain about the same over the next 20 

years grow to over 53,000 by 2045.   
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 
 

2175.3 Because the Census is only taken every 10 years, estimates of population and household growth begin with 
2005 the 2010 Census as the base, then adjust this using the Census’ Annual Estimates of Population and the 
American Community Survey. Since 2005, these sources have closely matched the District’s own population 
forecasts“baseline” estimates. These figures are based on the 2000 Census, plus an estimate of net new 
households and residents added between 2000 and 2005. 2175.3 

 
2175.4 The city’s estimates do not match the U.S. Census estimates, which show a loss of 20,000 residents during 

the 2000-2005 period. District estimates are based on a series of indicators, such as net housing additions, 
vacancy rates, school enrollment, IRS tax returns, and utility connections. The Census’ annual estimate is not 
used as the baseline in part because it has historically underestimated the District’s population.* For example, 
the annual Census estimate for 1999 was 53,000 people below the actual number reported during the 
decennial census in 2000. The Comprehensive Plan’s household and population forecasts use a supply-side 
method, which relies on the construction of new square footage of non-residential space and residential units.  
This newly built space reflects the capacity to absorb net new job and household demand. The Plan’s forecasts 
begin by tracking the number of housing units in larger new developments as they progress from conceptual 
plan to completion. Occupancy rates and average household size by building type are applied to each 
development to estimate the increase in households and the population increase from migration. Net natural 
increase (births minus deaths) is then added to the population numbers to reflect growth from within the 
District.  Using this method, recent growth is reviewed and five-year growth forecasts through 2030 are 
provided, as noted in Table 2.2 and described below. 2175.4 

 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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2175.5 Based on building permits, there were 8,100 units added and about 2,100 units demolished between 2000 
and 2005, for a net gain of about 6,000 units. Accounting for vacancies, the 2005 household total is estimated 
at 254,700. Population has been relatively stable and is currently estimated at 576,700. The average 
household size declined from 2.16 to 2.12 between 2000 and 2005.Between 2010 and 2015, the District added 
approximately 30,000 households and the population increased by 70,000.  This matched changes in the 
housing supply from new construction, subdivision of larger units into a greater number of smaller units, and 
decreases in vacancy to historic lows. 2157.5 

 
2175.6 The 2005-2010 2015-2020 growth increment consists of actual projects that are now under construction plus 

a portion of planned projects expected to start construction and reach completion by 2020. The largest share 
of these projects are rental buildings that will increase t h e  percent of rental households as a share of the 
District’s overall households. Rental buildings are the largest share of these projects, and that will increase 
rental households as a share of the District’s overall households. This growth will result in a net gain of about 
11,00022,000 households and is expected to increase the city’s population to almost 600,000730,000 by the 
2010 2020 census. This assumes that household size will start to increase from 2.11 to 2.13. stay at 2.12. 
2175.6  

 
2175.7 Growth forecasts for 2010-20152020-2025 are based on specific projects that have received a pre-

development approval and portions of projects still in more conceptual stages. are still in the planning stages. 
About 14,00022,000 households are expected to be added during this period, bringing the city’s population 
to 630,000787,00 by 20152025. 2175.7 

 
217.8 From 2025 to 2030, the remaining projects that today are in the early conceptual stages of pre-development 

are expected to deliver and be occupied. During this interval the forecast expects the city to grow by over 
21,000 households and 55,000 residents for a total of over 362,000 households and 842,000 residents. 217.8 

 
215.87.9 From 2015 to 20252020 to 2035, a significant portion much of the District’s growth is expected to occur on 

the large sites described earlier in this Element, contributing 14,000 households and 23,000 people. These 
large sites have significant capacity, but also significant planning and infrastructure needs. Growth from these 
sites is spread across several time intervals due to site complexity and where they are in the development 
process.  Beyond the large sites, growth is expected to continue on the remaining smaller vacant and 
underutilized sites, until the District’s population approaches 990,000 and 412,000 households by 2045. 
Assuming the pace of growth experienced between 2005 and 2015 is sustained, another 32,000 households 
will be added. Household size is expected to remain at 2.12, bringing the total population to 698,000. This is 
approximately the same number of residents the District had in 1973, but residing in about 50,000 more 
households. 217.95.8 

 
217 .10 A forecas t  o f  age  gro wth  in  the  popula t io n gro wt h,  f ro m 2006  to  2025 ,  i s  no w inc luded .  

Figure 2.10 shows several trends in how the city’s population is anticipated to change by age.  First, the 
large influx of younger, 20-30-year-old individuals who arrived between 2006 and 2016 will age, and as they 
start families an increase in children is anticipated. In addition, the number of older residents will increase. 
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This age forecast has impor t ant  imp l ica t io ns  fo r  ho w the  Di s t r ic t  wi l l  r e sp ond  to :  
• Increasing demand for pre-school, daycare, and public schools as well as playgrounds and 

parks from a growing population of children; 
• Rising housing costs as recent residents enter their prime income earning years; and 
• Rising demand for senior services as the baby boom generation retires and grows older. 217.10 

 
217.11 Figure 2.11 Forecast of DC Residents by Age: 2015-2025 217.11   

Source; DC Office of Planning 
 
217.125.9 In 2006 tThe biggest unknown in the forecasts is was how the types of households and household size 

would .change. If the District continues were to lose families and attract only small one- and two-person 
households, the 2006 plan recognized that the city could it may well add 57,000 households in the next 20 
years with no gain in population. By incorporating the age forecast with the long-term population forecast in 
Table 2.2, household size is anticipated to increase from 2.11 to 2.27 from 2015 to 2045. However, this 
increase will occur only Household size will only be maintained at its current level if the District retains its 
families, keeping both young professionals in the city as they form families, as well as single-or elder-parent 
led households;  and provides a healthy environment for new all families in its established single family and 
rowhouse neighborhoods. Indeed, from 1990 to 2000, the number of families with children in the District 
declined by 11,000, from 62,000 in 1990 to 51,000 in 2000, with an attendant drop in citywide household 
size. 215.9217.12 

 
* In Spring 2006, the District successfully challenged the US Census 2005 population estimate. The Census 
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revised the estimate to 582,000, representing an increase of 10,000 residents since 2000. The District’s 
official forecasts reflect a lower 2005 household size than was used in the Census challenge (2.12 vs 2.16), 
and consequently reflect lower baseline figures. 2-18 

 
217.135.10 Related Other factors affecting population forecasts are housing costs, immigration, the cost of daycare, 

and K-12 school quality. Higher housing costs have already caused families to “double up” in some parts of 
the city, or leave the city for less expensive housing. Itand may result in adult children returning home or 
living at home longer. Immigration also may drive increases in household sizes, as it has in New York, San 
Francisco, and other gateway cities. Improvement in the District’s public schools and the shift toward 
universal pre-school will makehas made the city a more attractive place for families with young children. 
These forces could offset some of the decline in household size. 215.107.13 

 
217.145.11 The Unlike the 2006 household and population forecasts suggest, , which suggested  that the District 
of Columbia would will capture 10 percent of the region’s growth during 2005-2025, the Plan now expects the District 
to gain an increasing share of the region’s population.  By 2045 By 2025, the District will represent 11 as much as 
14 percent of the region’s population, which is a slightly smaller share than it has today. 217.145.11 
 
 
215.12217.15 Employment Growth  
 
217.16 Employment forecasts track new capacity in proposed development and estimate the number of jobs each 

project could contain. The 2010 baselineare based on estimates build on monthly data reported from the from 
the District Department of Employment Services. The baseline (2005) estimates build on monthly data 
reported by theU.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Dun & BradstreetInfoUSA, the District Department of 
Employment Services, and other sources, with adjustments for self-employment and military personnel. The 
forecasts from 2005 to 20152015 to 2030 are largely based on actual projects under construction in the city, 
as well as office, retail, hotel, industrial, and institutional development that is currently planned and 
proposedin conceptual stages. These estimates are then compared to forecasts made by the District 
Department of Employment Services and other sources. 215.12217.16 

 
217.17  Beyond 20152030, the projections presume a continuation of 2000-20152010-2020 trends but at a slowing 

rate. Continued growth in the service professional, health, and education sectors  is expected, as is growth 
in the eating and drinking establishment sector, as the District’s population increases. with about 5,000 jobs 
a year added between 2015 and 2025. Between 2005 and 20252010 and 2045, the District is expected to add 
125,000300,000 new jobs, bringing the citywide total to 870,400over a million jobs. 215.13217.17 

 
215.147.18 The employment forecasts suggest that the District of Columbia will capture 13 22 percent of the 

region’s job growth during 2005-20252010-2045. By 20252045, the District will have essentially retained 
its share of the region’s jobs, as it drops slightly from 25 to 24 percent, a significantly higher share than 
forecast in 2005.21 percent of the region’s jobs, which is a slightly smaller share than it has today. 
215.14217.18 
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215.157.19 Translating the Forecasts into Demand for Land 
 
215.16217.20 How much land does it take to accommodate 57,000145,000 housing units and 125,000300,000 jobs? 

The answer depends on the density of new development. Other factors, such as the size of housing units, the 
types of jobs being created, and the amount of land set aside for parking and open space also weigh in. The 
diagram at right shows three scenarios. 215.16217.20 

 
215.17217.21 The first illustrates the land that would be required for single family homes (at 6 units per acre) and 

one story campus-style office buildings. About 13,00033,000 acres would be necessary. The second scenario 
shows land requirements for housing built at row house densities (25 units per acre), with the jobs housed in 
five story office buildings. About 3,0007,000 acres would be required. The third scenario shows land 
requirements for housing built at apartment densities of about 125 units per acre, with the jobs housed in ten-
story office buildings. Land consumption drops to under 1,0002,000 acres. 215.17217.21 

 
215.18217.22 Of course, the diagram simplifies the actual dynamics of how land is used and developed. It also leaves 

out land that must be set aside for parks, public facilities, and infrastructure. The District expects some 
combination of high, medium, and low densitylow-density development during the next 20 30 years. 
However, high land costs and the scarcity of land in the city make denser development more likely and even 
appropriate. on most of the remaining vacant sites. 215.187.22 

 
215.19217.23 Growth by Planning Area 
 
217.24 Tables 2.3 and 2.4 show where household and job growth is expected to take place within the city over the 

next 20 yearsthrough 2045. The estimates reflect the location of planned development projects, vacant and 
underutilized sites, and Comprehensive Plan land use designations and policies. 215.19217.24 

 
217.255.20 Table 2.3: Projected Distribution of Household Growth by Planning Area 215.20217.25 
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http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 

 
215.2217.261 Table 2.4: Projected Distribution of Job Growth by Planning Area 215.21217.26 
 

 
 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf


38   

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_frame
work.pdf. 

2 
217.275.22 The tables indicate that about 30 28 percent of the city’s future household growth will occur in Central 

Washington and along the Lower Anacostia Waterfront. This reflects current and expected development in 
and around Downtown, the North of Massachusetts Avenue (NoMA) area, the Southwest Waterfront, the 
Near Southeast, and on large sites such as Poplar Point. Other areas east of the Anacostia River represent 
about 20 18 percent of the projected total. The Mid-City and Near Northwest areas also represent a combined 
total of 20 14.2 percent, with most of the gain expected east of 14th Street NW, especially around Howard 
University, Columbia Heights, and Shaw. The biggest shift since the 2006 forecast is that the Upper Northeast 
area is now expected to accommodate 19.7 percent of the District’s household growth.  This is a result of 
major land use changes around Union Market, McMillan Reservoir, Rhode Island Avenue Metro station, and 
the large number of vacant and underutilized properties in the Upper Northeast area. Additional data and 
guidance for each of these areas is provided in the Area Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 215.22217.27 

 
215.237.28 Employment growth will continue to be concentrated in Central Washington and along the Anacostia 

River. These two areas are were expected to absorb three-quarters of the city’s job growth by 2025, 
principally in places like the South Capitol Street Corridor, the Southeast Federal Center, and the New York 
Avenue Metro Station area. The updated forecast suggests that job growth will be slightly more distributed.  
Central Washington and the Anacostia River Waterfront areas are now expected to absorb 57 percent of job 
growth. About five percent of the city’s job growth is projected to take place in Upper Northeast, especially 
along the New York Avenue corridor, is now expected to absorb about 10 percent of the city’s job growth. 
Another eight 14 percent is expected east of the Anacostia River on sites such as St. Elizabeths and the 
Minnesota Avenue Metro Station Area. The remaining six planning areas represent less than 15 20 percent 
of the city’s job growth, most associated with institutional uses and infill office and retail development along 
corridor streets. 215.23217.28 

 
For more information on employment growth and growth sectors, please refer to the Economic Development 
Element. 

 
217.295.24 As time unfolds, departures from the District’s forecasts are likely. Future amendments to the 

Comprehensive Plan may be considered in response to changing trends, new projections, and shifting 
expectations for the future. 217.295.24 

2 
 

216218 FROM VISION TO REALITY: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
218.16.1 The first twoearlier sections of this Element provided the context for the Comprehensive Plan Revision. This 

section establishes 36 underlying principles for the future that reflect this context. Most of these principles 
are based on “A Vision for Growing an Inclusive City,” the policy framework for the Comprehensive Plan 

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
http://planning.dc.gov/planning/frames.asp?doc=/planning/lib/planning/2006_revised_comp_plan/2_framework.pdf
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Revision endorsed by the Council of the District of Columbia in 2004. However, statements from the previous 
Comprehensive Plan and other documents that set the frame for more detailed planning in the District also 
are incorporated. Policies in each Element of the Comprehensive Plan elaborate on the city’s commitment to 
following these principles. 216.1218.1 

 
2186.2 The principles are grouped into five sections: 

 
• Managing Growth and Change 
 
• Creating Successful Neighborhoods 
 
• Increasing Access to Education and Employment 
 
• Connecting the City 
 
• Building Green and Healthy Communities. 2186.2 

 
2186.3 The principles acknowledge that the benefits and opportunities of living in the District are not available to 

everyone equally and that divisions in the city- physical, social and economic - must be overcome to move 
from vision to reality. 2186.3 

 

2197 MANAGING GROWTH AND CHANGE: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
2197.1 1. Change in the District of Columbia is both inevitable and desirable. The key is to manage change in ways 

that protect the positive aspects of life in the city and reduce negatives such as poverty, crime, food deserts, 
displacement, and homelessness. 217219.1 

 
2197.2 2. A city must be diverse to thrive, and the District cannot sustain itself by only attracting small, affluent 

households. To retain residents and attract a diverse population, the city should provide services that support 
families. A priority must be placed on sustaining and promoting safe neighborhoods offering health care, 
quality education, transportation, child care, parks, libraries, arts and cultural facilities, and housing for 
families. 2197.2 

 
2197.3 3. Diversity also means maintaining and enhancing the District’s mix of housing types. Housing should be 

developed for households of different sizes, including growing families as well as singles and couples, and 
for all income levels. 2197.3 

 
2197.4 4. The District needs both residential and non-residential growth to survive. Nonresidential growth benefits 

residents by creating jobs and opportunities for less affluent households to increase their income. 2197.4 
 



40   

2197.5 5. A large component of current and forecasted growth in the next decade Much of the growth that is forecast 
during the next 20 years is expected to occur on large sites that are currently isolated from the rest of the city. 
Rather than letting these sites develop as gated or self-contained communities, they should become part ofbe 
integrated into the city’s urban fabric through the continuation of street patterns, open space corridors and 
compatible development patterns where they meet existing neighborhoods. Since the District is landlocked, 
its large sites must be viewed as extraordinarily valuable assets. Not all should be used right away-some 
should be “banked” for the future. 2179.5 

 
2197.6 6. Redevelopment and infill opportunities along corridors and near transit stations will be an important 

component of reinvigorating and enhancing our neighborhoods. Development on such sites must not 
compromise must be designed to respect the integrity of stable neighborhoods and must be designed to 
respect the broader community context, and encourage housing and amenities for low-income.households, 
who rely more on transit.  Adequate infrastructure capacity should be ensured as growth occurs. 2197.6 

 
2197.7 7. Growth in the District benefits not only District residents, but the region as well. By accommodating a 

larger number of jobs and residents, we can create the critical mass needed to support new services, sustain 
public transit, and improve regional environmental quality. 2197.7 

 
 

21820 CREATING SUCCESSFUL NEIGHBORHOODS: GUIDING 

PRINCIPLES 
 
21820.1 8. The residential character of neighborhoods must be protected, maintained and improved. Many District 

neighborhoods possess social, economic, historic, and physical qualities that make them unique and desirable 
places in which to live. These qualities can lead to development and redevelopment pressures that threatenAs 
the District continues to grow, more residents, and those of varied socio-economic backgrounds, should be 
accommodated, including the production and preservation of affordable housing, while using zoning, design, 
and other means to retain the very qualities that physically characterize thesethat make the neighborhoods 
and make them attractive. These pressures must be controlled through zoning and other means to ensure that 
neighborhood character is preserved and enhanced. Zoning and other means should be used to attract 
neighborhood serving retail that in turn, enhances the surrounding residential neighborhood.21820.1 

 
21820.2 9. Many neighborhoods include commercial and institutional uses that contribute to their character. 

Neighborhood businesses, retail districts, schools, parks, and recreational facilities, houses of worship and 
other public facilities all make our communities more livable. These uses provide strong centers that reinforce 
neighborhood identity and provide destinations and services for residents. They too must be protected and 
stabilized. 21820.2 

 
21820.3 10. The recent housing boom has triggered a crisis of affordability in the city, creating a hardship for many 
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District residents and changing the character of neighborhoods. The preservation of existing affordable 
housing and the production of new affordable housing for low income and workforce households both are 
essential to avoid a deepening of racial and economic divides in the city, and must occur city-wide to achieve 
fair housing objectives.. Affordable renter-and owner-occupied housing production and preservation is 
central to the idea of growing more inclusively.  22018.3 

 
21208.4 11. The District of Columbia contains many buildings and sites that contribute to its identity. Protecting 

historic resources through preservation laws and other programs is essential to retain the heritage that defines 
and distinguishes the city. Special efforts should be made to conserve row houses as the defining element of 
many District neighborhoods, and to restore neighborhood “main streets” through sensitive renovation and 
updating. 21208.4 

 
22018.5 12. Each neighborhood is an integral part of a diverse larger community that contributes to the District’s 

identity. Growing an inclusive city means that all neighborhoods should share in the overall social 
responsibilities of the community, including accommodating the overall growth in new residents, housing 
the homeless, feeding the hungry, and accommodating the disabled. 22018.5 

 
22018.6 13. Enhanced public safety is one of the District’s highest priorities and is vital to the health of our 

neighborhoods. The District must continue to improve safety and security, and sustain a high level of 
emergency police, fire, and medical assistance. Moreover, the District must engage in appropriate planning 
and capital investments to reduce the likelihood and severity of future emergencies. 22018.6 

 
22018.7 14. Confidence in government begins at the neighborhood level. It is built block-by-block, based on day-to-

day relationships and experiences. Meaningful citizen participation and quality, responsive neighborhood 
services are essential to sustain successful neighborhoods. 22018.7 

 
22018.8 15. Public input in decisions about land use and development is an essential part of creating successful 

neighborhoods, from development of the Comprehensive Plan to every facet of its implementation. 212208.8 
 
22018.9 Policies and actions to support neighborhoods cut across many Comprehensive Plan topics and appear 

throughout this document. Wherever they may appear, these policies are underpinned by the common goal 
of conserving functioning, stable neighborhoods and improving those that need redirection or enhancement.. 
22018.9 

 
 

221921 INCREASING ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT: 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
22119.1 16. Increasing access to jobs and education by District residents is fundamental to improving the lives and 
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economic well beingwell-being of District residents. Quality eEducation must equips students with the skills 
and tools to succeed. 22119.1 

 
22119.2 17. An economically strong and viable District of Columbia is essential to the economic health and well 

beingwell-being of the region. Thus, a broad spectrum of private and public growth (with an appropriate level 
of supporting infrastructure) should be encouraged. The District’s economic development strategies must 
capitalize on the city’s location at the center of the region’s transportation and communication systems. 
22119.2 

 
22119.3 18. Increasing access to education and employment is linked to broader social goals such as increasing access 

to employment, strengthening families, creating a better future for the city’s youth, and reducing chronic and 
concentrated poverty. Therefore, physical plans for the city must be accompanied by plans and programs to 
improve our educational system, improve literacy and job training, and link residents to quality jobs. 22119.3 

 
22119.4 19. The overarching goals of the Comprehensive Plan cannot be achieved without sustained investment in 

public school and library facilities. The physical condition of these facilities must be improved of good 
quality before the vision of a more inclusive city can be truly achieved. 22119.4 

 
22119.5 20. Colleges and universities make the District an intellectual capital as well as a political capital. They are 

an essential part of the District’s plans to grow its “knowledge based” economy, improve access to learning, 
and broaden economic prosperity for all District residents. Sustaining our colleges and universities is 
important, as is protecting the integrity of the communities of which they are a part. Encouraging access to 
higher education for all residents is vitally important, as is locating higher education facilities in 
neighborhoods currently underserved by such facilities. 22119.5 

 
22119.6 21. Land development policies should be focused to create job opportunities for District residents. This means 

that sufficient land should be planned and zoned for new job centers in areas with high unemployment and 
under-employment. A mix of employment opportunities to meet the needs of residents with varied job skills 
should be provided. 22119.6 

 
22119.7 22. Providing more efficient, convenient, and affordable transportation for residents to access jobs in the 

District and in the surrounding region is critical to achieve the goal of increasing District residents’ access to 
employment. 22119.7 

 
22119.8 23. Downtown should be strengthened as the region’s major employment center, as its cultural center; as a 

center for government, tourism and international business; and as an exciting urban mixed-use neighborhood. 
Policies should strive to increase the number of jobs for District residents, enhance retail opportunities, 
increase the number of residential units, promote access to Downtown from across the District and the region, 
and restore ensure Downtown’s prominence as the heart of the city. 22119.8 

 
22119.9 24. Despite the recent economic resurgence in the city, the District has yet to reach its full economic potential. 
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Expanding the economy means increasing shopping and services for many District neighborhoods, 
particularly east of the Anacostia River, bringing tourists beyond the National Mall and into the city’s 
business districts, and creating more opportunities for local entrepreneurs and small businesses. The District’s 
economic development expenditures should help support local businesses and provide economic benefits to 
the community. 22119.9 

 
 

2220 CONNECTING THE CITY: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
2220.1 25. Increased mobility can no longer be achieved simply by building more roads. The priority must be on 

investment in other forms of transportation, particularly transit. Mobility can be enhanced further by 
improving the connections between different transportation modes, improving traveler safety and security, 
and increasing system efficiency. 2220.1 

 
2220.2 26. Transportation facilities, including streets, bridges, transit, sidewalks, and paths, provide access to land 

and they provide mobility for residents and others. Investments in the transportation network must be 
equitably distributed, prioritize safety, access and sustainable transportation, and balance d to serve local 
access the needs for of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, autos and delivery trucks vehicles as well as the 
needs of residents and others to move around and through the city. 2220.2 

 
2220.3 27. Washington’s wide avenues are a lasting legacy of the 1791 L’Enfant Plan and are still one of the city’s 

most distinctive features. The “great streets” of the city should be reinforced as an element of Washington’s 
design through transportation, streetscape, and economic development programs. 2220.3 

 
2220.4 28. Connections to and between the city’s celebrated open spaces, such as Rock Creek Park and the National 

Mall, should be improved. At the same time, creation of new parks along the Anacostia River and 
enhancement of the federal Fort Circle Parks, should be supported to connect communities and enhance 
“green infrastructure” in the city. 2220.4 

 
2220.5 29. The District continues to grow in reputation as an international cultural center. To sustain this growth, it 

must continue to support a healthy arts and cultural community through its land use, housing, and economic 
development policies. The power of the arts to express the identity of each community while connecting 
neighborhoods and residents must be recognized. 2220.5 

 
2220.6 30. Residents are connected by places of “common ground,” such as Union Station and Eastern Market. Such 

public gathering places should be protected, andprotected and should be created in all parts of the city as 
development and change occurs. 2220.6 

 
2220.7 31. The District’s communities are connected by a shared heritage of urban design, reflecting the legacy of 

the L’Enfant Plan, the McMillan Plan, the Height Act of 1910, and preservation of much of the historic urban 
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fabric. After more than two centuries of building, the nation’s capital is still a remarkable place. Urban design 
and streetscape policies must retain the historic, majestic, and beautiful qualities that make Washington 
unique among American cities. 2220.7 

 
 

2231 BUILDING GREEN AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES: GUIDING 

PRINCIPLES 
 
2231.1 32. The site selected for the national capital was characterized by a very special topography, including hills 

interlaced with broad rivers and streams. The topography allowed for the construction of a special collection 
of buildings that gives the District a unique profile. This profile has been further protected by local and 
national ordinances and must continue to be protected in the future. This should include the protection of 
views and vistas and the enhancement of city gateways. 2231.1 

 
2231.2 33. The earth, water, air, and biotic resources of the District must be protected. Furthermore, such resources 

should be restored and enhanced where they have been degraded by past human activities. In particular, 
reforestation of the District and maintenance of its tree cover should be emphasized to sustain the District’s 
reputation as one of America’s “greenest” cities. 2231.2 

 
2231.3 34. As the nation’s capital, the District should be a role model for environmental sustainability. Building 

construction and renovation should minimize the use of non-renewable resources, promote energy and water 
conservation, and reduce harmful effects on the natural environment. 2231.3 

 
2231.4 35. Planning decisions should improve the health of District residents by reducing exposure to hazardous 

materials, improving the quality of surface and groundwater, and encouraging land use patterns and land uses 
that reduce air pollution and facilitate pedestrian and bicycle travel. 2231.4 

 
2231.5 36. The District’s parks and open spaces provide health, recreational, psychological, aesthetic, and ecological 

benefits that contribute to the quality of life. Maintenance and improvement of existing parks, and increased 
access to open space and recreation across the city are basic elements of the city’s vision. The District’s 
public open spaces should be protected against exploitation, and their recreational and environmental values 
should be conserved. 2231.5 

 
 

2242 PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER 
 
222224.1 Taken together, the driving forcesforces driving change, growth projections, and guiding principles in the 

Framework Element provide a foundation for planning the future of the District of Columbia. The remaining 
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subsequent elements of the Comprehensive Plan following this Framework Element examine these 
conditions in much more detail and outline the journey from vision to reality. 224.1 

 
224.2 The Comprehensive Plan provides direction in two important ways. The first is its role in careful land use 

decisions that accommodate growth and ensure that the city is an inclusive and desirable place to live and 
work. The second is through continuing consideration of the plan’s infrastructure priorities to inform the 
District’s Capital Improvement Plan. 222.1224.2 

 
224.3 The Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Regulations are linked in law, and subsequently in application. A 

Congressional Act of June 20, 1938 established that zoning “regulations shall be made in accordance with a 
comprehensive plan…”. In 1973, the District of Columbia Home Rule charter included changes to the 1938 
Act, as follows: “Zoning maps and regulations, and amendments thereto, shall not be inconsistent with the 
comprehensive plan for the national capital” (emphasis added). The relationship between the Comprehensive 
Plan and the District’s Zoning Regulations, and how these are used in the city’s development review process, 
is described below. 224.3 

 
224.4 The Comprehensive Plan, which includes a Generalized Policy Map and a Future Land Use Map, provides 

generalized guidance. The Generalized Policy Map provides guidance on whether areas are designated for 
conservation, enhancement or change, as explained in Section 225. The Future Land Use Map shows 
anticipated future land uses, which may be the same, or different than, the current land uses. Both maps are 
part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the categories used for each map are described later in this 
Framework. 224.4 

 
224.5 Small Area Plans are prepared with community input, to provide more detailed planning guidance. Small 

Area Plans are typically approved by resolution of the Council and information from these plans may be 
subsequently incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan Elements. If approved by Council resolution, the 
Small Area Plans should be used as supplemental guidance by the Zoning Commission where not in conflict 
with the Comprehensive Plan. If approved by Council act, the Small Area Plans have equal weight to the 
Comprehensive Plan and may even amend it. 224.5 

 
224.6 The District of Columbia Zoning Commission is required to use the Comprehensive Plan in its land use 

decision-making. The Zoning Commission may amend the District of Columbia zoning map in two ways, 
both requiring a finding of “not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.” The first way is to establish a 
zone district for a specific parcel or an area of land. A zone district specifies uses allowed as a matter-of-right 
or through a special exception, and development standards such as maximum density, height, and lot 
occupancy. 224.6 

 
224.7 The second way is through a Planned Unit Development (PUD), often for sites that have more than one parcel 

or building. The goal of a PUD is to permit development flexibility greater than specified by matter-of-right 
zoning, such as increased building height or density, provided that the project offers a commendable number 
or quality of public benefits, and protects and advances the public health, safety, welfare, and convenience. 
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These public benefits should be lasting and are developed through discussions between developers, District 
representatives, Advisory Neighborhood Commissions, civic organizations, and the community. As part of 
the PUD process, the Zoning Commission may include a zoning map amendment for the purpose of the PUD, 
which is applicable only for the duration of the PUD, and subject to PUD conditions. The PUD process is not 
to be used to circumvent the intent and purposes of the Zoning Regulations or result in an action inconsistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan. In considering whether a PUD is “not inconsistent” with the Comprehensive 
Plan, it is appropriate to consider the context of the entire site, such as aggregating density on one portion so 
as to increase open space on another portion – achieving an overall density that is consistent with the Plan. 
224.7 

 
224.8 In its decision-making, the Zoning Commission must make a finding of “not inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.” To do so, the Zoning Commission must consider the many competing, and sometimes 
conflicting, policies of the Comprehensive Plan, along with the various uses, development standards and 
requirements of the zone districts. It is the responsibility of the Zoning Commission to consider and balance 
these policies in its decision-making, and clearly explain its decision-making rationale. 224.8 

 
224.9 Specific public benefits are determined through each PUD application and should respond to critical issues 

facing the District as identified in the Comprehensive Plan and through the PUD process itself. In light of the 
acute need to preserve and build affordable housing, described in Section 206, the production of new 
affordable housing units, above and beyond existing matter-of-right limits, and the prevention of permanent 
displacement of on-site residents should be considered as high-priority public benefits in the evaluation of 
residential PUDs. 224.9 

 

2253 GENERALIZED POLICY MAP 
 
2253.1 Purpose of the Policy Map 
 

The purpose of the Generalized Policy Map is to categorize how different parts of the District may change 
between 2005 and 2025. It highlights areas where more detailed policies are necessary, both within the 
Comprehensive Plan and in follow-up plans, to manage this change. 2253.1 

 
2253.2 Purpose of the Policy Map 
 

The map should be used to guide land use decision-making in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan text, 
the Future Land Use Map, and other Comprehensive Plan maps. Boundaries on the map are to be interpreted 
in concert with these other sources, as well as the context actual physical characteristics of each location 
shown. 2253.2 

 
2253.3 Categories 
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The Generalized Policy Map identifies the following four different types of areas: Neighborhood 
Conservation Areas, Neighborhood Enhancement Areas, Land Use Change Areas, and Commercial/Mixed 
Use Areas. Although each area has specific characteristics, all provide opportunities for future development 
that advances District goals and policies. 2253.3 

 
2253.4 Neighborhood Conservation Areas 
 

Neighborhood Conservation areas have very little vacant or underutilized land. They are primarily generally 
residential in character. Maintenance of existing land uses and community character is anticipated over the 
next 20 years. Where change occurs, it will typically be modest in scale and will consist primarily of scattered 
site infill housing, public facilities, and institutional uses. Major changes in density over current (20052017) 
conditions are not expected but some new development and reuse opportunities are anticipated, and these can 
support conservation of neighborhood character where guided by Comprehensive Plan policies and the 
Future Land Use Map. Neighborhood Conservation Areas that are designated “PDR” on the Future Land Use 
Map are expected to be retained with the mix of industrial, office, and retail uses they have historically 
provided. 2253.4 

 
2253.5 The guiding philosophy in Neighborhood Conservation Areas is to conserve and enhance established 

neighborhoods but not preclude development, particularly to address city-wide housing needs.. Limited 
development and redevelopment opportunities do exist within these areas but they are small in scale. The 
diversity of land uses and building types in these areas should be maintained and new development, 
redevelopment, and alterations should be compatible with the existing scale, natural features, and 
architectural character of each area. Densities in Neighborhood Conservation Areas are guided by the Future 
Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan policies. 2253.5 

 
2253.6 Neighborhood Enhancement Areas 
 

Neighborhood Enhancement Areas are neighborhoods with substantial amounts of vacant and underutilized 
residentially zoned land. They include areas that are primarily residential in character, as well as mixed use 
and industrial areas. Many of these areas are characterized by a patchwork of existing homes and individual 
vacant lots, some privately owned and others owned by the public sector or non-profit developers. These 
areas present opportunities for compatible small-scale infill development, including new single family homes, 
townhomes, and other density housing types, mixed use buildings, and where appropriate, light industrial 
facilities. Land uses that reflect the historical mixture and diversity of each community and promote 
inclusivity should be encouraged. 2253.6 
 

2253.7 The guiding philosophy in Neighborhood Enhancement Areas is to ensure that new development “fits-in” 
and responds to the existing character, natural features, and existing/planned infrastructure capacity. New 
housing should be encouraged to improve the neighborhood and must be consistent with the land use 
designation on the Future Land Use Map and with Comprehensive Plan policies. The unique and special 
qualities of each area should be maintained and conserved, and overall neighborhood character should be 
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protected or enhanced as development takes place. Publicly-owned open space within these areas should be 
preserved and enhanced to make these communities more attractive and desirable. 2253.7 

 
2253.8 The main difference between Neighborhood Enhancement and Neighborhood Conservation Areas is the large 

amount of vacant and underutilized land that exists in the Enhancement Areas. Neighborhood Enhancement 
Areas often contain many acres of undeveloped lots, whereas Neighborhood Conservation Areas appear to 
be mostly “built out.” As infill development takes place on undeveloped lots, special care must be taken to 
avoid displacement nearby. Existing housing should be enhanced through rehabilitation assistance. New 
development in these areas should support neighborhood and city-wide housing needs, improve the real estate 
market, reduce crime and blight, and attract complementary new uses and services that better serve the needs 
of existing and future residents. 2253.8 

 
2253.9 Land Use Change Areas 
 

Land Use Change Areas are areas where change to a different land use from what exists today is anticipated. 
In some cases, the Future Land Use Map depicts depicts the specific mix of uses expected for these areas. In 
other cases, the Future Land Use Map shows these sites as “Federal”, indicating the District does not currently 
have the authority to determine land usesdevelop appropriate plans for these areas, but expects a change by 
2025to have this authority by 2025. 2253.9 

 
2253.10 There are more than two dozen Land Use Change Areas identified on the Policy Map. They include many of 

the city’s large development opportunity sites, and other smaller sites that are undergoing redevelopment or 
that are anticipated to undergo redevelopment. Together, they represent much of the city’s supply of vacant 
and underutilized land. 2253.10 

 
2253.11 The guiding philosophy in the Land Use Change Areas is to encourage and facilitate new development and 

promote the adaptive reuse of existing structures. Many of these areas have the capacity to become mixed-
use communities containing housing, retail shops, services, workplaces, parks, and civic facilities. The 
Comprehensive Plan’s Area Elements provide additional policies to guide development and redevelopment 
within the Land Use Change Areas, including the desired mix of uses in each area. 2253.11 

 
2253.123 As Land Use Change Areas are redeveloped, the District aspires to create high quality environments 

neighborhoods that demonstrateinclude exemplary site and architectural design and innovative 
environmental features,  and that are compatible with nearby neighborhoods, and provide significant 
affordable housing and employment opportunities. Measures to ensure that public benefits are commensurate 
with increased density and to and do not negatively impact nearby neighborhoods. Programs to avoid and 
mitigate any undesirable impacts of development of the Land Use Change Areas upon adjacent 
neighborhoods should be required as necessary. 2253.12 

 
2253.13  Commercial/Mixed Use Areas 
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These classificationsThe areas identified as commercial or mixed use correspond to the city’s business 
districts, many of which form the heart of its the city’s neighborhoods. Five categories are used, defining the 
physical and economic character of each area along with generalized long-range conservation and 
development objectives. The commercial areas defined are: “Main Street mixed use corridors,” 
“neighborhood commercial centers,” “multi-neighborhood commercial centers”, “regional commercial 
centers,” and “central employment area.” All categories allow commercial and residential uses. 2253.13 

 
2253.14 Main Street Mixed Use Corridors 
 

These are traditional commercial business corridors with a concentration of older storefronts along the street. 
The service area for Main Streets area served can vary from one neighborhood (e.g., 14th Street Heights or 
Barracks Row) to multiple neighborhoods (e.g., Dupont Circle, H Street, or Adams Morgan). Their common 
feature is that they have a pedestrian-oriented environment with traditional storefronts. Many have upper 
story residential or office uses. Some corridors are underutilized, with capacity for redevelopment. 
Conservation and enhancement of these corridors is desired to foster economic and housing opportunities 
and serve neighborhood needs. Any development or redevelopment that occurs should support transit use 
and enhance the pedestrian environment. 2253.14 

 
2253.15 Neighborhood Commercial Centers 
 

Neighborhood Commercial Centers meet the day-to-day needs of residents and workers in the adjacent 
neighborhoods. Their service area isThe area served by a Neighborhood Commercial Center is usually less 
than one mile. Typical uses include convenience stores, sundries, small food markets, supermarkets, branch 
banks, restaurants, and basic services such as dry cleaners, hair cutting, and child carechildcare. Office space 
for small businesses, such as local real estate and insurance offices, doctors and dentists, and similar uses, 
also may be found in such locations. Many buildings have upper-story residential uses. 2253.15 
 

2253.16 Unlike Main Street Retail Corridors, the Neighborhood Commercial Centers include both auto-oriented 
centers and pedestrian-oriented shopping areas. Examples include Penn Branch Shopping Center on 
Pennsylvania Avenue, SE and the Spring Valley Shopping Center on Massachusetts Avenue, NW. New 
development and redevelopment within Neighborhood Commercial Areas must be managed to conserve the 
economic viability of these areas while allowing additional development, including residential, that 
complements existing uses. 2253.16 

 
2253.17 Multi-Neighborhood Centers 
 

Multi-neighborhood centers contain many of the same activities as neighborhood centers but in greater depth 
and variety. Their service areaThe area served by a Multi-Neighborhood Center is typically one to three miles. 
These centers are generally found at major intersections and along key transit routes. These centers might 
include supermarkets, general merchandise stores, drug stores, restaurants, specialty shops, apparel stores, 
and a variety of service-oriented businesses. These centers also may include residential and office space for 
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small businesses, although their primary function remains retail trade. 2253.17 
 
2253.18 Examples of multi-neighborhood business centers include Hechinger Mall, Columbia BrentwoodHeights, 

Brentwood, and Skyland Shopping Centers. Mixed-use infill development at these centers should be 
encouraged to provide new retail and service uses, and additional housing and job opportunities. Transit 
improvements to these centers are also desirable. 2253.18 

 
2253.19 Regional Centers 
 

Regional centers have the largest range of commercial functions outside the Central Employment Area and 
are likely to have major department stores, many specialty shops, concentrations of restaurants, movies and 
other leisure or entertainment facilities. They typically draw patrons from across the city, as well as patrons 
from nearby suburban areas. A large office component is also associated with regional centers. As with Multi-
Neighborhood Centers, infill development at Regional Centers should provide new retail, entertainment, 
service uses, additional housing, and employment opportunities where feasible. 2253.19 

 
2253.20 These centers are generally located along major arterials and are served by transit, and but typically generate 

significant demand for parking. Off-street parking may be provided on a cooperative/shared basis within the 
area, using both self-contained and nearby commercial parking lots and garages. Regional centers are higher 
in density and intensity of use than other commercial areas, except downtown.  Building height, massing, 
and density should support the role of regional centers while scaling appropriately to Heights and densities 
in regional centers should be appropriate to the scale and function of development in adjoining communities, 
and should be further guided by policies in the Land Use Element and the Area Elements. Examples of 
regional centers include Friendship Heights and Georgetown. 2253.20 

 
2253.21 Central Employment Area 
 

The Central Employment Area is the business and retail heart of the District and the metropolitan area. It has 
the widest variety of commercial uses, including but not limited to major government and corporate offices; 
retail, cultural, and entertainment uses; and hotels, restaurants, and other hospitality uses; as well as high 
density residential uses. The Central Employment Area draws patrons, workers, and visitors from across the 
region. The Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use and Economic Development Elements, and the Central 
Washington Area Element and Lower Anacostia Waterfront/Near Southwest Area Elements provide 
additional guidance, policies and actions related to the Central Employment Area. 2253.21 
 

2253.22 Other Areas 
 

The Generalized Policy Map also identifies parks and open space, land owned by or under the jurisdiction of 
the District or federal government, federal lands with federal buildings, Downtown Washington, and major 
institutional land uses. The fact that these areas are not designated as Conservation, Enhancement, or Land 
Use Change does not mean they are exempt from the policies of the Comprehensive Plan or that their land 
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uses will remain static. Public p Parks and public open space will be conserved and carefully managed in the 
future. Federal lands are called out to acknowledge the District’s limited jurisdiction over them, butthem but 
are still discussed in the text of the District Elements. Downtown includes its own set of conservation, 
enhancement, and change areas, described in more detail in the Central Washington Area Element. Much of 
the institutional land identified as institutional on the map represents colleges and universities; change and 
infill can be expected on each campus consistent with campus plans. Other institutional sites, including 
hospitals and religious orders, likewise may see new buildings or facilities added. Policies in the Land Use 
Element and the Educational Facilities Elements address the compatibility of such uses with surrounding 
neighborhoods. 2253.22 

 
 

2264 THE DISTRICT’S FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
 
2264.1 Maps showing the general distribution and character of future land uses in the city have been an essential 

part of the Comprehensive Plan for over half a century. Both the 1950 and 1967 Comprehensive Plans for 
the National Capital depicted “high density”, “moderate density”, and “low density” residential 
neighborhoods. These Plans further defined “Local Commercial” areas along many corridor streets, a 
“Downtown Commercial” area, and a “Central Federal Employment Area”. The Maps also called out 
hospitals, universities, industrial areas, and federal installations. 2264.1 

 
2264.2 The District portion of the 1984 Comprehensive Plan-the first Plan of the Home Rule Era-was initially 

adopted without a Land Use Map. A set of four large maps was adopted in 1985, along with the Land Use 
Element itself. In the years that followed, the four maps were consolidated into two maps-a Generalized Land 
Use Map and a Generalized Land Use Policy Map. 2264.2 

 
2264.3 An illustrative “paintbrush” format, reminiscent of those used in the 1950 and 1967 Plans, was initially used 

for the 1985 Land Use Map. This format was rejected as being too imprecise and “bloblike.” In subsequent 
years it was replaced by a map with more clearly defined edges, although the maps continue to note that these 
designations are generalized. The Comprehensive Plan text stipulated that streets and street names be 
displayed on the map to ensure its legibility. Its 15 land use categories were defined in broad terms-typical 
uses were described, but no density or intensity ranges were assigned. 2264.3 

 
 
 

2275 FUTURE LAND USE MAP AND CATEGORIES 
 
2275.1 Purpose of the Land Use Map 
 

The Future Land Use Map is part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan and carries the same legal weight as 
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the Plan document itself. The Map uses color-coded categories to express public policy on for future land 
uses across the city. The Future Land Use Map is intended to be used in conjunction with the Comprehensive 
Plan’s policies and actions. Preparation of this map is explicitly required by DC Law; its purpose is to 
“represent the land use policies set forth in the proposed Land Use Element,” using “standardized colors for 
planning maps.” (1-246, D.C. Code). 2275.1 

 
227.2 Each land use category identifies representative zoning districts and states that other zoning districts may 

apply. The Zoning Commission, in selecting a zone district, such as through a Planned Unit Development or 
Zoning Map Amendment, shall determine if it:   

• Is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan;  
• Meets the intent of the Future Land Use Map land use category;  
• Is generally compatible with the character and scale of the Future Land Use Map land use category 

when considering the site in total; and 
• Is generally compatible with the physical and visual character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

227.2 
 

2275.32 Definitions of Land Use Categories: Residential Categories 
 
 

Four residential categories appear on the Future Land Use Map, as follows: 225.27.3 
 
225.37.4 Low Density Residential: This designation is used to define the District’s single family neighborhoods 

generally, but not exclusively, suited for . Ssingle family detached and semi- detached housing units with 
front, back, and side yards are the predominant uses. The R-1-A, R-1-B, and R-2R-6 through R-12, R-14, R-
15, R-16, R-19, and R-21 zone districts are generally consistent with the Low Density Residential land use 
category, although other zones may also apply. 225.37.4 

 
227.55.4 Moderate Density Residential: This designation is used to define the District’s row house neighborhoods 

generally, but not exclusively, suited for row houses, as well as its low-rise garden apartment complexes. The 
designation also applies to areas characterized by a mix of single familysingle-family homes, 2-4 unit 
buildings, row houses, and low-rise apartment buildings. In some of the older inner city neighborhoods with 
this designation, there may also be existing multi-story apartments, many built decades ago when the areas 
were zoned for more dense uses (or were not zoned at all). The R-3, R-4, R-5-A  R-3, R-13, R-17, all RF, 
RA-1, RA-2, RA-6, RA-7, RA-8 and RC-1 Zone Ddistricts are generally consistent with the Moderate 
Density Residential category,; the R-5-B district andalthough other zones may also apply. in some locations. 
227.55.4 

 
227.65.5 Medium Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods or areas generally, but not 

exclusively, suited for where mid-rise (4-7 stories) apartment buildings are the predominant use. The 
reference to stories is general, recognizing that story heights may vary.  Pockets of low and moderate density 
housing may exist within these areas. The Medium Density Residential designation also may apply to taller 
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residential buildings surrounded by large areas of permanent open space. The R-5-B and R-5-CRA-3 Zone 
Ddistricts are generally consistent with the Medium Density Residential designation, although other zones 
may also apply.. 225.5227.6 

 
225.67.7 High Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods and corridors generally, but not 

exclusively, suited for where high-rise (8 stories or more) apartment buildings are the predominant use. The 
reference to stories is general, recognizing that story heights may vary. Pockets of less dense housing may 
exist within these areas. The corresponding RA-4, RA-5, RA-9 and RA-10 zZone ddistricts are generally R-
5-D and R-5-Econsistent with the High Density Residential designation, although other zones may also apply.. 
225.67.7 

 
227.85.7 Commercial Categories: Four commercial categories appear on the Map, listed below. The predominant use 

is commercial, with Although housing is permitted in all of these categories, and incentivized in all but the 
High Density category. the predominant use is commercial. Although all Commercial Categories 
accommodate a mix of uses, aA separate category (Mixed Use, defined on Page 2-32below) is used to identify 
areas where the mixing of commercial, and residential, and sometimes industrial uses is strongly encouraged: . 
227.85.7 

 
227.95.8 Low Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and service areas that are generally 

lower in scale and intensity and character. Retail, office, and service businesses are the predominant uses. 
Areas with this designation range from small business districts that draw primarily from the surrounding 
neighborhoods to larger business districts uses that draw from a broader market area. Their common feature 
is that they are comprised primarily of one- to three-story commercial and mixed-use buildings that range up 
to 40 feet, with greater height possible when approved through a Planned Unit Development. The NC-1, MU-
3 and MU-4 zone districts are generally consistent with the Low Density category, although other zones may 
also apply.The corresponding Zone districts are generally C-1 and C-2-A, although other districts may apply. 
227.95.8 

 
227.105.9 Moderate Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and service areas that are 

somewhat more greater in scale and intensityintense in scale and character than the low-density commercial 
areas. Retail, office, and service businesses are the predominant uses. Areas with this designation range from 
small business districts that draw primarily from the surrounding neighborhoods to larger business districts 
uses that draw from a broader market area. Buildings are larger and/or taller than those in Llow Ddensity 
Ccommercial areas but generally do not exceed five stories50 feet in height, with greater height possible 
when approved through a Planned Unit Development. The NC zone districts identified as moderate density, 
MU-4, MU-5, MU-7, MU-12, MU-15, MU-17, and MU-24 through MU-27 zone districts are generally 
consistent with the Moderate Density category, corresponding Zone districts are generally C-2-A, C-2-B, and 
C-3-A, although other districts zones may also apply. 227.105.9 

 
227.115.10 Medium Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and service areas that are 

somewhat more intensegreater in scale and character intensity than the moderate-density commercial areas. 
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Retail, office, and service businesses are the predominant uses, although residential uses are common. Areas 
with this designation generally draw from a citywide market area. Buildings are generally larger and/or taller 
than those in moderate density commercial areas but generally do not exceed eight stories80-90 feet in height, 
with greater height possible when approved through a Planned Unit Development. The corresponding NC 
zone districts identified as medium density, MU-5 through MU-8, MU-10, MU-13, MU-16, MU-18, MU-19, 
MU-22, MU-23Zone Ddistricts are generally C-2-B, C-2-C, C-3-A, and C-3-Bconsistent with the Medium 
Density category, although other districts zones may also apply. 227.115.10 

 
227.125.11 High Density Commercial: This designation is used to define the central employment district,  of 

the city and other major office employment centers, and other commercial areas with the greatest scale and 
intensity of use in the District. on the downtown perimeter. It is characterized by oOffice and mixed 
office/retail buildings greater than eight stories90 feet in height are the predominant use, although high-rise 
residential and many lower scale buildings (including historic buildings) are interspersed. The MU-6, MU-9, 
MU-30, and the D zones (except the D-1 and D-2)corresponding Zone districts are generallyare generally 
consistent,  C-2-C, C-3-C, C-4, and C-5, although other districts zones may also apply. 227.125.11 

 
227.135.12 Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR): The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) 

category is used to define areas characterized by manufacturing, warehousing, wholesale and distribution 
centers, transportation services, food services, printers and publishers, tourism support services, and 
commercial, municipal, and utility activities which may require substantial buffering from housing and other 
noise-, air pollution- and light-sensitive uses such as housing. This category is also used to denote railroad 
rights-of-way, switching and maintenance yards, bus garages, and similar uses related to the movement of 
freight, such as truck terminals. It is important to ensure adequate, appropriate land is provided for these PDR 
uses that are critical to supporting the retail, transportation and service needs of the city. A variety of zone 
districts apply within PDR areas, recognizing the different intensities of use and impacts generated by various 
PDR activities. The corresponding Zone Ddistrict is PDR, and other districts may also apply where the PDR 
map designation is striped with other land uses.s are generally CM-1, CM-2, CM-3, and M, although other 
districts may apply. The present density and height limits set inby these districts are expected to remain for 
the foreseeable future. 227.135.12 

 
227.145.13 Public and Institutional Categories 
 

Four public and institutional land use categories appear on the Map, as follows: 227.145.13 
 
227.155.14 Federal: This designation includes land and facilities owned, occupied and used by the federal 

government, excluding parks and open space. Uses include military bases, federal government buildings, the 
International Chancery Center, federal hospitals, museums, and similar federal government activities. The 
“Federal” category generally denotes ownership rather thanand federal use. Land with this designation is 
generally not subject to zoning. In the event federal interests on any given federal site terminate, zoning for 
these areas should be established in a manner that is consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies. 227.155.14 
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227.165.15 Local Public Facilities: This designation includes land and facilities occupied and used by the District 
of Columbia government or other local government agencies (such as WMATA), excluding parks and open 
space. Uses include public schools including charter schools, public hospitals, government office complexes, 
and similar local government activities. Other non-governmental facilities may be co-located on site. While 
included in this category, Because of the map scale, local public facilities smaller than one acre-including 
some of the District’s libraries, police and fire stations, and similar uses-may not appear on the Mapmap due 
to scale. Zoning designations vary depending on surrounding uses. 227.165.15 

 
227.175.16 Institutional: This designation includes land and facilities occupied and used by colleges and 

universities, large private schools, hospitals, religious organizations, and similar institutions. While included 
in this category, sSmaller institutional uses such as churches are generally not mapped, unless they are located 
on sites that are several acres in size. Zoning designations vary depending on surrounding uses. Institutional 
uses are also permitted in other land use categories. 227.175.16 

 
227.185.17 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space: This designation includes the federal and District park systems, 

including the National Parks, such as the National Mall;, the circles and squares of the L’Enfant city and 
District neighborhoods;, the National Mall, ;settings for significant commemorative works, certain federal 
buildings such as the White House and the U.S. Capitol grounds, and museums,; and District- operated parks 
and associated recreation centers. It also includes permanent open space uses such as cemeteries, open space 
associated with utilities such as the Dalecarlia and McMillan Reservoirs, and open space along highways 
such as Suitland Parkway. This category includes a mix of passive open space (for resource conservation and 
habitat protection) and active open space (for recreation). While included in this category, Because of the 
map scale, parks smaller than one acre-including many of the triangles along the city’s avenues-may not 
appear on the Mapmap due to scale. Zoning designations for these areas vary. The federal parklands are 
generally unzoned, and District parklands tend to be zoned the same as surrounding land uses. 227.185.17 

 
227.195.18 Mixed Use Categories: The Future Land Use Map indicates areas where the mixing of two or more 

land uses is especially encouraged. The particular combination of uses desired in a given area is depicted in 
striped patterns, with stripe colors corresponding to the categories defined on the previous pages. A Mixed 
Future Land Use Map designation should not be confused with the Mixed Use (MU) zoning districts, 
although they frequently apply to the same area or parcel of land. The Mixed Use Ccategory generally applies 
in the following three circumstances: 

 
a. Established, pedestrian-oriented commercial areas which also include substantial amounts of 

housing, typically on the upper stories of buildings with ground floor retail or office uses; 
 

b. Commercial corridors or districts which may not contain substantial amounts of housing today, 
but where more housing is desired in the future. The pattern envisioned for such areas is typically 
one of pedestrian-oriented streets, with ground floor retail or office uses and upper story housing; 
and 
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c. Large sites (generally greater than 10 acres in size), where opportunities for multiple uses exist 
but a plan dictating depicting the precise location of these uses has yet to be prepared; and.  

 
d. Development that includes residential uses, particularly affordable housing, and residentially 

compatible industrial uses, typically achieved through a Planned Unit Development, although 
there should be no net loss of potential onsite PDR capacity. 225.187.19 

 
227.205.19 The general density and intensity of development within a given Mixed Use area is determined by the 

specific mix of uses shown. If the desired outcome is to emphasize one use over the other (for example, 
ground floor retail with three stories of housing above), the Future Land Use Map may note the dominant use 
by showing it at a slightly higher density than the other use in the mix (in this case, “Moderate Density 
Residential/Low Density Commercial). The Comprehensive Plan Area Elements may also provide detail on 
the specific mix of uses envisioned. 227.205.19 

 
227.215.20 It should also be acknowledged that because of the scale of the Future Land Use Map and the fine-

grained pattern of land use in older parts of the city, many of the areas shown purely as “Commercial” may 
also contain other uses, including housing. Likewise, some of the areas shown as purely “Residential” contain 
existing incidental commercial uses such as corner stores or gas stations, or established institutional uses 
such as churchesplaces of worship. The “Mixed Use” designation is intended primarily for larger areas where 
no single use predominates today, or areas where multiple uses are specifically encouraged in the future. 
227.215.20 

2 
227.225.21 A variety of zoning designations are used in Mixed Use areas, depending on the combination of uses, 

densities, and intensities. All zone districts formerly identified as commercial, SP, CR and Waterfront were 
renamed as MU zone districts in 2016, and are considered to be mixed use..The city has developed a number 
of designations specifically for mixed use areas (such as SP-1, SP-2, CR, and the Waterfront districts). 
Residential uses are permitted in all of the commercial MU zones, however, so many Mixed Use areas may 
have commercial MU zoning. 227.225.21 

 
 

2286 GUIDELINES FOR USING THE GENERALIZED POLICY MAP AND 

THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
 
2286.1 The Generalized Policy Map and Future Land Use Map are intended to provide generalized guides guidance 

for development and conservation decisions, and are considered in concert with other Comprehensive Plan 
policies. Several important parameters, defined below, apply to their use and interpretation. 

 
a.     The Future Land Use Map is not a zoning map. Whereas zoning maps are parcel-specific, 

and establish detailed requirements and development standards for setbacks, height, use, parking, 
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and other attributes, the Future Land Use Map is intended to be “soft-edged” and does not follow 
parcel boundaries and its categories do not specify allowable uses or dimensional development 
standards. By definition, the Future Land Use Map is to be interpreted broadly and .the land use 
categories identify desired objectives. 

 
b. The Future Land Use Map is a generalized depiction of intended uses in the horizon year of the 

Comprehensive Plan, roughly 20 years in the future. It is not an “existing land use map,” although 
in many cases future uses in an area may be the same as those that exist today. 

 
c. While tThe densities within any given area on the Future Land Use Map reflect all contiguous 

properties on a block,,-there may be individual buildings that are larger or smallerhigher or lower 
than these ranges within each area. Similarly, the land use category definitions describe the 
general character of development in each area, citing typical building heights (in stories) as 
appropriate. It should be noted that tThe granting of density bonuses (for example, through 
Planned Unit Developments or Inclusionary Zoning) may result in heights that exceed the typical 
ranges cited here. Except in the R and RF zone districts, the zoning regulations use “Floor Area 
Ratios”- which set a ratio between a building’s total gross floor area and lot area - to regulate 
density. With this approach, buildings may be higher than is characteristic for the land use 
category, but still consistent with the category’s density. Similarly, density on a portion of a site 
may be greater, while provided the density for the site as a whole is consistent with the designation. 

 
d. The zoning of any given area should be guided by the Future Land Use Map, interpreted in 

conjunction with the text of the Comprehensive Plan, including the Ccitywide Eelements and the 
Aarea Eelements, as well as approved Small Area Plans. 

 
e. The designation of an area with a particular Future Land Use Map land use category does not 

necessarily mean that the most intense zoning district described in the land use definitions in that 
category is automatically permitted. And, even if a zone is not identified in a category, it can be 
permitted as described in Section 225.. A range of densities and intensities applies within each 
category, and the use of different zone districts within each category should reinforce this range. 
There are many more than twice as many zone districts (about 30, plus more than a dozen overlay 
zones) as than there are Comprehensive Plan land use categories. For example, there are at least 
three zone districts corresponding to “Low Density Residential” and three zone districts 
corresponding to “Moderate Density Residential.” Multiple zone districts should continue to be 
used to distinguish the different types of low- or moderate-density residential development which 
may occur within each area. Some zone districts may be compatible with more than one 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation.  

 
f. Some zone districts may be compatible with more than one Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 

Map designation. As an example, the existing C-2-AMU-4 zone is consistent with both the Low 
Density Commercial and the Moderate Density Commercial designation, depending on the 
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prevailing character of the area and the adjacent uses. A correspondence table indicating which 
zones are “clearly consistent”, “potentially consistent” and “inconsistent” with the 
Comprehensive Plan categories should be prepared to assist in Comprehensive Plan 
implementation and future zoning actions (see Action LU-4.3.B). 

 
 
g. The intent of the Future Land Use Map is to show use rather than ownership. However, in a 

number of cases, ownership is displayed to note the District’s limited jurisdiction. Specifically, 
non-park federal facilities are shown as “Federal” even though the actual uses include housing 
and industry (e.g., Bolling Air Force Base), offices (e.g., the Federal Triangle), hospitals (e.g., 
Walter ReedVeteran’s Administration), and other activities. Similarly, the “Local Public Facility” 
designation includes high-impact uses such as solid waste transfer stations and stadiums, as well 
as low-impact uses such as schools. Other maps in the Comprehensive Plan are used to show the 
specific types of public uses present in each area. 

 
h. The Map does not show density or intensity on institutional and local public sites. If a change in 

use occurs on these sites in the future (for example, a school becomes surplus or is redeveloped), 
the new designations should be generally comparable in density or intensity to those in the vicinity, 
unless otherwise stated in the Comprehensive Plan Area Elements or an approved Campus Plan. 

 
i. Streets and public rights-of-way are not an explicit land use category on the Future Land Use 

Map. Within any given area, the streets that pass through are assigned the same designation as the 
adjacent uses. 

 
j. Urban renewal plans remain in effect for parts of the District of Columbia, including Shaw, 

Downtown, and Fort Lincoln. These plans remain in effect and their controlling provisions must 
be considered as land use and zoning decisions are made. 

 
k. If a development or redevelopment requires discretionary approvals, the developer must address 

the displacement of residents and businesses. 
 
kl. Finally, the Future Land Use Map and the Generalized Policy Map can be amended. They are not 

intended to freeze future development patterns for the next 20 years. The Comprehensive Plan is 
intended to be a dynamic document that is periodically updated in response to the changing needs 
of the city. Requests to amend the maps can be made by residents, property owners, developers, 
and the District itself. In all cases, such changes require formal public hearings before the DC 
Council, and ample opportunities for formal public input. The process for Comprehensive Plan 
amendments is described in the Implementation Element. 226.1 

 
 

229 INVESTING FOR AN INCLUSIVE CITY 
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229.1 Investing in adequate, well-maintained public facilities and infrastructure that meet the needs of a 
growing city will help implement the Comprehensive Plan and fulfill  our vision of an 
inclusive city.  Public facilities and infrastructure offer vital services to residents, businesses and 
visitors. They shape and enhance the public realm; provide affordable housing; contribute to health, wellness, 
and quality of life; support economic growth; and advance the District as a smart, sustainable, and resilient city. 
229.1 

 
229.2   Public facility and infrastructure investments should address three priorities: reach and maintain a state of 

good repair; add capacity necessary to meet the needs of growth; and address the forces driving change to 
successful ly respond to future opportunities and challenges. Capital investments that incorporate 
sustainable, resilient, and high-quality design features and respond to emerging technologies make the District a 
more attractive, efficient place to live and work, and will pay future dividends by reducing costs to public 
health and the environment. These investments ensure that the city’s transportation, housing at various 
income levels, communications, energy, water, and wastewater systems adequately serve the needs of the 
District, and that education, public safety, and health and wellness facilities effectively and efficiently deliver 
high- quality services to residents, workers and visitors. 229.2 

 
229.3  Public and private infrastructure and facilities within in the District include:  

• Over 1,100 miles of streets, 2401 bridges, 1650 signalized intersections, and 70,000 streetlights; 
• 40 stations and 38 miles of track within the regional Metrorail system; 
• Approximately 400 miles of fiber optic cable; 
• Over 40,000 subsidized affordable rental units; 
• 236 traditional public and private charter schools, 26 public libraries, approximately 370 parks, and recreation 

facilities, and 60 public safety facilities;  
• Over 2,200 miles of electrical cable and related substations; 
• Over 2,300 miles of natural gas pipelines; and 
• Over 1,300 miles of drinking water pipes and 1,800 miles of sewer lines, with pumping stations. 229.3 

 
229.4   Since the adoption of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan, the District and other entities undertook a variety of 

important facility and infrastructure investments to improve the quality of life for District residents. These 
investments have largely replaced aging infrastructure, improved existing facilities, or addressed 
environmental problems; however, few investments have actually expanded capacity to meet the city’s 
growing needs. B e t w e e n  2006 and 2016, the city rehabilitated existing infrastructure such as schools, 
transit and electrical networks that were largely developed prior to the 1980's. The city benefitted from the 
increasing tax revenues from growth while not experiencing the costs of expanding infrastructure to the 
same degree. The same cannot be said going forward. Increasingly, further population and job growth will 
require investments in new capacity. 229.4 

 

229.5   The Forecast of DC Residents by Age in Figure 2.10 provides an example of increased demand: the 
District can expect more than 21,000 additional school-age children and another 7,000 infants and toddlers 
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by 2025. DC Public Schools has capacity, but not necessarily in the neighborhoods expected to have the 
greatest growth in children. Other public and private infrastructure has investment needs to address both 
deferred maintenance and upgrade out-of-date facilities before investments can be made to expand capacity. 
The Metro transportation system, facilities for municipal fleets, and the electrical grid are only a few examples 
of where new investments are necessary to meet the growing needs of the city. 229.5 

 
229.6   Forecasted growth will occur with competing priorities, rising costs, uncertain federal resources, and limited 

borrowing capacity. This will challenge the District to seek new ways of delivering the underlying structural 
supports that serve the residents and businesses of the city. Adding to the complexity, the District must function 
as a city, county, and a state, along with serving as the nation’s capital and the seat of the federal government. 
These are unique challenges not experienced by any other municipality in our nation. 229.6 

 

229.7   The District’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is the official plan for making improvements to public facilities 
and infrastructure over a six-year horizon. The 2006 Comprehensive Plan strengthened the linkage between 
the Plan and the CIP. Proposed projects are now evaluated for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and 
other District policies and priorities.  As a result, the Comprehensive Plan became a guide for capital 
investments, leading to greater coordination across agencies doing public facilities planning; and the 
development of review criteria for a more objective and transparent process. 229.7    

 

229.8  Recognizing the difficulty of developing an appropriate capital plan to support the District’s needs, 
within the resources available, the District has implemented a new modeling tool called the Capital 
Asset Replacement Scheduling System (CARSS). The tool provides a set of mechanisms and models 
that: enable the District to inventory and track all assets; uses asset condition assessments to determine 
the needs and timing for replacement; provides a tool to then prioritize and rank the associated capital 
projects, both new and maintenance projects; and then determine the funding gap and assess the 
impact on out-year budgets from insufficient capital budget. 229.8 

 

229.9  The current FY 2017 – 2022 CIP allocates approximately $6.3 billion to a wide range of capital projects in the 
District, including maintenance, replacement, or upgrade of vehicular fleets for police, fire and emergency 
medical services; street, sidewalks and alley infrastructure; and public buildings and facilities, such as schools, 
recreation centers, parks, health and wellness facilities, and police, fire and government administration 
buildings. 229.9  

 

229.10  The District also uses a 15-year Long-Range Capital Financial Plan to estimate the replacement needs of aging 
assets, evaluate how population growth will require expansion of existing infrastructure and facilities, and 
determine the District's fiscal capacity to fund these projects. This long-range plan was conducted in 2016 and 
included an analysis that estimated a capital budget shortfall of approximately $4.2 billion through 2022. This 
gap includes unfunded new capital projects needed to support the growing population and unfunded capital 
maintenance of existing assets. 229.10  

 
229.11  Perhaps the most significant challenge the District faces to meet the needs of growth is an already relatively 



61   

high debt per capita. District law requires that annual debt service be no more than 12 percent of general 
fund expenditures. This means the city has limited capacity to borrow funds for new long-term investments. 
Going forward, the District must consider innovative ways to deliver and finance infrastructure, perhaps 
learning from other parts of the country experiencing rapid growth similar to that of the District's. 229.11 

 
229.12  The District has already begun the process. The Long-Range Capital Financial Plan represents a more 

rigorous and efficient analysis of capital needs and fiscal capacity. On large sites with significant 
infrastructure needs such as the Wharf along the Southwest Waterfront, the District is using tools like tax 
increment financing or payments in lieu of taxes to fund the needed infrastructure for the projects. The 
District recently created an Office of Public Private Partnerships which is charged with building collaborations 
between the private sector and District government to design, build, operate, and/or maintain key 
infrastructure and facility projects. The Office is exploring ideas such as co-location of private sector uses 
on District owned land and social impact bonds to fund new local public facilities. All are important steps, 
but more is needed to fully invest in an inclusive city. 229.12 
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IN THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 13 

 14 
__________ 15 

 16 
To amend the District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan Act of 1984 to modify the Framework 17 

Element to reflect updated data and analysis of forces driving change and growth 18 
projections, and to clarify land use designations and how to use the Generalized Policy 19 
Map and Future Land Use Map to reflect longstanding policy. 20 

 21 
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA that this 22 

act may be cited as the “Comprehensive Plan Framework Amendment Act of 2019.” 23 

 Sec. 2. Chapter 2 (10-A DCMR § 200.1 et seq.) (Framework Element) of section 3 of the 24 

District of Columbia Comprehensive Plan Act of 1984, effective April 10, 1984 (D.C. Law 5-76; 25 

D.C. Official Code § 1-306.01, et seq.), is amended to read as follows: 26 

“200 OVERVIEW 27 

“200.1 Framework Element 28 

 “The Framework Element of the Comprehensive Plan serves four purposes. 200.1  29 

“200.2 First, it provides the context for the rest of the Plan by describing the forces driving 30 

change in the city. These forces include demographic shifts, economic change, 31 

technological change, fiscal challenges, tensions between federal and local interests, 32 

and more. Such “driving forces” define the major issues facing Washington and touch 33 

every aspect of life in the city. 200.2  34 



“200.3 Second, the Element includes a description of the District’s growth forecasts and 35 

projections. The forecasts are expressed in narrative format and are also summarized 36 

in tables and charts. They show how and where the District expects to add 37 

households, people, and jobs between 2005 and 2025, and adds an extended forecast 38 

through 2045. 200.3  39 

“200.4 Third, the Framework Element ties the Comprehensive Plan to “Vision for Growing 40 

an Inclusive City.” It lays out 36 principles to be followed as the District moves from 41 

“Vision to Reality.” These principles, largely drawn from the Vision and from the 42 

previous Comprehensive Plan, express cross-cutting goals for the District’s future 43 

that guide the Plan’s policies and actions. 200.4  44 

“200.5 Finally, the Element describes the Comprehensive Plan, Generalized Policy Map and 45 

the Future Land Use Map, describes how the Comprehensive Plan guides 46 

development decisions, and the role of capital investments in addressing current and 47 

future challenges regarding infrastructure and facilities. The Generalized Policy Map 48 

“tells the story” of how the District is expected to change during the first quarter of 49 

the century. It highlights the places where much of the city’s future growth and 50 

change is expected to occur and sets the stage for the Elements that follow. The 51 

Future Land Use Map shows the general character and distribution of recommended 52 

and planned uses across the city. Both maps carry the same legal weight as the text of 53 

the Comprehensive Plan. 200.5  54 

“200.6 Unlike the other Citywide Elements, this Element does not contain policies and 55 

actions. Its intent is to provide the foundation for the rest of the Comprehensive Plan. 56 

200.6 57 



“201 THE FORCES DRIVING CHANGE 58 

“201.1 The sections below describe the forces driving change in the District of Columbia and 59 

outline the implications of these forces for the District’s future. The Comprehensive 60 

Plan seeks to address these implications for the District to become a more inclusive 61 

city. Achieving a more inclusive city calls for public and private collaborations, 62 

among District agencies, between District and federal agencies, with the private and 63 

non-profit sectors, with our citizens, as well as our regional partners. 201.1 64 

“202 THE DISTRICT AND THE REGION 65 

“202.1 Since 2006, the District has re-established its position at the center of an 66 

economically dynamic metropolitan area. Rapid growth in population and jobs has 67 

made the District one of the fastest growing large cities in the United States, 68 

following prior decades of population and job loss. Now the District is regaining its 69 

share of the region’s vitality. 202.1  70 

“202.2 Between 2006 and 2016, the Washington metropolitan area grew by almost 17 71 

percent, increasing from 5.2 million to 6.1 million residents. More than 260,000 jobs 72 

were added during this period, an increase of almost nine percent. Greater 73 

Washington is the fastest growing large metropolitan area in the country outside of 74 

the South and West. It is the sixth largest metropolitan area in the nation. 75 

Metropolitan Washington now sprawls across 4,500 square miles of the Middle 76 

Atlantic States. 202.2 77 

“202.3 The District has captured a greater share of regional growth than expected. In 1950, 78 

the District had 46 percent of the region’s population and 83 percent of its jobs. By 79 

2000, it had just 12 percent of the region’s population and 25 percent of its jobs. In 80 



2006, the perceived difficulties of infill development and other factors led to even the 81 

most ambitious projections showing the District with a diminishing share of the 82 

region’s population and jobs in the future. 202.3 83 

“202.4 Instead, our position as the nation’s capital, our historic and unique neighborhoods, 84 

our cultural offerings, and the benefits of density, such as transportation and urban 85 

amenities, placed a premium on Washington and distinguished it from the 86 

surrounding suburbs, reflecting renewed interest in living and working in the city. 87 

With this renewed interest, the District can maintain a growing share of the region’s 88 

population and jobs. 202.4 89 

“202.5 There are signs the region will better balance growth between jobs and households in 90 

the future. In 2006, Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Fairfax Counties planned to 91 

add 620,000 jobs during the next 25 years but only 273,000 households, with similar 92 

imbalances in other regional jurisdictions. If this regional jobs-housing imbalance had 93 

continued, more workers would have sought housing outside the region, creating 94 

more congestion and sprawl, while also raising housing costs in the region’s core as 95 

people sought to reduce their commuting times by moving closer to their jobs. 96 

However, regional projections now indicate a shift toward more housing within the 97 

inner suburbs that should moderate the jobs-housing imbalance, described below in 98 

the Cooperative Forecasting section. 202.5 99 

“203 DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES  100 

“203.1 The District is an attractive place to live and work, as evidenced by recent population 101 

growth. Since 2006, the District grew by over 110,000 (19.5 percent) to an estimated 102 

population of 681,170 in 2015. This growth sharply contrasts with the loss of 103 



population that marked the decades from 1950 to 2000, when Washington went from 104 

a peak of 802,000 residents to 572,000. The current trend, if sustained, puts the 105 

District on track to bypass the 1950s peak within two decades. The main drivers of 106 

this increase are natural increase (births minus deaths), and international and domestic 107 

migration. 203.1 108 

“203.2 Nine to ten percent of the population moves into, or out of, the city each year. The 109 

District has successfully sought to attract and retain both domestic and international 110 

residents. Domestic migration has shifted from negative to positive, with 2,000 people 111 

added annually since 2009. The city has also added 4,000 net new international 112 

residents each year since 2006. 203.2 113 

“203.3 The largest component (69 percent) of in-migration from 2006 to 2015 consisted of 114 

young adults who tended to be white and college educated. These new residents 115 

shifted the demographic makeup in many neighborhoods in several ways. Their 116 

education levels enabled them to accept higher-wage positions than many existing 117 

residents, and their incomes grew faster. These new residents also stayed in the 118 

District and started families. In 2006, married couples made up only 22 percent of 119 

households; since then, married couples represent over half of the District’s 31,000 120 

new households. While fertility rates are down, including for single and teen mothers, 121 

the increase in married couples has resulted in a mini-baby boom, with the number of 122 

average births per year increasing from 7,700 in the early 2000s to over 9,500 by 123 

2015. 203.3 124 

“203.4 Recent migration patterns indicate the city is also losing existing residents in certain 125 

types of households, including parents with children, older adults, and blacks, 126 



although the overall population of these three groups is growing. Prince George’s and 127 

Montgomery Counties in Maryland are, in order, the two largest destinations for those 128 

leaving the city. 203.4 129 

“203.5 Previous population decline, and now growth, has affected different parts of the city 130 

in different ways. Figure 2.1 illustrates changes in population by neighborhood 131 

cluster from 1980 – 2000 and 2000-2015. Between 1980-2000, the vast majority of 132 

population decline occurred east of 16th Street - areas east of the Anacostia River lost 133 

44,000 residents - while many areas west of Rock Creek Park actually gained 134 

residents. As middle-income households moved away, poorer residents stayed behind, 135 

leaving the District with the largest concentration of poverty in the region and a 136 

sharper divide between rich and poor. This also resulted in a greater concentration of 137 

people with special needs, and places of disinvestment, with concomitant social ills in 138 

many communities. 203.5 139 

“203.6 Much of the population growth between 2000 and 2015 concentrated in central 140 

Washington neighborhoods, particularly those hit hard by the 1968 riots. The riots 141 

and their aftermath resulted in vacant and underutilized land in what subsequently 142 

became a desirable, central location.  Accelerating demand to live in these 143 

neighborhoods has resulted in increased housing costs that threaten the ability of 144 

existing lower income households to remain. 203.6 145 

“203.7 Figure 2.1: Population Change by Neighborhood Cluster, 1980-2000 and 2000-2015  146 

 147 

“203.8 Figure 2.2 illustrates changes to population in the District by race, over time. Unlike 148 

the experience of other major cities, the loss of population in Washington was not 149 



solely attributable to “white flight.” In fact, between 1980 and 2000, blacks registered 150 

the largest decrease among the city’s racial groups, dropping in population by almost 151 

100,000, and this trend continued through 2010, with an additional decline of 38,000 152 

to 305,125. While some black residents left the District for family ties and increased 153 

opportunities, the rising costs of living, especially housing costs, became a significant 154 

factor. Since 2010, the black population has stabilized and started to grow again, and 155 

now represents 48 percent of the total population. Compared to the rest of the District, 156 

the current black population is both younger (under 18) and older (over 64). 157 

Challenges persist, with black households on average earning 45 percent less than 158 

white households, and with a larger percentage of single female heads of household. 159 

While forecasted to increase numerically, the city’s black population will remain 160 

below 50 percent of total population through 2025. 203.8 161 

“203.9 There have been steady increases in Hispanic and Asian populations in recent decades. 162 

Growth of Hispanic residents started in the 1980’s with foreign migration primarily 163 

from countries like El Salvador. This has subsequently shifted to migration primarily 164 

from Mexico and Puerto Rico, along with net natural increases from residents. 203.9 165 

“203.10  Figure 2.2 Population of DC by Race: 1890 – 2010 203.10 166 

“203.11 While population loss after 1950 was significant, the decline in the number of 167 

households was much less dramatic. The number of households in the District 168 

declined by just 2 percent between 1980 and 2000, standing at 248,000 in 2000. Thus, 169 

population loss in the late 1900s was less a function of housing being abandoned and 170 

more a result of larger households being replaced by smaller households. In fact, the 171 

average household in Washington contained 2.16 persons in 2000, down from 2.72 in 172 



1970. Middle-class families left the city in large numbers during this period and the 173 

number of school-aged children dropped dramatically. 203.11 174 

“203.12 The 2006 Plan accurately predicted household size falling through 2010, and then 175 

stabilizing. According to the US Census, the percentage of older residents is expected 176 

to increase as “baby-boomers” retire, and the percentage of foreign-born residents, 177 

particularly those of Hispanic origin, is expected to rise. The District is expected to 178 

continue to be a magnet for the region’s young professionals and empty nesters. Its 179 

ability to attract and retain young households and families with children rests largely 180 

on its ability to improve the quality of public education and address basic issues like 181 

crime, provision of services, inventory of, family-sized housing stock, and housing 182 

affordability. 203.12 183 

“204 ECONOMIC CHANGES  184 

“204.1 On the surface, Washington’s economic picture is the envy of most cities. There are 185 

more jobs than residents, and nearly three times more jobs than households. Job 186 

growth, important for the city’s economic vitality, has continued throughout this 187 

century, with 83,000 new jobs added since 2005 for a total of 798,000 jobs in 2015. 188 

Job growth in the professional services, education, and hospitality sectors has 189 

outpaced federal employment growth, helping diversify the city’s economy beyond 190 

the federal government. Wages in the region are among the highest in the nation. 191 

204.1 192 

“204.2 Job growth has led to declining unemployment. After peaking above 10 percent in 193 

2011, unemployment dropped to 6.1 percent in 2016. The diversity of job growth has 194 

reduced unemployment across race, education levels, and geography. Yet the city’s 195 



unemployment rate is relatively high, hovering between 6 and 9 percent - consistently 196 

almost double the rate for the region. Unemployment rates in areas such as Far 197 

Southeast/Southwest are still four to five times higher than the regional rate, and 198 

disproportionately affect black residents. Yet many District residents do not have the 199 

skills to fill the white-collar jobs that drive the city’s economy, and because the 200 

District is one of the region’s major job centers and requires some “importing” of 201 

workers from the suburbs, more than 70 percent of the jobs in the District are filled 202 

by workers who live in Maryland and Virginia. . This is essential to the District’s 203 

economy: even if every DC resident in the labor force was employed in the city, we 204 

would still need almost 400,000 additional workers to fill the city’s jobs. 204.2 205 

“204.3 This imbalance results in a number of problems. The most often cited problem is the 206 

District’s inability to tax the incomes of the nearly 500,000 non-residents who 207 

commute to the city each day. This daily migration is also accompanied by traffic 208 

congestion, air quality problems, and millions of hours of lost productivity. 204.3 209 

“204.4 Perhaps the more profound problem is the regional income divide. As Figures 2.3 210 

through 2.5 indicate, the District today is a city divided by income, education, and 211 

employment. The maps depict this regional pattern within the District, as well as the 212 

change the District has experienced since 2006. And, change must be carefully 213 

considered: while the neighborhoods of Central Washington have seen a recent 214 

decrease in the percent of those without a college degree or living in poverty, this is 215 

attributed to the strong increase in a resident workforce with college degrees, not 216 

necessarily improvements for existing residents, so the regional divide persists. 217 

“Vision for Growing an Inclusive City” concluded that bridging the income divide 218 



was the single biggest challenge facing the District as it plans for its future, and now, 219 

with over 17 percent of residents living in poverty and the cost of living rising, that 220 

challenge remains. 204.4 221 

“204.5 Figure 2.3: Unemployment in 2015 204.5 222 

“204.6 Figure 2.4: Persons 25+ Without College Degrees in 2015 204.6 223 

“204.7 Figure 2.5: Poverty Rate in 2015 204.7 224 

“204.8 Demographic tables throughout the Comprehensive Plan, including Figures 2.3, 2.4, 225 

and 2.5, use the most accurate, up-to-date Census and other data available. At the 226 

city-wide level, this may mean data from a single year of the American Community 227 

Survey (ACS) and the Annual Estimate of Population. Getting to a neighborhood 228 

level requires five years of ACS data. Unless otherwise stated, this data is labeled 229 

with the last year the data was collected but represents an average for the whole 230 

collection period. Readers should take this into consideration given the rapid rates of 231 

change for some neighborhoods. For the decennial census, students residing in the 232 

District on April 1, 2010 (census day) are counted as residents of the District rather 233 

than residents of their home state. Consequently, data on poverty, age, and other 234 

variables reflects student populations in census tracts containing (or adjacent to) 235 

universities. The District has accounted for these anomalies within the 236 

Comprehensive Plan, and should tailor its anti-poverty, economic development, and 237 

similar programs accordingly. 204.8 238 

“204.9 While attracting residents earning higher-wage jobs reflects a strong economy, it is 239 

important to consider the resulting growth in income disparities. At the national and 240 

metropolitan levels, income from lower-wage jobs has decreased in real terms, while 241 



income for workers with higher wages has grown, as shown in Figure 2.6. In the 242 

District, the story is somewhat different: wage growth at the lower end improved but 243 

importantly has not kept pace with growth for higher wage workers. Growing income 244 

disparity is even greater when considering geographic, racial/ethnic, and gender 245 

dimensions. 204.9 246 

“204.10  Figure 2.6 Earned Income Growth for Wage and Salary Workers by Percentile: 2000-247 

2014 248 

“204.11 From a regional perspective, the District’s employment outlook is positive. Because 249 

Washington is the seat of the federal government, it has been insulated from the 250 

economic cycles that have affected other regions of the country. The city never had a 251 

large industrial base, so it was spared the large-scale job losses experienced in cities 252 

like Baltimore and Philadelphia during the 1970s and 1980s. The District was not 253 

dependent on technology jobs, so it was spared the downturns affecting places like 254 

San Jose and Austin during the early 2000s. Even the downsizing of the federal 255 

government in the 1990s was accompanied by a rise in procurement spending that 256 

kept the Washington economy strong. The 2013 federal budget sequestration provides 257 

a recent example of the District’s economic strength and diversity. Despite the sudden 258 

loss of 7,000 federal jobs, the city’s population and total jobs continued to grow. 259 

20411 260 

“204.12 A factor in the city’s economic growth is its taxes. During the 1980’s and 1990’s, the 261 

District’s reputation in the region was high-taxing: the highest tax rates for sales, 262 

business franchise, and real property. Since the Control Board era, the District for the 263 



most part has resisted raising tax rates, lowered many of these rates, and from a tax 264 

perspective, become more economically competitive in the region. 204.12 265 

“204.13 Washington’s economy is diversifying, which helps during slow federal growth; 266 

however, a period of significant and sustained decline in federal employment and 267 

procurement would challenge the city’s ability to recover. Further diversifying the 268 

District’s economy will make the city more resilient to this and other economic 269 

shocks. A key advantage to the federal presence is its highly educated and skilled 270 

workforce, which the private and non-profit sectors can tap as a mutual asset for 271 

growth. 204.13  272 

“204.14 But it is hard to consider an economy truly resilient when it does not close the “skills 273 

gap” that exists between the needs of local employers and the abilities of many 274 

District residents. Future job growth is expected to be concentrated in the services 275 

sector, including the business, legal, engineering, management, educational and social 276 

service fields. The Economic Development Element of this Plan emphasizes the 277 

importance of closing the skills gap by improving education and job training so that 278 

more District residents can fill jobs in these and all other professions and adapt to 279 

changing conditions. 204.14 280 

“204.15 Since 2006, the increased demand and competition for housing from a growing 281 

number of higher-wage households was greater than anticipated and has made the 282 

District one of the most expensive cities to live in the country. Between 2011 and 283 

2016, the cost of purchasing a home rose 50 percent, while renting costs rose 18 284 

percent. Increasing rental housing costs make it difficult for lower or even moderate-285 

income residents to live in the city. The absolute number of low-cost rental units (less 286 



than $800/month) declined by half between 2003 and 2013, while the number of 287 

higher cost units increased. Units with rents of $1000 or less made up 59 percent of 288 

the total rental stock in 2002; in 2013 those units comprised only 34% of the total 289 

stock. The District now has a large percentage of high- and low-income households, 290 

with relatively few in the middle-income range – the “missing middle.” Housing 291 

costs, along with income inequality, are perhaps the central challenges to maintain 292 

and grow an inclusive city. 204.15  293 

“205 LAND USE CHANGES 294 

“205.1 In terms of land area, at 69 square miles Washington is not a large city. It is half the 295 

size of Denver or Philadelphia, and one-fifth the size of Dallas or San Diego. It is 296 

hemmed in by adjacent cities and states and cannot grow through annexation. In 297 

2016, it had over 11,000 people per square mile. Moreover, federal lands comprise 298 

almost 40 percent of the land in the District, making land a precious and limited 299 

resource. 205.1 300 

“205.2 Figure 2.5 shows how land in the District (including federal land), is currently used. 301 

About 28 percent of the city is developed with housing, and more than one quarter is 302 

developed with street rights-of-way. About 20 percent of the city’s land area consists 303 

of permanent open space, including federally managed sites such as Rock Creek Park 304 

and the National Mall. About 465 acres of the city-or 1.2 percent of its land area-305 

consists of vacant land. 205.2 306 

“205.3 Figure 2.7: Land Use Distribution, 2016 205.3 307 

“205.4 These statistics do not tell the full story of land use in the District. For over a century, 308 

building height has been regulated by the federal Height of Buildings Act of 1910 309 



(Height Act). The Height Act limits building height through a street-width-to- height 310 

ratio, restricting the construction of buildings to a maximum height of 130 feet in 311 

most of the downtown areas and along major avenues. The result of the Height Act 312 

gives the city a distinctive low visual profile. In 2014, following a joint federal-313 

District study of the Height Act, Congress made modest amendments to address 314 

penthouse height and use. In addition, there are dozens of federal and local historic 315 

districts where capacity for growth is additionally governed. Development proposals 316 

must complement the historic district in context-sensitive ways. Many areas that are 317 

not “officially” historic also require careful consideration of development proposals 318 

to ensure compatibility. 205.4 319 

“205.5 These regulations guide development; with substantial room for growth in the District 320 

of Columbia. Key opportunities include government lands, underused commercial 321 

and industrial sites, and vacant buildings that can be repurposed and/or redeveloped. 322 

Sites vary in scale from areas with significant acreage to smaller infill lots. Many 323 

opportunities for growth are located east of the Anacostia River. Together, these areas 324 

hold the potential for thousands of new units of housing and millions of square feet of 325 

office and retail space. 205.5 326 

“205.6 While there is substantial room for growth under current zoning, various non-327 

regulatory factors restrict this capacity. In some areas, a real or perceived lack of 328 

services, amenities and assets, such as transit, libraries, quality schools, grocery 329 

stores, or retail, discourages investment. In other areas, opportunities to develop 330 

above existing buildings, such as adding several stories of housing above an existing 331 

office or retail building along a commercial corridor are intentionally deferred. In 332 



these cases, property owners wait until market conditions make redevelopment more 333 

financially lucrative. And, there are sites potentially suitable for additional 334 

development through an entitlements process (a Planned Unit Development) that 335 

instead are developed “matter-of-right” (to existing zoning standards), forgoing 336 

additional capacity. These factors, particularly to the extent they limit housing and 337 

affordable housing production or other desired uses, represent missed opportunities 338 

for the District to grow inclusively. 205.6 339 

“205.7 Fitting such development into the fabric of a mature city creates a number of 340 

challenges. One is displacement, a threat that has become more real in the District as 341 

the cost of housing and other real estate has increased due to rising demand that has 342 

not been met with proportional supply. Displacement not only affects District 343 

residents-particularly those of lower income-it also affects businesses, non-profits, 344 

and municipal operations that may be displaced by rising rents and land prices. 205.7 345 

“205.8 Whether the issue is displacement, the siting of locally undesirable but necessary 346 

uses, parking impacts, or threats to neighborhood character and stability, the 347 

development or redevelopment of land creates tension in the District of Columbia. 348 

This tension will only mount as growth pressures increase, making it even more 349 

important to have sound land use policies, urban design processes, and development 350 

review procedures that mitigate the effects of the District’s competing and conflicting 351 

goals. 205.8 352 

“205.9 Figure 2.8 depicts the location of residential development in the city between2006-353 

2015. Of the 28,955 units of housing added, 88 percent were within a half mile a 354 

Metro station area, about 25 percent were located in Central Washington and 15 355 



percent were located in Near Northwest. The Mid-City and Rock Creek Park West 356 

areas each absorbed about 18 and 3 percent, respectively, of the District’s housing 357 

growth. About 12 percent of the new housing units were located east of the Anacostia 358 

River in the Far Southeast/Southwest and Far Northeast Southeast Planning Areas. 359 

However, some of this housing replaced units that were demolished, resulting in a 360 

smaller net increase. 205.9 361 

“205.10 Figure 2.8: Housing Development Activity, 2006-2015 205.10 362 

“206  HOUSING COST CHANGES  363 

“206.1 The rising cost of housing is one of the most pressing and critical issues facing the 364 

District and the region  To achieve our goal of an inclusive city, we must meet the 365 

challenge of providing housing for a variety of household types, including families, 366 

the elderly, and the homeless; for owners and renters; for existing and new residents; 367 

workforce housing; and housing affordable at all income levels. Tied in with housing 368 

cost issues are deeper concerns about displacement, the impacts of gentrification, and 369 

long-term competitiveness. 206.1 370 

“206.2 In the District, market rate housing costs have steadily climbed as demand has 371 

increased with population growth. Since the economic recovery began in 2010 372 

through 2016, the median sales price of single-family homes and condominiums have 373 

increased 8.2 and 3.3 percent per year, respectively. Average rents have increased 3.8 374 

percent per year. Cost increases are driven by several factors, including: the strong 375 

and growing economy; migration into the city; increasing length of residency; growth 376 

of high paying jobs; increasing educational attainment levels among newer residents 377 

(which correlates to income); and an increase in higher-income families having and 378 



raising children in the District. These factors have produced particularly strong 379 

demand for housing near Metro stations and for family housing with two or more 380 

bedrooms. 206.2 381 

“206.3 In general, increased demand has prompted rising rents for older housing units, 382 

conversions of rental units to ownership units, and demolition of older buildings for 383 

redevelopment. The result has been a reduced supply of less expensive housing and a 384 

lower availability of “naturally occurring” affordable housing. In addition, workforce 385 

housing to serve the needs of the District’s teachers, nurses, police and fire personnel, 386 

and other essential workers must also be considered. 206.3 387 

“206.4 For many lower income households, increasing housing costs have become difficult 388 

to afford, in part because their income growth has not kept pace with increased costs. 389 

Most lower income residents are financially burdened by housing costs, which can 390 

lead to displacement from their neighborhood, or even the District. In addition, 391 

housing insecurity has negative impacts on household health, school performance, job 392 

access, and other indicators of wellbeing. Residents of color are a majority of lower-393 

income households in the District and, therefore, face a disproportionate share of the 394 

problems caused by housing insecurity and displacement. 206.4 395 

“206.5 Between 2006 and 2016, the supply of rental housing units expanded dramatically, 396 

while the supply of affordable units declined. Most of the new units were higher-cost 397 

apartments affordable to households earning at and above median income. During this 398 

period, due to new construction and rising rents of existing supply, the total supply of 399 

rental units affordable only to those households earning more than 60 percent of the 400 

Median Family Income (MFI) increased by almost 41,500. In contrast, the total 401 



supply of rental units affordable to households earning less than 50 percent MFI 402 

declined by approximately 11,800 units, from 72,000 units in 2006 to 60,200 in 2016. 403 

At the same time, there was a modest gain of 2,500 units affordable to households 404 

with incomes between 50 percent and 60 percent of the MFI. 206.5  405 

“206.6 Rising housing costs and decreasing availability of affordable housing are causing 406 

more households to be severely burdened, which means their housing costs consume 407 

more than 50 percent of household income. In 2016, more than 48,000 households 408 

were severely burdened by rental housing costs, while another 30,000 rental 409 

households were burdened by housing costs consuming 30 to 50 percent of their 410 

income. These households must reduce expenditures on other necessities, such as 411 

food and health care. Further, households that are severely burdened by housing costs 412 

must often choose between a home that is in a desirable location—close to their 413 

community, jobs and/or services—and a home that is more affordable. 206.6 414 

“206.7 By comparison, the number of households burdened by ownership costs significantly 415 

decreased between 2006 and 2016. This decline is attributable to factors including 416 

older, lower-income households selling their homes to the growing number of 417 

younger households starting families; as well as high rates of foreclosure during the 418 

financial crisis that started in 2008. Lower- and middle-income households wishing to 419 

buy a home now have fewer options. This phenomenon may reinforce racial patterns 420 

of settlement in the District and/or create additional market pressure on the housing 421 

prices in eastern neighborhoods.206.7 422 

“206.8 Increasing costs and a decreasing supply of naturally occurring affordable housing are 423 

affecting the types of households that are staying in the District. The table below 424 



illustrates the change in households by income in the District between 2006 and 2016. 425 

The number of extremely low-income households increased by almost 8,400 426 

households even as more of these households became severely burdened by rental 427 

housing costs. There was a notable decline in low- and moderate-income households 428 

as many residents sold or lost their homes, resulting in a decrease of 13,500 429 

households in this income range. Finally, the table shows that the number of higher-430 

income households increased by almost 32,300. 206.8  431 

“206.9 Figure 2.9 Net Change in the Number of District Households by MFI: 2006 - 2016 432 

206.9 433 

“206.10 These patterns of household change have affected the District’s neighborhoods in 434 

varied ways. For example, the greatest decline in the number of lower income 435 

households was in Capitol Hill and Upper Northeast, whereas the greatest increase in 436 

higher income households was in Central Washington. While the need for affordable 437 

housing affects the city, discrete challenges vary at the neighborhood level. 206.10 438 

“206.11 The District has taken enormous strides toward strengthening its affordable housing 439 

infrastructure. The city has some of the strongest tenant protection provisions in the 440 

country; the highest level, per capita, for affordable housing investment; the lowest 441 

residential real property tax rate in the region; and provides additional discounts for 442 

seniors and renters. It has innovative programs such as tax abatements to stimulate the 443 

development of workforce housing. From 2015 to 2018, the District of Columbia has 444 

successfully delivered, through subsidy or inclusionary zoning, 5352 new or 445 

preserved affordable housing units. The District is also committed to addressing 446 

temporary or permanent displacement of residents with programs and policies tailored 447 



to community needs. For example, the principles for the District’s New Communities 448 

Initiative include: one to one replacement of existing affordable housing, Build First, 449 

mixed-income housing, and opportunities for residents to return and/or stay in the 450 

community. Still, more systemic work is needed to address the impacts of rapid 451 

population growth in the District and across a region that is broadly lacking sufficient 452 

affordable housing. 206.11 453 

“207 MOBILITY AND ACCESS CHANGES 454 

“207.1 The Washington region faces significant transportation challenges. While road 455 

congestion remains a top issue for many in the region, District residents, commuters 456 

and visitors also experience issues with transit capacity and reliability, as buses, 457 

railcars, and station platforms are crowded at peak use. The safety and reliability of 458 

the region’s transportation system – from Metrorail to pedestrian and cyclist networks 459 

– are continuing concerns. Funding to maintain the existing transportation system, let 460 

alone expand the system to meet increased demand, is severely constrained. 207.1 461 

“207.2 Regionally, areas close to transit have become highly desirable as households and 462 

employers attempt to reduce travel time and costs. Between 2015 and 2030, 463 

approximately 78 percent of all development in the District will be within a half mile 464 

of a Metro station. Regional and District efforts support directing growth toward 465 

transit-rich locations, taking advantage of existing infrastructure and maximizing 466 

transportation efficiencies. Looking forward, increased investment in bus and rail 467 

transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and other modes of travel, will be needed to 468 

sustain population and economic growth and ensure a resilient, robust network 469 

increasing accessibility for all. 207.2 470 



“207.3 The District already has one of the most extensive transit systems in the country and 471 

ranks second only to New York in the percentage of residents using transit to go to 472 

work. The Metrorail and bus systems complement the city’s radial roadway system 473 

and maximize the movement of people across the city. While Metro remains one of 474 

the safest and cost-effective means of travel in the region, years of deferred 475 

maintenance, have led to problems with safety and reliability requiring sustained 476 

investment and new regional approaches to funding. In addition, parts of the Metrorail 477 

system are approaching capacity. Many of those who need transit the most, including 478 

the poor and those with special needs, still face mobility problems. Transit often does 479 

not connect District residents to jobs in the suburbs, and it may be expensive or 480 

difficult to access. 207.3 481 

“207.4 At the same time, the District’s multi-modal transportation network has diversified 482 

and seen significant improvement, such as protected bicycle lanes, wider sidewalks, 483 

signalized crosswalks, the DC Circulator system, and prioritized bus corridors. A 484 

good example is the Capital Bikeshare system. Since its creation in 2010, the 485 

bikeshare system has grown to almost 450 stations and 3,700 bikes across the 486 

District and the region. The District also supported infrastructure changes and other 487 

strategies to make pedestrian and bicycle environments safer and more accessible. 488 

For example, District residents commuting to work by biking or walking increased 489 

by 65 percent to over 65,000 commuters from 2006 to 2015. New travel options, 490 

including car-sharing and ride-hailing, also have improved access and mobility. 491 

207.4 492 



“207.5 The District’s Sustainable DC goals have set targets to reduce the share of commuter 493 

trips made by care to 25 percent by 2032, while increasing transit mode share to 50 494 

percent and walking and cycling to 25 percent. To further these goals, additional 495 

investments will have to made in high capacity transit improvements, an expanded 496 

network of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, and rethinking of road and curb 497 

space. 207.5 498 

“207.6 Technological innovations will continue to disrupt how we get around and receive 499 

goods and services. Private sector firms offering transportation services such as car-500 

sharing, ride-hailing, or scooters have proliferated in the District.  Delivery firms are 501 

exploring new ways to deliver goods, including sidewalk drones. New technology 502 

platforms allow better-informed trip planning and convenient payment methods.  503 

Increasingly, people have the technology and services to work from multiple 504 

locations, changing commute patterns and workspaces. The widespread adoption of 505 

autonomous vehicle technology is potentially revolutionary, and self-driving vehicles 506 

are already being tested in the District. These changes result from a demand for 507 

alternative transportation modalities to improve mobility.  While private sector 508 

innovation makes these changes possible, public policy and regulation are necessary 509 

to ensure their implementation is inclusive, accessible, and sustainable. 207.6 510 

“207.7 While multi-modality and new technologies are important, most important is linking 511 

land use decisions to transportation capacity. 207.7 512 

“208 ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 513 

“208.1 The District of Columbia was sited to take advantage of the unique environment and 514 

landscape at the confluence of the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers. Urbanization over 515 



the last 200 years has compromised almost every aspect of this environment, leaving 516 

our rivers and streams polluted, air quality that struggles to meet federal standards, 517 

and a city where heavy tree cover remains inadequate.. On a global level, issues such 518 

as greenhouse gas emissions, climate change, sea level rise, and deforestation may 519 

have even more far-reaching impacts on the way we live and work in the future. 520 

There is a greater potential for increased rainfall and flooding from more damaging 521 

storms in the District. Extreme heat conditions are more likely, exacerbated by the 522 

city’s urban heat island effect, that disproportionately affect vulnerable residents. 523 

208.1 524 

“208.2 This Plan incorporates and builds upon the 2012 Sustainable DC and 2016 Climate 525 

Ready DC plans.  Sustainable DC makes a conscious effort to promote natural 526 

resource conservation and environmental sustainability. It incorporates measurable 527 

goals such as reducing citywide energy consumption by 50 percent, sending zero 528 

solid waste to landfills and reducing total waste generation by 15 percent, and making 529 

the Anacostia River fishable and swimmable by 2025. These goals can only be 530 

achieved through fundamental changes in the way we live and the way we build. 531 

Green building and “low impact development” must be the norm rather than the 532 

exception. The concept of sustainability is an important theme for the Comprehensive 533 

Plan, including the renewal of brownfield sites, stormwater mitigation, and a renewed 534 

commitment to environmental justice in all neighborhoods of the city. Climate Ready 535 

DC identifies the impacts a changing climate will have upon the District; the risks to 536 

infrastructure, public facilities, and neighborhoods; and the actions to take now and in 537 

the future to prepare. 208.2 538 



“208.3 The challenge and opportunity going forward is to identify and implement new 539 

technologies, design and urban development that accommodates population and 540 

economic growth, better protect natural resources, minimize future environmental 541 

degradation, and prepare the city for a changing climate. 208.3 542 

“209 TECHNOLOGY CHANGES 543 

“209.1 Technology is rapidly changing how we live, work, and travel and it will continue to 544 

shape the District in unexpected ways. Since the 1980s, telecommuting has changed 545 

travel patterns; on-line purchases have changed retailing; and e-mail has changed the 546 

way business and government operate. For instance, working from home is one of the 547 

fastest growing ways employees “commute” to work. Mobile computing, self-driving 548 

cars, new construction methods, green technology and other advances will have new 549 

and unexpected impacts on our lifestyles, how the city makes development decisions, 550 

and the shape of future growth. 209.1 551 

“209.2 It is hard to fathom how advancements yet to be made will affect us in the future. The 552 

only thing that is certain is that technology will change our lives, with potentially 553 

profound spatial impacts. Such change may have more of an impact on Washington 554 

than it might in other cities, given the city’s role as a global and intellectual capital. 555 

The city is already a center of the information economy and has demonstrated a 556 

strong pull for innovators from around the country and the world. In Washington, 557 

economic activity is becoming less reliant on a place-based office, with implications 558 

for the social spaces where people meet. In addition, the potential decline in demand 559 

for high-value office space has fiscal implications for commercial real estate. 209.2 560 



“209.3 One aspect of technological change is its potential to deepen economic divides in the 561 

city. In 2004, the National Poverty Center reported that 85 percent of the nation’s 562 

white children had access to a home computer, compared to just 40 percent of black 563 

and Latino children. Recent Census data suggests the District has made significant 564 

progress in this area, but gaps remain as effectively 100 percent of white children and 565 

89 percent of black children have access to a computer. Access to technology will be 566 

an important part of improving the well-being of District residents in the future. This 567 

will place a premium on education and training, and an emphasis on providing 568 

residents with the skills to use technology and access information. 209.3 569 

“209.4 Finally, rapid advances in technology present new opportunities for how the District 570 

identifies problems and tests solutions. The ability to collect and analyze large 571 

amounts of data from a variety of sources goes well beyond traditional Census data. 572 

Many aspects of urban life are now tracked by public or private entities. From bike-573 

share station usage to the deployment of health inspectors based on environmental 574 

conditions, a new era of ‘smart cities' is rising. With it comes an opportunity to 575 

monitor, predict and respond quickly to new problems, but it also presents new 576 

challenges to information security and maintaining the privacy of our citizenry. A key 577 

challenge is to adapt technology to our historic urban city rather than force the city to 578 

adapt to technology. 209.4 579 

“210 SECURITY CHANGES 580 

“210.1 Security is not a new concern or challenge in the District of Columbia. As a capital 581 

city, we are used to a heightened level of risk and the visibility of extra security 582 

personnel. The city’s public spaces, such as the National Mall, routinely attract large 583 



crowds for events and First Amendment gatherings that require support. As an urban 584 

center, we also face daily concerns about personal safety and crime. But security 585 

concerns have taken on a new meaning since  9/11. The attacks on Washington and 586 

New York changed the psyche of our city and ushered in an uncertainty about the 587 

future that still persists. 210.1 588 

“210.2 Since 9/11, we have sought to balance beauty, access, and openness with the need to 589 

protect our landmarks, government buildings, officials, workers, residents, and 590 

visitors from danger. The federal government has strived to discourage acts of 591 

terrorism through the design and management of public spaces and buildings, 592 

including the closing of some District streets and retrofitting of major landmarks. 593 

Security issues have been cited in decisions to shift the federal workforce to more 594 

remote locations. They also have resulted in design standards for federally-leased 595 

space that will reverberate through the regional office market for many years to come. 596 

210.2 597 

“210.3 Washington’s security issues are ongoing and evolving. Indeed, cyber-attacks 598 

affecting critical infrastructure and services has emerged as a new threat. The need to 599 

balance our desire for safety, accessibility, and aesthetics while maintaining an open, 600 

democratic, and resilient society is one of the important challenges that this plan 601 

seeks to address by introducing approaches to prepare for, and recover from, events 602 

regardless of cause. 210.3 603 

“211 FISCAL CHANGES 604 

“211.1 When the District received limited Home Rule in 1973, it incurred a variety of cost 605 

burdens, including the responsibility for providing many services that are typically 606 



provided by states. Revenue restrictions also were imposed, including the inability to 607 

impose a “commuter tax” on income earned in the city by non-residents. Moreover, a 608 

large amount of land in the city is owned by the federal government and therefore not 609 

subject to property tax. Indeed, 61 percent of all property in the District is non-610 

taxable, and more than two-thirds of the income earned in the District cannot be 611 

locally taxed. These burdens and restrictions are estimated to cost the District well 612 

over $1 billion per year.211.1 613 

“211.2 A well-publicized target of adding 100,000 residents to the city’s population, set in 614 

2003, as a way to boost the number of taxpaying residents has been largely 615 

successful. Economic and population growth has dramatically expanded our tax 616 

revenues, and fiscal discipline has improved the District’s credit rating and funded a 617 

$1.3 billion reserve. Growth and an expanded tax base have enabled the District to 618 

direct additional resources toward vulnerable populations in need of affordable 619 

housing, workforce development, and human services. The District has also worked 620 

to increase the income of current residents, which can in turn lift families out of 621 

poverty, generate tax revenues, and reduce social service costs. A key component of 622 

improving the city’s fiscal health as well as the economic prosperity of its residents is 623 

to increase the number of employed residents and thus the economic and tax base of 624 

the city. 211.2 625 

“211.3 Fortunately, economic growth in the city has helped improve the District’s fiscal 626 

standing. In the 1990’s, the District was on the brink of bankruptcy. The situation has 627 

improved markedly, as a result of actions taken by the Government of the District of 628 

Columbia. Despite the optimistic forecasts of the Comprehensive Plan, there is no 629 



guarantee that this good fortune will last. Prudent action and fiscal responsibility are 630 

needed to avoid problems should future downturns take place. 211.3 631 

“211.4 The District’s fiscal situation will continue to influence land use and economic 632 

development choices. It is currently driving the redevelopment of large former federal 633 

sites with tax-generating uses, creation of new retail centers that reduce the “leakage” 634 

of sales tax dollars to the suburbs, and mixed use development downtown and 635 

elsewhere. Such efforts mitigate fiscal challenges but do not eliminate them. The 636 

most effective strategies will combine revenue-raising strategies like population and 637 

job growth with strategies investing in people – like breaking the cycle of poverty in 638 

District neighborhoods. 211.4 639 

“211.5 A key consideration is that the city has benefitted from increasing revenues as a result 640 

of growth, while not experiencing increasing costs to the same degree. Between 2006 641 

and 2016, the city had the ability to grow into its under-utilized infrastructure, such as 642 

schools, transit and electrical networks, that had largely been developed and paid for 643 

prior to the 1980s. The same cannot necessarily be counted on going forward. Already, 644 

significant reinvestment was required to resolve long-deferred maintenance and create 645 

high-value assets such as DC Public Schools and libraries. These investments have left 646 

the District with a relatively high debt-per-capita level. Moving forward, the District 647 

must creatively address infrastructure financing to maintain and build capacity for 648 

anticipated future growth. 211.5 649 

“212 GLOBAL CITY, LOCAL CITY 650 

“212.1 One of the most obvious forces influencing planning in the District is the city’s dual 651 

role as a world capital and a residential community. There is the Washington of lore, 652 



the city of inaugural parades, museums, and monuments-the place that school 653 

textbooks describe as “belonging to all of America.” And there is the city most of us 654 

know, comprised of neighborhoods, shopping districts, schools, corner stores, 655 

churches, and parks. Even the Comprehensive Plan itself is divided into District and 656 

Federal Elements, suggesting that federal interests may not always align with the 657 

goals of the city’s residents and businesses. 212.1 658 

“212.2 The tension between Washington’s global and local roles plays out in a number of 659 

ways. Foremost, our citizenry seeks and equal voice in the federal system through 660 

statehood, supported by 86 percent of the District’s voters in 2016. Conflicts around 661 

fiscal issues and security have already been noted. Issues such as embassy siting, 662 

plans for federal lands, funding for Metrorail, and Congressional oversight on local 663 

land use and public facility decisions have been the focus of much debate and 664 

discussion in the past. The District itself seems partitioned at times, with the federal 665 

government functioning as a “city within the city”. 212.2 666 

“212.3  Yet in spite of these conflicts, the “federal presence” remains Washington’s most 667 

prominent and visible asset. It provides tens of thousands of jobs for District 668 

residents, attracts millions of visitors to the city, and sustains cultural institutions that 669 

would not otherwise be possible. This influx of workers and visitors contributes to a 670 

doubling of the District’s daytime population. It makes Washington an international 671 

and multi-cultural center, second only to New York on the eastern seaboard. The 672 

federal presence requires that our plans take a broader perspective than the 673 

metropolitan region, and approach these tensions between global and local functions 674 

with a sense of shared stewardship that benefits all. 212.3 675 



“212.4 The District’s role in the world economy has become increasingly important during 676 

the past 60 years. In the early 2000’s, the Association of Foreign Investors in Real 677 

Estate ranked Washington as the top city in the world for foreign investment for three 678 

consecutive years. Foreign investment still plays an important role in many of the 679 

District’s revitalization projects. In addition, the Washington region is one of the 680 

leading gateways for immigration into the United States. We are home to such 681 

institutions as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. Our emergence as a 682 

global center has implications for our communication systems, our transportation and 683 

infrastructure needs, our cultural life, and our real estate and development markets. 684 

212.4 685 

“212.5 These changes create vast potential for increased prosperity. But they also create the 686 

threat of disruption and a changing identity for many parts of the city. City plans must 687 

clearly articulate the values to be preserved and the people and places to be protected 688 

as we contemplate where we as a city hope to be in 25 s and beyond. 212.5 689 

“212.6 The city’s visibility is an opportunity to exhibit global leadership. The District has 690 

already established its leadership in resilience, sustainability and inclusion through 691 

partnerships and participation in initiatives such as the Paris Climate Agreement, the 692 

Compact of Mayors, and as the first global city to achieve Leadership in Energy and 693 

Environmental Design (LEED) Platinum status. 212.6 694 

“213 PLANNING FOR RESILIENCE AND EQUITY 695 

“213.1 The second Plan amendment cycle incorporates resilience and equity as new cross-696 

cutting themes through which to plan for the District’s future, referencing the 2019 697 

Resilient DC plan and other related documents. 213.1 698 



“213.2 Resilience in the District is defined as the capacity to thrive amidst challenging 699 

conditions by preparing and planning to absorb, recover, and more successfully adapt 700 

to adverse events. Resilience planning recognizes the volatility of the forces driving 701 

change. Ideally, we want to capitalize on positive impacts, and diminish negative 702 

impacts of the forces driving change. 213.2 703 

“213.3 Considering shocks and stresses helps to understand the District’s vulnerabilities. 704 

Shocks are sudden, acute disasters like storms, flooding, cyber-attacks, or economic 705 

crises, such as the 2008 Great Recession. Stresses are ‘slow-burning disasters’ that 706 

weaken the city every day and are magnified by shocks: these include poverty, 707 

trauma, housing insecurity, and stressed transportation systems. 213.3 708 

“213.4 The District’s resilience goals focus on inclusive growth that benefits all residents, 709 

preparing for the impacts of climate change, embracing advances in technology while 710 

minimizing the negative impacts of change. Ensuring that every neighborhood is safe 711 

and our residents are healthy is one way to have a more resilient city. Being more 712 

resilient strengthens our collective capacity to thrive in the face of shocks and 713 

stresses.  Building resilience is about addressing everyday stresses, which not only 714 

makes our city more inclusive, but enables the District to recover quicker from 715 

catastrophic events. Incorporating resilience into the Comprehensive Plan is critical to 716 

achieve our goals. 213.4 717 

“213.5 As an example, the stress of poverty, combined with substantial population growth, 718 

has created a housing affordability crisis that must be addressed. The need for more 719 

housing, and more affordable housing, has become an important policy goal that, if 720 

addressed and achieved, will help the city be more resilient. 213.5 721 



“213.6 The District seeks to create and support an equitable and inclusive city. Equitable 722 

growth must be managed in ways that support all District residents, including 723 

vulnerable communities and District protected classes. We must recognize that 724 

managing growth and change includes addressing the historic, structural, and 725 

systemic racial inequities and disenfranchisement of many District residents. And, we 726 

must recognize the importance of longtime businesses, as well as educational and 727 

cultural institutions, in defining our DC values.  An equitable and inclusive city 728 

includes access to housing that is healthy, safe, and affordable for a range of 729 

household types, sizes, and incomes in all neighborhoods. A citywide problem 730 

requires citywide solutions – ones that overcome historical patterns of segregation, 731 

avoid concentrating poverty, and afford the opportunity to stay in one’s home and not 732 

be displaced. 213.6 733 

“213.7 The District must also commit to normalizing conversations about race and 734 

operationalizing strategies for advancing racial equity. Racial equity is defined as the 735 

moment when “race can no longer be used to predict life outcomes and outcomes for 736 

all groups are improved.” 213.7  737 

“213.8 Like resilience, racial equity is both an outcome and a process. As an outcome, the 738 

District achieves racial equity when race no longer determines one’s socioeconomic 739 

outcomes; when everyone has what they need to thrive, no matter where they live or 740 

their socioeconomic status; and when racial divides no longer exists between people 741 

of color and their white counterparts. As a process, we apply a racial equity lens when 742 

those most impacted by structural racism are meaningfully involved in the creation 743 

and implementation of the institutional policies and practices that impact the lives, 744 



particularly, people of color. Applying this lens also reflects the targeted support to 745 

communities of color through policies and programs that are aimed at centering their 746 

needs and eliminating racial divides, all while taking into account historical trauma 747 

and racism. 213.8  748 

“213.9 The District’s policies and investments should reflect a commitment to eliminating 749 

racial inequities. Addressing issues of equity in transportation, housing, employment, 750 

income, asset building, geographical change, and socioeconomic outcomes through a 751 

racial equity lens will allow the District to address systemic and underlying drivers of 752 

racial inequities. 213.9 753 

“214 LOOKING FORWARD: GROWTH FORECASTS 754 

“214.1 The forces driving change described in the previous sections suggest a different future 755 

for the District of Columbia than was imagined when the 1984 Comprehensive Plan 756 

was drafted. The 1984 Plan sought to prepare the city and neighborhoods for a period 757 

of long-term population and economic decline. Even the Ward Plans prepared during 758 

the early 1990s focused on preventing neighborhood decline and unwanted intrusions. 759 

In 2006, the new Comprehensive Plan responded to a different outlook: it anticipated 760 

growth. Since then, the District has experienced rapid growth, even as the nation 761 

recovered from a major recession. Today, the continued strength of the Washington 762 

economy, coupled with transportation and environmental limits to regional 763 

expansion, suggest that the city will continue to grow and capture a larger share of the 764 

region’s growth in the future than it has in the past. This assumption is bolstered by 765 

an unprecedented amount of development in the “pipeline” and joint federal/ District 766 

proposals for federal land transfers. 214.1 767 



“214.2 Unlike revenue forecasts that often have conservative growth estimates to ensure 768 

fiscal responsibility, more optimistic growth assumptions are appropriate in the 769 

context of the Comprehensive Plan to ensure adequate provision for future 770 

infrastructure, housing, and other development needs. At the same time, a wide array 771 

of risk factors are considered that could affect future growth. 214.2 772 

“214.3 The growth forecasts used in this Comprehensive Plan are driven by three factors: 773 

land supply, demand, and regional growth projections. Unless otherwise noted, values 774 

were prepared in 2015-6 by the Office of Planning. Each of these is described below. 775 

214.3 776 

“215 LAND SUPPLY 777 

“215.1 Land supply in the District of Columbia includes “pipeline” sites, vacant infill sites, 778 

underutilized sites, large sites, and other sites. These categories are mutually 779 

exclusive, meaning there is no double counting between them. 215.1 780 

“215.2 Pipeline sites are sites where specific development projects are already planned or 781 

under construction. Such sites comprise over 1,300 acres in the District. They 782 

represent 60,000 housing units and about 42 million square feet of non-residential 783 

space. The degree of certainty that these projects will be built by 2030 is relatively 784 

high. 215.2 785 

“215.3 In 2013, the District undertook a comprehensive analysis of land use capacity as part 786 

of its joint study of the Height of Buildings Act with the National Capital Planning 787 

Commission. The analysis looked at the unused potential capacity from the 788 

development of privately-owned vacant and underutilized sites. Vacant infill sites 789 

comprise about 505 acres in the District and are not associated with any particular 790 



project or proposal. They are generally less than ten acres and include a mix of 791 

privately-owned properties and publicly owned sites. Some 426 acres of this land are 792 

residentially zoned, including about 121 acres of multi-family zoned land, and 306 793 

acres of land zoned for single family and rowhouses. About 53 vacant acres are 794 

commercially zoned and 23 vacant acres are industrially zoned. While vacant lots 795 

occur in all parts of the city, about 30 percent of the city’s vacant land is located east 796 

of the Anacostia River. 215.3 797 

“215.4 Underutilized sites comprise about 849 acres. For the purposes of the Comprehensive 798 

Plan, these are defined as Privately owned properties zoned for either multi-family 799 

residential, commercial, or industrial uses where the property improvements represent 800 

less than 30 percent of the potential built capacity under the Comprehensive Plan’s 801 

land use designations and zoning. An example is a one-story storefront on a property 802 

where four or more stories are permitted. This does not necessarily mean these uses 803 

should be displaced-it simply means the private market will create pressure to replace 804 

them over time. The underutilized sites tend to be clustered along mixed-use corridor 805 

streets such as Wisconsin, Connecticut, Georgia, Martin Luther King Jr, Nannie 806 

Helen Burroughs, and New York Avenues, and Benning Road. 215.4 807 

“215.5 Large sites in the District include about a dozen properties or clusters of adjoining 808 

properties, with the potential for reuse during the next 20 years. They range in size 809 

from 25 acres to over 300 acres. They include sites that already contain extensive 810 

development, like DC Village and Reservation 13, and sites that are largely vacant, 811 

such as Poplar Point and the McMillan Reservoir Sand Filtration site. These sites hold 812 

many possibilities for the future, from large mixed use communities to new parks and 813 



open spaces, public facilities, and infrastructure. In total, the large sites represent 814 

about 1,500 acres. Some have already been master planned for new uses; The future 815 

of other sites has yet to be determined. Some are federally owned, and some are 816 

owned by the District. The Office of Planning estimates that federally owned sites 817 

will account for less than 10 percent of the District’s job and household growth 818 

through 2025. 215.5 819 

“215.6 There are many other sites in the District where development could occur. Despite an 820 

overall decrease in the number of vacant buildings, some of these buildings can be 821 

renovated and others are likely to be demolished and replaced. There are also 822 

freeways and railyards where development could occur in the air rights above the 823 

existing uses. There are at least four aging housing projects that have been identified 824 

as possible “new communities.” 215.6 825 

“215.7 Table 2.1 summarizes vacant and underutilized commercial land within the District 826 

and provides an estimate of potential additional development that these lands could 827 

accommodate based on existing zoning. 215.7 828 

“215.8 Table 2.1: Potential Additional Development on Vacant and Underutilized Lands 829 

Citywide 215.8 830 

“216 THE COOPERATIVE FORECASTS 831 

“216.1 The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) coordinates 832 

socio-economic projections for the Washington region. These projections include 833 

households, population, and jobs and are expressed in five-year intervals, currently to 834 

2045. Projections are made for the region as a whole and for each of its 23 835 

jurisdictions. They take into account national economic trends, local demographics, 836 



and the local plans and policies of the region’s cities and counties. As part of this 837 

effort, the District develops a jurisdiction-level forecast and works with MWCOG to 838 

reconcile and balance the forecast with other jurisdictions. 216.1 839 

“216.2 At the regional level, the projections have been relatively accurate since the 840 

forecasting program began in 1975. Actual growth during the last 40 years has 841 

tracked closely with what the forecasts predicted. 216.2 842 

“216.3 In 2016, the MWCOG board approved projections showing the region would add 1.4 843 

million jobs between 2015 and 2045. The projections further show an addition of 844 

640,000 households and 1.5 million residents during this time period. About 29 845 

percent of this growth is expected to occur in “outer” suburbs such as Loudoun, 846 

Frederick, and Prince William Counties, a significant decrease from the 43 percent 847 

share that was forecasted in 2005. The “inner” suburbs of Fairfax, Montgomery, and 848 

Prince George’s Counties are expected to maintain their share of growth at about  41 849 

percent. The most significant change between the 2006 and 2015 MWCOG forecast 850 

is the share of growth in the central jurisdictions of the District, Arlington County, 851 

and Alexandria, which has doubled from 15 to 30 percent. The shift in growth from 852 

the outer suburbs to the region’s core is healthy land use. 216.3 853 

“216.4 Figure 2.9 indicates the location of regional activity centers in the Washington 854 

Metropolitan Area. Updated centers were identified cooperatively by jurisdictions in 855 

the MWCOG area in 2012. They are intended to provide an organizing framework for 856 

directing regional job and housing growth, as articulated in Region Forward, 857 

MWCOG’s planning compact. This compact sets goals to guide growth toward the 858 

centers, including 75 percent of commercial construction and 50 percent of new 859 



households. As the Figure indicates, some of the clusters are more than 40 miles from 860 

the District and are larger in land area than all of Central Washington. Since 2006, 861 

progress has been made toward these goals. MWCOG estimates that 76 percent of job 862 

growth and 65 percent of household growth will occur in the centers. This suggests 863 

that urban sprawl and related congestion can be minimized. Expanded coordination in 864 

land use and transportation planning among the region’s cities and counties will be 865 

essential to keep the region sustainable. 216.4 866 

“216.5 Figure 2.10: Regional Activity Clusters 216.5 867 

“217 PROJECTED GROWTH, 2015-2045 868 

“217.1 The District’s growth projections are based on a combination of the regional 869 

forecasts, approved and planned development, and land supply estimates. These 870 

projections anticipate a greater pace of growth and increased household size than was 871 

used in 2006. While many factors may influence these projections, particularly in the 872 

out-years, they are intended to ensure the District, through the Comprehensive Plan, 873 

is adequately preparing today for future growth. Table 2.2 provides a summary. 217.1 874 

“217.2 Table 2.2: Population, Household and Job Forecasts, 2015-2045 217.2 875 

“217.3 Because the Census is only taken every 10 years, estimates of population and 876 

household growth begin with the 2010 Census as the base, then adjust this using the 877 

Census’ Annual Estimates of Population and the American Community Survey. Since 878 

2005, these sources have closely matched the District’s own population forecasts. 879 

217.3 880 

“217.4 The Comprehensive Plan’s household and population forecasts use a supply-side 881 

method, which relies on the construction of new square footage of non-residential 882 



space and residential units.  This newly built space reflects the capacity to absorb net 883 

new job and household demand. The Plan’s forecasts begin by tracking the number of 884 

housing units in larger new developments as they progress from conceptual plan to 885 

completion. Occupancy rates and average household size by building type are applied 886 

to each development to estimate the increase in households and the population 887 

increase from migration. Net natural increase (births minus deaths) is then added to 888 

the population numbers to reflect growth from within the District.  Using this method, 889 

recent growth is reviewed and five-year growth forecasts through 2030 are provided, 890 

as noted in Table 2.2 and described below. 217.4 891 

“217.5 Between 2010 and 2015, the District added approximately 30,000 households and the 892 

population increased by 70,000.  This matched changes in the housing supply from 893 

new construction, subdivision of larger units into a greater number of smaller units, 894 

and decreases in vacancy to historic lows. 217.5 895 

“217.6 The 2015-2020 growth increment consists of actual projects that are now under 896 

construction plus a portion of planned projects expected to start construction and 897 

reach completion by 2020. The largest share of these projects are rental buildings that 898 

will increase the percent of rental households as a share of the District’s overall 899 

households. Rental buildings are the largest share of these projects, and that will 900 

increase rental households as a share of the District’s overall households. This growth 901 

will result in a net gain of about 22,000 households and is expected to increase the 902 

city’s population to almost 730,000 by the 2020 census. This assumes that household 903 

size will start to increase from 2.11 to 2.13. 217.6  904 



“217.7 Growth forecasts for 2020-2025 are based on specific projects that have received a 905 

pre-development approval and portions of projects still in more conceptual stages. are 906 

still in the planning stages. About 22,000 households are expected to be added during 907 

this period, bringing the city’s population to 787,00 by 2025. 217.7 908 

“217.8 From 2025 to 2030, the remaining projects that today are in the early conceptual 909 

stages of pre-development are expected to deliver and be occupied. During this 910 

interval the forecast expects the city to grow by over 21,000 households and 55,000 911 

residents for a total of over 362,000 households and 842,000 residents. 217.8 912 

“217.9 From 2020 to 2035, a significant portion of the District’s growth is expected to occur 913 

on the large sites described earlier in this Element, contributing 14,000 households 914 

and 23,000 people. These large sites have significant capacity, but also significant 915 

planning and infrastructure needs. Growth from these sites is spread across several 916 

time intervals due to site complexity and where they are in the development process.  917 

Beyond the large sites, growth is expected to continue on the remaining smaller 918 

vacant and underutilized sites, until the District’s population approaches 990,000 and 919 

412,000 households by 2045. 217.9 920 

“217.10 A forecast of age growth in the population growth, from 2006 to 2025, is now 921 

included. Figure 2.10 shows several trends in how the city’s population is anticipated 922 

to change by age.  First, the large influx of younger, 20-30-year-old individuals who 923 

arrived between 2006 and 2016 will age, and as they start families an increase in 924 

children is anticipated. In addition, the number of older residents will increase. This 925 

age forecast has important implications for how the District will respond to: 926 

• Increasing demand for pre-school, daycare, and public schools as well as 927 



playgrounds and parks from a growing population of children; 928 

• Rising housing costs as recent residents enter their prime income earning years; 929 

and 930 

• Rising demand for senior services as the baby boom generation retires and 931 

grows older. 217.10 932 

“217.11 Figure 2.11 Forecast of DC Residents by Age: 2015-2025 217.11   933 

“217.12 In 2006 the biggest unknown in the forecasts was how the types of households and 934 

household size would change. If the District were to lose families and attract only 935 

small one- and two-person households, the 2006 plan recognized that the city could 936 

add 57,000 households with no gain in population. By incorporating the age forecast 937 

with the long-term population forecast in Table 2.2, household size is anticipated to 938 

increase from 2.11 to 2.27 from 2015 to 2045. However, this increase will occur only 939 

if the District retains its families, keeping both young professionals in the city as they 940 

form families, as well as single-or elder-parent led households; and provides a healthy 941 

environment for all families in its neighborhoods. Indeed, from 1990 to 2000, the 942 

number of families with children in the District declined by 11,000,with an attendant 943 

drop in citywide household size. 217.12 944 

“217.13 Related factors affecting population forecasts are housing costs, immigration, the cost 945 

of daycare, and K-12 school quality. Higher housing costs have already caused 946 

families to “double up” in some parts of the city, or leave the city for less expensive 947 

housing. It may result in adult children returning home or living at home longer. 948 

Immigration also may drive increases in household size, as it has in New York, San 949 

Francisco, and other gateway cities. Improvement in the District’s public schools and 950 



the shift toward universal pre-school has made the city a more attractive place for 951 

families with young children. 217.13 952 

“217.14 Unlike the 2006 household and population forecasts, which suggested that the District 953 

of Columbia would  capture 10 percent of the region’s growth during 2005-2025, the 954 

Plan now expects the District to gain an increasing share of the region’s population. 955 

By 2045, the District will represent as much as 14 percent of the region’s population. 956 

217.14 957 

“217.15 Employment Growth  958 

“217.16 Employment forecasts track new capacity in proposed development and estimate the 959 

number of jobs each project could contain. The 2010 baseline estimates build on 960 

monthly data reported from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, InfoUSA, the District 961 

Department of Employment Services, and other sources, with adjustments for self-962 

employment and military personnel. The forecasts from 2015 to 2030 are largely 963 

based on actual projects under construction in the city, as well as office, retail, hotel, 964 

industrial, and institutional development that is currently planned and in conceptual 965 

stages. These estimates are then compared to forecasts made by the District 966 

Department of Employment Services and other sources. 217.16 967 

“217.17  Beyond 2030, the projections presume a continuation of 2010-2020 trends but at a 968 

slowing rate. Continued growth in the professional, health, and education sectors is 969 

expected, as is growth in the eating and drinking establishment sector, as the 970 

District’s population increases. Between 2010 and 2045, the District is expected to 971 

add 300,000 new jobs, bringing the citywide total to over a million jobs. 217.17 972 



“217.18 The employment forecasts suggest that the District of Columbia will capture 22 973 

percent of the region’s job growth during 2010-2045. By 2045, the District will have 974 

essentially retained its share of the region’s jobs, as it drops slightly from 25 to 24 975 

percent, a significantly higher share than forecast in 2005. 217.18 976 

“217.19 Translating the Forecasts into Demand for Land 977 

“217.20 How much land does it take to accommodate 145,000 housing units and 300,000 978 

jobs? The answer depends on the density of new development. Other factors, such as 979 

the size of housing units, the types of jobs being created, and the amount of land set 980 

aside for parking and open space also weigh in. The diagram at right shows three 981 

scenarios. 217.20 982 

“217.21 The first illustrates the land that would be required for single family homes (at 6 units 983 

per acre) and one story campus-style office buildings. About 33,000 acres would be 984 

necessary. The second scenario shows land requirements for housing built at row 985 

house densities (25 units per acre), with the jobs housed in five story office buildings. 986 

About 7,000 acres would be required. The third scenario shows land requirements for 987 

housing built at apartment densities of about 125 units per acre, with the jobs housed 988 

in ten-story office buildings. Land consumption drops to under 2,000 acres. 217.21 989 

“217.22 Of course, the diagram simplifies the actual dynamics of how land is used and 990 

developed. It also leaves out land that must be set aside for parks, public facilities, 991 

and infrastructure. The District expects some combination of high, medium, and low-992 

density development during the next 30 years. However, high land costs and the 993 

scarcity of land in the city make denser development more likely and even 994 

appropriate. 217.22 995 



“217.23 Growth by Planning Area 996 

“217.24 Tables 2.3 and 2.4 show where household and job growth is expected to take place 997 

within the city through 2045. The estimates reflect the location of planned 998 

development projects, vacant and underutilized sites, and Comprehensive Plan land 999 

use designations and policies. 217.24 1000 

“217.25 Table 2.3: Projected Distribution of Household Growth by Planning Area 217.25 1001 

“217.26 Table 2.4: Projected Distribution of Job Growth by Planning Area 217.26 1002 

“217.27 The tables indicate that about 28 percent of the city’s future household growth will 1003 

occur in Central Washington and along the Lower Anacostia Waterfront. This reflects 1004 

current and expected development in and around Downtown, the North of 1005 

Massachusetts Avenue (NoMA) area, the Southwest Waterfront, the Near Southeast, 1006 

and on large sites such as Poplar Point. Other areas east of the Anacostia River 1007 

represent about 18 percent of the projected total. The Mid-City and Near Northwest 1008 

areas also represent a combined total of 14.2 percent, with most of the gain expected 1009 

east of 14th Street NW, especially around Howard University, Columbia Heights, and 1010 

Shaw. The biggest shift since the 2006 forecast is that the Upper Northeast area is 1011 

now expected to accommodate 19.7 percent of the District’s household growth.  This 1012 

is a result of major land use changes around Union Market, McMillan Reservoir, 1013 

Rhode Island Avenue Metro station, and the large number of vacant and underutilized 1014 

properties in the Upper Northeast area. Additional data and guidance for each of these 1015 

areas is provided in the Area Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 217.27 1016 

“217.28 Employment growth will continue to be concentrated in Central Washington and 1017 

along the Anacostia River. These two areas were expected to absorb three-quarters of 1018 



the city’s job growth by 2025, principally in places like the South Capitol Street 1019 

Corridor, the Southeast Federal Center, and the New York Avenue Metro Station 1020 

area. The updated forecast suggests that job growth will be slightly more distributed.  1021 

Central Washington and the Anacostia River Waterfront areas are now expected to 1022 

absorb 57 percent of job growth. Upper Northeast, especially along the New York 1023 

Avenue corridor, is now expected to absorb about 10 percent of the city’s job growth. 1024 

Another 14 percent is expected east of the Anacostia River on sites such as St. 1025 

Elizabeths and the Minnesota Avenue Metro Station Area. The remaining six 1026 

planning areas represent less than 20 percent of the city’s job growth, most associated 1027 

with institutional uses and infill office and retail development along corridor streets. 1028 

217.28 1029 

“217.29 As time unfolds, departures from the District’s forecasts are likely. Future 1030 

amendments to the Comprehensive Plan may be considered in response to changing 1031 

trends, new projections, and shifting expectations for the future. 217.292 1032 

“218 FROM VISION TO REALITY: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 1033 

“218.1 The earlier sections of this Element provided the context for the Comprehensive Plan. 1034 

This section establishes 36 underlying principles for the future that reflect this 1035 

context. Most of these principles are based on “A Vision for Growing an Inclusive 1036 

City,” the policy framework for the Comprehensive Plan Revision endorsed by the 1037 

Council of the District of Columbia in 2004. However, statements from the previous 1038 

Comprehensive Plan and other documents that set the frame for more detailed 1039 

planning in the District also are incorporated. Policies in each Element of the 1040 



Comprehensive Plan elaborate on the city’s commitment to following these 1041 

principles. 218.1 1042 

“218.2 The principles are grouped into five sections: 1043 

• Managing Growth and Change 1044 

• Creating Successful Neighborhoods 1045 

• Increasing Access to Education and Employment 1046 

• Connecting the City 1047 

• Building Green and Healthy Communities. 218.2 1048 

“218.3 The principles acknowledge that the benefits and opportunities of living in the 1049 

District are not available to everyone equally and that divisions in the city physical, 1050 

social and economic - must be overcome to move from vision to reality. 218.3 1051 

“219 MANAGING GROWTH AND CHANGE: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 1052 

“219.1 1. Change in the District of Columbia is both inevitable and desirable. The key is to 1053 

manage change in ways that protect the positive aspects of life in the city and reduce 1054 

negatives such as poverty, crime, food deserts, displacement, and homelessness. 1055 

219.1 1056 

“219.2 2. A city must be diverse to thrive, and the District cannot sustain itself by only 1057 

attracting small, affluent households. To retain residents and attract a diverse 1058 

population, the city should provide services that support families. A priority must be 1059 

placed on sustaining and promoting safe neighborhoods offering health care, quality 1060 

education, transportation, child care, parks, libraries, arts and cultural facilities, and 1061 

housing for families. 219.2 1062 



“219.3 3. Diversity also means maintaining and enhancing the District’s mix of housing 1063 

types. Housing should be developed for households of different sizes, including 1064 

growing families as well as singles and couples, and for all income levels. 219.3 1065 

“219.4 4. The District needs both residential and non-residential growth to survive. 1066 

Nonresidential growth benefits residents by creating jobs and opportunities for less 1067 

affluent households to increase their income. 219.4 1068 

“219.5 5. A large component of current and forecasted growth in the next decade is expected 1069 

to occur on large sites that are currently isolated from the rest of the city. Rather than 1070 

letting these sites develop as gated or self-contained communities, they should be 1071 

integrated into the city’s urban fabric through the continuation of street patterns, open 1072 

space corridors and compatible development patterns where they meet existing 1073 

neighborhoods. Since the District is landlocked, its large sites must be viewed as 1074 

extraordinarily valuable assets. Not all should be used right away-some should be 1075 

“banked” for the future. 219.5 1076 

“219.6 6. Redevelopment and infill opportunities along corridors and near transit stations 1077 

will be an important component of reinvigorating and enhancing our neighborhoods. 1078 

Development on such sites must be designed to respect the integrity of stable 1079 

neighborhoods and the broader community context, and encourage housing and 1080 

amenities for low-income.households, who rely more on transit. Adequate 1081 

infrastructure capacity should be ensured as growth occurs. 219.6 1082 

“219.7 7. Growth in the District benefits not only District residents, but the region as well. 1083 

By accommodating a larger number of jobs and residents, we can create the critical 1084 



mass needed to support new services, sustain public transit, and improve regional 1085 

environmental quality. 219.7 1086 

“220 CREATING SUCCESSFUL NEIGHBORHOODS: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 1087 

“220.1 8. The residential character of neighborhoods must be protected, maintained and 1088 

improved. Many District neighborhoods possess social, economic, historic, and 1089 

physical qualities that make them unique and desirable places in which to live. As the 1090 

District continues to grow, more residents, and those of varied socio-economic 1091 

backgrounds, should be accommodated, including the production and preservation of 1092 

affordable housing, while using zoning, design, and other means to retain the qualities 1093 

that physically characterize these neighborhoods and make them attractive. Zoning 1094 

and other means should be used to attract neighborhood serving retail that in turn, 1095 

enhances the surrounding residential neighborhood.220.1 1096 

“220.2 9. Many neighborhoods include commercial and institutional uses that contribute to 1097 

their character. Neighborhood businesses, retail districts, schools, parks, recreational 1098 

facilities, houses of worship and other public facilities all make our communities 1099 

more livable. These uses provide strong centers that reinforce neighborhood identity 1100 

and provide destinations and services for residents. They too must be protected and 1101 

stabilized. 220.2 1102 

“220.3 10. The recent housing boom has triggered a crisis of affordability in the city, creating 1103 

a hardship for many District residents and changing the character of neighborhoods. 1104 

The preservation of existing affordable housing and the production of new affordable 1105 

housing for low income and workforce households are essential to avoid a deepening 1106 

of racial and economic divides in the city, and must occur city-wide to achieve fair 1107 



housing objectives. Affordable renter-and owner-occupied housing production and 1108 

preservation is central to the idea of growing more inclusively. 220.3 1109 

“220.4 11. The District of Columbia contains many buildings and sites that contribute to its 1110 

identity. Protecting historic resources through preservation laws and other programs 1111 

is essential to retain the heritage that defines and distinguishes the city. Special efforts 1112 

should be made to conserve row houses as the defining element of many District 1113 

neighborhoods, and to restore neighborhood “main streets” through sensitive 1114 

renovation and updating. 220.4 1115 

“220.5 12. Each neighborhood is an integral part of a diverse larger community that 1116 

contributes to the District’s identity. Growing an inclusive city means that all 1117 

neighborhoods should share in the overall social responsibilities of the community, 1118 

including accommodating the overall growth in new residents, housing the homeless, 1119 

feeding the hungry, and accommodating the disabled. 220.5 1120 

“220.6 13. Enhanced public safety is one of the District’s highest priorities and is vital to the 1121 

health of our neighborhoods. The District must continue to improve safety and 1122 

security, and sustain a high level of emergency police, fire, and medical assistance. 1123 

Moreover, the District must engage in appropriate planning and capital investments to 1124 

reduce the likelihood and severity of future emergencies. 220.6 1125 

“220.7 14. Confidence in government begins at the neighborhood level. It is built block-by-1126 

block, based on day-to-day relationships and experiences. Meaningful citizen 1127 

participation and responsive neighborhood services are essential to sustain successful 1128 

neighborhoods. 220.7 1129 



“220.8 15. Public input in decisions about land use and development is an essential part of 1130 

creating successful neighborhoods, from development of the Comprehensive Plan to 1131 

every facet of its implementation. 220.8 1132 

“220.9 Policies and actions to support neighborhoods cut across many Comprehensive Plan 1133 

topics and appear throughout this document. Wherever they may appear, these 1134 

policies are underpinned by the common goal of conserving functioning, stable 1135 

neighborhoods and improving those that need redirection or enhancement. 220.9 1136 

“221 INCREASING ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT: GUIDING 1137 

PRINCIPLES 1138 

“221.1 16. Increasing access to jobs and education by District residents is fundamental to 1139 

improving the lives and economic well-being of District residents. Quality education 1140 

equips students with the skills and tools to succeed. 221.1 1141 

“221.2 17. An economically strong and viable District of Columbia is essential to the 1142 

economic health and well-being of the region. Thus, a broad spectrum of private and 1143 

public growth (with an appropriate level of supporting infrastructure) should be 1144 

encouraged. The District’s economic development strategies must capitalize on the 1145 

city’s location at the center of the region’s transportation and communication 1146 

systems. 221.2 1147 

“221.3 18. Increasing access to education is linked to broader social goals such as increasing 1148 

access to employment, strengthening families, creating a better future for the city’s 1149 

youth, and reducing chronic and concentrated poverty. Therefore, physical plans for 1150 

the city must be accompanied by plans and programs to improve our educational 1151 

system, improve literacy and job training, and link residents to quality jobs. 221.3 1152 



“221.4 19. The overarching goals of the Comprehensive Plan cannot be achieved without 1153 

sustained investment in public school and library facilities. The physical condition of 1154 

these facilities must be of good quality before the vision of a more inclusive city can 1155 

be truly achieved. 221.4 1156 

“221.5 20. Colleges and universities make the District an intellectual capital as well as a 1157 

political capital. They are an essential part of the District’s plans to grow its 1158 

“knowledge based” economy, improve access to learning, and broaden economic 1159 

prosperity for all District residents. Sustaining our colleges and universities is 1160 

important, as is protecting the integrity of the communities of which they are a part. 1161 

Encouraging access to higher education for all residents is vitally important, as is 1162 

locating higher education facilities in neighborhoods currently underserved by such 1163 

facilities. 221.5 1164 

“221.6 21. Land development policies should be focused to create job opportunities for 1165 

District residents. This means that sufficient land should be planned and zoned for 1166 

new job centers in areas with high unemployment and under-employment. A mix of 1167 

employment opportunities to meet the needs of residents with varied job skills should 1168 

be provided. 221.6 1169 

“221.7 22. Providing more efficient, convenient, and affordable transportation for residents 1170 

to access jobs in the District and in the surrounding region is critical to achieve the 1171 

goal of increasing District residents’ access to employment. 221.7 1172 

“221.8 23. Downtown should be strengthened as the region’s major employment center, as 1173 

its cultural center; as a center for government, tourism and international business; and 1174 

as an exciting urban mixed-use neighborhood. Policies should strive to increase the 1175 



number of jobs for District residents, enhance retail opportunities, increase the 1176 

number of residential units, promote access to Downtown from across the District and 1177 

the region, and ensure Downtown’s prominence as the heart of the city. 221.8 1178 

“221.9 24. Despite the recent economic resurgence in the city, the District has yet to reach its 1179 

full economic potential. Expanding the economy means increasing shopping and 1180 

services for many District neighborhoods, particularly east of the Anacostia River, 1181 

bringing tourists beyond the National Mall and into the city’s business districts, and 1182 

creating more opportunities for local entrepreneurs and small businesses. The 1183 

District’s economic development expenditures should help support local businesses 1184 

and provide economic benefits to the community. 221.9 1185 

“222 CONNECTING THE CITY: GUIDING PRINCIPLES 1186 

“222.1 25. Increased mobility can no longer be achieved simply by building more roads. The 1187 

priority must be on investment in other forms of transportation, particularly transit. 1188 

Mobility can be enhanced further by improving the connections between different 1189 

transportation modes, improving traveler safety and security, and increasing system 1190 

efficiency. 222.1 1191 

“222.2 26. Transportation facilities, including streets, bridges, transit, sidewalks, and paths, 1192 

provide access to land and they provide mobility for residents and others. Investments 1193 

in the transportation network must be equitably distributed, prioritize safety, access 1194 

and sustainable transportation, and balance  the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, 1195 

transit users, autos and delivery vehicles as well as the needs of residents and others 1196 

to move around and through the city. 222.2 1197 



“222.3 27. Washington’s wide avenues are a lasting legacy of the 1791 L’Enfant Plan and 1198 

are still one of the city’s most distinctive features. The “great streets” of the city 1199 

should be reinforced as an element of Washington’s design through transportation, 1200 

streetscape, and economic development programs. 222.3 1201 

“222.4 28. Connections to and between the city’s celebrated open spaces, such as Rock 1202 

Creek Park and the National Mall, should be improved. At the same time, creation of 1203 

new parks along the Anacostia River and enhancement of the federal Fort Circle 1204 

Parks, should be supported to connect communities and enhance “green 1205 

infrastructure” in the city. 222.4 1206 

“222.5 29. The District continues to grow in reputation as an international cultural center. To 1207 

sustain this growth, it must continue to support a healthy arts and cultural community 1208 

through its land use, housing, and economic development policies. The power of the 1209 

arts to express the identity of each community while connecting neighborhoods and 1210 

residents must be recognized. 222.5 1211 

“222.6 30. Residents are connected by places of “common ground,” such as Union Station 1212 

and Eastern Market. Such public gathering places should be protected and should be 1213 

created in all parts of the city as development and change occurs. 222.6 1214 

“222.7 31. The District’s communities are connected by a shared heritage of urban design, 1215 

reflecting the legacy of the L’Enfant Plan, the McMillan Plan, the Height Act of 1216 

1910, and preservation of much of the historic urban fabric. After more than two 1217 

centuries of building, the nation’s capital is still a remarkable place. Urban design and 1218 

streetscape policies must retain the historic, majestic, and beautiful qualities that 1219 

make Washington unique among American cities. 222.7 1220 



“223 BUILDING GREEN AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES: GUIDING 1221 

PRINCIPLES 1222 

“223.1 32. The site selected for the national capital was characterized by a very special 1223 

topography, including hills interlaced with broad rivers and streams. The topography 1224 

allowed for the construction of a special collection of buildings that gives the District 1225 

a unique profile. This profile has been further protected by local and national 1226 

ordinances and must continue to be protected in the future. This should include the 1227 

protection of views and vistas and the enhancement of city gateways. 223.1 1228 

“223.2 33. The earth, water, air, and biotic resources of the District must be protected. 1229 

Furthermore, such resources should be restored and enhanced where they have been 1230 

degraded by past human activities. In particular, reforestation of the District and 1231 

maintenance of its tree cover should be emphasized to sustain the District’s reputation 1232 

as one of America’s “greenest” cities. 223.2 1233 

“223.3 34. As the nation’s capital, the District should be a role model for environmental 1234 

sustainability. Building construction and renovation should minimize the use of non-1235 

renewable resources, promote energy and water conservation, and reduce harmful 1236 

effects on the natural environment. 223.3 1237 

“223.4 35. Planning decisions should improve the health of District residents by reducing 1238 

exposure to hazardous materials, improving the quality of surface and groundwater, 1239 

and encouraging land use patterns and land uses that reduce air pollution and 1240 

facilitate pedestrian and bicycle travel. 223.4 1241 

“223.5 36. The District’s parks and open spaces provide health, recreational, psychological, 1242 

aesthetic, and ecological benefits that contribute to the quality of life. Maintenance 1243 



and improvement of existing parks, and increased access to open space and recreation 1244 

across the city are basic elements of the city’s vision. The District’s public open 1245 

spaces should be protected against exploitation, and their recreational and 1246 

environmental values should be conserved. 223.5 1247 

“224 PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER 1248 

“224.1 Taken together, the forces driving change, growth projections, and guiding principles 1249 

in the Framework Element provide a foundation for planning the future of the District 1250 

of Columbia. The subsequent elements of the Comprehensive Plan following this 1251 

Framework Element examine these conditions in much more detail and outline the 1252 

journey from vision to reality. 224.1 1253 

“224.2 The Comprehensive Plan provides direction in two important ways. The first is its 1254 

role in careful land use decisions that accommodate growth and ensure that the city is 1255 

an inclusive and desirable place to live and work. The second is through continuing 1256 

consideration of the plan’s infrastructure priorities to inform the District’s Capital 1257 

Improvement Plan. 224.2 1258 

“224.3 The Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Regulations are linked in law, and subsequently 1259 

in application. A Congressional Act of June 20, 1938 established that zoning 1260 

“regulations shall be made in accordance with a comprehensive plan…”. In 1973, the 1261 

District of Columbia Home Rule charter included changes to the 1938 Act, as 1262 

follows: “Zoning maps and regulations, and amendments thereto, shall not be 1263 

inconsistent with the comprehensive plan for the national capital” (emphasis added). 1264 

The relationship between the Comprehensive Plan and the District’s Zoning 1265 



Regulations, and how these are used in the city’s development review process, is 1266 

described below. 224.3 1267 

“224.4 The Comprehensive Plan, which includes a Generalized Policy Map and a Future 1268 

Land Use Map, provides generalized guidance. The Generalized Policy Map provides 1269 

guidance on whether areas are designated for conservation, enhancement or change, 1270 

as explained in Section 225. The Future Land Use Map shows anticipated future land 1271 

uses, which may be the same, or different than, the current land uses. Both maps are 1272 

part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the categories used for each map are 1273 

described later in this Framework. 224.4 1274 

“224.5 Small Area Plans are prepared with community input, to provide more detailed 1275 

planning guidance. Small Area Plans are typically approved by resolution of the 1276 

Council and information from these plans may be subsequently incorporated into the 1277 

Comprehensive Plan Elements. If approved by Council resolution, the Small Area 1278 

Plans should be used as supplemental guidance by the Zoning Commission where not 1279 

in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan. If approved by Council act, the Small Area 1280 

Plans have equal weight to the Comprehensive Plan and may even amend it. 224.5 1281 

“224.6 The District of Columbia Zoning Commission is required to use the Comprehensive 1282 

Plan in its land use decision-making. The Zoning Commission may amend the 1283 

District of Columbia zoning map in two ways, both requiring a finding of “not 1284 

inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.” The first way is to establish a zone 1285 

district for a specific parcel or an area of land. A zone district specifies uses allowed 1286 

as a matter-of-right or through a special exception, and development standards such 1287 

as maximum density, height, and lot occupancy. 224.6 1288 



“224.7 The second way is through a Planned Unit Development (PUD), often for sites that 1289 

have more than one parcel or building. The goal of a PUD is to permit development 1290 

flexibility greater than specified by matter-of-right zoning, such as increased building 1291 

height or density, provided that the project offers a commendable number or quality 1292 

of public benefits, and protects and advances the public health, safety, welfare, and 1293 

convenience. These public benefits should be lasting and are developed through 1294 

discussions between developers, District representatives, Advisory Neighborhood 1295 

Commissions, civic organizations, and the community. As part of the PUD process, 1296 

the Zoning Commission may include a zoning map amendment for the purpose of the 1297 

PUD, which is applicable only for the duration of the PUD, and subject to PUD 1298 

conditions. The PUD process is not to be used to circumvent the intent and purposes 1299 

of the Zoning Regulations or result in an action inconsistent with the Comprehensive 1300 

Plan. In considering whether a PUD is “not inconsistent” with the Comprehensive 1301 

Plan, it is appropriate to consider the context of the entire site, such as aggregating 1302 

density on one portion so as to increase open space on another portion – achieving an 1303 

overall density that is consistent with the Plan. 224.7 1304 

“224.8 In its decision-making, the Zoning Commission must make a finding of “not 1305 

inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.” To do so, the Zoning Commission must 1306 

consider the many competing, and sometimes conflicting, policies of the 1307 

Comprehensive Plan, along with the various uses, development standards and 1308 

requirements of the zone districts. It is the responsibility of the Zoning Commission 1309 

to consider and balance these policies in its decision-making, and clearly explain its 1310 

decision-making rationale. 224.8 1311 



“224.9 Specific public benefits are determined through each PUD application and should 1312 

respond to critical issues facing the District as identified in the Comprehensive Plan 1313 

and through the PUD process itself. In light of the acute need to preserve and build 1314 

affordable housing, described in Section 206, the production of new affordable 1315 

housing units, above and beyond existing matter-of-right limits, and the prevention of 1316 

permanent displacement of on-site residents should be considered as high-priority 1317 

public benefits in the evaluation of residential PUDs. 224.9 1318 

“225 GENERALIZED POLICY MAP 1319 

“225.1 Purpose of the Policy Map 1320 

 The purpose of the Generalized Policy Map is to categorize how different parts of the 1321 

District may change between 2005 and 2025. It highlights areas where more detailed 1322 

policies are necessary, both within the Comprehensive Plan and in follow-up plans, to 1323 

manage this change. 225.1 1324 

“225.2 Purpose of the Policy Map 1325 

 The map should be used to guide land use decision-making in conjunction with the 1326 

Comprehensive Plan text, the Future Land Use Map, and other Comprehensive Plan 1327 

maps. Boundaries on the map are to be interpreted in concert with these other sources, 1328 

as well as the context of each location. 225.2 1329 

“225.3 Categories 1330 

 The Generalized Policy Map identifies the following four different types of areas: 1331 

Neighborhood Conservation Areas, Neighborhood Enhancement Areas, Land Use 1332 

Change Areas, and Commercial/Mixed Use Areas. Although each area has specific 1333 



characteristics, all provide opportunities for future development that advances District 1334 

goals and policies. 225.3 1335 

“225.4 Neighborhood Conservation Areas 1336 

 Neighborhood Conservation areas have little vacant or underutilized land. They are 1337 

generally residential in character. Maintenance of existing land uses and community 1338 

character is anticipated over the next 20 years. Where change occurs, it will typically 1339 

be modest in scale and will consist primarily of infill housing, public facilities, and 1340 

institutional uses. Major changes in density over current (2017) conditions are not 1341 

expected but some new development and reuse opportunities are anticipated, and 1342 

these can support conservation of neighborhood character where guided by 1343 

Comprehensive Plan policies and the Future Land Use Map. Neighborhood 1344 

Conservation Areas that are designated “PDR” on the Future Land Use Map are 1345 

expected to be retained with the mix of industrial, office, and retail uses they have 1346 

historically provided. 225.4 1347 

“225.5 The guiding philosophy in Neighborhood Conservation Areas is to conserve and 1348 

enhance established neighborhoods but not preclude development, particularly to 1349 

address city-wide housing needs. Limited development and redevelopment 1350 

opportunities do exist within these areas. The diversity of land uses and building 1351 

types in these areas should be maintained and new development, redevelopment, and 1352 

alterations should be compatible with the existing scale, natural features, and 1353 

character of each area. Densities in Neighborhood Conservation Areas are guided by 1354 

the Future Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan policies. 225.5 1355 

“225.6 Neighborhood Enhancement Areas 1356 



 Neighborhood Enhancement Areas are neighborhoods with substantial amounts of 1357 

vacant and underutilized land. They include areas that are primarily residential in 1358 

character, as well as mixed use and industrial areas. Many of these areas are 1359 

characterized by a patchwork of existing homes and individual vacant lots, some 1360 

privately owned and others owned by the public sector or non-profit developers. 1361 

These areas present opportunities for compatible infill development, including new 1362 

single family homes, townhomes, other density housing types, mixed use buildings, 1363 

and where appropriate, light industrial facilities. Land uses that reflect the historical 1364 

mixture and diversity of each community and promote inclusivity should be 1365 

encouraged. 225.6 1366 

“225.7 The guiding philosophy in Neighborhood Enhancement Areas is to ensure that new 1367 

development responds to the existing character, natural features, and existing/planned 1368 

infrastructure capacity. New housing should be encouraged to improve the 1369 

neighborhood and must be consistent with the land use designation on the Future 1370 

Land Use Map and with Comprehensive Plan policies. The unique and special 1371 

qualities of each area should be maintained and conserved, and overall neighborhood 1372 

character should be protected or enhanced as development takes place. Publicly-1373 

owned open space within these areas should be preserved and enhanced to make these 1374 

communities more attractive and desirable. 225.7 1375 

“225.8 The main difference between Neighborhood Enhancement and Neighborhood 1376 

Conservation Areas is the large amount of vacant and underutilized land that exists in 1377 

the Enhancement Areas. Neighborhood Enhancement Areas often contain many acres 1378 

of undeveloped lots, whereas Neighborhood Conservation Areas appear to be mostly 1379 



“built out.” Existing housing should be enhanced through rehabilitation assistance. 1380 

New development in these areas should support neighborhood and city-wide housing 1381 

need, reduce crime and blight, and attract complementary new uses and services that 1382 

better serve the needs of existing and future residents. 225.8 1383 

“225.9 Land Use Change Areas 1384 

 Land Use Change Areas are areas where change to a different land use from what 1385 

exists today is anticipated. In some cases, the Future Land Use Map depicts the 1386 

specific mix of uses expected for these areas. In other cases, the Future Land Use 1387 

Map shows these sites as “Federal”, indicating the District does not currently have the 1388 

authority to develop appropriate plans for these areas, but expects to have this 1389 

authority by 2025. 225.9 1390 

“225.10 There are more than two dozen Land Use Change Areas identified on the Policy Map. 1391 

They include many of the city’s large development opportunity sites, and other 1392 

smaller sites that are undergoing redevelopment or that are anticipated to undergo 1393 

redevelopment. Together, they represent much of the city’s supply of vacant and 1394 

underutilized land. 225.10 1395 

“225.11 The guiding philosophy in the Land Use Change Areas is to encourage and facilitate 1396 

new development and promote the adaptive reuse of existing structures. Many of 1397 

these areas have the capacity to become mixed-use communities containing housing, 1398 

retail shops, services, workplaces, parks, and civic facilities. The Comprehensive 1399 

Plan’s Area Elements provide additional policies to guide development and 1400 

redevelopment within the Land Use Change Areas, including the desired mix of uses 1401 

in each area. 225.11 1402 



“225.12 As Land Use Change Areas are redeveloped, the District aspires to create high quality 1403 

neighborhoods that demonstrate exemplary site and architectural design and 1404 

innovative environmental features, compatible with nearby neighborhoods, and 1405 

provide significant affordable housing and employment opportunities. Measures to 1406 

ensure that public benefits are commensurate with increased density and to avoid and 1407 

mitigate any undesirable impacts of development of the Land Use Change Areas upon 1408 

adjacent neighborhoods should be required as necessary. 225.12 1409 

“225.13 Commercial/Mixed Use Areas 1410 

 The areas identified as commercial or mixed use correspond to the city’s business 1411 

districts, many of which form the heart of the city’s neighborhoods. Five categories 1412 

are used, defining the physical and economic character of each area along with 1413 

generalized long-range conservation and development objectives. The commercial 1414 

areas are: “Main Street mixed use corridors,” “neighborhood commercial centers,” 1415 

“multi-neighborhood commercial centers”, “regional commercial centers,” and 1416 

“central employment area.” All categories allow commercial and residential uses. 1417 

225.13 1418 

“225.14 Main Street Mixed Use Corridors 1419 

 These are traditional commercial business corridors with a concentration of older 1420 

storefronts along the street. The area served can vary from one neighborhood (e.g., 1421 

14th Street Heights or Barracks Row) to multiple neighborhoods (e.g., Dupont Circle, 1422 

H Street, or Adams Morgan). Their common feature is that they have a pedestrian-1423 

oriented environment with traditional storefronts. Many have upper story residential 1424 

or office uses. Some corridors are underutilized, with capacity for redevelopment. 1425 



Conservation and enhancement of these corridors is desired to foster economic and 1426 

housing opportunities and serve neighborhood needs. Any development or 1427 

redevelopment that occurs should support transit use and enhance the pedestrian 1428 

environment. 225.14 1429 

“225.15 Neighborhood Commercial Centers 1430 

 Neighborhood Commercial Centers meet the day-to-day needs of residents and 1431 

workers in the adjacent neighborhoods. The area served by a Neighborhood 1432 

Commercial Center is usually less than one mile. Typical uses include convenience 1433 

stores, sundries, small food markets, supermarkets, branch banks, restaurants, and 1434 

basic services such as dry cleaners, hair cutting, and childcare. Office space for small 1435 

businesses, such as local real estate and insurance offices, doctors and dentists, and 1436 

similar uses, also may be found in such locations. Many buildings have upper-story 1437 

residential uses. 225.15 1438 

“225.16 Unlike Main Street Retail Corridors, the Neighborhood Commercial Centers include 1439 

both auto-oriented centers and pedestrian-oriented shopping areas. Examples include 1440 

Penn Branch Shopping Center on Pennsylvania Avenue, SE and the Spring Valley 1441 

Shopping Center on Massachusetts Avenue, NW. New development and 1442 

redevelopment within Neighborhood Commercial Areas must be managed to 1443 

conserve the economic viability of these areas while allowing additional 1444 

development, including residential, that complements existing uses. 225.16 1445 

“225.17 Multi-Neighborhood Centers 1446 

 Multi-neighborhood centers contain many of the same activities as neighborhood 1447 

centers but in greater depth and variety. The area served by a Multi-Neighborhood 1448 



Center is typically one to three miles. These centers are generally found at major 1449 

intersections and along key transit routes. These centers might include supermarkets, 1450 

general merchandise stores, drug stores, restaurants, specialty shops, apparel stores, 1451 

and a variety of service-oriented businesses. These centers also may include 1452 

residential and office space for small businesses, although their primary function 1453 

remains retail trade. 225.17 1454 

“225.18 Examples of multi-neighborhood business centers include Hechinger Mall, Columbia 1455 

Heights, Brentwood, and Skyland Shopping Centers. Mixed-use infill development at 1456 

these centers should be encouraged to provide new retail and service uses, and 1457 

additional housing and job opportunities. Transit improvements to these centers are 1458 

also desirable. 225.18 1459 

“225.19 Regional Centers 1460 

 Regional centers have the largest range of commercial functions outside the Central 1461 

Employment Area and are likely to have major department stores, many specialty 1462 

shops, concentrations of restaurants, movies and other leisure or entertainment 1463 

facilities. They typically draw patrons from across the city, as well as patrons from 1464 

nearby suburban areas. A large office component is also associated with regional 1465 

centers. As with Multi-Neighborhood Centers, infill development at Regional Centers 1466 

should provide new retail, entertainment, service uses, additional housing, and 1467 

employment opportunities. 225.19 1468 

“225.20 These centers are generally located along major arterials and are served by transit, but 1469 

typically generate significant demand for parking. Off-street parking may be provided 1470 

on a cooperative/shared basis within the area, using both self-contained and nearby 1471 



commercial parking lots and garages. Regional centers are higher in density and 1472 

intensity of use than other commercial areas, except downtown.  Building height, 1473 

massing, and density should support the role of regional centers while scaling 1474 

appropriately to development in adjoining communities, and should be further guided 1475 

by policies in the Land Use Element and the Area Elements. Examples of regional 1476 

centers include Friendship Heights and Georgetown. 225.20 1477 

“225.21 Central Employment Area 1478 

 The Central Employment Area is the business and retail heart of the District and the 1479 

metropolitan area. It has the widest variety of commercial uses, including but not 1480 

limited to major government and corporate offices; retail, cultural, and entertainment 1481 

uses; hotels, restaurants, and other hospitality uses; as well as high density residential 1482 

uses. The Central Employment Area draws patrons, workers, and visitors from across 1483 

the region. The Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use and Economic Development 1484 

Elements, and the Central Washington Area and Lower Anacostia Waterfront/Near 1485 

Southwest Area Elements provide additional guidance, policies and actions related to 1486 

the Central Employment Area. 225.21 1487 

“225.22 Other Areas 1488 

 The Generalized Policy Map also identifies parks and open space, land owned by or 1489 

under the jurisdiction of the District or federal government, federal lands with federal 1490 

buildings, Downtown Washington, and major institutional land uses. The fact that 1491 

these areas are not designated as Conservation, Enhancement, or Land Use Change 1492 

does not mean they are exempt from the Comprehensive Plan or that their land uses 1493 

will remain static. Public parks and public open space will be conserved and carefully 1494 



managed in the future. Federal lands are called out to acknowledge the District’s 1495 

limited jurisdiction over them but are still discussed in the text of the District 1496 

Elements. Downtown includes its own set of conservation, enhancement, and change 1497 

areas, described in more detail in the Central Washington Area Element. Much of the 1498 

land identified as institutional on the map represents colleges and universities; change 1499 

and infill can be expected on each campus consistent with campus plans. Other 1500 

institutional sites, including hospitals and religious orders, likewise may see new 1501 

buildings or facilities added. Policies in the Land Use and the Educational Facilities 1502 

Elements address the compatibility of such uses with surrounding neighborhoods. 1503 

225.22 1504 

“226 THE DISTRICT’S FUTURE LAND USE MAP 1505 

“226.1 Maps showing the general distribution and character of future land uses in the city 1506 

have been an essential part of the Comprehensive Plan for over half a century. Both 1507 

the 1950 and 1967 Comprehensive Plans for the National Capital depicted “high 1508 

density”, “moderate density”, and “low density” residential neighborhoods. These 1509 

Plans further defined “Local Commercial” areas along many corridor streets, a 1510 

“Downtown Commercial” area, and a “Central Federal Employment Area”. The 1511 

Maps also called out hospitals, universities, industrial areas, and federal installations. 1512 

226.1 1513 

“226.2 The District portion of the 1984 Comprehensive Plan-the first Plan of the Home Rule 1514 

Era-was initially adopted without a Land Use Map. A set of four large maps was 1515 

adopted in 1985, along with the Land Use Element itself. In the years that followed, 1516 



the four maps were consolidated into two maps-a Generalized Land Use Map and a 1517 

Generalized Land Use Policy Map. 226.2 1518 

“226.3 An illustrative “paintbrush” format, reminiscent of those used in the 1950 and 1967 1519 

Plans, was initially used for the 1985 Land Use Map. This format was rejected as 1520 

being too imprecise and “bloblike.” In subsequent years it was replaced by a map 1521 

with more clearly defined edges, although the maps continue to note that these 1522 

designations are generalized. The Comprehensive Plan text stipulated that streets and 1523 

street names be displayed on the map to ensure its legibility. Its 15 land use categories 1524 

were defined in broad terms-typical uses were described, but no density or intensity 1525 

ranges were assigned. 226.3 1526 

“227 FUTURE LAND USE MAP AND CATEGORIES 1527 

“227.1 Purpose of the Land Use Map 1528 

 The Future Land Use Map is part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan and carries the 1529 

same legal weight as the Plan document itself. The Map uses color-coded categories 1530 

to express public policy for future land uses across the city. The Future Land Use 1531 

Map is intended to be used in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan’s policies 1532 

and actions. Preparation of this map is explicitly required by DC Law; its purpose is 1533 

to “represent the land use policies set forth in the proposed Land Use Element,” using 1534 

“standardized colors for planning maps.” (1-246, D.C. Code). 227.1 1535 

“227.2 Each land use category identifies representative zoning districts and states that other 1536 

zoning districts may apply. The Zoning Commission, in selecting a zone district, such 1537 

as through a Planned Unit Development or Zoning Map Amendment, shall determine 1538 

if it:   1539 



• Is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan;  1540 

• Meets the intent of the Future Land Use Map land use category;  1541 

• Is generally compatible with the character and scale of the Future Land Use Map 1542 

land use category when considering the site in total; and 1543 

• Is generally compatible with the physical and visual character of the surrounding 1544 

neighborhood. 227.2 1545 

“227.3 Definitions of Land Use Categories: Residential Categories 1546 

 Four residential categories appear on the Future Land Use Map, as follows: 227.3 1547 

“227.4 Low Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods generally, 1548 

but not exclusively, suited for single family detached and semi-detached housing 1549 

units with front, back, and side yards. The R-1-A, R-1-B, R-6 through R-12, R-14, R-1550 

15, R-16, R-19, and R-21 zone districts are generally consistent with the Low Density 1551 

Residential category, although other zones may also apply. 227.4 1552 

“227.5 Moderate Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods 1553 

generally, but not exclusively, suited for row houses as well as low-rise garden 1554 

apartment complexes. The designation also applies to areas characterized by a mix of 1555 

single-family homes, 2-4 unit buildings, row houses, and low-rise apartment 1556 

buildings. In some neighborhoods with this designation, there may also be existing 1557 

multi-story apartments, many built decades ago when the areas were zoned for more 1558 

dense uses (or were not zoned at all). The  R-3, R-13, R-17, all RF, RA-1, RA-2, RA-1559 

6, RA-7, RA-8 and RC-1 Zone Districts are generally consistent with the Moderate 1560 

Density Residential category, although other zones may also apply. 227.5 1561 



“227.6 Medium Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods or 1562 

areas generally, but not exclusively, suited for mid-rise (4-7 stories) apartment 1563 

buildings. The reference to stories is general, recognizing that story heights may vary.  1564 

Pockets of low and moderate density housing may exist within these areas. The 1565 

Medium Density Residential designation also may apply to taller residential buildings 1566 

surrounded by large areas of permanent open space. The RA-3 Zone Districts are 1567 

generally consistent with the Medium Density Residential designation, although other 1568 

zones may also apply. 227.6 1569 

“227.7 High Density Residential: This designation is used to define neighborhoods and 1570 

corridors generally, but not exclusively, suited for high-rise (8 stories or more) 1571 

apartment buildings. The reference to stories is general, recognizing that story heights 1572 

may vary. Pockets of less dense housing may exist within these areas. The RA-4, RA-1573 

5, RA-9 and RA-10 zone districts are generally consistent with the High Density 1574 

Residential designation, although other zones may also apply. 227.7 1575 

“227.8 Commercial Categories: Four commercial categories appear on the Map, listed below. 1576 

The predominant use is commercial, with housing  permitted in all categories, and 1577 

incentivized in all but the High Density category. Although all Commercial 1578 

Categories accommodate a mix of uses, a separate category (Mixed Use, defined 1579 

below) is used to identify areas where the mixing of commercial, residential, and 1580 

sometimes industrial uses is strongly encouraged. 227.8 1581 

“227.9 Low Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and service 1582 

areas that are generally lower in scale and intensity. Retail, office, and service 1583 

businesses are the predominant uses. Areas with this designation range from small 1584 



business districts that draw primarily from the surrounding neighborhoods to larger 1585 

business districts that draw from a broader market area. Their common feature is that 1586 

they are comprised primarily of commercial and mixed-use buildings that range up to 1587 

40 feet, with greater height possible when approved through a Planned Unit 1588 

Development. The NC-1, MU-3 and MU-4 zone districts are generally consistent 1589 

with the Low Density category, although other zones may also apply. 227.9 1590 

“227.10 Moderate Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and 1591 

service areas that are somewhat greater in scale and intensity than the low-density 1592 

commercial areas. Retail, office, and service businesses are the predominant uses. 1593 

Areas with this designation range from small business districts that draw primarily 1594 

from the surrounding neighborhoods to larger business districts uses that draw from a 1595 

broader market area. Buildings are larger and/or taller than those in Low Density 1596 

Commercial areas but generally do not exceed 50 feet, with greater height possible 1597 

when approved through a Planned Unit Development. The NC zone districts 1598 

identified as moderate density, MU-4, MU-5, MU-7, MU-12, MU-15, MU-17, and 1599 

MU-24 through MU-27 zone districts are generally consistent with the Moderate 1600 

Density category, although other zones may also apply. 227.10 1601 

“227.11 Medium Density Commercial: This designation is used to define shopping and 1602 

service areas that are somewhat greater in scale and intensity than the moderate-1603 

density commercial areas. Retail, office, and service businesses are the predominant 1604 

uses, although residential uses are common. Areas with this designation generally 1605 

draw from a citywide market area. Buildings are generally larger and/or taller than 1606 

those in moderate density commercial areas but generally do not exceed 80-90 feet in 1607 



height, with greater height possible when approved through a Planned Unit 1608 

Development. The NC zone districts identified as medium density, MU-5 through 1609 

MU-8, MU-10, MU-13, MU-16, MU-18, MU-19, MU-22, MU-23Zone Districts are 1610 

generally consistent with the Medium Density category, although other zones may 1611 

also apply. 227.11 1612 

“227.12 High Density Commercial: This designation is used to define the central employment 1613 

district, other major office centers, and other commercial areas with the greatest scale 1614 

and intensity of use in the District.. Office and mixed office/retail buildings greater 1615 

than 90 feet in height are the predominant use, although high-rise residential and 1616 

many lower scale buildings (including historic buildings) are interspersed. The MU-6, 1617 

MU-9, MU-30, and the D zones (except the D-1 and D-2)are generally consistent, 1618 

although other zones may also apply. 227.12 1619 

“227.13 Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR): The Production, Distribution, and Repair 1620 

(PDR) category is used to define areas characterized by manufacturing, warehousing, 1621 

wholesale and distribution centers, transportation services, food services, printers and 1622 

publishers, tourism support services, and commercial, municipal, and utility activities 1623 

which may require substantial buffering from housing and other noise-, air pollution- 1624 

and light-sensitive uses. This category is also used to denote railroad rights-of-way, 1625 

switching and maintenance yards, bus garages, and  uses related to the movement of 1626 

freight, such as truck terminals. It is important to ensure adequate, appropriate land is 1627 

provided for these PDR uses that are critical to supporting the retail, transportation 1628 

and service needs of the city. A variety of zone districts apply within PDR areas, 1629 

recognizing the different intensities of use and impacts generated by various PDR 1630 



activities. The corresponding Zone District is PDR, and other districts may also apply 1631 

where the PDR map designation is striped with other land uses.. The present density 1632 

and height limits set in these districts are expected to remain for the foreseeable 1633 

future. 227.13 1634 

“227.14 Public and Institutional Categories 1635 

 Four public and institutional land use categories appear on the Map, as follows: 1636 

227.14 1637 

“227.15 Federal: This designation includes land and facilities owned, occupied and used by 1638 

the federal government, excluding parks and open space. Uses include military bases, 1639 

federal government buildings, the International Chancery Center, federal hospitals, 1640 

museums, and similar federal government activities. The “Federal” category 1641 

generally denotes ownership and federal use. Land with this designation is generally 1642 

not subject to zoning. In the event federal interests on any given federal site 1643 

terminate, zoning for these areas should be established in a manner that is consistent 1644 

with Comprehensive Plan policies. 227.15 1645 

“227.16 Local Public Facilities: This designation includes land and facilities occupied and 1646 

used by the District of Columbia government or other local government agencies 1647 

(such as WMATA), excluding parks and open space. Uses include public schools 1648 

including charter schools, public hospitals, government office complexes, and similar 1649 

local government activities. Other non-governmental facilities may be co-located on 1650 

site. While included in this category, local public facilities smaller than one acre-1651 

including some of the District’s libraries, police and fire stations, and similar uses-1652 



may not appear on the map due to scale. Zoning designations vary depending on 1653 

surrounding uses. 227.16 1654 

“227.17 Institutional: This designation includes land and facilities occupied and used by 1655 

colleges and universities, large private schools, hospitals, religious organizations, and 1656 

similar institutions. While included in this category, smaller institutional uses such as 1657 

churches are generally not mapped, unless they are located on sites that are several 1658 

acres in size. Zoning designations vary depending on surrounding uses. Institutional 1659 

uses are also permitted in other land use categories. 227.17 1660 

“227.18 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space: This designation includes the federal and District 1661 

park systems, including the National Parks, such as the National Mall; the circles and 1662 

squares of the L’Enfant city and District neighborhoods;;settings for significant 1663 

commemorative works, certain federal buildings such as the White House and the 1664 

U.S. Capitol grounds, and museums; and District-operated parks and associated 1665 

recreation centers. It also includes permanent open space uses such as cemeteries, 1666 

open space associated with utilities such as the Dalecarlia and McMillan Reservoirs, 1667 

and open space along highways such as Suitland Parkway. This category includes a 1668 

mix of passive open space (for resource conservation and habitat protection) and 1669 

active open space (for recreation). While included in this category, parks smaller than 1670 

one acre-including many of the triangles along the city’s avenues-may not appear on 1671 

the map due to scale. Zoning designations for these areas vary. The federal parklands 1672 

are generally unzoned, and District parklands tend to be zoned the same as 1673 

surrounding land uses. 227.18 1674 



“227.19 Mixed Use Categories: The Future Land Use Map indicates areas where the mixing 1675 

of two or more land uses is especially encouraged. The particular combination of uses 1676 

desired in a given area is depicted in striped patterns, with stripe colors corresponding 1677 

to the categories defined on the previous pages. A Mixed Future Land Use Map 1678 

designation should not be confused with the Mixed Use (MU) zoning districts, 1679 

although they frequently apply to the same area or parcel of land. The Mixed Use 1680 

Category generally applies in the following circumstances: 1681 

a. Established, pedestrian-oriented commercial areas which also include 1682 

substantial amounts of housing, typically on the upper stories of buildings 1683 

with ground floor retail or office uses; 1684 

b. Commercial corridors or districts which may not contain substantial amounts 1685 

of housing today, but where more housing is desired in the future. The 1686 

pattern envisioned for such areas is typically one of pedestrian-oriented 1687 

streets, with ground floor retail or office uses and upper story housing;  1688 

c. Large sites (generally greater than 10 acres in size), where opportunities for 1689 

multiple uses exist but a plan depicting the precise location of these uses has 1690 

yet to be prepared; and 1691 

d. Development that includes residential uses, particularly affordable housing, 1692 

and residentially compatible industrial uses, typically achieved through a 1693 

Planned Unit Development, although there should be no net loss of potential 1694 

onsite PDR capacity. 227.19 1695 

“227.20 The general density and intensity of development within a given Mixed Use area is 1696 

determined by the specific mix of uses shown. If the desired outcome is to emphasize 1697 



one use over the other (for example, ground floor retail with three stories of housing 1698 

above), the Future Land Use Map may note the dominant use by showing it at a 1699 

slightly higher density than the other use in the mix (in this case, “Moderate Density 1700 

Residential/Low Density Commercial). The Comprehensive Plan Area Elements may 1701 

also provide detail on the specific mix of uses envisioned. 227.20 1702 

“227.21 It should also be acknowledged that because of the scale of the Future Land Use Map 1703 

and the fine-grained pattern of land use in older parts of the city, many of the areas 1704 

shown purely as “Commercial” may also contain other uses, including housing. 1705 

Likewise, some of the areas shown as purely “Residential” contain existing incidental 1706 

commercial uses such as corner stores or gas stations, or established institutional uses 1707 

such as places of worship. The “Mixed Use” designation is intended primarily for 1708 

larger areas where no single use predominates today, or areas where multiple uses are 1709 

specifically encouraged in the future. 227.21 1710 

“227.22 A variety of zoning designations are used in Mixed Use areas, depending on the 1711 

combination of uses, densities, and intensities. All zone districts formerly identified 1712 

as commercial, SP, CR and Waterfront were renamed as MU zone districts in 2016, 1713 

and are considered to be mixed use... Residential uses are permitted in all of the MU 1714 

zones, however, so many Mixed Use areas may have MU zoning. 227.22 1715 

“228 GUIDELINES FOR USING THE GENERALIZED POLICY MAP AND THE 1716 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP 1717 

“228.1 The Generalized Policy Map and Future Land Use Map are intended to provide 1718 

generalized guidance for development and conservation decisions, and are considered 1719 



in concert with other Comprehensive Plan policies. Several important parameters, 1720 

defined below, apply to their use and interpretation. 1721 

a.     The Future Land Use Map is not a zoning map. Whereas zoning maps are 1722 

parcel-specific, and establish detailed requirements and development standards 1723 

for setbacks, height, use, parking, and other attributes, the Future Land Use Map 1724 

is intended to be “soft-edged” and does not follow parcel boundaries and its 1725 

categories do not specify allowable uses or development standards. By 1726 

definition, the Future Land Use Map is to be interpreted broadly and the land 1727 

use categories identify desired objectives. 1728 

b. The Future Land Use Map is a generalized depiction of intended uses in the 1729 

horizon year of the Comprehensive Plan, roughly 20 years in the future. It is 1730 

not an “existing land use map,” although in many cases future uses in an area 1731 

may be the same as those that exist today. 1732 

c. While the densities within any given area on the Future Land Use Map 1733 

reflect all contiguous properties on a block,,there may be individual 1734 

buildings that are larger or smaller than these ranges within each area. 1735 

Similarly, the land use category definitions describe the general character of 1736 

development in each area, citing typical building heights as appropriate. The 1737 

granting of density bonuses (for example, through Planned Unit 1738 

Developments or Inclusionary Zoning) may result in heights that exceed the 1739 

typical ranges cited here. Except in the R and RF zone districts, the zoning 1740 

regulations use “Floor Area Ratios”- which set a ratio between a building’s 1741 

total gross floor area and lot area - to regulate density. With this approach, 1742 



buildings may be higher than is characteristic for the land use category, but 1743 

still consistent with the category’s density. Similarly, density on a portion of 1744 

a site may be greater, while provided the density for the site as a whole is 1745 

consistent with the designation. 1746 

d. The zoning of any given area should be guided by the Future Land Use Map, 1747 

interpreted in conjunction with the text of the Comprehensive Plan, including 1748 

the Citywide Elements and the Area Elements,. 1749 

e. The designation of an area with a particular Future Land Use Map category 1750 

does not necessarily mean that the most intense zoning district described in 1751 

that category is automatically permitted. And, even if a zone is not identified 1752 

in a category, it can be permitted as described in Section 225. A range of 1753 

densities and intensities applies within each category, and the use of different 1754 

zone districts within each category should reinforce this range. There are 1755 

many more zone districts than there are Comprehensive Plan land use 1756 

categories. Multiple zone districts should continue to be used to distinguish 1757 

the different types of low- or moderate-density residential development 1758 

which may occur within each area. Some zone districts may be compatible 1759 

with more than one Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation.  1760 

f. Some zone districts may be compatible with more than one Comprehensive 1761 

Plan Future Land Use Map designation. As an example, the MU-4 zone is 1762 

consistent with both the Low Density Commercial and the Moderate Density 1763 

Commercial designation, depending on the prevailing character of the area 1764 

and the adjacent uses.  1765 



g. The intent of the Future Land Use Map is to show use rather than ownership. 1766 

However, in a number of cases, ownership is displayed to note the District’s 1767 

limited jurisdiction. Specifically, non-park federal facilities are shown as 1768 

“Federal” even though the actual uses include housing and industry (e.g., 1769 

Bolling Air Force Base), offices (e.g., the Federal Triangle), hospitals (e.g., 1770 

Veteran’s Administration), and other activities. Similarly, the “Local Public 1771 

Facility” designation includes high-impact uses such as solid waste transfer 1772 

stations and stadiums, as well as low-impact uses such as schools. Other 1773 

maps in the Comprehensive Plan are used to show the specific types of 1774 

public uses present in each area. 1775 

h. The Map does not show density or intensity on institutional and local public 1776 

sites. If a change in use occurs on these sites in the future (for example, a 1777 

school becomes surplus or is redeveloped), the new designations should be 1778 

generally comparable in density or intensity to those in the vicinity, unless 1779 

otherwise stated in the Comprehensive Plan Area Elements or an approved 1780 

Campus Plan. 1781 

i. Streets and public rights-of-way are not an explicit land use category on the 1782 

Future Land Use Map. Within any given area, the streets that pass through 1783 

are assigned the same designation as the adjacent uses. 1784 

j. Urban renewal plans remain in effect for parts of the District of Columbia, 1785 

including Shaw, Downtown, and Fort Lincoln. These plans remain in effect 1786 

and their controlling provisions must be considered as land use and zoning 1787 

decisions are made. 1788 



k. If a development or redevelopment requires discretionary approvals, the 1789 

developer must address the displacement of residents and businesses. 1790 

l. Finally, the Future Land Use Map and the Generalized Policy Map can be 1791 

amended. The Comprehensive Plan is intended to be a dynamic document 1792 

that is periodically updated in response to the changing needs of the city. 1793 

Requests to amend the maps can be made by residents, property owners, 1794 

developers, and the District itself. In all cases, such changes require formal 1795 

public hearings before the DC Council, and ample opportunities for formal 1796 

public input. The process for Comprehensive Plan amendments is described 1797 

in the Implementation Element. 226.1 1798 

“229 INVESTING FOR AN INCLUSIVE CITY 1799 

“229.1 Investing in adequate, well-maintained public facilities and infrastructure that meet 1800 

the needs of a growing city will help implement the Comprehensive Plan and fulfill 1801 

our vision of an inclusive city. Public facilities and infrastructure offer vital services 1802 

to residents, businesses and visitors. They shape and enhance the public realm; 1803 

provide affordable housing; contribute to health, wellness, and quality of life; support 1804 

economic growth; and advance the District as a smart, sustainable, and resilient city. 1805 

229.1 1806 

“229.2 Public facility and infrastructure investments should address three priorities: reach 1807 

and maintain a state of good repair; add capacity necessary to meet the needs of 1808 

growth; and address the forces driving change to successfully respond to future 1809 

opportunities and challenges. Capital investments that incorporate sustainable, 1810 

resilient, and high-quality design features and respond to emerging technologies make 1811 



the District a more attractive, efficient place to live and work, and will pay future 1812 

dividends by reducing costs to public health and the environment. These investments 1813 

ensure that the city’s transportation, housing at various income levels, 1814 

communications, energy, water, and wastewater systems adequately serve the needs 1815 

of the District, and that education, public safety, and health and wellness facilities 1816 

effectively and efficiently deliver high-quality services to residents, workers and 1817 

visitors. 229.2 1818 

“229.3  Public and private infrastructure and facilities within in the District include:  1819 

• Over 1,100 miles of streets, 2401 bridges, 1650 signalized intersections, and 1820 

70,000 streetlights; 1821 

• 40 stations and 38 miles of track within the regional Metrorail system; 1822 

• Approximately 400 miles of fiber optic cable; 1823 

• Over 40,000 subsidized affordable rental units; 1824 

• “236 traditional public and private charter schools, 26 public libraries, 1825 

approximately 370 parks, and recreation facilities, and 60 public safety facilities;  1826 

• Over 2,200 miles of electrical cable and related substations; 1827 

• Over 2,300 miles of natural gas pipelines; and 1828 

• Over 1,300 miles of drinking water pipes and 1,800 miles of sewer lines, with 1829 

pumping stations. 229.3 1830 

“229.4  Since the adoption of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan, the District and other entities 1831 

undertook a variety of important facility and infrastructure investments to improve 1832 

the quality of life for District residents. These investments have largely replaced 1833 

aging infrastructure, improved existing facilities, or addressed environmental 1834 



problems; however, few investments have actually expanded capacity to meet the 1835 

city’s growing needs. Between 2006 and 2016, the city rehabilitated existing 1836 

infrastructure such as schools, transit and electrical networks that were largely 1837 

developed prior to the 1980's. The city benefitted from the increasing tax revenues 1838 

from growth while not experiencing the costs of expanding infrastructure to the same 1839 

degree. The same cannot be said going forward. Increasingly, further population and 1840 

job growth will require investments in new capacity. 229.4 1841 

“229.5 The Forecast of DC Residents by Age in Figure 2.10 provides an example of 1842 

increased demand: the District can expect more than 21,000 additional school-age 1843 

children and another 7,000 infants and toddlers by 2025. DC Public Schools has 1844 

capacity, but not necessarily in the neighborhoods expected to have the greatest 1845 

growth in children. Other public and private infrastructure has investment needs to 1846 

address both deferred maintenance and upgrade out-of-date facilities before 1847 

investments can be made to expand capacity. The Metro transportation system, 1848 

facilities for municipal fleets, and the electrical grid are only a few examples of where 1849 

new investments are necessary to meet the growing needs of the city. 229.5 1850 

“229.6  Forecasted growth will occur with competing priorities, rising costs, uncertain federal 1851 

resources, and limited borrowing capacity. This will challenge the District to seek 1852 

new ways of delivering the underlying structural supports that serve the residents and 1853 

businesses of the city. Adding to the complexity, the District must function as a city, 1854 

county, and a state, along with serving as the nation’s capital and the seat of the 1855 

federal government. These are unique challenges not experienced by any other 1856 

municipality in our nation. 229.6 1857 



“229.7   The District’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is the official plan for making 1858 

improvements to public facilities and infrastructure over a six-year horizon. The 2006 1859 

Comprehensive Plan strengthened the linkage between the Plan and the CIP. 1860 

Proposed projects are now evaluated for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 1861 

and other District policies and priorities.  As a result, the Comprehensive Plan 1862 

became a guide for capital investments, leading to greater coordination across 1863 

agencies doing public facilities planning; and the development of review criteria for a 1864 

more objective and transparent process. 229.7    1865 

“229.8  Recognizing the difficulty of developing an appropriate capital plan to support the 1866 

District’s needs, within the resources available, the District has implemented a new 1867 

modeling tool called the Capital Asset Replacement Scheduling System (CARSS). 1868 

The tool provides a set of mechanisms and models that: enable the District to 1869 

inventory and track all assets; uses asset condition assessments to determine the 1870 

needs and timing for replacement; provides a tool to then prioritize and rank the 1871 

associated capital projects, both new and maintenance projects; and then determine 1872 

the funding gap and assess the impact on out-year budgets from insufficient capital 1873 

budget. 229.8 1874 

“229.9  The current FY 2017 – 2022 CIP allocates approximately $6.3 billion to a wide range 1875 

of capital projects in the District, including maintenance, replacement, or upgrade of 1876 

vehicular fleets for police, fire and emergency medical services; street, sidewalks and 1877 

alley infrastructure; and public buildings and facilities, such as schools, recreation 1878 

centers, parks, health and wellness facilities, and police, fire and government 1879 

administration buildings. 229.9  1880 



“229.10 The District also uses a 15-year Long-Range Capital Financial Plan to estimate the 1881 

replacement needs of aging assets, evaluate how population growth will require 1882 

expansion of existing infrastructure and facilities, and determine the District's fiscal 1883 

capacity to fund these projects. This long-range plan was conducted in 2016 and 1884 

included an analysis that estimated a capital budget shortfall of approximately $4.2 1885 

billion through 2022. This gap includes unfunded new capital projects needed to 1886 

support the growing population and unfunded capital maintenance of existing assets. 1887 

229.10  1888 

“229.11 Perhaps the most significant challenge the District faces to meet the needs of growth 1889 

is an already relatively high debt per capita. District law requires that annual debt 1890 

service be no more than 12 percent of general fund expenditures. This means the city 1891 

has limited capacity to borrow funds for new long-term investments. Going forward, 1892 

the District must consider innovative ways to deliver and finance infrastructure, 1893 

perhaps learning from other parts of the country experiencing rapid growth similar to 1894 

that of the District's. 229.11 1895 

“229.12 The District has already begun the process. The Long-Range Capital Financial Plan 1896 

represents a more rigorous and efficient analysis of capital needs and fiscal capacity. 1897 

On large sites with significant infrastructure needs such as the Wharf along the 1898 

Southwest Waterfront, the District is using tools like tax increment financing or 1899 

payments in lieu of taxes to fund the needed infrastructure for the projects. The 1900 

District recently created an Office of Public Private Partnerships which is charged 1901 

with building collaborations between the private sector and District government to 1902 

design, build, operate, and/or maintain key infrastructure and facility projects. The 1903 



Office is exploring ideas such as co-location of private sector uses on District owned 1904 

land and social impact bonds to fund new local public facilities. All are important 1905 

steps, but more is needed to fully invest in an inclusive city. 229.12” 1906 

 Sec. 3. Fiscal impact statement. 1907 

 The Council adopts the fiscal impact statement in the committee report as the fiscal 1908 

impact statement required by section 4a of the General Legislative Procedures Act of 1975, 1909 

approved October 16, 2006 (120 Stat. 2038; D.C. Official Code § 1-301.47a).    1910 

 Sec. 4.  Effective date. 1911 

 (a) This act shall take effect following approval by the Mayor (or in the event of veto by 1912 

the mayor, action by the Council to override the veto), a 30-day period of Congressional review 1913 

as provided in section 602(c)(1) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 1914 

24, 1973, (87 Stat. 813; D.C. Official Code § 1-206.02(c)(1)), and publication in the District of 1915 

Columbia Register. 1916 

 (b) No District element of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital shall take 1917 

effect until it has been reviewed by the National Capital Planning Commission as provided in 1918 

Section 2(a) of the National Capital Planning Act of 1052, as amended by section 2013 of the 1919 

District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 779; D.C. Official 1920 

Code § 2-1002(a)) and Section 423 of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act approved 1921 

December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 792; D.C. Official Code § 1-204.23). 1922 
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