
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, DOC.  

PUBLIC HEARING - J u l y  15,  1970 

Appeal No, 10451 Robert and Fanny Becker, a p p e l l a n t  

THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, appe l lee .  

On motion du ly  made, seconded and unanimously c a r r i e d  
t h e  fol lowing Order of t h e  Board was en te red  a t  t h e  meeting of 
J u l y  21, 1970, 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER - January 27, 1971 

ORDERD : 

That t h e  appeal  f o r  va r i ance  from t h e  use p r o v i s i o n s  
of t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t  t o  permi t  second hand f u r n i t u r g  s t o r e  i n  
l i e u  of TV r e p a i r  shop a t  1720 - 1st S t , ,  NW, l o t  814, Square 
3104, be denied,  

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  an R-4 D i s t r i c t ,  

2, The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  p r e s e n t l y  vacant ,  however, 
t h e  l a s t  occupancy was a TV ~ e p a i r  Shop under C e r t i f i c a t e  
of Occupancy B-67693. 

3. Appel lant  proposes  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a second hand 
f u r n i t u r e  s t o r e  on s u b j e c t  p rope r ty ,  

4, The a p p e l l a n t  was n o t  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  hea r ing  
on J u l y  15,  1970, however, t h e  oppos i t i on  w a s  p r e s e n t  and 
ob jec t ed  s t r o n g l y  t o  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of t h i s  appeal .  

5. The buikd i n  execu t ive  s e s s i o n  ~ u l y  21, 1970 denied  
a p p e l l a n t s  appea l ,  
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6,  A t  t h e  September 16,  1970, Publ ic  Hearing t h e  
a p p e l l a n t  appeared and reques ted  a r ehea r ing  and/or 
r econs ide ra t ion  of  h i s  appeal because he was o u t  o f  town 
dur ing  t h e  J u l y  15 ,  1970 Publ ic  Hearing, 

7, Appel lant  a l l e g e d  t h a t  an e l d e r l y  couple  would 
o p e r a t e  t h e  second hand f u r n i t u r e  s t o r e  and no f u r n i t u r e  
would be  p l aced  o u t  s i d e  of  t h e  sbbre,  Appel lant  f u r t h e r  
a l l e g e d  t h a t  no f u r n i t u r e  r e p a i r s  would be done on t h e  
premises,  

8, Opposit ion was r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  Publ ic  Hearing 
t o  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of t h e  appeal ,  

I 

1 
O P I N I O N  : 

W e  a r e  of  t h e  opinion t h a t  a p p e l l a n t  hasnot  proven 
a hardship  w i t h i n  t h e  meaning of  t h e  va r i ance  c l ause  of 
t h e  zoning ~ e g u l a t i o n s  and t h a t  a d e n i a l  of  t h e  reques ted  
r e l i e f  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  p e c u l i a r  and except iona l  p r a c t i c a l  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  o r  undue hardship  upon t h e  owner, 

Fu r the r ,  we hold t h a t  reques ted  r e l i e f  cannot be 
granted  wi thout  s u b s t a n t i a l  de t r iment  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  good and 
wi thout  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  impairing t h e  i n t e n t ,  purpose and 
i n t e g r i t y  of  t h e  zone p lan  a s  embodied i n  t h e  Zoning 
Regulat ions  and Map. 

BY ORDER OF THE D.C, BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
ATTESTED : 

BY: 

Sec re t a ry  of t h e  ~o/fd 


