
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C .  

Application N o .  11826,  of Hessick Investment Corporation, 
pursuant t o  Sect ion  8207.1 of t h e  Zoning Regulations f o r  an 
a rea  variance from t h e  l o t  width requirements (Section 3301.1) 
of t h e  R-2 Zone, t o  permit the  cons t ruc t ion  of four  s i n g l e  
family semi-detached dwellings as  provided by Sect ion 8207.11 
of t h e  r egu la t ions ,  a t  t h e  premises 4014-20 D S t ree t ,  S .  E. ,  
known as l o t s  5 ,  6 ,  7 ,  & 8, Square 5401. 

HEARING DATE: Apr i l  16,  1975 

D E C I S I O N  DATE : A p r i l  16,  1975 

F I N D I N G S  O F  FACT: 

1. The sub jec t  property c o n s i s t s  of four  (4)  l o t s ,  
twenty- five (25) f e e t  i n  width,  and one hundred- fif ty  (150)  
feet  i n  length each. 

2.  The appl icant  proposes t o  cons t ruc t  four  ( 4 )  s e m i -  
detached houses on t h e  sub jec t  property.  

3 .  The subjec t  property is located i n  t h e  R-2 Zone, 
which would enable t h e  appl icant  t o  cons t ruc t  two ( 2 )  s e m i -  
detached houses as a matter of r i g h t .  

4 .  Sect ion 3301.1 of t h e  regula t ions  r equ i res  l o t s  i n  
t h e  R-2 Zone t o  be twenty- five (25) f e e t  i n  width. 

5 .  The appl icant  requires an a rea  var iance of twenty 
( 2 0 )  f e e t .  

6. Opposition w a s  r e g i s t e r e d  by an abu t t ing  property 
owner a t  publ ic  hearing.  

7. The opposi t ion ob jec t s  t o  four  (4)  dwellings being 
cons t ruc ted  on t h e  subjec t  proper ty ,  and asserts t h a t  t h e  
grant ing  of t h e  requested l o t  width variances would be object ion-  
a b l e  t o  t h e  neighborhood because of congestion c rea ted  by four  
(4 )  dwellings located on s u b s t a n t i a l  l o t s .  

8. The neighborhood i n  ques t ion  is  composed of a 
major i ty  of community houses, see 1 2 0 2  of t h e  Zoning Regulations. 

9. Although a dedicated a l l e y  abuts t h e  r e a r  of t h e  
sub jec t  proper ty ,  t h e  Board f inds  t h a t  it does not ex is t  by way 
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of an a c t u a l  improvement. 

10. The opposi t ion s t a t e d  t h a t  because t h e r e  is no 
a l l e y  behind t h e  sub jec t  proper ty ,  t h a t  an objec t ionable  
condi t ion  would r e s u l t  by requ i r ing  more garbage and t r a s h  t o  
be placed on t h e  s t ree t  f o r  c o l l e c t i o n .  

11. The appl icant  d i d  not p r o f f e r  any evidence t o  
demonstrate a p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y  o r  hardship r e l a t i n g  t o  
h i s  ownership on t h e s e  s p e c i f i c  p ieces  of property.  

- CONCLUS I O N S  OF LAW : 

Based upon t h e  above Findings of Fact and t h e  record,  
t h e  Board is of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  proposed cons t ruc t ion  would 
have an adverse a f f e c t  upon t h e  use of nearby and adjo in ing  
proper ty ,  and concludes a s  a matter of law, t h a t  s t r ic t  appl i-  
c a t i o n  of t h e  Zoning Regulations w i l l  not deny t h e  appl icant  
all b e n e f i c i a l  use of h i s  property,  i n  a s  much a s ,  two ( 2 )  s e m i -  
detached d w e l l i n g s  may be cons t ruc ted  on t h i s  proper ty  as a 
mat ter  of r i g h t .  The appl icant  has not complied with Sect ion  
8207.11 of t h e  r egu la t ions ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  requested r e l i e f  cannot 
be granted.  

ORDERED : That t h e  above app l i ca t ion  be DENIED. 

VOTE : 3-1-0 ( M r .  Klauber d i s sen t ing ,  M r .  Harps 
not vot ing,  not having heard t h e  c a s e ) .  

BY ORDER OF THE D. C.  BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED By: .' J&&~J:I 'I F7 L&L &.- 
/JAMES E. M I L L E R  

Secre tary  t o  t h e  Board 

MAY 16 I975 FINAL DATE OF ORDER: 


