
GOVERNMENT O F  THE DISTRICT O F  COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

Application No. 13129, of Charles Young, pursuant to Paragraph 
8207.11 of the Zoning Regulations, for variances from the pro- 
hibition against locatinq parking spaces within three feet of the 
side lot line (Parasra~h 7205.122) and within ten feet of a 
dwelling (7205.21) and from the driveway width requirements 
(Sub-section 7206.6) in an R-2 District at the premises 30 Under- 
wood Place, N.V. (Square 3367, Lot 53) . 
HEARING DATE: January 16, 1980 
DECISION DATE: February 6. 1980 
DISPOSITION: 

FINAL DATE OF 

The ~oard DENIED the application by a vote 
of 4-0 (Connie Fortune, William F. McIntosh 
and Leonard L. McCants to deny, John G. Parsons 
to deny by proxy, Charles R. Norris not voting, 
not having heard the case). 

ORDER: April 14, 1980 

ORDER 

The applicant filed a timely motion for Reconsideration 
of the Board's Order DENYING the ap~lication. The grounds for the 
motion are the exact matters whichwere considered by the Board 
at the public hearing. There is no new evidence. Upon conside- 
ration of the motion and the Order, the Board finds that the 
motion fails to state specifically any material respects in which 
the Final Decision is claimed to be erroneous. The Board concludes 
that it has committed no error in deciding the ap~lication. It 
is therefore ORDFSETI that the MOTION for RECONSIDERATION is DENIED. 

VOTE: 4-Q (Connie Fortune, Charles R. Norris, William F. McIntosh 
and Leonard L. McCants to DENY; Walter B. Lewis not 
voting, not having heard the case). 

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

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E. SHER 
Executive Director 

FINAL DATE OF ORDER: 27 M A Y  1980 
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UNDER SUB-SECTION 8204.3 OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS "NO DECISION 
OR ORDER OF THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEN DAYS AFTER 
HAVING RECOTVlE FINAL PURSUANT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL RULES OF 
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT." 



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

Application No. 13129, of Charles Young, pursuant to Paragraph 
8207.11 of the Zoning Regulations, for variances from the prohi- 
bition against locating parking spaces within three feet of the 
side lot line (Paragraph 7205.122) and within ten feet of a 
dwelling (7205.21) and from the driveway width requirements 
(Sub-section 7206.6) in an R-2 District at the premises 30 
Underwood Place, N.W. (Square 3367, Lot 53). 

HEARING DATE: January 16, 1980 
DECISION DATE: February 6, 1980 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. The subject property is located on the north side of 
Underwood Place between 1st and North Capitol Streets, N.W. and 
is known as 30 Underwood Place, N.W. It is in an R-2 District. 

2. The subject site is 22.81 feet by 120 feet in size and 
is improved with a single family semi-detached dwelling. 

3. The side yard to the west of the subject premises measures 
six feet. The applicant testified that there is no improved alley 
to the rear of the subject premises. The plat shows a fifteen foot 
alley. 

4. There is a curb cut between the applicant's premises and 
his neighbor to the west. A driveway was never constructed to 
provide access to the rear of either of these properties. 

5. The applicant proposes to provide a driveway that will be 
six feet wide and a parking space that will immediately abut the 
side lot line and will be 0.48 feet from the dwelling. The Zoning 
Regulations require that a driveway be eight feet wide and that a 
parking space be three feet from a side lot line and ten feet from 
a dwelling. The applicant seeks three variances from all these 
requirements of the Zoning Regulations. 

6. No on-site parking is required under the Zoning Regulations 
for the subject premises, since it was constructed prior to the 
adoption of the present Zoning Regulations. 

7. The applicant's property is similar to the other dwellings 
on the north side of Underwood Place. There are curb cuts but no 
driveways. 
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8 .  The a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  most of t h e  home owners on 
Underwood P lace  have two o r  t h r e e  c a r s  per  household.  The r e s i -  
dences on t h e  sou th  s i d e  of Underwood P lace  have a  r e a r  a l l e y  and 
a r e  a b l e  t o  park i n  t h e i r  r e a r  ya rds ,  b u t  they  d o n ' t  do such.  They 
park on t h e  s t r e e t  i nc lud ing  t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  of t h e  s t r e e t .  The 
a p p l i c a n t  f u r t h e r  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  i t  w a s  impossible  f o r  him and h i s  
w i f e  t o  have a  park ing  space on t h e i r  s t r e e t .  He argues  t h a t  t h e  
proposed parking would a l l e v i a t e  t h e  m a t t e r .  

9 .  The a p p l i c a n t  submitted t o  t h e  r eco rd  a p e t i t i o n  wi th  
t h i r t y - s e v e n  s i g n a t u r e s  pu rpo r t ed ly  i n  f avo r  of h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n .  
Other than  t h e  s i g n a t u r e s ,  t h e  p e t i t i o n  r e c i t e s  only  t h e  s e c t i o n s  
of t h e  Zoning Regulat ions  f o r  which t h e  a p p l i c a n t  seeks  va r i ances  
and h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

10 .  The a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  one p a r t y  on t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  
of Underwood P lace  a l r e a d y  has  a park ing  space similar t o  t h e  
one t h e  a p p l i c a n t  i s  seek ing .  The a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t ,  i n  
h i s  op in ion ,  i f  t h e  Board g r a n t s  t h e  v a r i a n c e s ,  t hen  t h e  r e s t  of  
h i s  neighbors  w i l l  f i l e  s i m i l a r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  b e f o r e  t h e  Board s i n c e  
a l l  f a c e  t h e  same park ing  problems. 

11. There w a s  no oppos i t i on  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

12.  Advisory Neighborhood Commission - 4B made no recommenda- 
t i o n  on t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

Based on t h e  r e c o r d ,  t h e  Board concludes t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  
i s  seeking a r e a  v a r i a n c e s ,  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of which r e q u i r e s  a  showing 
of an excep t iona l  o r  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  cond i t i on  of t h e  p rope r ty  which 
c r e a t e s  a p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  t h e  owner. The Board f u r t h e r  
concludes t h a t  t h e  r e l i e f  can be  g ran ted  on ly  i f  i t  i s  demonstrated 
t h a t  i t  w i l l  n o t  cause  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 
w i l l  n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  impair  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 l a n .  The Board concludes t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no excep t iona l  
o r  ex t r ao rd ina ry  c o n d i t i o n  unique t o  t h e  p rope r ty .  The Board n o t e s  
t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  owntestimony t h a t  a l l  houses i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  s h a r e  
t h e  same c i r c u n s t a n c e s  and same problems. 

The Board f u r t h e r  n o t e s  t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  i s  seeking a  100 p e r  
c e n t  v a r i a n c e  from t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  proposed parking s i t e  from 
t h e  s i d e  l o t  l i n e ,  a  95.20 p e r  c e n t  v a r i a n c e  from t h e  d i s t a n c e  of 
t h e  parking s i t e  from a  dwel l ing and a twenty- f ive  pe rcen t  v a r i a n c e  
from t h e  wid th  of t h e  driveway.The Board concludes t h a t  t h e s e a r e e x t e n -  
s i v e  v a r i a n c e s  and t o  g r a n t  them would s u b s t a n t i a l l y  impair  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 l a n .  
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The Board concludes that if these variances are granted, and 
if all the similarly situated neighbors were granted variances, 
then there would be a series of improperly located parking spaces, 
which would adversely affect the entire area. 

The Board is not unmindful of the concerns that the applicant 
and his neighbors face with their parking problems. It appears 
that the neighborhood is inundated with cars created by the situa- 
tion where households have more than one car. This is a situation 
common to the neighborhood as a whole, and cannot serve as the 
basis for granting a variance. Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED 
that the application is DENIED. 

VOTE: 4-0 (Connie Fortune, William F. McIntosh and Leonard L. 
McCants to DENY; John G. Parsons to DENY by PROXY; 
Charles R. Norris not voting, not having heard the case). 

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

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E . SHER 
Executive Director 

FINAL DATE OF ORDER: *i4 A P R  1980 

UNDER SUB-SECTION 8204.3 OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS "NO DECISION OR 
ORDER OF THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEN DAYS AFTER HAVING 
BECOME FINAL PURSUANT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL RULES OF PRACTICE AND 
PROCEDURE BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT." 


