
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

Apnlication No. 13581 of John A. and Patricia S. Koskinen, 
pursuant to Paragraph 8207.11 of the Zoning Regulations, for 
a variance from the prohibition against allowing an 
accessory use (tennis court) on a lot other than the same 
lot with the dwelling to which it is accessory (Suh-section 
7601.1) for a proposed subdivision of the subject lot into 
two lots in an R-1-A District at the premises 1800 Redwood 
Terrace, N.W., (Square 2756, Lot 838). 

HEARING DATE: October 21, 1981 
DECISION DATE: November 4, 1981 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. The subject site is located in an R-1-A District 
at the intersection of Redwood Terrace and Birch Drive and 
is known as 1800 Redwood Terrace, N.W. 

3 ... The subject lot contains approximately 25,600 
square feet, or over three times the amount required for a 
single lot by the Zoning Regulations. 

3. The subject site is improved with a single family 
residence and a tennis court. 

4. The subject site was purchased by the applicants 
in May of 1979. At that time, and up to the present, the 
applicants resided at 1846 Redwood Terrace, N.W. In May of 
1979, the applicants commenced construction of the tennis 
court at 1800 Redwood Terrace, which they intended for the 
sole use of themselves and their guests. In August of 1980, 
the applicants agreed to lease the dwelling at 1800 Redwood 
Terrace to another family with an option to purchase. 
However, in that lease the applicants reserved the right to 
the continued exclusive use of the tennis court. 

5. The applicants now wish to subdivide the subject 
site in order to sell the dwelling thereon pursuant to the 
option agreement and to retain ownership of the tennis court 
as an accessory use to their principal residence at 1846 
Redwood Terrace. The requested variance will allow the 
tennis court to be used for its intended purpose, as it has 
been used since construction was completed. 

6. The tennis court was constructed by the applicants 
on the subject site, rather than on their lot at 1846 
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Redwood Ter race ,  because a  t e n n i s  c o u r t  p h y s i c a l l y  would n o t  
f i t  on t h e  l a t t e r  s i t e .  

7 .  The t e n n i s  c o u r t  was cons t ruc t ed  by t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  
i n  good f a i t h  and wi th  a l l  r equ i r ed  permi ts  i s sued  by t h e  
D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Government. The i s s u e  which i s  t h e  
s u b j e c t  of t h i s  ca se  was never r a i s e d  by t h e  D i s t r i c t  of 
Columbia o f f i c i a l s  because,  a t  t h e  time of c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 
t h e  c o u r t ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  were t h e  owners of t h e  s u b j e c t  
s i t e  on which t h e  accessory use  was t o  be loca t ed .  

8 .  The s t r i c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  Zoning Regulat ions  
i s  t h i s  ca se  would f r u s t r a t e  t h e  very purpose f o r  which t h e  
t e n n i s  c o u r t  was cons t ruc t ed .  The a p p l i c a n t s  wish t o  
cont inue  t o  use  t h e  c o u r t  e x a c t l y  a s  it has  been used s i n c e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  was completed. The only change i s  t h a t  t h e  
dwel l ing on t h e  s u b j e c t  s i t e  w i l l  be owned by another  
person.  The t e n n i s  c o u r t  was designed and b u i l t  a t  g r e a t  
expense t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  under t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  
intended use  of t h e  c o u r t  would comply wi th  a l l  a p p l i c a b l e  
D i s t r i c t  of Columbia laws and r e g u l a t i o n s .  

9 .  Denial  of t h e  reques ted  va r i ance  r e l i e f  would 
r e q u i r e  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  dwel l ing and t e n n i s  
c o u r t  on t h e  s u b j e c t  s i t e  a s  one record  l o t  of over  25,600 
square  f e e t  i n  s i z e .  Any a t tempt  t o  s e l l  a  l o t  of t h i s  s i z e  
would g r e a t l y  l i m i t  t h e  number of p rospec t ive  pu rchase r s ,  
and t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  would f a c e  t h e  p rospec t  of n o t  being a b l e  
t o  recoup t h e i r  s u b s t a n t i a l  investment i n  t h e  t e n n i s  c o u r t .  

1 0 .  The a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i f i e d  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  hear ing  t h a t  
t h e  s u b j e c t  t e n n i s  c o u r t ,  i f  permi t ted  t o  be loca t ed  on i t s  
own record  l o t ,  would cont inue  t o  be used i n  a  manner 
accessory t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s '  p r i n c i p a l  r e s idence  loca t ed  a t  
1846 Redwood Ter race ,  N.W. The Board s o  f i n d s .  

11. The a p p l i c a n t s  submitted a  p e t i t i o n  i n  support  of 
t h e i r  va r i ance  r e q u e s t  which was s igned by v i r t u a l l y  a l l  
owners of p roper ty  wi th in  2 0 0  f e e t  of t h e  s u b j e c t  s i t e .  

1 2 .  Advisory Neighborhood Commission - 4 A ,  by l e t t e r  
da ted  October 1 9 ,  1 9 8 1 ,  supported t h e  va r i ance  r eques t .  

13. There was no oppos i t i on  t o  t h i s  case .  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND OPINION: 

The Board concludes t h a t  t h e  va r i ance  requested h e r e i n  
i s  an a r e a  va r i ance .  A t e n n i s  c o u r t  i s  a permi t ted  
accessory s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  R-1-A D i s t r i c t  provided it i s  
loca t ed  on t h e  same l o t  a s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  s t r u c t u r e .  I n  t h i s  
c a s e ,  t h e  accessory s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be accessory t o  a 
s t r u c t u r e  loca t ed  on another  l o t .  I f  t h e  t e n n i s  c o u r t  were 
n o t  t o  be s t r i c t l y  an accessory s t r u c t u r e ,  t hen  t h i s  
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application would be in the nature of a use variance, 
because the tennis court would then be the principal 
structure located on the lot, a use not permitted without 
relief from the Board. 

The Board concludes that the unusually large lot size 
and unique development history of this parcel indicate that 
the propertv is affected by an extraordinary and exceptional 
situation or condition. The Board concludes that the strict 
application of the Zoning Regulations would result in 
practical difficulties and undue hardship upon the owners. 
The tennis court was located on the subject site because the 
applicants could not physically place the tennis court at 
their principal residence at 1846 Redwood Terrace. At all 
times, the court was intended for the use of the applicants. 
The court was constructed by the applicants in good faith 
and under the assumption that continued exclusive use by the 
aplicants would be consistent with all applicable District 
of Columbia laws and regulations. If the applicants were 
forced to try to sell the house and tennis court at 1800 
Redwood Terrace together, they would most likely not recoup 
their substantial investment in the court. Continued use of 
t.he subject tennis court by the applicants cannot be made by 
the applicants without a grant of variance relief. 

The Board concludes that the proposed relief will not 
have any adverse effect on the neighborhood and will not 
impair the intent, purpose and integrity of the Zoning 
Regulations. The subject tennis court is screened from view 
by neighboring residents by evergreen trees. A tennis court 
is a permitted accessory use in an R-1-A District, and the 
applicants intend to continue this use. The intensity of 
the use will not change. The applicants have received 
substantial support within the community and the ANC 
supports this application. It is therefore hereby ORDERED 
that the application be GRANTED on the condition that so 
long as the tennis court shall remain in existence, it shall 
constitute an accessory structure and use to premises 1846 
Redwood Terrace, N.W. 

VOTE: 4-0 (Walter B. Lewis, Douglas J. Patton, Connie 
Fortune and Charles R. Norris to grant, William 
F. McIntosh not voting not having heard the case) 

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

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E. SHER 
Executive Director 

J 4 1 'j '\$@ 
FINAL DATE OF ORDER: 
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UNDER SUB-SECTION 8 2 0 4 . 3  OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS, "NO 
D E C I S I O N  OR ORDER OF THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEN 
DAYS AFTER HAVING BECOME F I N A L  PURSUAJ!IT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING 
ADJUSTMENT. " 

T H I S  ORDER OF THE BOARD I S  VALID FOR A PERIOD OF S I X  MONTHS 
AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF T H I S  ORDER, UNLESS WITHIN SUCH 
PERIOD AN APPLICATION FOR A BUILDING PERMIT OR CERTIFICATE 
OF OCCUPANCY I S  F I L E D  WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF L I C E N S E S ,  
INVESTIGATIONS AND INSPECTIONS.  


