
Before the Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEAiUNG--March 17, 1965 

Appeal #8U5 ?fr. and Mrs. Paul Fricks, appellants. 

The Zoning Administrator Di s t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously car r ied  the following Order 
was entered on March 24, 1965: 

That the  appeal f o r  a variance from the minimwn lot area requirements 
of the R-3 Dis t r ic t  t o  permit erection of two r o w  dwellings a t  33 and 35 
Bryant St. N.E., l o t s  21 and 22, square 3505, be granted. 

From the records and the  evidence adduced a t  the  hearing, the  Board finds 
the  following facts: 

(1) Appellant is l o t s  have a frontage of 20 f e e t  each on Bryant S t r ee t  
and a depth of 80 f e e t  t o  a -nty foot wide public a l l e y  i n  the rear. 
Each l o t  contains an area of 1600 square fee t  of land. 

(2) Present zoning regulations f o r  the  B-3 Dis t r ic t  require 2000 square 
fee t  of land area per l o t  and a width of 20 fee t .  Appellantis proposed lots 
a r e  def icient  by 400 square fee t  f o r  each lot. The frontage of appellant's 
l o t s  meet requirements of present regulations. 

(3) Appellant ' i s  unable t o  acquire additional land t o  mke his lots 
conform t o  the present regulations. However, t he  lots terminate on a 20 
foot wide public alley,  which i s  15 f ee t  i n  width frcm t h i s  property t o  
the  west. Therefore, t h i s  difference in depth i s  the difference from a 
conforming lot .  

(4) Appellantts l o t s  compare favorably i n  width and w e a  with other 
l o t s  i n  the  neighborhood. 

(5) There was objection t o  the  g rad ing  of this appeal registered a t  t he  
public hearing. The contention of the  objectors was that  row dwellings 
would permit multiple family occupancy and fur ther  they object t o  dwellings 
which do not meet present standards of buildings now standing. 

OPINION: 

The Board i s  of the opinion tha t  appellant has proven exceptional and 
undue hardship inherent i n  the land resul t ing i n m e p t i o n a l  and undue hardship 
upon him. We are  fur ther  of the 09in iontha t  the design 8 . d  location of the 
improvements a r e  i n  harmony with the existing constmction within the block 
and t h e i r  erection w i l l  have no adverse affect  upon the v a u e  and s t a b i l i t y  
of the  d i s t r i c t  in which h a t e d .  

The Board is  fur ther  of the opinion tha t  the contention of those persons 
i n  opposition is not substarrthted by the facts.  


