
Before the  Board of zoning ~ d j u s t m e n t ,  D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- September 1 4 ,  1966 

Appeal No. 8907 Thomas H.  Ryon Company, appel lant .  

The Zoning Administrator of t he  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  
t he  following Order w a s  en tered  a t  t h e  meeting of t he  Board on 
September 20, 1966. 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  a variance from t h e  street f rontage  
requirements of Sect ion 3301.5 t o  penni t  e r ec t i on  of s ing le -  
family dwellings a t  B l a i r  Road and Eastern Avenue, NW., l o t s  
805 and 806, square 3180, be denied. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) Appellant 's  property i s  located  i n  an R-1-B D i s t r i c t .  

( 2 )  Sect ion 3301.5 of t h e  Zoning Regulations which w a s  
adopted on February 15, 1966 requ i res  t h a t  each newly c rea ted  l o t  
have a street f rontage  of a t  least equal  t o  40% of t h e  minimum l o t  
width and i n  no case less than 1 4  f e e t .  

(3) Appellant proposes t o  create two l o t s  which w i l l  
have only 8.15 f e e t  of f rontage  along B l a i r  Road ins tead  of t h e  
required minimum of 14 f e e t .  

( 4 )  Appellant 's  s i te  has an i r r e g u l a r  t r i a n g u l a r  shape 
with t h e  following dimensions: 353.18 f e e t  x 292.82 f e e t  x208.21 
f e e t  and conta ins  approximately 29,000 square f e e t .  

(5) Appellant 's  a r c h i t e c t  s t a t e d  t h a t  i n  March 1965 a 
plan was submitted t o  t h e  Zoning Administrator 's  o f f i c e  f o r  sub- 
d iv i s ion  of t h e  sub jec t  s i te  i n t o  f i v e  (5) l o t s  of R-1-B s i z e  and 
t h a t  t h e  subdivision m e t  a l l  requirements -- l o t  s i z e ,  street 
frontage,  etc. 

(6) The record contains a letter dated August 30, 1966 
from Thomas H. Dudley who w a s  Ass i s t an t  Zoning Administrator p r i o r  
t o  December 1965. That letter s t a t e s :  "L had occasion as A s s i s -  
t a n t  Zoning Administrator t o  ana l i ze  sub jec t  subdivision p l a t  and 
found it w a s  i n  accordance with t he  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Zoning 
Regulations then i n  e f f e c t  . 



(7)  The purportedly approved subdivis ion w a s  never 
made and no app l i ca t ion  t o  t h e  Surveyor's Off ice  request ing t h e  
subdivis ion w a s  made p r i o r  t o  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  da te  of s ec t i on  3301.5 

(8) According t o  t h e  p l a t  contained i n . . a e  f i l e ,  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  pa rce l  contained two l o t s  (805 and 806) and t h a t  t h e  
proposed subdivis ion w i l l  contain f i v e  (5) l o t s ,  each containing 
more than 5,000 square f e e t .  Proposed lo t s  1,2,and 3 conform t o  
the Regulations,  while l o t s  4 and 5 do no t  conform t o  Sect ion 
3301.5 of t h e  Regulations. 

(9) No opposi t ion  t o  t h e  grant ing  of t h i s  appeal  w a s  
r eg i s t e r ed  a t  t h e  publ ic  hearing. 

OPINION : 

The Board is of t he  opinion t h a t  appe l l an t  has f a i l e d  t o  show 
any j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a variance from t h e  strict app l i ca t ion  of 
Sect ion  3301.5. There is no reason why t h i s  property cannot be 
subdivided i n  accordance with t h e  Regulations. Admittedly, a sub- 
d iv i s i on  conforming t o  t h e  Regulations w i l l  no t  c r e a t e  as many 
bui ld ing  sites as appe l l an t  d e s i r e s  buth t e h  Board must f i n d  a 
hardship . r e l a t i n g  t o  land i n  order  t o  support  a variance.  Here, 
t h e  hardship i s  being created by t h e  appel lant .  


