
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D a c e  

PUBLIC HEARING -- June 14, 1967 

Appeal NO, 9238 Walter Lo Holland e t  a l ,  appe l l an t ,  

The Zoning Administrator of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee  

On motion duly made, seconded and c a r r i e d  wi th  
M r .  McIntosh not  vo t ing ,  t h e  following Order was entered  
a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  Board on June 20, 1967, 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  var iance from t h e  provis ions of 
s e c t i o n  7202,12 and 7205.2 t o  permit open parking space i n  
f r o n t  of dwelling and wi th in  10 f e e t  t h e r e o f ,  a t  3131 0 S t r e e t ,  
SP,, l o t  807, Square 5544, be denied, 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1)  The sub jec t  property i s  loca ted  i n  an R-1-B 
D i s t r i c t ,  

(2)  The l o t  has  approximate dimensions of 50 f e e t  
on 0 S t r e e t ,  S,E,,  110.43 on t h e  western l o t  l i n e ,  111.62 
f e e t  on t h e  e a s t  l o t  l i n e ,  and 47.34 f e e t  on t h e  south l o t  
l i n e ,  The l o t  conta ins  approximately 5,400 square f e e t ,  

(3)  The property i s  p resen t ly  improved with a  s i n g l e -  
family detached dwelling, 

(4)  Appellant proposes t o  l o c a t e  o f f - s t r e e t  parking 
space i n  f ron  t of t h e  dwelling and wi th in  t e n  f e e t  of t h e  
dwelling, 

(5 )  Appellant s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  house was b u i l t  wi th  a  
garage a s  p a r t  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  but  was converted i n t o  a  den 
i n  1959, 

(6 )  The records  of Licenses and Inspect ions  do not  
r evea l  any permit f o r  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  den, 

(7)  Testimony ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  firm i s  no longer  i n  
ex is tence  and t h e  pa ren t s  of t h e  owner, who res ided  on t h e  prop- 
e r t y  and owned t h e  proper ty ,  a r e  now deceased, 



(8) No opposition t o  the  grant ing  of t h i s  appeal was 
r eg i s t e r ed  a t  t h e  public  hearing. 

OPINION: 

W e  a r e  of t h e  opinion tkt t h e  appel lant  has f a i l e d  t o  
prove any hardship wi th in the  meaning of t h e  zoning regu la t ions  
t o  s u p p r t  a  variance from the  regula t ions .  The o f f - s t r e e t  
parking space was removed a t  the  opt ion of t he  property 
owner e i t hou t  approval of t h i s  Board. In such cases we a r e  
mindful t h a t  t h e  regu la t ions  r equ i r e  t h a t  a l l  dwellings have 
an o f f - s t r e e t  space. That space can be loca td  i n  t he  s i d e  
o r  r e a r  yards. This seems t o  be the  appe l l an t ' s  so lu t ion  t o  
h i s  problem. I f  we grant  a  variance of t h i s  k ind ,  the re  i s  no 
incen t ive  f o r  loca t ing  t h e  parking space i n  t he  proper place 
on the  property and keeping t h a t  loca t ion  f r e e  and c l e a r  
f o r  t he  padLng. In t h i s  ins tance ,  t h e  space was removed a t  
the  d e s i r e  of t h e  property owner and a  purely economic o r  
f i nanc i a l  hardship i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  support  t h e  grant ing  
of a  variance. 

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

ATTESTED : 

n 

/// JAMES Em BESS 

lJ Secre tary  of t h e  Board 


