DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT
441 4th Street, N.W.
Washington D.C. 20001

Inre:
Appeal of Stephanie Wallace,

Appellant
Appeal No. 17747 -

S’ N’ N e g N’

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO APPELLAN T\S
SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT ON CASUALTY '

The Appellee, the District of Columbia, by and through Undersigned Counsel and
pursuant to the June 3, 2008 Order of the Board of Zoning Adjustment (“BZA”),
respectfully submits its Response in Opposition to Appellant’s Supplemental Statement
on Casualty. The District opposes Appellant’s definition of casualty and its application
to the case at bar.

BACKGROUND

The appeal before the BZA is the result of Appellant’s construction of an illegal
addition to a single family dwelling (“SFD”) located at 5013 Belt Road, NW (“the
property””). The addition is outside the scope of Building Permit #B103710, which was
issued to Appellant on February 14, 2007 to allow her to “demolish a portion of an

...existing SFD due to structural integrity and possible collapse of the house which is
dangerously unsound. Rebuild structure to current building code specifications per
existing permits and plans.” However, Appellant razed the pre-existing single family
house at issue on March 12, 2007, in direct violation of the District of Columbia’s
Building Code and Zoning Regulations.
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On April 9, 2004, Appellant purchased a wood frame house at 5013 Belt Road,
.NW, which is located in an R-1-B zone. The house was constructed in 1933. The
purchase was made “as is”, meaning that Appellant accepted the property with all faults,
whether or not immediately apparent. During the course of the project, Appellant revised
her plans several times and applied for a total of five construction permits. The first
permit, Building Permit #B468280, was issued on December 9, 2004. See Exhibit 1. The
permit authorized Appellant to construct an addition, with nonconforming side yards, to
the pre-existing single family home located on the property pursuant to 11 D.C.M.R.
§405.8"'. Along with the permit application submitted for this permit, Appellant included
a drawing, depicting a “20.1° x 14.4* x 13.6° x.16.2° x 28’ existing 2 5 -story frafne” pre-
existing single family dwelling as a part of the overall construction project contemplated
at the property. See Exhibit 2. On December 9, 2004, Appellant was approved to
construct an “addition to [a] single family house to include [a] new kitchen, family room,
master suite, baths, attic & basement” under Building Permit # B468280.

However, on March 17, 2005, the Department of Consumer and Regulatory
Affairs (“DCRA”) issued a Stop Work Order at the property stating that Appellant was
“Working beyond the scope. Razing of building. Need to resubmit plans and plat” See
Exhibit 3. As aresult, Appellant applied for a second building permit on October 4,
2005, Building Permit # B477334. See Exhibit 4. The new permit allowed Appellant to
“remove and replace an[y] damaged wood in accordance with the structural plans to
preserve the integrity of the project. All other conditions of the original building permit

were to remain the same...”.

111 DCMR §405.8. states that “[i]n the case of a building existing on or before May 12, 1958,
with a side yard less than eight feet (8 ft.) wide, an extension or addition may be made to the
building; provided, that the width of the existing side yard shall not be decreased; and provided
further, that the width of the existing side yard shall be a minimum of five feet (5 ft).”



Subsequently, Appellant applied to DCRA for a third building permit, which
would allow her to raise the pre-existing house up by approximately four feet, to address
alleged structural concerns at the property. Accordingly, on April 21, 2006, the third
building permit, Building Permit # B91338, was issued. See Exhibit 5. However, on
January 9, 2007, DCRA was contacted by Ismaik Hanieh, P.E., a structural engineer
hired by the Appellant, concerning the property. In his letter to DCRA, Mr. Hanieh
stated that “after inspecting the structure, it was determined that the structural elements of
the house are not in any shape to be lifted without causing some major damage and
possible collapse of the house. As a result, it would be safer to demolish the existing
structure and rebuild it to match the existing plans and specifications per the current
building code requirements.” However, DCRA did not approve demolishing the existing
structure, but rather issued a fourth building permit, permit #B103710, on February 14,
2007, to allow Appellant to “demolish a portion of an ...existing SFD due to structural
integrity and possible collapse of the house which is dangerously unsound. Rebuild
structure to current building code specifications per existing permits and plans.”
(emphasis added). See Exhibit 6.

Nevertheless, on March 12, 2007, neighbors reported to DCRA that the remaining
portion of the pre-existing house was razed. Therefore, on March 21, 2007, another Stop
Work Order was posted on the property, for “exceeding scope of raze permit took down
entire house. Exceed Scope of Building Permit. Building all new SFD. Ongoing work
[does] not match approved plans on site!!!”. See Exhibit 7. The Stop Work Order was
issued because DCRA did not authorize the addition to be constructed as Appellant built

it.



In response, Appellant applied for a fifth building permit on April 17, 2007. In
that application, Appellant sought to use the demolition of the pre-existing house located
at the property as the basis upon which the addition and reconstruction of the pre-existing
house should be allowed with non-conforming side yards. However, the nonconforming
addition was permitted by DCRA only because of the existence of the pre-existing single
family home on the property. In the absence of the pre-existing house, any right of the
Appellant to construct the addition with non-conforming side yards was lost under 11
D.C.M.R. § 405.8. As aresult, Appellant’s April 17, 2007 building permit application
was denied by the Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) in a determination letter dated
September 28, 2007. In the letter, the ZA concluded that he was unable to approve the
pending building permit to allow reconstruction of the pre-existiﬁg, nonconforming SFD
because his right to utilize the exception under 11 D.C.M.R. §405.8 ended when the pre-
existing house was demolished. The ZA’s determination letter forms the basis of the
present appeal.

On April 24, 2008, Mary Grumbine and Jack Simmons, homeowners on Belt
Road, N.W., filed their Pre-Hearing Brief By Applicants For Party Status In Support of
Decision of the Zoning Administrator to Deny Building Permit. On the same date, they
also filed their Motion to Dismiss By Applicants For Party Status and For Related Relief.
The District filed its response to that motion on May 9, 2008. On April 14, 2008,
Appellant filed her Motion for Summary Judgment. The District filed its opposttion to
that motion on May 15, 2008.

On May 20, 2008, at a public hearing, the BZA granted Intervenor status in the
case to Jack Simmons, Mary Grumbine, and John Lemoine, homeowners whose

properties abut the Appellant’s property. The BZA also heard motions argument on that



date. Subsequently, on June 3, 2008, the BZA denied the Internevor’s Motion to Dismiss
and denied the Appellant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

In summary, Appellant alleges that she is allowed to now rebuild the pre-existing
house that she demolished, because its structural damage was caused by (1) termite
infestation and (2) prolonged exposure to ground water. On this basis she alleges a
“casualty” occurred. As a result, at the June 3, 2008 hearing, the BZA ordered all parties
to file pleadings on the following issues: (1) whether structural damage that is caused by
termites is a casualty under 11 D.C.M.R. §2001.6° and (2) whether prolonged exposure to
moisture from ground water below the building is a casualty under 11 D.C.M.R. §2001.6.
Appellant filed its Supplemental Statement on Casualty on June 13, 2008. The District
hereby opposes Appellant’s definition of “casualty” and further argues that its application
to the case at bar is completely inappropriate.

ARGUMENT

L STRUCTURAL DAMAGE THAT IS CAUSED SUBSTANTIALLY BY
TERMITES IS NOT A “CASUALTY” UNDER 11 D.C.M.R. §2001.6

Pursuant to 11 D.C.M.R. §2001.6, a pre-existing structure may be re-built if its demise
was due to a “casualty”. However, in the instant case, no “casualty” occurred. Accordingly,
on September 28, 2007, the ZA concluded that ‘the termite damage that the Appellant noted as
having made the building structurally unsound was not a casualty, but rather a result of lack of
maintenance. ... and not a sudden occurrence resulting from a casualty’. See September 28,

2007 zoning determination letter from Matthew LeGrant, Zoning Administrator. The ZA’s

211 DCMR § 2001.6 states “If a casualty or act of God results in damage to an extent of seventy-
five percent (75%) or less of the cost of reconstructing the entire structure, the structure may be
restored or reconstructed to its previous condition or to a more conforming condition; provided,
that the reconstruction or restoration shall be started within twenty-four (24) months of the date of
the destruction and continued diligently to completion.”



decision is firmly supported by the definition of ‘casualty’ contemplated by the Zoning
Regulations and established by BZA precedent.

Although, the term “casualty” is not expressly defined in the Zoning Regulations,
pursuant to 11 D.C.M.R.§199(g), “words not defined shall have the meanings given in
Webster's. (emphasis added). See 11 D.C.M.R.§199(g). Accordingly, Webster's Unabridged

3” (13

Dictionary (3™ Edition) defines the term “casualty” as “an unfortunate occurrence,> “serious
or fatal accident; disaster,””, or “a person or thing that has failed, been injured, lost or
destroyed as a result of uncontrollable’ circumstance or some action: victim.” Therefore, in
the absence of a statutory or regulatory definition, the Webster’s definitions control when
determining what occurrences are properly categorized as a “casualty”. Moreover, the ZA’s

interpretation of the Zoning Regulations is entitled to deference.

A. The Zoning Administrator’s Interpretation of the Zoning Regulations Application
of “Casualty” Must Be Given Deference.

It is well settled in the law that an agency’s interpretation of its administrative
regulations must be given great deference and that such an interpretation is to be upheld
unless clearly erroneous or inconsistent with the Zoning Regulations. See Bemnstein v.

District of Columbia Board of Zoning Adjustment, 376 A.2d 816, 819 (D.C. App. 1977),

see also Kalorama Citizens Association v. District of Columbia Board of Zoning

Adjustment, 640 A.2d 179 (D.C. App.1994). Accordingly, the reviewing court defers to

an agency’s interpretation of statutes, which the agency administers, unless that

3 Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines the term “occurrence” as “something that takes place,
esp. something that happens unexpectedly and without design”. (emphasis added).

* Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines “disaster” as “a sudden calamitous event producing
great material damage, loss and distress”. The word “disaster” is also synonymous with
“catastrophe” and “cataclysm”, which also “connote the sudden and unexpected, with attendant
notions of lack of foresight. (emphasis added). See, Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged
Dictionary.

> Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines the term “uncontrollable” as “incapable of being
controlled: unmanageable”.



interpretation is unreasonable in light of the prevailing law, inconsistent with the statute,

or plainly erroneous. See Public Defender Service. V. Saint-Preux, 691 A.2d 1160 (DC

1997).

In the instant case, the ZA reasonably determined that the structural damage
caused by termites was not a “casualty” under the Zoning Regulations. His determination
was reasonable in view of the “casualty” definition found in relevant case law, it was
consistent with the dictionary definition that controls under 11 D.C.M.R §199(g), and it
was clearly correct by the standard of review established by the D.C. Court of Appeals.
Therefore, the BZA must follow precedent and uphold the agency’s decision as a
reasonable interpretation of its regulations.

B. Structural Damage from Termites Is Not Unforeseeable.

Structural damage from termites is an occurrence® that is foreseeable and to be
expected when termite infestations are left untreated. In the instant case, the termite
damage to the 70+ year old wooden structure was wholly foreseeable because such
damage occurred slowly, over a period of months or years. Moreover, such damage is a
condition that is expected to occur when wooden structures are left untreated for termites.

Therefore, in determining whether the structural damage at issue here was or was
not foreseeable, the BZA must also consider that fact that Appellant hastily purchased the
property, without a termite inspection, regardless of the market conditions of the time. It
is the position of the District that such haste caused Appellant to purchase the property at
her peril, and that her situation cannot now be rectified by alleging a ‘casualty’ under the
law. The termite infestation at issue could have been detected and the structural damage

foreseen by Appellant at numerous points in time. Before purchasing the property,

¢ Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines the term “occurrence” as “something that takes place,
esp. something that happens unexpectedly and without design”.(emphasis added).



Appellant could have had the property inspected for termites. As a seasoned real estate
developer, with over 20 years of indﬁstry experience’, Appellant should have been aware
of the importance of performing such an inspection on the 70-year old wooden house.
She also should have been aware of the risks she would assume by foregoing such a
precaution. More importantly, because termite infestations are routinely treatable, it is
arguably Appellant’s own failure to inspect that prolonged the infestation and caused the
structural damage of which she now complains. Accordingly, the ZA was correct in
concluding that Appellant’s structural damage was not a “casualty” under the law.

Therefore, the appeal should be denied and the ZA’s determination upheld.

C. Structural Damage from Termites Is Not a “Disaster”’.

Structural damage from termites is not a disaster.® Moreover, the termite damage
that occurred to the 70-year old wooden structure at issue was not sudden. Infestation,
like the one at issue here, is the gradual building and expansion of a colony or colonies of
termites within a structure over time. It is a process of several actions that, in the
aggregate, cause severe damage when left untreated. It is not a sudden event, but rather
the cumulative effect of a series of millions of events — the feeding of termite colonies
within a structure. How quickly damage occurs depends, of course, on the size and the

maturity of the colony or colonies in the structure and the integrity of the structure itself.

7 See, Biography of Developer Stephanie Wallace at
http://stephaniewallace.com/stephaniewallace.html

® Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines “disaster” as “a sudden calamitous event producing
great material damage, loss and distress”. The word “disaster” is also synonymous with
“catastrophe” and “cataclysm”, which also “connote the sudden and unexpected, with attendant
notions of lack of foresight”. (emphasis added). See, Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged
Dictionary.



In the instant case, the amount of time the property remained infested by termites
is unknown. However, in March 2005, Appellant noted structural damage to the rear of
the structure from termites, and in 2007, she noted additional structural damage to the
front of the house from termites. As termite infestations take years to cause structural
damage of the type complained of by Appellant, it can be estimated that such damage
occurred at some point before April 2004°, when Appellant purchased the property
through March 2007, when the last standing portion of the house was razed. As a result,
the shortest known period of time the infestation existed, according to dates provided by
Appellant, is approximately two years and eleven months. Damage from termites
occurring within this amount of time is neither “sudden” nor “unexpected. Accordingly,
the ZA was correct in concluding that Appellant’s structural damage was not a casualty
under the law because it was not sudden. Therefore, the appeal should be denied and the
ZA’s determination upheld.

D. Structural Damage from Termites Is Controllable.

Structural damage from termites is a condition that is not uncontrollable '°. Moreover,
such conditions are routinely controlled and managed by an entire industry of pest control
professionals. Accordingly, damage from a termite infestation is not a casualty.

Moreover, in the instant case, the Appellant failed to assess the condition of her
property adequately with respect to termites. As a result, she also failed to control any

possible infestations once it was within her power to do so - by faiiing to have the property

® Appellant states that “structural damage that was caused substantially by termites had occurred
long before Ms. Wallace purchased the Property”. See, Appellant’s Supplemental Statement on
Casualty, Page Two, Paragraph two, lines 4-6.

19 Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines the term “uncontrollable” as “incapable of being
controlled: unmanageable”.



treated for termites by a professional pest control company even after she found evidence of
an infestation in 2005.

Accordingly, the structural damage that resulted from the untreated termite infestation
was controllable, had Appellant attempted to control it. Accordingly, the ZA was correct in
concluding that Appellant’s structural damage was not a casualty under the law. Therefore,
the appeal should be denied and the ZA’s determination upheld.

In conclusion, the definition of “casualty’” has been addressed by the BZA
previously. In the Application of Thomas and Kathryn Toggas, BZA Order No. 17270,
the BZA concluded that a structural damage caused by Hurricane Isabel was a “casualty”
under the law. See Application of Thomas and Kathryn Toggas, BZA Order No. 17270.
However, Toggas, is distinguished from the instant case on the basis of causation.
Appellant’s damage was caused by a progressive infestation of termites, whereas in
Toggas, the damage was caused by an unexpected, sudden, and uncontrollable event —
Hurricane Isabel.

Moreover, structural damage that is caused by termites has consistently and
expressly been excluded from the definition of “casualty” in other areas of the law. For
example, in Craven v. United States, Plaintiffs contended that the infestation of their
home by termites, and the later damage, constituted a casualty for which they were
entitled to take a deduction on their Income Tax Return. Craven v. United States, 69-1
U.S. Tax (CCH) P9244(1969): However, the Government argued that there had been no
casualty loss because the damage was not due to a sudden, unexpected and unusual cause.
Accordingly, the court dismissed the plaintiff’s case on the merits, finding that the
definition of a “casualty” as "an event that takes piace without one's foresight or

expectation; an un-designed, sudden, and unexpected event" was not satisfied by

10



structural damage caused by termites. The court further concluded that “the
characteristics of suddenness common to fires, storms and shipwrecks must exist in order
for the occurrence causing the loss to be a casualty within the meaning of the law.” Id.

Likewise, in Austra v. Commissioner, the court outlined its precedence in
construing “casualty” as "an accident, a mishap, some sudden invasion by a hostile
agency; it excludes the progressive deterioration of property through a steadily operating
cause." See Austra v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo 1966-28 (1966), citing Rudolf Lewis
Hoppe, 42 T.C. 820, 823 (1964), affd. 354 F. 2d 988 (C.A. 9, 1965); Leslie C. Dodge, 25
T.C. 1022, 1026 (1956). The court further stated that “[t]he burden is on the taxpayer to
show that the damage occurred with "suddenness" rather than by "progressive
deterioration." Id.

Additionally the law is clear that the time at which such structural damage is
discovered is not determinative of whether or not a casualty exists. For example, in
Meersman v. United States, the Court found that “[a] cause, operéting throughout in the
same manner, either constitutes a casualty force in its entire operation or else it does not
do so at all. Time of discovery in such a situation may affect the scope of the injury done,
but it does not give rise to any metamorphosis in the nature of the force, the mode of its
operation, or the character of the result.” See Meersman v. United States, 370 F.2d
109(1966). According to this standard, an event is either a casualty or not, regardless of
when it is discovered. In the instant case, the discovery of termites prior to Appellant’s
purchase or after is immaterial — in either case, the structural damage was foreseeable,

expected, and progressive. Therefore, the condition complained of is not a “casualty”.

11



IL. STRUCTURAL DAMAGE THAT IS CAUSED IN PART BY
PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO MOISTURE FROM THE GROUND
BELOW THE BUILDING IS NOT A “CASUALTY” UNDER 11 D.C.M.R.
§2001.6
As noted above, the term “casualty” is not expressly defined in the Zoning

Regulations. However, pursuant to 11 D.C.M.R. §199(g), “‘words not defined [in the Zoning

Regulations] shall have the meanings given in Webster's. See 11 D.C.M.R. §199(g).

Accordingly, Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines the term “casualty’” as “an unfortunate

occurrence”, “serious or fatal accident: disaster”, or “a person or thing that has failed, been

injured, lost or destroyed as a result of uncontrollable circumstance or some action: victim.”

Therefore, in the absence of a statutory or regulatory definition, the Webster’s definition

controls when determining what occurrences are properly categorized as a “casualty”.

Moreover, it is the District’s position that none of the “casualty” definitions provided in

Webster’s are logically applicable to the conditions present at 5013 Belt Road, NW.

By Appellant’s own admission, the structural damage to her property was due in
part to “prolonged exposure” to moisture from the ground below the building. See
Appellant’s Supplemental Statement on Casualty, Page Two, Paragraph two, lines 6-7.
(emphasis added). However, the definition of “casualty” by its terms is incongruent with
any type of prolonged activity.

“Casualty” is defined in the law and by the regulations by definitions that reveal
one common denominator -- a degree of “suddenness.” Clearly, structural damage that is
caused by “prolonged exposure” to moisture from the ground below the building is a
progressive deterioration and not a sudden, unexpected or uncontrollable event.
Therefore, the facts surrounding Appellant’s structural damage, again, do not rise to the

legal standard of a “casualty”.

12



Respectfully submitted,

PETER J. NICKELS

Interim Attorney General for the

District of Columbia

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

JAMES C. McKAY, JR.

Acting General Counsel

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

LORI S. PARRIS

Deputy General Counsel

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

NSpaxr D)

MATTHEW J. GREEN (316257)

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

Office of General Counsel

941 North Capital Street, N.E., Suite 9400

Washington, D.C. 20002

(202) 442-8402 (office)

(202) 442-9447 (Fax)

matthew.green@dc.gov

\ o ~

MELINDA BOLLING (465697) g{

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
REGULATORY AFFAIRS -

Office of General Counsel

941 North Capital Street, N.E., Suite 9400

Washington, D.C. 20002

(202) 442-8460 (office)

(202) 442-9447 (Fax)

melinda.bolling@dc.gov
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T. GAIL MADDOX-LEVINE (475827)
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND

REGULATORY AFFAIRS
Office of General Counsel
941 North Capital Street, N.E., Suite 9400
Washington, D.C. 20002
(202) 442-8401 (office)
(202) 442-9447 (Fax)
tgail.maddox-levine@dc.gov
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CHARLES THOMAS (459609)

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

Office of General Counsel

941 North Capital Street, N.E., Suite 9400

Washington, D.C. 20002

(202) 442-8409 (office)

(202) 442-9447 (Fax)

charles.thomas@dc.gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on June 27, 2008, a copy of the District’s Response in
Opposition to Appellant’s Supplemental Statement on Casualty was served via first class
mail to the following:

J. Patrick Brown, Esq.

Greenstein DeLorme and Luchs, P.C.
1620 L Street, N.W.

Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20036

John Lemoine
5011 Belt Road, NW
Washington, DC 20016

Jack Simmons

Mary Grumbine

3952 Garrison St., NW
Washington, DC 20016

Lucy Eldridge

Advisory Neighborhood Commission
4104 Legation St., N.W.

Washington, DC 200150

Kpril Wyke-Ransome, Paralegal
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT
OFFICE OF THE SURVEYOR

{ hereby certify that ail existing improvements shown hereon, are completely dimensioned,

Washington, D.C., May 11, 2004 iy 3 i
and are comrectly platted; that all proposed buildings or construction, or parts thereof, including
covered porches, are corectly dimensioned and platted and agree with plans accompanying

0 iiding Permit of: SQUARE 1756 SITE PER SUB the applicati that the foundation”plans as shown heraon is drawn, and dimensioned
Piat for Building P of. accurately to the same scale as the property fines shown on this platiand that by reason of the

proposed improvements to be erected as shown hereon the size of any adjoining iot or

Scale: 1 inch = 20 feet premises js not decreased to an area Jess than is required by the Zoning Regulations for light
and ventilation; and it is further certified and agreed that accessible parking area where
required by the Zoning Regulations will be reserved in accordance with the Zoning

Receipt No 14535 Regulations, and that this area has been comrecly drawn and dimensioned hereon. ltis
: further agreed that the elevation of the accessible parking area with respect to the Highway

Department approved curb and alley grade will not result in a rate of grade alang centerline

. of driveway at any point on private propetty in excess of 20% for single-family dwellings or flats,
Fumished to: STEPHANIE WALLACE orin excess of 12% atany point for other buildings. (The poficy of the Highway Department
permits a maximum driveway grade of 12% across the public parking and the private

restricted property.}

Date: M 20 Zoo #

By. B.DM. ’g,[\/\, (é/ignature of ow:e?or his authorized agent)

Surveyor, D.C.

NOTE: Data shown for Assessment and Taxation Lots or Parcels are in accordance with the records of the Department of Finance
and Revenue, Assessment Administration, and da nat necessarily agree with deed description.

3

Tdicales, Addition Areas

SO-11535(2004)
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‘Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs -
Building and Land Regulation Administration
941 North Capitol Street N.E. Room 2100

Washmgton D.C. 20002
Tel:(202) 442-4470 - Fax: (202) 4424862
Building Permit

THIS PERMIT IS VALID ONLY: FOR THE PREMISES

‘OF THE PROJECT ADDRESS
PERMITNO. BA4T7334 : paTE: 10/4/2005

[-55HESS OF PROJECT.
{ 5013 BELT RD: N.W.
{ DESCRIPTION OF WORKER]
:DRAHIHG s—l ‘ﬂm:ca

VE

l PERMIT TYPE:
UNDERPINHIHG

ISR MR a’méearmo@@s&sﬁa M%@%&L e DL

ItNSPECT OR GENERAL AT 1 '800~52 1*1639,

' Rl% EXPIRATION DATE:
N 10/4/2006

DIRECTOR:
PATRICK J. CANAVAN

CONDITIONS: As 2 condition precedent to the issuance of this permit, the owner agrees to conform with alf conditions set forth
hetein, and to perfonm the work authorized hereby in accardance with the approved application and-plans on file with the District
Govemment and in actordance with alf applicable laws and reguiations of *he Disgtrict of Columbia. The District of Columbia has the
right to enter upon the property and o inspect all the work authorized by this permit and 1o require any change in cohstruction which
may be necessary o itsure compliance with the penmit and with alf the applicable regulations of the Distiict of Columbia:. Work
authorized undler the Permit must start within one (1) year of the date appearing on fhis permit or this permit is automatically vaid. I
work is not started, any application for partal refund must be made within six months of the date appeanng on this permit.

THIS PERMIT MUST ALWAYS BE CONSFICUGUSLY DISPLAYED AT ADDRESS OF WORK UNTIL WORK IS COMPLETED.

NOTIFY THE BUILDING ENSPEGTOR THE DAY THE WORK STARTS PHONE: f202)4424541 941 NORTH CAPlTOL STNE -
WASH!NGTON DC 20002. g :

A sepe;ate parrmt is requzred for alf F'!umbmg, Refngerahon. Gas Ftﬁng. and Elecinml Work




Department of Consumer and Requlatory Affairs
Buzidmg and Land_ Regulatlon Administration '

- 941'North Capitol Street N:E. Room 2100
Washmgton D C. 20002
" Faxi(202) 442-4862

=D S Te'__'~(202) 4424470
| Buﬂdmg Permlt

TH!S PERMIT: ls VALID ONLY FOR THE PREMISES
' OF THE PROJECT ADDRESS

. PERMIT Nd.'>§1338 DATE: 4/21/2006

T lssL: so: 1758 SX:r, LOT: 846
©. - WARD: 4 ZONE R-1-8

) ADDRESS OF PROJECT'
smaa TRDNW ’

| DESGRIFTION OF WORK: © = T s
 REVISE BUILDING PERMIT NU \ER B# 45820 T0 DELETE THE FOUNDATION DRAWING AND THE CROSS SECTION
| ELEVATION AND SUBSTITUTE A REVISED BSMT, STRUCTURAL DRAWING AND REVISED CROSS SECTION ELEVATION
[DRAWING, THIS PERMIT REVISION WILL RAISE THE HOUSE UP.BY APPROXIMATELY FOUR FEET,
- PERMIT TYPE. - B PLANS (YIN EXIST!NG USE' EI |PROPOSED USE:
L AMENDMENT F A = RESIDENTIAL—ONEI‘!WD FAMILY Residential-One/Two Family

PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTEDTO' ¥ - - PERMIT FEE:
OWNER. STEPHANIE WALLACE T ‘ sz1o o0

L AGENT NAME'
e .!AMES SMAITH -

- CONDITIONS I RESTRICTIONS.

ALL: CONSTRUCTION DONE AGCORDING TO THE GURRENT BUILDING. conss ALL CONSTRUCTION DONE

ACCORDING TO THE GURRENT ZONING REGULATIONS ;

7O REPORT WASTE, FRAUD OR ABUSE: BY ANY D.C GOVERI\MENT OFFICIAL, CALL THE D.C. INSPECTOR GENERAL AT
1-800-521-1639 "

o DIRECTOR:. . gl LERK: EXPIRATION DATE:
-} Or. Pairick Canavan, Psy. . / / (_/ /2_/ 412112007

’ 'CONDITIONS As a condmon precedent to the issuance of this permit, the owner agrees io conform with all conditions set forth
. herein, and to perform the work authorized hereby in accordance with the approved application and plans on file with the District.
Gavemment and il aocordance with all applicable jaws and regulations of the District of Columbia. The District of Columbia has the
right to:enter.upon {he pmpeﬂ'y and to inspect all the work authorized by this permit and fo require any change in construction which
. maybenécessary io insure complrance with the pensmit and with all the applmble reguiations of the District of Columbia. Work .
E authonzed under_ exm;t ‘must start within one (1) year of the date appearing on this permit or this permit is automnatically void. If
i work is not staned nya 'pl‘wbon for partial refund must be made within six months of the date appearing on this permit.

THIS PERMIT MUST ALWAYS BE CONSPICUOUSLY DISPLAYED AT ADDRESS OF WORK UNTIL WORK IS COMPLETED,
NGT iFY. THE BUILD!NG lNSPECTOR THE DAYTHE WORK START S. PHONE: (202)442-4641 941 NORTH CAPITOL ST NE

d for II_PI:_mein'g, R‘_eﬁige;_aﬁgqi’, Gas-!_—‘mir_«g,_ar)_d EIectn'leork.




Exhibit 6

16



/DEMOLISH Aj P@RTION OB

35

Wficls,viue S¥B DUETO T
HE HOUSE WI-ﬁCH IS‘DANGEROUSL¥ UNSQUND:: REBH

RMlT 202—462-?6

M, Morga

RA

4 worl( is not staned:any apphca’ao fo

vty B % g%
% 7

£ BUILBINGINSP 'Umﬁ,,'xﬁ -
ON- 200})

ITOIUS re

rju edfor aﬂ =]

rparﬂal ;eiund must be made wit

Eleptl‘ica! Work-'

%

N

R




Exhibit 7

16



7 ~ P A g P
© J,—/ 2 /ﬁ)}‘ el / J 7 -
/V" /oy 4 44 /S Qs 4//6&1./ F//7

sps oo DESARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
=i R .

/9 // L\/O/ /( : e . ; ~;,f'_\;;f K ﬁ /, / A/&/‘ / <
ADDRESS : 50/3 Bt K/ Ny

anemﬁ Seore &/ Kaze . «éw,a

WIMTMN (Sectmn/s) £ 14/'/’6: fhitse o« Exceed jeepe of fenliliy
it 8 GFP: _ Ongojy Work Do 101" maies /,lp/ﬁ,rm/
7"/‘7/’/)“ on 5 //-e J Zlop Lo K Drder To57ex

PROPER 7 rme ){‘5 //’7/?’75' SHALL BE OBTAINED AND OR POSTED PRIOR TO THE CONTINUATION OF ANY WORK.
ANY AND ALL PERSONS ACTING CONTRARY TO THIS NOTICE SHALL BE SUBJECT T A FINE/PROSECUTION OR BOTH.

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT(S) MUST RE FILED OR REMOVAL OF VIOLATIOM MUST OCCUR WITHIN =
HOURS/DAYS FROM THE POSTING OF THIS NOTICE.

[S-Tonstruction ] Eectrical ] Plumbing O Elevator ] Botter

442-4641 4424643 442-4642 2-463%° ﬂo .
3200 pr 5 /24007 W

Time /Date ﬂmcnal
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