
Jane Mulvey 
327 Constitution Ave. NE 
Washington D.C. 20002 

Re: Application No: 18424 
(Includes 3 Attachments} 
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My name is Jane Mulvey and my husband (Dale Harrison) and I have resided at 327 Constitution Ave. ~for dir 
10 years. We are conc~rned about a developer who is seeking a S~cial Exception to the Zoning regulatllns iii a 
property at 124 4th. St NE. (BZA 18424}. The developer wants to build a 12ft X 12ft two story addition. The n~h 
side of his addition wo·uld fully enclose my back property line if built per his proposal. Exhibit 1 shows the 
proposed addition in relation to my back property line. The developer is seeking an expedited review from the DC 
Zoning Commission. My husband and I strongly oppose his request for an expedited review and we are requesting 
BZA 18424 to be removed from the Expedited Review Calendar and that a public hearing should be scheduled to 
address the issue and more fully explore the proposal in relation to our concerns discussed below. 

Spedfically, the developer's description in his applic~tion of the impact of his proposed structure on 327 
Constitution Ave. is incorrect. He states it does not adversely affect us, but in fact it does adversely affect our air 
and light available. To better communicate the issues, I am attaching two pictures of my back yard to show you 
where the proposed addition will go across my back property line, it would replace the entire back fence to the 
right of my shed currently stands (see Exhibit 2}. It would also replace the gate in our neighbors yard that is 
currently there for an emergency exit. The proposed addition will block my vie~ of blue sky and trees and other 
greenery and affect the natural lighting in my back yard. On Exhibit 3 I have marked with an X over the area I will 
no longer view from my sitting area on my patio. This will adversely affect the airflow as it basically closes in my 
back yard given the positions of the other structures and fencing near my house. In addition, for the developer to 
construct a foundation for the addition that meets building codes across my back property line, I suspect he will 
have to dig into my yard and trespass on my property to complete the work. This would adversely affect some of 
the plantings that I have in place, many of which are over 10 years old. I also have a fountain in the back comer 
that would be adversely affected. 

We respect the building codes on Capitol Hill which are in place for a reason; they are there to protect the 
neighbors and neighborhood from excessive growth beyond the scope of the community. As someone who owns 
the smallest house on the block, I understand the interest in gaining a more space as I too would have to get a 
variance to build out my house. However, we have not sought such a variance as we feel it is important to respect 
the zoning laws as this is the arrangement under which we bought our homes. The developer, on the other hand, 
is not planning on living in the house and instead bought a smaller property at a lower price in hopes of gaining a 
variance to expand in order to gain a hi~her price and thus higher.profit. We strongly believe it is in best the 
interest of the neighborhood to retain some of the smaller, and more affordable, quaint houses. 

Given my concerns cited above, my husband and I do not think this proposal should be on an expedited review 
process, and there should instead be a full public hearing to fully consider our concerns and the concerns of our 
other neighbors who also are adversely affected. I would like to testify at a public hearing if it is granted. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~ 
Jane Mulvey 
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