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SUBJECT: BZA Case 18595, 620 91
h Street, N E , Supplemental Report 

D1stnct of Columbia~ 
Off1ce of Plann~ y 

After consultation wtth OAG and DCRA, OP noted m a report dated July 16, 2013 that the case should be 
dtsmtssed. At the BZA heanng of July 23, 2013, the Board requested that the Office of Planning revtew the 
ments of the case to determme If the subject apphcatton would meet the general standards for the grantmg of 
an area vanance, and consult wtth OAG and DCRA regardmg the recommendation that that the case be 
dtsmtssed 

Analysts of the ments of the case as an area vanance 

The apphcant was mstructed by the Zonmg Admmtstrator to obtam variance relief from § 199 1, definition 
of "Yard", to permit a rear deck less than four feet m height to occupy more than fifty percent of the rear 
yard 

Section 3103 2 of the Zomng Regulations states that, "[w )here, by reason of exceptional narrowness, 
shallowness, or shape of a specific p1ece of property at the t1me of the ongmal adoptwn of the regulatzons or 
by reason of exceptwnal topographical condztwns or other extraordmary or exceptiOnal s1tuatwn or 
cond1t10n of a specific p1ece of property, the str1ct applzcatwn of any regulatwn would result m peculiar 
and exceptwnal practzcal difficultzes upon the owner of such property " 

The subject property IS similar m lot area, lot wtdth and topography to the adjacent properties to the north 
and south, and to structures budt upon them All are developed With similar two-story brtck row houses 
constructed m 1900 on relatively level 1,020 square-foot lots seventeen feet wide abuttmg a six-foot wtde 
rear alley Impacting the subject property no differently than the adjommg properties As the lots are all 
simtlar, the subject property exhtbtts no umqueness or exceptional situation that would result m a practical 
difficulty to the owner, and therefore does not meet the general standards for the grantmg of a vanance 

2 Reevaluatton of recommendation that that the case be dismissed 

OP has had further discussions with OAG and DCRA As IS standard practice, OP defers to the ruhng of the 
Zomng Admtmstrator's (ZA) Office, whtch ts responsible for the Interpretation of the Zomng Regulations 
As the applicant was dtrected by the ZA to obtam variance rehef m order to construct the proposed deck, the 
Board should revtew the apphcation accordmgly 
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