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Chan person Lloyd Jordan and Honorable Members of the Board· 

On behalf of the Foxhall Ctescent Homeowne1s AssociatiOn ("FCHOA~'), we hereby 
confiun our opposttwn to BZA ApplicatiOn No 18708 (the ''Apphcat10n'") tcgardmg 4509 
Foxhall Cre'>cent The FCHOA does not oppose the construction of a hou..<;e on the subject 
prope1ly The Homeownets A%oc1atwn Covenants and Bylaws 1mpose spectfic respons1bllities 
on the FCIIOA before they can approve constructiOn, mcludmg constructiOn of the p10posed 
proJect pursuant to this ApplicatiOn The opposttion of the FCHOA contmues to rest on the 
madcquacy of the Apphcatwn as filed to meet the Applicant's burden ofprovmg h1s proposed 
plans wlll not adversely affect ne1ghbming properties m Foxhall Crescents, part1culaily with 
tespcct to compatlbthty With the other properties within the fCHOA and st01mwater 
management 

fhe BZA Should Deny Applicant's Request for a Zero Front Yard Set-Back Vanance 
under§ 2'516 S(b) Applicant a'>ks for relief from the 25' setback to allow no ~etback fwm the 
street While the Apphcanl argues that a zero tbot ~etback would be m keepmg with the 1979 
Approved Foxhall Crescents Development Plan, the statements appear to reference residences 
located mother Foxhall Cre'>cent developments, not m Foxhall Crescent 1, m which Apphcant's 
lot is located Of the 26 ex1stmg homes Within Foxhall Crescent 1, 25 have setbacks from the 
curb to the fi ont door m the 13 '-15' range, with one exception, which has a setback of 
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12' Furthennore, the 1979 Foxhall Crescents master plan does not have the house pwposed fot 
Applicant's lot sittmg on the edge of the sheet The ougmal design by Arthur Cotton Moore 
avmcled thts result by designing a house 6' less m depth than Applicant's proposed house, and 
the mastet plan shows a sidewalk between the, street and the Property. If the Board were to g1ant 
the Applicant reheffrom the 25' setback, the setback should be hmitcd to at least the 13'-15' 
dtstance that IS common m Foxhall Crescent 1 rather than 0', which would not be compatible 
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m destgn, overall characte1 and appearance of the neighbonng houses Moteover, requmng a 
setback of 12' would likely allow the matute Tuhp Tree to be saved as requested by OP. 

Apphcant's Boring§ Performed to Examme_Su.Psurf[lfc __ C9n.Q.itwn~ on the Property Are 
Inadequate The borings perf01med by Applicant, intended to update the results of the study 
performed m 1993 by ProfessiOnal Consultmg Set vices ("PCS''), arc msufficient to evaluate 
subsurface soil and groundwatet cond1t1ons relevant to Applicanf '> proposed constructiOn The 
tluee-page lette1 dated September 9, 2014 to Ed Jacobsen from W1lham F. Sledjeski desctibes 
the soil materials encounteted at the test locatwn, and mcludes a chart indicating that soil bonngs 
had been performed at depths rangmg from 0 8' to 8 0' depths A second letter dated October 
14,2014 from, Mr Sledjeskt to Mt. Jacobsen concludes that "[p]riortest b01ings md1cated 
gwund water below 18 feet from the extstmg smface. The present mfiltration study mdicated 
modetately 1apid permeability and no ground water w1thm 8 feet of the present smface." Netthe1 
of these letters offcts any. reliable evidence that ApplJcant's pwposcd constructiOn would not 
result m iuc1eased undergrOtmd water seepage or other underground water conditiOns that could 
affect neighboring properties. The deepest bonng.;; of 8' in the recent test are too shallow to 
p1ov1de any mstght on conditions affectmg Applicant's proposed excavations. Also~ none of the 
Apphcant's recent boungs were perf01med w1thm the footprmt of the house proposed by 
Applicant. 

The Pwposed Road Extendmg mto Apphcant~_sj>tOperty Docs Not Meet Zonmg Grade 
Reqmrements lntecommendmg flexib1hty in allowing a vanance from the 25 foot 
mgrcss/egtess street wtdth zonmg reqmremcnt to allow a 16' width, OP says the common 
I~CHOA road that accesses Applicant's Property IS a "roadway [that] would functiOn more hke a 
pnvatc dnveway rather than a street. " OP's statement that the mgress/egte&s will functron 
hke a pnvate drtveway directly conflicts w1th the recorded covenants and easements allowmg 
use by the entire Foxhall Crescent commumty. Fmtherm01e, while It IS unclear from the 
Applicant's plans, It apperus that the grade of the street on the Applicant's property exceeds the 
12% grade permitted for dnveways 11 DCMR 2117 8 The steep, tmpervwu& surface p1esent& 
safety and stonnwater management concerns unaddressed by the matenals filed by the 
Applicant 

Our clients beheve clearer, m01e detailed excavatiOn plans and further geotechmcal and 
cnvhonmental exammation of the Applicant's proposed plans are needed to assess the impacts 
on ne1ghbonng lots. Movmg forward without fut-ther review leaves the degree of detnmental 
Impact on neighbming properties unaddressed ru1d the Applicant's burden ofproofunmet. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter 

Sincerely, 

GRIFFIN, MURPHY, 
MOLDENHAUER & WIGGINS, LLP 
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