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Appeal Filing: Required Information 

Property address: 2305-2307 Ontario Rd. NW  

Required Information 

Item: Description: 
The date upon which the appellant first 
had notice or knowledge of the decision 
being appealed: 
 

1/15/15 was the date permit #B1408491 was 
issued according to DCRA’s Online Building 
Permit Application Tracker (OBPAT) 

The circumstances under which such 
notice or knowledge occurred: 

 

After much correspondence with the Zoning 
Administrator on the issues, with appellants’ 
last inquiry to the Zoning Administrator on 
December 29, 2014 going unanswered. 
 

Standing: How the appellant is aggrieved: Appellant ANC1C, on behalf of its 
constituents on the 2200 and 2300 blocks of 
Ontario Road NW, are aggrieved by the 
subject permit being granted in conflict with 
the zoning regulations re: parking, lot 
coverage, FAR and with inconsistencies 
between the project’s plat and plans.  The 
ramifications of these items are practical 
issues for the immediate neighbors in terms of 
street parking availability, excess of unsightly 
trash bins on the sidewalk, and potentially 
unpermitted work taking place that is unsafe, 
inappropriate and non-compliant (such as a 
roof deck that appears on the plats but was 
rejected from the plans, in this case).  

Statement of Issues This application is filed to appeal permit 
#B1408491, allowing the re-development of 
two single family row homes at 2305-2307 
Ontario Rd. NW (the “Project” or the 
“Property”) into an 8-unit building with just 3 
parking spaces by virtue of a “credit of one 
off-street parking space for prior sfd use.”  In 
addition, the permit provides for work that 
exceeds both FAR and lot coverage 
requirements of R-5-B zoning, and has 
numerous inconsistencies with the plat that 
should have been reconciled before the permit 
was issued, so that all parties are clear on 
what work is permitted. 
 

Witnesses TBD 
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March 13, 2015 
 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
 
Re: BZA Appeal of permit #B1408491 for the re-development of 2305-2307 Ontario Rd. NW 
 
 
Dear BZA Members: 
 
We ask that you appeal permit #B1408491 based on a number of Zoning issues that need to be 
resolved in order to bring the proposed development into compliance with DC Building and 
Zoning Code.   

 DCRA erroneously granted a “parking credit”, even though existing parking was 
provided at the property, that resulted in the developer being able to build 8 units, rather 
than the allowable 6 “by right” units. 

 The permitted project does not properly comply with the stipulations of combining Lots.  
 The permitted project exceeds both FAR and lot coverage requirements of R-5-B zoning. 
 The DC Surveyor's Plat shows roof decks that are required to be omitted from the plans 

at the request of the DC Structural reviewer.   
 Furthermore, we believe it violates both the letter and spirit of Title 10 (Comprehensive 

Plan) and Title 11 (Zoning Regulations) of the D.C. code. 
 
The undersigned neighbors have drafted the appeal attached and have the unanimous support of 
the ANC 1C and vast majority of the residents of the Lower Ontario Road Neighborhood. 
 
By way of background, the proposed development by 202Development, based in Virginia, will 
convert two single family houses into a single new building, on a single combined lot, containing 
8 units and provide only 3 parking spaces when 4 are required by zoning. A legal parking space 
is 16’ x 9’ and the combined lot at 2305-2307 Ontario Road is just shy of 33’ wide, meaning 3 
legal parking spaces can be accommodated.  Additionally code requires that 1 space for every 2 
units be provided in the R-5-B zone.  The neighbors hoped that the DC permitting process would 
enforce that the correct number of units (6) and corresponded extensively with zoning officials 
during the permitting process.  Nonetheless, the neighbors were dismayed when a permit was 
granted for a total of 8 units with only 3 parking spaces, based on the application of parking 
credit, a concept historically reserved for properties without the ability to provide parking.   

This plan effectively quadruples the number of units per lot and will: 

 Change the character and density of the block dramatically.   
 Strain parking availability in an already very constrained location, based on the 

proximity to 18th Street and given the significant number of single family homes already 
on the block that do not have an off-street parking option (no alley access to the rear yard 
or curb cuts). 
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 Replace 4 trash/recycling bins (for 2 households) with 16 (for 8 households) on a block 
where trash is picked up in the front because the alley behind is too narrow for public 
trash removal. 

 Drive up prices beyond those of traditional single family homes on the block, apparently 
based on the assumption that they can be replaced with 4 units each, a trend that will 
encourage more sales to developers, more chopping up of the row house fabric on 
Ontario Road, fewer families, tighter parking, and more unsightly trash/recycling bins. 

202Development has also bought two more houses on the block at 2303 and 2315 Ontario Road 
NW, and per their website and permit applications in to DC, plans to turn them each into 4-unit 
buildings, effectively quadrupling the number of units per lot once again, and banking on DCRA 
granting more inappropriate parking credits.  To demonstrate the level at which this developer is 
willing to manipulate the zoning parking requirement, the existing parking pad located at 2315 
Ontario has been removed and shrubs have been planted in its place.  We speculate that this is an 
attempt to make a claim that no existing parking was present or available, in order to be granted 
a parking credit.  We have strong evidence to the contrary.  

Since the proposed development was announced in July 2014, we have worked with the Zoning 
Administrator, Office of Zoning, DCRA, Office of Planning, our current and former Ward 1 
council members, and ANC 1C-07 Commissioner Willison Reynolds to closely monitor the 
permitting process and express our concerns regarding inappropriate development on our block.  
More than half of the residents and homeowners of our block have signed a petition in support of 
an overlay to our zoning designation that would preserve the row house fabric and neighborhood 
character of our block. Thus, we have demonstrated ample citizen demand for the ANC’s action 
and leadership on this appeal. 
 
We look forward to discussing with you in more detail the nature and facts of this case as we all 
strive to make Washington DC the best city the country.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Appellants: 

ANC 1C  

ANC 1C-07 Commissioner Willison Reynolds 
 
   Hugo Roell 
 
   Eric Blodnikar 
 
   Terra Blodnikar 
 
   Alia Khan 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
Submission by ANC 1C 
Date: March 13, 2015 
 

SUMMARY OF APPEAL 
 

This application is filed pursuant to Section 3100.2  and 3112.2 of the Zoning Regulations to 
appeal the error made by the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (“DCRA”)  in 
issuing permit #B1408491, issued on January 15, 2015, allowing the re-development of two 
single family row homes at 2305-2307 Ontario Rd. NW (the “Project” or the “Property”) into an 
8-unit building with (1) just 3 parking spaces by virtue of a “credit of one off-street parking 
space for prior sfd use,” (2) excess lot coverage; (3) excess FAR; and (4) inconsistencies 
between the approved plan and the plat. 
 

HISTORY 
 

In August of 2014, a sign was posted in front of 2305-2307 Ontario Rd. NW that indicated that 
10 condominiums were coming.  The neighborhood was puzzled as to how this would be 
possible from a zoning standpoint, considering the combined lot width of 33.66’ and the 1:2 
required parking ratio, and began communicating with Zoning Administrator Mr. Le Grant (all 
correspondence attached as Exhibit 8): 

 August 16, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Terra Blodnikar 
 August 16, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Alia Khan 
 August 17, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Lisa Landmeier 
 August 17, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Julie Lopez 
 August 17, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Zoe Beckerman 
 August 18, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Fiona Bell 
 August 18, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Lynsey Jeffries 
 August 19, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Missy McGoogan 
 August 20, 2014 letter to Mr. Le Grant from Hugo Roell 
 August 21, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Alia Khan 
 August 22, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Hugo Roell 
 November 20, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant and Ms. Beeton, Deputy Zoning 

Administrator, from Hugo Roell 
 November 25, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Terra Blodnikar 
 December 1, 2014 email to Mr. Le Grant from Hugo Roell 

 
On December 4, 2014, Mr. Le Grant responded to an email from Hugo Roell, carbon copying 
many other neighbors, and explained that he was in the process of “re-reviewing the plans… to 
examine your concerns about the provision of parking spaces required under the Zoning 
Regulations.” 
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On December 15, 2014, Mr. Le Grant responded to Hugo Roell, et al, again with the following: 

I wanted to let you know that I have finished my re-review of this matter and found that each of 
the two (2) existing single family dwellings each provided one (1) parking space each for a total 
of two (2) existing spaces, so no credit may be applied to the proposed use, and as such the credit 
of one (1) space was erroneously applied. Therefore, I put the project back on review for Zoning.  

A parking credit is applied in cases only where the prior use was required to provide off-street 
parking and no spaces were provided. In this case, because the project is the conversion to an 
apartment building with eight (8) dwelling units, a minimum of four (4) off-street parking spaces 
are required under the applicable R-5-B standard of one (1) parking space per each two (2) 
dwellings [11 DCMR 2101.1].  

I have advised the applicant to either revise the plat and plans as necessary to provide the 
minimum number of required off-street parking spaces, reduce the number of proposed dwelling 
units, or obtain relief from the Board of Zoning Adjustment [BZA]. 

ANC 1C agrees with the position taken by Mr. Le Grant in his December 15, 2014 email. 
 
On December 19, 2014, Mr. Le Grant emailed Hugo Roell again with the following: 
 

Since my last email to you I met with the applicant who provided me with additional information 
on this matter. He has demonstrated to me that the paved area at the rear of 2307 Ontario Rd NW 
is of insufficient size to provide a compliant parking space. The depth of the concrete paved area, 
as measured perpendicular to the alley, is only 11 feet 8 inches to the fence; therefore it cannot be 
counted as a pre-existing parking space. 
 
Therefore, I have concluded that my office’s original granting of the parking credit one parking 
space is valid, and the project is compliant with the zoning regulations. I will accept the proposed 
plat showing three parking spaces that, along with the above described valid parking credit of one 
space, total four parking space requirement. 
 
My office will proceed with approving permit application number B1408491. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

 
On December 29, 2014, Hugo Roell responded to Mr. Le Grant asking about the reasons for the 
reversal of his earlier decision, with detailed arguments and photographs showing that the Project 
had two existing parking spaces.  Mr. Le Grant never responded to Hugo Roell further. 
 
On January 15, 2015, permit #B1408491 was issued. 
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PROPERTY HISTORY 
 
The pre-May 12, 1958 buildings at 2305 and 2307 Ontario were each single family homes when 
the developer purchased them in the summer of 2014. 
 
The lot at 2305 has a private garage (pictured below) and therefore has a parking space. 
 
The lot at 2307 also had a parking space (see Honda Accord below).  The fence was constructed 
at least 15’8” from the alley (the length of a Honda Accord) and a conforming parking space of 
9’x19’ can be accommodated on this lot. 
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BASIS FOR APPEAL 
 
1) The DCRA erroneously granted permit #B1408491 with a parking credit, allowing for 

the construction of 8 units (rather than 6) with only 3 parking spaces. 
 
a) The Regulations require the Project to provide 4 parking spaces for the proposed 8 

units.  The Project is zoned R-5-B and 11 DCMR §§ 2101.1 clearly requires a parking 
ratio of “1 [space] for each 2 dwelling units” in the R-5-B zone.  The existing buildings 
had two parking spaces and the Regulations require two additional parking spaces to be 
provided for the conversion to an 8-unit building.   
 

b) The Project’s lot can accommodate three conforming parking spaces.  Per 11 DCMR 
§§ 2115.1, the dimension of a conforming “parking space shall be a minimum of nine 
feet (9 ft.) in width and nineteen feet (19 ft.) in length, exclusive of access drives, aisles, 
ramps, columns, office or work areas and shall be striped…”  The combined width of the 
Project’s lot is 32.66’ (per the plat) thus allowing for 3 conforming parking spaces. 
 

c) When there is a change in use or intensity of use of a pre-1958 building, additional 
parking spaces must be provided to conform with current Regulations.  11 DCMR 
§§ 2100.1 states, “All buildings or structures erected on or after May 12, 1958 shall be 
provided with parking spaces to the extent specified in § 2101, except as permitted by §§ 
2102 through 2108 … .”  Buildings erected prior to that time were not required to create 
parking spaces or increase the size of existing parking spaces to make them conforming 
in size. 
 
11 DCMR §§ 2100.4 requires pre-1958 buildings that change their use, to conform with 
current parking requirements from that point.  It states “Except for historic resources as 
defined in § 2120.2, when the use of a building or structure is changed to another use that 
requires more parking spaces than required for the use existing immediately prior to the 
change or, if the building or structure is vacant, the use that existed immediately prior to 
the vacancy, parking spaces shall be provided for the additional requirement in the 
amount necessary to conform to § 2101.” 
 
Similarly, 11 DCMR §§ 2100.6 requires pre-1958 buildings that change the intensity of 
their use, to conform with current parking requirements from that point on.  It states 
“When the intensity of use of a building or structure existing before May 12, 1958 is 
increased by an addition of employees, dwelling units, gross floor area, seating capacity, 
or other unit of measurement specified in 2101, parking spaces shall be provided for the 
addition, subject to 2100.7 through 2100.9.” 
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d) No parking “credit” should be given, because parking spaces were previously 
provided.  As stated in Mr. Le Grant’s email of December 15, 2014 [Exhibit 8], and 
established in prior BZA cases, “a parking credit is applied in cases only where the prior 
use was required to provide off-street parking and no spaces were provided.” (emphasis 
in original)  Here, one parking space was required for each 2305 and 2307 Ontario, and 
for each of those lots, one nonconforming parking space is “grandfathered.” 
 
It is clear that 2305 Ontario and 2307 Ontario each had an existing parking space, thus 
there should be no parking “credit.”  The neighbors can testify to this and the DC Public 
Information Verification System (PIVS) shows a car parked in the rear of 2307 and a 
wood frame garage in the rear of 2305 in its BING aerial view (see Exhibit 1). The real 
estate listings for 2307 and 2305 also indicate that off parking was part of both properties 
(see Exhibit 2) and photographs of both are also attached (see Exhibit 3). 
 

e) Additionally, the subdivision that occurred when the lots were combined required 
compliance with current Regulations, thereby also ending any right to 
“grandfathering” or any parking credit.  Furthermore, the lots of the two properties 
were combined prior to the permit being granted, and because this happened after May 
12, 1958, 11 DCMR §§ 2100.1 is not applicable, and “grandfathering” should not even be 
an option. 

The DC Surveyor’s Office treats a lot combination as a sub-division, which requires 
approval by DC Zoning. 11 DCMR §§ 101.6 states that “Where a lot is divided, the 
division shall be affected in a manner that will not violate the provisions of this title for 
yards, courts, other open space, minimum lot width, minimum lot area, floor area ratio, 
percentage lot occupancy, parking spaces [emphasis added], or loading berths applicable 
to that lot or any lot created.”  When the lots were combined, DC Zoning must have 
determined that the new lot was in compliance with the parking requirements (i.e. there is 
no nonconformity to grandfather and no parking credit is warranted), because at least one 
parking space was provided.  Even if the open air parking space was deemed to be non-
conforming, the garage parking space was undeniably an existing parking space. 

Attached is a letter sent to the building owner of 1310 Q Street NW (see Exhibit 4) by 
Mr. Le Grant, the DC Zoning Administrator, that shows the analysis that should be 
performed when building lots are combined, including how parking is taken into 
consideration as required by 11 DCMR §§ 101.6. 
 

f) The Project’s Zoning data summary stated that there are two existing parking 
spaces.  The Zoning data summary for the Project signed by the owner’s agent (see 
Exhibit 5) lists two parking spaces as being existing. Therefore there is nothing to 
grandfather and no parking credit is warranted. 
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g) The dimensions of the existing nonconforming parking space should not determine 
whether a parking credit is granted.  Mr. Le Grant grants the parking credit based on 
the argument that “[T]he paved area at the rear of 2307 Ontario Rd NW is of insufficient 
size to provide a compliant parking space. The depth of the concrete paved area, as 
measured perpendicular to the alley, is only 11 feet 8 inches to the fence; the[re]fore it 
cannot be counted as a pre-existing parking space.”  This determination is erroneous for 
several reasons. 
 
The logic is flawed.  Paving is temporary, irrelevant and not a requirement of a parking 
space.  Additionally, a fence is a temporary structure.  The paving and fence, or lack 
thereof, may have changed many times since 1958, when the Regulations took effect.  
The nonconforming size of the existing parking spaces was grandfathered under the 
Regulations, resulting in them being treated as meeting the requirement of one legal 
space for each of the single family dwellings. 
 
The outcome is also not consistent with the practical reality.  The lots each have had a 
parking space that has consistently been used and treated as such, so should not be 
eligible for a parking credit.   
 
The potential outcome is also unfair to property owners.  According to the logic applied 
in issuing the permit, two neighbors owning adjacent lots of identical dimensions could 
be treated differently.  If one neighbor paved an area less than 19’ from the alley, that 
neighbor would be granted the parking credit.  If the other neighbor had a 19’ paved 
parking pad, that neighbor would be denied the parking credit.  In the context of a 
neighborhood experiencing rapid development, a parking credit is worth a substantial 
amount.  The economic impact of the different outcomes in this scenario is unfair for the 
neighbor that does not receive a parking credit. 
 
In addition, the decision was based on inaccurate dimensions.  As shown in the photo in 
the Property History, a Honda Accord is 15’9” in length so the distance from the property 
line at the alley to the fence is at least 15’9”. 
 
Applying the Regulations in this way invites manipulation of the existing conditions to 
try to accumulate parking credits.  For example, we have noticed that the developer of 
this Project also recently purchased 2315 Ontario, and according to its website intends to 
develop it into 4 units.  The developer has planted shrubs in what was the previous 
owner’s parking space on this lot, presumably in order to get another “parking credit” to 
enable development of all 4planned units there as well. 
 

h) Development of the Project as 8 units should require a variance from the BZA.  The 
proper route for the Project developer to take, in order to pursue the development of 8 
units with just 3 parking spaces on this lot, is to apply to the BZA for a parking variance 
through its authority under 11 DCMR §§ 3100.  That will result in a public process, and 
provides for important input and compromise on neighborhood impacts of the Project 
such as parking, trash, and city services. 
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2) The DCRA erroneously granted permit #B1408491 even though the Project exceeds the 
allowable lot coverage of 60% for R-5-B zoning.   
 
a) Excess lot coverage.  The DC Surveyor’s plat (see Exhibit 6) provided and approved by 

DC Zoning shows that the Project exceeds the allowable lot coverage of 60%. The 
proposed building with the existing front porch occupies the lot as follows:  
 

71.0’ building length x 32.66’ building width + 8.25’ porch depth x 16.33’ porch 
width / (118’ lot length x 32.66’ lot width) x 100 = 63% 

This exceeds the allowable lot coverage by 3%. 
 

b) Lot coverage may be even greater.  The Permit plans list two elevations titled as “rear” 
(2/A201, 1/A201 see Exhibit 6) that show a 4-story building.  One of these elevations is 
perhaps actually the front elevation (2/A201) and it shows balconies.  If the balconies are 
added to the front, as shown in the elevations but not on the plat, the building lot 
coverage will be exceeded even further.  These elevations are not coordinated with the 
building floor plans and building sections.  The Zoning reviewer noted these issues in the 
Permit Status website, but as far as we can tell this inconsistency has not been corrected. 
 

c) Development of the Project with the current excess lot coverage should require a 
variance from the BZA.  The proper route for the Project developer to take, in order to 
pursue the development of this size on this lot, is to apply to the BZA for a variance 
through its authority under 11 DCMR §§ 3100.  That will result in a public process, and 
provides for important input and compromise on neighborhood impacts of the Project 
such as parking, trash, and city services due to high density. 
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3) The DCRA erroneously granted permit #B1408491 even though the Project exceeds the 
allowable FAR of 1.8 for R-5-B zoning.   
 
a) Excess FAR.  The proposed areaways1 and patios shown in the plans are omitted from 

the DC Surveyor’s plat although they will contribute towards the building FAR.  They 
count toward FAR because they are bigger than what is required for entrance into the 
cellar units. 
 
The FAR exceeds the allowable FAR by a substantial amount, as follows: 
 

Allowable floor area = 1.8 x 32.66 lot width x 118 lot length = 6,936.9 sq ft 

Proposed building gross floor area: 

1st floor = 71.0 length x 32.66 width – 37.54 atrium  = 2,281.32 sq ft 

2nd floor = 71.0 length x 32.66 width – 37.54 atrium = 2,281.32 sq ft 

3rd floor = 71.0 length x 32.66 width – 37.54 atrium = 2,281.32 sq ft 

       = 6,843.96 sq ft  

Cellar floor area contributing to FAR by perimeter method, with the full-width 
areaways front and back but excluding a 5 feet wide cellar entrance way: 

(30.66 – 5.0) + (30.66 – 5.0) areaway widths / 207.32 total building perimeter x 
2,318.8 cellar floor area =      =   574.00 sq ft 

Total proposed floor area     = 7417.96 sq ft 

This exceeds the allowable FAR by    =   481.05 sq ft  

The attached letters (see Exhibit 7) were sent by Mr. Le Grant to an architect concerning the 
design of buildings at 3918 W Street NW and 3921 Fulton Street NW and discuss how large 
areaways cause cellars to contribute towards a building’s FAR. 
 
b) FAR may be even greater.  The Permit plans list two elevations titled as “rear” (2/A201, 

1/A201 see Exhibit 6) that show a 4-story building.  One of these elevations is perhaps 
actually the front elevation (2/A201) and it shows balconies.  The FAR is calculated as a 
3-story building with a cellar.  If the building is indeed a 4-story building it would exceed 
the FAR by a very large amount.  These elevations are not coordinated with the building 
floor plans and building sections.  The Zoning reviewer noted these issues in the Permit 
Status website, but as far as we can tell this inconsistency has not been corrected. 
 
 

                                                             
1 An “areaway” is a small sunken area allowing access or light and air to cellar doors or windows. 
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c) Development of the Project with the current excess FAR should require a variance 
from the BZA.  The proper route for the Project developer to take, in order to pursue the 
development of this size on this lot, is to apply to the BZA for a variance through its 
authority under 11 DCMR §§ 3100.  That will result in a public process, and provides for 
important input and compromise on neighborhood impacts of the Project such as parking, 
trash, and city services due to high density. 
 

4) The DCRA erroneously granted permit #B1408491 even though there are further 
inconsistencies between the plat and the plans, which create confusion about the 
permitted construction: 
 
a) There should be no roof deck.  The DC Surveyor’s plat approved by DC Zoning shows 

roof decks which were omitted from the plans at the request of the DC Structural review 
(see Exhibit 6 sheet A103). These should have been removed from the DC Surveyor’s 
plat, to clearly reflect that a common roof deck is not included in the approved permit.  
This would require 2 means of egress (not in the plans) as required by Section 1021 of 
The District of Columbia Building Code of 2013 for an occupied roof located at the 
fourth story and could be very noisy for an otherwise relatively quiet street. 
 

b) Steps and stoops.  Additionally the DC Surveyor’s plat approved by DC Zoning contains 
the following discrepancies: 1. Front and rear exterior steps leading to the cellar units are 
not shown. 2. The plat shows an existing stoop to remain at a different location from the 
building main entrance stoop on the permitted architectural plans (see Exhibit 6 sheet 
A101).  
 

c) Building length.  The building length on the DC Surveyor’s plat is noted as being 71’- 
0” long but in the plans it is noted as being 70’-10”. 
 

d) The developer should be required to correct these inconsistencies.  The permit should 
be withdrawn due to these inconsistencies. 
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NEGATIVE IMPACT OF THE PROJECT AS ERRONEOUSLY PERMITTED 

ANC 1C is experiencing fast, high density development.  The 2200-2300 blocks of Ontario Road 
are single family row houses, except for one small apartment building that has been there since 
the 1960s.  At present, four houses on the east side of the 2300 block have been purchased by the 
same developer who owns the Project – two more, in addition to the two that constitute the 
Project.  The ANC, and a high proportion of the Project’s neighbors, oppose the Project as 
erroneously permitted because this type of development – beyond what is allowed by matter of 
right – should occur only pursuant to a variance.  The BZA is the agency authorized to review 
the proposed development, hold a public hearing to enable input from the community, including 
from neighbors, and from government planning agencies, and to weigh the positive and negative 
effects of the development.   
 
Development beyond what is permitted as a matter of right will otherwise continue unchecked, 
quickly changing the character of our neighborhood.  We anticipate that unchecked development 
would result in the conversion of all the remaining single family homes in our R-5-B 
neighborhood into high-end condominiums or apartments over the next decade.  The inflated 
prices paid by developers are beyond the reach of homebuyers interested in our neighborhood.  
This type of development will eliminate any truly affordable housing, as well as homes that 
would be suitable for families with children.   
 

 
RELIEF REQUESTED 

 
For the reasons set out above, Appellant requests that the BZA withdraw the permit and require 
the owner to (A) stop work on the Project unless and until it is granted a variance by the BZA for 
(1) having less parking than legally required for 8 units, (2) excess lot coverage, and (3) excess 
FAR; or (B) modify the plans for the Project to reduce it to a scope that is permissible as a matter 
of right, and obtain a new permit for those revised plans; and (C) correct the inconsistencies 
between the Project plan and the plat. 
 



 

 

Exhibit 1 

  

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

1



5 m 

2307 ONTARIO RD NW Click to change map style

Page 1 of 1Maps

3/12/2015http://pivs.dcra.dc.gov/PIVS/Maps.aspx

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

2



5 m 

2305 ONTARIO RD NW Click to change map style

Page 1 of 1Maps

3/10/2015http://pivs.dcra.dc.gov/PIVS/Maps.aspx

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

3



Maps

2305 Ontario Rd NW, Washington, DC 
20009

2305 Ontario Rd NW shown with 1 car 
garage.

Page 1 of 1Print - Maps

3/10/2015http://www.bing.com/maps/print.aspx?mkt=en-us&z=20&s=h&cp=38.920235,-77.039325...

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

4



Maps

2307 Ontario Rd NW, Washington, DC 
20009

My Notes

Page 1 of 1Print - Maps

3/12/2015http://www.bing.com/maps/print.aspx?mkt=en-us&z=20&s=h&cp=38.920422,-77.039371...

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

5



Imagery ©2015 Commonwealth of Virginia, District of Columbia (DC GIS), U.S. Geological Survey, Map data ©2015 Google 20 ft

Page 1 of 12307 Ontario Rd NW - Google Maps

3/10/2015https://www.google.com/maps/place/2307+Ontario+Rd+NW,+Washington,+DC+20009/...

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

6



Map data ©2015 Google 20 ft

Page 1 of 12307 Ontario Rd NW - Google Maps

3/10/2015https://www.google.com/maps/place/2307+Ontario+Rd+NW,+Washington,+DC+20009/...

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

7



 

 

Exhibit 2 

  

Appeal Exhibit Section: Submitted March 13 2015

8



CORRECT HOME FACTS  SAVE GET UPDATES REPORT LISTING MORE City, State, or Zip 

Washington D.C. · Washington · Adams Morgan · 2307 Ontario Rd NW

2307 Ontario Rd 
NW, 
Washington, DC 20009

3 beds · 2.5 baths · 2,700 sqft

 Edit 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestimate.

SOLD: $905,000
Sold on 05/20/14
Zestimate :$925,203
Update my Zestimate 
Est. Mortgage

$3,344/mo
See current rates on Zillow
See your 2015 Credit Score from Equifax

This 2700 square foot single family home 
has 3 bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms. It is 
located at 2307 Ontario Rd NW Washington, 
Washington, DC.

CONTACT A LOCAL AGENT

Contact Agent

Learn how to appear as the agent above 
®



PREMIER 
AGENTKeri Shull

(143)
92 Recent sales

(571) 485-9832

 

PREMIER 
AGENTSamer Kuraishi 

Group
(363)

309 Recent sales
(240) 600-0699



PREMIER 
AGENTJames Hafferman

(5)
10 Recent sales

(202) 644-8246



Your Name

Phone

Email

I would like advice about selling a home 
similar to 2307 Ontario Rd NW, 
Washington DC 20009

Homes Rentals Mortgages Agents Advice Local Home design MoreSign in or Join Advertise 

Page 1 of 72307 Ontario Rd NW, Washington, DC 20009 is Recently Sold | Zillow

3/3/2015http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/2307-Ontario-Rd-NW-Washington-DC-20009/463781_...
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FACTS
■ Lot: 1,927 sqft
■ Single Family
■ Built in 1908
■ Cooling: Central

■ Heating: Forced 
air

■ Last sold: May 
2014 for 
$905,000

■ Last sale 
price/sqft: $335

FEATURES
■ Deck
■ Finished 

basement

■ Flooring: 
Hardwood

■ Parking: Off 
street

County website See data sourcesMore 

Zestimate Details
Add owner estimate

Dairy-Free 
Food in DC

We deliver table-ready, 
delicious & dairy-free 

food by DC-area chefs.Similar Homes for Sale

FOR SALE

$789,500
3 beds, 3.0 baths, 2557 s...
1756 Kilbourne Pl NW, W...

FOR SALE

$999,990
6 beds, 3.0 baths, 3089 s...
1315 Euclid St NW, Wash...

FOR SALE

$985,000
5 beds, 3.0 baths, 2408 s...
1214 Euclid St NW, Wash...

See listings near 2307 Ontario Rd NW

Nearby Similar Sales

SOLD: $795,000
Sold on 1/15/2015
3 beds, 3.0 baths, 1600 sqft 
1814 Florida Ave NW, Washington, DC 20009

SOLD: $800,000
Sold on 9/5/2014
4 beds, 3.0 baths, 2400 sqft 
2910 18th St NW, Washington, DC 20009

SOLD: $849,000
Sold on 8/11/2014

Zestimate 

$925,203
+$27,546 Last 30 days

Zestimate range

$814K $1.05M

Rent Zestimate 

$3,639/mo
+$111 Last 30 days

Zestimate range

$2K $4.8K

Zestimate  1 year 5 years 10 years

Page 2 of 72307 Ontario Rd NW, Washington, DC 20009 is Recently Sold | Zillow

3/3/2015http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/2307-Ontario-Rd-NW-Washington-DC-20009/463781_...
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CORRECT HOME FACTS  SAVE GET UPDATES REPORT LISTING MORE  City, State, or Zip 

Washington D.C. · Washington · Adams Morgan · 2305 Ontario Rd NW

2305 Ontario Rd NW, 
Washington, DC 20009

2 beds · 3 baths · 1,349 sqft  Edit 

Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestimate.

 SOLD: $549,560 
Sold on 12/31/14 
Zestimate : $709,355 
Update my Zestimate 
Est. Mortgage

$2,027/mo
See current rates on Zillow
See your 2015 Credit Score from Equifax

Charming row-house w/ so much character. NEWER gourmet 
granite/ stainless kitchen w/exposed brick walls + breakfast 
rm. Spacious LR. Captivating DR w/ built-in corner cabinet. 
Gorgeous wood flrs. 2 BR & 2 full BA's (1 w/ claw tub) on 
upper level. Great LL w/ sep. entrance, FB, sauna, & FR (or 3rd 
BR) w/ exposed brick walls. Private rear patio and sitting 
porch. 1 car garage! 1 mile metro! A winner

FACTS
◾ Lot: 1,927 sqft
◾ Townhouse
◾ Built in 1908

◾ Cooling: Central, Other
◾ Heating: Other
◾ Last sold: Dec 2014 for 

$549,560

◾ Last sale price/sqft: $407

FEATURES
◾ Deck
◾ Flooring: Hardwood

◾ Parking: Garage - 
Attached, 1 space

◾ Patio

◾ Porch

County website See data sourcesMore 

Zestimate Details
Add owner estimate

CONTACT A LOCAL AGENT

Contact Agent

Learn how to appear as the agent above 

Similar Homes for Sale

 FOR SALE

$924,900
2 beds, 2.5 baths, 1322 s...
1427 Swann St NW, Was...

 FOR SALE

$629,900
2 beds, 1.0 baths, -- sqft 
1469 Harvard St NW # 5,...

 FOR SALE

$789,500
3 beds, 3.0 baths, 2557 s...
1756 Kilbourne Pl NW, W...

See listings near 2305 Ontario Rd NW

VIEW LARGER

®



PREMIER 
AGENTJennifer Smira

(65)
91  Recent sales 

(202) 600-9197 

 

PREMIER 
AGENTAlex Martinez

(19)
55  Recent sales 

(301) 850-7118 



PREMIER 
AGENTCarlos Garcia, Esq.

(86)
86  Recent sales 

(202) 684-7258 



Your Name

Phone

Email




I would like advice about selling a home 
similar to 2305 Ontario Rd NW, 
Washington DC 20009



 MENU 

Homes



Rentals



Mortgages



Agents



Advice



Local



Home design



More


Sign in or Join Advertise 

Page 1 of 52305 Ontario Rd NW, Washington, DC 20009 is Recently Sold | Zillow

3/3/2015http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/2305-Ontario-Rd-NW-Washington-DC-20009/463780_...
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Search Ask the Mayor | Subscribe to Emails | Agency Directory | 311 Online | Closures

Search By: Application ID Property Address

DC Home > DCRA Home

Track Status of Building Permit Application
To review the status of an application, enter the Application ID or Property Address below and click find to continue. Please 
note that the application status is refreshed every night at 3.00 AM so the status you see below reflects the updates from the 
day before.

Enter the ApplicationID to review Application Status:

ApplicationID*: B1408491 Find

Application Status:
Please see the table below for review statuses. The table is not shown if the reviews have not been identified. A blank Status date means that the 

initial review has not been completed.
ApplicationID Date Filed Full Address Agent Name Phone Number
B1408491 06/11/2014 2305 ONTARIO RD NW WORKSHOP T10 202-758-2930

Discipline Review 
Status

Status 
Date

Review Comment Reviewer 
Name

Reviewer Email

Wall Check 
Verification
Mechanical 
Review

Mechanical 
Review 
Approved

06/26/2014 Harrison 
Shelton

harrison.shelton@dc.gov

Plumbing 
Review

Plumbing 
Review - 
HFC

06/26/2014 obtain dc water approval. Harrison 
Shelton

harrison.shelton@dc.gov

Plumbing 
Review

Plumbing 
Review - 
HFC

06/26/2014 Harrison 
Shelton

harrison.shelton@dc.gov

Plumbing 
Review

Plumbing 
Review 
Approved

07/24/2014 Harrison 
Shelton

harrison.shelton@dc.gov

Electrical 
Review

Electrical 
Review - 
HFC

08/04/2014 1- submitted drawings for review are for 10 unit’s apartments and the description is for 8 
units. clarify. 2- provide a complete electrical riser diagram to each service equipment and 
panel (existing and new) used for the project. to comply with dcmr 12a 106.1.8 and nec 215.5 
3- all design for new construction work, alteration, repair, expansion, addition or 
modification work involving the practice of professional architecture or engineering, shall be 
prepared by registered architects or professional engineers licensed to practice in the 
district of columbia, per dcmr 12a, 105.3.10.

Michel Mba Michel.mba@dc.gov

Fire Review Fire 
Review - 
HFC

08/07/2014 as per dcra requirements: •provide submittal documents prepared by a registered design 
professional as per 2006 ibc section 106.1 i.e. architectural a sheets. •provide the use group 
and occupancy classification on sheet a001 as per 2006 ibc section 310. •provide the 
corridor/tenant separation wall detail p4 (sheet a701) on the plans. •provide a site plan as 
approved by dc water showing incoming pipe and appurtenances. •provide a fire sprinkler 
riser detail with labels describing valves, drain and switches on the plumbing sheet as per 
2006 ibc section 903.2.7. •provide the roof deck (ul) fire resistance rating as per 2006 ibc 
602.4.5.

Samuel 
Mutia

samuel.mutia@dc.gov

Structural 
Review

Structural 
Review - 
HFC

08/13/2014 1) a site plan is required showing all adjacent features. [dcmr 12a 2008, sec. 106.2] applies to 
everything except construction entirely within the footprint of an existing building. includes 
retaining walls >36” aag. 2) sheet # (all): the plans must have the “live” stamp of a design 
professional. [dcmr 12a 2008, 106.1.1.1] required for any of the following items: 1. structural 
steel and steel trusses with connection details. 2. open web steel joists. 3. precast and 
prestressed concrete. 4. post tensioning. 5. space frames. 6. strongbacks. 7. curtain walls. 8. 
structural wood trusses, beams, girders, and columns. 9. concrete mixes. 10. structural, 
electrical, and mechanical loads related to new construction installations of elevators, 
escalators and other vertical transportation systems including, but not limited to 
accessibility lifts. 11. pre-engineered elements. 12. suspended plaster ceiling systems. 13. 
underpinning. 14. sheeting and shoring. 15. formwork. 16. automatic fire suppression 
systems. 17. fire alarm systems. 19. commercial kitchen hood suppression systems. 20. 
flammable and combustible liquid storage tanks. 3) sheet # s-1.1: underpinning of existing 
foundations must clearly show the method being used to support the old foundation while 
the new foundation is being installed. sheet s-1.1 refers to sheet up-1.1, which is missing 
from the package. [dcmr 12 2008 106.1] 4) sheet # : please provide details and/or 
specifications to indicate how uplift connections are being made from the roof and top floor 
double top plates to the foundation. [ibc 107.2.1] 5) sheet # a401: handrails are required on 
each side of the stairway. [ibc 1009.10] 6) sheet # s-1.1: please provide details for the 
insulation in the 2x4 exterior wall on the 3rd floor. [dcmr 12 2008 table ec402.1.1] minimum 
r-18 required (table p.381). 7) sheet # a-321: roof drains are required. was unable to find 
details and/or specifications showing how storm water from the roof will be conveyed to a 
proper place of disposal. please provide. surface drainage, including drainage from the roof, 
must be diverted away from the foundation. please indicate the method(s) you will be using 
to move storm water from the roof and surface water away from the foundation to a proper 
place of termination/disposal. [ipc 1101.2] ***note: please provide a written response 
narrative detailing how each comment was addressed and where the revisions are found on 
your plans. please do not respond to the points by using phrases such as “will comply” “will 
be built according to ibc” or similar.***

Joseph 
Fletcher

joseph.fletcher@dc.gov

Zoning 
Review

Zoning 
Review - 
HFC

08/18/2014 [1] show (e) front porch on the entire width of lot as shown on drawings on dcra plats, [2] 
provide/show front porch dimensions on all applicable line drawings, [3] exterior front 
elevation does not match first floor architectural drawing, [4] where does the door in 

Jeannette 
Anderson

jeannetteb.anderson@dc.g

Page 1 of 3Permit Application Status Tracking

3/12/2015http://pivs.dcra.dc.gov/OBPAT/Default.aspx
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bedroom no. 2 in unit no. 2 lead to? [5] provide a completed and signed zoning data 
summary form, and [6] the maximum lot occupancy permitted in the r-5-b residential zone is 
sixty percent (60%), existing and proposed is 2,588 sf. at 67% permitted with a special 
exception from the board of zoning adjustment.

DDOE 
Review

DDOE 
Review - 
HFC

08/26/2014 civil drawings were not provided. 1. please address zoning comments and obtain approval. 
2. provide a full erosion and sediment control site plan for review containing the following: a 
title that indicates the plan is a soil erosion and sediment control plan. proposed project 
narrative. address, lot, square, property boundaries, north arrow, dimensions and graphic 
scale. outline the limit of disturbance (lod) to include proposed work, erosion and sediment 
control measures, stock pile area and stabilized construction entrance. total disturbed area 
in square feet. total volume of excavation in cubic yards/feet. total volume of fill in cubic 
yards/feet. stabilized construction entrance (sce). material stockpile areas. show existing 
and proposed contours or indicate there will be no change in elevation. show adjacent area 
which may be affected by the plan. erosion and sediment control legend. location of erosion 
and sedimentation control practices such as stabilized construction entrance, silt fence, 
sediment tank, straw bale dike, and storm drain inlet protection. add erosion and sediment 
control plan title block signed and sealed by a dc professional engineer, land surveyor or 
architect. 3. add erosion and sediment control detail sheet to each set of plans.

Nykia 
Barnes

Nykia.Barnes@dc.gov

DDOE WSP 
Review

DDOE 
WSP 
Review - 
HFC

08/26/2014 additions and interior renovations to existing buildings must comply with green area ratio 
(gar) when the cost to construct exceeds 100% of the assessed building value within any 
twelve-month period. the green area ratio is an environmental sustainability zoning 
regulation that sets standards for landscape and site design to help reduce stormwater 
runoff, improve air quality, and keep the city cooler. for additional information, please 
contact markku.mcglynn@dc.gov (202) 535-2242 or http://ddoe.dc.gov/gar

Nykia 
Barnes

Nykia.Barnes@dc.gov

Structural 
Review

Structural 
Review - 
HFC

09/12/2014 administration: 1) a site plan is required showing all adjacent features. [dcmr 12a 2008, sec. 
106.2] applies to everything except construction entirely within the footprint of an existing 
building. includes retaining walls >36” aag. 2) sheet # (all): the plans must have the “live” 
stamp of a design professional. [dcmr 12a 2008, 106.1.1.1] required for any of the following 
items: 1. structural steel and steel trusses with connection details. 2. open web steel joists. 
3. precast and prestressed concrete. 4. post tensioning. 5. space frames. 6. strongbacks. 7. 
curtain walls. 8. structural wood trusses, beams, girders, and columns. 9. concrete mixes. 
10. structural, electrical, and mechanical loads related to new construction installations of 
elevators, escalators and other vertical transportation systems including, but not limited to 
accessibility lifts. 11. pre-engineered elements. 12. suspended plaster ceiling systems. 13. 
underpinning. 14. sheeting and shoring. 15. formwork. 16. automatic fire suppression 
systems. 17. fire alarm systems. 19. commercial kitchen hood suppression systems. 20. 
flammable and combustible liquid storage tanks. foundation: 3) sheet # s-1.1: underpinning 
of existing foundations must clearly show the method being used to support the old 
foundation while the new foundation is being installed. sheet s-1.1 refers to sheet up-1.1, 
which is missing from the package. [dcmr 12 2008 106.1] structure: 4) sheet # : please 
provide details and/or specifications to indicate how uplift connections are being made from 
the roof and top floor double top plates to the foundation. [ibc 107.2.1] 5) sheet # a401: 
handrails are required on each side of the stairway. [ibc 1009.10] 6) sheet # s-1.1: please 
provide details for the insulation in the 2x4 exterior wall on the 3rd floor. [dcmr 12 2008 table 
ec402.1.1] minimum r-18 required (table p.381). (plumbing) 7) sheet # a-321: roof drains are 
required. was unable to find details and/or specifications showing how storm water from the 
roof will be conveyed to a proper place of disposal. please provide. surface drainage, 
including drainage from the roof, must be diverted away from the foundation. please indicate 
the method(s) you will be using to move storm water from the roof and surface water away 
from the foundation to a proper place of termination/disposal. [ipc 1101.2] ***note: please 
provide a written response narrative detailing how each comment was addressed and where 
the revisions are found on your plans. please do not respond to the points by using phrases 
such as “will comply” “will be built according to ibc” or similar.***

Joseph 
Fletcher

joseph.fletcher@dc.gov

Zoning 
Review

Zoning 
Review - 
HFC

09/15/2014 minor hfc's. [1] you have two (2) front elevations on a201, cross out the bottom and write in 
rear elevation, [2] newly submitted dcra surveyor's plats is missing owner/authorized agent 
date/signature and the subdivision ordered stamp. james, correct and email me when done 
so we can meet for approval.

Jeannette 
Anderson

jeannetteb.anderson@dc.g

Electrical 
Review

Electrical 
Review - 
HFC

09/30/2014 1- need original seal and signature of the professional engineers licensed to practice in the 
district of columbia on plans as per dcmr 12a, 105.3.10. 2- provide accurate panel schedules 
for all panels used on this project to comply with dcmr 12a 106.1.7 & nec 408.4. identify 
panels per floor with different circuits used for outlets and lightings, and clearly state the 
specific purpose for which each circuit is used.

Michel Mba Michel.mba@dc.gov

Fire Review Fire 
Review - 
HFC

10/07/2014 see previous comments that were not addressed: as per dcra requirements: •provide 
submittal documents prepared by a registered design professional as per 2006 ibc section 
106.1 i.e. architectural a sheets. i.e. sheets a001 through a302. •provide the roof deck (ul) fire 
resistance rating as per 2006 ibc 602.4.5.

Samuel 
Mutia

samuel.mutia@dc.gov

DDOE WSP 
Review

DDOE 
WSP 
Review - 
HFC

10/28/2014 please address previous gar comments r-5 zone; additions and interior renovations to 
existing buildings must comply with green area ratio (gar) when the cost to construct 
exceeds 100% of the assessed building value within any twelve-month period. to apply for 
gar exemption complete application and have it signed by zoning administration 
http://ddoe.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/application%
20for%20exemption%20status_1.pdf

Nykia 
Barnes

Nykia.Barnes@dc.gov

DDOE 
Review

DDOE 
Review - 
HFC

10/29/2014 please address previous comments: erosion and sediment control plan title block signed 
and sealed by a dc professional engineer, land surveyor or architect.

Nykia 
Barnes

Nykia.Barnes@dc.gov

Electrical 
Review

Electrical 
Review 
Approved

11/10/2014 Michel Mba Michel.mba@dc.gov

Fire Review Fire 
Review 
Approved

11/10/2014 Samuel 
Mutia

samuel.mutia@dc.gov

Zoning 
Review

Zoning 
Review 
Approved - 
WC

11/14/2014 approved for conversion of two existing sfds into a new a multifamily building yielding 8 
units in r-5-b zone. scope of work includes a new rear and third story addition, all new 
mechanical, electrical, plumbing to be provided. credit of one off-street parking space for 
prior sfd use; a total of 3 off-street parking spaces provided at rear of building. applicant has 
obtained subdivision approval to consolidate the lots into one lot.

Kathleen 
Beeton

kathleen.beeton@dc.gov

Zoning 
Review

Zoning 
Review - 
HFC

12/04/2014 building permit under review by zoning administrator. Kathleen 
Beeton

kathleen.beeton@dc.gov

Zoning 
Review

Zoning 
Review 
Approved - 
WC

12/22/2014 (r-5-b) approved for conversion of two existing sfds into a new a multifamily building 
yielding 8 units in r-5-b zone. scope of work includes a new rear and third story addition. 
credit of one off-street parking space for prior sfd use; a total of 3 off-street parking spaces 
provided at rear of building. applicant has obtained subdivision approval to consolidate the 
lots into one lot.

Jeannette 
Anderson

jeannetteb.anderson@dc.g

Structural 
Review

Structural 
Review - 
HFC

12/29/2014 comments: 12/29/14 a. use group r-3 springklered / one means of egress – roof deck i. table 
503 = 5b -4 stories 1. section 1015.1 exception: the occupant load of the space exceeds one 
of the values in table 1015.1. occupant load maximum = 20 with an automatic sprinkler 
system. 2. 1014.3 common path of egress travel. the common path of egress travel shall not 
exceed the common path of egress travel distances in table 1014.3. maximum 125 feet (from 
furthest point of roof deck to exit discharge) 3. section 1406.3: balconies and similar 
projections. balconies and similar projections of combustible construction other than fire-
retardant-treated wood shall be fire-resistance rated where required by table 601. exception 
# 3. balconies and similar projections on buildings of type iii, iv and v construction shall be 

Page 2 of 3Permit Application Status Tracking
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permitted to be of type v construction, and shall not be required to have a fire-resistance 
rating where sprinkler protection is extended to these areas. b. sheet a051: lot occupancy 
shall be 60% max., it is 71’0” / 118’0” = 60.16%, please correct it. c. sheet a101: provide ul 
rated wall types for party wall, corridor walls, staircase wall, d. sheet a201: exterior front 
façade doesn’t match with exiting building elevations. provide a detailed section thru front 
wall showing existing wall and proposed wall. e. sheet 1/a302: wall provided over common 
party wall doesn’t match with structurals 1/s1.1. f. sheet 1&2/a321: detail doesn’t match w 
3/s1.2. exterior wall shown as p6 & p7. there are two p6 walls shown on a701. porch is shown 
as demolished on a072. g. there are no drawings demonstrating the ability of the common 
walls and floor/ceiling assemblies to meet the sound transmission requirements of the code. 
provide air-borne and structural-borne sound transmission requirements. [dcmr 12a 2008, 
sec. 106a & irc appendix k] h. sheet s1.5: interior 2x6 bearing stud wall shall be rated, 
provide ul rating & coordinate with arch dwgs. i. sheet 1/a401, a101: show open courtyard 
next to stairs in section. if both bed # 2 are deriving light from the court, shall be designed 
per ibc sections 1205, 1205.2, 1205.2.2 & 1205.3. if it is deriving natural light and ventilation, 
shall be designed per ibc sections1206.1, 1206.3, 1206.3.1, 1206.3.2, 1206.3.3, dcmr 12 
section 1205.2. provide details accordingly. j. sheet a201: a flight of stairs shall not have a 
vertical rise more than 12 ft. (top of deck – top of 3rd flr) 33.35’-20.5= 12.85’. (ibc section 
1009.6) -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
- earlier comments: 1) a site plan ....- provided 2) sheet # (all): the plans must have the “live” 
stamp - provided. 3) sheet # s-1.1: underpinning of existing foundations must clearly show 
the method being used to support the old foundation while the new foundation is being 
installed. sheet s-1.1 refers to sheet up-1.1, which is missing from the package. [dcmr 12 
2008 106.1] not provided 4) sheet # : please provide details and/or specifications to indicate 
how uplift connections are being made from the roof and top floor double top plates to the 
foundation. [ibc 107.2.1] not provided 5) sheet # a401: handrails.... - provided 6) sheet # 
s-1.1: please provide ...... provided 7) sheet # a-321: roof drains are required. was unable to 
find details and/or specifications showing how storm water from the roof will be conveyed to 
a proper place of disposal. [ipc 1101.2] - not provided ***note: please provide a written 
response narrative detailing how each comment was addressed and where the revisions are 
found on your plans. ***

Structural 
Review

Structural 
Review - 
HFC

01/14/2015 permit set requires engineers signature,

Structural 
Review

Structural 
Review 
Approved

01/15/2015 response to comments is submitted, drawings modified - noted.

DDOE 
Review

DDOE 
Review 
Approved

01/15/2015 Charles 
Edwards

Charles.Edwards@dc.gov

WASA 
Review

WASA 
Review 
Approved

01/15/2015 k cole Justin 
Bellow

Justin.Bellow@dc.gov

DDOE WSP 
Review

DDOE 
WSP 
Review 
N/A

01/15/2015 Charles 
Edwards

Charles.Edwards@dc.gov

Issue Permit Permit 
Issued

01/15/2015 Patrice 
Derricott

Patrice.Derricott@dc.gov

Tell us what you think
Send us an email with your comments. We'll respond within two business days.
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