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Introduction

This pre-hearing statement is filed by Southeast Citizens for Smart Development, Inc.
(“Citizens”) in support of its appeal of the determination by the D.C. Zoning Administrator,
issued on August 30, 2001, and the subsequent issuance, on September 6, 2001, of building
permits numbered B438335, B438336, B438337, and B438338. The issue before this Board is
whether the construction by Father Flanagan’s Boy’s Home of a community-based residence
facility for 24 abused and neglected children, to be operated under contract with the D.C.
Department of Child and Family Services at premises 1308, 1310, 1312 and 1314 Potomac Ave.,
S.E. (Square 1045, Lots 134, 136, 137, 138), is permitted as a matter of right in the C-2-B zone,
notwithstanding the plain language of 11 DCMR § 721.5. Citizens submit the following
background information and summary of the testimony that it will present at the hearing on this
appeal set for December 4, 2001.

Through the testimony outlined herein and associated exhibits, Citizens will demonstrate
that the four structures are, for all operational, management, and program purposes, a single
Community-Based Residential Facility (CBRF) for 24 persons, exclusive of resident supervisors.
The CBREF is centrally managed by Father Flanagan’s Boy’s Home, and operates in accordance
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with a uniform set of employees, programs, and administrative system. Under Section 721.5 of
the Zoning Regulations, CBRFs for more than 15 persons, exclusive of resident staff, can only be
permitted by this Board as a special exception in the subject C-2 zone. Even assuming that the
subject facility could be properly viewed as four separate CBRFs each with fewer than 15
persons, this CBRF is located within 500 feet from an pre-existing CBRF for more than seven
persons, and is therefore not permitted as a matter of right in the C-2 zone.
Background

On December 12, 2000, Father Flanagan’s Boys Home, of Boy’s Town, Nebraska (the
Developer), filed four building permit applications to construct residential structures on lots
structures on Square 1045, Lots 134, 136, 137, 138). (Final raze permits had previously been
issued to Father Flanagan’s Boys Home to demolish two buildings on the site. See Exhibit 2.).
The building permit applications were virtually identical, and each described the proposed use of
the residence as a “youth residential care home” housing “6 youths, 2 Adults.” Id.

On May 11, 2001, Developer submitted a single Environmental Impact Screening Form
(EISF) in connection with the four building permit applications, in connection with the review
mandated by D.C. regulations implementing the D.C. Environmental Policy Act (DCEPA), 20
DCMR Chapter 72. See Exhibit 8. The Developer’s EISF described the project as consisting of
“the Pennsylvania Avenue Campus of Girls and Boys Town.” The Developer described the
program as consisting of two phases, with Phase I consisting of four identical group homes
currently under permit application, and Phase 2, which would consist of a short stay facility and
an administration building, an application planned for summer 2001. 1d. The administrative

building will provide office and meeting space as well as program space for “community meetings
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and classes,” for campus residents and staff. In addition, Phase II will include a half court
basketball Court and a large playing field for use by campus residents, and parking. Id.

In June, 2001, upon learning about the building permit applications, Citizens wrote to the
D.C. Zoning Administrator requesting an investigation into whether the development was matter
of right. Citizens pointed out that the proposed group homes would be located within 500 feet of
a pre existing Community-Based Residential Facility (CBRF) for eight developmentally
challenged persons, operated by D.C. Health Care at 901 14" Street, S.E., thereby precluding the
four group homes as matter of right development. See Exhibit 1. In lengthy comments submitted
to the D.C. Building and Land Regulation Administration on June 29, 2001, Citizens also raised
concerns about the negative impacts of proposed CBRF on the neighborhood, including concerns
about storm water run-off, combined sewer overflows, traffic, parking, noise, and public safety.
See Exhibit 7. Unbeknownst to Citizens, a decision had already been made not to require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement on May 24, 2001, and therefore did not take
into account Citizens’ comments and concerns. Exhibit 8.

On or about August 14, 2001, the Developer filed a lawsuit in federal district court against
the D.C. government and several individual members of Southeast Citizens for Smart
Development, seeking injunctive relief and compensatory and punitive money damages to
compensate for the alleged delays in the D.C. government’s issuance of permits for the proposed
Boys Town facility. See Exhibit 10. The complaint alleges that the EISF filing required by the
D.C. Environmental Policy Act is an “expensive, time consuming Environmental Impact Study for

which there is no legal authority,” and that the D.C. Government’s anticipated application of



the zoning regulations requiring a special exception in order to locate a CBRF within 500 feet of
an existing CBRF would violate the federal Fair Housing Act and other civil rights laws. 1d.,
67, 71-74. The filing of such a lawsuit against private citizens for engaging in protected first
amendment behavior is unprecedented in this jurisdiction, and has necessitated Citizens’ retaining
separate legal counsel to defend against this suit. See Exhibit 10. This lawsuit was filed despite
the fact that the developer had already been granted two raze permits, had no indication that its
building permit application would be denied following normal review by permitting officials.
Moreover, the Developer did not, and has not even submitted a request that any “reasonable
accommodation” be made from allegedly burdensome and discriminatory government regulations”
pursuant to the established regulatory process for making such “reasonable accommodation”
requests under the Fair Housing Act. See 14 DCMR § 14-1-11.3 (all requests for reasonable
accommodation under the Fair Housing Act shall be submitted to the Director, Department of
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs.”). See Exhibit 10.

On August 30, 2001, the D.C. Zoning Administrator issued a determination that each of
the CBRFs proposed by Phase T of Boys Town would be permitted as a matter of right within the
C-2 zoning district. See Exhibit 1. The Zoning Administrator acknowledged that Section 721.5
of the zoning regulation contains a 500 foot radius limit, but asserted that this limitation was not
applicable because each of the four homes will house no more than six residents, and will be on a
separate lot of record. Id. Accordingly, on September 6, 2001, building permits were issued

authorizing construction of the four CBRFs. See Exhibit 2.



I The Zoning Administrator’s Determination Is Inconsistent With the Plain Language of the
Zoning Regulations and Would Undermine the Zone Plan.

The Section 721.5 of the Zoning Regulations provides as follows:

A youth residential care home . . . for seven (7) to fifteen (15) persons, not including

resident supervisors or staff and their families, shall be permitted in a C-2 district as a

mater of right; Provided that there shall be no property containing an existing community-

based residential facility for seven (7) or more persons in the same square and that there
shall be no property containing an existing community-based residential facility for (7) or
more persons within a radius of five hundred feet (500 ft.) from any portion of the subject
property.
The Zoning Administrator erred in considering the four structures to be permitted as a matter of
right.

First, the Zoning Administrator erred in considering the four structures separately and not
as one unified facility. While the facility will consist of four structures on separate lots, the facility
will be managed and operated by Boy’s Town Home as a single facility. Material circulated by
the developer indicates that, in addition to the four group homes, an administration building
containing educational space, basketball court recreation areas, green space, and parking areas
will be constructed,” and that the Developer itself portrays the facility as being a “campus.” See
EISF (Exhibit 8). Indeed, the Boys Town facility at 4801 Sargent Road, N.E., which consists of
a group home housing six persons and a short stay facility for 16 persons, was only permitted as a
special exception. See Exhibit 7, Attachment D. This CBRF and its expansion plans is very
similar to the Boy’s Town proposed residences on Capitol Hill, except that the facility is located
on a single lot of record. Review by this Board of that application was instrumental in the

establishment of noise abatement measures, the development of a security plan for the area,

measures to control water run off, and the creation of Community Advisory Liaison Committee.



Id. These measures are no less warranted in the instant case.

Second, Citizens will demonstrate that this CBRF is located within 500 feet from an
existing CBRF for more than seven persons, and therefore is not permitted as a matter-of-right.

11 DCMR § 721.5. Specifically, D.C. Healthcare, Inc. operates a 24-hour residential program for
eight developmentally challenged individuals at 901 14™ St., SE, directly across the street and
within 500 feet of the four subject properties. The D.C. Healthcare facility, which has operated at
this site since 1990, constitutes a pre-existing CBRF that is located within 500 feet of the subject
properties See Exhibit 3.

As will be demonstrated by Zoning Expert J. Kirkwood White, the dispersal requirements
of 11 DCMR § 721.5 are applicable even if the CBRFs can properly be considered to be separate
facilities each housing fewer than 15 persons. The Zoning Administrator’s view that the dispersal
requirements are inapplicable in the case of CBRFs that would otherwise be matter of right is
contrary to the plain language of the 500-foot “proviso” in 11 DCMR § 721.5. This
interpretation would also encourage the proliferation of numerous CBRFs concentrated within a
single square or small area, is inconsistent with the plain meaning of 11 DCMR § 721.5 providing
that a CBRF will not be considered “matter of right” when it is within the same square or within
500 feet of existing CBRF for seven or more persons. Resolution of this issue is particularly
important in view of the fact that Phase Il of Father Flanagan’s Boys Home involves the
construction of an additional CBRF to provide short-time housing for 16 additional youths. That
facility will be located within the same square and within 500 feet of the CBRFs that are the
subject of this appeal. Review by this Board through the special exception process is necessary in

order to protect the adjacent residential neighborhood from the adverse impacts resulting from the
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proliferation of CBRFs within a small neighborhood.

II. Failure of the BZA To Review the Project Will Undermine the Accomplishment of the
Goals and Objectives of the Ward 6 Plan of the D.C. Comprehensive Plan and Other

Community Planning Efforts.

Failure to require the Boys Town project to be reviewed by this Board will also undermine
the goals and objectives set forth in the Ward 6 Plan of the D.C. Comprehensive Plan. See
Exhibit 3. The Plan notes, with regard to the human services objectives, the need to “[p]revent
further concentration of community-based residential facilities (“CBRF’s”) in Ward 6
neighborhoods and require future development of the CBRFs to be in accordance with the
District-wide CBRF plan.” See Exhibit 3, Ward 6 Plan, at Sec.1731.1(d). BZA review is
essential in order to properly evaluate the impacts of the proposed Boys Town facilities, given the
proliferation of already existing CBRFs in this neighborhood.

In fact, there are numerous CBRFs located in this immediate neighborhood. See. e.g.,
Exhibit 7, at Tab M. With the recent closing of much of the D.C. General Hospital Facility, the
neighborhood has experienced an increase in social service facilities in buildings previously
occupied by the hospital. The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency of the District of
Columbia (“CSOSA”) is one such example of the recent changes. See Exhibit 3. CSOSA has
sought funding to expand its operations at Karrick Hall, from serving 16, to more than 100
offenders, performing transitional drug and alcohol treatment. Id.

Further, the four CBRFs now being permitted without any review by this Board are but
the first phase of a much larger campus which will include an additional CBRF for 16 residents,
plus staff and associated support facilities. See EISF (Exhibit 8). A key issue of concern for

residents of this neighborhood is the large scale nature of this planned project upon completion of

.



both phases, and possible future expansion thereafter on this property and adjacent property. The
Developer’s literature describing its base of operations in Nebraska, and throughout the United
States demonstrates the massive scale of its construction and expansion efforts. The Developer
currently operates a Boys Town Village in Nebraska , with 76 homes on one site. It also operates
throughout the United States “100 long-term residential care homes for troubled youth.” The
Developer’s literature states that “[o]ur expansion program since 1985 may be one of the largest
in the history of the nation for a private youth care organization. Every year since then, we have
increased the number- of children in our care.” See Exhibit 5, “Some Reflections on Finances”, by
Val J. Peter, Executive Director. If the Zoning Administrator’s decision is upheld, the Developer
will likely build more group homes on its new site, and perhaps purchase other lots on the block,
if not the entire block, to build another Boys Town Village in this neighborhood.

Presently, two adjoining townhouse properties have been placed on the market, for sale
together only, at an asking price of $1.9 million. This price is clearly aimed at a sale to the
Developer. Given the size and massive financial resources of the Developer, such expansive
development is likely and readily affordable, since so much of the Developer’s initial $8.2 million
purchase price was enabled by a congressional earmark appropriation of $7.1 million in 1999,

See Exhibit 5. Moreover, the Developer charges communities for the services it provides,
charging the District of Columbia about $150 per day per child, or $54,750 per year to house one
child. By comparison, DC fostér families receive about $24 per day per child, or $8,700 per year.
See Exhibit 5. The Developer’s own Executive Director has even stated that “our goal is to
increase the amount of money agencies pay for our services. . .” See Exhibit 5, “Some

Reflections on Finances,” by Val J. Peter, Executive Director.  Since the Developer seeks to use
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federal earmark funding and DC taxpayer dollars to profit from this site, the proposed land use
should be reviewed through the special exception process to ensure that the permitting process
takes into account community interests and concerns.

The proposed facility, when combined with pre-existing facilities throughout the hospital
grounds and the surrounding neighborhood, and the CBRF facility planned for Phase IT of the
Boy’s Town campus, will result in precisely the sort of CBRF concentration that the 500-foot
limitation contained in Section 725.1 of the zoning regulations was intended to regulate. The
planned concentration of four additional CBRFs and related institutional structures including a
proposed emergency shelter within the site will undermine the planning goals for the
neighborhood by unilaterally imposing upon the community a level of concentration, density, and
land use not envisioned by the applicable zoning regulations or public policy. BZA review is also
necessary in order to determine, as required by the D.C. Comprehensive Plan, whether the four
group homes proposed by Boys Town are in accordance with the District-wide CBRF plan. See
Exhibit 3, Ward 6 Plan, at Sec.1731.1(d).

Also of concern is the effect of the resulting over-concentration of CBRFs on the land use
objectives of the Ward 6 plan, particularly as it relates to the Pennsylvania Avenue commercial
area and the Potomac Avenue Metro station, both adjacent to the Boys Town site. The Ward 6
Element of the Comprehensive Plan specifically notes that:

[flrom 9™ Street on Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E. to Barney Circle, there is an opportunity

through careful planning and special streetscape to convert this portion of historic

Pennsylvania Avenue into an attractive area which will attract compatible development

that will encourage neighborhood revitalization. Unfortunately, much of the land use is

now devoted to service stations and fast food restaurants.

See Exhibit 3, Ward 6 Plan, at Sec.1732.6. The Ward 6 Plan specifically calls for the designation
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around the Potomac Avenue Metro station as a Special Treatment Area “to emphasize economic
development potential in balance with predominantly residential character of area.” Id. at Section
1735.1(j). The proposed four group homes and planned short stay facility do nothing to enhance
neighborhood revitalization or attract compatible development in this area. To the contrary, the
over-concentration of CBRFs in this area will undercut efforts to encourage the location of
neighborho&d-serving retail, restaurants, and other uses that rely on pedestrian traffic, warranting
oversight by this Board to address public safety issues and other adverse neighborhood impacts.

The Ward 6 Plan also states as a transportation policy “to ensure that development
adjacent to the Ward 6 Metrorail Stations enhances ridership.” Id. at Section 1714.1(b). Enticing
residents out of their cars requires a safe environment for pedestrian traffic. According to the
Metropolitan Police Depaﬁmenf, the police have responded to numerous calls arising out of the
conduct of residents of the Boys’ Town program on Sargent Road, N.E, including calls
concerning sexual assaults and disorderly conduct. See Exhibit 7, Attachment L. Review by this
Board is necessary to ensure that residents are properly supervised, and that appropriate
conditions are imposed on the operation of the Boys Town program to protect the fragile nature
of the surrounding residential and commercial area, whose vitality will be eroded by any increase
in crime or disorderly conduct.

In addition to the Ward 6 Plan, other community planning efforts will be undermined
without consideration of the proposed complex through the special exception process. For
example, the Mayor has begun implementing throughout the City a strategic neighborhood
services and neighborhood planning initiative. See, e.g, Exhibit 3, DC Strategic Plan and Budget

for 2000-01 (Draft). That Task Force initiative has established a variety of goals to strengthen
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DC’s neighborhoods, including for example, the construction of new homes, and creating financial
incentives to make home ownership more affordable to District residents. By taking this parcel of
nine lots off the market for residential or residential/small commercial development, the proposed
development runs counter to the Mayor’s Task Force initiatives for neighborhood planning.

Recent Task Force planning efforts by this neighborhood, known as Cluster 26, will be
undermined by the Developer’s proposed social service complex. For example, in the land use
sector, the proposed action steps from the Community Planning Workshop included several steps
to address land use issues presented by this zoning appeal. See Exhibit 3, at p 13, Memorandum
on Cluster 26 Strategic Neighborhood Planning Task Force (March 30, 2001). Under land use,
the participant planners noted the need to “institute appropriate hearing process,” “institute

b1

neighborhood based planning,” “require neighborhood early notification of any mid to large size

37 L8

projects,” “impose a moratorium on new development on Pennsylvania Avenue,” “eliminate
abnormalities in existing zoning”, “create land use plans at Potomac Avenue metro,” and “review
zoning to strengthen residential neighborhood uses.” By permitting the proposed Development to
continue without community review and participation through the special exception process, this
development undermines all of these neighborhood planning efforts and goals initiated through the
Mayor’s Task Force process. Review by this Board would support the Mayor’s Task Force
efforts to garner community input and participation to strengthen the residential character of this
capitol gateway community.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the appeal should be granted, and the building permits revoked

so that this Board can undertake the review required by Section 3104.1 of the zoning regulations.
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Respectfully submitted,

Andrea C. Ferster

1100 17th Street, N.W. 10th FI.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 974-5142

Counsel for Southeast Citizens for Smart Development, Inc.
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Ms. Jerrily Kress

Board of Zoning Adjustment
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Washington, DC 20001
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represent our group in the above-referenced case.
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should you require any additional information,

Sincerely,

Vice Chai

cc: Will Hill
Andrea Ferster, Esq.

Will Hili, Chair
701 14* St,, SE
Washington, DC 20003
202 544-3765 ¥ (Email) wilonthehin@starpower.net
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BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT
CORRECTED PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2001

SECOND FLOOR HEARING ROOM, SUITE 220-S

441 4™ STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001

TO CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING: The Board of Zoning Adjustment
will adhere to the following schedule, but reserves the right to hear items on
the agenda out of turn.

9:30 AM. TO 12:00 P.M. PUBLIC MEETING

1:00

16797
ANC-2E

16799
ANC-4A

16791
ANC-6B

PM. TO 6:00 P.M. AFTERNOON SESSION
P.M.

WARD TWO

Application of Cavit Ozturk, pursuant to 11 DCMR § 3103.2 for a
variance from the floor area ratio requirements under section 771
allowing the use of the subject building as an inn, retail and service
use in the C-2-A District at premises 1832 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.
(Square 1298, Lot 826).

WARD FOUR

Application of Willie C. Hopkins, pursuantto 11 DCMR § 3104.1
for a special exception to allow an addition to a single-family
dwelling under section 223 not meeting the lot occupancy (section
403) and open court (section 406) requirements in the R-3 District at
premises 4007 16" Street, N.W. (Square 2695, Lot 51).

WARD SIX

Appeal of Southeast Citizen’s for Smart Development, Inc.,
pursuant to 11 DCMR §§ 3100 and 3101, from the adminitra-

tive decision of Michael D. Johnson, Zoning Administrator,
allowing the location of Father Flanagan’s Boys Town Phase I

(a residential group home) in a C-2-B District at premises 1308,
1310, 1312 and 1314 Potomac Avenue, S.E. (Square 1045, Lots 134,

136, 137, 1338).



PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
DECEMBER 4, 2001
PAGE NO. 2

PLEASE NOTE:

o Failure of an applicant or appellant to appear at the public hearing will subject
the application or appeal to dismissal at the discretion of the Board.

e Failure of an applicant or appellant to be adequately prepared to present the
application or appeal to the Board, and address the required standards of proof
for the application or appeal, may subject the application or appeal to
postponement, dismissal or denial.

The public hearing in these cases will be conducted in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 31 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations, Title
11, and Zoning. Pursuant to Subsection 3117.4 of the Regulations, the Board will
impose time limits on the testimony of all individuals.

Individuals and organizations interested in any application may testify at the
public hearing or submit written comments to the Board. Individuals and
organizations wishing party status in any case before the Board must request that
status and should do so in writing not less than fourteen (14) days prior to the date
set for the public hearing on the particular application in accordance with
Subsection 3106.2. All requests.and comments should be submitted to the Board
through the Director, Office of Zoning, 441 4™ Street, NW, Suite 210,
Washington, D.C. 20001. Please include the case number on all correspondence. -
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT THE OFFICE OF ZONING AT

(202) 727-6311.

GEOFFREY H. GRIFFIS, CHAIRPERSON, ANNE M. RENSHAW, VICE-
CHAIRPERSON, DAVID W. LEVY AND A MEMBER OF THE ZONING
COMMISSION BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT, BY

JERRILY R. KRESS, FAIA, DIRECTOR.

PHN12-4-01/RSN/LJP



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS

* % %

Building and Land Regulation Administration
Office of the Zoning Administrator

August 30, 2001

Ms. Ellen Opper-Weiner, Vice Chair
C/0 Will Hill, Chair

Southeast Citizens for Smart Growth
701 14" Street, S.E.

Washington, DC 20003

Re: Zoning Administrator’s Determination on Boys Town Phase 1.
(Residential Units 1308, 1310, 1312 and 1314 Potomac Avenue, S.E.)

Dear Ms. Opper-Weiner:

Let me begin by extending an apology for your not receiving my August 08, 2001
determination letter regarding this matter and the initial delay in preparing a response to
your inquiries. However, a thorough and factually based analysis was required in order
to make a final zoning decision regarding this most important community issue.
Accordingly, this letter is in response to your letters dated June 22", July 18" and as a
follow-up to the June 15", 2001 site inspection, which you and Mr. Ed Copehaper
accompanied Zoning Inspector Yvonne Rockett and me.

The purpose of the inspection was to measure, at your request, the distance from an
existing DC Health Care operated Community Based Residential Facility (CBRF), to the
four (4) houses proposed as Boys Town, to be located at 1308, 1310, 1312 and 1314
Potomac Avenue SE. Specifically, you believe that the houses will be in violation of
DCMR Title 11, Section 701.3, if they are within the 500-foot radius of an existing
CBREF.

Since you believe that Section 701.3 is applicable, let me clarify that your interpretation
is a misapplication of the regulations. Section 701.3 applies to matter of right uses ina
C-1 zone. As a point of clarification, the current subject property is located within a C-2
zoning district. Accordingly, this analysis is based upon applicable requirements of the
C-2 zone.

The 500 foot radius limit that is cited in DCMR Title 11, Section 721.5 refers specifically
to “A youth residential care home, community residence facility, or health care facility
for seven (7) to fifteen (15) persons, not including resident supervisors or staff and their
families ...”. Based on the plans and applications submitted, the referenced homes will
each house no more than six (6) residents. Additionally, each building will be on a
separate lot of record and as such, not subject to the radius limitation set forth in Section

941 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 2000, Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 442-4560 Fax: (202) 442-4871
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701.3. In sum, I have concluded that the first phase of the Boys Town development on
the subject site is in compliance with current zoning regulations.

In closing, I trust this response addresses your concerns. And again, I appreciate your
concern for the community. Should you have any questions or need additional
assistance, please feel free to contact me at 442-4576.

Respectfully,

4o , ,
‘Michael D. Johnson

Zoning Administrator
District of Columbia

cc: David A.Clark, Director
Theresa Lewis, Deputy Director
J. Gregory Love. Administrator, BLRA
Denzil Noble, Deputy Administrator, BLRA
Lenox Douglas, Chief, Permit Service Center
Toye Bello, Chief, Zoning Review
Yvonne Rockett, Zoning Inspector
Andy Altman, Director, Office of Planning
Jerrily Kress, Director, Office of Zoning



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs

* % %
sy
MR

QOffice of the Director

October 30, 2001

Ellen Opper-Weiner
Vice Chair
Southeast Citizens for Smart Development
701-14" Street, SE
Washington, DC 20003
Re: BZA Docket No. 16791

Dear Ms. Opper-Weiner:

This is in response to your letter to David Clark, Director, dated October 10, 2001,
concerning the above —referenced appeal pending with the BZA. The appeal pertains to
the Potomac Avenue site for which the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs
issued phase 1 construction permits to the owner/developer, Father Flanagan’s Boys
Home on September 6, 2001. Your organization, the Southeast Citizens for Smart
Development has sought a stay of execution of those permits as part of your zoning
appeal filing.

The BZA directed you to address your request for stay to our office, as the issuer of the
permits. At this time, DCRA denies the request from your office to order a stay of
execution on the issued permits and deny any hold on issuance of any further
construction and related permits for the referenced site.

DCRA expressed the opinion that the four applications submitted by the applicant fell
under the matter-of-right zoning and do not require approval through the Board of Zoning
Adjustment.. A hearing is set for December 4, 2001 before the BZA.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 202-442-8928, should you have any questions. A
copy of this letter will be forwarded to ANC 6B.

Sincerely,
EO;;BH#;E)’ \
FOIA Officer

cc: David Clark

941 North Canitol Street. N_F_. Suite 9500} Washinotan D C 20007



Southeast Citizens for Smart Development

June 7, 2001

SENT BY FAX (202) 442-4871 AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Michael D. Johnson, Zoning Administrator
941 North Capitol Street, NE

Suite 2000

Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Johnson:

I am writing on behalf of the Southeast Citizens For Smart
Development to request an investigation by the Office of The
Zoning Administrator into the claim by Father Flanagan’s Boys
Town that it can build youth residential care homes and a
community residence facility on its property which is located at
l4th Street, SE, at the corner of Potomac Avenue and Pennsylvania
Avenues, SE. '

We have just determined that there is currently a community-
based residential facility located at 901 14th Street, SE, which
is less than 200 feet from the Boys Town property. This facility
houses eight (8) residents, and has been in operation at that
location for more than seven (7) years.

These facts preclude Boys Town’s claim that the above-
mentioned property can claim a Use As A Matter Of Right under
Title 11, DCMR, § 701.3. This section states "that there shall
be no property containing an existing community-based residential
facility for seven (7) or more persons within a radius of five
hundred feet (500 ft.) from any portion of the subject property".
Therefore, under this regulation Boys Town is not permitted to
establish its proposed program in this C-1 district, as a matter
of right.

This community-based residential facility is operated by DC
Health Care, which is located at 1500 Massachusetts, Avenue, NW,
Suite 825, Washington, DC 20005. The telephone number is (202)
659-5588, and Ms. Stephenson is the organization’s Director.

As we discussed, I have requested confirmation of this
information from DC Health Care in writing, but have not yet
received this confirmation. As soon as it is received, I will
send it to you.

Will Hill, Chair
701 14" St., SE
Washington, DC 20003
202 544-3785 ¥ (Email) willonthehill@starpower.net



We would appreciate your prompt investigation of this
matter. We look forward to receiving your written determination
regarding your conclusion that Boys Town cannot proceed with its
proposed project at the abové-mentioned location as a matter of
right.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need any

additional information.
Sincerely,
Q T
Eflen -Weiner
Vice Ch



Southeast Citizens for Smart Development

June 22, 2001
SENT BY FAX (202) 442-4871 AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Michael D. Johnson, Zoning Administrator
941 North Capitol Street, NE

Suite 2000

Washington, DC 20002

Dear Michael:

I am writing on behalf of the Southeast Citizens For Smart
Development as a follow-up to our recent conversations and to our
meeting on June 15, 2001, at the proposed Boys Town site which is
located at 1l4th Street, SE, at the corner of Potomac Avenue and
Pennsylvania Avenues, SE.

On June 15th you and Ms. Yvonne Rocket met Ed Copenhaver and
me at the above-mentioned location in order to measure the
distance of the community-based residential facility, which is
operated by DC Health Care, and is located at 901 14th Street,

SE, from the proposed Boys Town site. As you know, we determined
at that time that this community-based residential facility is
less than 500 feet from the Boys Town property. This facility
houses eight (8) residents, and has been in operation at that
location for more than seven (7) years.

On June 15th and during our subsequent conversation on June
19th, you indicated you would provide us with a written response
which contains your conclusion as to whether or not the above
facts void Boys Town’s claim that it can claim a Use As A Matter
Of Right under Title 11, DCMR, § 701.3, for the development of
this property, within seven (7) days.

We look forward to your prompt reply to our request for a
written determination from your office regarding your conclusion

that Boys Town cannot proceed with its proposed project at the
above-mentioned location as a matter of right.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need any
additional information.
Slncet;jea

Eltén Opp WE1ner
Vice Chai

Wiil Hill, Chair
701 14" St., SE
Washington, DC 20003
202 544-3785 ¥k (Email) witlonthehiigstarpower.net



Southeast Citizens for Smart Development, Inc.

July 18, 2001
SENT BY FAX (202) 442-4871 AND DELIVERED BY HAND

Mr. Michael D. Johnson, Zoning Administrator
941 North Capitol Street, NE

Suite 2000

Washington, DC 20002

Dear Michael:

I am writing on behalf of the Southeast Citizens For Smart
Development, Inc. as a follow-up to our conversations, to our
meeting on June 15, 2001, at the proposed Boys Town site which is
located at 14th Street, SE, at the corner of Potomac Avenue and
Pennsylvania Avenues, SE, and to our prior letters to you dated
June 7, 2001 and June 22, 2001.

On June 15th and during our subsequent conversations on June
19th and June 29th, you indicated to me that you would provide us
with a written response which contains your conclusion as to
whether or not Boys Town can develop this above-mentioned
property as a Use As A Matter Of Right under Title 11, DCMR, §
701.3, by July 3rd. However, we have still not received your
written response to our request for an investigation into this
matter.

We look forward to your prompt reply to our request for a
written determination from your office regarding your conclusion
as to whether Boys Town can proceed with its proposed project at
the above-mentioned location as a matter of right.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need any
additional information.

cc: David A. Clark
Theresa Lewis
Will Hill

Will Hill, Chair
701 14" St., SE
Washingion, DC 20003
202 544-3785 ¥ (Emafi) wilionthehill@starpower.net



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REGISTER
APR 30 1999

ZONING COMMISSION FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
NOTICE OF FINAL RULEMAKING

Z.C. Case No. 97-15 (I)
{Text Amendinents - Community Based Residential Facilitics)

The Zoning Commission of the District of Columbia, at its regular meeting held February
8, 1999, took final action to adopt the following amendments to Chapters 2 and 3 of the Zoning
Regulations (11 DCMR). The amendments add community based residential facilities for
handicapped individuals to those uses permitted as a matter of right in R-1 and R-4 zones.

A notice of public hearing containing the proposed amendments was published in the
D.C. Register on August 14, 1998 (45 DCMR 5798), and a public hearing was held September
24, 1998. A notice of proposed rulemaking was published in the D.C. Register on December 4,
1998 (45 DCMR 8564). Minor changes were made to the text of the amendments with respect to
the definition of “handicap” for purposes of this subsection, which is based on the definition set
forth in the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. § 3602(h)).

These final rules will become effective upon publication of this notice in the D.C.
Register.

A. Title 11 DCMR Chapter 2, Section 201, USES AS A MATTER OF RIGHT (R-1),
subsection 201.1, is amended by:

1. Adding a new paragraph (o) to read as follows:

201.1(0) Community based residential facility for occupancy by persons
with handicaps; Provided, that the determination of handicapped facility shall be
made according to the reasonable accommodation and criteria set forth in 14
DCMR 111 et seq. For purposes of this subsection, a “handicap” means, with
respect to a person, a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits
one or more of such person’s major life activities, or a record of having, or being
regarded as having, such an impairment, but such term does not include current,
illegal use of or addiction to a controlled substance.

2 Renumber existing Paragraphs 201.1(0) and 201.1(p) to 201.1(p) and
201.1(q), respectively.
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B. Title 11 DCMR Chapter 3, Section 330, R-4 DISTRICTS: GENERAL PROVISIONS,
subsection 330, is amended by:

1. Adding a new Subsection 330.5(i) to read as follows:

330.5(i) The following uses shall be permitted as a matter of right in an R-4
district: . . .

(i) Community based residential facility; Provided that notwithstanding any
provision in this title 1o the contrary, the Zoning Administrator has determined
that such community based facility, which otherwise complies with the zoning
requirements of this title that are of general and uniform applicability to all matter
of right uses in an R-4 District, is intended to be operated as housing for persons
with handicaps. For purposes of this subsection, a *“handicap” means, with
respect to a person, a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits
one or more of such person’s major life activities, or a record of having, or being
regarded as having, such an impairment, but such term does not include current,
illegal use of or addiction to a controlled substance.
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Sent By: Mail Boxes Etc.; 202 543 18603; Sep-10-01 16:38; Page 2/2

ANC 8B
921 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20003
202-543-3344

September 10, 2001

Michael D. Johnson
Zoning Administrator
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs
941 North Capitol Street, NE
Suite 2000
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Johnson

I was recently informed of your decision of August 30, 2001 concerning the
application of DCMR Title 11, Section 701.3 to the proposed construction by Girls and
Boys Town of Washington at 1308, 1310, 1313 and 1314 Potomac Avenue, SE (known
as Boys Town Phase I). I also understand that this decision has been or will shortly be
appealed by Southeast Citizens for Smart Development. As you know, this project is
within the boundaries of Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6B. As you also aware,
ANC:s are to be given notice of and an opportunity to comment upon decisions by
government officials and agencies concerning actions within their geographical area. This
includes any decision to join in an appeal of your ruling. Since ANC 6B was not given
prior notice of this decision, we will not be able to include this item on the agenda for our
regularly schedule meeting tomorrow, September 11, 2001, In order to easure that the
ANC is able to comment upon this decision, I will be shortly scheduling a special
meeting of ANC 6B to address this matter. I therefore request that your office and all
other officials and government agencies of the District of Columbia take no further action
on this matter until the affected ANC has been able to comment on the matter. 1
anticipate that this special meeting will take place within the next few weeks.




Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6B

Resolution

Opposition to Boys Town U.S.A. facility on the 1300 Block of Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E.

Adopted July 13, 2000

Whereas, Boys Town U.S.A. did not consult with ANC 6B or the neighbors (residents or
businesses) that are adjacent to Pennsylvania and Potomac Avenues, SE before purchasing
property at said location; and,

Whereas, the property purchased by Boys Town U.S.A. on the 1300 block of Pennsylvania
Avenue, SE is the largest remaining undeveloped tract of land along Pennsylvania Avenue SE
with potential for commercial development on this side of the Anacostia River; and,

Whereas, use of this property for residential social services will deprive the area of potential
commercial stimulus ands will remove the property from tax roles; and,

Whereas, the Boys Town U.S.A. facility on Sargent Road N.E. has been a source of
neighborhood consternation and unhappiness; and,

Whereas, the Sargent Road facility, contrary to representations made by Boys Town U.S.A., has
been a source of numerous police reports including missing persons, disorderly conduct, and
assaults; and,

Whereas, residents of the neighborhood are striving to rid the area surrounding the 1300 block of
Pennsylvania Avenue SE of its current plague of criminal activity, including homicides and the
sale of illicit drugs; and,

Whereas, the vulnerable children who will be housed at the Boys Town U.S.A. facility require a
safe and secure setting;

Be it resolved, therefore, that ANC 6B finds that the 1300 block of Pennsylvania Avenue SE is
not an appropriate site for a Boys Town U.S.A. residential facility. Such a facility would not
foster development of the neighborhood, and current conditions in the neighborhood can not

support the youths assigned to the facility; and,

Therefore, ANC 6B does not support the Boys Town U.S.A. plan for a housing facility at said
location; and,

Furthermore, ANC 6B calls upon Boys Town U.S.A. to place on hold their plans for creation of a
new facility on the 1300 block of Pennsylvania Avenue SE and to renew their search for an
alternative location.



ARC 6B

Planning and Zoning Committee Meeting

7:00 pm, Tuesday
November 6, 2001
921 Pennsylvania Ave., SE

Agenda

L

Adoption of the Agenda
Capitol Hill Historical District Expansion
Discussion of Raze Permits for 1106 and 1108 10™ Street
BZA Appeal # 16791: Boys Town
- Southeast Citizens for Smart Development
- Father Flanagan’s Boys and Girls Town

-~ Other Presenters

Other Business/Announcements

Adjourn

Note: Late Breaking Zoning issues may be added to this agenda
For additional information, call 202/543-3345

Next Regular Meeting: 7:00 pm, Tuesday, November 13, 2001



CAPITOL HILL RESTORATION SOCIETY
PO BOX 15264 ¥ WASHINGTON, DC 20003-0264 € 202-543-0425

CONTACT: Brian R. Furness, President
(202) 543-0425

TESTIMONY
BEFORE ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSICON 6B

HEARING ON THE BOYS TOWN FACILITY
JULY 13, 2000

My name is Brian Furness, and I appear before you as President of the Capitol Hill
Restoration Society to oppose the Boys Town facility.

Further by way of introduction, the Capitol Hill Restoration Society is one of the oldest
and, with a membership of about 1,000, one of the largest community organizations on Capitol Hill
and in the District of Columbia. The Society was founded in 1955; since then, its primary objective
has been to support and enhance the development of a model urban community on Capitol Hill
through planning, zoning, historic preservation and other measures aimed at improving the quality of
life in our historic community.

About 30 years ago, the Capitol Hill Restoration Society spearheaded community
opposition to the construction of a 500,000 square foot office building on the Boys Town site. It
would have been the largest privately-owned office building in the District at the time, and we
opposed it because it would have been an inappropriate use threatening the residential character
of the surrounding neighborhood.

Once again, the Society finds itself opposing a use that is inappropriate; a use that
threatens the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood. The negative effects on the
neighborhood documented by the neighbors include:

. Precluding commercial and residential development of this neighborhood, which badly
needs both to stabilize and strengthen it;

. Overloading city services, particularly police and public safety. As the figures show,
Boys Town has proven a voracious consumer of police services, which are badly needed-

to combat drug trafficking and crime elsewhere in the community; and

. Increasing the burden already imposed by too many social service providers.



Capitol Hill Restoration Society, Inc.
Testimony on the Boys Town Facility — July 13, 2000

Page 2

Pennsylvania Avenue is not only our main street, but it shouid be a magnificent approach
to the U.S. Capitol, one of the key symbols of American democracy, as enshrined in the
L’Enfant plan. The Boys Town project undermines this ceremonial and national aspect of
Pennsylvania Avenue — Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest gets the Newseum, we get Boys Town!
The Society has long called for the City to establish a plan, with community input, for
Pennsylvania Avenue, Southeast; 2 plan that would set out a vision consistent with the Avenue’s
character and its contribution to building a neighborhood, a city and a nation: a nation because
the nation as a whole has an interest in how we protect our national symbols. The city has never
been done a plan, and now we are paying the price as we allow individual projects to define
what our main street is to be. This is a city failure, and we call upon Mayor Williams to give
meaning to his support for planning and neighborhood development by making clear his
opposition to the Boys Town project.

It is also a city failure that this facility will receive little official review. If the city
wanted to build a Boys Town-type facility on this site, its plans would be subject to considerable
public scrutiny, including a requirement that the appropriate ANC be notified. The City Council
might well be involved, because it would involve public money. And make no mistake — this is a
public facility in all but name: the U.S. Congress earmarked $7.1 million of the District’s money
that went to buy the property and DC tax payers will pony up the funds to support the youths that
will be treated here. It ought to be subject to the same requirements for public scrutiny,
community approval and political and economic review that a city facility would be. We call on
the Council and the Mayor to enact legislation that will ensure such review in the future, and
subject Boys Town, and other such facilities, to periodic review and citizen comment as a
condition of receiving public money.

In the early 1970s, the Society found a legal remedy that enabled the community to
defeat an inappropriate use on this site. We haven’t yet found such an remedy in this case. But
the Society will continue to work with the neighbors to convince Boys Town, and the city, that
this is simply the wrong facility on the wrong site.



PSA - 112 EAST
(Police Service Area)
701 14" Street, SE
(202) 544-3785
Washington, DC 20003-3014
August 13, 2000

PSA 112 EAST OPPOSES BOYS TOWN

At the PSA 112 East meeting, June 15, 2000, over 150 residents attended
this meet. Boys Town was represented by Ms. Connie Washington, Ms. Sharon
Robinson and Ms. Amy Weinstein. A presentation was given by Boys Town,
which was followed by questions and answers. The people from 112 East were
not happy with the way Boys Town had not informed the community of their
intend to move into the neighborhood. Not only did they not inform us of their
coming, but they would not return call from several individuals who tried to
contact them. It was not until they had purchased the property that they contacted

community members.

Council Member Ambrose also attended this meeting. Mrs. Ambrose stated
that Boys Town had never contacted her office and she was very concerned
because of that. Mrs. Ambrose said that she was not happy with Boys Town
coming to this location because it was not a wise location for that type of facility.

At the end of the meeting we had a show of hands of those who were
opposed to Boys Town coming to this location an over 97% of the people were

opposed.
Ed Copenhaver

Chair Co-Chair



THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
School of Religious Studies
Office of the Dean
Washington, DC 20064
202 319 5683
Jooe: 202 319 4967

ANC 6B
921 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003 11 July 2000

Dear Sir or Madam:

I have recently been out of town and did not realize that there would be or has been a
meeting to discuss the placement of the Boys Town Facility proposed for development at
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E. I live at 238 14" St., SE, not very far from the imagined
facility. I apologize for the lateness of this letter, but I did not have word early enough to
meet your deadlines.

I am opposed to having this facility in our immediate neighborhood. This is, at
present and for the immediate future, a transitional neighborhood where there have been two
murders only last week! In addition, such a neighborhood still includes drug-addicted
behavior and the attendant consequences. One of the most difficult public housing projects
is nearby; another (Kentucky Courts) was only recently closed due to poor management and
care. I live four doors from the house where Officer Jason White was killed while trying to
administer justice in the neighborhood. I suspect this is not the place to locate at-risk teen-
agers who themselves are in need of assistance! Adding at-risk teens will not stabilize a

rather unstable environment.

Ward six already contains more half-way houses, treatment facilities, and other
centers for therapy than any other Ward. I suggest that anather neighborhood be found in
which to locate this facility. As a professor at The Catholic University of America, am
aware of Boys Town’s interest in finding locations to support its fine work of rehabilitation
of youth. The University was once the recipient of a generous grant to study these issues. I
do not think, however, that the immediate neighborhood they have chosen will serve them
well. I hope they will make another choice — or that the city will see the wisdom of finding

a better location.

I remain,

! ,Dgan
Scho#l of Religious Studies




®
REAL ESTATE

HELP-U-.SELL OF CENTRAL WASHINGTON, D.C.
13335 Pennsylvania Ave. S E.

PO Box 15303

Washington, D.C. 20003-0303

(202) 543-0080

July 11, 2000
To whom it may concern,

I regret that due to a previous commitment 1 will be unable to attend the Thursday, July
13th meeting regarding the Boy’s Town proposal for Pennsylvania and Potomac Avenues,
SE. However, I would like to express my feelings and concerns regarding my new
neighbor.

As a neighbor of the newly proposed location of Boy’s Town (in fact, my property is
within one-haif block on the Pennsylvania Avenue street side and even closer and clearly
visible from the back entrance and parking lot to our building which is on the alley running
next to the Boy’s Town location), please allow me to state that I received ne notification
from Boy’s Town that they were planning to locate here prior to their purchase of this
property, and I have had no communication from them since they went to settlement on
this property - no effort to “introduce” themselves, no communication regarding any
meetings or neighborhood discussion of their intentions, no recognition and/or attempt to
address neighborhood concerns, nothing at all!

I find this disturbing given the nature of their proposed usage of this site, and must
question the motivations behind their lack of communication with their new neighbors!
Surely they must be aware of the concerns of their new neighbers! I would think they
would want to alleviate the concerns of those who will be closest. in proximity to their
business. I have to wonder why they have not taken the initiative to introduce themselves
to their new neighbors and to discuss their intantions with those who will be most affected
by their presence. I don’t understand why they have chosen to ignore rather than solicit
the support of those closest to them. This avoidance tactic on their part makes me a
cencerned neighbor, troubled by what may be in store for us.

Thank you for the opportunity to state my feelings; I regret that I will be unable to be in
attendance.

Sincerely,

0L

Frederick W. Davis
Owner

EACH OFFICE INDEPENDENTLY OWNED AND OPERATED
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PRE-FILE NUMBERS ZONING DISTRICT FILE NUMBER ] pEﬁ}(AJT NUMBER
R - .

r r GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS

BEEE OF THE DISTRICT BUILDING AND LAND REGULATION ADMINISTRATION; PERMIT PROCESSING DIVISION (727-7050)
BN OF COLUMBIA

a-33 APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMITS ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

e (PRINT IN INK OR TYPE; DO NOT WRITE IN SHADED AREAS OR ON PAGE 4)

ERASING, CROSSING II_IUT, WHITING OUT, OR OTHERWISE ALTERING ANY ENTERED INFORMATION WILL VOID THIS APPLICATION

‘27 (A) ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE ITEMS 1 THRU 27

of Proposed Work: { (31 Suite No.: 2. Lot: 3. SQUare: 4. Application Date:

Prormaec Aveuve, SE: pad \B2 | loAS

f Bui!rc’!‘lng or Property:_ 6. Address: (include Zip) 7. Phone:

e Frawacarss — - Work: 40 Z-A478 -\ \ 3

ﬁ:_,_,r s (BS\ o ork: \WSG

< Potezs - il NE Home: .

r Owner: (if applicable) 9. Address: (include Zip) . 10. Phone:

F e % Assoc. leZo 1S <. N/ e I Work: Zo2- 682- 166
) WASYIMNGTDR DL 20005 Horme:

i Proprsed Work (check all applicable boxes):

~ Building - J Retaining Wall 0 Garage

jition ] Fence O sign . J

sration #nd Repair {J shed O Other (Specify) FRQCLE'C’_‘( <

re Building ' [0 Awning

ition of Proposed Work:

Stery & CelaRr - Reswpsacs W DA(wews ﬂ)

] Use(s) of Building or Property: 14. Ex. No. of 15. Ex. No. of
B Stories of Bldg.: Dwelling Units:
ACANNT 6 S
:d Use(s) of Building or Property: 17. Prop. No. of 18. Prop. No. of
e Fhgin Cop i Ly [~ 2 ADu/LH  Stories of Bldg.: Dwelling Units:
e = Huc{b:y_L é\??c oo, h
b Resiverniac Care HomeE | 5
Date 20. Completion Date [ 21. Method of Removing Construction Debris: 22. Does the proposed wo
: of Work: O Pick-up Truck P Dumpster v involve disturbing the earth
] Other (specity): or razing a building?
2001 NoverHBer- | (apasify) B
: Yes, answer q. 23
Zoo | (J No, SKIP q. 23-27
-ea of disturbed 24. Soil Erosion Control Methods; : 25. Area of 26. No.of Footings | 27. Size of Footings
ore than 50 sq. ft.? | Swr FewxeE Towet RZO\"E‘—*_'Q“ Offsite Drainage: or Columns: of Columns:
answer g. 24-25 PORTARLE LEDIBDT TAMKS
SKIP q. 24-25 : 4)&2;,
ALWAYS SIGN THE APPLICATION ON PAGE 3 (SECTION i).

:ti” the proposed work is new building, addition or alteration. (Page 2)
cti if the proposed work is razing a building. (Page 2) §
ction D if the proposed work is a retaining wall. (Page 2)
ction E if the proposed work is a fence. (Page 3)

stion F if the proposed work is a shed/garage. (Page 3)
ction G if the proposed work is an awning. (Page 3)
ction H if the proposed work is a sign. (Page 3)




Fage'2

% ALTERATION (COMPLETE ITEMS 28 THRU 60)

29, Lic. No.: 31. Phone: b

X & s 30. Aitect's Address: (fnfude Zip) '20%5_'_
OBEF § Acsociates ¢ 04 lezo \sB ot W, WAS RGN B |28 2682-1 600
neer's Name: 33. Lic. No.: | 34. Engineer's Address: (include Zip) \/a ZZ\o| 35. Phone:
LEZT /BRIy AD T G205 |45 Pouey HMabisos Buvp, S | T02-B21-ES 2
fling Contractor's Name: 36A. Lic. No.: | 37. Contractor's Address: 38. Phone:
. of Construction | 40. Fire Suppression: 41. Booster Pump: | 42. Total Lot Area: | 43. Breakdown of Lot Area (= 100%):
snry O steel | O Fully Sprinklered [ Standpipe System| [J New a. Building: 4s5.771 %
d [0 Other:| (J Partially Sprinklered ¥ None O Existing (t’ﬁ S9. 1;‘7 b. Paved Area: | 2. |.7(e %
: sqg. ft.
srete O Other: & None 4 c. Greenery: 22.5% |%
ent Gross Floor Area of 45. Proposed Gross Floor Area| 46. Floors involved in this permit: 47. Projection beyond building line?
: . of Bldg: X Al O Floors B4 ves, answer q. 48-52
sa.f.| S A10.48 sq. ft. O No, SKIP q. 48-52
iber and type of projection: 49. Distance of projection: | 50. Width of 51. Width of building frontage:
Y e (D - projection: 16 g
wJ _ p
f 4+ 52. Signature_of Owney (projection only):
o Ay ;
oreE (D -5 &t ZJ
2r or Sewer 54. Driveway 55. Sheeting/Shoring | 56. Eievators involved?. . No. and 58. Plans Cer!i[i.ed by
avation? Construction? Necessary? type of elev.: Engineer?
Yes O Yes J Yes O vYes, answer q. 57 X Yes, cert. is attached
No Pi—No O No
mated Cost of Work: e ST
IAdd.:s (A5, 000 O :
o E:‘ Wel-a®),
SaH o
g S I" ) "
tal:  § (;,7,‘5"000 710 AR
yme of New Bldg. or Addition: Seesse i pte v .
LLEICHE4® 2D
&1 ) 750 cubic ft. 3 = e
- A E D DMF RU 8
62. Contractor's Address: (include Zip) 63. Phone:

e Contractor's Name:

65. Policy or Certif. No.: 66. Expir. Date: 67. Raze Method:

srance Company:

-

iding Material:| 69. Raze Entire 70. Building 70A. Buildirg /71. Public Space | 72. Disconnect Water 73. Size of Water
Building? Condemned? Vacant? Vault? and/or Sewer? Connection:
O Yes O vYes J ves O Yes O Yes _
J No O No O No O No O No Lk
mber's Name: 75. Lic. No. 76. Len 77. Width: 78. Height: | 79. Volume: 80. Party Wall?
O vYes
; ft. it. ft. cu. ft. 0O No
- . -__

yestos in the Building?

82. Raze Contractor Sig7ure:
O ves, Location

83. Owner's Signaturey

The retaining wall will not cbstruct any accessible
: parking required by D.C. Zoning Regulations

st of Work:

85. Material:

(D) RETAINING WALL (COMPLETE ITEMS 64 THRU 83)
' ' "1 86. Height: '

ft.

88. Location:

[J Entirely on Owner's Land
[0 Party Line with Adjacent Neighboring Land*

@

** If.party wall, the owner of the adjoining property must agree to the erection of the retaining wall and this application.
jnature of Adjoining Owner: > A 790, Phone: o ——r .
woow @ R i = Horme
e = - i : .'
dress of Adjoining OW,;_.FE"-' -, 92 Lot: * 93. Square:
4’ e




TO: THE DIRECTCR, DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS, WASH. OC
‘vate _12-1] .00

est thac the plans filed in your office under the name
Y =

I hereby ¢
of 2. OA.GANSS  Bors Home Lo (Arecd) (alter) the
following structure OSE Lot J&i |24

Squate \O4S  premises: be procassed ag
provided in Sections 108.5.3 and 208.6.5 of the D.C. Building Code

Supplement of 1986, as amended, upon certification of the plans
oy U =27 A A D ; Who, to the best of my

knowliecge, i3 Profegs:icnal engineer, practicing in the field of
structural engineering, and validly ragistered in the District of
Celumeia, :

Cace Signature

(Owner )

STRUCTURAL CEIRTIPICATICN :
i \[\Lﬁ\m’?«& C WUCKLV_) , cartify that T am a Professional

Ingineer pkacticing in tHe field of structural enginearing and duly
registered in accordance with the provisions of Public taw 789 of the
8lat Congress, approved Septamber 15, 13950, and that such registraticn iz
in full force and effect and has not Deen suspended or revoked, and I 4o
further certify that =0 zhe best of my knowledge and beliaf the
gcructural pertion of the attached plans pertaining o the above
inscribed structure complies in-avery respect with the applicable
requirements of Basic Na 1 Rilding Code/1964, as amended oy -he
1985 BCCA Suppl and the RC BEilding Code Supplememt of 1966, with

particular referen strangrr iz, stapility and type of
material, \ ’\ '

Signature

Regibrgrdd Or oral Ingineer

Reg. No. DDIFS

I, S&m Wﬁd{ , a Notary mm(w in and for V ey 1l
3o her=by carcify =hat WIGLIN ¢ : hﬂ‘ﬂ'\«Lﬁlm x .
the person(s) who signed the foregoing cartificace, personally appearsc

before ma in said N , the said Q(:-T.SC)(W :
te perscnally well xpowm O me as the person Who zigned the said
certificate, and acfrowledoed the same 0 24 his/her act and deed.

0. THE DIRECTCR, DEPARTMENT CF CONSUMIR AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS, WASH. OC

Application has been made to (erect) (alter) the above mentioned
: Plans have been filed in accordance with the procsaure

grructure, . :
outlined in your instructions, and a directive as Lo wWhether these plans

Sescribed arove should be processed without a structural check as
provided in Sections-108.6.3 and 108.6,5 of the D.C. Building Code

Supplement of 1986 is requested. .
MOTED AND APPROVED POR THE DIRSCTCR

ARTHMENT COUEUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS .
i e Structural Engineer

for Instructions



usc CONTRACT AGREEMENT

Name of Contractor/Owner Eery‘n!:*—-f é}v /&% P Contractor's License No.

Address of Contractor/ Owner__(>Z%> |§ﬁ <+t. N/ it 42 | Date: 12/11/o

ADDRESS OF PROPOSED WORK Premac Auswoe , SE. LoT: PS4 ]

SQUARE: o4 <
L
OWNER OF BUILDING OR BUSINESS: T E-TRHER- F:’-"“"Q“‘*q*‘*‘"‘b s PoTs tome PHONE No:

Poy=Towrs BE  &8alo %Z -498 - [12¢
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: Tpo e _\D Q"T 4% ~El A 'ZEE-IDGM o=

- COST ESTIMATE -

cor CTION _ e.g drywall, ceilings, framing, carpentry etc 5 l @O y OO0
ELHAL s B, coo
VECHANICAL $ \Zo 0o
SLUMBING $ |20 | coe
‘IRE PROTECTION e.g sprinkler system, fire alarm system, gcneratm_* efc. $ < ) OO
EMOTTTION S 1T Wo ¥ $ ’ZO\‘ o
useoTAER (please specify) AT 1 Lbf-’-} USaat_t 3 lgDOCJC)
‘OTAL - s 43,000

he labor and material costs of counter lops, kitchen cabinets, floor coverings, tile work, caulking, patching and plaster repair, painting other than fire retardant paint,
utters and downspouts, not mere than 160 square fcct of gypsum board shall not be included in the cost estimate for permitting purposes. The entire list can be seen in

C Buildi

he foregoing terms, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and hereby agreed to. You are authorized to work as specified and payment will be made in the
nount as outlined. Upon signing this agreement, the owner represents and warrants that he or she is the owner or the authorized agent of the owner of the aforesaid

-ernises and that he or she has read this agreement.

ONTRACTOR Date:
Signature & print

WNER OF |
UILDING/BUSINES, / /L—— : pate: /2 =0 ~&B

“ Signature & print

mgg this doMu, the owner and contractor declare that the cost of construction as specified above for the referenced project is true and correct to the best of
airk cdge

lease fill out this agreement form in accordance with D.C Construction Code Supplement 1999, Chapter 1 Section 112.1.



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
(LANSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION — SUPPLEMENTAL FORM — ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

J® ADDRESS: rorac Avence  Se  or Ml@{s‘%ﬁe:mf_

JECT DESCRIPTION: 7 Aoy & Cei R P penNc s -

please answer all 11 questions in this questionnaire, by checking either column “Yes" or “No" for each question. If you answer “Yes" o any of the
tions 1 - 10, you should cqn‘lact the corresponding office(s) indicated in column ‘contact person/office’ as soon as possible. If you answer “Yes™ to
ion 11, please follow the instructions in the column 'contact person/office’. Until this application is reviewed and approved by the concemed office(s), the
it will not be issued.

OFFICE USE

SCOPE OF PROJECT YES NO CONTACT PERSON/QFFICE i
_ (Initial/Date)

Does the total cost of the project exceed $1 million (based on
1989 dollars)? in 2000, this cost is $1,380,000. This does "
not apply if the project is an internal renovation only and there . L~ | (202) 535-2289, EIS Coordinator, EHA
will be no change in the use of the building.

Will the proposed use involve the construction of a facility for
‘he handling, transler, storage, disposal or treatment of solid v
~aste, medical waste, or recyclable materials? ;

(202) 535-2289, EIS Coordinator, EHA

Will the work to be performed involve the assessment or clean- . -
Jp of soils associated with the release of matenals from an (202) 535-2525, Underground Storage Tank Division, EHA
Jnderground storage tank (UST)? v

{202) 535-2250, Air Quality Division, EHA

Nill the work to be performed involve the assessment or clean- 5 - TR
1p of groundwater associated with the release of materials trom (202) 535-2525, Underground Storage Tank Division, EHA
an underground storage-tank (UST)?

(202) 535-2190, Water Qualily Division, EHA

V
(202) 535-2250, Air Quality Division, EHA

Niﬁ;md project involve the installation or drilling ot 202) 535-2190, Water Quality Division, EHA
wel er than for the purposes stated in questions 3 and 47 v (202) . Quality Dhvision,
Wil the proposed project involve the generation, treatment,
storage, disposal or transportation of chemicals or other 'l/ {202) 535-2290, Hazardous Waste Division, EHA
substances which may be considered hazardous?
Will the proposed prclieét involve construction which will disturb . ooy
‘he sediment in rivers, streams.or wetlands? v~ | (202) 535-2190, Water Quality Division, EHA
Will the work lo be performed involve the installation, removal,
abandonment, or repair of an underground storage tank (UST) / (202) 535-2525, Underground Storage Tank Division, EHA
system?
Will the proposed project result in the discharge into the air of . . L
jases, dust, or the crealion of any objectionable odors? " | (202) 535-2250, Air Quality Division, EHA
Nill the proposed project involve the removal, handling,
ransportation, disposal, or encapsulation of asbestos? 5

Vv~ | (202) 535-2250, Air Quality Division, EHA
**Please bring with you a copy of your asbeslos survey, ten-
1ay notification form, and asbestos abatement permit tee
Was the building built before 19787 {Lead-based paint may be It you answer “Yes" lo-this question, please answer the

\/ questions and follow the instructions on the “Lead Hazard

oresent)
Cantrol Questionnaire” to determine if you need a permit lo

conduct a Lead Abatement Project.

AFFIDAVIT

have the authority of the owner of the property to make this application. | declare that the answers to the above questions in this

mp) and ¢ t to the best of my knowledge.
7 Name (print)* = - . \jo A—r\_ ?%0,4
= (_//f}// go Creefor 4 A Date L2 = D - 0O _ Phone _5/07._, YIS -3¢

! : OFFICE USE.ONLY
M ES AND PERMIT RESTRICTIONS:

ed
(USE REVERSE IF NECESSARY)
EHA Form # 99-1300 - Revised 06/00




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
BUREAU OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES
RISK ASSESSMENT, REMEDIATION, AND CERTIFICATION DIVISION (RARCD)
LEAD HAZARD CONTROL QUESTIONNAIRE

Project Address: BroMAac. Avevue, SE. WA.?:‘L}E&:)C-{“.DI\A o
Firher Feantcans Boys Haie  Bevelowany NE - 6&O\O
Name of owner ' Address of owner e
1 7=
Phone #402-494%-113 & Square #: _|O4AS Lot # S VB ward#_ o

Note: Please answer all questions by checking “YES” or “NO”. If you answer “¥ES” to any question,
contact the Risk Assessment, Remediation, and Certification Division at 51 N Street, N.E., 3™ Floor or

call (202) 535-2637 for a lead abatement permit application.

SCOPE OF PROJECT YES NO COMMENTS

Does the proposed project generate
lead dust/ debris?
Does the proposed project involve
encapsulating lead-based paint?
Does the sroposed project involve
dry sanding /scraping of painted
surfaces?
the proposed project involve
of power washing?

oes the proposed project involve
welding on painted surfaces?
Does the proposed project involve
door and window repairs/
replacement?
Does the proposed project involve
baseboard, siding, casing and trim

replacement?
Has a child, who resides or regularly
visits this address, been identified as
lead poisoned?

SN

YN PN RIS IS

AFFIDAVIT

[ hereby certity that [ have the authority to represent the owner of the property and to answer this questionnaire. I declare that the answers
accurate, true and complete to the best of my knowledge.

to the above questigns
Signatur / l/d—w Date /R - P~ oo

Name t) J@[\-ﬂ_ &ﬁ‘.’.‘/,;?




Page 3

45) FENCE (COMPLETE HEMS _94 nmu 102) m;:;‘g'mm_mw

97. Location:
O Entirely on Owner's Land
[ Party Line with Adjacent Neighboring Land *

ature of Adjoining Owner: 99, Phone:
Work
Home
dress of Adjoining Owner: 101. Lot: 102. Square:

(F) SHED OR GARAGE {comhi,sre ITEMS 103 THRU 113)

104. Length: | 105. Width: | 106. Area: | 107. Height:| 108. Volume: | 109. Estimated Gost
s of Work:

g
113. Color:

cu. ft.

it ft.
terial of Roof: | 111. Maierial of Sides:

sq. ft. ft.

112. Wall thickness:
O External { ) inches

O Party __(___)inches_

(G) AWNING (COMPLETE ITEMS 114 THRU 11;3)

mber: 115. Color; | 118. Type: 117. Projections: { 118. Height of lowest
O Folding Beyond bidg. line __________in. part of awning:
? Fixed Beyonzip; of attachm. = in. a) ft above sidewalk
ierial of 120. Material of | 121. Lettering . Fixed | 123. Over side- f .
|ame: Covering: on Awning? posis? walk cafe? | (bl —__ft above parking
(c) ft above grade
O ves O Yes

[ O ves

DNO DN

* . (H) SIGN IOOMPI.ETE ITEMS 124 THHI.I 144)

imber: 125, Electric Signs? 126. Type: 127. Power 128. Electrical Contractor:
[0 incandes.
. 126-13. @ PR T
O ves, answer q. 126-132 O Flisiass ie. fio. ’—\
J Mo, SKIP q:_126-132 O] Neon - VA |
Jdress of Electrical Contractor (include Zip) 130. Signature of Licensed Electrician: 131. Phone: 132. License No.:
2ight relative o budeing and ground: 134. Material of Sign: 135. Type of Sign: 1 136. Colorn: 1
ft____ in above sidewalk |
ft in above roof |
ft in is bldg height 137. 138. Length: | 139. Area of Sign: [ 140. Width of Business
___HM______inabove projecgtion or window l Frontage:
_ft_______infrom roof to sign's bottom ft. ft. sq. ft. | ft.
of 0 Number for Building: | 142. Sign Contracto i : i
(Lic. Mo i
= |

gn Contractor's Address:

(l) APPL CAN'I"S SIGNATUHE.

OWNER: | hereby certify that | am the owner of the properl\,r, that the application and plans are comp!ete and correct to the best of
my knowledge; and that if a permit (or permits) is issued, the construction will conform to the D.C. Construction Codes,
the Zoning Regulaffons, apd,other applicable laws and regulations of the District of Colymbia

g'f ownef: . __ Address:__ /% /o Q252 L Dater’ L =2 ~@n

. AGENT: | hgreby certify that | have the authority of the owner to make this application. | declare that the application and plans are
comyflete and correct to the best of my knowledge. The owner has assured me that if a permit (or permits) is issued, the
construction will conform to the D.C. Cons.rucuon Codes, the Zomng Regulations, and other applicable laws and requ]ahons
ol the Districl of Columbia.

Date:.

ignature of Agent: Address:




Page 4

! A. PERMIT CONTROL C. PLANS AND APPLICATION APPROVAL

1. FineArtsby: ______ Date: (0 1. Information Counter by: !/Q v Date:

i B 5 3 2077 (gl ) SRS SRS 0 - | { - - [0 2. information Center by: Date:

3. PADC by: Datg: [J (a) ABC Board by: Date:

4. Cap. Gateway by: ate: (0 (b) Noise Contro! by: Date:

5. W.H./ Obs. Precinct by: Date: 0 (o) Industrial Safety by: Date:

6. Flood Control by: Date: 0 (d) Vector Controlby: ______________ Date: __4,
7. WMATA by Date: O (e} D.C. Animal by: ; Date:

8. Condem: by: Date: 0 (f) Police Dept. by N1 p_ Date:

9. RLA by: Date:______ | O 3. Zoning by: U H@ M Date:

10. Ceom: by . Dater _ . ... Zoning Update by: Date:

11. C town Distr.by: ____ Dater 0 4. DPW - Permit and Records Division/Deposit # ﬂ,&z 3&;’»0
12-Utility Clearance by: ________Date: ______ Sidewalk pos'.t.$ Driveway Deposit $
13. General Liability Ins. Policy L—% ; Z . Date:

Clearante bV e - oo JBBIBE L o o a s WaterfSewer Demgn Branch
Consumer Eng. by: i Date
B. CLEARANCE TO FILE PLANS ) 6. Environmental Regul&tign Administration

i O Environmental Potlcy F\e:iew,_

1. Zoning by: —____________Date: Control Ng- é L’OQ_____._____

2. DPW — Permit and Records Division by a4 L 2

3 Erosion Cot:.{trol by: {

Access to Parking Stre-ét l: Street ley [0 Storm Water Mgmt. by:
Clear Date: 5’ Plan No.

[J 7. Mechanical Eng. Review by:

3. DPW - Consumer Engineer

’g) Plumbing Eng. Review by:
.red by: _MM-—:— Date: 9. Electrical Eng. Review by: : :
4. ERA - Erosion Control “1 O 10. Health Pian Review
u-”\/ i - .
Cleared by: / ?? Bates Z# f’ O (a) Fooc‘i Plan Review by: Date:

O b Me/(ycal X-ray Plan Rev.

rictions of the Permit: by: Dat
O 1.
] 12. Elevafor Plan Rev. Sec. by:
0 3. Plumbing Insp. Rev. by: Date:
(] 14. Canstruction Insp. Branch (Fietd Check)

by: sl s Date:

[} 15. Historic Pres. Div. by:__,f—avﬂ"f(' / Date:
[J 16. Structural Eng. by: ,u"/ ‘\-/_(./A\, Date:
[J 17. Permit and Certificate issuance Counter

Date:

"0 REPORT WASTE, FRAUD, OR ABUSEBY ANY

' GOVERNMENT QFFICE OR OFFICIAL C%A‘LQIHE, M& e
D.C. INSPECTOR GENERAL AT 1-800-p21-1639

ZONING Pl DPW — PUBLIC SPACE
Jumber y _ Date E(Jew bigg: Street Name: Pc T ¥ o7 ﬂe 5:“.’:
Use(s) P'O'D'. Street Width: /GO
O File in _ _
1 L} Road Width: 4( )
room 329 W
' Sidewalk Width: /3
BZA Case No PUD Order No Papeiag: =S
as I T a3
' Restrictions: MO

75



% 8T (S daen.
PEAMIT NUMBER =, -

il"\
VI FILE NUMBER

ZONING DISTRICT

PRE-FILE NUMBERS
SRR 0

+ GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRSY. 5
B OF THE DISTRICT BUILDING AND LAND REGULATION ADMINISTRATION; PERMIT PROCESSING DIVISION (727.7050)

R OF COLUMBIA _ :
APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMITS ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

33
li}
itk ’ (PRINT IN INK OR TYPE; DD NOT WRITE IN SHADED AREAS OR ON PAGE 4)

ERASING, CROSSING DUT, WHITING OUT, OR OTHERWISE ALTERING ANY ENTERED INFORMATION WILL VOID THIS APPLICATION

e

4. Application Dat

f Proposed Work:’ 3 /

, =
STeoM e A\/EMUE A\ °.E-

7. Phone:

»f Building or Property: 6. Address: (include Zip)

2. Famaoass's Work: 40Z2~-A4A8 - 124
PoYe Towmend E la B0 ' .

5 HersE T 1 N Bo10 Home: -

ar Qwner: (if applicable) 3 9. Address: (include Zip) N 10. -Phone:

oFF § Assccusde> 02 \&th ot WMk Soite 430 Work: 262 -GR2- e
LA H I LG TR DC  2coos Home:  —

f Proposed Work (chieck all applicable boxes):

sw Building [0 Retaining Wall (0 Garage

ldition J Fence O Sign .

teration and Repair O shed (0 Other (Specity) &%HE‘Z!IM -

ize Building LJ Awning

ptio Proposed Work: » 2

sloeq 4 Cedinpe FesOEOCE WD/TUQ-«/.Q-]

1g Use(s) of Building or Praperty: 14. Ex. No. of 15, Ex. No. of
Stories of Blug.: Dwelling Units:
o S & &
sed Use(s) of Building or Property: 17. Prop. No.of - | 18. Prop. No. of
I | _. Stories of Bldg.: | Dwelling Units:
o PEsSCE, Ho‘-{swg\ é:L{O"t\JV’,  Adudpio ”
utHr LEsiDeoTL Cake Home \ O
20. Completion Date 21. Method of Removing Construction Debris: 22. Does the proposed work
of Work: [ pick-up Truck X pumpster invoive disturbing the earth
_ Other (specify): or razing a building?
| O
NeverBerR-1, P4 Yes, answer q. 23
2o O No, SKIP q. 23.27
- area of disturbed 24. Soil Erosion Control Methods: 25, Area of 26. No.of Footings | 27. Size of Footings
more than 50 ;qé:,? S Feoce : VALET Pﬁdrgq: ! Offsite Drainage: or Columns: of Columns:
es, answer gq. 24. = = > e .1 e [ a-Taw]
q poeTABLE =EPIMEST TEs <% \O 20

0, SKIP q. 24-25

ALWAYS SIGN THE APPLICATION ON PAGE 3 (SECTION ).

Se it the proposed work is new building, addition or alteration. (Page 2)
Section C if the proposed work is razing a building. (Page 2) 14
Section D if the proposed work is a retaining wall. (Page 2)
Section E if the proposed work is a fence. (Page 3)

Section F if the propcsed work is a shed/garage. (Page 3)
Section G if the proposed work is an awning. (Page 3)
Section H if the proposed work is a sign. (Page 3)

-
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