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I am writing to oppose the speclal ex.ceptiun for CODSln1ction of a two-story rear addition 
to 34 lS M.cKinley Street (Square 1997, Lot 76). · My property, 3419 McKinley Street, 
adjoins 341 S McKinley Snet and I am the only resident directly affected by this 
proposed addition; (Please note that the numbering on McKm1ey Street is enatic - there 
~ no 3417 McXinley) 

I am opposed to~ prcposed 16.S foot addition,, u well as the deck, because they filil to 
meet the minimum five fi>ot set back RqUirement by u much as 2.2 &et. this addition 
bas alrady dan:aged my property and u cum:ndy sited will (X)Gl:ime to degrade it 
permanently. 

I oppose this request for an exception fbr sewnl reasons. 

First, as noted, my psoperty has aJrady sustained damage u a n,:mJt of the constnJdion. 
The builders piled the dirt &om the CODSirucUon site along the fmm that nms the length 
of the backyards. As a RSUlt the dirt. which is mostly heavy elay, filled the nement 
drainage flume, which~ rims the length of my property. with IOil and.the overflow (Ill 

into my baseme.. cowrins two-thirds of it with mud aod water-. This flooding happened 
twice. It was also the incident that alerted me to the problems that the site of this addition 
will cause my property; My besemmt Boor, which had been painted in the last five 
years. will at a minimum ttecd to be ,.;ntect 

Seccmd, the comtructioD of this addition. occum,d without any oftbe preliJninary work to 
protect the owners or me. Accordina to the 'Beylickjians, they relied on an old survey, 
done befons they owoed the property. that clearly states that "it is oot a property line 
survey and should not be used as such."' No effort was made t.o stake the property or take 
any step t.o accurately define the property line. I would note fur the record that the 
property line ici 11n11suaJly clear since it is marked by a cement wall, in some places more 
than three Ceet high. that runs the entire length of the property. In addition there is a six 
foot fence on the proputy lino that runs the length of the back yard as well as a pidtet 
fence in the front yard. There has DeYel' before been any question raised as to where the 
property line was or any doubt that the fence was at the property line as well as the 
r.ement flume that is part of my property. 

When I first saw tbe foot print f'or the foundation I immediately called the Department of 
Consumer Regulatory Affairs (DCRA) to inquire what the setback requirements were. I 
explained ~ the survey I had indicated that the addition did not appear to meet the set 
back requirements. The city info,:med me_that the om, way to make this determination 
was through a wall check and the owner must ask for the wall cbec:lc. I made this initial 
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call on July 31 • or August l. Over the next tbreeweeb, I stayed.in mqueot contact with 
the city. specifically R.odlelle Josephs and Yvonne Roberts ofDCRA, e:q>A ·ng •Y 
concerns. pamcularly that comtruction was proceeding unabl1:ed Ms. Roberts visited the 
site oo August 11• and met with me. Tho owoen of341S McKinley on September 3nl 
told me that every time I called the DCRA they got a call, ., they were 'Well aware of my 
concems. ~ to DCRA, a stop work crds-was placed on 3415 MclCinley on 
Friday. August _221111_ I called the OCRA the mlJawiag Tue,day to cbeclc on what was 
IMP1W1iug because up to that point, work had cin,di•-,«I f\Oll-Stop on the piopeny OWi' the 
""' I.end and the following Monday ewn though a stop work order was in effec;t. In &a 
during dial 21 day period fiom when I initia1ly oalled, wort 'went m seven days a wes·at 
least 12 hours a day fl'MY day. There 'WIS no elfort on tho part of the ownen or builders 
at any time to coacact me or to addRa what w dearly• legitemue t~ 

Smcedre seop wort order has been m effeet, die owners have decided to~ 111e 
property by p!Uing oa a permanent roof and a J)t"'Dt1ftlt door on the secoacl Boor. I do 
not bow what, if anyt other steps they have taken. While I und«stand die need to 
winterize, I believe that th«e Wire other- altematives to putting permanent roof in place 
unless tho intent is to make tho argument that 10 much momy bas already .,_-. eq,e:oded 
that it would be unfair to ma& them dwJse it. I would like to emphasi2'JC diat almost .U 
of the c.onstruction toot plice after August 1• wben I made the initial call to the city. 

My tbird reason for "Plf'W"i this exceptioll is this is does have a poowne-Mt, wlwne 
impact on my property. An addition that is more dllD two stmies high which is Jes., than 
dnel,et &om the p:opeaty line obYiously afFecls •• mass, light and privacy. 
Furtbcuno,~ because of the proximity of the addition, whoever owns the property. now 
and in the future, will be behoJdeo to ownen of my property 10 do any kind of 
rnaimeoanr,e on that side ofthe house. The owners of 34 lS McKinley cannot even put up 
a ladda- without having to come on to my property. They cannot complete the addition 
-without coming onto my property. I am a1ready aperiencing what it will be like; since 
the c:castnl(;tjon of their roof I have tbund numerous roof nails, some u loug as 4 inches, 
in my yard. These pose a serious baud to. any one walking iu there. especially in 
summer when people ofteu have ori light shoes or are barefoot. The angle of the roof 
ensures that I will have permaneat drainage issues, mm with gutters iu place, bec-a,se l)f 
the pitch of the roo[ The next snow storms guaractees that I will get aD the snow from 
their roof which over shoots the cement flume that bas to date worked successfblly in 
keepiug my basement dry. Until the incident descnbed above, I have never bad flooding 
in my basement in the approximately ten years that I have lived here. Directly in the 
pathway of the water into my basement by the window is my furnace. 

In addition, the plans '311 for a 10._S foot deck. Combined with the new addition. this 
means that appro:rimarely 90 feet of the 130 feet of the property"s Jeogth (more than 70 
p«eent) will riot be in compliance with the five foot set back. While I understand that the 
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house and the garage wae pre-odstq struetma, it makes the impoitance of the set back 
for the remaining property even grealer. 

I bought du paope.ty because I~ to build a gardea. I have womd on it wid! gieat 
eotbusiasm and joy for almost ten years. To de, the construction on 341S McKinley bas 
ruined one 20 foot flow bed because the Oood washed away the top soil 1bat I hffl; 
been cultivating fbr tm years and left construction clay in its place. I must still fipre out 
how to get out the dirt fi:um the coostruaioo that bas.doged ·th& amlellt flume, a not 
~gnificant task. The addition cuts off ligll and air which will adwnely afFect1be 
entire garden. An adcfmnn t'-t adds 16.S Celi: to a house dmt is·28 feet is a large addition. 
I don't know precisely how high it is but the new roof is almost as high a tbo old ca: 
which accommodates a third floor. The addirion t1so sipificaady ilMdes my privacy 
since there ant boda windows and. appaaemly, a 8flCOnd Boor balcony planned. Tbs pitch 
of the roof endangers tna that I haw planted u well as plants. If almost 70 pa mat of 
the property aloog tbe fella, is co'Vlnd, there is no place fbr the water to go but inlu my 
yard. 

The builders, Ml1ilew ts. and ultimately, the Beylickjiam. chose to pursue a biah risk 
strategy by not taking basic, fbndamemal pnautiom to establish the accurate piopeat; 
lines before they begaD building. In pursuidg this stntegy, they not only put their awn 
plans in jeopardy, they c:osun,d that I would not haw; any input into the process until the 
project was well ak>Dg die way. This bearing should have taken place before the 
c:oostruction staned. 

I notified the appropriate officials in a timely manner 10 that there was the poasll>ility of 
cbangiog course. Again, a decision was made to pursue a high risl sba:teg). I know 
many neighbors and &ieDds who have bad to make •rneockn"'lllS to their plans once tbe 
wall check occurs. The Beylickjians chose not to take this prudent step. My point is that 
there were many opportunities along the way: existing stru<tLIRS that clearly pointed to 
accurate property lines, a sw:vey, staking the properties, a wall check etc. to avoid 1heir 
present circumstances. Nooe of the opp('"11u•rities was taken. I regret that tbe owners of 
3415 McKinley Street find themselves in a difficult situation, but they needed to seek a 
variance as a first step. net a last resort. My property should not be permanently 
degraded because of their high risk plans. 

Enclosures: 2 
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List of Wttnesses 

I am phmning one pom"ble witness but this is not confirmed at this time. 
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