
Points and Authorities:"' 

Before The Board of Zoning Adjustment 
()f The District of Columbia 

\ilOTION 

V. Jerome \Valk.er vs V. Jerome Walkl'r 

Case No. 17134 

(state thv each and ever) t\.·ason \Vhy the Board should grant your motion, including 
rclc\.an( rc kTcnc-.·s to the Zoni ng Regulations ur Map) 

On \larcli '.::004. the BZA Board granted Special Exception to build a mo-stor) enclosed 
sunrnom (rear of property). Construction of the site commenced months therealter. 

During various aspects of the construction phase l \Vas a\vny from the site. ho\vcvcr. upon 
l\?turn and during a visit it \Vas recognized the construction exceeded the approved 
pl,ms b_1, a pro}.:ction nf 3ff": upon recognizing this error I immediately n.:poricd same tci 
DCR:\. Bl.A. OP. and /\NC 

Upon reporting construction i.:'rrnr to D( 'Ri\. ,1 l)CRA official advised me that the J(J'' 
\\c\S, er) minimum and granted permission tu continue the construction. and construction 
\\as con tim11.:d based upon p1:rn1iss ion granted. 

l lo,vcvcr. a subsequent meeting was held at Mc royc Bello·s office regarding the <1hovc 
Although !Vlr, Bcl!o raised no objection to the 30"" project. he advised me that his 

staff pe rsonnel had given me tlw incorrect infrlrmation and did not have th,: granting 
authorit) to continue the construction. Ivlr. Bello further advis,:d that the granting 
authority is with BZ/\ and not DCRA I then referred hack tn BZA and spoke with \ Ir. 
Nero. and Mr. Nero intcrpn.:talion was that 'vlr. Bello·s oft1e(· did have limited pm\er tu 
gr,ml no more than I (Y!o in excess of the approved rear yard occup,mey plans. Again, i\fr. 
Hello did 1101 agr-.'C \\ith the procedure issues. and subsequent ly IVlr. Nern asked that l 
submit a \lotion lo \lndi!) Plan to include the minimum excess caused by the bui lders 
and authurizatiun gnmt..:d initially by DCRA. 

ny the time \fr. Toye Belle's office had communicated with rnc and requested that 1 halt 
construction because hi s staff member had granted me permissit)l1 in error. 90% of thi.:· 
conslrnction was completed except frlr the roof shingles and hardi-plank siding. 
Thousands of dollars han' already been invested and t!w exterior oftlK' project has been 
hatted for sevcrnl months. 

lli-.· '11 its .hmwff) 2005 . n11..·cting ~:enc support to \ilodify the Original BL\ ·s 
Plan to allO\v the construction anJ DCRA error. /Vlorcovcr. a petition was circulated 
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apprised surrnunding 111.' ighbors of the circumstances and they too have given support tn 
complete the p1\1_jcct and to allmv the minimum or uvernge of rear :'ard occupancy . ll is 
est imated that thl' minimum rear yard occupancy increased by l(:,;, _ 

l rcspl·c1Jul!y request that the Bl/\ Board approve this modi t\ plan and a Ihm nw to 
complete the two-story rear enclosed sunroom as it has been built ,vithuut run her delays. 

There are no property line encroachments nor breach and/or compromise of any public 
utilities thereof 

As of this filing, it is my understanding that no objection has been filed opposing this 
request. 

I prayerfully await your, hopefully, approval of this action. 

ly sub1~te~, j 
>"---l---i--{lJ1~lf t-f /JAJ 

V er me Walker 
3 4 arder St NW 
Washington, DC 200 l 0 
202 528 6072 
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