
BZA APPEAL OF PATRICK CAROME 

ATTACHMENT TO FORM 125 

Introduction 
~'~.··~~:;~ 

1. Patrick J. Carome ("Appellant") is appealing from an administrative decision of thtf:~; 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Building and Land Regulation ~:, .~ 
Administration ("DCRA-BLRA"), to issue a building permit (the "Unlawful Building,. 
Permit") that purported to authorize and facilitate ongoing illegal construction on res1Aent~giP 
property located at 4825 Dexter Terrace, N.W. (the "subject property"). The Unlawfil? 3~ 
Building Permit purported to authorize CONSTANDINA and FRANK ECONOMIDltS (tii~ 
"Owners") to construct a so-called "retaining wall" around their rear yard. Under the 
supposed authority of this permit, the Owners have recently been constructing a massive, 
hideous and totally unconventional building that violates numerous applicable zoning 
regulations, including the regulations specified for the Wesley Height~. Overlay District 
("WHOD"), and that constitutes an imminent threat to public health, safety and welfare. 

2. All construction activity at the subject property has been ordered stopped, pending 
administrative investigation and abatement of violations, pursuant to a Stop Work Order that 
the DCRA-BLRA issued on November 2, 2004. Appellant is hopeful that the ongoing 
investigation and abatement being conducted will result in orders from the DCRA-BLRA 
revoking the Unlawful Building Permit and ordering the Owners to dismantle the so-called 
"retaining wall" and properly remediate and restore their property. Nevertheless, as a 
protective measure, Appellant is filing this Appeal now out of an abundance of caution to 
ensure preservantion of all of his procedural and substantive rights. 

3. The unlawful building or structure that is being erected pursuant to th~ Unlawful Building 
Permit is not a "retaining wall." Rather, it is a bizarre, 30-foot tall, 200-foot long, and 
approximately 75 feet-deep, irregularly shaped, multi-walled superstructure that, if 
completed, would occupy many thousands of cubic-feet of space that previously was open 
air-space above the slope of a natural ravine. The four exterior walls that constitute most of 
the perimeter of this massive building or structure, which collectively measure nearly 400 
linear feet, are less than one foot from the rear and side property line~: of the subject property. 

4. This building or structure is now causing, and unless removed and remediated will continue 
to cause, severe and irreparable environmental and other damage to the surrounding 
neighborhood. These harms are especially grave because the subject property directly abuts 
-and the building or structure under construction already towers over -Wesley Heights Park, 
one of the jewels of the Rock Creek Park system that is owned and controlled by the United 
States Park Service (hereinafter "Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park"). The building or 
structure is already causing, and if it is not immediately removed and remediated will 
continue to cause, irreparable damage to the Park, the surrounding neighborhood, and the 
larger community. 
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5. A':-. seen from certain areas within We..,ley Heights/Rock Creek Park. and as can now be ~ecn 
from the surrounding public streets and from Appellant's home since the dense foliage ha.., 
fallen from the tree., tn the thickly wooded Park. this building or structure ha.., the outward 
appearance of a v.arehou<~e. pri..,on, or big-box store. hs apparent purpose ts to serve a ... an 
elevated platform for the support of per..,ons engaged in private recreation or leisure acu-..ities 
hehtnd the huge, four-stof) house that the Owners arc now also in the process of con ... tructing 
on the same property. Thi., building or structure shall hereinafter be referred to a ... the 
"Illegal Warehouse-Platform Building:· 

6. The HlegaJ Warehou..,e-Platform Building violates numerous applicable 1oning regulation.,, 
a-. set forth in greater detail belov.. 

7. A photograph of the Illegal Warehousc-Platfom1 Building. recently taken from grade level 
within Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park, i~ shown in Illustration No. I below. 

8. Thi., appeal is timely '\>,ithin the meaning of I I DCMR * 31 12.2. 

Illustration No I. 
(Norrhwest Comer of Exterior of 1/lep,al Warehouse-Platform Building, I 1128/2004) 
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Parties 

9. Appellant Patrick J. Carome has lived in the District of Columbia for twenty years. He 
resides, along with his wife and children, at 4747 Fulton Street, N.W. (Square 1408, Lot 26). 

10. Owners CONSTANDINA and FRANK ECONOMIDES have previously resided at the 
subject property, but appear to have resided elsewhere for at least two years, during which 
time the subject property has been vacant except for erratic, off-and-on construction activity. 
Appellant has recently come to understand that FRANK ECONOMIDES is a real estate 
developer and land speculator who has sought to develop other properties in the District of 
Columbia and who has engaged in unlawful construction activity on multiple properties in 
the District of Columbia. Appellant also has recently come to understand that FRANK 
ECONOMIDES has repeatedly been cited and fined for violations of law in connection with 
his real estate development activities within the District of Columbia. 

11. The DCRA-BLRA is the agency of the District of Columbia charged with ensuring that 
building and construction activity in the District of Columbia conformE. with applicable codes 
and regulations, including applicable zoning regulations and the WHOD rules. DAVID 
CLARK is the Director of DCRA and therefore the ultimate authority over and within the 
DCRA-BLRA. The DCRA-BLRA issued the Unlawful Building Permit, and Mr. CLARK's 
name appears on the permit as the official responsible for its issuance. Up until the time of 
the November 2, 2004, Stop Work Order, Mr. CLARK and the DCRA-BLRA had grossly 
failed to properly perform their duties, and to protect the public from harmful development, 
in connection with the Owners' illegal construction activities on the subject property. 

The Subject Property 

12. The subject property, Lot 806 of Square 1381, is zoned R-1-A and lies entirely within the 
Wesley Heights Overlay District ("WHOD"). 11 DCMR § 1541.2(b) (all of Square is 1381 
included in WHOD). 

13. The WHOD was "established to preserve and enhance the low density character of Wesley 
Heights by regulating construction and alteration of residential and other buildings in the 
area." 11 DCMR § 1541.1. Its express purposes include to "[p ]reserve in general the current 
density of the neighborhood" and to "preserve existing trees, access to light and air, in the 
harmonious design and attractive appearance of the neighborhood." ll DCMR § 1541.3. 

14. Because the subject property is zoned as R-1-A, and because it is within and subject to the 
Wesley Heights Overlay District (as is Appellant's property), see 11 DCRA 1541.2(a), it is 
among the most strictly controlled classes of property within the entire District of Columbia. 

15. The subject property is an irregularly shaped quadrangle that, according to District of 
Columbia Real Property Tax Department records, is 25,811 square-feet is size. See 
www.taxpayerservicecenter.com. Documents that the Owners have submitted to the DCRA­
BLRA assert, apparently falsely, that the subject property is 26,811, or 1000 square-feet 
larger than stated in the District's official tax records. 
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16. The subject property lies on the upper portion of a ravine that contains, at the bottom, a 
stream that flows from east to west through Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park. The front of 
the subject property, which fronts onto Dexter Terrace, N.W., is at the top of the ravine. The 
subject property slopes steeply downward from front to the back at approximately a 45-
degree angle. The back of the subject property borders Wesley Heights-Rock Creek Park 
and its grade is much lower than the front. Up until approximately one week ago, Appellant 
did not know the location of the property line dividing Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park 
from the subject property. 

17. Until December of2002, a reasonably-sized, half-century-old single-fanily dwelling was the 
only significant building on the subject property. The Owners entirely razed that building in 
December 2002. The Owners had no permit to do that razing. Sometime in 2003, the 
Owners subsequently commenced construction of an entirely new single-family dwelling 
(not yet completed) that now stands more than four-stories above grade (measured from the 
rear of the building). When the Owners commenced that project, they did not have any 
permit to build a new house. 

18. On November 2, 2004, Inspector Juan Scott, along with other DCRA Irspectors, visited the 
subject property and posted a Stop Work Order at the site. This Stop \Vork Order, which 
remains in effect as of the date of this Appeal, mandates that all construction activity at the 
subject property, including ongoing construction of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building 
and ongoing construction inside and outside the partially built, entirely aew single-family 
dwelling, be stopped. The DCRA has informed concerned neighbors, the Advisory 
Neighborhood Commission, and other District authorities that the Stop Work Order will 
remain in effect "until all violations are abated." (Since November 2, 2004, Appellant and 
other concerned neighbors have repeatedly witnessed the agents or contractors of the Owners 
illegally working at the site despite the Stop Work Order and have repo1ted this illegal 
activity to both the Metropolitan Police Department, the DCRA, and other authorities.) 

19. On November 8, 2004, the DCRA-BLRA issued an official Order to Correct to 
CONSTANDINA ECONOMIDES, informing her that the Stop Work Order was issued for 
working beyond the scope of the permits obtained and progressing with the construction of 
the building without the necessary inspections for each stage of the work as required by the 
D.C. code and regulations. This order instructed CONSTANDINA ECONOMIDES to 
submit plans and a D.C. Surveyor's Plat for the full scope of the construction project ongoing 
at the subject property, including the ongoing construction of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform 
Building. This order also informed Contandina Economides that the Stop Work Order will 
remain in place until all permits are obtained and the necessary inspection needs are met to 
the point that matches the stage of completion of the building. 
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The Administrative Decision at Issue 

20. Appellant appeals from the issuance on (or after) April23, 2004, by DAVID CLARK, 
Director of the DCRA, of Building Permit Number B460927, purportedly authorizing 
Owners to "construct new retaining wall around rear yard as per plans [ --] entirely on 
owner's land." 

Manner In Which Appellant Is Aggrieved 

21. Appellant is aggrieved by the DCRA-BLRA's issuance of the Unlawful Building Permit, and 
the Owners' ensuing activities to construct the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building, in 
numerous respects, including but not limited to the following: 

21.1. Appellant co-owns and lives, along with his family, in a single-family dwelling, 
located at 4747 Fulton Street, N.W. The only property that lies between these two 
properties is unoccupied publicly owned land, namely (a) the portlon of Fulton Street on 
which Appellant's property fronts and (b) the portion of Wesley Heights/Rock Creek 
Park that lies to the north of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building. During the last 
several weeks, since the heavy foliage in the thickly-wooded Wesley Heights/Rock 
Creek Park fell from the trees, it has become possible to see portions of the 200-foot 
wide by 30-foot high northern wall of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building from 
Appellant's home. Indeed, as of today (December 13, 2004), the dominant feature of the 
view from all of the windows in the front of Appellant's home is the lllegal Warehouse­
Platform Building and, behind it, the four-story mansion that Appellant's are also 
attempting to construct on the same lot. (See lllustration No.2 on next page.) The 
quality and appearance of this view at this time have been greatly diminished as a result 
of these massive, towering buildings. 

21.2. Appellant has in the past been a frequent recreational user of the trail that 
meanders along the creek that runs through the middle of Wesley Heights-Rock Creek 
Park, and Appellant very much wants to make such use of the Park in the future. 
(Appellant stopped engaging in such use after the Owners illegally felled numerous old­
growth trees into the Park in 2002 because going into the Park now only reminds him of 
that episode of flagrant and illegal environmental damage.) The construction and 
presence of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building has caused, is causing, and (absent 
immediate its removal and proper remediation) will continue to cause numerous forms 
of environmental and aesthetic damage to Wesley Heights-Rock Creek Park. It towers 
over the Park and has an appearance entirely out of keeping with che surrounding 
parkland. It blocks light and air from reaching the Park. It is oozing mud and silt out of 
the countless cracks in its walls and onto the public parkland and into the stream, which 
is part of the watershed for the nearby Potomac River. (The owners have actually 
installed on the public parkland a substandard and largely ineffectual "silt fence" that is 
supposed to prevent this damage but does not.) In sum, it is totally changing the 
character of the Park and surrounding neighborhood, in complete derogation of the 
objectives of the Wesley Heights Overlay District. 
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1/uslralion No. 2 (View of Illegal Construction Site from Appellant·.~ home, Dec. 2004) 

21.3. The Owners have falsely denominated, and the DCRA-BLRA hru; erroneously 
classified, the bizarre structure purportedly authorized by the Warehouse Permit as a 
"retaining wall." ln fact. this huge multi-sided, 30-foot tall, 200-foot long bu ilding is 
something different entirely. In recent weeks, it has emerged, literally replacing thin air, 
to become one of the ugliest, most grotesque, most disruptive, and potentially most 
dangerou~ structures found on any residential property within the Wesley Heights 
Overlay Di.,trict. It is now an enormous building that has at least four concrete-colored 
mesa-block exterior walls. These exterior walls extend for nearly 400 feet around 
approximately two-thirds of the entire perimeter of the subject property. This building i.., 
being erected over and above a large ;;egment of the slope of a ravine. (The huge house 
tbat the Owners me constructing is at the top of this ravine; the lower portion of the 
ravine is the public parkland and bank of the s tream.) As an integral part of its structure, 
it has been filled with various forms of landfill and refuse material of uncertain origin 
which the Owners cau ed to be trucked onto the subject property from one or more 
remote and undisclosed locations. It apparently contains, in addition to many tons of 
landfill material, many layers of impervious plastic material. It is difficult to imagine 
any building that could be more contrary to the nature and appearance of Wesley 
Heights, and it is inconceivable that the DCRA-BLRA purported to authorize and allow 
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construction of such an unsightly and unconventional building on a property that is 
protected as part of the Wesley Heights Overlay District and adjacent to national 
parkland. See 11 DCMR § 1541.2(a). 

21.4. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is a public nuisance that is impairing 
Appellant's enjoyment of his own home and neighborhood. 

21.5. Appellant believes that, absent its removal and proper remediation, the value of 
the residential property that he co-owns will be substantially and negatively affected by 
the presence, construction, location, size, and nature of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform 
Building. 

Appellant's Exceptions and Objections to the Administrative Decision 

22. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building that Mr. CLARK and the DCRA-BLRA have 
purportedly authorized violates applicable zoning regulations in numerous respects, including 
but not limited to the following: 

22.1. Because its 200-foot-long, 30-feet-high north-facing exteriJr wall is less than one-
foot from (and very possibly encroaching over) the rear property line of the subject 
property, the lllegal Warehouse Platform Building is a structure for which no rear yard 
has been provided, much less a rear yard having the twenty-five-foot minimum depth 
required in zone district R-1-A, in violation of 11 DCMR § 404.1. 

22.2. Because at least two of its other exterior walls (namely, its 150-foot west-facing 
exterior wall and its 50-foot east-facing exterior wall) are less than one-foot from the 
side property lines of the subject property, the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is a 
structure for which no side yards have been provided, much less 'ide yards having the 
eight-feet minimum width required in zone district R -1-A, in violation of 11 DCMR § 
405.9. 

22.3. The introduction and placement of many layers of fill material and other foreign 
synthetic materials within the interior of the four exterior walls of the lllegal Warehouse­
Platform Building independently violates 11 DCMR § 2503.1. Specifically, those layers 
of foreign materials - which cover and rise many feet over and above the pre-existing 
natural ground surface - result in parts of a yard required under the zoning title not being 
"open and unobstructed to the sky from the ground up." ld. 

22.4. The lllegal Warehouse Platform Building is an accessory building (other than an 
accessory private garage, see DCMR § 2500.5) that exceeds fifteen feet (15ft.) in 
height, in violation of 11 DCMR § 2500.4. 

22.5. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building obstructs light and ventilation in 
violation of, inter alia, 11 DCMR § 2500.9, which provides that "[a]n accessory building 
shall not obstruct light and ventilation required by other regulations." Among other 
things, the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building violates the basic tenets of the Wesley 

7 
US !DOCS 4848961 vl 



Heights Overlay District, one of the express core purposes of which is to "[p ]reserve 
existing trees, access to air and light, and the harmonious design and attractive 
appearance of the neighborhood." 11 DCMR § 1541.3(c). 

22.6. Notwithstanding its erroneous characterization in the Owners' permit application 
and in the Unlawful Building Permit, the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building 
inherently is not a "retaining wall" within the meaning of 11 DCMR § 2503.3. Nor is it 
a "fence" within the meaning of 11 DCMR § 2503.3, nor a structure that is four feet or 
less as provided in 11 DCMR § 2503.2, nor stairs as contemplated in 11 DCMR § 
2503.4, nor an antenna that complies with 11 DCMR § 2503.5. Therefore, the lllegal 
Warehouse-Platform Building, which occupies parts of a yard that are "required under 
this title [ 11] ," violates 11 DCMR § 2503.1. 

22.7. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is a "building" and an "accessory 
building" within the meaning of 11 DCMR § 199 .1. The dimensions of this building 
include the previously existing air space that is being filled with tons of foreign fill and 
other synthetic materials which, if the building were completed, would form and support 
a roof-platform (presumably made of sod or some similar material) suitable for 
recreational, athletic and other leisure uses. Taking the area of the lot that is under this 
roof-platform area into account, the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is an 
"accessory building" that occupies more than thirty percent (30%) of the subject 
property's required rear yard, in violation of 11 DCMR § 2500.3. 

22.8. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building (taking into account the area of the lot 
that is under its roof-platform), together with the single-family dwelling to which it is an 
accessory building, violates the maximum lot occupancy limit applicable in the Wesley 
Heights Overlay District, as specified in 11 DCMR § 1543.2. Under that provision, "no 
structure, including accessory buildings, shall occupy an area in excess of thirty percent 
(30%) of the lot." For the subject property, that means that the total area occupied by the 
single-family dwelling, together with its "accessory buildings," cannot exceed 30% of 
25,811 square feet, which is 77 43 square feet. The total area of the subject property that 
is occupied by the single-family dwelling, the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building, and 
any and all other accessory buildings to the single family dwelling, exceeds 7743 square 
feet and therefore violates 11 DCMR § 1543.2. 

22.9. The gross floor area of the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building (taking into 
account the entire usable area of its roof-platform as constituting its floor), together with 
the gross floor area of the single family dwelling and all other structures on the lot, 
violates the maximum floor area ratio applicable in the Wesley Heights Overlay District, 
as specified in 11 DCMR § 1543.3. Under that provision, "[t]he g:~oss floor area of all 
buildings and structures on the lot shall not exceed the sum of two thousand square feet 
(2,000 ft.) plus forty percent of the area of the lot," subject to certain exceptions that are 
not applicable here. Applying this formula to the subject property, this means that the 
total gross floor area of all buildings and structures may not exceecl12,324 square feet. 
The total gross floor area of the single family dwelling and the lllegal Warehouse­
Platform Building exceeds 12,324 square feet and therefore violates 11 DCMR § 1543.3. 
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22.10. It is now self-evident that, for reasons of public safety and various applicable 
regulations and codes, that some form of fence will need to be erected atop the exterior 
walls of the lllegal Ware house-Platform building, if for no other reason than to prevent 
people and animals from accidentally falling off the side of the bcilding and plunging to 
their deaths 30-feet below in Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park. Because any such fence 
would necessarily occupy required rear and side yards, it could be erected if, and only if, 
it were "constructed in accordance with the D.C. Building Code." 11 DCMR § 2503.3. 
The D.C. Building Code in turn requires, among other things, that any fence located 
within ten feet of a party line, as this fence necessarily would be, not exceed 7 feet in 
height, 12 DCMR § 3110.3.3, as measured from grade, 12 DCMR § 3110.1.3. In this 
instance, the "grade" (on either side of the fence) is the natural grade before the lllegal 
Warehouse Platform Building was erected, and therefore the required fence necessarily 
would greatly exceed the minimum seven feet (7ft.). 

22.11. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is an unconventional building or 
structure of a type, size, mass, and appearance that are not permitted in any area that is 
zoned for R-1-A residential use. 

22.12. The lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building is an unconventional building or 
structure of a type, size, mass, and appearance that are not permitted under the Wesley 
Heights Overlay. 

22.13. If the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building really were a "retaining wall" within 
the meaning of the code (which for many reasons it is not), it nevertheless would violate 
the zoning regulations because it occupies a required rear yard (see 11 DMCR § 404.1) 
and two required side yards (see 11 DCMR § 405.9) but has not been "constructed in 
accordance with the D.C. Building Code." 11 DCMR § 2500.3. There are a number of 
respects in which this so-called "retaining wall" was not so constncted, thus rendering it 
a zoning violation. These include the following: 

• Because the exterior walls of the so-called "retaining wall" are directly on 
the perimeter of the subject property, and because they are parallel to and 
located within inches of (if not directly on or over) the party property lines 
of Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park, they also must be considered to be 
"fence walls" within the meaning of 12 DCMR § 3110.1.1, and therefore 
they must "conform to the requirements of fences." When located within 
a strip of land ten feet wide and parallel to a party line, a "fence wall" may 
not exceed 7 feet in height in any Residential District. !d. 3110.3.3. 
Because the "fence walls" at issue here all exceed 7 feet in height (as 
measured from grade on either side of the structure prior to its erection), 
they have not been constructed "in accordance with the D.C. Building 
Code," id., and therefore are a zoning violation. 

• On information and belief, the so-called "retaining wall" is an unsafe 
building or structure that constitutes a danger to life and the public welfare 
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within the meaning of 12 DCMR § 115.1. Its unsafe and dangerous nature 
is evident because its exterior wall~ are visibly bulging and warping in a 
number of locations, vertical cracks have formed in many of the large 
bricks (likely indicating a faulty or improper foundation), and mud and 
~lime arc leaking through many of the unfilled horizontal '>pace' between 
the ro~ s of bricks. (See lllu'>tration No. 3 below.) 

• Appellant is aware of no evidence that a \tructural engineer wa~ on site to 
supervise the construction of the the Illegal Warehou-.,e-Piatform Building 
from the time that its foundation (if an}) wa.., created through the time that 
the Stop Work Order ~a" entered on O\emher 2, 2()().+. 

Illustration No.3 (example of bulge.\, warps, and defects in exterior wall, Dec. 2004) 

• Appellant is aware of no evidence that the IllegaJ Warehou\e-Piatform 
Building was ever inspected by a DCRA structural engineer at any time 
before the Stop WorJ.. Order was entered on November 2. 200-+. 

• Work on the so-called .. retaining wall" has not been performed in 
accordance with the requirements and safeguards specified by the 
Department of Health Environmental Health Administration Watershed 
Protection Division, in violation of 12 DCMR § 3303.4.3. 
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• There is no evidence that the Owners or their agents obtained a "public 
space permit" to install silt protection fences and other structures on public 
space, as is now evident has occurred (and, by the Owners unlawful and 
intentional design, could only occur) on the public space o: 0 Wesley 
Heights/Rock Creek Park. See 12 DCMR § 105.1.10. 

• There is no evidence that the Owners or their agents obtained an 
"excavation permit" covering this work, even though one was required 
because the work involved "excavat[ing] and other earth disturbing 
actions affecting an area larger than 50 square feet. See id. 105 .1.11.2. 

• There is no evidence that the Owners or their agents obtained a "sheeting 
and shoring permit," even though one was required because the work 
appears to have involved "install[ation] [of] excavation and slope 
stabilization systems." See id. 105.1.11.3. 

23. In addition to all of the foregoing, there are were a number of other deficiencies, 
irregularities and violations relating to the decision to issue the Unlawful Building Permit 
which made that decision unlawful and erroneous. These include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

23.1. On information and belief, wall checks and other tests and inspections were not 
performed to ensure that the walls of the lllegal Ware house-Platform Building are not 
partly or entirely encroaching onto neighboring property and to ensure that the 
unconventional building or structure was properly and safely built. 

23.2. There is no indication on the permit application, or on the Unlawful Building 
Permit itself, that the DCRA-BLRA considered or applied the special restrictions of the 
Wesley Heights Overlay District before issuing the permit. 

23.3. Owners failed to use the current DCRA-BLRA application for a "retaining wall" 
permit, which would have required them to disclose facts that would have made the 
violations associated with the lllegal Warehouse-Platform Building even more apparent. 

23.4. On information and belief, some of the materials that the 0 wners are using to 
build the interior of the lllegal Ware house-Platform Structure is contaminated with 
refuse or other foreign substances and has not been tested for environmental and human 
safety. 

23.5. The DCRA-BLRA issued the Unlawful Building Permit without adequately 
assessing (and without other agencies of the District government adequately assessing) 
the extensive environmental damage that would occur during and after construction of 
the outbuilding structure. 
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23.6. The application for the permit failed to disclose and describe all of the other 
ongoing construction activity on the same property. 

23.7. The application's characterization of the proposed work as being to "construct a 
new retaining wall" was false, because what the Owners in fact intended was the 
erection of a massive, multi-walled building filled with various foreign and synthetic 
materials intended to be an elevated platform for supporting persons engaged in 
recreational, athletic or leisure activities. 

23.8. Even though the proposed project involved the erection of an entirely new and 
unconventional building, and merely "a new retaining wall," the DCRA-BLRA issued 
the permit without requiring the Owners to complete the portion of the permit 
application for the construction of "a new building." 

23.9. On information and belief, the DCRA-BLRA erroneously failed to require the 
submission of an Environmental Impact Screening Form before iE suing the permit, even 
though one plainly was required by applicable laws. 

23.10. The Supplemental Environmental Questionnaire that the Owners' agent submitted 
in support of the application for the Warehouse Permit falsely stated that the proposed 
project would not "involve construction that will disturb the sediment in rivers, streams 
or wetlands." 

23.11. Even though it has recently become evident that there will have to be some sort of 
fence on top of the huge warehouse structure in order to protect against people falling off 
the side and plunging to their death in federally owned public parkland below, neither 
the Owners' application for the permit, nor the Unlawful Building Permit itself, stated or 
required that the proposed work would necessarily include the erection of a fence. Nor 
is there any indication that DCRA-BLRA considered or analyzed whether the addition of 
hundreds of feet of fencing to the lllegal Ware house-Platform Building would comply 
with all applicable zoning requirements (which it obviously would not). 

23.12. Even though the Owners' permit application states that the proposed work will 
involve "disturbing" an area of earth that is more than 50 sq. feet, it failed to provide any 
answer whatsoever to questions concerning "soil erosion control methods," "area of 
offsite drainage," "No. of Footings or Columns," and "Size of Footings of Columns," -­
questions that explicitly must be answered when such disturbance of earth is anticipated. 
DCRA-BLRA's issuance of this permit without requiring truthful answers to these 
questions was yet another serious error. This error was highly material because truthful 
answers to these questions would have demonstrated that the proposed work would 
create an illegal building or structure and would cause an environmental disaster. 
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Relief Requested 

24. Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Zoning Adjustment enter relief in 
accordance with 11 DCMR 3100.4 and other applicable law, including the following: 

24.1. Reversing the DCRA-BLRA's decision to grant the Unla\Vful Building Permit; 

24.2. Vacating the Unlawful Building Permit; 

24.3. Ordering the Owners to immediately remove, at their expense, the entire Illegal 
Warehouse-Platform Building (including its "filled" interior portion) without causing 
any further environmental damage to Wesley Heights/Rock Creek Park or other 
surrounding properties or the Potomac River watershed; 

24.4. Ordering the Owners to immediately remediate, at their expense, the subject 
property so that it is returned to its previous natural condition; 

24.5. Ordering the Owners not to continue any further construction activity on the 
subject property or elsewhere in the District of Columbia, not to occupy the subject 
property, and not to sell or transfer the subject property (except to raise funds to be 
escrowed for the purpose of complying with the Board of Zoning Adjustment's Orders 
in this case) until all zoning violations on the subject property are abated; and 

24.6. Such further relief as is just and proper. 

USlDOCS 484896lvl 

Patrick J. Carom 
(D.C. Bar No. 5676) 
4747 Fulton St eet, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
(202) 663-6610 (office) 
(202) 663-6363 (fax) 
patrick.carome@ wilmerhale .com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Patrick J. Carome, hereby certify that I have this 13th day of December, 2004, served a 
copy of the foregoing Appeal Form 125 and attachment thereto upon the persons and entity listed 
below, by causing it to be sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

USIDOCS 484896lvl 

DAVID CLARK 
Director 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
District of Columbia Government 
941 North Capitol Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 

CONSTANDINA ECONOMIDES 
4825 Dexter Terrace, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

FRANK ECONOMIDES 
4825 Dexter Terrace, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

FRANK ECONOMIDES 
c/o The DC Boathouse Restaurant 
5441 MacArthur Blvd. 
Washington, D.C. 20016 

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 3-D 
P.O. Box 40846 Palisades Station 
Washington, DC 20016 

14 



*::*::*: GOVEMIIENT OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

.SI.RA-33 
(Rev. 10191) 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS ,.....--:: a~ 
BUILDING AND LAND REGULATION ADMINISTRAnON; PERMIT PROCESSING DIVISION (727·7050) . -L " 

APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMITS ON PRIVATE PROI,ERTY r J · 
(PRINT IN INK OR TYPE; DO NOT WRITE IN SHADED AREAS OR ON PAGE 4) 

ERASING, CROSSING OUT, WHITING OUT, OR OTHERWISE ALTERING ANY ENTEIIIED INFORMATION WILL YOlO THIS APPLICATION 

D New Building 
D Addition 
D Alteration and Repair 
D Raze Building 

12. Description of Proposed Work: 

~etaining Wall 
D Fence 
0 Shed 
D Awning 

( on)f 1"-V'- f ~~~c~-~:__..!./.~e:...::/l~a_,_~ _, ?'f....£,-...;.U/_a ...... l/ 
c 

/':~ )14~5 

PERMiT SERVICE 
7711 Garrison Road #200 
landover MD 20784 

Tom Hromada 

D Garage 
0 Sign 

D Other (Specify) ------------

15. Ex. Ne>. of 
Dwelling Units: 

~Pm~~~~~~rup~~----------tTI~~~~--11l~~'~~-l 1 17. Prop. No. of 18. Prop. 1-.lo. of 

19. Starting Date 
of Work: 

20. Completion Date 
of Work: 

23. Is the area rbed 
earth more than 50 sq. ft.? 

~es, answer q. 24·25 
0 No, SKIP q. 24·25 

24. Soil Eros 

Stories of Bldg.: Dwelling Units: 

~-~ 

ALWAYS SIGN THE APPLICATION ON PAGE 3 (SECTION 1). 

Complete Section B if the proposed work is new building, addition or alteration. (Page 2) 
Complete Section C if the proposed work is razing a building. (Page 2) 
Complete Section D if the proposed work is a retaining wall. (Page 2) 
Complete Section E if the proposed work is a fence. (Page 3) 
Complete Section F if the proposed work is a shed/garage. (Page 3) 
Complete Section G if the proposed work is an awning. (Page 3) 
Complete Section H if the proposed work is a sign. (Page 3) 
2.0307 wd-375 



sq. ft. sq. ft. 
48. Number projection: 49. Distance of projection: 

ft. 

(a) New/Add.:$-----­

(b) Alt/Rep.: $ 

60. or Addition: 

70. Building 70A. Building 71. Public Space 72. Disconnect Water 73. Size of Water 
Condemned? Vacant? Vault? and/or Sewer? Connection: 
0 Yes 0 Yes 0 Yes 0 Yes 
0 No 0 No 0 No 0 No in. 

74. 76. Length: 77. 78. Height: 79. Volume: 80. Party Wall? 
0 

ft. ft. 

91. 



Page 3 

(E) FENCE (COMPLETE ITEMS 94 THRU 102) The fence wtll not obstruct any ~cesstble parktng t 
requtred by D.C. Zomng Regulallons , 

94. Material and type: 95. 96. Color: 97. Locaticm: 
0 En·tirely on Owner's Land 

ft. 0 

____ ft above sidewalk 

(b) ft above parking 
(c) ___ f t above grade 

censed Electrician: 132. License No.: 

133. Height relative to 134. Material of Sign: 135. Type c•f Sign: 136. Color: 
(a) tt __ _ 
(b) ft __ _ 

--- ft -----,,.1'" 

ft. 

144. Phone: 

A. OWNER: I hereby certify that I am the owner of the property; that the application and plans are complete and correct to the best of 
my knowledge; and that if a permit (or permits) is issued, the construction will confmm to the D.C. Construction Codes, 
the Zoning Regulations, and other applicable laws and regulations of the District of Colymbia 

Sigt;~ature of Owner:; ________________ Address:; _________________ Date~·------

B. AGENT: 

Signature of 

I hereby certify that I have the authority of the owner to make this application. I declare that the application and plans are 
complete 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. Construction Codes, the Zoning Regulations, and tlther applicable laws and regulations 
of the District of Colu 

RAPID PERi:JiiT SERVICE 
7711 Garrison Road #200 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

A. PERMIT CONTROL 

1. Fine Arts by: ____ _ 

2. Historic by: ____ _ 

3. PADC by: 
4. Cap. Gateway by: __ _ 

5. W.H./ Obs. Precinct by: 

6. Flood Control by: -~~·-
7. WMATA by: Date: ____ _ 

8. Condem. by: -+------Date: ------

9. ALA by: ----7'!:::=-:------ Date: -----
0 10. Rental Date: ------
0 11. Chinatown Distr. by: ___ Date:------
0 
0 

0 
0 

12. Utility Clearance by: ___ Date:------
13. General Liability Ins. Policl' 

Clearance by: ____ _ Date: ------

B. CLEARANCE TO FILE PLANS 

1. Zoning by: ----- Date: ------
2. DPW - Permit and Recorcls Division 

Access to Parking Street 0 Street 0 Alley 

Cleared by: ___ _ Date:------

0 3. DPW- Consumer Engineer 

Cleared by: ___ _ Date:------

0 4. ERA - Erosion Control 

Cleared by: ___ _ Date:------

Restrictions of the Permit: 

ZONING 

C of 0 Number Date _____ _ 

existing use<s> -------:.<::r---w·tT. -7"\)+----T----

BZA 

Page 4 

C. PLANS AND APPLICATION APPROVAL 

0 1. Information Counter 
0 2. Information Center by: 

0 (a) ABC Board by: -------
0 (b) Noise Control by: ______ Date: ------
0 (c) Industrial Safety by: ______ Date:------

0 (d) Vector Control by: Date: ------
0 (e) D.C. Animal by: _______ Date:-~---

/0 (f) Police~e . by: Date: f t 
~ 3. Zoning by: -""'= Date: 9:/-z-2/&UI" 

I • + 
Zoning Update by: Date: ------

0 4. DPW- Permit and Records Division/Deposit # 
Sidewalk Deposit $ Driveway Deposit $ ____ _ 

by: Date:------
0 5. Water/Sewer Design Branch 

Consumer Eng. by:---------Date:------
0 6. Environmental Regulation Administration 

D Environmental Policy Review 

~~~-1-No_._=---4~~~~-­
~oslc;n Control by: --'----"=-J~.-::;;:---
0 Storm Water Mgmt. by: 
Plan No. 

0 7. Mechanical Eng. Review by:------
0 8. Plumbing Eng. Review by: _____ _ 

0 9. Electrical Eng. Review by:------
0 10. Health Plan Review 

Date: 
Date: 
Date: 

Date: 
Date: 
Date: 

.; 

0 (a) Food Plan Review by: · _____ Date: _____ _ 

0 (b) Medical X-ray Plan Rev. 
by:. ____________ Date:------

0 11. D.C. Fire Dept. (Fire Prevention Plan Review Section) 

by: Date:------
0 12. Elevator Plan Rev. Sec. by: Date:------
0 13. Plumbing Insp. Rev. by: _______ Date:------

0 .14. Construction Insp. B nch (Field Chec 

n ~~toric Pres. Div. b :._,__,..._..'+---+---~::~e: 
~~: ;;ructural Eng. by: Date: 
0 17. Permit and Certific 

By: ______________ Date:------

0 New bldg. 

0 P.O.D. 

0 File in 

DPW- PUBLIC SPACE 

Street Name:---------------­

Street Width:---------------­

Road Width: 
Sidewalk Width: ______________ _ 

Parking: ----------------­

Restrictions: ----------------



DEPARTMENT OF .. CONSUMER & REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
Building and Land Regulation Administration 

941 North Capitol Street NE, Suite 2000 
Washington DC 20002 

ENVIRONMENTAL INTAKE FORM 
Project Name: 

/I.e} L/~n ce 
Project Address: Lot: ?CJ6 Square: /.13/ 

if'" CPVt~, ;k j 'to?7 1-e xf l'r fi,,,~e~i .A/W 
Filed Job Application # (if applicable): Project Descriptioh 

~. (1; VI ;7' ~~!/ 
Owner: ra4/<_ t Pi"~" f5;anfhr7;hs Date: ~~ ~ ?Jtt Y , 

Authorized agent: -----------------.;R~"'~A'""P"""iD~P_E...,f"_·:~....;./....;.11-::::1 . ...;3;..;;E::=-R~V':'l~C""E.._ ________ _ 
7711 Garrison Road #200 

Address and Phone# of authorized agent: ______ .....;L::;;a:.:.n:..::d:.::;o...,ve;:.;r.-:H-<ii'::!ls"t. '-':~;-:!liD~-~2:-"0..,7""8"".4,__ __ , ______ _ 
301-731-4767 
Tern Hromada 

Scope of the Project Yes fila- Instructions 
1. Is this a residential project within the _r/ If yes, skip to signature line. 
R-1 through R-5-A zoning districts? 
2. is this project a single-family residence If yes, skip to signature line. 
that is not in conjunction with the building 
of two or more units? 
3. Is this project an accessory structure If yes, skip to signature line. 
such as a garage, patio, swimming pool 
or fence? 
4. is the project solely an interior 
renovation with no change In the use or If yes, skip to signature line. 
capacity of the structure being 
renovated? 
5. Is the project located in an 
Economic Development Zone, as defined If yes, skip .to signature line. 
in DC Code 5-1401 ~~(DC Law 7-
177)? 
6. Is the project located within the 
Central Employment Area as defined In If yes, skip to signature line. 
DC Zoning_ Re.g_ulations? (Title 11 DCMR) 
7. Does the project involve only the If yes, skip to signature line. 
operation, repair, maintenance, or minor 
alteration of public structures, facilities, 
mechanical equipment, or topographical 
features and involve negligible or no 
expansion of use beyond that previously 
existing? 
B. Has an Environmental Impact If yes, submit documentation to EIS Goordinator, DCRA. 
Statement (EIS) been prepared pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (NEPA), or a determination 
made that no EIS is needed, or has the 
functional equivalent of an EIS been 
prepared? 
9. Does the owner of this site own If yes, submit a site plan to EIS Coordinator, DCRA 
adjacent or abutting property? If no plan exists, submit written explar~ation to EIS Coordinator, 

DCRA 
10. Does the owner of this site plan to If yes, submit a site plan to EIS Coordt'nator, DCRA 
acquire property that is adjacent to or If no plan exists, submit written explanation to EIS Coordinator, 
abutting this site within the next three DCRA 
years? 
11. Is additional activity that requires a If yes, submit a site plan to EIS Coordinator, DCRA. 
per.mit planned by the applicant for this If no plan exists, submit written explar:ation to EIS Coordinator, 
site or any site within the same square DCRA 
during the next three years? 

·over-



Scope of the ProJect Yes No Instructions 
12. Is an exemption claimed from the If yes, describe on an attachment and submit to EJS Coordinator, 
requirement to·submlt an Environmental 
Impact Screening Form pursuant to Title 

DCRA. 

20, Sec. 7202 that is not ·eferred to in 
this form? If yes, describe the exemption 
and cite the relevant section of the 
regulations on an attachment. 
13. Does the total cost of the If yes, and no exemption claimed, Environmental Impact Screening 
project exceed $1.42 miUion, including Form (EISF) required. 
site preparation and construction? 
14. Is the cost of this project $1.42 
million or less? If yes, please answer all If yes, complete A through G. 
of the following ouestion~.: 

A. Does the project sitE! contain any 
species of plant or animal that is If yes, EISF required. 
identified as threatened or 
endangered? 
B. Are any streams, lakes, ponds, 
springs or wetlands within 100 feet of If yes, EISF required. 
the project site? 
C. Will the project result in an emission 
of odorous or other air pollutants from If yes, EISF required. 
any source, including VOCs? 
D. Will this action involve the use, 
production or disposal of hazardous 
substances as defined in 20 DCMR If yes, EISF required. 
7299? 
E. Will construction be on land where 
the depth to the water table is less than If yes, EISF required. 
3 feet? 
F. Will blasting occur c.s part of the If yes, EISF required. 
project? 
G. Will the project gen•~rate medical, If yes, EISF required. 
infectious, radioactive or hazardous 
waste? 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Environmental Impact Screening Form required: Yes N~ ./Referred to EIS. Coordinator __ _ 

DCHA Reviewer ~/) Date ? /7'1- !fttf'cJl( 
If yes, submit to EIS Coordinator 

Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
Building and Land Regulation Administration Comments _______ , ______________________________________________________ __ 

NOTE: APPROVAL OJ= A BUILDING PERMIT IS NOT SYNONYMOUS WITH APPROVAL OF AN ACTION OR ENTIRE 
PROJECT UNDER THE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1989. IF THE APPLICANT BUILDS ON THE SAME, 
ADJACENT OR ABUniNG PROPERTY OR EXPANDS UPON THE WORK DESCRIBED IN THE INSTANT APPLICATION 
OR PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WITHIN THREE YEARS, AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SCREENING FORM MAY BE 
REQUIRED FOR THE ENTIRE PROJECT, INCLUDING THE PORTION ~NCOMPASSED BY THIS APPLICATION AND 
PERMIT APPROVAL. FURTHER, IF THE ACTION IS IN VIOLATION OF ANY FEDERAL OR DISTRICT LAWS 
PERTAINING TO THE l£NVIRONMENT, AN EJSF CAN BE REQUIRED. 

TO REPORT WASTE, FRAUD, OR ABUSE BY ANY DC GOVERNMENT OFFICE OR OFFICIAL, 
GALL THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ON 1 ~ 800· 521·1639 

10/01 
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MESA 
TYPICAL WALL SECTION 

CAPSTONE 
4•H X 1a•w X 12•D ---~ 

(0.5 SQ. FT.) 

WALL BA TIER FROM 
VER11CAL 

/ 
L- INFlLL SOIL 

-:?:.280 
INALL SOIL COMPAClED TO 95X 
OF A STANDARD PROCTOR 
MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY 

lc DRAINAGE AGGREGA 1E 
ANGULAR GRA'JEL .5' TO 1.5• 

-i.ESS THAN 10X FINES (157 OR 
EQUIVALENT) COMPAClED TO 95X Of A 
STANDARD PROCTOR MAXIMUM DRY 
DENSITY 

MAXIMUM GRID SPAQNG IS THREE 
COURSES (SEE ELEVAnON DRAWING 
FOR LENGTH. SlRENGTH AND 
PLACEMENT) 

~AINEO SOILl 

-:?:.2.8 0 

4• PERFORAlED DRAIN 
PIPE VENTED TO 
DA YUGHT. NOlE: REAR 
DRAIN PIPE IS ONLY 
NECESSARY WHEN 
GROUNI) WATER IS 
EJ4COUN1ERED OR WHEN 

- DIRECTED BY THE SllE 
GEQ-lEQINICAL 
ENGINEER. (A CHIMNEY 
DRAIN OR cot.tPOSilE 
BOARD IS ALSO 
REQUIRED IN CASES OF 
CON11NUOUS WATER 
SEEPAGE.) 

'--~~®~ 4• PERFORATED CONnNUOUS 
PIPE VENTED TO DA YUGHT AT THE 

END(S) OF THE WALL. A CENTRAL LOW POINT 
OR »tROUGH niE WALL FACE AT MAXIMUM 
30• O.C. JUST ABOVE FINISHED GRADE. 

APPROVED SUB-GRADE 
(VIRGIN UNDISTURBED 
SOIL OR SUITABLE ALL 
COMPACTED TO 95X OF 
A STANDARD PROCTOR 
MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY) 

(NOlE: ouitETS VENlED THROUGH THE WALL 
FACE MUST BE CONNECTED 'MTH TEES TO A 
CONnNUOUS DRAIN PIPE.) 

THE WALL INSTALLER AND SllE 
GEOlECHNICAL ENGINEER SHAll 
DETERMINE WHICH METHOD 
SHOULD BE USED TO MAINTAIN 
POSI11VE FLOW OF WATER OUT 
OF THE REINFORCED GEOGRID 
:ZONE. 

. N. T. S. 

GEOGRID REINFORCED 
LEVELING PAD 

for building segmental 
walls on fill soils or to 

+ •• 
re~..a1n1ng 

enhance 

the soil's bearing capacity 

GEOGRID (SEE WALL 
DESIGN) 

tiQIE; lliiS 1' x 4' LEVELING PAD 
WILL IMPROVE tHE SOIL'S BEARING 
CAPABILITIES BY A MINIMUM OF 
1,000 PSF. A 1.5' X 6' LEVELING 
PAD WILL INCREASE THE SOIL'S 
BEARING CAPACITIES BY A MINIMUM 
OF 2,000 (3 LAYERS OF GOEGRID 
REQUIRED) 

4' 

COMPACTED •CRUSHER RUN• 
GRAVEL CR6, 21A, OR 2A 
MODIAED, RCLS OR EQUIVALENT 

l 

t L SUBGRADE To BE cOMPAClED 
TO 95S OF A STANDARD 
PROCTOR MAXIMUM DRY 
DENSilY WITH A • JUMPING 
JACK• OR • J-TAMP• l't'PE 
COMPACTOR. (MINIMUM OF 
THREE PASSES) 

RYAN & ASSOCIATES- Co'RS1Jlting ct Design Engineers 
68 Vest ICing Street, P.O. Box 6, Shippensburg. PA 17257-0006 

PHONE 717-477-8400 FAX 717-477-8410 

' 



PROJECT NAME: 
LOCATION: 
PROJECT NUMBER: 

WALL NU.MBER: 
DESIGNER: 

ECONOMIDES RESIDEf\vE 
4825 Dexter Terrace, NW, DC 
PA231304 

OKS 
DATE: 01-27-04 Station 0+00 to 1 +88 

TOP FIVE LAYERS 10.5' 
LOV\IER THREE LAYERS 13.5' 

GRID LENGTHS 

TW 1271.33 1268.67 

270 

268 
·~ 
·:!l 

11::1 

'~ 

266 .67 
264.67 

262.67 

260.67 

258.87 ... ~ g f87 
5 

GR 268.00 258.67 
BB .67 266 
ST IO+OO 

2~~.33 
10+45 

TW • TOP OF WALL (NOT INCLUDING CAP) 
GR • PROPOSED FINISHEDGRADEATBASEOFWALL 
BB • BOTTOM OF BLOCK I TOP OF LEVELING PAD 
ST • WALL STATION 

1 

TOP SEVEN LAYERS 14.0' 
LOWER THREE LAYERS 17.0' 

1268.67 

.. Above Wall \ GladeUne 

-

0+63 L Grade Une 2so.67 252.67 
Below Wall 

254.00 
2~2.00 

10+72 

GRID KEY: UXMESA3 
UXMESA4 
UXMESA5 
UXMESA6 

1268.67 

2 .. 

248.67 

252.00 
2~.00 

11+17.75 

MESA 
RETAINING WALL ELEVATION 

HORIZONTAL SCALE: 1" = 20' VERTICAL SCALE: 1" = 10' 

TOP ELEVEN LAYERS 20.0' 
LOWER FOUR LAYERS 24.0' 

MATCH LINE 

1288.17 1267.33 

3 .... 

246.67 

244.67 
2 -~.iOo 

250.00 
248.00 

11+36.5 

2~~ 
239.33 

244.00 
241.33 

11+71.75 

241.33 
238.67 

11+88 

8 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNM'ENT 

OFFICE OF THE SURVEYOR ~'"'::')_._,~ 
-~A,-~~z-s zdtJ/-~~ ~ 

· .,...-_.., ___ ... ~/"' J 1 hereby certify that 1111 existing Improvements ahown hereon, are completely dimensioned, 
Washington, D.C., At:1;t1st 12, :2:002 and are correctly p1attecl: that ali propoaed bulldlnga or conatiuctlon, or parts thereof, Including 

covered porches, are cc~rrectly dlmenaloned and platted and agree with plans accompanying 
Plat for Building Permit of SQUARE 1381 LOT 806 the appll~tlon: tl)at the. foundation plana u lhown hereon Is drawn. and dimensioned 

acC:urately to the aame IICIIe aa the property Unaalhown ~n Utls plat;and that by reason of the 
propoaed lmprovemen•i& to be erected u ahown hereon! the alze of any adjoining lot or 
premises Is not decreased to an area leu than Ia required ~the Zoning Regulations for light 
and ventilation: and It Ia furthercerUIIed and egreed that, acoea:alble parking area where 
required by the Zonln" Regulatlona Will be reserved .In aocordance with the Zoning 
Regulations, and 'that thla area has been oorrectly drawn and dimensioned hereon. It Is 

Scale: 1 Inch = 30 feet Recorded In A & T Book Page 2389 

Receipt No. 

Furnished to: 

S0-00097(2002) 

further agreed that the elevation of the acoesalble par1dng area with respect to the " .• ay 
Department approved c:urb and alley grade will not result In a.rate of grade along \ jlne MR. PERMIT 

~./22~ 
· Surveyor, D.C. 

of driveway at any .point on private property In axcesa of 20o/, for single-family dwellings or nats, 
or In excesa of 1 ;% at iny point for other buildings. (The policy of the Highway Department 
permits a maximum driveway grade of 12% acroaa the public perking and the privat!' 
restricted property.) 

By: L.E.S.#2> 

NOTE: Data ahown for Assessment and Taxation Lots or Parcels are In accordance with the records of the Department of Finance· 
and Revenue, Assessment Administration, and do not necessarily agree with deed descr1ptlon. 

''! (-rYP) 

219.1 

2. 5 I R~AR ----___________ .... 

.._ ________ ... ___________ ----



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 
OFFICE OF THE SURVEYOR ~ 

· ~ ZJ z<IOI,~..:::Ung •-•hown"""""·"""'mplete~dlmens-. 
Washington, D.C., Att;tlst 12, 2002 and are correctly p1attecl: that ali proposed bulldlnga or conatructJon, or parts thereof, Including 

covered porches, are con'8Ctly dlmenaloned and platted and agree with plans accompanying 
Plat for Building Permit of SQUARE 1381 LOT 806 th~ appll~tlon; tl')at the. foundaUon plant aalhown hereon Is drawn, and dimensioned 

acc:urataly to tha aama ~ale aa the property llnNihown on Ulla plat;and that by raason of the 
proposed Improvements to be erected u lhown hereon! the size of any adjoining lot or 
premlsaa Is not detreaaed to an area laaa than Ia r&q\Jired ~the Zoning Regulations for light 
and vanUiaUon: and It II: f\Jrlher·certlfted end agreed thatoacces.slble paridng area where 
required by the Zoning RegulaUona will be ruerved .In accordance with the Zoning 
Regulations, and 'that thla area haa bean corrac:Uy drawn and dimensioned hereon. It Is 
further agreed that the elevation of the accetalble parking area with respect to the Highway 
Department approved curb and alley grade will not result In a.tate of grade along centerline 
of driveway at any.polnt on privata property In excaaa of 20% for single-family dwellings or ftats, 
or In exceaa of 1 ~% at Bii\Y point for other buildings. (The policy of the Highway Department 
permits a maximum driveway grade of 12% acroaa the public parking and the privat!' 
restricted property.) 

Scale: 1 Inch = 30 feet Recorded In A & T Book P~ge 2389 

Receipt No. 

Furnished to: 

S0-00097(2002) 

MR. PERMIT 

~~ 
· Surveyor, D.C. 

By: L.E.S.#b 

NOTE: Data shown for A.saeaament and TaxaUon Lots or Parcels are In accordance with the records of the Department of Finance· 
and Revenue, Assessment AdmlnlstraUon, and do not necessarily' agree with deed descr1pUon. 

l':!'. (-rYP) 

219.1 

2.5' REA~------------------

--



PROJECT NAME: 
LOCATION: 
PROJECT NUMBER: 
WALL NUMBER: 
DESIGNER: 
DATE: 

E:vONOMIDES RESIDENCE 
4825 Dexter Terrace, NW, DC 
PA231304 

OKS 
01-27-04 Station 1+88 to 3+98.25 

TOP SIXTEEN LAYERS 24.0' 
LOWER FOUR LAYERS 27.0' 

TOP ELEVEN LAYERS 20.0' 
LOWER FOUR LAYERS 24.0' 

MESA 
RETAINING WALL ELEVATION 

HORIZONTAL SCALE: 1" = 20' VERTICAL SCALE: 1" = 10' 

TOP FIVE LAYERS 10.5' 
LOWER THREE LAYERS 13.5' 

MATCH LINE GRID LENGTHS 

TW 1266.67 

GR 
BB 
ST 

~ 

241.33 
238.67 

11+88 

1266.00 

238.00 
23!5.33 

12+07 

1265.33 1265.33 1287.33 

1 
3 ~ 

4 4 _. 
+-r+ 

I 

2 .67 
-252.67 

2~.87 

248.67 3+3!5 
248.87 

244.67 
- 243.33 

"£42.00 
-....240.67 

-....239.33 
'238.00 

-1"'--J. 
235.33 2+80 238.87 

234.00 

235.~~ /~~~-87 232.00 41 2 .oo . 
I 2+27.25 +55 J! r. OUTSIDE CORNER L@2+55. 

TW • TOP OF WALL (NOT INCLUDING CAP) 
GR • PROPOSED FINISHED ~RACE AT BASE OF WALL . 
BB = BOTTOM OF BLOCK I TOP OF LEVELING PAD 
ST,. WALL STATION 

248.67 
244.00 

13+03 

GRID KEY: UXMESA3 
UXMESA4 
UXMESA5 
UXMESA6 

1289.33 

-260.87 

258.87 

258.67 

259.33 
257.33 

13+51 

~ 

266.87 
-284.87 

282.87 

1271.33 

270.00 

.67 288 

270. 
268. 

13+9 

00 
67 
8.25 

9 


