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BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

 
Appeal of ANC 7F/David Belt Building Permit No. 
B1501924 at 4000 Benning Road, N.E. (Square 
5081, Lot 0052) in the RA-3 (R-5-C) Zone District 

Appeal No. 19627 
 

Hearing Date: December 13, 2017 

OWNER'S COMBINED MOTION TO DISMISS THE APPEAL  
AND TO WAIVE THE FILING DEADLINE IN 11-Y DCMR § 302.17  

  
4000 Benning Road LLC (the "Owner"), the owner of the property at 4000 Benning Road, 

N.E. (the "Property"), hereby requests that the Board dismiss the above-captioned appeal as (1) 

untimely under 11-Y DCMR §§ 302.2, 302.31; and, regarding challenges to construction in public 

space, (2) beyond the scope of the Board's jurisdiction. Additionally, the Owner requests that the 

Board waive the timing requirement under 11-Y DCMR § 302.17. Good cause exists for this 

waiver because the Owner was only recently able to retain counsel to handle this appeal. 

Before addressing the jurisdictional problems with this appeal, it is worth pointing out two 

anomalies. As a starting point, it is not entirely clear who the real appellant is. This appeal was 

nominally brought by Advisory Neighborhood Commission 7F. But David P. Belt, who owns the 

adjacent single-family home at 3940 Benning Road, N.E., appears to be the real appellant (Mr. 

Belt together with the ANC are the "Appellants"). Mr. Belt identifies himself as the appellant in 

the Form 150 (Ex. 1) and Statement in Support of the Appeal (Ex. 7). Mr. Belt also never submitted 

a letter from the ANC confirming his authority to initiate this appeal on behalf of the ANC. 11-Y 

DCMR § 302.10. 

Additionally, in the Form 150, Appellants do not identify the administrative decision being 

appealed. But from other paperwork, Appellants appear to be challenging Permit No. B1501924, 

                                                 
1 This appeal is procedurally governed by the current Zoning Regulations, although the appeal of 

Permit No. B1501924 is based on compliance with the 1958 Regulations. 
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which authorized the construction of the 4-story, 71-unit affordable housing project on the 

Property (the "Permit"). Specifically, Appellants appear to be arguing that the Permit is 

incongruent with Zoning Regulation provisions for (a) retaining walls; (b) required rear yard; (c) 

projections of the building over the front-property line into public space; and (d) construction of 

an accessway for the loading dock over the side-lot line onto public space. 

Notwithstanding those anomalies, this appeal is fatally flawed for two critical reasons:  

First, the appeal is inexcusably late. Appellants concede this point—acknowledging that 

their appeal, filed on September 7, 2017, is untimely. (See Ex. 7, 12.) This is because Appellants 

reasonably should have known about the Permit when it issued two years ago on October 2, 2015. 

Besides that, Intervenor's evidence shows that Mr. Belt had actual notice of the Permit in April 

2016, and that the ANC knew about it in May 2016. Appellants' own paperwork, submitted in 

support this appeal, shows that Mr. Belt was communicating about the project with DCRA in 

March 2017, and that the ANC was "kept apprised" of construction developments on the Property. 

Thus, both Mr. Belt and the ANC knew about the Permit well more than 60 days before this appeal 

was filed. (Ex. 12.)  

Additionally, of critical import here, the apartment building was under roof as of May 15, 

2017, which triggered the 10-day period to file this appeal. Appellants inexplicably waited 115 

days after the building was under roof to file this appeal.  

Second, regarding points (c) and (d) above, the Board lacks jurisdiction to review the 

public-space permits, which were duly authorized and issued by the Department of Transportation 

("DDOT"). The proper forum to challenge those permits is the Office of Administrative Hearings, 

not the Board. 

At bottom, this appeal cannot surmount the most basic procedural hurdles. The Owner 
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properly relied on the Permits in building this affordable-housing project. The project has been 

substantially finished for many months, and the Owner would be severely prejudiced if this appeal 

is allowed to go forward. For exactly that reason, if the Board somehow concludes that this appeal 

is timely, which it should not do for all the reasons set forth above and below, the Board should 

nevertheless go on to hold that the Permit cannot be reviewed or revoked based on principles of 

laches and estoppel. 

I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 
 A. Mr. Belt's Effort to Downzone the Property. 
 

The Appellants' submission details Mr. Belt's longtime opposition to any development on 

the Property. In or around 2012, Holy Christian Missionary Baptist Church, the then-owner of the 

Property, entered into contract negotiations to sell the Property to the now Owner. As a result of 

that, on April 19, 2013, Mr. Belt filed a petition asking the Zoning Commission to rezone the 

Property from the C-3-A Zone District to the R-1-B Zone District. (Ex. 4 (Z.C. Order 13-07).)  

ANC 7F submitted a letter in support of Mr. Belt's petition. (ZC Case 13-07, Ex. 9.)  

On September 26, 2013, the Commission held a public hearing on Mr. Belt's petition. (Id.  

at 2.) There, the Owner (then contract purchaser) testified in opposition to the proposed Zoning 

Map amendment. Specifically, the Owner testified that it already expended $500,000 in developing 

plans to construct the 71-unit affordable housing project, had secured financing through DCHD, 

and was in the process of starting permitting and finalizing the contract to purchase. (ZC Case 13-

07, 2/20/14 Tr. 121-23.) The Owner testified that the downzoning would destroy all of those plans. 

(Id.)   

In light of that testimony, the Commission rejected Mr. Belt's petition, eventually deciding 

to rezone the Property from the C-3-A Zone District to the R-5-C Zone District. (Id. at 4.) This 
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rezoning would still permit the Property to be redeveloped as-of-right with a 4-story, 71-unit 

residential building. The Commission's final order issued on June 9, 2014. Importantly, at this 

point, Appellants were on notice that a building permit for the Property would be filed. 

B. The Permit to Redevelop the Property. 

The Owner finalized its purchase of the Property on March 31, 2014, and immediately 

moved forward with its plan to redevelop the site. On November 24, 2014, Owner filed for a  

building permit. The Office of Zoning approved the proposed building on July 22, 2015, and the 

Building Permit issued on October 2, 2015. The Building Permit describes the work as: 

4-story wood frame structure over a walkout basement – 71 residential apartments, 
amenity spaces, including exercise room, multipurpose room, leasing offices and 
main lobby. A below-grade garage will service the residents, building signage will 
be located on grade in front of building. 
 

There is no dispute that Building Permit was properly posted on the Property. Construction started 

in or around March 2016, and the building was "under roof" as of May 15, 2017. (Ex. A  ¶ 11); 

see also 11-Y DCMR § 302.3(b).) 

 C. Appellants Actual Knowledge of the Permitting Decision. 

Appellants offer this Board no explanation for why they did not know, and reasonably 

should not have known, about the Permit when it issued in October 2015, or about the construction 

when it started in March 2016. That is because no explanation exists. Mr. Belt lives right nearby; 

tried to downzone the Property; and knew, as part of those downzoning proceedings, that the 

Owner intended to move quickly to secure a building permit. 

Additionally, the Declaration of Christopher A. Stennett, P.E., which is attached as Exhibit 

A, makes clear that Mr. Belt had actual knowledge of the Permit in April 2016, when he requested 

a meeting with the development team to discuss the project and, in particular, the retaining wall.  

(Ex. A ¶ 5.) In fact, on July 28, 2016, Mr. Belt executed a letter agreement with the development 
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team pertaining to issues involving the construction of the retaining wall on the Property and, as 

part of that, the temporary closure of the adjacent public alley. (Id. ¶¶ 5-9.) 

The Declaration also makes clear that, on May 19, 2016, the development team appeared 

at the monthly ANC meeting to discuss the status of the project. (Id. ¶ 7.) Thus, the ANC had 

actual notice of the Permit as far back as May 2016. 

Besides all of that, the Appellants' own documents, which they submitted in support of this 

appeal, establish that Mr. Belt knew about the Permit in March 2017. (Ex. 3 at p. 5.) In fact, Mr. 

Belt was in regular contact with DCRA and the Office of Zoning between March and June 2017, 

regarding his concerns about construction on the Property. Specifically, during that time period, 

Mr. Belt made five separate inquiries about the apartment building and retaining wall: 

• In March 2017, Mr. Belt contacted DCRA specifying that he did not think the 
apartment building was compliant with the requirements in the R-5-C Zone District. 
DCRA personnel discussed the Building Permit with Mr. Belt, and the fact that it 
had been approved by the Office of Zoning on July 22, 2015;   
 

• On April 6, 2017, Mr. Belt sent a letter to the Office of Zoning stating that the 
Owners' building plans were not compliant with ZC Order 13-07 and requesting 
that another review be undertaken. That month, the Office of Zoning re-reviewed 
the Building Permit and related drawings and found them to be compliant; 

 
• In April 12, 2107, Mr. Belt contacted DCRA to inquire why a "wall check" had not 

been done on the retaining wall at the Property. A wall check was done on April 
27, 2017, and the wall was found to be compliant with the plans and Zoning 
Regulations; 
 

• In April 2017, Mr. Belt separately contacted DCRA to express concern that the 
Owner was using public space without authorization. On April 25, 2017, the Owner 
submitted to the Office of Zoning proof that it had permission to use the public 
space—i.e., Permit No. PA107910-R1; 
 

• On June 16, 2017, Mr. Belt sent an email to the Office of Zoning acknowledging 
the wall-check approval and furnishing a new list of compliance concerns. The 
Office of Zoning sent a third-party inspector to visit the site, who determined that 
the construction was being built according to approved plans. 
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The ANC, for its part, acknowledges that it was "kept apprised" of developments at the 

Property. (Ex. 12.) By this, the ANC concedes that it knew about the Permit more than 60 days 

before the appeal was filed. (See Ex. 12.) 

The purported issues that Mr. Belt flagged for DCRA and the Office Zoning are the exact 

same ones that Appellants raise in this appeal. Appellants were on notice as far back as Spring 

2017, if not well before that point, that they needed to file an appeal. But instead of doing so, 

Appellants inexplicably sat on the sidelines for 6 months before finally filing this appeal. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. This Appeal Was Inexcusably Late And Must Be Dismissed. 

1. The Zoning Regulations establish firm deadlines for filing an appeal. 

It is well-established that an administrative appeal is subject to dismissal for late filing. See 

Gatewood v. D.C. Water & Sewer Auth., 82 A.3d 41, 46-48 (D.C. 2013). Indeed, an appeal 

regarding the administration or enforcement of the Zoning Regulations must be filed "within sixty 

(60) days from the date the person appealing the administrative decision had notice or knowledge 

of the decision complained of, or reasonably should have had notice or knowledge of the decision 

complained of, whichever is earlier." 11-Y DCMR § 302.2 (emphasis added) (the "60-Day Rule"). 

Additionally, the Zoning Regulations provide that where, as here, "the decision complained 

of involves the erection, construction, reconstruction, conversion or alteration of a structure . . . 

[n]o appeal shall be filed later than ten (10) days after the date on which the structure or part thereof 

in question is under roof." Id § 302.3(a) (the "10-Day Rule"). Section Y-302.4 guarantees that, 

notwithstanding this 10-day limit, "an appellant shall have a minimum of sixty (60) days from the 

date of the administrative decision complained of in which to file an appeal." 11-Y DCMR § 302.4.   

These Regulations were intended to codify the principles discussed by the Court of Appeals 

in Waste Management of Maryland, Inc. v. D.C. Board of Zoning Adjustment, 775 A.2d 1117 (D.C. 
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2001), and to establish clear deadlines by which appeals are to be filed. As the Court stated in 

discussing a "reasonable" deadline for appeal (prior to enactment of the 60-Day Rule): 

A reasonable time in which to appeal is measured by the time that fairness 
dictates to enable an aggrieved party to evaluate the appropriateness of 
seeking review, to obtain the assistance of counsel, and to take the other steps 
necessary to proceed. . . .  This conception of the reasonableness standard 
does not countenance delay in taking an appeal when it is merely convenient 
for an appellant to defer making that decision.  Rather, because deadlines for 
taking appeals serve important ends, they should not be extended without 
good cause. 
 

Waste Mgmt. of Md., Inc., 775 A.2d at 1122. In that case, the Court conceived of "two months 

between notice of a decision and appeal therefrom as the limit of timeliness" in the absence of 

"exceptional circumstances." Id. The Zoning Commission subsequently established 60 days as the 

limit for BZA appeals brought in the ordinary course. 11-Y DCMR § 302.2.   

2. Appellants failed to file within the 60-day period established by Section 
Y-302.2. 

 
Notably, Appellants failed to comply with Section Y-302.12(e), which requires a statement 

demonstrating how the appeal meets the jurisdictional requirement of timeliness. The failure to do 

so suggests strongly that Appellants have nothing helpful to say for themselves on this front. In 

fact, there is significant record evidence establishing that Appellants knew or should have known 

of the Permit within 60 days of the date that it issued—that is, by December 1, 2015, which is 

nearly two years before this appeal was filed.  

First, as the adjoining landowner, Mr. Belt's intense interest in, and scrutiny of, the Property 

is well documented. Indeed, in 2013, Mr. Belt, who lives next to the Property, filed a petition to 

downzone the Property, as evidenced in Z.C. Case 13-07. (Ex. 4.) Through that process, Mr. Belt 

was put on notice of Owner's imminent plans to redevelop the Property. Mr. Belt thus knew or 

should have known that the Permit issued way back in October 2015. See, e.g., Appeal of Nebraska 
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Avenue Neighborhood Association, BZA No. 17127 (June 2, 2005) (holding that an appellant's 

close scrutiny of a project, including prior appeals, puts it on notice that additional permits may be 

issued and that it knew or should know of such permits about the time they are issued).   

Additionally, it strains credulity to believe that Mr. Belt, who lives right near the Property 

and went to all the trouble to try to downzone the Property, was not reasonably aware of the 

extensive and nearly complete construction on the adjacent Property until July 9, 2017 (i.e., 60 

days before this appeal was filed on September 7, 2017). 

Second, ANCs, like ANC 7F here, receive lists of DCRA-issued permits on a biweekly 

basis. D.C. Code § 1-309.10(c)(3). Thus, the ANC was provided notice of the Permit and therefore 

knew or should have known about it as far back as October 2015.   

Even assuming that Appellants did not know and reasonably should not have known of the 

Permit back in October 2015, which is hard to believe given the foregoing, there is nevertheless 

substantial evidence in the record to show that Appellants actually knew about the Permit, in April 

2016. That means their appeal should have been filed, at the latest, in June 2016. Instead, this 

appeal was filed on September 7, 2017. 

As detailed above, between April and July 2016, Mr. Belt had repeated meetings and 

discussions with the development team regarding the Property. (Ex. A ¶¶ 5-9.) In May 2016, the 

development team appeared before the ANC to discuss the project. (Id. ¶ 7.) 

Even if the Board wants to ignore the Owner's evidence, the Appellants' own evidence 

decisively shows that they knew about the Permit in Spring 2017. In fact, Mr. Belt contacted 

DCRA in March 2017, to complain that the apartment building was incongruent with the 

requirements for the R-5-C Zone District. Mr. Belt had an ongoing dialogue with DCRA about the 

construction on the Property between March and June 2017.  The ANC, for its part, acknowledges 
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that it was "kept apprised" of construction developments at the Property. The ANC does not bother 

to identify the exact triggering date for its knowledge. Instead, the ANC just concedes the issue—

readily acknowledging that its appeal is untimely under the 60-Day Rule. (Ex. 12.) 

There is no question that the Appellants knew or reasonably should have known about the 

Permit no later than Spring 2017, which makes this appeal untimely under Section Y-302.2. 

3. There are no exceptional circumstances here and thus no basis to 
extend the 60-day period. 

 
 Given that Appellants basically concede their appeal is late, they are forced to argue that 

there are "extenuating circumstances" that impaired their ability to timely file this appeal. (Ex. 7 

at p. 1.)  

The Board is authorized to extend the 60-day appeal period only if Appellants satisfy a 

two-part test—that is, establishing that (1) exceptional circumstances exist that were outside 

Appellants' control, which could not have been reasonably anticipated, and which substantially 

impaired the Appellants' ability to timely file; and (2) the extension would not prejudice the Owner. 

11-Y DCMR § 302.6(a). Assuming this inquiry is even justified here, which it is not for the reasons 

stated above, this appeal can only be heard if Appellants satisfy both prongs. 

There are no exceptional circumstances here. Indeed, Appellants are only able to vaguely 

argue that "there was no way for anyone to know [Owner was] not building according to submitted 

plans or within the zoning regulations until such portions were built." (Ex. 7.) The record evidence, 

however, proves otherwise.  

First, starting in March 2017, Mr. Belt repeatedly pressed DCRA to inspect the Property 

and confirm that both the apartment building and retaining wall were compliant with approved 
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plans and the Zoning Regulations. (Ex. 3 at p. 5.)2 The purported issues that Mr. Belt flagged for 

DCRA—which were thoroughly investigated by DCRA—are the exact same ones that Appellants 

raise in this appeal. Appellants were thus on notice as far back as last March that they needed to 

file an appeal. But instead of doing so, Appellants inexplicably sat on the sidelines for almost six 

months before finally filing this appeal. 

Second, even crediting Appellants' argument that they could not know the extent of the 

alleged issues until the building was built, the building was—as explained immediately below— 

under roof as of May 15, 2017. Appellants have not offered, indeed cannot offer, any legitimate 

explanation for why they then waited another 115 days to file this appeal.  

Additionally, there is no question that allowing this appeal to proceed will cause substantial 

prejudice to the Owner. The Owner received the Permit on October 2, 2015, and proceeded to 

build in reliance on that Permit. The Owner substantially completed the Project in May 2017. Now, 

nearly two years after the Permit issued, and more than 3 months after the building was under roof, 

Appellants have come forward to challenge the Permit. If the Owner is forced to make alternations 

and other significant changes to a finished building, the Owner will incur substantial, if not 

crippling, costs. Appellants should not be rewarded for "lying in wait" and bringing this appeal at 

the 13th hour. 

4. Appellants failed to appeal within the 10-day period after the project 
was "under roof." 

Even if the Board were to conclude that there were extenuating circumstances, which it 

should not do for the reasons stated above, the appeal is nevertheless untimely under the 10-Day 

Rule. 

                                                 
2 In August 2017, Mr. Belt again raised these issues with the Office of Councilmember Vincent C. 

Gray, which investigated Mr. Belt's complaints and found that the Owner was in compliance with applicable 
regulations. (Ex. 3.)  
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Regardless of when an appellant acquires actual or constructive knowledge of the building 

permit, it is well established that no appeal may be filed more than 10 days after the structure is 

under roof. 11-Y DCMR § 302.3(a). The 10-Day Rule is absolute and does not provide for a 

"should have known" exception, like that found in the 60-Day Rule. Compare 11-Y DCMR § 

302.2 with 11-Y DCMR § 302.3(a). By strictly limiting the time for appeal, this provision is 

intended to minimize threats to completed construction projects and to ensure that property owners 

are not held captive by endless litigation. 

As evidenced by the attached Declaration of Christopher A. Stennett, P.E., the building 

here was under roof as of May 15, 2017. (Ex. A ¶ 11.) Thus, the appeal period definitively closed 

on May 25, 2017. Appellants did not file within this time period. Because the appeal was filed 115 

days after the building was under roof, the Board should hold that this appeal is untimely. 

 B. The Board Lacks Jurisdiction to Review the Public-Space Permits. 

The Appellants also complain that certain portions of the building improperly encroach 

onto the public space. This is untrue. The Owner properly obtained permits from DDOT to 

authorize construction in public space. 24 DCMR § 100 et seq.   

But, more relevant than that, this is not the correct forum to adjudicate those issues. 

Construction in public space is allowed and regulated under Title 24 of the DCMR, administered 

by DDOT, and by Chapter 32 of the Building Code (Title 12A of DCMR), administered by DCRA. 

The Zoning Administrator does not review any aspect of a DCRA or DDOT permit for 

construction in public space. An appeal of DCRA's interpretation of the Building Code, and 

DDOT's interpretation of the public space regulations, fall under the jurisdiction of the Office of 

Administrative Hearings, not the Board.  Accordingly, in addition to the timeliness issue, the Board 

should dismiss Appellants' public-space challenge. 
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C. If the Board Concludes the Appeal is Timely, Which It Should Not Do For the 
Reasons Stated Above, the Permit Should Not Be Reviewed Based On 
Principles of Laches and Equitable Estoppel. 

 
Even if the Board concludes that the appeal is somehow timely under the Zoning 

Regulations, the Board should nevertheless hold that the appeal is barred by laches because 

Appellants waited to appeal until the building was essentially finished. It is well-established that 

the "principle element in applying the doctrine of laches is the resulting prejudice to the defendant, 

rather than the delay itself." Goto v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 423 A.2d 917, 925 (D.C. 

1980) (citation omitted). Here, the Owner is clearly prejudiced by the timing of this appeal. 

Appellants reasonably should have known about the Permit when it issued in October 2015, and 

certainly knew about it in March 2017, and yet they waited another six months—at which time the 

building went under roof and neared final completion—to raise this appeal. If Appellants had 

proceeded with their appeal in a timely manner, the prejudice to Owner could have been 

substantially lessened. 

Additionally, the Board should be estopped from reviewing the Permit or enforcing the 

Zoning Regulations against the Owner because the Owner relied to its detriment on the Permit at 

issue. The doctrine of equitable estoppel protects the reliance interests of property owners by 

placing limitations on the exercise of a local government's police power. Under this doctrine, a 

local government may be equitably estopped from revoking a zoning decision when a property 

owner: (1) acting in good faith; (2) on affirmative acts of the local government; (3) makes 

expensive and permanent improvements in reliance on those affirmative acts; and (4) the equities 

strongly favor the party invoking the doctrine. Wieck v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 383 A.2d 

7, 11 (D.C. 1978).   

While "the doctrine of equitable estoppel has traditionally not been favored when sought 
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to be applied against a government entity, . . . it is accepted that in certain circumstances an 

estoppel may be raised to prevent enforcement of municipal zoning ordinances." Saah v. D.C. Bd. 

of Zoning Adjustment, 433 A.2d 1114, 1116 (D.C. 1981); see also Rafferty v. D.C. Zoning Comm'n, 

583 A.2d 169, 174 (D.C. 1990) (noting that where "a party acting in good faith under affirmative 

acts of a city has made such expensive and permanent improvements that it would be highly 

inequitable and unjust to destroy the rights acquired, the doctrine of equitable estoppel will be 

applied") (quoting District of Columbia v. Cahill, 54 F.2d 453, 454 (D.C. 1931)); cf. Smith v. 

United States, 277 F. Supp. 2d 100, 115 (D.D.C. 2003) (holding that "fundamental principles of 

equitable estoppel apply to governmental agencies just as they do to private parties"). 

The record clearly demonstrates that the Owner has satisfied all of the elements necessary 

to raise an estoppel defense. First, the Owner acted in good faith in constructing the building on 

the Property, having obtained all the appropriate plans and specifications in order to receive a 

building permit from the District. Second, there is no question that the Owner acted in reasonable 

reliance on an affirmative act of the District government—specifically, the issuance of the Permit 

by DCRA. E.g., Saah, 433 A.2d at 1116 (issuance of building permit an affirmative act for estoppel 

purposes). Third, the apartment building, which has been under roof for more than 6 months, is 

the paradigm of an expensive and permanent improvement. Fourth, the prejudice tips decisively 

in favor of the Owner for all the reasons stated above. 

Accordingly, even if the Board concludes that the appeal was timely under the Zoning 

Regulations, which it should not do for all the reasons stated above, the Appellants' claim should 

be deemed barred by laches and the Board estopped from reviewing the Permit or enforcing the 

Zoning Regulations against the Owner. 
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III. CONCLUSION 
 
 Based upon the clear-cut language of the Zoning Regulation and the undisputed record 

evidence, this appeal is inexcusably late. The Board is without jurisdiction to hear this appeal and 

it must therefore be dismissed. 

Dated: December 8, 2017   Respectfully Submitted, 
 
      HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 

 By: __/s/ Kristina A. Crooks__________ 
      Kyrus L. Freeman (Bar No. 491621) 
      Kristina A. Crooks (Bar No. 979077) 
      800 17th Street, N.W., Suite 1100 

     Washington, D.C. 20006 
      (202) 955-3000 

kyrus.freeman@hklaw.com 
kristina.crooks@hklaw.com  
Counsel for Property Owner 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was filed electronically with the Board of 

Zoning Adjustment and was sent by electronic mail, on this the 8th day of December, 2017, on the 

following:  

David P. Belt 
3940 Benning Road, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20019 
Tazz20019@gmail.com 
Appellant 
 

Maximillian Tondro, Esq. 
Associate General Counsel 
DCRA 
1100 4th Street, SW 
Room E-500 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
maximilian.tondro@dc.gov 
Counsel for Respondent 
 

Sheila Carson Carr, Chair 
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 7F 
515 46th Street, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20019 
7F03@anc.dc.gov 

Tyrell M. Holcomb  
ANC Commissioner, 7F01 
4020 Minnesota Avenue NE 
 Washington, DC 20019 
7F01@anc.dc.gov 
 

 

__/s/ Kristina A. Crooks__________ 
Kristina A. Crooks (Bar No. 979077) 
Counsel for Intervener/Property Owner 
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