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Testimony and Exhibits

» The following slides and exhibits
include a summary of the expected
testimony of Appellants’ and their
experts.



Excerpt from Ward 5 Imp. Ass’n v. DC

Ward 5 Imp. Ass’n v. DC Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 98 A.3d 147, 154-55
(2014) (vacating BZA’s decision), in holding that the Board has de novo
interpretative responsibility over the Zoning Regulations, stated:

“We have held that “[i]t is the Board, not the Zoning
Administrator, which has final administrative responsibility to
interpret the zoning regulations!” Bannum, Inc. v. District of
Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 894 A.2d 423, 431 (D.C.2006)
(quoting Murray v. District of Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment,
572 A.2d 1055, 1058 (D.C.1990)); see also District of Columbia,
Dep't of Pub. Works v. L.G. Indus., Inc., 758 A.2d 950, 956 (D.C.2000)
(stating that the BZA “is charged with interpreting the zoning
regulations”). The BZA’s interpretive responsibility, therefore, is de
novo. The BZA’s responsibilities to “hear and decide” zoning
appeals under D.C. Code § 6-641.07(g)(2) and 11 DCMR § 3100.2
require more of the BZA than deference to the Zoning
Administrator[.]” [Emphasis added.]



https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2008691163&pubNum=0000162&originatingDoc=I243fb56f298d11e4b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_162_431&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_162_431
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1990063181&pubNum=0000162&originatingDoc=I243fb56f298d11e4b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_162_1058&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_162_1058
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2000494352&pubNum=0000162&originatingDoc=I243fb56f298d11e4b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_162_956&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_162_956
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000869&cite=DCCODES6-641.07&originatingDoc=I243fb56f298d11e4b4bafa136b480ad2&refType=SP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_7952000083371

Post-Hoc Rationalizations for Zoning Administrator’s
Decisions Not Allowed

» “The Board will make its determination based only on
the evidence that the Zoning Administrator had
before him at the time of his decision.” Appeal of
Dennis P. Sobin, BZA Appeal No. 13715 at 6 (Dec. 3,
1982) (emphasis added).

» “The issue before this Board is whether the facts
known to the Acting Zoning Administrator at the time
[of his approval] could have reasonably led him to
believe” that the requirements were met. Appeal of
ANC 6A, BZA Appeal No. 17439 at 6 (March 30, 2007)
(emphasis added).



Principles of Interpretation --
Language of Zoning Regulations Governs

» Statutory and regulatory construction must begin with “the
assumption that the ordinary meaning of language accurately
expresses the legislative purpose.” Park ‘N Fly, Inc. v. Dollar Park &
Fly, Inc., 469 U.S. 189, 194 (1985). Thus, this Board’s construction
must be “plausible,” and an outlier meaning is insufficient. Cohen
v. JP Morgan Chase & Co., 498 F.3d 111, 120 (2d Cir. 2007).

» Courts must presume that the legislature “says in a statute what it
means and means in a statute what it says.” Dodd v. United States,
545 U.S. 353, 357 (2005); see Kakeh v. United Planning Org., Inc.,
655 F. Supp. 2d 107, 123 (D.D.C. 2009) (same).

» The Board cannot, in the guise of interpreting a statute or
regulation, ignore certain words, and “rewrite” it to impose a
different meaning not contemplated by the legislature. Ind. Mich.
Power Co. v. Dep’t of Energy, 88 F.3d 1272, 1276 (D.C. Cir. 1996).



Forcing Appellants To Guess as to the Basis for the
Subdivision Approval Violates Due Process

> “|W]hen a notice requires its targets to guess among several
possible bases for adverse government action, it has not
served [the] fundamental purposes [of due process].” Reeve
Aleutian Airways, Inc. v. United States, 982 F.2d 594, 599 (D.C.
Cir. 1993) (emphasis added).

> “Without notice or the specific reasons for the denial, a
claimant is reduced to guessing what evidence can or should
be submitted in response and driven to responding to every
possible argument against denial at the possible risk of missing
the critical one altogether.” Gray Panthers v. Schweiker, 652
F.2d 146, 168-69, 172 (D.C. Cir. 1980) (emphasis added).



Email from Attorney Lawrence Ferris to ZA Mathew

LeGrant dated September 25, 2018 (1ZIS Dkt Ex. #11
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)

Toe LeGrant, Mals (DCRA)

ca By, Christine

Subject: 1733 16eh Strest NW - Scotich Rie

Date: Tuesdsy, September 25, 2018 5:22:47 PM
Attachments: Dz 2o jon fier - £if

CAUTION: This email eriginated from outside of the DC Government. Do not dick on finks or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe. Fyou believe that this email is suspidous, please
forward to phishing@dc gov for additional analysis by ©CTO Security Operations Center (SOC).

Matt,

As you may recall, we met on August 27 to discuss our client's proposed development for the site of

the Scottish Rite Temple at 1733 16™ Street NW and, specifically, changes made to the project since
‘our meeting on February 20 and your subsequent determination letter dated April 18.

Per our discussion, attached is a draft determination letter and the relevant architectural plans. As
stated in the letter, this draft incorporates both your earier findings in the April 18 determination
and the substance of our discussions on August 27. 've also attached your April 18 determination
letter for reference.

| did want to note one slight revision since our meeting on August 27. At the time of our meeting,
the plans showed one bay that is cantileverad over the areaway on the eastem fagade near the
corner of 15% and § Street NW, beginning on Level 01 (the first level above grade). The plans have
since been revised to add two more such antilevered bays, which are located on the northern
fagade facing 5 Street NW and begin at Level 02 [the second level above grade). This is outlined in
detail the draft letter and also shown in the attached plans, but | wanted to bring it to your attention
since it differs slightly from what was presented when we met with you.

Please let us know if you have any questions, would like any additional information, or would like to

discuss.
Thank you wery much for your time.

Best,
Lawrence

Lawrence Femis

Direct (202)-721-1135

goulston&storrs

1080 K Street, MW ™ Suite 500 * Washington, DC 20008-1101
(202}721-0011 * Fax (202}-721-1111 * www.goulstonstorrs.com

This commumication may contain mformation which is prvileged and/or confidential under
applicable law. Any dissemination, copy or disclosure, other than by the mnd.e?ﬁ%ﬁ[@i{fzmm”




Draft Zoning Determination Letter (Dated Sept. 2018 Written by
Perseus’ Atty Ferris for ZA Mathew LeGrant to Sign)

(1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #10)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)

September 2018

Lawrence Femis

Goulston & Storrs

1999 K Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20006

Re: 1733 16 Street. NW — Scottish Rite Temple Site Scmare 192 T.ot 108
Dear Mr. Ferris:

Thas letter is a comprehensive determination for your client’s project at 1733 16% Sireet
INW (Square 192, Lot 108) (the “Property™). This determimation combines the findmgs from nuy
determination letter dated April 18, 2018, and the substance of our discussion on August 27, 2018,

L Background

As shown on the plans attached to this letter, the Property is bounded by S Street NW to
the north, 15 Street NW to the east, a public alley to the south, and 165 Street NW to the west.
The Property is currently improved with the Scottish Rite Temple (“Temple™), located on the
western portion of the lot, and a carmiage house (“Camiage House™). located on the eastem portion
of the lot along the alley to the south. The entire site is a designated historic landmark. The
Property 1s split-zoned, with the western portion zomed FA-9 and the eastern portion zoned BA-8.
Your client proposes to subdivide the Property mto two separate record lots. The proposed
subdivision will create a new lot line that will be coterminous with the zome boundary line,
bisecting the Property into a westerm lot occupied by the Temple (“Western Lot™) and an eastern
lot (“Proposed Easterm Lot™). The Proposed Eastern lot will be bounded by S Street to the north,
15% Street to the east. a public alley to the south and the Western Lot to the west. The Proposed
Eastern Lot will be developed with a new apartment bulding that will mcorporate the existing
Carmiage House (the “Project”), as shown in the attached plans. This determination letter pertains
to the Project.

II. Zoning Issues
A Rear Yard

The Project will front on 15% Street NW. with the rear yard measured from the newly
created lot line rnmming through the Property. Based on the Project’s proposed height of 50 feet,
under Subtitle F § 603.1, the rear yard requirement 1s 16.7 feet. Pursuant to Subtitle B § 318.2,
the rear yard is measured as the “mean horizontal distance between the rear line of the building
and the rear lot Ime.” In other words. the rear yard measurement may be “averaged™ across the
Project, and the Project satisfies rear yard requirements so long as this average meets or exceeds
16.7 feet. Notably, as shown in the site plan on Sheet A-1 of the attached plans, the existing

Error! Unkmows docamest properey name.




Zoning Determination Letter Dated Oct. 30, 2018 Written by
Perseus’ Attorney and Signed by ZA Mathew LeGrant

Without Changing a Word (I1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #12)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)



Screenshot of DCRA Website Page Entitled “Determination Letters,
Zoning Maps and Plans” Explaining Purpose

of Zoning Determination Letters
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version)



FOIA Request 2021-FOIA-01918 Filed by Edward Hanlon in

December 2020 (IZIS Dkt. Ex. #54)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)



Attachment to FOIA Request 2021-FOIA-01918 Filed by Edward
Hanlon in Dec. 2020 Listing the Documents Requested from the
Office of the Zoning Administrator (1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #54)

ATTACHMENT to FOIA Request:

With respect to the subdivision of 3q. 192 Lot 108 into lots 110 & 111:

1.

The application for subdivision of 5q. 192 Lot 108 into lots 110 & 111;

Any survey provided to the Office of the Zoning Administrator with the application or otherwize

relied upon by DCRA in reviewing and approving the requested subdivision application;

Any drawings or data submitted to the Office of the Zoning Administrator by the Applicant
wishing to subdivide Lat 108 or which were otherwise reviewed by your office during the
subdivision application process which address zaning issues including building height, yards, set
back and/or lot coverage issue;

Any drawings or plans of the existing Scottish Rights Masonic Temple which were reviewed by
the Office of the Zoning Administrator during the subdivision application process;

Any and all elevation ar setback information provided by the Applicant ta the Office of the

Joning Administrator during the subdivision application process; and,

All other pertinent data upon which the Office of the Zoning Administrator relied when making
its decision to approve the subdivision of this lot 108,

[Date Range for Record Search: From 09/01,/2020 To 12/30/2020)
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FOIA Request 2021-FOIA-01919 Filed by Edward Hanlon in

December 2020 (1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #55)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)



Blow-Up of Last Page of FOIA Request
2021-FOIA-01919 Specifying Requested Documents

ATTACHMENT TO FOIA REQUEST 2021-FOIA-01919

All carrespondence including but not limited to all email correspondence between the Office of
the Zoning Administrator or Matthew Legrant or Kathleen Beeton on one hand and any person

or entity concerning the subdivision of 5192 Lot 108 (Date Range for Record Search: From
01/01/2020 To 12/30/2020)

14



DCRA's FINAL RESPONSE to FOIA Request 2021-FOIA-01918 and 2021-

FOIA-01919 (Annotated) (1ZIS Dkt. Ex #58)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)

dcra

Government of the District of Columbpio
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs

Office of the Director

February 9, 2021

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Edward Hanlon

1523 Swann Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20009
Phone 301-466-4492

ed hanlon. 3@ gmail com
Subject: Final Response for FOIA Request Nos. 2021-FOIA-01918 and 01919
Dear Mr. Hanlon:

The D.C. Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (DCRA) is in receipt of your
request pursuant to the Distmict of Columbia Freedom of Information Act (FOLA).
Specifically, you requested

FOIA Request No. 2021 FOIA- (01918

With respect to the subdivision of Sq. 192 Lot 108 into lots 110 & 111:

1. The application for subdivision of 5q. 192 Lot 108 into lots 110 & 111;
2. Any survey provided to the Office of the Zoning Admimistrator with the
application or otherwise relied upon by DCRA in reviewing and approving
the req { subdivision application:

3. Any drawings or data submitted to the Office of the Zoning Administrator
by the Applicant wishing to subdivide Lot 108 or which were otherwise
reviewed by your office during the subdivision application process which
address zoning issues including building height, yards, set back and/or lot
COVerage issue;

4. Any drawings or plans of the existing Scottish Rights Masonic Temple
which were reviewed by the Office of the Zoning Administrator during the

subdivision application process;

3. Any and all elevation or setback information provided by the Applicant
to the Office of the Zoning Admini during the subdivision application
process; and,

6. All other pertinent data wpon which the Office of the Zoming
Administrator relied when making its decision to approve the subdivision
of this lot 108.

(Date Range for Record Search: From 09/01/2020 To 12/30v2020)

1100 4th S-rest il , T " 2.442.4400 | dera.de.




Only Document DCRA Supplied in Response to
FOIA Requests 2021-FOIA-01918 and

2021-FOIA-01919 (1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #59)
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version)

—= SUBDIVISION
SQUARE 192

& STREET, MW

fh FREET, MW
e

fith STREET, MW




Curriculum Vitae

Professor James McCrery
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)

James Curtis McCrery, II ai, ncars

900 Massachusetts Avenue, NE
‘Washington, DC 20002
202.737.5444
mooerp@ioia.cdy

—" 5

CURRICULUM VITAE — January 2021

EDUCATION

Master of Architecture, The Chio Smte University. Columbus, Ohio. May 1993
Principal aritics and thearists in ascending order of coursework and influence:
Sanford Kwinter, Douglas Graf, Jeffrey Kipnis, Peter Eisenman.

helor of Science in i , The Ohio Stare University. Columbus, Ohio. December 1589.
ACADEMIC ACTIVITY
Appointment with
Continuous Temure - The Catholic L ity of America — Washi DC.

Effective August 2020

Promoted

Associate Professor - The Catholic € ity of America — Washingron, DC.
Effective August 2020

Assistant Professor - The Catholic T ity of America — Washingron, DC.
August 2016 to August 2020.

Founder and Director: The C jom in Classical Archi and Urbanism
at The School of Architecture and Planning
The Catholic T ity of America — hi DC

University Service: Curriculum Committee — Member
Graduate Admissions Committee — Member
Dean's Strategic Plnning Committee (2016-2020) — Member
New Classical Faculty Search Committes — Chairman
Human Ecology nstitute — naugural Fellow

Curricalum Vitae - James C. McCrery. T
Paze1cf12
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Blowup of Subdivision Plat



Summary of Conclusions
of Professor McCrery

» First, the new rear yard violates the zoning regulations
because it is occupied by structures that do not come
within the exemptions to 11-B DCMR § 100.2.

» Second, the Subdivision of Lot 108 violates 11-F DCMR
§ 605.1 because the depth of the new rear yard Is
insufficient.

— Perseus and DCRA do not dispute a central contention in
my Expert Report: if the 332 ton roof of the Temple is
deemed a roof, and not an “architectural embellishment,”
then the Subdivision violates 11-F DCMR § 605.1 because
the new rear yard is insufficiently deep, even accepting
their other contentions.



Summary of Conclusions
of Professor McCrery (cont’d)

» Third, even if the roof is deemed an “architectural embellishment,”
11-C DCMR § 1501.3 expressly provides that such embellishment
cannot be excepted from the height restrictions if it results “in the
appearance of a raised building height for more than thirty percent
(30%) of the wall on which the architectural embellishment is
located.”

» The Temple’s pyramidal roof, which is co-extensive with the walls of
the Temple, obviously gives “the appearance of a raised building
height for more than thirty percent (30%) of the wall” on which it sits.
The pyramid sits on 100% of each wall plate. If the 332 ton pyramidal
roof is deemed an embellishment, then the pyramid obviously gives
the appearance of a raised building height along 100% of the wall on
which the pyramid is located in violation of 11-C DCMR § 1501.3.



Summary of Conclusions
of Professor McCrery (cont’d)

» Thus, if the pyramid is deemed a roof, then
the minimum rear yard requirements of
11-F DCMR § 605.1 are violated.

» On the other hand, If the pyramid is

deemed an embellishment, then 11-C
DCMR § 1501.3 is violated.



The New Rear Yard Violates the Zoning Regulations
Because It Is Occupied by an
Unauthorized Structure

» The Zoning Regulations provide that a rear
vard “shall be wunoccupied, except as
specifically provided in this title” 11-B
DCMR § 100.2 (definition of “yard, rear”).



Exceptions to Prohibition of
Structures in Rear Yard

11-B DCMR § 324.1, in turn, exempts from this requirement:

(a) A structure, not including a building no part of which is more
than four feet (4 ft.) above the grade at any point, may
occupy any vyard required under the provisions of this title.
Any railing required by the D.C. Construction Code
Supplements, Title 12 DCMR, shall not be calculated in the
measurement of this height;

(b) A fence or retaining wall constructed in accordance with the
Construction Code may occupy any yard required under the
provisions of this title; and

(c) Stairs leading to the ground from a door located on the story
in which the principal entrance of a building is located may
occupy any vyard required under provisions of this title. The
stairs shall include any railing required by the provisions of the
Construction Code.



Location of 11’ 6” High

Wall and Stone Column in New Rear Yard

are currently running an experimental version of Earth. Learn more
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Wall and Stone Column Are More
Than 4 Feet High

First Exception to Rear Yard
“Unoccupied” Requirement: “A structure,
not including a building no part of which is
more than four feet (4 ft.) above the grade at
any point ...’

Not Applicable: Wall and Stone Column do

not come within exception because both are
over 11°6” high



Photo of the 11’6” High Monumental Stone Column and Wall in the Rear
Yard with DECAA’s President, Nick DelleDonne, Standing Next to It
(1ZIS Dkt. Ex. #52 (p 3))
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11°6” High Wall and Stone Column Are
Not a Fence

Second Exception to Rear Yard “Unoccupied” Requirement:
Fence. The term “fence” is not defined in the Zoning
Regulations. Thus, under 11-B DCMR § 100.1(g), we must
consult Webster’s Dictionary for a definition.

Webster’s defines “fence” as “a barrier intended to prevent
escape or intrusion or to mark a boundary.”

Not Applicable: Here, neither the Wall nor the Stone Column
prevents “escape or intrusion” as they are open ended and
do not enclose anything. Further, neither “mark([s] a
boundary”.

Also, “a fence differs from a wall in not having a solid
foundation along its whole length.” Prince George’s County
Zoning Regulations.

Here, the Wall and Stone Column each have a solid
foundation along their entire length.



Photo Showing that Wall and Stone Column Do Not
Constitute a Fence (Prof. McCrery’s Reply - at p. 23)

Figure 13
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11°6” High Wall and Stone Column Are
Not a Retaining Wall

» Third Exception to Rear Yard “Unoccupied”
Requirement: Retaining Wall. 11-B DCMR § 100.2

defines a “retaining wall” as:

“A vertical, self-supporting structure constructed of
concrete, durable wood, masonry or other
materials, designed to resist the lateral
displacement of soil or other materials.” (Emphasis
added).

» Not Applicable: As the below photos establish,
neither the Wall nor the Stone Column “resist[s] the
lateral displacement of soil or other materials.”



Wall and Stone Column Are
Not a Retaining Wall (Cont’d)

» The 1913 photo shown below was taken during the
construction of the Temple and is published by the Masons in
their book “A Guidebook to the House of the Temple”.

» The horse drawn wagon is on the south side (alley side) of lot
108 and is sitting approximately where the 11’6” Wall and
Stone Column are today. The grade is approximately the same
on all four sides of the wagon.

» It clearly shows the above 11’6” Wall and Stone Column retain
nothing on either their west or east sides of the Wall and
Stone Column and their construction was obviously not
“designed to resist the lateral displacement of soil or other
materials.”



1913 Construction Photo of Temple Showing That
Wall and Stone Column Are Not a Retaining Walli

HARBIGAL WINC
WalmaN..TOS.O0
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Photo of Groundbreaking Ceremony From Temple
Guidebook Showing Temple Lot Is Flat, Vacant Land



Photo of West Side of Wall and Stone Column With
7°8” Measurement Above Stone Platform Level on West
Side of Temple Showing These Are Not Retaining Walls



Photo of South and East Side of Wall and Stone Column with
7°8” Measurement Above Stone Platform Level of
Temple Showing They Are Not a Retaining Wall



Photo of the East Side of 11°6” High Wall in the New Rear
Yard (IZIS Dkt. Ex. #52 (p.1)) Showing It Is
Not a Retaining Wall

g np =t o .__f}t L5 2




Photo Showing 7’8” Measurement of Granite Wall
And Stone Column Above Concrete Platform
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Baist Map of Square 192 in 1909 Shortly
Before Temple Construction Commenced
Showing Vacant Lot Where Temple Is To Be Built
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Baist Map of Square 192 in 1913

ion Showing Outline of Temple

During Construct
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DC Surveyor’s Plat of Square 192

Available at https://dcraonline-rms.dera.dc.gov/Watermark/ViewOne jsp?GUID=035A38A7-40F5-CFED-B22C-
56DC221000008&repositoryld=null&repositoryType=null&docid=null &mimeType=null&template name=null&versi

on=null&vsld=null
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Excerpt of DC Surveyor’s Plat of Square 192
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Wall and Stone Column Are
Not Stairs

» The final exception is for “stairs leading to the
ground from a door located on the story in which
the principal entrance of a building is located may
occupy any vyard required under provisions of this
title. The stairs shall include any railing required by
the provisions of the Construction Code.”

» The Wall and the Stone Column are not stairs, they
do not have risers or treads, one cannot walk on
them, and the railing is completely separate and not
attached to the Wall or the Stone Column.



Rear Yard Insufficiently Deep In Violation
of 11-F DCMR § 605.1

» | now address the insufficient depth of the new rear yard.

» The Temple lot is zoned RA-9. 11-F DCMR § 605.1 requires
a 1 to 3 ratio of rear yard depth to building height for RA-9
zones.

» The Luxury Project is designed to be constructed on the
new proposed Eastern Lot less than six feet from the rear of
the Temple.

» Thus, what is now the Temple’s actual rear yard can no
longer serve as the Temple’s rear yard for zoning purposes
because it would mean that the design would grossly
violate the rear yard requirements of 11-F DCMR § 605.1.



Rear Yard Insufficiently Deep --
Text of 11-F DCMR § 605.1

11-F DCMR § 605.1



Rear Yard Insufficiently Deep

» Perseus now attempts to evade this rear yard
requirement by redesignating the S Street side

as the “front,” so that the new rear yard is on
the south side.

» This does not cure the violation of 11-F DCMR
§ 605.1

» The below diagram, which Perseus submitted
to the HPRB, sets forth this attempt.



Perseus’ Diagram Submitted to HPRB
Showing Temple Height is 139’
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Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 2 at 5 From
Perseus’ Application to HPRB Showing
Temple Height of “140’ +/-”
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Perseus’ Diagram Submitted to HPRB Showing
Temple and Location of Luxury Project
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Necessary Depth of Rear Yard

Perseus’ own measurements establish that the Temple height is at
least 139’ and that the depth of the S Street areaway is 15’.

Thus, to comply with 11-F DCMR § 605.1, the new rear yard, including
the 15’ depth of the S Street areaway, must be at least:
139’ + 15’ = 154’

1/3 x 154’ = 51’4”
Not including the 15’ depth of the S Street areaway, the new rear yard
must be at least:

1/3 x 139’ = 46’4”

However, as established by Perseus’ own diagram calculations, the rear
yard is at most only 42’6” deep, even including the south areaway
width.

Thus, the new rear yard is insufficiently deep.



Perseus’ Contentions Are Insufficient To Support
Approval of the Subdivision

» Perseus attempts to whittle down the Temple’s
height and increase the depth of the rear yard.

* |t contends that the vertical depth of north areaway is
not included in the height.

* |t contends that the south areaway is included in the
depth of the rear yard measured from the property
line.

» But even accepting these contentions, which are
wrong, the Subdivision still violates 11-F DCMR §
605.1.



Rear Yard Calculations Based on
Perseus’ Measurements

To comply with 11-F DCMR § 605.1, the depth of the rear yard must be 1/3 of
the Temple’s height

Scenario 1

Temple Height measured from S Street (correctly including north areaway):
154’

139 + 15 = 154’
1/3 x 154’ = 51’4”
Rear yard is 32’ (42’6"” deep, improperly including the south areaway):
Result: In Either Case - Violation of 11-F DCMR § 605.1

Scenario 2

Temple Height measured from S Street (improperly excluding north areaway):
139’

1/3 x 139’ = 46’4”
Rear yard is 32’ (42’6"” deep, improperly including the south areaway):
Result: In Either Case - Violation of 11-F DCMR § 605.1




Rear Yard Calculations Based On
Perseus’ Measurements (Cont’d)

Scenario 3

Temple Height (16" Street) (improperly excluding north areaway):
139’

1/3 x 139’ = 46’4”

Rear yard is 32’ (42’6” deep, improperly including the south
areaway):

Result: In Either Case - Violation of 11-F DCMR § 605.1



The Temple’s 332 Ton Pyramidal Roof
Is Not An “Architectural Embellishment”

» 11-C DCMR § 1501.3, mentioning “architectural embellishments,” is
entitled “Penthouse Height” and is contained in Chapter 15 of Subtitle C,
entitled “Penthouses.” It is limited to penthouses and does not apply
here.

» Even assuming arguendo that 11-C DCMR § 1501.3 applies, that does not
assist the District or Perseus because 11-C DCMR § 1501.3 unambiguously
specifies that not all “domes” are “architectural embellishments.” 11-C
DCMR § 1501.3 states:

“Architectural embellishments consisting of spires, towers, domes,
minarets, and pinnacles may be erected to a greater height than
any limit prescribed by these regulations or the Height Act,
provided the architectural embellishment does not result in the
appearance of a raised building height for more than thirty percent
(30%) of the wall on which the architectural embellishment is
located.” [Emphasis added.]



332 Ton Roof Is Not an “Architectural Embellishment”-
Definitions from Prof. McCrery’s Reply at 6

* Webster’s Dictionary defines “roof” in relevant part as:

— “the outside cover of a building or structure including the
roofing and all the materials and construction necessary to
maintain the cover upon its walls or other support”

— “the highest point or reach of something”

* By contrast, Webster’s Dictionary defines “embellishment”
in relevant part as follows:

— “the act or process of embellishing”
— “something serving to embellish”
 Webster’s in turn defines “embellish” in relevant part as:

— “to enhance [or] amplify . . . with inessential but decorative or
fanciful details.”



The Temple’s 332 Ton Pyramidal Roof
Is Not An “Architectural Embellishment”

» Thus, for 11-C DCMR § 1501.3 to apply, the dome must be an
“architectural embellishment.”

» The purpose of the “architectural embellishment” exception
is to permit limited decorative detail to “embellish” a
building. By analogy, a bow in a woman’s hair is a decorative
detail, the head is not.

» By contrast, here the Temple’s pyramidal roof obviously does
not fall within Webster’s definition of embellishment
because it is clearly not an “inessential” “decorative or
fanciful detail.” Rather, the roof is essential to the building to
give it form and identity both inside and out, and to provide
protection from the elements to the people below.



Masons’ Admissions that
Pyramidal Structure Is a Roof

IZIS Exhibit # 29¢. “A4 Guidebook to the House of the Temple” (published by the Masons

in 2015) repeatedly refers to the 332 ton pyramidal structure as their roof. The following 1s from

page 3 of IZIS Exlubit #29c¢:
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Builder’s Admission that Pyramidal Structure Is a Roof

In a 1916 article entitled “Roof Construction of the Temple”. the contractor who built the

roof. R. Guastavino Company. referred to the 332 ton pyramidal structure as a roof writing:

“[I]n the roof of the Temple the limestone
alone. composing the steps in the roof as
seen 1n the photograph weighs 332 tons!
The entire weight of this roof. limestone
and all. 1s supported by a shell of typical
Guastavino Construction.” (Photo to left
appeared in the original 1916 article)

Architectiiral Review, January 1916,
Volume IV, No. 1 (See attached article)

Yiew of Building. Showing Solid Limestone Roof
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The Pyramidal Roof Has the Appearance of a Raised
Building Height for More than 30% of the Temple Wall

» Even assuming arguendo that the 332 ton roof is an
architectural embellishment, 11-C DCMR § 1501.3
provides that an architectural embellishment s
exempted from the height limitations only if:

 “the architectural embellishment does not result
in the appearance of a raised building height for
more than thirty percent (30%) of the wall on
which the architectural embellishment is
located.” [Emphasis added.]



Prof. McCrery’s Reply — Fig. 11 at p. 21 Showing
Roof Has Appearance of Raised Building Height for
More Than 30% of the Temple Wall on Which It Sits



Arguments That Roof Does Not Give Appearance
of Raised Building Height Are Meritless

» First, Perseus’ claim that “dome is not located on a wall” is
totally false as previous diagram showed.

» Second, Perseus’ argument that “because the dome is
stepped, each step sets back from the wall on which it is
located and thus does not result in the appearance of a
raised height of more than 30% of the wall upon which the
step is located” literally makes no sense. Perseus’
argument literally means the Temple has no roof.

* Each step is obviously not a wall, and even if it were,
each “step” would comprise more than 30% of the wall
on which it sits. The below picture of the Temple’s roof
establishes this fact:



Prof. McCrery’s Reply — Fig. 12 at p. 22
Showing Temple Roof Gives Appearance of Raised Building Height for
More than 30% of the Wall on Which It Sits
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Excerpts from “Guidebook to House of the Temple”
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supp.)
Showing “Pyramidal Roof”

PYRAMIDAL ROOF

[hespite same "conspiracy
thearies” ta the contrary, there
is no Masanic significance to the

number af steps on the roof, The
P}'ramid is amnprlmd af interlock-
ing blocks that form imto st s,
Using CGraastavines mathenatical
calcolations of the inner dome, the
Bk Luilders determine the necessary
b height and width of the steps,

which in turn dictated the num-
s bor—either fourteen ar Gfteen
§  depending on how you count.
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Perseus and Mason’s Attempts To Escape The
Rear Yard Ratio Requirements Fail

» These attempts fall into 5 categories
= Building Height Act
" Previous Approvals of Other Buildings
" Changing the Height of Temple

" Vertical Depth of Areaway at New S Street
Front Not Included in Height

= Width of Areaway in New Rear Yard Not
Included in Depth of Rear Yard



Perseus’ First Attempted Misdirection --
Meritless Building Height Act Argument

» First, Perseus claims that: “If the [Temple] dome had
not been considered an embellishment and instead
been included in the Temple’s building height,
approval to exceed the Height Act maximum of 130
feet would have required an amendment to the
Height Act specifically granting an exemption for the
Temple Lot.” Perseus Opp. 11 (emphasis added).

» This contention is flatly wrong, and the BHA itself
belies that contention, as | previously established in
my Reply at pages 9-10.



Building Height Act § 5 Excerpt

> “Spires, towers, domes, minarets, pinnacles, pent
houses over elevator shafts, ventilation shafts,
chimneys, smokestacks, and fire sprinkler tanks may
be erected to a greater height than any limit
prescribed in this Act when and as the same may be
approved by the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia[.]” BHA § 5 [emphasis added].

»The BHA does not mention “architectural
embellishments,” which is a later zoning construct not
found anywhere in the BHA



Masons’ App. for Permit to Build - Prof. McCrery Supp. Ex. 1



Masons’ App. for Permit to Build - Prof.
McCrery Supp. Ex. 1 (Expanded)



Masons’ App. for Permit to Build - Prof.
McCrery Supp. Ex. 1 (Expanded)



Masons’ App. for Permit to Build - Prof.
McCrery Supp. Ex. 1 (Expanded)



Masons’ Permit to Build Approved By “Commissioners DC”
in Accordance with BHA § 5
(Prof. McCrery Supplement Exhibit 2)

“This is to Certify, That Supreme Council Scottish Rite has permission to erect”
the Temple “in accordance with application No. 1527 . . . By Order of the
Commissioners DC.”



Perseus’ Second Attempted Misdirection --
Prior Height Approvals

Second, the examples of buildings with
embellishments Perseus and the Masons
offer, even assuming they were approved
under 11-C DCMR § 1501.3, are radically
different from the present case.

Perseus’ examples and other examples show
embellishments that do not occupy the entire
roof, but are minor additions, and unlike the

Temple’s dome, do not constitute the entire
roof.



Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 2 at p.8
Example of Embellishment

=)
=)

71



Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 4 at p. 10
Example of Embellishment

1331 F Street, NW
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Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 5 at p. 10
Example of Embellishment

601 13th Street NW
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Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 6 at p. 10
Example of Embellishment

=)
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Zoning Determination Letter for 1920 N Street at 2-3
Articulates Some of the Relevant Criteria

» “The Embellishment is also separate from, has no
direct communication with, and is below the height of
the project’s roof structure . . .."”

» “As mentioned above, the Embellishment comprises
approximately 5,200 square feet of area. The roof area
of the building is approximately 43,000 square feet.
Therefore, the Embellishment comprises
approximately twelve percent (12%) of the roof area,
and an even smaller percentage of the building
footprint.”

[Emphasis added.]



Perseus’ Third Attempted Misdirection --
Chipping Away at Height of Temple

» Perseus attempts to chip away at 139’ height
of Temple that it previously provided to
Zoning Administrator.

» Perseus submits new documents not before
Zoning Administrator claiming height is 134’
6”.

» This assertion is mertiless.



Response to Perseus’ Third Attempted Misdirection --
The Height of the Temple From 16" Street Is Measured from the
Curb Level, Not Five Feet Up the Stairs to the Temple.

» First, Perseus attempts to chip away at the Temple’s
legitimate height by offering another height calculation
from 16th Street, claiming that the height is 134’ 6”.

* This calculation was not before the Zoning
Administrator and thus cannot be considered.

» In any event, this contention is erroneous. To reach this
calculation, Perseus assumes that 16" Street is the proper
location from which to take the measurement, which it is
not if the rear yard is to the south of the Temple, and does
not measure from the curb level, as 11-B DCMR § 308.2
requires. Instead, it begins its measurement approximately
5" higher up the stairs at the front of the building.



Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 8 at p. 13
Showing Improper Location of Perseus 134’ 6” Measurement
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Perseus Ex. B
(Not Before Zoning Administrator)
Arrow Showing Perseus’ Erroneous Measuring
Point Above Stairs
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The BHMP from 16" Street Is Measured from
the Curb Level, as Perseus Originally Found

» 11-B DCMR § 308.2 states: “The building height measuring
point (BHMP) shall be established at the adjacent natural
or finished grade, whichever is the lower in elevation, at
the mid-point of the building facade of the principal
building that is closest to a street lot line. For any
excavations projecting from the building’s facade other
than an exception to grade as defined at Subtitle B § 100.2
the elevation of the midpoint of a building facade shall be
the equivalent of the lowest such elevation; excluding
existing driveways adjacent to the midpoint(s) directly

connecting a garage and public right of way.” [Emphasis
added.]



11-B DCMR § 100.2 (Definitions)

» “Grade, Finished: The elevation of the ground directly abutting
the perimeter of a building or structure or directly abutting an
exception to finished grade. Exceptions to Finished Grade are set
forth in the definition of “Grade, Exceptions to.”

» “Grade, Natural: The undisturbed elevation of the ground of a
lot prior to human intervention; or where there are existing
improvements on a lot, the established elevation of the ground,
exclusive of the improvements or adjustments to the grade
made in the five (5) years prior to applying for a building permit.
Exceptions to Natural Grade are set forth in the definition of
“Grade, Exceptions to.”

» “Floor, Ground: The floor level nearest to and above the
adjacent finished grade.”



Photo Sh

rade at Curb Level
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Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
Excluding the Vertical Depth
of the S Street Areaway

In an effort to avoid including the vertical depth of
the S Street areaway in the height of the Temple,
Perseus claims the height should be measured not
from the Temple’s newly designated “front” on S St,,
but from a different “street frontage” on 16t Street.

No documents were before the Zoning Administrator
in which Perseus made the “street frontage” claim,
so there is no basis to consider it.

In any event, this argument is clearly contrary to the
Zoning Regulations and common sense.



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection -
The Temple’s Height Is Measured From The Temple’s
Designated Front Per 11-B DCMR § 308.7

»“If a building fronts on more than one (1)
street, any front may be used to determine
street frontage; but the basis for measuring
the height of the building shall be established
by the street selected as the front of the
building.” [Emphasis added.]

»Section 308.7 does not say the height is
measured from the “street frontage.”



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
The BHMP Must Be Calculated from S St., Which
Is the Side Perseus Designated as the “Front”

» The most reasonable interpretation of the
Zoning Regulations is that, once an applicant
has determined the “front” of the building,
that is the front of the building for both

BHMP and rear lot line determination
purposes.



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
The Temple’s Height Is Measured From The Temple’s
Designated Front Per 11-B DCMR § 308.7

» First, there is nothing in the Zoning Regulations that
suggests that a building can have two “fronts,” one
for measuring BHMP and one for rear vyard
determination. That contention has no pertinent
textual support.

» Second, while there may be a difference between
“street frontage” and “front,” the Zoning Regulations
do not provide that the BHMP or the rear yard is
determined by “street frontage.”



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
Measurement Principles

» The BHMP cannot be measured from 16t Street as
the Temple “front,” unless the rear yard is to the east
of the Temple, which will mean that the Temple will
have almost no rear yard.

» As to the rear yard, the term “rear” is not defined in
the Zoning Regulations.

» Thus, we look to Webster’s Dictionary for a
definition. See 11-B DCMR § 100.1(g).

» Webster’s defines “rear” in pertinent part as “the
part of something that is located opposite to its
front,” not opposite its “street frontage.” [Emphasis

added.]



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
The Vertical Depth of S Street Areaway Must
Be Included in the Temple’s Height

» The vertical depth of the S Street areaway must be included in the
Temple’s height.

» 11-B DCMR § 308.2 states: “The building height measuring point
(BHMP) shall be established at the adjacent natural or finished
grade, whichever is the lower in elevation [.]” [Emphasis added.]

» 11-B DCMR § 100.2 defines exceptions to grade:

Grade, Exceptions to: The following are exceptions to
“Finished Grade” and “Natural Grade” as those terms are
defined below . . . (b) An areaway that provides direct
access to an entrance and, excluding associated stairs or
ramps, projects no more than five feet (5 ft.) from the
building face. [Emphasis added.]



Response to Perseus’ Fourth Attempted Misdirection --
The Vertical Depth of the S Street Areaway Must
Be Included in the Temple’s Height

» The below diagram shows that the areaway circled in
green at the redesignated “front” on S Street is more
than 7'6” wide from front to back.

» Thus, the BHMP must be measured from the base of
the areaway.



Perseus’ Diagram Showing
North Areaway Is 7’ 6” Wide
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Perseus Diagram Showing Vertical Depth of
S Street Areaway Is 15’

B
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Minimum Depth of Rear Yard
Including Vertical Depth of North Areaway

139 +15 = 154’
1/3 x154 =51'4"



Perseus’ Fifth Attempted Misdirection --
Erroneous Argument That the South Areaway’s
Width Must Be Included in the Depth
of the New Rear Yard.

» Perseus argues the width of the South Areaway
must be included in the new rear yard’s depth.

» The width of the South Areaway in the new rear
yard (7'6”) cannot be included in calculating the
depth of the new rear yard.

> In this regard, the depth of the new “rear yard” is
measured from the southern edge of the areaway
to the south property line.

» The “rear yard” must exclude the South Areaway,
per the definitions of “Yard” and “Rear Yard”.



11-B DCMR § 100.2
(Definition of Rear Yard)

» “Yard, Rear: A yard between the rear line of a building
or other structure and the rear lot line, except as
provided elsewhere in this title. The rear yard shall be
for the full width of the lot and shall be unoccupied,
except as specifically authorized in this title. “

» “Yard, rear, depth of: The mean horizontal distance
between the rear line of a building and the rear lot
line, except as provided elsewhere in this title.”

» Reading these definitions together, it is apparent that
the “rear yard” does not include the areaway because
the areaway is a “structure.”



Definition of Structure

> 11-B DCMR § 100.2 defines “Structure as follows”:

“Structure: Anything constructed, including a building,
the use of which requires permanent location on the
ground, or anything attached to something having a
permanent location on the ground and including, among
other things, radio or television towers, reviewing stands,
platforms, flag poles, tanks, bins, gas holders, chimneys,
bridges, and retaining walls. The term structure shall not
include mechanical equipment, but shall include the
supports for mechanical equipment. Any combination of
commercial occupancies separated in their entirety,
erected, or maintained in a single ownership shall be
considered as one (1) structure.” [Emphasis added.]



Picture of South Areaway Structure
Prof. McCrery’s Reply - Figure 10 at p. 19
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Adams Morgan for Reasonable Development,
BZA Case No. 18888

* |n that case, the Board addressed whether “the garage
ramp and below-grade garage” violated the provision
that “the rear yard “shall be unoccupied,” not how the
depth of the rear yard is to be measured.

« “AMFRD’s appeal states ‘the Ontario project impedes
onto the rear yard requirements as shown on the
record, and noted by the Office of Planning, that half of
the rear yard is taken up by the ramp structures leading
down to the subterranean garage.”



Google Earth Photo Showing Lot Line, Existing Parking
Lot & Loading (DECAA Pre-H Stat)
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Photo of Loading Berth Dock
(DECAA Pre-Hearing Statement)
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Appellants' Exhibit No. 51 - SubTitle C 701.5

Firefox hitps: i i dc/d iew.aspr’prin=1

7015 Except as provided for in Subtitle C § 702, parking requirements for all use categories are as
follows (all references to “sq. ft.” refers to square feet of gross floor area as calculated in
Subtitle C § 709):

Asmiculture, luze 1.67per 1,000 5q. &

Agmicubture, residential None

Animal sales, care and boarding 1 per 1.000 sg. . in excess of 3.0005q &t

Antenmas Neme

Arts, desizn. and creation 1 per 1.000 g . in excess of 3,000 sq &

Basic utilities 0.33 per 1,000 5q. f in ewcess of 3.000sg. fi.

o g.i?al.ﬂgﬂsq.&.rnmsnﬁ.DDOsq.ﬁ.u&dmumimdbyannmignMis:imBeudef

Ci iy-based institutional facili 1 per 1,000 sq. f.

| Daytime care 0.5 per 1,000 sq ft with a miniomm of | space required.

= c 133 per 1,000 sq. fi. in exress of 3.000sg. ft.
— =i Amrmnf?mmhsgmhnhdm' sevice.

Far each ing- 2 for each 3 teachers; phus either 1 for each 10 classroom seats or 1 for each 12

E - N stadinm seafs ar ﬁrmlﬂmmmmsm except if a campus plan has

‘Education, colless funivessity ‘been approved by the Zoning Commission umeBmdonmlqumslmsnﬂnrﬂnm]]egw
universaty, in wiich case provaded as set forth in the approved campus

Elementary and middle school- 2 for each 3 teachers and other
‘High school and accessory uses: 2 for each 3 teachers and other empiloyees, plas either 1 for each

St 20 classroom seats or 1 for each 10 seats in the largest mditorium, Fymmasiom or area wsable for
as: . whichever is
“Education, public 0 Z5per LOW sq &
[Enerpeny stoter 05 perLinnse
i aspembly, and i

s 2 per 1,000 sq. f.

‘Firearm sales 133 per 1,000 sq. f in exress of 5.0005g fi

‘Govemment, large-scale None
0.5 space per 1,000 sq. & in excess of 2,000 sq. fi with a miniomm of 1 space required: except:
Public recreation and commumity center: 0.25 1,000 3q. fi. in exress of 1,000 sq. f witha

Govemment local ‘minimum of 1 space required. and spcepe LA ——
Eiock — D0 i

‘Tnstirurional,_general lﬂTpllﬂlﬁqﬂmmEsuiSmDsqﬁ
1 for each 10 seats of occupancy capacity in the main sanctuary; provided that where the seats are

Institutional relizious not fixed, each 7 sq. f. usable for seating or each 13 in. of bench if benches are provided shall be
considersd 1 seat.

Lodzmg 0.5 per 1,000 5q. fi in excess of 3,000 sg. &t

‘Medical care 1 per 100U 5q. £ i excess of 3,000 5. ., with a minimm of | space required.

Marine 0.5 per 1000 sq

Motor vehicle-relatad 2per 1.000sq £

o 0.5 per 1,000 sq ftin excess of 3,000 5q_fi. except -

— 2 medical or dental office, clinic, or veterinary hospital- 1 per 1,000 sq in excess of 3,000 5. .
None

‘Tarks and recreation 0.5 per 1000 sq fL

1 per 1,000 5q. fi. mexcess of 3,000 sq. ft, except

Production, distrivution, repait mﬁmm_lw3mmi
Hosienrial Sngk Gweling wit e
Fsidential, flat IEENEE
1p!3heﬂmgmsmmms=ﬂminmmt
Residenial, multiple dwelling unit 1 per 2 dwelling units for any B ar RF 00
1 per § umits of publicly assisted housing, reserved for the elderly and'or handicapped.
il 1.33per1,000 5. f in ewcess of 3.000sg fi.
lofl T262021, 4:47 PM
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Photo of Parking Lot from 15th Street ( I1ZIS Ex. 8Al1 p.6)

15TH STREET
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Photo of the Temple from the Front Showing the 11°6”
High Wall from the Front (1ZIS Dkt. Ex. 61)

102



Excerpts from Guidebook to House of the Temple
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supp.)

JUIDEBOOK TO THE

HOUSE
LIl IT
=R

BY JERI E. VWALKE

5l Z

THE HISTORY, ARCHITECTUR S 30OLISM
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Excerpts from Guidebook to House of the Temple
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supp.)

A Guidehook to ¢he House of the Temple:
The History, Architecture & Symiba
Copyright & 2015 by The Suprene Council, 335 Southern Jurisdiction

i { Firer Eprrios, 2015

| All rights reserved. Mo part of this publication may
meang electronic, mechanic

be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any

i ar atherwise, without permission of the publisher.

phatoeopying, recor

PuBLISHED 1M THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BY:

The Supreme C:
Sgottish Rite of Freema

kx i
sonry, 5., UL

1733 Sixtesnth Street, NW
Washington, [C 20008
ishRite.org
) 2513579
! 15BN # §78-0-983 773870

AUTHOR ARD DESIGNER:
Jen E. Walker

Enirors:

Dir. 5. Brent Marris, 33°, GIC., Managing Editor of the Scotish Rite fourmal
Artura de Hoyes, 33°, G.C,, Grand Archivist and Grand Historian

[ Mary Kay Lanzalosta, FAIA, Hartman-Cox Architects

Sean Graystone, 335, G.C, Superintendant of the House of the Temple
Elizabeth A, W, MeCarthy, Creative Director, Supreme Council, 33°
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Excerpts from Guidebook to House of the Temple
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supp.)
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Blowup of Excerpts - Guidebook
Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supplement)

First floor nears
completio
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Blowup of Excerpts - Guidebook
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supplement)

place as constructlon
of the Tem 108
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Blowup of Excerpts - Guidebook
(Submitted with DECAA’s April 2020 Supplement)
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Photo of S Street Lawn
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11-B DCMR § 100.2 (Definitions)

e “Street Frontage: The property line where a lot
abuts upon a street. When a lot abuts upon more
than one (1) street, the owner shall have the
option of selecting which is to be the front for
purposes of determining street frontage.”

 “Yard, Rear: A yard between the rear line of a
building or other structure and the rear lot line,
except as provided elsewhere in this title. The
rear yard shall be for the full width of the lot and
shall be wunoccupied, except as specifically
authorized in this title.”



Study of Carriage House
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)



Dome of Temple Looking Upwards
from Interior
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Temple at Dusk




Resume of Ravi Ricker

Licensed Architect
(See Separate PDF for Enlarged Version with All Pages)

Ravi Ricker Resume
Z511 W. Moffat #104

Chicago, IL 80647

call phone: 773

PROFILE

Licensad Architect with 28 years of experience in Architecture and Construction. Extensiva axparience in Singls Family and Musifarmily
houging. as wall a5 a range of Commercial and Industrial projects. A history of working with Man-profit argarzations, both fundars and
dawvelopars. A Profassional career dadicated to thoughtiul anvironmentally sustainable choices for clients, from creative rencvations and
adaptive reusa, to altemative mechanical solutions Bke Solar thermal and Geothermal systems, to use of uncommon but highly effective
construction types [xe Insulatad Cancrate Form Construction. Expsrisnce working with 20 types of design consuftants, and succass navigating
complex code, and funding source requirements.

REGISTRATION Licensed Architect - State of llinais

AFFILIATIONS American Institute of Architects
Cal OES - California - Safely Assessment Program - Certified Disaster Service Worker
U.5. Green Building Council - LEED Assaciate (2009 - 2019}
City of Chicago, Licensed Energy Professional (2008 - 2015]

PROFESSIONAL Wrap Architesture — Chicago

EXPERIENCE 7-Gurrgnt; Pringipa), Archil
m Co-lounded snd establishad Wrap Arehitactune 52 a thriving award-winning Architectursl practes,
m Managed corsulfants and siaff frrough architectural projects of warying slzes and types.
(5ee Projec! Experience attached, and Wrap websile winw. wraparchilechung com for grajec! detais)
m Prajects spanned Trom feasibilily studies, building and zening code reviews, Schematic Designs, and Design
Develapranl through develspmert af Canstrustion Dosuments loe bidding and parmd, and
Construction Adminisiration Services frorm payoul reviews rough punch list and project closeout,
m Design Developrment was achigwed working cosely with Givil, Structural. Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing
Engineers as weld a5 other consultants including Landscape Architects, Lighting Designars, Energy Consultants,
and Commercial Kitchan designars when projects necessitated.
m Othar refas included generation of proposals and contracts, websita praduction. ganaeral business planning and
business adminstration, including managsmant and upkeap of licensing and required insurancas.

GMAC-RFC - Chicaga Metropolitan Area

m Home Ownership Preservation Enterprise - Rencvation of 81 REQ 1-4 Unit Residential Sulldings

m Reviewsd racent foraclosed properties portfolo end identified candidates for ranovation and resals.

u Detined the scope of woek, procured condracter services and aversaw rencvaben eftarts, conlracior payouts
and conatruction close out far resals 1o hameowners, 1o develop nelghtarhood homeownership,

B Reponed monthly progress 1o GMAG-RFC management and local non-profit stase holders.

m 81 units developed, each resulted in a greater ratem of laet lunds than intial lender proections
Pappagecrge Haymes LTD - Chicago

2/00-2/04: Project Architect

m Projects ranged from new single-tamily homes, and mixed-use buildings (o the conversion of an over 1M sl
Monigomery Wards warshousa, inlo 288 residential unils above 2 floors of parking and a data cantar

m Praject phases included feasibility through schematic design, design development, canstruction documents
and songinuclion adminisiration,

g 1ood Housing i - pment Corparation - Chicags

m Rerovation of 140 1-4 Unit Razidantial Buldings (leated thraughout Rosaland & Englewosd)

m ldentified properties for purchasa. rencvation and resals to increase homeownership.

m Defined the scope of work, procured confractor services, oversaw renovation effoes. contractor payouts and
conatruction close out

m Reported weekly prograss 10 MHE-RC dractor, @na maimained books for lenders annual reviews.

u Created a speciication standard for NHS-RC properties, and managed local sta in NHS-RC renovatians,
m Corzuliad wih the NHE Meightarhood Lendng Pragram's loen cammittes on lechaiesl sanstruclion sies

Chicago Rehab Network — Chisage

2/94-8/95: Donslaiclion Soed

= §1.4 M HOPE-3 Imglemantation Grant for a revalving loan fund for the rencvation of residential buildings.
w Pravided technical assistance and assisted non-profit members with loan appications.

= Prasantid Ioan applications for roview by thie loan commiltes.

= 7 projects were cornpleted in parinership with CRAN member non-profil erganizations

ACORN Housing C\_:lporutl:_m_ Chicago

= Renovation of 21 Single Family ard 2 Flats.

= |dentified properties for developmant and defined tha renavation scopas and spacdications.

= Managed future homebuyars through a sweat aquity program both reducang development costs and educating
homeowners.

EDUCATION Bachelor of Architecture (General Honars) - University of Miam?, Goral Gables. FL - May 1987
Architecture Study Abroad - Architectural Associztion, Lendon, England - 1390 1 14




Loading Berths and Service/Delivery

Spaces Regulations

> Subtitle F § 901.1 of ZR-16 states:

All buildings or structures shall be provided with loading berths and
service/delivery spaces as follows...

Minimum MNumber Minimum Number
LUse of Loading Berths of Service/Delivery
: . . Required Spaces Required
Institutional . .
30,000 to 100,000 sq. ft. gross floor area | 1 1
) ]

More than 100,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 2

> Subtitle F § 905.4 of ZR-16 states:

that

“All loading berths shall be accompanied by one (1) adjacent loading platform
meets the following requirements:(a) A loading berth that is less than fifty-five
feet (55 ft.) deep shall have a platform that is at least one hundred square feet

(100 sq. ft.) and at least eight feet (8 ft.) wide;”
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Loading Berths and Service/Delivery
Spaces Regulations

> Subtitle F § 905.6 of ZR-16 states:

“903.1 Except as provided in this section, all loading
berths and service/delivery spaces shall be located as
follows ... (b)Within the rear yard of the building they are
intended to serve; or (c)Within a court or side yard of the
building they are intended to serve, provided that on a
lot that is within or adjacent to an R, RF, RA, or NC zone,
the loading berths and service/delivery loading spaces
shall be at least six feet (6ft.) from any side lot line.”
(Emphasis added)
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