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PROJECT OVERVIEW



4248 Benning Road NE
Washington, DC 20019

ADDRESS
Square 5087, Lot 0856

20.00 ;
MIN REAR YARD SETBACK

LOT AREA 2039 SF

Ll

ZONE RA-1

Commercial use as a beauty salon (non-conforming)

EXISTING USE use originally authorized under BZA Order No. 8021 (1964)
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CONTAINER
B

Tsunami Hair Studio is a long-standing neighborhood salon. The applicant
proposes installing (2) conditioned prefabricated shipping containers
PROPOSED in the rear yard to store equipment, materials, and supplies.

WORK

PATIO

CONTAINER
A

By relocating storage outside the main building, the project will free up interior
space needed to maintain safe, compliant salon operations.

DN
N

SERVICE

EXISTING
. 2-STORY
BUILDING

EXISTING

1. Use Variance (U-401.16 X-1000.1) - To allow storage units to be
installed in support of the existing nonconforming use in the RA-1 zone Bhowe

EXISTING
ASPHALT
PARKING LOT

RELIEF :
2. Area Variance - FAR (F-201.1 & X-1000.1) - 0.9 permitted, 1.12 proposed
REQUESTED

3.AreaVariance-LOT OCCUPANCY (F-210.1 & X-1000.1):

40% permitted, 72% proposed

BIG TENT DESIGN STUDIO PROJECT OVERVIEW - PROPOSED WORK & REQUESTED RELIEF



LEGAL FRAMEWORK:
the variance tests



LEGAL FRAMEWORK - USE & AREA VARIANCE TESTS STANDARDS

TEST AREA VARIANCE USE VARIANCE

1. EXCEPTIONAL CONDITION Property must face a unique physical or legal condition that Property must face a unique physical or legal condition

OF THE PROPERTY creates a zoning burden. that creates a zoning burden.
Applicant must show that strict zoning compliance would Applicant must show that zoning restrictions impose an
2. BURDEN ON THE resultin practical difficulty due to the exceptional condition. undue hardship due to the exceptional condition.
PROPERTY OWNER

Note: Proving undue hardship (use variance) satisfies the lower
standard of practical difficulty (area variance)

3. NOHARM TO PUBLIC : : : : : .
GOOD OR THE ZONING Relief must not cause substantial harm to the public good Relief must not cause substantial harm to the public

ORDINANCE orimpair the intent of the zoning regulations. good orimpair the intent of the zoning regulations.

See D.C. Zoning Regulations, Subtitle X § 1000.1 (statutory authority) and § 1002.1 (review standards for use and area variances)
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TEST 1

exceptional condition of the property



CONFLUENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL
CONDITIONS INHERENT TO THE
PROPERTY

BIG TENT DESIGN STUDIO VARIANCE TEST 1. EXCEPTIONAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY 9



largely unused due to

1 Rear yard has remained
®  zoning restrictions

Zoning does not extend
BZA-approved use to
e rearyard—relief required
for accessory structures.

59.00

MIN REAR YARD SETBACK

CONFLUENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL
CONDITIONS INHERENT TO THE
PROPERTY

1. Zoning Mismatch & Nonconforming Use Limitations —
The building has a lawful commercial use, but the rear yard
remains subject to RA-1 zoning—blocking even modest
improvements to support the use. Zoning regulations don’t
automatically extend nonconforming use rights to the full lot,
so relief is required for accessory structures.
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RA-1 yards are intended to
serve residential use—but
none exists on this lot or

its immediate neighbors
to the east and west.

Rear yard has remained
1 largely unused due to
[ )

zoning restrictions

Property has had no
residential use since
at least the 1950's

Zoning does not extend

BZA-approved use to
e rearyard—relief required
for accessory structures.

59.000

 MIN REAR YARD SETBACK

Rear yard is vacant,
unused, and invites
nuisance activity
due to lack of use
and monitoring.

CONFLUENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL
CONDITIONS INHERENT TO THE
PROPERTY

1. Zoning Mismatch & Nonconforming Use Limitations —
The building has a lawful commercial use, but the rear yard
remains subject to RA-1 zoning—blocking even modest
improvements to support the use. Zoning regulations don’t
automatically extend nonconforming use rights to the full lot,
so relief is required for accessory structures.

2. Rear Yard No Longer Serves Its Zoning Purpose — RA-1
zoning requires rear yards to serve residential occupants—
but this site hasn’t had a residential function in over 60
years. With no residents to serve and no legal path to
repurpose it, the yard’s intended zoning function is obsolete.
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Existing rear yard looking East. Existing rear yard looking North
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RA-1 yards are intended to
serve residential use—but
none exists on this lot or

its immediate neighbors
to the east and west.

Rear yard has remained
1 largely unused due to
[ )

2000
IN REAR YARD SETBACK

Rear yard is vacant,
unused, and invites
nuisance activity
due to lack of use
and monitoring.

zoning restrictions

Property has had no
residential use since
at least the 1950's

Zoning does not extend
BZA-approved use to
e rearyard—relief required
for accessory structures.

Salon struggles to meet
increasingly space-
intensive health
regulations & maintain
operational efficiency.

Narrow lot —just
meeting RA-1 min.
Tight space limits
operational flexibility.

CONFLUENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL
CONDITIONS INHERENT TO THE
PROPERTY

1. Zoning Mismatch & Nonconforming Use Limitations —

The building has a lawful commercial use, but the rear yard
remains subject to RA-1 zoning—blocking even modest
improvements to support the use. Zoning regulations don’t
automatically extend nonconforming use rights to the full lot,
so relief is required for accessory structures.

. RearYard No Longer Serves Its Zoning Purpose — RA-1

zoning requires rear yards to serve residential occupants—
but this site hasn’t had a residential function in over 60
years. With no residents to serve and no legal path to
repurpose it, the yard’s intended zoning function is obsolete.

. Small, Narrow, Fully Built-Out Lot — At just 2,040 SF and

18.5 feet wide, the lot offers no interior space to meet
modern health and safety requirements. Zoning prohibits
improvements to the rear yard that could support the
building’s lawful use.
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OFF-SITE STORAGE ?

« Storage was 4.1 miles away, a 14-minute drive each way
» Daily delays disrupted operations and slowed service
« Essential supplies often unavailable when needed
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RA-1 yards are intended to
serve residential use—but
none exists on this lot or

its immediate neighbors
to the east and west.

Rear yard has remained
1 largely unused due to
[ )

2000
IN REAR YARD SETBACK

Rear yard is vacant,
unused, and invites
nuisance activity
due to lack of use
and monitoring.

zoning restrictions

Property has had no
residential use since
at least the 1950's

Zoning does not extend
BZA-approved use to
e rearyard—relief required
for accessory structures.

Salon struggles to meet
increasingly space-
intensive health
regulations & maintain
operational efficiency.

Narrow lot —just
meeting RA-1 min.
Tight space limits
operational flexibility.

CONFLUENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL
CONDITIONS INHERENT TO THE
PROPERTY

1. Zoning Mismatch & Nonconforming Use Limitations —

The building has a lawful commercial use, but the rear yard
remains subject to RA-1 zoning—blocking even modest
improvements to support the use. Zoning regulations don’t
automatically extend nonconforming use rights to the full lot,
so relief is required for accessory structures.

. RearYard No Longer Serves Its Zoning Purpose — RA-1

zoning requires rear yards to serve residential occupants—
but this site hasn’t had a residential function in over 60
years. With no residents to serve and no legal path to
repurpose it, the yard’s intended zoning function is obsolete.

. Small, Narrow, Fully Built-Out Lot — At just 2,040 SF and

18.5 feet wide, the lot offers no interior space to meet
modern health and safety requirements. Zoning prohibits
improvements to the rear yard that could support the
building’s lawful use.
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TEST 2:

zoning restrictions impose an undue hardship on the owner



2. BURDEN ON THE OWNER...

TOGETHER, THESE CONSTRAINTS GIVERISE TO
AN UNDUE HARDSHIP ON THE PROPERTY OWNER

« Strict application of the zoning regulations prevents the owner from
making reasonable use of the full site to support the property’s

long-standing, BZA-approved non-conforming, commercial use. RESULT:
« The building has no interior capacity to meet required sanitation, Without relief, the property cannot be used
ventilation, and storage needs. reasonably for its existing legal purpose.

« Zoning prohibits rear yard improvements that would allow the
business to function viably.

« Reverting to residential use is not a reasonable alternative due to
decades of costly MEP modifications and layout retrofits.

VARIANCE TEST 2 - UNDUE HARDSHIP EXPLAINED 21



TEST 3:

no harm to public good or the zoning ordinance
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PROJECT SITE BEHIND BUILDING

R

I'H

View of prOJect site from Bennlng Road. Proposed accessory structures are concealed from the street
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PROJECT SITE BEHIND BUILDING
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View of project site from Benning Road. Proposed accessory structures are concealed from the street
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PROJECT SITE

View of project site from Benning Road. Proposed accessory structures are obliquely visible from this portion of Benning Road.
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PROJECT SITE VIEWED FROM NEIGHBORING PARKING LOT
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COMMUNITY SUPPORT
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M Gmail Jabe s sadinbghart el

Fwd: Tsunami Hair Studio Support Lir/ Application No 21287

M Gmail

e = “Tsunami Hair Studio has b e

become more than just a

business—it is a cornerstone of
hope, generosity, and

SRR connection in Washington, D.C’ SRS IRET

Tourams CEDH bas sl s st e ot mach o Fersy el arrermrsars. jars of

— Sandra Wright, e
Client/Customer

M Gmail b nn i sl

M Lo : - Fwd: Application No. 21287 of Tsunami Hair Studio M Gmail
“Their efforts to host events, e R T e S s e o e

e S 17, 200 100 2
2 ke i e i e

mentorship programs, and e

cultural celebrations have e

W s Ragarn
Loy Ao

e
Tsunami Hair Studio has consistently provided not ooly excellent personal care HF‘ U Agpiii ptuins M5 T1IHP o Tassraters o St
. opg o wervices but also a safe s fioe and
had a meaningful and positive SN Tk AN S o St E S
Zi - T

Puusnarms Hair Stude

impact on our neighborhood'’

ater, CE0, b e e bunioss from a4 et ta
b o elotd ok oy

hwarys o
Thank you fos your tisse snd consideration Ak b e e
wrihip he
. . Sincerely, o heir
— Jahkira Prince, . - .

Baltimore MD 21223

. .
Neighbor o ey
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. M Gmail Tosasrd Hak caimamhrinstibpral soms
AN S Lotter of Support for Application No. 21287 of Tsunami Hair Studio
" oL Tre, My 15, 005 o 564 PY
2101 R et o
Wasringion DG 200402036
Support Letter for

Taunami Hair Studia
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“Tsunami Hair Studio is more

M Gmail f P ———

il —— ' than just a hair salon; they are a
vital part of Ward 7. They
actively engage with and uplift

our community through various
initiatives, and their training

programs provide valuable skills
and opportunities for residents.’

— Marcellus Walker Jr.,
Neighbor
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CONCLUSION



CONCLUSION & REQUEST FOR RELIEF

Exceptional Conditions

« Small, narrow lot fully built out with no interior flexibility

« Rearyard zoning misaligned with legal commercial use

« Rearyard no longer serves intended RA-1 residential purpose

Undue Hardship
« Strict enforcement prevents reasonable use of the full site We respectfully request the
« Lack of interior space hinders compliance with health and safety codes Board grant the requested use

» Reversion to residential use is financially impractical and area variances, so that this

long-standing neighborhood-

No Harm to Public Good or Zoning Plan serving small business can
« Improvements are minor, non-public-facing, and screened from view continue to operate safely,
« Commercial/residential mix is common along this corridor viably, and in full compliance

« ANC and community strongly support continued operation with modern standards.

CONCLUSION 32
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RENDERING OF PROPOSED TRAILERS INSTALLED BEHIND NEW WOOD FENCE

THANK YOU
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