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Zoning Map Amendment and Consolidated PUD 

Dear Chairman Mitten: 
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On September 1, 2006, the D.C. Office of Planning (OP) provided the Friendship 
Neighborhood Association with a courtesy copy of their Setdown Report for ZC Case 06-31. 
OP's Setdown Report, recommending that this Application be set down for a public hearing, is 
seriously flawed, in spite of the fact that members of Friendship Neighborhood Association met 
with OP staff on August 29, 2006 to discuss why this proposed PUD is clearly inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan, and in spite of the fact that ANC 3E had provided OP with a copy of a 
resolution outlining some of the many ways in which this proposal is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The subject site is located in an area which has been designated as part of a buffer 
between the more intense development and commercial uses in the Friendship Heights regional 
center and the surrounding low density residential community.• It is designated as low-density 
commercial on the Comprehensive Plan Generalized Land Use Map. 

The proposed development has a density that exceeds that of any building on the upper 
Wisconsin A venue corridor and a height that far exceeds that of all but two existing buildings on 
the upper Wisconsin Avenue corridor, located further north on Wisconsin Avenue in the core of 
the Friendship Heights regional center. This fact renders the project inconsistent with the 
designation as low-density commercial and inconsistent with the location in the buffer, which is 
meant to provide a transition between the core of the Friendship Heights regional center and the 
low-density neighborhood. 

The OP Setdown Report is deficient in the following respects: 

• OP failed to provide the most basic information, which is necessary to evaluate this 
proposal, and failed to describe how the proposed development would exceed matter-of­
right development. 

o OP failed to provide an annotated table that showed the extent to which the 
proposed development would comply with the standards and requirements that 
would apply to matter-of-right development under the zone district classification 
of the site at the time the application was filed. 2 

1 See ZC Order No. 87, Statement of Reasons, page 2, at Application, Exhibit H, and the NCPC-D.C. Government 
Interagency Task Force Sectional Development Plan for Friendship Hcisht:~. 
2 See §2403.11 of the Zoning Regulations: 
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o The Applicant also failed to provide such a table, as required in §2403.11. 

• OP failed to compare the proposed development with a matter-of-right development in its 
discussion of how the project related to elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 

o Instead, OP compared the proposed development with the existing non­
confonning use. 

o In fact, as explained in more detail below, development within the height, density 
and lot occupancy limits of matter-of-right development would address the 
elements of the Comprehensive Plan cited by OP in its report. Such development 
would not be inconsistent with the Generalized Land Use Map and the Land Use 
element. 

• OP failed to discuss the proposed development as it relates to the Generalized Land Use 
Map of the Comprehensive Plan. 

o The proposed development is inconsistent with the low-density commercial 
designation of this site on the Generalized Land Use Map. 

• OP failed to take into account the major themes3 of the Comprehensive Plan's Ward 3 
Plan: protecting the Ward's residential neighborhoods and controlling development. 

• OP failed to take into account the policies established in support of commercial area 
objectives that specifically address the relationship between development in regional 
centers and the adjoining communities. In particular, OP did not take into account the 
language of the Comprehensive Plan which specifies limitations on the heights and 
densities in regional centers to those which are appropriate to the scale and function of 
the adjoining communities.4 

2403 .II To auiat the Commiuion in applying the evaluation standards of this section, the applicant shall prepare and submit to the record 
of the cue an annotated table that shows: 

(a) The extent to which the propoaed development would comply with the standards and requirements that would apply to a matter-of­
rilht development under the zone district cluaitication of the site at the time the application is ftled; 

(b) The specific relief that the applicant requeats from the matter-of-rightltlndards and requirements; and 

(c) If the applicant requeatsa map amendment, the extent of compliance with, and the requealed relief from, the matter-of-right 
standards and requirements of development under conventional zoning. 

3 The first two major themes of the Ward 3 Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are protecting the Ward's residential 
neighborhoods and controlling redevelopment. 

1400.2 Major themea for Ward 3: 

(a) Protecting the Ward's residential neighborhoods: 
(I) Ward 3 'a most oullllnding characteriatic is its low density, stable reaidential neighborhoods. Although the ward's 

communitiea retain individual and distinctive identitiea, a shared concern from American University Park and Friendship 
Heights to Woodley Park and throughout is one of pride and commitment to neighborhood and home; and 

(2) Reaidents seek to enaure that lllbility is maintained. Accordingly, no significant land use chanaea have been indicated in the 
first eleven (II) clements of the Comprehensive Plan, and it ia a major theme of this ward plan to protect and maintain the 
low-density, high-quality character of the ward; 

(b) Controlling redevelopment: 
(2) The economic development goals for Ward 3 differ from those in other wards. The Economic Development Element of the 

Comprehensive Plan is principally concerned with the generally aareed upon need to stimulate more economic development 
overall in the District. From the point of view of the District as a whole and the ward in particular, this need does not apply to 
Ward 3. Rather, the isaue in Ward 3 is how to channel the very strong momentum of economic development that exiats while 
protecting and enhancing the primarily reaidential nature of the ward· a quality oflife that in tum attracts additional 
economic preasures for development; 

4 See Chapter II, Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element: 
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• OP failed to accurately describe the points made by the ANC in its resolution, carefully 
describing the reasons why this application is flawed and why the proposed project is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and OP failed to include the ANC resolution 
as an attachment to its report. 

• OP failed to accurately describe the reasons Friendship Neighborhood Association [FNA] 
opposes this Appl ication, believes that the project is inconsistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan, and is not appropriate to be set down for a hearing. FNA met wi th OP on August 
29, before the setdown report was filed, to discuss those concerns. The points FNA 
discussed in this meeting are outline on page 6 of this document 

For the reasons given above, and described in more detail below, this PUD application is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and should not be set down for a hearing. Rather the 
application should be dismissed. 

MAJ OR D EFICIENCIES IN OP'S SETDOWN REPORT 

1. OP did not address the fact that the proposed development is inconsistent with the 
designation of the subject site for low-density commercial uses in the Generalized Land Use 
Map. 

District of Columbia 
Generalized 

Land Use 
Mej)2 . -·"""-' --0..0., · --o-" 

· -·-~ [ 1 c-~ ... o-o, 
[ ] ~ -Oonooor 

- ~--.. 

2. OP did not provide tabulations comparing the proposal with the standards and 
requirements that apply to matter of r ight development and did not analyze whether the 
project was superior to the development that would likely result on this site under matter­
of-right provisions of T itle II . 

OP provided a tabulation that included development allowed with current zoning, R-5-8, 
as a matter of right, development allowed with a PUD under the requested zoning, C-2-8, and 
the project, and OP only discussed the relief requested from the requirements of a PUD with the 
requested zoning. 

In reviewing the general provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, OP compared the 
proposed development with the existing non-conforming usc, rather than comparing it with the 

1108 POLICIES I SUPPORT OJ! T ilE COMMERC IAL AREAS OBJECTIVES 

11011.1 The policies cstoblish~-d in suppon of the cummcrctnl orcas obj~-ctivcs nrc ns follows: 

(I) l'enn ll thc District's two (2) cstnbl ishcU rcgionul commercial ccnLCN, Ooorgctown und Friendship lletghts, to develop ond to 
evolve 111 woys wluch nrc c:ompatthh: with other lnnd UM! pohcics, mcludmg thoM: for mnintatmng stable ne1ghborhoods, mtllgnung 
ncgnuve cnvironmcnmlunpncts. nnd rcducmg traffic congestion: 

(h) Mamuun hetghts nnd dcns111cs m cstnbhshed and pro1>0scd rcg10nol centers whtch nrc appropnotc to the scolc ond funcuon of 
development m ndJOIIIIng comrnumtics, nnll develop buOcr urcu~ for nctghoorh<xld~ cxpo~-d to new moderate. medium. ond medium· 
h1gh commcrcinl <len>~ II~; 
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development that would occur if the project were limited to the height, density and lot occupancy 
associated with matter-of-right limits of the existing R-5-B zoning. Instead, for example, OP 
cites the replacement of a used car dealership with the proposed development as meeting several 
goals of the Comprehensive plan. In fact, replacement of the used car dealership with a 
condominium or with a condominium and ground floor retail, with a height of 50 feet, a lot 
occupancy of 60% and a floor area ratio [FAR] of 1.8 would meet those objectives, and in many 
instances be superior to the proposed development in meeting those objectives and other themes 
of the Comprehensive Plan.· 

The following table shows excerpts from the tabulation provided by OP in the first seven 
columns, and the omitted comparison between the project and MOR limits with current zoning in 
the last column: 

EXCERPTS FROM TABLE lN OP SET DOWN REPORT INFORMATION 
OMinEDFROM 
OPT ABLE 

Item Section R-5-8 Section C-2-B Proposed Relief Comparison 
(MOR) (PUD) between Proposed 

and R-5-B (MOR) 
Building 400 50' 2405.1 90' 79' Conforming Requesting 
Height Increase of 29 feet 

In height, from 50 
feet to 79 feet. 

FAR 402 1.8 2405.2 6.0 (max) 5.25 (118,125 Conforming Requesting 
6.0 (res. tomt ~· fi.} Increase In FAR 
max) 4.31 (97,050 res. from 1.8 to 5.25 
2.0 (comm .. !14). 1\.) 

0.59 ( 13.200 retail 
max) !14). 1\.) 

OJ5 (7,1175 lnad., 
garage) 

Lot 403 60% 772 KO% I" Floor 100% Requested Requesting an 
Occupancy 2"d Floor 114.7% Increase in lot 3"' Fluor, KK.4% 

occupancy from 
60% to 100% 

Floor Area 40,500 sq. IIK,t25 sq. Requesting an 
ft. ft. increase of 77,625 

~ft. 

3. OP failed, In discussing the land use policies and the designation of Friendship Heights 
as a Housing Opportunity Area, to take into account that a housing opportunity already 
exists with the underlying residential zoning. A Housing Opportunity Area simply 
designates an area where the District expects and encourages new housing, which can be 
accomplished within the existing residential zoning. 

The designation as a Housing Opportunity Area does not mean that additional height and 
density is necessary to provide housing, but simply designates an area where development within 

~ for example, in discussing the Environmental Protection Element, OP cites the "green roof' and landscaping, and 
an increase in the number of street trees. The project has I OO'Yo lot occupancy, while the MOR limits of R-5-B set a 
maximum lot occupancy of60%,, leaving 9,000 SF of open space. The "green roof' covers less than 4,500 SF ofthe 
roof area, und a condominium or mixed use building within the height, density and lot occupancy of current zoning 
would create the same opportunity for more street trees relative to the cur dealership, and would likely have 
attractive landscaping on-site to maximize the attractiveness of the project to prospective purchasers. Similarly, a 
condominium or mixed use building within these limits would likely enhance the strcctscupc more than lilt: proposed 
building, without overwhelming the streetscape with an inappropriately scaled building. 
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the existing zoning can provide additional housing. Replacing the existing non-confonning use, 
a car dealership, with a moderate density residential building, with an FAR of 1.8, a floor area of 
40,500 sq. ft., a lot occupancy of 60% and a height of 50 feet would provide additional housing, 
with as many as 80 large units per acre. 

4. OP failed, in discussing the land use policies and the designation of Friendship Heights 
as a regional center, to consider the critical language in the Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan, limiting the heights and densities of development in regional centers. 
See footnote 4, above. 

5. OP failed to take into account the small lot area and the inappropriateness of this 
approximately half acre site for development as a PUD. PUD development is intended for 
large sites. 

6. OP failed, in evaluating many of the public benefits and amenities, to take into account 
the fact that a development within the height, lot occupancy and density limits of matter of 
right development within an R-5-8 district would provide the same benefits. 

For example, OP cites enhancements to the fa~ade of the neighboring PEPCO substation. 
In fact, any developer proposing a luxury condominium building would request pennission from 
PEPCO to enhance the fa~ade of the substation in order to increase the value of the project and to 
make the units more attractive to prospective purchasers. A condominium is th~ type of project 
which would likely be proposed on this site if limited to a height of 50 feet, a maximum of 
40,500 sq. ft., and a lot occupancy of60%, and members ofthe community indicated that, if a 
project met the other requirements of matter of right development in an R-5-B zone, they would 
support zoning flexibility to allow for first floor retail in that project if desired. 

OP has also cited streetscape and sidewalk improvements, and a developer of a project 
within matter of right limits would find it most profitable to provide streetscape and sidewalk 
improvements in order to enhance the value of the property. In addition, the developer within 
those limits would have 60% lot occupancy, rather than 100% lot occupancy, and so would have 
the opportunity to have space for trees, planting beds and benches. With this PUD, those 
improvements must all lie within the narrow public sidewalk space. 

OP cites environmental benefits of LEED certification, but most of the measures that 
serve to meet that certification are directly related to cost savings for the future owners, residents 
and retail tenants. Many of these cost-saving measures would be adopted by a developer in a 
matter-of-right project. 

7. OP has failed in characterizing the ANC comments and the comments received from 
members of the community and community organizations. 

(a) ANC 3E submitted a detailed resolution which outlined a number of ways in which this 
project is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and in which the Application is deficient. 
OP failed to mention many of those specific points in the Setdown Report. A copy of the ANC 
3E resolution is attached. 

(b) Friendship Neighborhood Association met with OP staff prior to the filing of the OP 
Setdown Report and discussed in detail how the Application is deficient and why the project is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

o FNA discussed the zoning history for this site and its designation as part of the buffer 
between the more intense development in the regional center and the adjoining 
neighborhoods. 
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o FNA discussed the provisions in the Land Use Element limiting the height and density of 
development in regional centers to that which is appropriate to the scale and function of the 
adjoining neighborhoods. 

o FNA discussed how this project has a higher density than any building on the upper 
Wisconsin Avenue corridor, and how it has a height that greatly exceeds that of all but two 
buildings on the Wisconsin Avenue corridor, with those buildings in the core of the regional 
center. During that meeting, FNA specifica1ly asked the OP representatives whether they 
could identify any buildings along upper Wisconsin Avenue that had a density equal to or 
exceeding the density proposed in this PUD. The OP representatives were unable to identify 
any such buildings. 

o FNA discussed the major themes of the Ward 3 Plan of the Comprehensive Plan and how 
this proposal is contrary to those themes. 

o FNA addressed the Applicant omission of the required tabulations comparing the project 
with matter of right limits with current zoning and requested that OP include the omitted 
tabulation in their Setdown Report. 

o FNA discussed how development within matter of right limits would provide nearly all 
the benefits claimed by the developer for this project. 

(c) OP failed to properly characterize the overwhelming opposition to this project. For example, 
FNA infonned OP that it would be filing a petition in opposition to this project with 
approximately 500 signatures of residents in the blocks closest to the site. Those petitions were 
indeed filed with the Zoning Commission on September 6, 2006. 

Given the deficiencies in this Application and given that the proposal is clearly 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, we believe that t)le Office of Planning should 
recommend that this Application be dismissed. This is not a close call. 

We hope that the Office of Planning will correct these errors in their Setdown Report 
prior to the September II Zoning Commission Meeting. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Frankel 
Gina Mirigliano 
Marilyn J. Simon 
for Friendship Neighborhood Association 

CC: Ellen McCarthy, Office of Planning 
Jennifer Steingasser, Office of Planning 
Amy McVey, Chairman, ANC 3E 
Carolyn Sherman, Commissioner, ANC 3E03 
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ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION 3E 
TEitLEYTOWII • AIIERICAit u•IVERSITY PARK • FRIEIIDSHIP 

HBGHTS 
Lisner-Louis&-Dickson-Hurt Home 

5425 Western Avenue HN 
Wastington. DC 20015 

Rnoludon of ANC lE Oppoctna S•• Down of John Ak.rldJ• O.V•Ieplll.nt Co~~~pany's 
Applkadon for Consolidated Re\in" aad Approval of 

a Planned Unit Developm•at and Zoala1 Map Ammd~Mnt 
of 

Squar.l657, Lots 810,811 ad Ill 
at 5%20 W:bconwa A.vee••· SW 

WHEREAS The Joha AJaidte Developmeat Comp.ay ("Akridse") bas peo aotic:e ofits 
ialem to file an applicahoa tbr coosobdmed review IDd approval of a PlaaDed Ullit Developmellt 
("PUD") 1114 ao ~ to tbe ZOJtias Map b tbe property blown as 5220 Wileoasin 
AWD~J~e. NW. Square 16S7,1ots 810, 811 a 812; 

WHEREAS tbe property is c:urmdly zooed R-5-B aad Akridge bas gR'etl ootice of itl ioteat to 
seek a Pllaaecl UDil Dewlopmeur (PUD) and a map amendmrat to remoe tbe property to C-2-B; 

WB£R£A.S R-5-B mlliag b SquaR 1657, Lob 810, 811 aad 812 CUiteally allows a beisb1 of 
SO feet, a Floor Area Ratio ("FAR} of 1.8, resideatial clevelopmem of40,500 square feet of 
grou floor •ea; 

WHEREAS A.kridp bas pwa ootice of its iateat to file 111 application to ooostruct a new 
coadomioium ipll1llleDt house with between 55 and 70 uaits, with the firsl tloor oftbe proposed 
buildiDg devoted pnm.rily to retail use, iDclud1DB approximately 13,000 ~ feet of retail 
grou floor .-ea. aad a total FAR ofthe 5.25 (approxilutely 118,125 squaR feet ofgrou tloor 
II'H); 

'WHEREAS .Akridse baa pm ootice of ih inteDt to file an appliatioa to ba~ a maximum 
beiPI b tbe project oa this site of79 feet, more tban 50% pHter thaD tbat aUowed by matter of 
right zooq; 

\l'BEREAS the land am for this t.ite is 22,500 squue teet; 
\l'BEREA.S the miDinmm laad area in a PUD in an R-5-B District a oae acre [43,560 square 
feet) aDd tb! Zoaia8 COIIIDUssioo may wan-e oo mo~ thaD 50% of the miDinmm area 
requiremeat, provided that tbe project is ofexceptioaal merit and iD tbe best interest of the city or 
couoary; 

\l'BEREAS tb site was do'WDZOIIed to R-5-B as part ofa buftier between the 111gb density 
commercial 1114 mix.ed use portions of lbe area aod tbe surroUIJdin@: low cleosity residential 
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conmmnity. In particular, the Statemtat ofl.euom :b ZouiDg Commisaion Orderl7 stites tbat 
the purpose oftbe cloW'D:ZOIUDs was to Ca1}' out lbe tbDowiq objectives: 

"protechoa. of stable residadwuas adjaceat to the plao bouodlries by coaceatratiq 
ialensive commercial developmem It~ iatersection ofWestem aDd Wi.scoasin AveauH 
wbeR there will be immediate access to the Frimdsbip Heigbb Metro Station; 
caatrolliq commercial aDd resideDtial developmeDt ~the plan area at a le\oel 
comistem with tbe traflic e~pacity oftbe maio arterialllld feeder streets witbiD the plan 
area; moiling certain property south of the iotenectioa ofWiscOASin ud Western 
Avenues to a mixture of coi:IIID!fCial &lid residelltal to eucourage the clewlr¥»"'* of 
apii1Dielltsaa weU u aeipborbood commercial fAcilihn; rezooiDg certain areas on tbe 
periphery oftbe plan area to medium deasity resideatial ill order to provide a buffer 
betweel1 the hip clensiry COIDIDI!ICW Uld mixed use portiou oftbe plan wea ad tbe 
~~UtTouodia! low dmtity res:ideotial coiDIIIUDity." 

'WHEREAS the Geoenlized Lm1 Use M.p of the District of Columbia allows tbia site u 
Commercial-low demity, which conespoadl to a ZOIIillg category ofC-1 or C-2-A a1 moat; 

WHEREAS this site ts outside 1be area tbat ts ~as J*1 oftbe Friendship~ 
resioaal ceatu; 

'WHEREAS the CoDipl'ebeastw Plau includes the mUowmg pohcy: 

to "Maimaiil beigbta ad deasilies ill established aud propoted repoaat caun which are 
IJIP!'op1afe to the scale IDd fbuctioa of de\oelopmeot iD adjoimq COIIIIIIUDilies, aad 
develop buft'ef areas tor ueipborboods expoted to new moderate, meclium, ad medium­
high commercial deoaities;" [Sec:tioll1108.1(h)] 

WHEREAS the proposed FAR. fbr Akridee 's proposed project is hiPer tball that of any 
buildiDg iD the Frieadship Hei!bts regional cemer, or along tbe upper WiscOIWn A'Ve21De 
corridor; 

WHEREAS OD.ly two buildiqs, both oo Square 1661, iD tbe Frifadship Heigbts regioDa1 center 
iD tbe b1odcs bouaded by Westem Awuue on tbe north, bave beigbts exceediq tbe betpt 
soupt in Akridp' s proposal, aad no otber buiJdinp ill tbe Friendship Heipb regioaal c:eater or 
•loa! tbe neigllboriq sectiom oftbe upper Wi.seonsiD A\"esme corridor ba'\oe heights abow 65 
feel; 

WHEREAS the proposed demity aod scale is mappropriate tor this aite; 

'WHEREAS Akridge lw gsveo its notice of ioteat to file this appbcatioo wbaeh appears to 
request adclitiollal zooms flexibility. illcludiDg, but DOt limited to, lol oc:cupaacy ad loading 
docks; 

WHEREAS tbe S ANCs ad the surroliDCbos conmumity a1fectecl by tbe Upper Wi:scoosiD 
A\"emme Conidor Study (UWACS), a smaU area plan developed by tbe Oftice ofPlasullq 
fOcused on illcreums tbe heights and deosities and plumed UDit de1.oelopmeats in tbe upper 
WtScODSin A'~ area and officially withdrawn by OP fi'om consideration duriJJ8 October 2005 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-31

19



Friendship Neighborhood Associarnm, September 7, 2006 
ZC Case 06-31 5220 Wisconsin Avenue 

Amrchment A. page 3 of 3 

due to CODIIDUDiry oppoai.tion that was cktenDiaed through three wellltteadecl. moderated public 
meetiap bolted by 1be ANCs 3E IDd 3F, o\wwbelminllY rejected 1be pliD ill Avor of tetaiaiq 
tbe existiDg Wild 3 Elemttd Compreheusive Plan protec:tioas aod eab•acemesds lllld existq 
matter-of-.... dewlopmem limits; aod 

\\'BERI.AS tbe i>Uowmg orpnizatioos also fUed commems opposi:Dg tbe UWACS: 
Frieodsbip-Teoleytowa Citizens Associltioo, Tbe Frieadsbip Neighborbood Association, 
Teoleytown Neipbon Association, Clevelaod Parle Citizens Associatioo, Mcl.em Oadem 
CotxlomiD1um Association Boud ofDftcton, ._Coalition to Stop Teoleytown 
Owrdevelopment; aod 

WHEREAS Strong aod sipifictnt opposition to lbe Ak:ridp proposal wu voiced at 2 public 
meetings aad in Jetten written by a.ny raideab aec tbe proposed project, yet Akridge did not 
meet with cOIIIIDUDily groups that bad objectioaa to tbe propoul in order to try to rudl 
coosensus on the project as requested by tbe ANC 3E; aod 

WHEREAS Akridge beld aa amenities meetiDI outUde oftbe ANC 3E meehq in a rebal to 
abide by lbe request from tbe ANC 3E to bold said meetiag at a regullrly scbeduled public ANC 
3E I.Dieetiag after muy of'tbe objections to tbe proposed project Ud been addreued; 

NOW, TIIEREEORE, BE IT RESOL\'ED that 1be Ad\Uory Neipborbood Commiuion 3-E 
hereby sequeas that tbe Zaains Commission clay a requett b set clown ofthil Applicaboa, 
without prejudice, aad recollldlleDd that tbe Applicaat work with tbe cOIDIIIIIDity to explore 
development within the bouads oftbe exiltiag zoning c*!ory or within tbe desipation on tbe 
Geoeralia41Mid Use map. 

ANC 3-E approved this molutioa. by a vote of 4 - 0 at its IDOidb1y pubbc meetiag on Juae 8, 
2006. Commiuionen present were Amy Hoq Wrona, Carolyn Shennan, Lucy EJdriclp aad 
ADD! Sullivan. 

Lucy Eldriclge 

Vice-chair, ANC 3E 
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