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DISTRICT OF COLlJMIUA 
COURT OF APPEALS 

Case No. t2£-/!JI--/ J9 7 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BOARD 

OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

PETITION FOR Rln'IEW FROM AN ORI>EH. 
OF THE ()ISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING AD.JUSTMF..NT 

Petitioner, Rodt~ Associates '· >f DC, LP, the owner of 1 108 K Street, N. W .. lt~ .. ~rd1} 

petitions for review of the Order of the District of Columbia Board of Zoning i\d,iustllll'IIL 

dated September 29, 20<06, dismissm~ Appeal Number 17430. ln this Appeal. l'ctitilnll·r 

challenged the issuam.:e of Ccrtificatt: of Occupancy No. I 00692 lor the propl'rh h ,,:atc,..l at 

1150 K Street, N.W. 

In support herco L Petitioner states as follows: 

1. rhc Board applied the wrong lt;!gal standard m dismissing the apl'eal. 

2. The Board's order is not supported by lindings of fad hascd un suhstalltJ.d 

evidence of record; 

3. The Board's rulings on the pr()(::cdural motions were erroneous~ 

4. The Boar•d's conclusions of law were erroneous; and 

5. The Boar,fs procedural actions with respect to the appeal were b~,dlv dc!Jc~<.. 11 

and deprived the Petitioner of dut· pm~css of Jaw. 
I 



Therefore, Petitioner rcspcctl'ully requests that the Court of Appeals rc..:v~rsc th~ suh1~: 

order of the Board of Zoning Adjustment. 

Dated: October .30, 2006 

Rcspectfu1ly suhmitted, 

John Patrick Brown. Jr., #4175<>6 
Roger D. Luchs, #347609 
Stephanie A. Baldwin, #461370 
1620 L Street, N. W. 
Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20036-5605 
Telephone: (202) 452-1400 

Counsel for Pctitiom:r Rodut Ass(lt l~ttt·._ lll I)( 
L.P 
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CERTIFICATE o .. ~ SERVICE 

I HEREBY CEIRTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Pctitton trorn ar 

Order was served by tiJ<st-class mail. postage prepaid, this ~flaay of October 200t,, upo1 

Dennis Taylor 
Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs 

Olli<.:c ofthe General Counsel 
941 North Capitol Street, N.E. 
Suite 9400 
Washington. D.C. 20002 

Norman M. Glasgow, Jr., Esq. 
Dennis Hughes, Esq. 
J tolland & Knight LLP 
2099 P~.:nnsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Suit~.: I 00 
Washington, D.C. 200Q6 

Chairperson 
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2F 
S Tht,rmts Circle, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Hill Cn.·ws 
Zoning Administrator 
Dcpmimcnt of Consumer and 
Regulatory Afl"airs 

Building and Land Regulation Admin. 
941 Nurt.h Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 2000 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Alan lkrgstcin 
Ollicl' t~fthc Attorney General 
441 4'h Street, N.W. 
7'h Floor 
Washin~ton, D.C. 20 

John Patrick Brown. Jr. 
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GOVERNMitNT OF TilE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Hoard of Zoning Adjustment 

* * * 

Appeal No. 17430 of Rodut Associates of DC, LP pursuant to I I DCMR §* 3 I 00 and 
3101, from the administrative decision of the Department of Consumer and Rcgul;ltory 
Affairs (DCRA) in the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy No. l 00692 for prop~rty 
located at 1150 K Street, NW, for allowing more than one principal structure on a lot, in 
violation of§ 3202.3 of the Zoning Regulations. 

HEARING DATE: 
DECISION DATE: 

MillrCh 21' 2006 
MiliTCh 21' 2006 

In:CISION AND ORDER 

This appeal was tiled with the Board or Zoning Adjustment (the Board) on Scptcmkr •1. 

2005, challenging DCRA's dcdsion to approve a certificate of occupancy (C uf < l) ,1n 
July 5, 2005, for a "Condominium I of! 121 Units and laJ Parking Garag~" at 11 ~.() K 
Street, NW (the subject propet1y). The property owner to whom the C of 0 was 1s~ul·d 

moved to dismiss the appeaL and tht.· Board conducted a public hearing. At the hedring 
the Board heard from the pmperty owner, DCRA (who also moved to dismiss) till' 
appellant and the affected ANC. The Board ruled that it lacked jurisdiction ov~.:r the 
appeal because the appeal wz1s untimdy tiled and because the Appellant was llllt .~n 

aggrieved party under the Zoni11g Act or the Zoning Regulations. A full discussion PI th~: 

facts and law that suppo11 this <tonclusion follows. 

PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

Notice of Public Hearin~: 

The Office of Zoning scheduh~d a hearing on March 21, 2006. In accordancL~ \'vlth II 
DCMR §§ 3112.13 and 3112.14, the Office of Zoning mailed notice of the hearing t•• th~: 

appellant, ANC 2F (the ANC in which the su~jcct property is located), the prop~..·rl\· 

owner, and DCRA. 

Parties 

The appellant in this case is Rodut Associates or DC. LP (Rodut or thL· appeiLtnl I 

Appellant is the owner of I 11)8 K Street, NW (" 1108 K"), a three-story ~..:omnt~.:rcial 

building. Appellant authorized the law firm of Greenstein DeLorme & Luchs, P( ·, .lohn 

441 4" Street, N.W., Suite 2001210-S, Washington, D.C. 20001 

Telephone (202) 727-63 II 
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Patrick Brown, Jr., Esq. and $tephanic A. Baldwin, Esq., to represent him in the appeal 
(Exhibit 4). 

The subject property is imJ)rovcd with a condominium apartment house that \Vas 

developed by 1150 Investors,, Inc. fthe O\Vner\ and is located at 1150 K Strc~:L NW 
("1150 K"). The owner is re1prcscnted by the law linn of llolland & Knight, Ntlrman 
Glasgow, Esq., and Dennis Hughes, Esq. As the owner of the subject property, 11."0 
Investors, Inc. is automatically a party under 11 DCMR § 3199.1 and will hcrca!ler he 
referred to as the owner. 

ANC 2F, as the affected ANC, was autom~Jtically a party in this appeal. In a resolution 
dated March 6, 2005, the ANC voted to support dismissal of the appeal if the buildir1g at 
1150 K Street was constructed on a smgle record lot (Exhibit 22). 

DCRA appeared during the proceedings and was represented by Dennis Taylor. t·:sq . 

.FINI>INGS OF FACT 

The Property 

I. The subject property is a n<:wly constructed condominium building, consisting Dl I :2 l 
apartment units and a parking garage. 

2. The condominium building, is located al 1150 K Street, NW. at Square -~ 17, Lot 2 .'. 
Adjacent to it is the 1108 K p1ropert), whidl is improved with a three-story comm L' 1 c i;d 
building (the commercial building) at Square 317, Lot 25. 

Background 

3. The condominium building is located on land that was once part of Lot 25, the ~.~m..: 

record lot on which the commercial building is located. However, as a result <lf two 

subdivision recordations (detailed below). the condominium building is now located o11 
land that is part of record Lot 27. 

4. Both properties are zoned DD/C-3-C and located in Housing Priority Area B. As 
such, each property must provide at least ~.5 FAR of residential uses on site, hut ma: 
account for such uses off-site through a combined lot development. The condominrum 
had enough residential uses on-site tt) satisfy its residential requirement as well as tl1l· 

requirement of the commercial developmeut. Rather than engaging in a combitK·d 1(\\ 

1 1150 Investors, Inc. was the re<:ord owner of the property at the time the C ofO was issued on Jt~ly S, 2005-. <IIIJ 1'· 

the current owner of a number of condomJnium units within the building. 
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development, the appellant maintains that the two properties were to he combined into a 
single building through the co1nstruction of an above grade conncction2

. 

5. DCRA issued Building Permit No. B452618 (the building permit) to the o\\ ncr's 

predecessor-in-interest, JJR F(csidcntial, LLC (JJR) for the construction of a 14-story 
apartment house that was to b·e located on a portion of Lot 25 in Square 317 (Exhibit 2\ 
Tab B, Exhibit 20, Tab C). The plans submitted for permit approval depict a proposed 
above-grade connection between the cond()minium and the commercial building (l·:xhihit 
23, p. 2). 

6. The owner constructed an ubove-g,radc connection on the interior or the cast L'l~o:v;~timl 
of the condominium, but the conne(:tion was nevt;~r built with the commercial building 
(Exhibit 23, p. 2). The two buildings arc side by side, but without inkrnal 
communication (Tr. p. 161 ). As a result. each portion of the structure is a scparatL· 
building and the commercial development must find another residential property '-' ithin 
Housing Priority Area B to meet its residential requirement. The consequence oJ thc~e 
events is the subject of a lawsuit brought by the owner in Superior Court. 

CofO 

7. Because the occupancy or the condominium units was phased, separate (' oro~ \\&:r~ 
issued for groups of units within the building. 

8. The application submitted in connection with C of 0 No. l 00692 for 121 units (th~· 
challenged C ofO) was dated Jlune 30, 2005, and identified the subject property as ··1 i)tl 
K Street, NW", at "Lot 25, Square 31 7'' (Fxhibit 20, Tab F). The C ofO itself was ls.o..ucd 
on July 5, 2005 (Exhibit 20, Tab A). lt did not identify the lot or squarL~ for the prcm1sc~. 
only the premise's address at'' :1150 K St., NW''. 

9. A separate undated application was submitted in connection with a C uf 0 lor all 
additional 8 units at the building (C of 0 No. 102814). This application identiticd the 
subject property as "1150 K Street, NW". at "Lot 27, Square 317" (Exhibit 2:". 
Attachment B). 

The Appeal 

10. The appeal was filed on St~ptcmber 9 .. :~005, 66 days after the C of 0 was issued 011 
July 5, 2005 (Exhibit 1 ). 

2 The definition of "building" provides thrt the existcncL: of communication below the main floor d(Jcs nut nlilkl· I\~,' 
portions ofa structure into a building. I I DCMR § 199.1 Conversely, the existence {lfcommunicmion at m ahn'vl 

the main tloor does allow the portions to ~e deem1:d a sing:le building. 
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11. Appellant filed a "Statement in Support of Appeal" detailing the basis of his daim 
(Exhibit 5). In it he alleges tlbat the absenc:e of an above-grade connection bctwct:n the 
two buildings resulted in each structure being deemed a single building. As a result, he 
claims, the C of 0 allcgedlty issued f(n a single lot violates 11 DCMR 3202.3 's 
re~uirement that only one pri:ocipal structure be located on a single record lot (l·.xhib1t 
5) . 

12. Appellant filed a "Pre-Hearing Stalt:ment" arguing that, despite the subdivi:-.1011S 
which created Lot 27 at the 1150 property, the C of 0 was issued for Lot 25, and not fur 
Lot 27. This reasoning is base·d, in part, upon the application reference to Lot 25. 

13. DCRA confirmed the owner's position that the two buildings were on separat<: lots at 
the time the owner applied fo1' the C of 0 (June, 2005) and at the time the C of 0 wa:-. 
issued (July 5, 2005) (Exhibit 21 ). The subJivision history is as follows: 

(a) Record Lot 25 was recorded in Book 194, Page I 04 of the Ofticc ol th.: 
Surveyor on February 2:,, 2001 (Sec, Subdivision Square 317. Exhibit 21, Tab 1) 

(b) For purposes of ass{:ssment and taxation only, Record Lot 25 was apportltlncd 
into Tax Lots 834, 835, and 836 on May 6, 2003. While the creation of thl' Ia\ 

lots did not affect the record Jot designation, Tax Lots 834 and 836 arL· 11ow 
occupied by the 1150 property, and Tax Lot 8 3 5 is now occupied by the l 1 0~ 
property. (See Assessm•ent and Taxation Plat 3810-1-1, Exhibit 21, Tab 2). 

(c) Record Lot 25 was subdivided c·n January 24, 2005. With the rccordatlOll nt' 
that subdivision, l.he pol'tions of ret{ lTd Lot 25 comprising Tax Lots 334 and ~Dh 
were separated from the remainder of record Lot 25, and designated as rccorJ I ,\d 

26 (See, Subdivision Square 317, Exhibit 21, Tab 3). 

(d) On May 6, 2005, 1~ecord Lot 26 was combined with other property W1thi11 
Square 317 to form record Lot 27 (See, Subdivision Square 317, Exhibit 21, l'ab 
5). 

3 Subsection 3202.3 provides in part that "a buildin)! permit shall not be issued for the proposed l:rl:lllon. 

construction, or conversion of any principal structure.. , unless the land for the proposed erection, r.:onstructtlotl, o1 

conversion has been divided so that each atructurc will be on a scpuratc lot of record ... llowcvcr II [)( 'MR ~ ''i I·· 
"pem1it)s]two (2) or more principal buil•Jings or structurc.:s to be en:cted as a matter of right on a single subdi\ 1dcd 
lot that is not located in, or within twen·l)'-five feet (25 lt.) of, a Residence District.'' Since the Board found that 
each building sits on a single record lot, il did not address lhe relevancy of these provisions. 
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Motion to Dismiss and Moti<lns for Summary Judgment 

14. The owner filed a motit)n to dismiss the appeal on March 16, 2005, on Sl'Vt:ral 
grounds as set forth below (Exhibit 23). The owner also submitted supplemental 
information on March 20, 2005. This submittal contained three "updated'' C of Os fpr 
the condominium building. I~ach of the C of Os referenced Lot 27, Square 25 (Exhihit 
25). 

I 5. DCRA filed a motion fbr summary judgment on March 13, 2006, arguing that 
official records of the District prove that the two buildings arc located on separate record 
lots (Exhibit 21 ). 

16. Appellant filed its own "cross-motion for summary judgment" arguing that the ( · n!" 
0 is "invalid on its face" and 1'not in compliance with the Zoning Regulations" (1-:xhihit 
26). 

CONCLUSIONS OF' LAW 

The Administrative Decision Complaintd of is the Issuance of the C of 0 

Pursuant to the Zoning Act, the Board has JUrisdiction to hear appeals alleging "em ,r 111 

any order, requirement, dcciSJion, determimltion, or refusal made by ... any !District! 
administrative officer or body in the carrying out or enforcement ol'' the / oning 
Regulations. D.C. Official Code § 6-641.07(g) (1) (2001 ). Therefore, the thrl'shold 
question is to identify the administrative decision being complained of. The appc.d i11 
this case relates to DCRA 's i~1suancc of the C of 0. It does not relate to the building 
permit, the contractual agrccrn•ent for a single lot 'kvcloprnent, or the subdivision ol Lt>t 
25. 

Motion to Dismiss 

The owner filed a motion to dismiss the appeal on the following grounds ( 1) that thl· 
appeal was not timely filed; •:2) that appellant is not an aggrieved person und<:r thl.' 
Zoning Act and Zoning Regul;ations; (3) that appellant failed to establish a violation or 
the Zoning Act or Zoning Regulations; and (4) that the appeal was barred under thl.' 
equitable doctrine of estoppel. For the reasons set forth below, the Board finds that tl 

lacks jurisdiction over this me1tter because the appeal was untimely lilcd and bn:;tus~: 
appellant is not an aggrieved person unckr the Zoning Act and Zoning Rcgulati tllls. 

Because the Board finds that it lacks jurisdiction to hear the appeal on these ground-;, 11 

need not, and does not reach the other two grounds for dismissal. 
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Timeliness 

The District of Columbia Court of Appeal~> has held that ''{tjhc timely tiling of an appeal 
with the Board is mandatory and jurisdictional." Mendelson v. /Ji.'itric:t of ( 'o/umhiu 
Board of Zoning Adjustment, ll45 A.2d I 090, 1093 (D.C. 1994). 

The rules governing tht~ timely filing of an appeal before: the Board arc set forth m I l 
DCMR § 3112.2. Subst:ction :~ 112.2(a) provides that an appeal must be tiled withiu ~ixty 
(60) days from the date the person filing the appeal had notice or knowledge o!' the 
decision complained of, or rca:1onably should have had notice or knowledge, which~.:' cr 1s 

earlier. In this case, that 60-day period must be measured from the issuance of the (' ,~r 
0. Under § 3112.2(d) of the Regulations, the Board may extend the 60-duy time lmHt 
only if the appellant demonstrates that: ( 1) there are exceptional circumstances thut arl' 
outside the appellant's control and could not have been reasonably anticipated that 
substantially impaired the appellant':; a hi I ity to tih.: an appeal to the Board: and 12 1 th~ 

extension of time will not prejudice the parties to the appeal. 

The 60th day fell on S<:tturday, Septt.:mhcr 3, 2005, followed by Sunday, Scph.·mh,-r .; . 
2005 and Monday, Septt~mbcr 5, 200.5, the Labor Day holiday. Because the 601

h d<.t) ti.::l 
on a Saturday, followed by a Sundc:ty and a holiday, the 60-day time period rnu!-.t lw 
computed to end on Tuesday. September <i. 2005. See, 11 DCMR J 110.2. Thcn.:fun: Ilk 
latest appellant could have filed a timely appeal was September 6, 2005. The appeal likd 
on September 9, 2005, was three days late 

Appellant failed to identify any exceptional circum:5tanccs which impaired his ahiltt v t'1 
file a timely appeal. By his own admission, appellant received a copy of tht: ( · ol ( l in 
late August, 2005, during the Superior Ctntrt litigation, and waited almost two WlTb 

fi·om that time to file his appeal. 

As explained in the Findings or Fact, appellant's chief concern was the disputed singk 
lot development. Appellant attempted to address this concern through litigation 111 1 ht..· 
Superior Court. However. a pc:u1y who chooses to engage in negotiations or other '-" ay~. 
to resolve a dispute docs not thereby extend its time for filing an appeal. ,\'ec. IV.tst< 

Management v. District ofColwnbiu Bounl (~(Zoning Adjustment, 775 A2d 1117 (I >.l' 
2001 ); Woodley Park Commzmity A!l'S 'n 1'. Disrrict of Culwnbia 8oard of lonin.1.: 
Adjustment, 490 A.2d 628 (D.C. 1985 ). The Board need "not countenance del a) 111 

taking an appeal when it is merely convcni~nt for an appellant to defer in making !hat 
.decision." Waste Management. supn .... 1\u.:nrdingly .. the Board lacks jurisdiction to h~·ar 
the appeal because it was untimt!ly fileJ. 
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Stun ding, 

In order to pursue an appeal b·efore the BZA, an appellant must allege that an error hy an 
administrative officer or body in carrying out or enforcing the Zoning Regulations h~1s 
caused him particular damage. See D.C. Official Code§ 6-641.07(g) (l) (2001 ), s11pra, 
and 11 DCMR 3112.2. Title 1.1 DCMR J112.2 provides that "laJny person aggricwd hy 
an order, requirement, decisi•on, detcm1ination, or refusal made by an administratin~ 

officer or body, including the Mayor of the District of Columbia, may file a timely appc~tl 
with the Board." (Emphasis added.) 

While appellant alleges that he was aggrieved by actions of the owner rclatu11~ lu 
appellant's and owner's propetties, appellant failed to allege a direct connection bl't\\Ccn 
any error on the part of DCRA in issuing the certificate of occupancy and any partiLular 
damage to appellant as a result. Rather, appellant's aggricvcmcnt appears to be not !'rorn 
any error on the part of DCRA., but from a contractual dispute between the parties. !'hat 
dispute is one for another forum to decide, and is, in n1ct, pending before the Supl~rior 
Court of the District of Columbia. (Set Finding of Fact 6.) Accordingly, b""·~_ a usc 
appellant is not an aggrit~vcd person under the Zoning Act or the Zoning Regulat1on:,. 
appellant lacks standing to bring this appt·al and this Board is without jurisdidion ttl hl't~r 

it. 

The Board is required under § 13 or the 1\dvisory Neighborhood ( 'ommission ,\l t ul 

1975, effective October 10, 1975 (D.C. Law 1-21 ), as amended; D.C. Official COLk ~ I· 
9.10(d)(3)(A)), to give •·great weight" to the issues and concerns raised in the alh·~..:tcd 

ANC's recommendations. GJrcat weight means acknowledgement nf the issues and 
concerns and an explanation of why the Board did <•r did not lind their views pcrsua."iw. 
ANC 3D voted unanimously to advise the Board to dismiss the appeal if thc api:.lrtJHCill 

building at 1150 K Strec:t was constructed un a single record lot and expressed cun~:<:m 
that the quiet and peaceful enjoyment of thc condominium dwellers would lx: disturhcd 
The Board notes the ANC's concern~;. and has dl!cidcd to dismiss the appeal, allwi1 llll 

other grounds. 

DCRA's Motion for Sumn1ary .lude.ruent and Appellant's Cross-Motion _ fos: 
Summary Judgment 

Because the Board dismisses the appt~al lo1 lack ol jurisdiction, it docs not address tlw 
merits of the case as set J!)rth in DCRA 'sand appellant's motions for summary judgm~nt. 

For reasons set forth above, it is hereby OH.Di':REI> that the motion to dismiss thl' appl'<rl 

is GRANTED. 
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VOTE: 5-0-0 (Ocoffn:y H. Griffis, Ruthanne G. Miller, Curtis L. Etherly, Jr., 
John A. Mnnn II and Anthony J. Hood in support of the motion) 

BY ORDER OF THE D.C. BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
Each concurring member ha~. aJ~proved the issuance of this Decision and Order. 

' .·"/ 
AT'J'ESTED BY: /'. v~ 

FINAl, DATE OF ORDER:-SEP 2 9 _2006 

JJI:RRitY R. KRESS, FAIA )-. 
Director, Office of Zoning 

PURSUANT TO 11 DCMR l} 3125.6, THIS ORDER WILL BECOME FINAL UPON ITS 
FILING IN THE RECORD AND SERVICE UPON THE PARTIES. UNDER ll IX MR 
§ 3125.9, THIS ORDER WILL BECOME EFFECTIVE TEN DAYS AFTER lT 
BECOMES FINAL. 



GOVERNM.!£NT OF THE l>ISTRICT OF COLUMRlA 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 

* * * 

HZA APPEAL NO. 17430 

As Director of the Office of Zoning, I hereby '-·ertify and attest that on St<:PTEMBRR 29, 200h, 
a copy of the order cnter<:d on that date in this matter was mailed first class, postage prcp;tid Pr 

delivered via inter-agency mail, to each party and public agency who appeared and partkipatLd 
in the public hearing concerning the matter, anJ who is listed below: 

Rodut Associates of DC, LP 
c/o Harvey B. Jacobson, Esq. 
400 7th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

John Patrick Brown, Jr., Esq. 
Stephanie A. Baldwin, Esq. 
Greenstein DeLorme & Luchs, P.C. 
1620 L Street, N.W., Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20036-5605 

Isabel M. Pacheco, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory AITairs 
Office of the General Counsel 
941 North Capitol Street N. E., Suite 9400 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Dennis Taylor 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory!\ I fairs 
Office of the General Counsel 
941 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 9400 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Norman M. Glasgow, Jr., Esq. 
Dennis Hughes, Esq. 
Holland & Knight LLP 
2099 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 100 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Telephone· (202) 727·63 II 

441 4111 Street,"\· W., Suite 20(1/21 0-S, Washington, D.C. 2000 I 
facsimile (202) 727-6072 E·MaiJ· 11l;Q~Q'-.il!~ Wch SM W\~\~ \JIW 1k c•>' 
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1150 Investors, Inc 
a/k/a 1108 K Street, LLC 
Ronald Walton, Agent 
'[be Walton Companies 
2020 K Street, N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Chairperson 
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2F 
5 Thomas Circle, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Single Member District Commissioner 2FO<> 
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2F 
5 Thomas Circle, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Bill Crews 
Zoning Administrator 
Dept. of Consumer and Regulat(>ry AJfair~ 
Building and Land Regulation Administration 
941 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 2000 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Councilmcmber Jack Evans 
Ward Two 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 106 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Ellen McCarthy, Director 
Office of Planning 
801 North Capitol Street, N.E., 41

h Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Alan Bergstein 
Office of the Attorney General 
44 1 41

h Street, N. W., 71
h Floor 

Washington, D.C. 20001 
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Jill Stern 
(lcncutl Coun~cl 
941 North Capitol Street, N. E., Suitt! 9400 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

A'I'TESTEI> HY: 

TWR 

JERRILY R. KRESS, FAIA 
Director, Office of Zoning ,J-. 


