
Attachment to Form 125 

State specifically manner in which appellant is aggrieved by the administrative decision, 
the allegations 0/ error in the administrative decision, and the relew:mt sections of the 
Zoning Regulations. 

The Appellants 

Appellant ANC3C is a District of CDlumbia Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission, t~stablishl~d under provisions of Section 1·207.38 Df the Di8tri~::1t of 
Columbia code. The subject property is located within the establish~~d boundlari'l~s of 
ANC3C. The decision of the Zoning Administrator being appealed from was, in part, 
made in response to a written request for a ruling from the Chair of ANC3C. By 
Resolution NUOlber 2006·026 (copy attached) adopted at a regular public: meeting on 
June 20, 2006, the ANC formally expressed its disagreement with tltll~ dedsIon of the 
Zoning AdminJstrator lmder review and resDlved to' prosecute this app1eal. Under the 
provisions ofS(~ction 1-309.10 (d)(3)(A), the Zoning Administrator ~U1d this Board are 
required to give: "great weight" to the "issues and concerns" expresst:~d by ANC3C. 

The Woodley Park Community Association ("WPCA") is a citizens association, 
organized as a DC not-for-profit membership corporation. Its purpose is: to maintain :and 
advance the quality of the Woodlc;,y Park area. The Property is 10cat(~li ill th.e Woodh::y 
Park neighborhood. WPCA has approximately 800 inilividual memb~:rs" aU residing in 
the immediate neighborhood of the Property, who will be direc~t1y ai'l1el;!ted by the 
construction aU1thorized by the permits being appealed (the "Pe:rmits'·'). In particular, 
WPCA's membership includes neighbors who live directly next to and across from the 
Property and who are uniquely affected by the construction in a ma:nn~~r not shared by 
other people in the City as a whole. l The Permits cause them injury by creating 
adilitional noise: and additional tr~JLflic, and increasing the potential threat to pediestrians ~~ ~:: ~~ 
and vehicular safety. In addition, to construct the garage, it will be JIlCCessaIY destroy an ~~ g~ ~§ 
open green space that these neighbors have enjoyed for many years. ~::! t5 ~ Pn 

;p \ ~'"'' ~ ~~ 
Factual Background 

The property for which the;, Permits were issu(~d is at 2660 Woodley Road" N'IV, 
Lot 832, Squan::: 2132 (the '"Property"). In total, it is roughly 16.2 al;;res. At prestmt, aU 
the buildings on the Property are used as a hotel, the Marriott '~I ardman Park Hotel, 
which is the largest hotel in the District. 

The owners of the Hotel have indicated their plans to further dt:v1elop the 
Property. In addition to the Hotel, they plan to build a nine~stoJry condominium tower on 
the western part of the Property. In order to make this building the size they want, they 
are planning to demolish part of the Hotel buililing that includes a garage~ and various 

1 For example, WPCA Vice President, Wesley Bizzell, lives directly across. the strellet from the 
Property at 2701 2,gth Street and Board member Elba Morales lives immediately to the west ofit at 2800 
Woodley Road. 
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other Hotel fadlities. The owners need to build a new garage to replat~e the:: parking that 
win be lost by this demolition and will the relocate other facilities to other parts of the 
Hotel. 

This m~w garage: will be underground, but it will not be: locat4~d 'ilthen! the existing 
one is. Nor will this garage be 104(;ated under any existing structure. Ra1her, the new 
garage will be on a different part of the Property, a part that is undeveloped today and 
that was a wooded field in the front yard of the Property. The Pennits authorize the: 
construction of this garage. A di~lgram prepared by the developer shmving the PropeJrty 
and the planned construction is attached. 

The Zoning Administrator's Errors 

The Zoning Administrator's decision that construction of the proposed garage: is 
consistent with the Zoning Regulations is incorrect. First, the proposed garage is 
prohibited in several re:spects by the special grandfathering zoning rules that apply to 
hotels in resid<mtial zones, which essentially freeze those hotels as they wer,e on May 16" 
1980. Second,. the Regulations prohibit constructing a parking garage in the: front yard of 
a property. Third, it was error for the Zoning Administrator to approvte the Permits, as be 
did, without having the: ass'urance ''that all submitted plans cumulatively complY'Mth du: 
zoning requirements." 

1. The Property is located in residential zones (R~5-B and R··:5-D). It is, there:fbre, 
subject to § 350.4 of the Zoning Regulations, which provides: 

"The foHowing uses shall be permitted as a matter of righlt in an R·; 
District: 

"(d) Hotel, only in R-5-B, R·5··C, R-5-D" or R·5-E Districts, In 
<::xistence as of May 16, 1980, with a valid CertHicate of Occupancy or ill 
valid application fi)r a building permit; provided, that the gross floor area 
of the hotel may not be increased and the total aJ~ea within thti~ hotel 
devoted to fiunction rooms, ,exhibitt space, and commercial aq,juncts may 
not be increased. .An existing hotel may be repaired, re:novat,ed, 
remodeled, or structurally altered;" 

This regulation was adoptc~d in Zoning Commission Order No .. 314,whi,~h 
permitted existing hotels in residential zones to <:ontil1ue to operate and to k'l~ep 
themselves in good condition and repair, but which otherwise effectiiv,ely froze them in 
their 1980 configurations. The c()nstruction authoriz(~d by the Permi1ts violates this 
section. 

First, § 350.4( d) has the effect of "grandfathering" or "freezing" the hotels sul~:iet~t 
to it as of May 116, 1980. The construction authorized by the P,e:nnits is inconsistent with 
such "grandfathering" or "freezing." 
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Second, § 350.4(d} only allows existing hotels to be "fI~paired, rcno'v'ated, 
remodeled, or structurally altered." The construction authorized by the Pennits, hO'we:ve~r, 
would allow t11j~ owners to construct a new garage, a completely ne'w building. And this 
new building w'Ould be construct€~ in the jfront yard of the hotel, on land whIch is no'l'v 
unoccupied. Under the Pennits, nothing is being repaired, renovated or remodeled. 
There is no existing "structure" that is being "altered." The work that has been appr()!lmd 
wHl allow the developer to dig a new hole in the front lawn area and to 1(~On8truct a brand 
new building. Such construction cannot reasonably be characterized as a repair, 
renovation, reltlodeling or structural alteration. 

Third, § 350.4(d) prohibits any increase in "the gross floor area ["G1FA"] of the 
hotel." According to materials provided by the devdoper, the propos1ed ne':v garage 

. would appear to be in excess of 104,000 square feet. The Zoning Administrator 
apparently did not include this ama in GF A because it is all below ground. This: is an 
incorrect reading of th(~ Zoning Regulations. 

Section 199 defines GF A as "the sum of the gross horizontal areas of the :sev€~ral 
floors of all blldldings on the lot." Because a "building" is detined as "a structurt~ having 
a roof supporte:d by columns or walls for the shelter, support, or (mdosure of persons, 
animals, or chattel," the proposed underground garage is plainly a building. The: 
Regulations go on to exclude certain portions of a "building" from tht~ <:alculation of 
GF A. One part of a building that is not included is the "cellar," and the Zoning 
Administrator apparently treated this garage as a cellar. But a cellar is by d~:~fmition 11 

~'portion" of a "story" of a building.2 Thus, a building that is compl'ete:ly underground is: 
not a cellar.3 If a below· ground building were a "cell:ar" for these purposes, then the 
GFA limitations in § 350.4(d) would be meaningless" as the size ofa hotel <::ould be 
increased without limit, as long as all the growth was underground. If the Zoning 
Administrator had correctly appli~~d the Regulations and counted th(~ gatage in th(~ GFA 
of this Hotel, that added area would have increased the Hotel's GF A, in viobttion of § 
350.4(d}.4 

----------,----------
2 The Regulations SCIY tlmt a "cellar" is "that portion of a story, the <:eiling of which is less than tour 
feet (4 ft.) above the adjacent finished grade" and that a "story" is "the space betwl~en the surface of two (2) 
successive floors ill a building or between the top floor and the ~;eiling or undersidl~ of the roof framing," 
3 The Board implicitly reached this same conclusion in III previous Order r1egiarding l!he Property" in 
that case, the Hotlell owner wanted to construct an underground garage and make (lither changes to the: 
Property. Because GFA would be incrensed, the owner sought II variance. In cOl1lunenting on the oWDl~~r's 
proposed underground garage and loading dock, the Board refelTed to "the inc;reas~~s associated with thfi~se 
improvements" and noted that "the zoning regulations prohibit them." Applicatio.n No. 16072 of the John. 
Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company, Order at 11-12 (May 1, 1996). If the underground gar-age: dId 
not count toward GF A, this discussion would make no sense. As successor to the appliicant in that case, the 
owner of the Prope:rty is estopped from argumg that area ililcreases resulting from aoo, underground g~lrarge 
should not be counted. 
4 Documents providled by the developer indicate that the GF A of th(, Hoten after this phase of thle 
project will be roughly 47,000 square fec~t less that it was the phase, not including the new garage in tlli{: 
GF A. If the new garage is included, as it must be, then the GFA will incre~lse by roughly 57,000 sqUlan~ 
feet. 
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Fourth., the definition of "hotel" in § 199 provides, "All areas. within a hotel shall 
be included in one (1) of the following cat1egories:" commercial adjuncts,. e"dlibit spaC:1e, 
function room, guestroom areas and service areas, an of which are d~~fined In § 199.5 

Se4~tion 350.4(d) then prohibits tbe growth of the commercial aspects of a grandfathered 
hotel; it providt~S that '"the total area wIthin the hotel devoted to fum:tion rooms, exhibit 
space, and commercial adjuncts Dilay not be increased." The purpoSt: of this provision is 
to ensure that 1the non-residential features of a hotel located in a residential zone are not 
expanded. 

A garage does 110t fit within the Regulations' definitions of any of these five 
categories. But the Regulations fiequire that "[a]11 areas within a hotel: shall be included 
in one" of these: categories. Therc~fo:re, the Regulations ~luire that garage area be 
allocated, based on usage or som€: other factor, among the five categories that together 
comprise a hote~l. That cal<~ulation must be done to determine whether "the totall area 
within the hotc~l devoted to function rooms, exhibit space, and commercial adjuncts" is 
being increased. Appellants unde:rstand that the Zoning Administrator concluded that th~~ 
area of the proposed garage is included in "the total area within the hotel," but that h(~: did 
not allocate any of the garage area to "function rooms, exhibit Spac4;~, and commelrciall 
adjuncts" of the: hotel. This was incorrect, as certainly some of the garage area would 
support those flIDctions. 

According to materials provided by the developer, the proposed new' garage 
would appear to be in excess of 104,000 square feet, which is more than 29,000 square 
feet larger than the existing hotel garage, which the developer :says it plans 10 demoHsh at 
a later stage in the project. 6 Even assuming that the same percl~ntage of the new gara.ge is 
allocated to "fuJl1ction rooms, exhilbit space, and commercial adjuncts'" as th~:! existing 
garage, this would increase the ar~ea allocated to thes<:: categories oo;ause th~;~ new garage;: 
is larger than the old garage. In addition, the developer has indicated that it plans to 

--------------------
"(a) Connnercial adjUD(:ts - retail and service eSUllblishtnents clllstomarily ii11lcidental and 

subordinate to h01te:l use, suc~h as restaurant, dining room, (:ocktaillounge, coffee shop, dry cleaning, 
laundry, pressing or tailoring establishment, florist shop, barber shop, beau1y parlor,. cigar or news stand, 
and other similar uses; 

"(b) Exhibit space - floor area 'within a hotel primarily designed for the display and storage of 
exhibits for conferlmces, trade fairs, and similar group events; 

"(c) Fun.l~ion room - a room within a hotel used primarily to accommodate gatheihlgs ofhot~: I 
guests and visitor:~ such as meetings, baJ~quets, and other group events; 

"( d) Guestroom areas - floor arj:a within a hotel devoted to guestrcH)mS or suites, including 
individual bathrooms, entraJtlce foyers, c1midors, elevators, stairs, floor pantries. and other spac:e directly 
supportive of guestrooms. The main lobby, front desk, and hotell administrative ol'lices are also iIl!clud«~d lin. 
guestroom areas for pmposc:s of pro-rating floor area between n:sidential and nonrl~sidentia.I uses in 
applicable zones; and 

"(e) Servj,ce areas .. floor area within a hotel devoted to mechanical servi,cles and storage supportJive 
of the hotel as a total entity, including boiler room, mechaJtlical)latfonns, electrical 8witchboard, 
workshops and mwintenance ar~tS, storage areas, employe1e facillities (lOicker roorns, canteen, and Imgitll1ec:r'S 
office:), and similar uses. (36 DCR 7625)" 
6 The dev~:loper plans to do other demolition and construction during this phase oftbis PJroject. At 
the end of this phase, documents provide:d by the developer indicate that th~: total area oftbe hotel will 
increase by roughly 1000 square feet. ll1is indicates that the ar€~a being removed will not be enough to 
bring the new gar.ilge area within the limIts set by § 350.4(d). 
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reduce the number of guestrooms: in the hotel by more than 20%, whkh presumably 
would result in a smalh:r percentage of the: new garage supporting the guestroom 
category and, therefore~, a greater percentage supporting the commercial c:;ategories. 

The construction authoriz1ed by the Permits would incn~ase the: total area within 
the: hotel devot<~d to function rooms, exhibit space, and commt~rcial adjuncts in violation 
of § 350.4(d). 

2. In addition, the Permits authorize the construction of a "parking ganige" as 
defined is § 199 of the Zoning Re:gulations, accessory to the buildings on the Property 
that are used as a hotel. Sections 2301, 2302 and 2500 of the Zoning Regulatiolls 
prescribe wherf: such a garage may be located - either '''within the main btdlding" or in a 
"rear yard." The garage authorizc~ by the Permits is in the front yard of this pro{X-:.rty, 
along Woodley Road. As it is neither ~'within the main building" nor in the '''rear yard" of 
the Property, it is inconsistlent with these regulations. 

3. Finally, on a May 15,200,6, contemporaneous with the issua.nce of the tirst of the: 
Permits, the Zoning Administrator sent a memorand1..IDl to the Chair of ANC 3C, a copy 
of which is attalched. The memo states that there is a "caveat" to his approval of this 
construction, namely, that the cal<~ulations provided by the applicant were "prelliminary"!! 
and that the Administrator would have to "'ensure that all subnritted phms cumulatively 
comply with tll(~ zoning requirem~~nts." It was error, in violation of § 350.4(d)and thc~ 
Zoning Regulll~tions generally, to issue the Permits without having the assur!iatnce "thaI: aJI 
submitted plans cumulativ~:ly comply with the zoning requirements. '" 

How AppeUants Intend To Prove Their Casle 

Appellants believe that the facts material to this dispute are not at issue and that 
the appeal can he resolved as a matter of law without extensive evidentiary submilssions,. 
Appellants inttmd to p110ve their case by use of descriptions and diagrams of the existing 
hotel and of the constmction authorized by the Permits, testimony about the Property ruld 
the planned construction, and testimony about the me:aning of the words and phrased in 
the Zoning Regulations (such as, "'repaired, renovated, remodelled, or structurally 
altered," "within" a building and "rear yard") and may rely on expert testimony on all 
these subjects. 
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* * * 
ADVISORY NEIGHBORH04:'O COMMtSS,I!ON 3C 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CA THEDRAL HEIGHTS· CLEVELAND ,PARK· ,MASSACHUSETJiS AVE HEIGHJS 

MCl.EAN GARDENS" WOOl:>f_EY PAHK -
f----------- .----------...L.-----r-----------.----.-.---.---

Single Membet District Commissioners 
01-Dia Black:; 02-Deborah Jane l.indeman; 03·.stephanie Zobay 
04-Avram Fechter; 05-Bruc;e Beckner; 06-Trudy Reeves 
07-Sheila Hogan; 08-Gatherlne M~IY; 09-Nancy MacWood 

2:737 DEVONSHIRE F~LAGE, NVV 
WASHIIIJ(3T()1\I. iDC 20008 

TE:L 20.:2)232-2232 • I,:,AX 2012t23'2·0607 
Email anc8crnail@9ID...l!i1£Qm 

Listselv !1ttR:IIlli:QYJ;)s.yahoo.~llgrOUD/an({3cgrol,!Q ._---.l.._____________ Website http://www.;anc~!~_ 

Reslolution No. 2006-026 

Regarding Zeming Issues at the Marriot Wardman Park Hotel 

WHEREAS The JBG Company has announced its plans to extensively redeveJlop the 
property that now contains the Marriott Wardman Park Hotel, locatt~d at 2660 Woodley Road 
NW, in Lot 32, S(luare 2132; :and . 

WHEREAS these plan.s include enclosure and relocation of a loading d01I;k, constmction 
of an underground garage for more than 250 cars, demolition of existing hotel buildings and 
garage space, construction of a nine··story condominium tower andl und~~rground parking garage 
and the possible conversion of hotel moms into residential units; anel 

WHEREA.s this property, which is located in all R-S-B and R··5·.]D zone, 1:S subject to 
special rules under 11 DCMR 350.4(d) of the zoning regulations whil;h operalte to :freeze 
expansion ofhot'els located in residential zones as of May 16, 1980; and 

WHEREAS the Board of Zoning AdjustJ.nent ("BZA") previouslly has denied the 
construction of :an enclosed loading dock and underground parking gi!l:mgf~ at this site, BZA 
Application #16072, as a violation of Section 350.4(d); and 

WHEREAS ANC 3C has examined the zoning cases, zoning definitions and r(~g1liations 
that pertain to this issue; and 

WHEREAS the Zoning Admiinistrator has advise<l. ANC3C that hie has conclude:d that the 
loading dock and the underground g:mge are permitted and do not require n:gulatory approv~tl; 
and 

WHEREAS, basc~d upon this conclusion by the Zoning Administrator, c'ertain 
construction permits have been issued by DCRA: 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that ANC3C disagrees with tht~ legal conclusions of 
the Zoning Administrator that the developer may proceed as a matter of l'ilght, and concludes. that 
the effects of those conclusions will be detrimental to District residt~nts w'lllO reside in r,esidential 
zones with hotels:, and specifically to the residents of Woodley Park,. and 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that ANC3C shall appeal the issuancf~ of pennits for 
construction on this pro~!rty to the Board of Zoning Adjustment and any (lIf aU of the permits 
that have been issued, are: pending ,md/or may be issued as a result of the zoning decision, and 
shall take whate:ver legal action is necessary to ensure that work does not proc'leled pendillg tht.: 
appeal, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that ANC 3C authorizes the Chair and thl:! Commissioner iur 
ANC3C02 or th(~ir designee(s) to represent the Commission on this mattl:~r. 

Attested by ~;1' i~/! ,f ~ ,rj., , 'J. / 1" 7J ·· ~ 
Chair, on June 20, 2006 

Nancy J. MacWood 

This resolution was (;rpproved by ANC 3C by a vote 0/6-0 on June 19, 2006 at a public meeting at which (11 quOt~~m 
0/60/9 commissiom7's was present. 

2 



'\\L ilii\\\\\\\1 I~\ 
._J ( ./\ /\ 

8 rim;] '=a 2700 28TH ST. 
RES1O£NnAl 

~~w~ ~ \' ~ \~\ \\j 
__ ::=::q;_~a:::: _ .. _~______ l· . 

~~ ~~~V~ o~\ \'? '\j'---:-MT-:---;:'--- II 

p '--1: II-::="~{ /'(-, " -",,, 
~ V~---L-- I, ' \ \. J~\ ~ .r-=---~'X " \ \ l! /",,"'- J>.--"'" A f.. 

- r-I-' \ \\ --- \ I /ljl~~ rQ1--
\ \~Vl a I~ i', 

\ \ \ ______ " \ '\ ~ -='"- ' ~ ;?I~' 

~ 

~ AADMANPARK 

ieI!II_y_Hlli.~,!>.(l-

• [HE }BG COMPANIES 

~\_ ~. "''-\\~'\ "=TT(\~~ \i\~~H2~!~ \ f \~~~Cm:UT 
~ ./\ V 401 CALlIER \.\ ~ 

\ 

"-.... '- \ HOUS( t'I 
"-.... ~27 2!/~ S1.!J~!'! ) \ \ . H1GH-R/~TS • c.....-:, .. 

\ \ )~~'1i;5E""Prs: // \'. \ \ \ \ J ~II I V\ ~ II \ \ ! (~, \ , \ '\ye~l~ \ \ L~, _,)! ,'_ .,::;.;, :g:::= __ ~~~~ __ --!IOI"" 
I \ \ \ \ \ ~ I \ \ V \ N""RlQ" \ \ ~---. I I I ...-" 0'" N"~' 2~t7 CAlIlERL-~---", I 
\ \ \ \_ ~ \ \. \ 1\ \. HOTEL) \. \ __ -_~J \ \ _~~ -~ .~" -.~. --------- 'II 
\ \ ~. \ \ \ ~\ \\ ~--- S-~-I '--=-~-------- ~--~ ~ i ~ 
i \ r" \ ~~"~ \\ ~.e'J~~/ -----/) i Ii =-. ---+-----

\ .----"'1-... ,__" -----,. s·· _______ - I ========±= '\ \ L----"-.J \ \\ \ "" \~> 'C--' L~~----';- ~-------- I \' 11 = "-' 
\ \ \ -"-.. \ Gi\BlES IIIO()tllEV PARI< \ ~- •• ,,'F-~ ------- \ \ 
\ \ \ o~~ ~ \ 2701 C.L~~J _ I \ C"-'-~------ ----' \ EISFSUBMlTfAL I I 
\ \ z.. ~g;r- \ \:~ _s-----~_----- / - ------ r---- \ \ \ I' .-=~--"""" 1, - -"" d~ \ ', __ -~ -=_----- EXlsnNC~ _____ -- _i~~"""\ \ \ I R!':VIS€D ill. . .. C .. ONT!l.XTPUI_.... . 

\ 
\ 
\ 

j 

\ 'J _____ ~- ENTRANCE i--~l \ \l~.---o \, "'~ I iOFEBRiJARY20061!1....:...._ !-~- .. 

\'~_-----. _/--:-.:. -,,\ i ,~:::., I L~ \ \ ~ ,"-." il-::- j" I 
_---~- r'-.. ~ '--I, \ ~ L I \~\ \ \ ""---", ~------~--J ! / __ -~, C __ . \1 \ _--\---' \ --.... ----1 \ \ _~O) \, -. ----~~- i I ---._._ ...• , ___ ~ \ ~_____ - I 



" 1 :X ('ii);) tn: 

D[P\Rf\U::Sl Of CO"",.,! ,,".;n REGll. \ Tfm'! ,~ 

orFKf. OF lO"tT»C .\Inn\!,; R\: 

hl(~ 

ill.;: Zoni:li! Rl'g.ltbtinHs ofilH;; Lh:-[rict ofCuLlJllbia. 

~qn:l:J (' i(LXa,c;{: and h:tai betd square 
~'OlEfl .. kn:',J n:c 

·.:mail 

l-!\:~.J 11.:,':;"':.1. tiu.: r .. t\:!r(''-:'~,·,i 
'~',.! :1,' !. 

nk~ 7(lnmg rcqlliren:enb 

ba\'c atl) q.Jl:',[i(ir~ ell C:C'SJ[<: t\j(J:J<-' :j, iI; l,,' 
a[ ·l·~=:.>~~"::' t~ (h·~-(t; :<:hl:~dHt:- ,""n: ap;:'cj;~11:! t":';-' 



.. ... * T ADVISORY NEIGHI30RHOOD C6MMisSION3~::~ 
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF OOL..UMBliJlo~ 

: CA 71"fEDRAL HEIGHTS # CLEVELANO PI4RJ( '1IVlASSACHUSEn"$ AVE'. HEIGHtS 

1 _ MCLEA~GARDE~=: 
Snngle Member Disltrict CommissiollElrs 
O'I·Dia Black; 02 .. 04~borah Jane Lindeman; 03-Stephanie Zobay 
04 .. Avram Fechter; 05-Bruce Beckrle1r; 06-Trudy Reeves 
OJl-Sheila Hogan; OB-Csltherine May; OQ.Nancy MacWood 

July 14, 2006 

DC Office of Zonin'g 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 

Dear Madame: 

2737 DEVONISIHII~:IE: PLACE, N~I~I 
WASHINGTON, DC 20008 

TEL a02J232-22~I~~ " f'A:I(. '!O:2/23:2 .. 0616i' 
Email janC3~!!lai!@gmiill~!!:r1 

Ustsl~IV :tl!lp:lIgroups. yaltQQ.,. c:ol!Jtru:.®JlliInc3!;.!;I!Q!dt! 
____ .. _. ___ ~rebsit~J]!!p.J{w!vw.anc~~bGL 

This is to advise you that, for purposes of Section 3112.4 ()f the Zoning 
R.egulations, John Goodman is authorized to act for ANC3C with respect: to the 
prosecution of the appeal of certain building p4~rmits issued to th,e owner of' thE~ 
premises at 2660 Woodley Road, N.W., including signing the appeal application. 

My authority to, make this delegation ~)f authority com~~s from ANC3C Res1olutlon 
2006-026, granting me authority to act on behalf of ANC3C w~th respect tID thi's 
matter. A true copy of such resolution is attached to the appE~431 appllication. 

Sincerely, _ I'''' 
t~ n II ~PI '1( I),l.~ I' 
~ '!rlir 1fi'L£tVvIM/YU 

Deborah Jane Un man \ I ~.I 
Commissioner ANC3C02"~/ 


