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Application No. 16566-H of the President and Directors of Georgetown College. pursuant to 
1 J DCMR § 3104.1, for a special exception for lhe review and approval of the University 
Campus Plan -years 2000-2010 u:nder Section 210 in the R·3 and C-1 Districts at premises 
bounded by Glover Archbold Parkway to the west. the National Park Service property along the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and Canal Road to the south. 3S1

h Street, N Street to 36Lh Street, and 
~6th Street toP Street to the east and Reservoir R.oad to the north. (Sqp.are 122.2, LotS 62, 801-
8JO: Square 1223, Lots 85-86, 807-810, 812, 815. 826, 827, 831, 834, 846-847, 8:52-b53, 855, 
and 857-858; Square 1.226, Lots 91. 94·101, 104~105, 803-804,806, and SJ 1-815; SquaTe 1248, 
Lots J 22-125, 150..157, 800-802. 804~806, 829~831. and S34-835; Square 1321. tors 815~817) 

HEARING DATES: June J 3, 2000 and July 18, 2000 
eoAROOf20MINGAWtJStYI!N 

September 5, November 8, and .DecemberS, 2000; OistriclofOrllumbfa DEC!SlON DATES: 
April5,200S;~ugustl6,2007 

CASE NO-----
r!MHISO' NQ,_ ___ _ 

OJWER ON SE~OND REMAND 

On January 3 J , 2000, the President and Directors of G~orgetown College ("'University.. or 
''Applicant.,) flled a self-certified application pursuant to 11 DCMR. § 31 04 for a special 
exceptiO.tJ under§ 210 of the Zoning ReJUlatio~ for approval of its proposed University Campus 
Plan for Years 2000-2010. In addition to the Applicant, parties in this proceeding are Advisory 
Neighborhood Commission (·'ANC") 2E, the Burleith Citizens Association, Citizens Association 
of Georgetown ("'CAG"), Cloisters in Georgeto·wn HoQ'Ieowner's A~soeiation, FoxhaU 
Community Citizens • .1\.Ssociation, Georgetown ResidentS Alliance, and ffillandale Homeowners 
Association. 

Following a public hearing, the Board voted ro approve the campus plan su.bject to 19 conditions. 
An order reflecting that decisi0\'1 was issued March 29. 2001. The Board subsequently revised 
some of the conditions of approval in an order on reconsideration issued August 6,lOOJ (Onier 
No. 16566-A)'. Both Orders henceforth will be referred ro collectively as ''Original Campus Plan 
Order.'' 

The Applicant appealed the Original Campus Plan Onier to the District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals. By order issued December4. 2003, the Court of Appeals vacated the Board's decision 
and remanded the case for further proceedings. See President and Directors of Georgetown 
College v. District of Columbia Board of Zoning .Adjustment, 837 A.2d 58 (D.C. 2003) 
("'Georgetown /"). 

At a public meeting on June 22, 2004, the Board indicated itS intent to conduct further 
proceedings on the application, and requested submissions frorn tbe panies recommending is$ues 
they believed should be addre~sed on remand. Su.bmissions were received from the AJ'plicant 
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and two parties in opposition. Citi,?ens Association of Georgetown and Hil1anda.le Homeowners 
Association. By order issued Oetober 15. 2004. the Board directed any pany that wished to do 
so to submit a proposed order eiJ:b,er granting or denying the application in whole or in part, 
including findings of fact. conclusions of law, 8lld any proposed conditions necessary to mitigate 
potential adverse impacts identified based on the ~xisting record in this proceeding (Order No. 
16566-D}. 

The Order further directed that: 

Each proposed co~ition should be followed by an explanation as to how it is consistent 
with the principles and concerns expressed in the Court of Appeal's decision and cite the 
specific Onding(S) of fact or COnclu.siOn(s) oflaw that support its imposition. 

The Applicant, Citizens Association of Georgetown. and Hillandale Homeowners .-'Usocis.rion 
submined proposed orders. 

At a public meeting on April S, 2005, the Board voted to approve tl1e University's application 
subject JO seven. conditions, revising some conditions and omitting others that had been f!dopted 
in the Original Campus Plan Order. An order reflecting that decision was issued JW'le 7, 2005 
(Order No. 16566·F) c•2005 Order''). 1 An order certifying the Applicant's campus plan., as 
revised to reflect the conditions of approval in the 2005 Order, was ismed February 3, 2006 
(Order No. 16566-0). 

The 2005 Order was appealed to the Court of Appeals by the Citizens Association of 
Georgetown. which challenged the Board's deteaninations with respect to the enroilment cap 
and argUed that the Board errecl in eliminating uncontested provisions from the Original Campus 
Plan Order. 

By decision issued June 7, 2007. the Court of Appeals a.ffin:ned the 2005 On:fer "9.rith respect to 

the Board's findings pertaining to the onrotlment cap and the use of an average enrollment. but 
again remanded the matter for an explanation of why five unconteSted provisions included in the 
campus plan originally appro..-ed by the Board in the Original Campus Plan Order were not 
included in the revised campus plan approved by the 2005 Order. Sse CitizetU A.v~ociation of 
Georgetown "· Dtstriat of ColumhifiBoard cf Zoning Af#umnent, 925 A.2d 585 (D.C. 2007) 
( "Georgerown II"). 

Because Georgetown I vacated the Original Campus Plan Order in its entirety, on remand the 
Board undertook an independent review of tbe record. made findings of fact based on substantial 
evidence in the record, drew conclusions of Jaw from those facrs, and formulated conditjons 
necessary to mitigate potential adverse imp4cts consistent with the requirements of the Zoning 
Regulations. In doing so, ir remained mindful of the admonition tn Georgetown I to adopt only 
conditions necessary to mitigate identified potential adverse imp.acts re1ated to the university use 
of property in a Residence district and not to intrude to an impermissible degree into the 

' Order No: l6566·f' correcled an inadvertent omi$sion frOm the Soard's Wtia! order on remand (Oraer No. 16566-
E. issued June l, 2005). 
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tnar~a.gement prerogatives oflhe Univeriity. As stared by the Chair m the outset of the Board's 
April 5, 2005 deHberations: 

This was, of course, returned to us with ail graciousness from the Cgun ·or 
Appeals. and 1 would note rhat it Was done and 1 find. reading the actUal rematJd 
order. is informative and I think that this Board. if T might, has gone to great 
strides ·in not replicating the errors that it had in the past as were evidenced in this 
case. 

And jt really goes to ... the point of understanding the facts in each individual case, 
W1derstand,ing their impact and acting accordingly. whether approving or denying 
applications and if approving and conditioning applications, tl'Jat those conditions 
would be based directly on facts presented and evidence and that the conditions 
would be measurable. understandable and would ·go towards mitigating any 
potential adverse impact. 

Transcript of Board of AdjUJtment PubHc Meeting of AprilS, 2005 ("'Tr''.) Tr. 143-135. 

The Chair concluded his preliminary remarks by streSsing the Board's intent to rake •·an 
enHghtened Look on th~ ·case that is below us, the case that was already presenred, an enlightened 
look that giles to address2ng the concerns that the Coun had ... Tr. 147. 

Consistent with that approach and the principles stated in Georgetown I. the Board did not 
unquestioru.g.gly accept a proposed condition simply because the parties proffered it. A Board 
order is not a negotiated docu.1nem and an otherwise invalid condition is not legitimized by the 
lack of any objection. As stated by the Chair with respect to one of the uncontested condjtions, 
just "because tht unjversity didn't objecr ro it or the Coun of Appeals didn~ strike it themselves, 
that's not the persuasive discussion that [is] needed to keep ir in''. Tr. 175. It is for that reason 
that tbe Board requested the parties to provide a rationale for each condition proposed.. 

Georgetown D did not question the Board's authority to reject the uncontested c.onditions. but 
faul!ed the Board for nor explaining che basis for its actions in its written order. Georgetown II 
did not suggest that the Board acted without a,ny discussion at all and, as the transcript of the 
April 5. 2005 deliberations makes cJear, the Board went through each and every condition 
proposed a.nd aniculated the basis for accepting or rejecting each one. 

TI1js Order will reduce those determinations to writing with respect to the five conditions at issue 
based upon the tranScript. the :Soard Members, mdividual and collective recollecrjon of their 
reasoning, and applicable legal principles. As noted throughout the transcript, each Board 
member had reviewed the record. which included any conditions proposed by the parties and any 
argt(ments offered in support of these conditi()ns. 

Discussion of Uncontested Co.-dltions Rejected by the Board 

The Oeorgerownll decision identified the uncontested conditions as follows: 
Condition 6, requiring the mandatOJ'Y reponing of data regarding off-campus 
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student conduct: Condition 8, restricting the use of the Performing Arts Centet, 
Harbin Field. and McDonough :<\.rena: Condition 9, restricting the helipad for 
medicalJy necessary purposes: Conttit:ion I 3. requiiing the University to include 
certain infonnation in future C~pus Plan applic-dtions; and Condition 14. 
requiring the University tO submit periodic reports regarding its compliance With 
the Campus Plsn. 

83 7 A . .2d at 593 n6. 

The condition numbers 'wed in this footnote are nor the numbers given !:hose conditions in the 
Original Campus Plan Order, but new numbers proposed by the -~plicant in its submissitm to 
rbe Board of December 23, 2004 (Exh, 289 J. Because the remand instruction was for the Soard 
to provide ·•an e'-.-planation as to why several uncontested provisions included in the Original 
Campl.!$ Plan were not included in the :ttevised Campus Plan". 83 7 A.2d at 593, this Order .will 
refer tO tbe numbering and text used in the Original Campus .Plan Order. In addressing each 
LlllCODtested condition. the B08rQ wiJ; also indicate the number used in the Georgetown ll 
footnote quoted above, as well as the pages in the April S, 2006 transcript that contain the 
relevant Board discllSsion. 

First Ugcgntested Cgggition; 

9. The Applicant shall make publicly available data indicating the number and types 
of complaintS received concerning srudent m.is.eonduct. mid the outcome of each 
complaint. including whether sanctions were imposed and whether any fmes paid. 
The Applicant shall ~lso report this infonna.tion quarterly to tbe 'office of 
Planning. the Zoning Administrator. ANC 2.E, and the A.l.liance for Local Living.. 
and to other interes-ted community orpn.izations tllat may request the information. 

[Referred to as Condition 6 in Georgetown/! and in the Board's deliberations, the Janet 
of which is: reflected in Tr. !69 ·170.] 

There is nothing in the record to suggest that this conditio~ would serve any purpose not already 
serv~d by Condition No. 3 of th~ 2003 Order. That condition requires the University to 
implement and enforce its programs, described in findings of Fact Nos. 35 through 3 7 of the 
2005 Order and $et forth in Exh:ibtt l 91 of the Record (''the University's Off·Campus Student 
Affairs Program."). Finding of Fact 37 (g) specifically references the Universicy•s program to 
moiJ.itor. track. e\•aluate and share statistics with •lALL'' regarding student misconduct off .. 
campus. See a/,\·o Appendix Q oft.be 2000 Campus Plan at 7. 

As a resulr of the University's comprehen,sive approach to addres.sing community concerns, as 
set forth in its Off·Campus Student Affairs Program, the. 2005 Order, indicated that: 

The Board was not persuaded by the pani.es in opposition that the university use 
is currently creating adverse impact on neighboring property .... The 
University's off-campus programs are a reasonable approach that will allow the 
University tO monitor off-campus student activity in a proactive manner to 
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prevent adverse impact.~ thar off-campus srudent houses or vehicles may 
otherwise have OD the community. 

:2005 Order. page 1 7. 

Having found that the University is not creating adverse ilnpacts and that its programs •.viU 
proactively prevent such impacts arising in the furure, the Board A$d no basis for requiring that 
more measures be taken. 

In addjtion, the proposed condition would n.eedlessly burden the University with the 
responsibility for sending repo~ four time.s a year to various entities. some, such as the OffiCe of 
Planning and the ZQt:tin.g Administrator, who would have no need for this information because 
the statistics by themselves would not provide grounds for any action on their part. 

The Board therefore chose to exclude this uncontes~Q. condition in the 200.5 Order, concurring 
with Board Member Mann's observation that this is a program that can be "conducted 
independently by the University and by other regulatory authorities." Tr. I 70. 

S~ond l,lnconres~d ~ondition 

12. The Performing Arts Cenrer, Harbin Field, and McDonough Arena shall be used 
for pwposes related to the University or the community, and nOt for non­
University events whose primary purpose is revep.ue generation. 

[Referred to as Condition 8 in Georgetown Jtand in the Board's deliberations, the latter 
of which is reflec~ in Tr. 171 -173.) 

No explanation for this condition is given in the Original Campus Plan Order. That Order made 
no finding that events primarily intended to generate revenues are JI10re likely to have adverse 
impacts th:m ev~nts not primarily held for that purpose. Nor is there evidence in 'l;he record tO 

support this distinction. This condition places restrictions on the University's use of itS facilities 
based upon the purpose, rather than the impact of use. something that this Board now 
understands is beyond its ability to dictate. 

Moreover, the Board also f:J,nds the eondition to be vague and unenforceable. The Original 
Campus Plan Order did .pot explain how enforcement agencies were to determine whether 
revenue generation is the prliJlarY purpose of an event. or whether revenue is a secondary or 
irrelevant consideration. The vagueness of the terminology used and the absence of objective 
criteria make this condition virtually impossible lO Wlderstand or enforce. This condition is 
neither necessary lO mitipte adverse impactS nor enforceable; therefore. the Board did not 
include it in the 7005 Order. 

Jhird Un;onJGs~d frovisiON 

13. ·The helipad shall be used only for medically necessary purposes. The Applicant 
shall proviqe monthly reports regarding use of the helipa~ including credible 
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evidence of medical necessity associated with its use, to ANC 1E, the Alliance for 
Local Livblg, and other community org:m~tions tb.at request the information. 

[Referred to as Condition 8 in Georgemwn II aDd in the Board's deliberations, the latter 
ofwhich is reflected jn Tr. 170 -173.] 

This condition not only possesses all of the flaws of Condition No. 12, but also has the potential 
to cause great hann. As wirh Condition No. J 2. the Original Campus Plan Order offered no basis 
for regulating this helipad's use. And. to use the same standard the condition would have 
imposed, there is no •·credible evidence .. in the record that the ttospital has or will use the helipad 
in the absence of medical necessity. While the parries in opposition may envision tbe hospital 
routinely flying in patientS in non-emergency circumstances, the Board will need more than 
suspicion to second.,guess the use of Hfe·sa~ing measures. Indeed, the possibility tb:1t the 
hospital mighr erroneously deny the use of the helip~ raises serious concerns. In any event, the 
condition is unenforceable. Whereas Condition No. 12 would tum District enforcement officials 
into eeon:omis~; this condition would require a medical degree. As a matter of practicality and 
risk avoidance. the Board doubt! that the Zoning Administrator can or would attempt to enforce 
this provision. 

In rejecting the inclusion of this condition, the Board was particularly mindful of the guiding 
principle enunciated in Geargezownl: 

The University has rights and the neighbors have rights. and. a temperate, rationai, and 
balanced approach is called for. 

837 A.2d ar 71. 

Condition No. 13 is neither temperate nor r:ational, but crosses ~he line berween the exercise of 
legirima.te zoning and land· use authority and an ultra vires intrusion upon the University's 
educational mission." ld at 74-75 (footnOte omitted). 

Eol!!lh and fifth Uncoutesteg Cgnditions 

1 i. The Applicant $hall include, in alJ future applica.tion_s for further processing of the 
campus plan, the fol1owing infQn;nation: 

a) Actual enrollment of traditional undergrs.du.ate students. as of 30 days prior to 
the hearing date, including documentation and an explanation of the methods and 
assumptions li.Sed in the calculation; 

b) Whether the Southwest Quadrangle project has been completed. and, if so, 
the dal:e it began use as an undergraduate dormitory; 

c) A progress repon on· the i,mp1ementa.tion and operation of the Off~Campus 
Student Affairs Program. including information on number of complaints received 
concerning stUdent misconduct. reported violations, and outcomes. including what 
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sanctions were imposed and rhe fines paid, tr an)lj 

d) The numb~ of off·sli"eet parking spaces Within campus boundaries. as of 30 
days prior to the·hearmg date, including documentation and an explanation of the 
methods and asswnptions used in the caJcuhttion: and 

e) A statUS report on the Trans~on Managen)ent Program. 

[Ref~ tO as Concij,tion 13 in Geotg~t(}Wn IT and in the BoE!J'd's deliberations, the latter 
of which is reflec~ in Tr. 183 ·184.) 

19. No special exception application filed by the University for further processing 
upder this plan, may be granted unless the University proves that it has 
consis4mtly remained in substantial ~mpliance with Conditions l through 18 ser 
forth in thi_s Qrder. Fu.rther, any Violation of a conciition of this Order shall be 
grounds for the denial or revocation o.f any building permit or certificate of 
occtt.pa:ncy applied for by, or ·issued to, the Untversity for any University btiilding 
or use approved ~r this plan. $Pd tnay resUlt in ·the imposition of fines and 
penalties pursuant to~ Civil Enforcement Act. D.C. Code§§ 6-2701 to 6-2723. 

[Referred to as Conditiqn 14 in Georgetown 0 2 and in the Board's deliberations as 
reflected in Tr. 191 • 194.] 

These two conditions will be discussed together. Condition No. 19, if included in th.e 2005 
Order, would hav~ made proof of substantial compliance with the preceding conditions an 
element .of obtaining Zoning Commission approval of requests for further processing and 
Condition No. 17 specifies informaJion that must be subJllitted with. a ftlrther processing 
application, presumably to demons~ed that sueb compliance exists. The term "further 
processing" m~~s .. the fun:het processing of·an approved campus developnieru plan to permit 
the conStruction &Ad use of a specific building or stniCtUre Within a campU$~. l 1 DCMR § 
3104.4. 

Whatever ·legit~y Condition No. 11 bas is dependant upon the validity of Condition No. 19. 
Condition No. 19 is J:)Ot direct~ at the University, but is either an effort to i.nstruct the Zoning 
Collllliissioo as , to how it ~bould decide fUrther processing applications or l1ll uiU')ecessary 
Statement of the law as ft already exists. If complfance with campu~ plan conditions is already an 
element of proof for obtaining further proe~:;s:i,ng apprQval, then the condition acids nothin.s ana 
need not appear. However. if the condition was intended to change or add to existing law. it 
would constitute an infringement upon the Zoning Commission'~ authority ·in this area. As of 
December s. 2000, the Zoning CommissiQn possessed the exclusive junsd,i,Ction to hear ali 

·-. 

~ Footnore 6 of the GeorgelDW17 fl decision described this condjtion as ·'requirill! the University lO submit periodic 
reports rc:gard_ing lu compliance Wilh the ~pus Plan''. No such requirement lw ever been imposed by the Board. 
Ba:s~d upon the order in wh1cb rhis cot\d,ttion is ~cribed in the footnote, and the Qejcription given .i~ during Board's 
d.eliberalion. it will be asstimed tbe footno~ is refcrrina ro·Conciition No. 19, which, in fact. wa,i not included ill tbe 
200$ Order. 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 07-23
13



08•2~2001 09:46am Frum-

BZA A.PPUCATION N0.16S66-Jr 
PAGENO.fJ 

T-D45 P.OOB/013 F•OSI 

further prooessing applicationg regardless of whether the campus plan was approved by BZA or 
the Commission. While it was appropriate for B.ZA to customarily include a condition of r.his 
kind when it had the authorit)' kl deci(ie :further processing applications so as to give notice of its 
understanding of the burden of proof, oDly the Zoning Commission may now establish the 
substantive aDd procedural prerequisites for obtaining further proce~sing approval. 

Similarly, the Board does not believe it is appropriate or necessary to indicare how the Universiry 
is to make or defend its cas~ as Co~dirion No. 17 p~om to do. If proof of compliance is 
indeed an element for .funher processing of a ease, it is for the University to determine how to 
make that showing. The Board will not be deciding furt}ler processing cases brought under the 
authority of the 2005 order, $lld cannot. speak for the body t:har will do so. Subsection 210.4 of 
the Zoning Regulations (Title 11, DCMR.J already sets forth tbe mini.tllum amount of infonnation 
that must be provided in a further proce:ssing applicat1on. If tfle Commission desires more, it can 
add to this list through a ruJ~g, or can specitica.Ily request addit.ional infort:na.tion in a pre· 
hearing order or at any point thereafter. 

For these reasons the Board rejected the inclusions of Condition Nos. 17 and 19 in the 2005 
Order. 

CONCLUSION 

The five uncontested provisions were pot supported by substantial evidence in the record. The 
cooditions were neither reasonable nor liiceJy to prevent or mitig~e any identifi.ed potential 
adverse impact. Imtea.d the conditions ~:•mt.ruded to an irnpennlssibie degree into the 
managemem prmgatives of the University"', George10wn l, 837 A.2d at 63 or involved 
processes that are regulated by others, including those of the Zoning Commission. 

For these~reasons, J;l_re Boar<;l did not rn!ke compliance with these requirements a condition of the 
2005 Order approving the Campti.$ Plan. 

As ill the case of the 2005 Order, this Order is bei!lg wu~d without a proposed version being 
circulated to the pattjes for ex.ceptions as described a~ D.C. O(:ficiaJ Code § 2-509 (d). That 
provision provides that: 

Whenever in a contested case a. m.aj ority of tho9e who are to render the final 
order or decision. d1d not personally bear the evidence, no order or decision 
a.dv~e to a party to the case (other tharl the Mayor or an agency) shall be made 
until a. proposed order or decision. including findings of fact and conclusions of 
law, ha.S been served upon the parties and an opportUility has beeJ:J. afforded to 
each party adversely affe¢red to fUt exceptions and present argument to & 
majority of those who a:re to render the orc;ier or decision.. who, in such case, ~hall 
personally consider such portionS .of th:e exclusive record. as provided in 
subsection (c) of this section. as may be designated by any party. 

The Board is ~liar with the arguments made before the Court of Appe•ls with respect 1.0 this 
issue and is aware that the GeorgetQWn II decjsion believed it uonecessary to reach its merits. 
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The Board has also reviewed the Coun of Appeals decision in Sherman v. Disrrlcr of Columbia 
Com 1n on Licensure ro Pracrice Healing Art. 416 A.2d 667 {D.C. 1984). 3Dd beJje.ves that the 
pritidples stated therein support a conclusion that the exception process is not required here 

As here, the Sherman decision involved a remand from the Court of Appeals. However. unlike 
the remand in Sherm(11l. all of th.e Board members who are approving the iss.1:1ance of this order 
have previously read the reoord and offered the parties an opportunity to make ar,gwnents in 
support of all conditions they offered, including the conditions the Board rejected. Moreover, 
the scope of this remand is far more limited than the one involved in Sherman, in that the Coun 
has onfy asked this Soard to explain its rejection of five unconteSted conditions. Under the logic 
of the Shennan case. the Board onJy needed to read rhe record, afford an opponunicy for 
argument, and· satisfy itself that this Order accurately reflects itS deliberations. which it in fact 
did. The Board fulfiJled the first two requirementS after the Georgetown l remand and did nor 
need to do so again after the ·second remand. By adopting this orde.lr, the Soard signifies its 
agreement that the order accurately explains why tbe five uncontested conditions were excluded 
from the 200S Order. Having acted in a manner cons;Stent with the principles stared in the 
Shennan case, it need not submit a proposed version of this order to the parties. 

lt is therefore ORDERED that this Order on second remand is hereby ADOPTED in 
satisfaction of the remand insll'tlctions made in Georgetown l 

VOTE: 3-2..0 (Ruthanne G. Miller, Curtis 1... Ethedy, Jr •• and John A Mann II voting to 
adopt the order: Marc D. Loud not voting, not having heard the case; and 
Zoning Conunission member not pmticipatins. not voting} 

BY ORDER OF THE D.C. BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
Each concurring member has approved the issuance of this Order. 

AtTESTED BY: 

Final Date- of Order: ___ A_Ua ......... ·~_7_200_7 __ 

PURSUANT TO U DCMR § 3125.6, TinS ORDER WfLL BECOME FINAL UPON ITS 
FIL_INd IN THE RECORD AND SERVlCE UPON THE PARTIES. UNDER 11 DCMR § 
31:!5.9, THIS ORDER WILL BECOME EFFeCTIVE 10 DAYS AFTER IT BECOMES 
Fn-.IAL. 
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 

*** 
BZA APPLICATION NO. 16566-H 

As Director of the Office of Zoning. I hereby cettify and attest that on 
AUG 1· 7· 2007 _ .• a copy of the order entered on that date in tbis matter was mailed 

fll'St class:· postage prepaid or delivered via inter-agency mail, to each party and public 
agency who appear~ and participated in the pl!blic hearing concerning the matter, and 
who is listed b~tow: 

Maureen E. Dwyer, Esq. 
Pillsbury, Winthrop Sha~ Pittman, LLC 
2300 M Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037-11~8 

Chairperson 
AdvisOry Neighborhood Commission 2E 
3265 S Street. N.W. 
Washington. DC 20007 

General Manager 
Hillandale Hozneowners Association 
3939 Hillandale ~ N.W. 
WashingtOn, D.C. ~0007 

Charles R. Braun 
c/o Hillandale Homeowners Association 
P.O. Box 1035 
B~keley Springs, West Vu-ginia 2511-3035 

Barbara Downs~ President 
Citizens Association of Georgeto""n 
3222 N Street. N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

Richard deC. Hinds, Esq. 
Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Han:dlton, LLP 
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

OOAAD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
Dlatrict of Oatumbla 

O~NO·~----------­

EXHIBrrNO...., . ....,.-----

· - 44141.11 St., N.W.., Suite :no..s. Washington, D.C. 20001 
Telephone: (28%) 727-6311 £-Man Address: zoning tnfori·de,co~ Web Site: www.daez.dcgov.org 
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BZA APPLICATION NO. 16566-H 
PAGE N0.2 

Edward Solomon. President 
Burleith Citizens Association 
3525 S Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

Georgetown Residence Alliance 
Don W. Crockett, Esq., Chairman 
3070 Q Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

R.D. Andrew, President 
F oxball Community Citizen • s Association 
1413 Foxhall Road, N.W. 
WashingtOn, D.C. 20007 

Barbara Zartman, President 
Cloisters in Georgetown Homeowners Association, Inc. 
1642 35m Street,· N.W. 
W~hingron, D.C. 20007 

Matthew LeOtant. Acting Zoning Administrator 
Dept. of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
Building and Land Regulation Administration 
941 North Capitol Streett N.E., Suite 2000 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Councilmember Jack Evans 
WatdTwo 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 106 
Washington, DC 20004 

Harriet Tregoning, Director 
Office of Planning 
801 North Capitol Street, N.E., 4Lb Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

T•045 P.Ot2/013 F-OSI 
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Jill Stem, Esquire 
General Counsel 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
941 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 9400 
Washingto~ D.C. 20002 

ATTESTED BY: 

T-045 P.Oia/013 F•DBl 
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