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Enclosed please find a copy of the Order Denying Motion For Reconsideration entered by this -
court in the above case today. ’
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT, INC.,

a Washington corporation, and G&S NO. 62167-0-I
SUNDQUIST THIRD FAMILY
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, ORDER DENYING MOTION

a Washington limited partnership, FOR RECONSIDERATION

Appéllants,

V.

CITY OF WOODINVILLE, a
Washington municipal corporation,
and CONCERNED NEIGHBORS OF
WELLINGTON, a Washington
nonprofit corporation,

Respondents.
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The respondent, City of Woodinville, having filed a motion for reconsideration
herein, and a majority of the panel having determined that the motion should be denied;

now, therefore, it is hereby

ORDERED that the motion for reconsideration be, and the same is, hereby denied.

DATED this Q\Qdayof k\o&mo«‘g\) , 2010.

= 8
. = s

For the Court: = 95
o

P )

= om

/ N ZEE
Judge / o ERO

Ny o

(X {'_'_).:«C

8 %

1



