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l 4 A . . Wes-t Enc Citizens · ssoc1abon 

Wasl1ington, D.C. 
Bcuuu1,.'rics: 15th Slrttd on the tat t • Pu tnm;,l<; Par1< on u·~e: Snuth 
Rnd< Creek iu\d lhn Pntnnlt'~:. uu U~ Wmot .. N t;;treet on lhn North 

Mr. Jamison L. Weinbaum 
Dir~:ctor, Ofticc l'f Zoning 
44l -4th Street, N.W.- Suite 210 
Wa<.;hington, DC 20001 

March 2, 201 1 

Re: WECA's Response to <IWU's 2/22/11 Post-Hearing Statement- ZC Ca<>c No. 06-
11A/06-12A (GWU f/og!.,ry Bottom Campus I PUO · Squan.: 1 03) 

ncar Mr. Weinbaum: 

"[bis letter constitutes the West End Citizens Association ' s (WECA) response to the George 
Washington Urtiversity's (CIWU) 2/22/11 Post-IIearing Statement for Zoning Commission Case 
No. 06-llA/06-12A (GWU Foggy Bottom Campus I PUD ·· Square 103). On 2/3, the 
Commission granted the WECA '"J>ahy'' status and requested that the WECA respond tu GWl J's 
2/22 J>ost-Hearing Submission by 3/8. 

1. !J.D_g_'!!l!ined Additional O.lltion. On 2/3/11 , the Commission request~d that GWU exuminc 
alternatives to the DC-proposed 2·way alley (Option #1) for ingress and egr~ss fbr 450 
planned parking spaces in Square 103. I GWU originaUy proposed a garage on 201

" Street but 
DC rejected it since it would cut through an historic property.") GWU's Post~I !caring 
Submission ("Statem~nt'') presented two alternative Options: #2 - ingress [Uld egress on (i 
Strc~t, as rccornmended hy the WECA; and #3 • 1-way alley ingr~ss and egress with traffic 
entering on 21st Street and exiting on 20111 Street. GWU did not analyze Option #4: 1-way 
alley ingress and egress with traffic entering on :wu' Street (which would be consistent with 
most rush hour traffic) and exiting on :21 ~1 Street (which would be consistent with most rush 
hour traffic). Option #4 would no tH.:cessitat~;: the circular routes (due to lh~~ surrounding 1-
way st.recL-;) which would be required hy Options #2 tmd #'J . GWU indicated that the circular 
routes would result in potentially more pedestrian/vehicular conflicts ("create longer 
vehicular trips arllW1U the Square 103 hlock thal add mon: pc;destrian/vehicular conllicts at 
other locations," Tab B, p.l ). Th WI•~CA now requests that GWlJ additionallx examine 
Option #4 before the Commission acts on this Applicativn. Also, OWlJ ' s tratlic analysis 
for Option #3 concludes ''The onc~way alley alternative would have no movements with 
unaccc.:ptable levels of delay" (Tab B, p . 3). 

2. Pros lc.•r 0 ~trect _ Optiotl WJ. GWlJ's analysis rl~veals: (a) ''The analysis also t1nds that the 
move toG Street [Option i/21 would decreas~.: the delay fnt traffic exiting the new garage" (p. 
J); (h) "The traffic expert .. . found that there Wllre higher levels ofpedcstrhm aetivity along 
20111 and 21 51 Streets compared to (i Street" (p. 3); and (c) attractive images on Tab A, pp. A6, 
A 7, and AB for the garag~ otT of G Street l Option 1121. 
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3. Change to. Option #2. GWU' s Post-H~aring Statement states, '•if the garage entrance were to 
be located nn U Street, NW, it would neL:d to be located at the northeast corner ofth~ 
Property, adjacent. to historic rowhouses" (p. 2). The WECA does not agn:e. Instead, during 
th~.: 2/3/11 hearing, the WECA recommended that th~: garage he in the middle orth~ block, 
which would meet DC' s rcquirem~.:nt for the garage to he located at least 60 feel from the 
nearest intersection. The main loss from this location would he to not-yct:. identil'icd program 
space in the nol-yet~designcd building ·- "a midblock entrance would brcak up the ground 
t1oor attd lower levd floor plat~:" (p. 2). The WECA believes that protecting ped~:strian 
safety should he of paratuOW1t importHm:e instead of rnaximi7.ing program space. 

Also, should the Commission he Jefl in the dark of what the ultimate building above would 
look like before acting on this Application'! In addition, Tab/\, p. A4 show that. 2 vs. "some" 
on-street parking spaces would be lost by locating th~.: garage on G Street (p. 2). The WECA 
is agrccabh; to this minimal loss. 

4. 1\d<.!itional Pcdc~Lrian/Vchh;u.lar :onllicts. The WECA does not agree with GWlJ's 
conclusions that "a G Street alternative would lengthen the vehicular circulation pa\.t~;:m for 
cars L:xiting tht.: property and would also result in twice as many potential pedestrian­
vehicular conflicts at surrounding intersections·· (p. J) and "signali7.ed intersections, which is 
a less safe condition for pedestrians compared to sidewalk crossings of the alley on 20111 aml 
21 ~~Streets" (p. 4). Pedestrians an.: much mote careful at stop-lights and non-signali:£ed 
intersections than surprise entrances ofT alleys. 

5. E or F L~;:yel ofScrvice {LOS). GWU's Post-Hearing Statement includes a revised Tratlic 
Capacity Analysis. It shows in the PM Peak F LOS at 21~1 Street & Alley Westbound Left for 
Options #I and /12 and r: FLOS at 2011

' Street & Alley Eastbound Left for Option #J (Tab B, 
p. 8). Currently. the 21 ~~Street & Alh:y Westbound operatcs ut D LOS and the 20'" Street & 
Alley Eastbound IA.;Il operates at C LOS. Options #1, 2 and J would change to an 
unacceptable E or F I ,OS. The WEC/\ would like to see the Traffic Analysis for< )ption #4. 

6. Ton~~ Problem for Options# 1, #3 & /14_. G WU' s Post-llearing Statement did not address 
resolution of the c;xisting blocked alley assess hy trucks serving "Tunic" at 2036 G Street. 

7. I .iability f~rohlern for .Options #1, #J & #4. GWl J' s Post-llearing Statement also did not 
address th~; WECA's question about liability for any pedestrian accidents (especially for our 
elderly community) which might result trom using the public alley fur ingre;:ss and egress for 
450 planned parking spaces in this heavily-pedestrian traftickcd area. Since DC 
recommended usc of the alley, will DC be liable? 
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• 
The WECA also requests an opportunity to review and respond to the llcpartmcnt of 
Trnnsportution,s (DDOT) response (ulso due 3/8) to GWlJ's 2/22 J•ost-Hearing Statement. 
This is ~:specially important because the WECA wac; unable to cross-examin~ a ODOT witness in 
the Commission's 2/3 hearing and the Otlice of Planning was unable lo answer any of the 
WECA 's DDOT-intended questions. 

If any additional inti:>mlation is needed, WECA Secretary Barbara Kahlow can be reached during 
the day on (202) 9Ci5-l 083. 

cc David J\vilabile tor OWU 
Jet!' Jennings for DDOT 
Rebecca Coder for ANC-2A 

3 

Sincerely, 

J~c~ 
John C. Batham {€_~ 
Pn;sident 

.. 
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Barbara~ow 

To: Office of Zoning 
Attn. Sharon Sche11in 
Fax munbcr: 727-6072 

Date: 3/2/2011 
Puges: Cover + 3 
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A facsimile from 
Barbara F. Kahlow 

965-1083 
(for the WECA) 

Regurding: WECA 's Response to GWU's 2/22/11 Post-Hearing Statement- ZC No. 
06- 11A/06-12A (GWU's Square 103) 

Comments: 

Pltmse confim1 receipt. Thank you. 
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