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Why are we here?

‘ oo No good reason to discard valid 2000 Plan.

— Some steps taken to identify the problems
1dent1ﬁed in 2000 in terms of housing, noise,
student behav1or etc.

= Enforcement remalns the key problem



Veishborhood still under siege

-+ Despite 2000 Plan, major problems remain.
<1800 undergraduates and 14,000 other GWU students are not
‘housed on campus.

— In many’flaces ‘on campus” is directly abutting “off campus.”
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ver-enrollment still a problem




Over-enrollment still a problem

- Audit was designed to address these issues, but ...

— Zoning Administrator relied on GWU’s definitions
for countmg students.

= The ”audlt did not examme faculty or staff numbers.

,,_-,-;.'—— The \audlt did not count students (such as
--eontmumg education students) who come to
e »"'campus_ and have an impact on the intensity of
;usage of the nelghborhood




Over-enrollment still a problem

}Foous should be on total intensity of use of
'-'-Foggy Bottom campus

*--.olsewhere_ : Otherw1se a huge loophole exists.




-' _jfver-enrollment still a problem

__Nol enforcement 1f GWU in “substantial comphance
Whatever that means.



Addressing the problem

v\ cap changes should set a limit that
reallstlcally measures the impact of usage of the
ggy Bottom campus




‘Campus Plan criteria not met

GWU and OP make no effort to show that
__ addltlonal development would not be
ob_] ectionable based on noise, traffic, number of
Sy -i-'"“-f‘dents oother objectionable criteria.
Eocusmg instead on PUD amenities. GWU seems




No reason to use PUD process

* Special Exception route the only method in the
Zoning Regulations to deal with the specific
- problems of allowing universities in a residential
: __;,.___.__.ne1ghborh00d
-_-:_'__-'__SGCUOH 210 limits are approprlate for spe(nal
~ exception use in a residential zone — less den51ty

| "'-"'-fih_'othlng n:'f'i’the Regulatlons contemplating a
" ;__fjcampus—mde PUD.
" f the Qo!,ntr_pls sought by OP can be
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3,715 undergrads housed on southern boundary “on campus”




‘“Amenities” cannot lessen the blow

*  Creation of new campus historic district would not
constrain GWU to operate solely within the Campus Plan
boundaries.

. GWU can.— and: does — operate outside Campus Plan
'.._'___boundanes

e ~GWU can keep expandmg, e.g., buymg residential
~ buildings. Limits meffective.

‘» Neither a historic district nor any of the other “amenities”
~ is worth new construction equivalent to 75% the size of the
| “;Pentagon in Fc oggy Bottom.

N o_prowsmn for mltlgatlon of eommumty resources
ady damaged or destroyed by GWU’s development

quare 43 to -.I.:-f-é-"__ouses Pre51dent s House, St Mary S

h, Catholic Indiar "Mlssmn :




In short...

 GWU proposing a major increase in FAR
_(density).

< It would mean more traffic, more activity, more
oy nois_'e? more negative effects on the neighborhood.

. _- if.'_.Headc()unt (hOWGV@I' deﬁned) is not a sufficient
'.;_-_?measure of the total impact. The focus should be
on the mtenmty of uses of the campus

""";need_to adopt a new Campus Plan NOW. Let S




- Planning Issues as to
- GWU Campus

. Obeﬂander, AICP




Current GWU Campus Plan

» Current Campus Plan valid until June 2009.

_- It authorlzes construction of an add1t10na1
‘ 950 OOO sq. ft. GFA.

’s current magnitude: 5,600,000 sq. ft.

e Equals 28 aye.rag‘e' size downtown office bldgs.



Additional GFA objectionable

» GWU asking for 1,700,000 more GFA

* Does not include additional 900,000-
1,000,000 sq. ft GFA on Sq. 54, Sq. 80.

_ Like adding 8 or 9 more downtown office
~ bldgs.

| . OP and the Commission can’t evaluate this
e _proposal without those Squares.

| §;21. 4—Evaluate campus as a whole.”




Making the current Plan work

The Commission has an obligation to examine
effectiveness of conditions BZA imposed to make
sure that the limits are effective and can be
enforced

_ PP.2-4 of testimony discuss issues raised by the
= apphcat1on

5 ” Statement also analyzes carryover and new conditions.
e All reasons why applications should be denied.

i - pp 4-7 provide detailed comments and questions on the
i proposed eondltlons




PUD ‘““amenities”

« No significant public amenities or economic
~ benefits in OP report.

o Shalit report on GWU shows the limited
- economic benefits of letting GWU grow as
_~adevelopment strategy.

' GWU’s “commitment” to not develop

outside approved sites not effective.

19; atits



Not a proper PUD application

* PUD process does not provide for an
extensive, overall PUD under Chapter 24.

— Not limited to specific development proposals.

— 35 lot assémblages/development sites (Squares
- 41, 55, 56, west sides of 77, 79)

- — Covers only GW-owned properties, yet private
~ properties within PUD boundaries.

| — Comparisons to Washington Hospital Center
- arenot valid (See maps with planning report).

"-'?-*"'?Oﬂ-'context for rezoning to C-3-C.
VR : 20



“Grow up, not out”
A slogan, not a planning strategy.

No planning justification for what GWU proposes in the
Comprehensive Plan.

Building taller in the center (mostly) does not reduce
overdevelopment impacts.

- Impacts still objectionable to neighboring properties due to
- noise, number of students and other objectionable

~ conditions (210.2).

o j"'_'_'_'-Séc. 210.3’s intent “to prevent unreasonable campus
"””‘";"ﬁ‘-'f?"'e'Xpansion into improved low-density districts.”

. ""”i::?-.-'of OP report

i Statement at pp. 4-8 discusses inadequacy and limitations

T




Comprehensive Plan

Institutional Designation — § 1340.2.

§ 1358 (p. 13-52) — The “expansion of George
: Washmgton University has resulted in the
“diminishment of housing.”

o This and other commercial usage is of grave
“concern.’ |

““University generated traffic (already) has had a
- negative effect on residential Foggy Bottom.”



Making matters worse

Adding 1,700,000 sq. ft. will exacerbate existing adverse
conditions.

OP report does not examine over-development.
- No study of trip generation for the new 1,700,000 sq. ft.

» 3.65 FAR proposal for a currently zoned residential area
exceeds maximum allowed under § 210.

~ Rezoning to C-3-C “circumvents” § 210 density
- maximums.

A dding 1,000,000+ sq. ft. from Sq. 54 and Sq. 80 will
- transform the hmlted existing residential character into a
--‘-'f-*-;complete umversﬂy area.
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Trattic Issues
Related to GWU Campus

‘Testimony of Joe Mehra, P.E.




Existing Conditions

Truck data are not provided (deliveries, trash, etc.)
— This can impact levels of service.

Existing queues not provided.

Spillback onto adjacent intersections not provided
 for existing conditions — impacts levels of service.
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Existing Traffic Data

 Observed counts do not match data used to

compute levels of service.

~» For example: 215t Street at Eye Street.

— Observed volume is 634 in PM peak hour;
— LOS analysis used 434;

— Results 1in better levels of service .
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Peak Hour Determination

Wells report states Street peak is 8:30-9:30 AM
and 5:30-6:30 PM; GWU peak 1s 8:00-9:00 AM
and 5:00-6:00 PM OR Half Hour overlap only.

Wells data shows that 23 out of 31 intersections
have street peak earlier than 8:30-9:30 AM.

Wells data shows that 21 out of 31 intersections

~ have street peak earlier than 5:30-6:30 PM.

Inference — Street peak and GWU peak are at
‘about the same time.
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Existing GWU Trip Generation

Based on

- |Peak Hour

Parking

Based on

Travel

Survey

Based on
I'TE Report
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909

862

3948 -

{2 T R Sl S el LT e R e DA T A PLLLY L T : y £ LA a B b y & 5 . yus i bl B xe i R Ry dr gl % Pl Pl
s e e T e T L R e Lo el A SR T e o B e Dl sl T S W dale et £t By 4 AT e el e I e L D e o 1 e s e A
e S PR i‘%\"‘-'-‘-’:"'i e B S &‘ﬁf%’.‘.‘kl,s'h’.ﬂi‘&&i?ﬁ!?-'ﬂ'x’.;::‘ e e e R G R R T IR O A L e e s e e e S B D R e B e e e A



Possible Reasons for Discrepancies

 Assuming 25% more trips to calculate the level of
on-street parking 1s too conservative.

« Report states that about 2,500 travel survey
- responses recerved; Table 3-2 shows 2,470

o _'re'sp0nses Table 3-3 shows 3,080 responses.

e Faculty/Staff generates only 1 trip for 13.6
employees in PM versus 1 trip for 3 employees in
AM.
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Future Traffic Projections

Assumed 0.5% per year Background Growth;
DDOT Study used 1% per year growth.

GWU growth in trips based on incorrect

- assumptions.

« GWU growth in vehicle trips does not include
non-GWU bus travel from other campuses.

Total trips forecasted as much as 400 vehicles per
‘hour less for some movements.
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Levels of Service

9 out of 37 Intersections analyzed are failing today
(LOS E or F).

With GWU expansion, 16 out of 37 intersections
will fail based on Wells Report.

Using corrected data an additional 6 intersections
may fail. | '

After mitigation, 15 out of 37 intersections still
fail.

Mitigation results in loss of curbside parking.



TMP/Conclusions

o Wells analysis 1s flawed.

No specific or binding actions are presented.

Unlikely to result in any vehicle trip reductions.

Inconsistencies and deficiencies in GW report
undercut any Commission reliance on this report.

| _--;"..(/ecﬂe / GHh
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