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The Commuter of 100 strongly opposes the applications before the Commission in connection with 
the existing George Washington Universsity campus pla.n. We believe it greatly weakens the 
special exception process, upon which so many residential communities depend, opening the 
potential for pa.rallel undermini;ng of speoia.l exceptions across the District. We believe the 
Commission should end these proceedings because: 

• It is not time1y. 
• PUDs may not be located in campus plans. 

• It iS inconsistent with the Comprehensive Pla.n. 
• It is inconsistent with special exception regulations for campus plans. 

1. fte carrent plan has years to 1'IUl. Initiating a process for superseding ex:isting plans would 
be highly destabilizing. Communities should not be forced to fight continuing battles because of the 
development desires of large enterprises. OP is undermining the process by which the community 
has defended against litigation for years. Having consistently been supported by the coUrts, 
Foggy Bottom now finds its own government tossing aside the plan that the courts have agreed 
governs, in order to allow GWU to substitute a much more impa.otful and destructive plan. No 
community would have confidence in the rulings of this Commission if it allows hard-won 
agreements to be voided at the request of one party. There is no place in pla.nning for MnDiga.ns. 

a. PUDs may uot be located in aam.pas plaas. PODs are improper in campus plans, adopted 
under the special regulations of 11 DCMR 210 and the PUD regulations of 11 DdMR 2400. 

While 2406.7 advises "Notwithstanding the other prerogatives of the cOmmission in approv:tng 
uses in PUDs, the Commission shall reserve the option to approve a.Ji.y use that is perinitted as 
a special exception and that would otherwise require the approval of the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment," there is notlrlng to indicate the reverse - that PUDs may be included in speo1al 
exception cases. · 

The obvious administrative step - to permit a case to proceed before a single zoning body -
cannot be interpreted to plow new ground. 8peoial exception processes are b1gJlJy deta.Ued; 
they are repeated verbatim in every Zone category. Any suggestion that 2406.7 is intended to 
authorize by omissi~n through, parallel potential extension the voiding of all those deta.Ued 
exception standards 18 rema.r~ble and unpersuasive. 

We very muQh agree with the anaJysis provided by ANC 2A representative Michael Thomas, 
who noted in connection with, the contlict between 210 and Chapter 2400: 

"We submit that the result is iiT;J.per.mlsstble, both 88 a matter of law a.nd 88 a matter of 
policy. Fil'Bt, thBI'B is the hoa.z:y prlnoiple ill the law that whe.re two legal sta.nda.Pds lead to 
different results, 88 Becti.on 210 a.nd Cba.pter 24 do be.re, the provision mare .na.rrow.(y 
drawn to address the faots at ba.nd p.reva.ils. Pa.riioula.r.(y, where a provision is drawn to 
protect speaiJ:led interests, it oa.n be considered overruled or amended on(y by proVisJ.ons 
that expressly sta.te that 88 the intent. He.re, Becti.on 210 is drawn for the expPBBs 
purpose of setti.Dg the policy bounda.r.les between unive.rsity growth a.nd pPBBervation of 
residentta.l neighborhoods." 

We believe there is another difficulty with Chapter 24 as drawn: 2403.3 charges that the 
impact of a proposed POD "on the surrounding area and the operation of city services and 
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facilities shall not be found to be una.ccepta.ble, but shall :inStead be found to be either 
favorable, capable ofbeing m1t1ga.ted.. or acceptable given the quality of public benefits in the 
project." AB written, this would appear to be an irrebuttable presumption (actually a reverse 
IP), denying aff8cted areas the ability to argue harmful impact to any effect. Further, this 
mandate of acceptance undermines the independence of this Commission, making its action 
arbitrary and capricious, and it spectii.caUy denies the citizens the protections ~der 210 and 
their due process rJghts. 

Moreover, the a.dm.inistrative rules adopted to transfer jurisdiction of campus plan approvals 
from the Boa1'd of Zoning A.qJustm.ent clearly directs that such pla.tls be heard and decided "for 
specia.l exception approval under 210" and the sequen~ Zone provisions (3035.1) and "the 
standards for specia.l exception approval in 3104, subject to the conditions speci1ied. in 210, ... 
in reviewing and approving college and university uses (3035.4). The direction to use of BZA 
rules conta1ns no provision to augment that BZA authority with borrowed authority from the 
Commission; if the BZA cannot approve PODs in ca.mpus plans, the Commission, acting in 
accordance with BZA rules, cannot approve PUDs in campus plans. 

8. fte lll"'posed PUD does Dot meet other requizementa of 11 DOllllL 

2400.4 provides for greater :flexibility in pJanntpg and desJgn than IJUW be possible under 
conventional zoning procedtp'eS, but the PUD process "shall not be used to circumvent the 
intent and purposes of the Zoning Regulations, nor to result in action that is inCOD.Sistellt with 
the Comprehensive Plan." OP cites just one COmprehensive Plan policy, referr.!Dg to the need 
for landscaping, better Jigbting, and enhanced community polic:lng to lessen the impact of 
university developm.ent plans. However, as shown in Attachment ~ there are nearly two 
dozen specific policies in the Land Use Element or Ward 2 plan that are relevant, o:.trer.tng 
numerous ComprehEmsive Plan policies that conflict with the type and volume of development 
proposed under this Plan-plus-PUD proposal. 

2403.4indicates that the Commission must find that a proposed PUDs "is not inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan and with other adopted public policies ~d active programs related to 
the subject site." The ex:t.stlng campus plan is such an adopted public policy and program. 

Introduction of PUDs in campus plans vastly exceeds permitted FAR, burdening the 
community with densities and intensities on top of the aJ.rea.dy extraordinary demands made 
by GWU operations; the protections of 210 are made irrelevant. 

PUDs deny communities the protections intended to be afforded by 210 and the special 
exception process. The massive upzoning of residen~ properties defeats the very process for 
which special exceptions in residential zones exist. 

Moreover, PUDs were intended to be for unusual circumstances, but they have become the 
principal form of regulating most development of any size, leaving bebind fewer and fewer 
specific protections for nstghborhoods. They were also intended to be for Hmited periods of 
time; the OP report makes clear some of the buildings mB8 not be developed for 20 years. Tbis 
is not consistent even with PtJD ut1llzat1on, let alone campus plans and speciaJ. exceptions. 

4. fte lll"'posals violate the lll"'visioDS iDte:Dded to rep1ate the sitiDg aDd operation of 
ooUeges aDd universities. 11 DCMR 210 gives the basic formulation for locating colleges and 
universities in residential zones. It prescribes that: 

210.1 what comprises a college or university is " ... an academic institution of bigb.er 
learning, 1Il.cludmg a college or university hospital, dormitory, fraternity, or sorority house 
proposed to be located on the campus of~ college or university ... , subject to the provJsions of 
this section" including 
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210.2 the speeJa.l exception must be "not likely to become objectionable to neighboring 
property because of noise, traffic, number of students, or other oQjeotionable conditions." The 
aitizens of Foggy Bottom have demonstra.ted. in repeated oiroumBta.nces that operations of 
George Washington University have a.lrea.dy become objectionable. 

210.3 the maximum bulk is fixed, adding " ... it is the intent of thjs subsection to prevent 
unreasonable campus mq>a.D.Sion into improved. low~nsity districts." This has already been 
a.llowed to happen; it must not be a.llowed. to further destroy a. proud community. 

210.4 the plan must address the "campus as a whole" with considerable specificity. The 
Public Hea.ring Notice for tli1s very hearing makes clear that Square 54 is within the GWU 
campus boundaries. It must be evaluated under the standards for special exceptions. 

Further, §3104.4 ofl'EJrs a ch&rt of the types of specia.l exceptions a.llowed in Zone Districts; it 
lists only: 

College, university, or other aoad.emic institution oflngher lea.rning 
Dormitory, fl'a.ternity, or sorority house on campus 
HospitaJ. - college or university, on campus. 

There is no provision for investment property, revenue-generating use, or other such :ta.nguage. 

8. 'rile oaloe of pJanntng fbla1 report mem.oranclum is overgenerous to GW'U'sln.teresta azul 
oan Ums mJslead. 

In OP's recntation of history, GWl;J's reputation for demo11t1on and neglect of historic and other 
propeJ,'ti.es is ignored, even as it promises a different tu.ture. It speaks of preserving "several 
blocks of the campus where there are largely intact streetscapes ofVictorJa.n. rowhouses ... " 
but doesn't refer to the ma..v other blocks th&t have been razed to meet GWU's needs. Even 
retention of such properties does not assure they will be maintained. appropri.a.tely, as the 
current condition of GWU rowhouses surely makes clea.r. It 1s unmelitioned that these histor.i.c 
properties may be desigoated a.nd proteoted by mea.n.s totally divoroed. from GWU's actions 
and from consideration of this plan. 

GWU's commitments under this plan are bigb1y conditiOnal, allowing a.ba.ndonment upon mere 
disagreem.ent. This Commission and the BZA have seen case after case in wbioh such 
"commitments" fail to mater1a.lize, or are rejected because "needs have ch&Dged." In light of 
the lit1gious history of this institution, such reversals need to be anticipated. 

The drafted cond1tions include terms that this Commi$81on has had great difli.culty deflning, 
including "substantiaJly conform." Included are terms such as "sensitive to" and "compatible 
with," wbich are used. without standards. Attachment B suggests some professional 
sta.nda.rds that are employed. by planners, offering some best p:raotices about how such terms 
should be used, and they differ markedly from wha.t ~been the practice a.t GWU. 

University students are required to obey la.ws just like everyone else. A student who resides 
in the District (on campus or not), who operates a. motor veh1ole, 1s reqUil'ed to register tha.t 
vehicle attar 30 d.a.yB. Suggesting that GWU need only keep a list of license numbers of student 
vehicles in GWU parking fa.ailities offers no bene:lit to the community. Nor does the suggestion 
about reciprocity stickers, since it is my un.dersta.nding th&t such stickers are illega.I for out­
of-town students in both the GWU and GU campuses. 

The "Jn.eohanism" proposed for monito:ring progress is a. contrivance, pla.c1ng the applicant 
(who has the burden of proof) on at least an equal footing with the community. The provision 
of a quorum of :fiVe allows the University to Virtual]y act on its own in the name of t.he 
"advisory committee." That is fa.roical. 

The BZA for decades has used a. quarterly meeting process - open to aJ.1., including the press -
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for m.on1tor1ng compliance. Com.b1ned with second-stage review for subsequent elements of 
development, 1t can provide a more transparent vebiole. It also provides the elected Advisory 
Neighborhood Commiss1on with a proper and independent role and the "gl>eat weight" intended 
by statute. 

OP's a;rgument that PUDs will better protect the community's mterests a.re unpersuasive. The 
regulatory meoba.nisms for :tnonito~ a PUD's compliance are less meaningful tba.n even the 
tlawed campus plan process. 

The chief benefit, it appea.PS from the OP memorandum, is said to be certainty. Anyone who 
has lived in the District over the last 20 years certainly knows that nothmg is lessllkely; even 
things that are truly set iil stone, let alone those printed in myr1a.d. fonts, w1Il change. 
Pretending otherwise, OP asks a proud community to forego the proteottons it ourrent.ly has 
and understands, and excha.nge them for a poorly defined "advisory" structure, a nearly 50% 
increase in density, and a massive change in zoning for what had been a residential 
community. 

We ask the Zoning Cmnmiss;on to I'Eijeot the entire package. It Will take courage, but it is time to 
reject the increasingly 'Qll&OOepta.ble abuses of nearby residential neighborhoods. 

Ba.l'ba.ra. Zartman, Chair 
Zoning SUbcommittee 

The Committee of 100 on the Federal City 
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pgllg 8tatmpAJJ1p fmm lJn:mpmh....m. Pip 
Lepd Vse •••or Ward. a PJ•n 

Bnlptipf to Kei@borhoods 

A'l'TAOIIMI!lNT A 

Use existing regulatory controls and Campus Master Plan requiremen.ts to provide a.dd1tl.onal 
protection for the 8.(ijacent neighborhoods (W2-235] * 

Prior to ~ferr.lng a ~ on ~ campus plan to the Boa.rd of Zonmg Ad.1\1Stment or the Zoning 
COmmiSSion, the Zonlng Administrator sha.ll ve.rlfY and notify the Board of Zoning Adjustment or 
the Zoning Commission. of the findings, whether the proposed project is witbin. the :noor a.rea ratio 
("FAR~ limit as provided in a university's campus plan by keeping a list of the FAR for each 
building Within the campus and the total FAR to date. [LU-22] 

Recognize the speciaJized land needs and uniqu~ econonnc and human development opportunities 
presented by colleges, universities, and other institutional users of large tracts and require the 
development of detailed master plans, if none exist, tha.t incorporate aJl land and fao111ttes 
currently used or currently owned by the instituJ;ion and anticipated for future use. (LU-85] 

Development plans of local universities should not adversely impact surrounding residential 
areas, but rather should improve such netghborhoods by improved landscaping, better lighting, 
and enha.nced community policing. [W2-233] 

GW University must continue to construct student dormitories to a.lleviate the pressure on the 
hoUSing stock outside the boundaries of the campus plan. The UniVersity must be sensitiVe to the 
sUl'l'OUil.CHng residential neighborhood. {W2-271] 

ReqUire preparation of up-to-date master plans for any oftJ;le District's colleges, universities, and 
other institUtional users of large tracts tha.t do not have approved up-to-date master plans, to 
ensure coordination of their growth and development With community objectives and development 
goals. (Criteria for this master plan requirement and new review procedures should be developed 
by the Otlice of Planning.) [LU-105] 

Ensure GWU campus plan inolud.es suffl.oieil.t dormitory space for the student body on campus to 
a.Ueviate some of the pressure on housmg by students. {W2-184] 

Update campus plans for George Wasbington University and Georgetown University; as pa.Pt of the 
campus plan the Foggy Bottom community needs to address: 1) student housing issues by 
planntng for future dormitories, and 2) the on-campus parking issue. GWU must ta.ke ~count of 
the residential and historic district sta.tus of Foggy Bottom in any future development; and enforoe 
Georgetown University's commitment to surrounding n.eigl;l.borhood to move student residence and 
university o:ffloes out of the local community and onto the campus. [W2-236] 

SUpport modi1ication of tl;l.e Zonmg Regulations to require Zoning Commission approval of college 
and university master plalls and subsequent review and further processing with opportunity for 
olt1Zen pa.rticlpatton, in order to allow for more efficient review of plalls and proposals wbile 
reducing adverse neighborhood :impacts and alleviatlng uncerta.inty over future institutional 
activities. [LU-86] 

SUpport m.odUlcation of the Zoning Beguiat1ons to reqUire Board of Zon1ng Adjustment approval of 
any expansion of an existing institution and approval. of any c1;lange in the type of institutional use 
within or a.cijoining a residential district. [LU-87] 

Control the exter.oal negative impact of new nonresidential uses that are permitted in residential 
areas to provide sutneient parking, loading areas, pick-up and drop-off access consistent with the 
a.ctlvity leVel of the nonresidential uses, includmg schools, hospita.ls, churches, and clinics; tbis 
poUcy is designed to reduce the possible adverse :impact of the nonrestdent1&1. uses on the 
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residential area.. [LU-12] 

Protect residential areas adJoining new oo:mmeroial centers from n.ega.tive pbysioal impacts 
through the use of open- and green-space buffers, use and intensity modulation between 
residenti.a.l and nonresidential areas, tra.ffi.c e.lrculation and parkiilg managemen1; initiatives and 
other related techniques, implemented by ~ea.ns of public a.ct:i.ons to modi1Y e:xistang land use 
controls, tramc and parking reguiations, and public sector and private sector sensitiVity to 
neighborhood concerns. [LU-48] 

Conserve and maintain the District's sound, established neigliborhoods tbro'ugh the strict 
application and enforcement of housing, building, and zoning codes and the :ma.1ntena.n.ce of the 
general level of existing residenti.a.l uses, densities, and heights. [LU-3] 

Promote the conservation, enhancement, and revitaJization of the residential neighborhoods of the 
District for housing and neighborhood-related uses. [LU-2] 

Conserve and enhance existing residential neighborhoods. [W2-177] 

Maintain and enhance older established residential nmgb.borhoods and areas ... {W2-180] 

The residentia.l oba.ra.cter of neighborhoods [should] be ]Jl&inta.1ned and improved. Pressures and 
potential adverse impacts (from development and redevelopment pressure) must be controlled to 
ensure that the obar&Oter of our neighborhoods is preserved and enhanced. [GP-18] 

Promoting and ensuring good quality neighborhoods is of utmost importance to the District ... 
Policies and strategies on increasing housing opport.umties, neighborhood commeroia.l facilities, 
and improving transportation in some neighborhoods will be combined with other District pol1oies 
on historic preservation, environmenta.l quality, and public facilities to conserve fun.otion.ing, 
stable ne1gbborhoods, and to sta.bi11ze or :Improve those wbiah need redirection. (GP-20] 

Support the retention of esta.b1ished residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Central 
Employment Area. [LU-16 Land Use] 

Protect residential nmgbborhoods from incompatible uses and activit!ies that generate excessive 
tra.m.c, noise, litter, and other damaging enVil"oolmentaJ. impacts, by consulting with nmgbborhood 
org$-nivations to promote buffering and teolmiques that provide for approprla.te separa.tion of uses 
and m1tig&tion of cut-through problems, which ma.y reqwre modiftcation of the Zonmg Regulations 
limitations on access to oerta.tn streets, or strict enforcement of tra.tllo, antil1tter.lng, noise, and 
pollution regulations. (LU-1 0] 

Protect low and moderate density residential neighborhoods that a.re a.Iso designa.ted. for 
commeroiaJ. uses from uses that are incompatible with residential neighborhoods, · and from 
activities, partioular]y those of a commercial nature that generate excessive t.ra.:mc, late night 
a.ct:l.vity, noise, litter, and other damaging environmentaJ. impacts. [LU-ll] 

• Codes in br&clr8ts refBI' to OP d68igDa.tion in the Comp.ral:umsive Plan PoJJ.ay A.oa.bnJ 
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ATTAQRMlilNTB 

Excerpts, with emphaSis added, from "The Board of Ad,JuStment," by V. Gall Easley, li'AICP, and 
Da.Vid A. Tb.eriaque. Publlshed by Planners Press, the Am.erlca.n. PJa.nning Association, Chioago, 

2006. 

In referriDg to speoiBJ. exceptions a.nd other oonditioD.&l uses (but DOt PUDs ): 

It has long been esta.b1ished that it is desirable to have certa.in. nonresidenti&l uses witbill 
residential neighborhoods. Schools, churches, parks and pJ.a.ygrounds, day care centers, and 
neighborhood shops are aJI nice to have within wa1.king distance or a. short drive from tbe 
netgb.borltoocL However, in order to allow such uses, the comnmnity wants to be able to ass1gn 
conditions to limit impacts and ensure that a. given ll,Se will be compatible .... 

To ensure that appropriate sta.nda.rds are applied, tbe ordln&n.ce should address the types of 
conditions that mq be applied. The more guidance provided in the zon.ing ordinance, the better. 

A community mqimplement conditional uses for several reasons: ... 

The local government is unable to fully anticipate the impacts that mq be associated with the 
conditional use. It is often ii:o.possible to anticipate the type, intensity, and impact of activities 
that may be part of the conditional use. In a. conditional use review, activities are defined, 
impacts are identified, and conditions are set to eDSme that Uut use fits Uut nelglabolhoocL ••• 

Additional standards are needed in order to ensure that the conditional use meets these 
reqUirements: 

• It will be compatible or in harmony with the area. in which it is located; 
• It Will not en.d.anger public health or safecy; 
• It will be appropriate in the specific location where it is proposed; a.nd 
• It will be designed in such a. way as to mitigate potential conflicts with a.dja.cent and nearby 
uses ... 

A good model for conditional uses is found in the Growing 8m&rt Legisl&tive Guidebook*, wbich 
recommend,s that conditions be adopted that 'promote the intent and purpose of the locaJ. 
comprehensive plan and land development regula.ti.o~.· The list should include conditions that: 

'(a.) minimize the adverse effect of a. development on the surrounding area. and on a.ny natural 
resources that will be affected by the development; 
'(b) require the sublilimlion a.nd approval of a. site plan, if authoriZed by the la.nd development 
reguiattons, that speciftes the location and nature of the development a.nd &:JJY necessary 
improvements; 
'(c) guarantee the sa.tisfa.ctory completion a.nd maintenance of any required improvements; 
'(d) control the sequence of development, including when it must be commenced and completed; 
and 
'(e) require detailed records, including dra.wi.ngs, maps, plats, or specifications.,. 

CQNQ1i!PTB OF CO:MPATIBILITY 

An essential ingredient in the planning and design of cities and neighborhoods is the rela.ti.onship of 
buildings to neigb.borl.ng buildings and streets, such that all of the pa;rts add up to a. coherent a.nd 
baJa.nced. whole. 'Compatibility' is the term used to describe this relationship; however, the 
question of how to d.ef1ne the rela.tt.onship plagues locaJ. government ofilcia.ts. As a planning 
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~~ thifJ term Ia used to descrlbe the stmatioa where adjacent uul1Ut81"by bliUdtngs, 
aotd:rifiies, and. lan4 11888 fit together in a 1llrQ' to aaldeve balance 8JUl ~ in the 
D&Jgllborhood. The degree of'1lt' 1s based on the presence, absence, or mitigation ofimpacts tram 
the new use or building to existing uses or bulldmgs in the neighborhood. 

Th1s means tbat different uses can exist 1n the same neigbborhood an¢ oaJ;1. be adJacent to each 
other other over a period of time without creating an unacceptable degree of negative impacts 
which is called 'stability.' Btabillty means that a comm11Dity, naighborlaood, or place~ 
ba1aDce aDd eD41ues as a place with ccmslatent chara.ctar. 'ID&ta'bllity' means 11111"8880Da'ble 
aDd unplanned cJumge, a loss of 14eD.Uty, aDd a loss of the 881188 of place aDd~ peo»>e 
WilDt 1D Uudr neighborhoods. Com~b111ty does not mean absolute sa.meness nor lack of 
change, but it does mean that new uses fit the neighborhood ancl that the cl&gree of oJuuiCe or 
ditrereDce Ia not so great as to create ezoessive or inordiDate impaata. Because neighborhood 
stability is an essentia.J. component of compatibility, compatibility is measured in terms of how 
well a use w1111it into the neigl',lborhood. where-it is proposed. 

Jmpa.cts ofDeyelopm.ent 

'Impact' descripes the effect of one use on another. It is the effect of some man-made 
action that alters the character of a.la.n.d use, neighborhood, or community due to the introduction 
of a new land use or building. This new use or building interferes with the expected use or activity 
within the neighborhood or community. 

An impact can be either positive or negative .... 

Consider the following negative impacts tbat ID.B37 arise from a proposed new use or development: 

·• Trafllc impacts: increased congestion,r educed safety, reduced emciency, and increased noise 
• Visual im.paots: loss of important vieWs or a less pleasing appea.rance of buildmgs and 
landscapes 
• lbrriJ:onmentai Impacts: signiftcantchange in air, water, or land resources (e.g., increased 
pollution, loss of important habitats, or loss of important features such as wetlands) 
• Bulaanoe im.paolis: increased noise, lights from vehicles, exterior lights in parking lots or 
around buildings,m odor, or vibration 
• PrivaaJ' Impacts: encroa.cbment of tall buildings, outdoor gather.tng pla.ces (e.g., recreation 
faoill.ties), or increased density or intensity of development 
• Safety aDd welfare lmpa.ots: dec~ed safety and reduced protection from hazards (e.g., fire, 

explosion, or flooding) ... 

... other impacts are less readily quantified and regulated, such as percepldcms of ~ a 
88DS8 of oomfon aDd privacy, the oontinuitJ' of design feamrea tbrollgb.out a neigb.borhood, 
a oh•nge 1D the oharaater of the neighborhoocl, BDc4 atabilby of the neighborhoocl. All of the 
potential impacts are important in determming the compatibility of the proposed use and 
development ofla.nd. 

PRINCIPLES OF COMPATIBILITY 

Many planners agree that design is inherent in aJl regulations, whether explicit or hidden The 
total e1fect of each aspect of regulation is the design of a project, which determines whether it will 
be considered compatible. Tbis is an important point. Compatibility is not a beauty contest. 
There are specific factors of compatibility that can be measured and evaluated. These are the 
factors that should be identtlled and addressed in approving conditional uses. 

The followiilg pr1n01ploo are useful in guidillg the assignment of conditions: 

• Pr1Dolple 1: Com.patilble 1IS88 c1o not ovenrhelm. other uses. How can a use overwhelm its 
neighbors? A use would be considered overwbeJming when its size or scale ... is SigD.1tlcantJy 
greater than its neighbors. A bigh-rise building in a low-rise neighborhood w1ll overwhelm the 
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1mmed1ate1y adJacent buildings as well as the entire neJgbborhood.. Large expanses of single- or 
two-story buildings With long waJJ.a unbroken by windows or doors a.lso create an imposing 
neighborhood presence, as do the acres of paved parking needed to support them. The overa.ll size 
of the new building :ma..v create a sense of overcrowding. even where the proposed bul1ding does 
not exceed density or intensity Hmits. 

• Pr1Dctp1e 8: Compatible uses 4o not intru.4e into the neighborhood. A new builCUDg may 
oreate a loss of privacy due to the heig'b.t of the building relative to the surrounding buildings. 
Windows, balconies, or exterior hallways may provide a dlreot and o:tten close View into adJacent 
buildings and yards. Intrusion may also take the form of blocked Views, excess shadowing, or 
distinct differences in building style, color, or materials. 

• PriD.otple 8: Compatible uses have appropriate slte design feda:res. TradittonaJ. setbacks 
and buffers, even with fences or wa.lls, may be useless to a.ch1eve compatibility among uses that 
are signifl.ca.ntJy different in intensity soa.le, height, a.nd bulk. The pla.oem.ent of a.ooessory 
struoWre8 - especi.a11y dumpsters, loudspeakers, and security lights - may have signiftoant 
impacts on adJacent uses and the entire neighborhood. Drivewa.ys, parking lots, and outdoor 
gatb.ering spaces are all site design features that have great potential for negative impacts. 

• PrJ.notple 4: Compatible uses have appi'OlJriate traDsittcms fl'om uearby 11888. "Transition" 
1s a fam111ar concept when used to describe the gradual decrease in density and intensity of land 
use districts from an actiVity center outwa.rd. However, transition in site design features (e.g., 
building height, residential density, or lot size) may contribute slgnifican.tly to achieving 
compatibility. 

• Prlnoiple S: Compatible uses coatrlbute to stable Deighborhoods. Cities and neighborhoods 
oba.nge over time. Unpla.nn.ed and unwelcome ohtmge creates instability. Stable neighborhoods 
slowly change, if at all, over a period of time, but the change should not be forced through the 
:introduction of incompatible uses. 
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