N\

Golumbla
0(~-12

eorge Washington University %
Campus Plan 2006-2025 and 3
_ PUD Applications

Digtrict of

CASE NO.
EXHIBIT NO.

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.06-12
EXHIBIT NO.165



Why are we here?

* No good reason to discard valid 2000 Plan.

— Some steps takeﬂ to identify the problems
identified in 2000 in terms of housmg, noise,
student behav1or etc

— Enforcement remams the key problem




Neighborhood still under siege

 Despite 2000 Plan, major problems remain.

— 1800 undergraduates and 14,000 other GWU students are not
housed on campus.

— In many places ‘on campus’ is du'ectly abutting “off campus.”
i Three—_d_ay ::weekends of part1es {rin "mg and noise.

— GWU draws crowds, not just studehts Major sports émd other
cevents — like living near MCI Arena.

— Sheer. numbers of students and v131tors travelmg on 31dewa1ks
: crowdmg'nelghbors - ; . :

— Inmden 7port system is madequate‘

b it



Over-enrollment still a problem
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Over-enrollment still a problem

« GWU has over 24,000 studeﬁts enroll‘.e_d;'
» Alleged compliance with 2000 Plan is
_ach1eved ‘fonly by omlttmg-.tf? ousands of




Over-enrollment stlll a problem

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

— Zoning Administrator relied on GW U’s deﬁmtlons
for counting students

— The audlt d1d not examme faculty_or staff nuntbers

— The audtt dld not ceunt students_,;(such HS -
contmumg educatlon students) who come to =
campus ‘and have an impact on the mtens1ty of

usage of the nelghborhood ' SR




Over-enrollment still a problem

+ Focus should be on total intensity of use of
Foggy Bottom campus.

— Need to .;count ALL students (and others) usmg '
-~ the campus“ even if students are{?_housed b
elsewhere. Otherwme a huge loophole ex1sts

"'\

- Count"ffa""ulty and staf

separately No reason

to oomb ;--e%the two. ;_3 i o




' Over-en-rollment still a problem

GWU S proposed 20,000 cap offers no protection.

GW U condrtlons contain several loopholes:

-]-~ GW would omit students who take classes at Foggy SOEE
~ Bottom, but live elsewhere. Would be. easy to brlng 1n e
students from V1rg1n1a Savin |

— No enforcement if GWU in substant1a1 compllance
whatever that means s

] buymg properw are meffectual S
& s Student dlsc1p11ne pro gra:m 1neffectual ' 7

”_-_*_j— Limits on G-'.f'--"-j'.-




Addressmg the prcblem

Any cap changes should set a 11m1t that o
realistically measures the 1mpact of usage of the
Foggy Bottom campus

_To the extent the Commlssmn uses headcount the |

| '-standard should be objective, cleafr and
enforceable

If you are 1nchned to move to G WU’
'-ycu should lower the cap




Campus Plan criteria not met

« GWU and OP make no effort to show that
additional development would not be
Ob_] ectionable based on noise, traffic, number of
students other ob]ectlonable cr1ter1a

. Focusmg mstead on PUD amemtles GW U seemsf}
to concede more densrty means more problems




No reason to use PUD process

« Special Exception route the only method in the
Zoning Regulations to deal with the specific
problems of allowing umversmes na r631dent1a1 -
nelghborhood e

. Section 210 11m1ts are appropnate for sp’emal g
exception use in a residential zone — less den51ty.-i’fj:'-;.f_'
» Nothing in the Regulatlons contemplatlng et
| campus-wide PUD. | ;
. .8 Most of thé \__con'trols sought Ab ?--QP can be




“On-campus” residential densi
already concentrated on south end of
nelghb“ rhood

SIGHAT R o LSt | g i e 7 B Bt e
PN P AT AT = L ;
126 Ivary Tower 345 Mhtchell
204 Towvnbowse Row 1057 Thwston Hall
13 522.524,526 22nd Steet — 1031959 E Steet
134 Intemational House 1,595
33 @03605,611,619 22nd Steet — 162 Francis Scott [Zey
L1185 152 Guthndge.. l— 370 Potomac House
72 2109 F Sheet-— 241
210 Dalota
464

3,718 undergl ads housed on southem boundary “on campus”



“Amenities” cannot lessen the blow

« Creation of new campus historic district would not
constrain GWU to operate solely Wlthm the Campus Plan
boundaries. -- - -

2 GWU can — and does — operate out31de Campus Plan
_boundarles

* GWU can keep expandmg, €. g buymg re81dent1al
buildings. Limits 1neffect1ve A

* Neither a hlstor1c district nor any of the other © amemtles .
- is worth new construction equ1va1e11t to 5% the size of the

i '”-_Pentagon in Foggy lottom




In short . :

- GWU proposmg a maj or 1ncrease n FAR
_(dens1ty)

It would mean more traffic, more act1V1ty moleit -
noise, more negatwe effects on the nelghborhoodf.'-r! '

° 'Headcount (however deﬁned) is not a sufficient
| __measure of the total 1mpaet The focus should be

an now Let’






Current GWU Campus Plan

Current Campus Plan valid until June 2009.

ction of an add1t10nal

< It authorizes conS"
950, OOO sq. ft. GFA




Additional GFA o jectionable

GWU asking for 1,700,000 more GFA

* Does not 1nelude additional 900, 000-
- 1,000,000 sq. ft ‘FA on Sq 54 Sq 80

— Like adding 8 or 9 more downtown Ofﬁ-ee
_bldgs._'_ s i

e OP and the Comimssmn can 7t evaluate this
proposal Wlthout-ftho_se Squares




Making the current Plan work

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

_ PP.2-4 of testlmony dlscuss 1ssues ra1sed by the
appllcatlon

— Statement also analyzes carryover and new conditions.

» AH reasons why appheatlons should be denied.
= PP 4’

7 prov1de deta11ed comments and questlons on 'the =



-+ No significant public amenities or economic
B - benchisirORFeportms s ol

e

. Shalit report on GWU shows the limited
economic beneﬁts of lettmg GwWuU growas
a development _strategy w ity '_

i "

« GWU’s ¢ commltment to not develop

outs 1dei£appr_oved sites not effe




Not a proper PUD application

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

— Not limited to specific development proposals.

— 5 lot asSémblages/development sites (Squares
41, 55, 56, west sides of 77, 79)

— Covers only GW-owned propertles yet prlvate
properties within PUD boundarles

— Comparisons to Washington Hospltal Center
aten not Vahd (See .maps W1th"“ Tlanmng report) -




“Grow up, not out
A slogan, not a plannmg 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).

» Sec. 210.3’s intent “to prevent unreasonable campus
‘expansion nto 1mpr0ved low-density districts.”

- : Statement at pp 4 8 dlscusses madequacy and l1m1tat1ons




Comprehensive Plan

Institutional Designation — § 1340.2.

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

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

“Un’iversify oenerated traffic (already) hashad a

negative effect on residential FoggyBottom” S



Making matters worse

Adding 1,700,000 sq. fi. 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.

Rezonmg t0 C-3-C “01rcumvents” § 210 densﬂ:y
maximumes.

Adding 1,000,000+ sq' ft. from Sq. 54 and Sq. 80 will
transform the limited ex1st1ng residential character into a
__*__j_complete uriversityarea:s e |



. Traffic Issues
Related to GWU Campus

Téstimony of Joe Mehra, PE
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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 cond1t10ns — impacts levels of service.




Existing Traffic Data

« Observed counts do not match data used to
compute levels of service.

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

— Results 1n better "_levels of service .




Peak Hour Determination

Wells report states Street peak 1s 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 GW U peak are at
about the same time.




Existing GWU Trip Generation

Peak Hour |Basedon |Basedon |Based on
Parking Travel IEEReport:
Survey s
AM Peak |804 1522|3948
PM Peak 909 862 3948 -




Possible Reasons for Discrepancies

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

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




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.




Levels of Service

9 out of 37 Intersections analyzéd 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 1n loss of curbside parking.
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TMP/Conclusions

Wells analysis is 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.
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FOGGY BOTTOM ASSOCIATION




