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WliCA's Response to OWU's Proffers (ZC PUD Case No. 06-12) 

On 1/17/07, the Zoning Commission asked the Oeorge Washington University (GWU) to 
expand by l/24 its proffered amenities for its proposed "omnibus" PIHI111ed Unit 
l>eveloptncnt (PUD) (Case No. 06-12) and then for the Parties to ruspond by 1/31 if 
GWlJ's proffers arc .. substantial." This memorandum constirutcs the West End Citizens 
Association's (WECA) response to OWtJ's PUI> amenities proffer, embodied in its 
11/15/06 (Exhibit A), 12129 (Proposed Findings of Fact), and 1124/07 supplemm~lal 
submis.'iion.11, and it, oral commitment (about #8 below). In fact, the WECA believes that 
OWt.J>s 1/24 supplemental submission was largely nonre5ponsive to the Commission's 
1117 expansion request and that the proffers are not "sub!d:antial'' enough to warrant. the 
Commission's approval. The last paragraph of the WECA's response discusses the 
required level of proffers. 

II ere are the WI ~CA 's views about each proffer: 

1. Strcctscapc Plan - As the WECA has consistently testified, an implementation 
timetable with the associated dollars for OWU's contribution and for the City's 
contribution is necessary for this to be a ptea,ningful amenity, especially since GWU 
admitted that it did not deliver any streetscape improvements in years 1 w6 of the 
Streetscape Plan for its existing 2000-09 campus plan. lias the City bw:faeted its 
share'! In addition, since so much of the cmn.pus will not be developed in the 
proposed omnibus I'UI>, each block on CBCh street must be sopamtely identified in the 
implementation timetable. Jf strcetscapc improvem~o,.-nl!J an! limited to develnprnent 
and redevelopment sites, the remaining blocks will not benefit. Implementation by 
PUD projectt; will produce a ragged, uneven, or unkempt appearance which will be 
deleteriotLr; for the neighborhood. 

In fact. why doesn't the Applicant pay 100% of the sl.ret1'lscape impmvement'i 
expense (estimated by GWU at $5.5 + $1.1 million for both its contribution & DC's 
share, p. A-3, 11/1 5/06 submission), saving laxpayers from providing public 
contributory funds? OWU's sbatc ofthc total costs, i.e .• the amount ofGWIJ's 
proffered share, Is unknown since it was not specified in any ofOW\Ps 
submissions. 

2. StL'Itainable J>evelopment- On 12/28/06, DC cna.cled lhe Green Building Act of2006 
(f>.C. Act 16-590). GWU wilJ be meeting the standard for new construction and, 
thu..c;~ not providing an amenity. 

3. llistoric Preservation- Since GWU bas a track record of destroying historic or 
contributing properties (e.g., the townhouses on Virginia Avenue, 23rd & 0 S1;i'eets jn 
Square 43), the WRCA looks skeptically at this proffer. As the primary landowner, 
OWlFs proffer is not credible considering its "midnight'' destruction oftownhous~R 
in Square 43 and the absence of any d'-"SCriplion about the remaining townhou.c;es to 
be destroyed (e.g., on 22'"' & G Streets) in the 16 (or 18, including Squares 54 & HO) 
proposed developments in the 20 Squares encompa.c;sed in the omnibus PUI). 
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In addition, OWl.J - instead of Llw DC Government-- should be the Applicant not 
only for the proposed historic district but also for each ofthe 7 ''potential" buildings 
for individual historic Jandma.rlQng. Most importantly, GWU should be: Rquired to 
filu its proposed historic district application before Commission action on ZC Ca.o;e 
Nos. 06-11 and 06-12 instead of merely later providing 5100,000 towards the expense 
associated with the preparation and submission of multiple landmark application.-; and 
the preparation of the historic district application. 

GWU's 1124/07 expanded prof(",., slating "In addition, the Uni\'crsity will continue to 
work with OP historic preservation staff to establish appropriate building 
ttlainlenance guidelines tbr historic landmarks'' (p. 2), is merely maintenance that a 
prudent property owner would provide. 

4. 1 Strc:c:t Retail Conidor- To attract loctilly-owned small businc;ssc::s. GWU ne.,ds to 
construct rental rates for a specified minimum number of years and set asid~; a 33% 
(or some other substantial share) minilnun:t of all retail space for locally..owncd small 
businesses. OWtJ's $4 million valualtion (p. A_:S. 11/15/06 RUbmission) is aot 
discernible l:lince OWIJ did not idClltitY lhe affected Sqwu-es and Lots on I Street. 
The WECA also questions if this atnW'lity is being double counted towards both this 
PUD and lhe separately proposed Square S4 PUD (7..C Ca.o;e No. 06-27). 

GWU's 1/24/07 expan4ed proffer stating. "R.etnil uses along the I Street Retail 
Corridor lduill include those retail uses pcrmitt.ed in the C- J and C-2 zone districts ... 
with th~ exception that there shall be no ~striet_ions on fast-food establishments" (p. 
3) is not substantial. And. its commitmtml for ''At least 75% of the street frontage 
redeveloped on I Street under the PUD" (p. 4, emphasL<i added) is also not substantial 
due to the enumerated exccptioJlS on page 4. 

5. Below-Grade Parking- As some Comnri_ssion~s opined on 1/17/07, this is aut a 
PUD amenity. In fact. for GWU to n1aximi:a: iL~ above ground development sp&:c. it 
needs to n:place its at-grade and above-grad~ parking, e.OJpecially for its above-ground 
parking garage in Square 55, for which OWU plan.~J a Science 0..'1\tcr. The Square SS 
garage was built to replace the parkil')g lot in Square 40 ~d was intended to provide 
replacement parking for the hospital. In fact, the distributed (across multiple sites) 
below-grade parking plm across campus would not provide SIJfficicnt replacement 
parking for the hospital in Square 40. 

6. on:.camp1L" Commitments- In footnute 3 of itA 1/24107 supphmcntal filing <P- S). 
GWlJ mis-characterized the WECA"s testimony on this proffer. GWtJ stated. 
"WECA did propose ext.L."11ding lhe scope of the condition to SP-wned pmperty ... 
(including the York Apartmtmts and the Hmpire Apartments); however. the 
University clarified for the record that the noted propcrti<:s arc :L.oned R-5-E." In fact. 
the WECA provided two examples of SP-mned properties-= tho State Plcwt Hotel and 
the Allstate Hotel Partnership property (to be a Cmutyard Marriott Hotel) at 51 S-2od' 
Street (Square J 22. l.ot 25) (9128/06 lrdnscript, pp. 26 & 48). Also, as the WECA 
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pruviously testified, the WECA disag~ with GWU's statement that "The 
University does not believe that the expansion of Comlition 8 to include non­
re.!ddenlial mnes is neCessary or responsive to issues concerning the protection of 
m~idenlial neijhborhood~,. (pp. 4-5, 1124101 submission). 

7. Enhanced Campu.o; Plan Conditions -As the Commission rightly opiruxl on 1/17/07. 
this proffer is 110t a PUD amenity. 

8. WMATA entrance- The Applicant's offer ofSIOO,OOO (p. 27, ll/20/06transL'lipt) 
for design and engineering of a second Foggy Bottom Metro entrance is insufficient. 
As the foggy Hottom Association's (FDA's) expert witnessed testified. why doesn't 
the Applicant additionally pay for all or part of the actual construction (p. 200, 1/4/07 
transcript). as other developers in DC have done'l For pc.."dcstrian safety and inc.TWtsad 
M..:tro use, a second Foggy Bottom Metro entrance is essential iftbcre is a PUD in 
Squaru 54. 

Tho boUom line is the WECA,s view that the aforementioned PUD arneniti~ ~ in no 
way commensurul.e with OWU's requested 43% increase in density (&om a maximum of 
3.S floor area ratio (1-'AR) to 5.0 FAR). OW\J is requesting an exparu.ion of over 2.8 
million gross .floor area (from 5.613,986 to 8,452,519 gross floor area, including Squan;s 
80 & 54, GWU"s 7/13/06 submission, Exhibit T). GWU's Exhibit T rcv~s tbat it$ 
existing non·residenlial gross floor area is 1 ,340,892 (SP-2 & C-3-C). GWU is 
requesting a non-residential gross floor area of 4,584,..137 (SP~2, C-3-C & C-4). ·n.us. 
the addition would be 3.243.445 non-residential gross floor area. 

DC's Zoning Rules for PUDs require, .. As an alternative to constructing or rehabilitating 
the required housing ... the applicant may contribute funds to a housing trust fund as 
defined in § 2499.2• provided; (a) The contribution shall be equal to one-half ('h) of the 
assessed value of the incnmse in permitted gross floor area for office use" (11 DCMR § 
2404.7). GWU's proposed campus development include!; multiple requested upzoning& 
tram R·S-D or R~S-E to SP-2. C-3-C or C-4. The Commission must ensure that the valw.: 
ofGWU"s proposed PUD amenitie.q reaches the dollar housing contribution level 
n.:quircd in tbe Alternative for the llou:;ing Production Trust Fund (11 DCMR. § 2404.7), 
i.e., one-half of the assessed value fur 3,243,445 gross floor area. Assuming $400 pur 
squtW foot, under the formula, the req~ired contribution would be over $600 
million. 
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sent: 
To: 
cc: 
SubJect: 

Barbara Kahlow [barbara.kahlow@veri%on.net) 

Wednesday. January 31. 2007 9:69AM 

'Schellln, Sharon (OCOZ)'; 'Dwyer, Maureen E.'; 'Avitabile, David'; 'Con Hitchcock' 

'M Thom~s • ANC2A02'; 'Joy Howell'; 'Sara Maddux' 

WECA's Response to GWU's Proffers (ZC PUD Cue No. ()6..12) 

Attachments: WECA-omnlbus-amenitie&.dcc 
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All- Please find attached the West End Citizens Association's (WECA's) Response to the George Wssh.lngton University's 
(GWU's) Profl'ara for Case No. 06-1~. which Is due at 3 PM today. 1 will also fax a copy to Sharon. - Barbara 
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