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Sheila Reid-Crogs, Chdirman Avecle
Board of Zoning Adjustment

441 4* Street, NW, 2 Floor 7/@ o )L 4 74@&%4 >,

Washington, DC 20001

Re:  The George Washington University Campus Plan va /n
Board of Zoning Adjustment Application No. 16553 7 "-6¢/40¢ & %/”M Ve

. - NHs aqce.
Dear Members of the Board: , ,
As a resident of Ward 2 and a neighbor of The George Washington University, I Aiinchreony
writing this letter in suppoyt of the above-referenced application. The proposed plan is well o

assessment of the needs of the University and addresses many of the concerns expressed by ?Zp
the community. ough extensive outreach over the past 15 months, the University has
demonstrated a strong interest in working with the community. /J
'\»Q
3

As outlined in the Campus Plan, the University is committed to enhancing the identity <. 20l
of the campus and enriching thée surrounding neighborhood with landscaping, signage and fZA 7
open space improvements. e proposed plan calls for substantially less new construction -
than what was approved if the 1985 Plan. Further, there are no changes proposed to the FLon —

student, faculty and staff €aps approved in 1985. Since the plan is modest in scope, I do not I v
believe that it will resulf in detrimental impacts to the surrounding nmohhnrq In fact, given F 7 1%‘&4»'
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the proposed open space improvements and increase in on-campus housing, the plan will g 7(/J .

benefit the neighborhood.

>

GW to continue and strengthen its commitment to the local commumty iR
For all these reasons, I urge your approxal of this application. =3
A IR
Sincerely, -
,,,,fﬂ }‘O / \\3, . . - Boad of Zoning Adjustment
- man, Dir ector, Office of P Ianmng District of Columbia
q / é 5‘ 5’ 3) CASE NO.16553
EXHIBIT NO.84
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nt8 Score™,
W Prioriiies '
What do GW students

_ think of their University’s cur-

rent budget priorities?

Not much, according to a
survey conducted by the GW
‘Student Association.

The 20-page survey re-
port, released in mid-February,
concludes that “71% of GW
students, graduate and under-
graduate alike, do not believe
that GW gives them the edu-
cation that they pay for.” 7%

Student comments quoted
in- the report urge that “the
budget should be aimed to-

_ward bettering the education

of students already enrolled at
‘GW, rather than bringing in
new students . . . and the ad-
ministration  should focus
‘more on the conditions: that
exist for current students
rather than on new recruit-
ment.” Finally, they expressed
the hope that “‘existing'-stu—
dents will be givep 50t~
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Specific recom

include—

» smaller classes and adequate
classroom space (no stu-
dents sitting on the floor); |

* more and better-paid teach-"
ers;

* expanded and improved
financial aid.

A repeated complaint is
that “the University spends
too much. money on bricks
and'mortar, esoteric landscap-
ing, financing new buildings

‘and real estate.”

This is a serious, thought-
tul report. Foggy Bottom resi-

[dgpts will find it interesting.
Zrs, . :



