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Madam Chair: 

Re: Caae 03::29 ~ 'fJJD iu GWU campus Plan 
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The Committee of 100 an ~ Federal City wishes to express its deepest concMI about the 
.introduction 'Of PUDs into campus plane. To do so is to combine two separate zoning~ 
with conflicting purpoees, undermimng the protections intended to be provided to 
mmmunities that abut uxuve.reitie& and like :inetitutions. 

The Zonin3 Regulations deal directly with campus impact&. Where an institution is 
located in a .more restrictive zone, it must bear the burden of proving that it ie not likely to 
become objectionable to neighbori:ng property because of noise, traffic, number ot students, OJ' 

other objectionable conditions''in o,der to obtain a special exception. 

PUDa are instnunenta for relia-ing zoning resbic1iona to permit otherwise impennias11,ie 
c:o.nstrudion and development Utilizing them within campus plans undennines the 
integrity of the campus planning process, peanitting excessive density. It removes the 
further protection of tests no:nnally available when considering variance6. 

Further, the present applicant is seeking PUD status by claiming to of.fer amenities that 
are, in lad;, %QJUng .requirements of ita campus plan! GWU is required under law to provide 
significant new amounts of student housing, and the institution ha& extensive property 
holding& ~thin the campus boundaries (and elsewhere) on which it can provide that 
housing. ~ the described project on this small eite is unneceseaiy, especially 
when its conaeq,uence is a precedent tor weakening campus plan zoning. 

The other .. amenities" are meager; fot instance, the architecture is hardly superior (precast 
elements are no mark of superior design, as other buildmgs on the campus make dear). 
Restoring the slTeetscape afte.r construction i& not a justification fo.r the precedent-setting 
establishment of grounds for PUDs in campus plans. 

We ask the COJml'liasion to deny this application. To grant it would clearly "circumvent the 
intent and purpoeee of the Zoning Reg,ili.llions" (§ 2400.3). 

~Jz:~ 
Barbara Zartman 

202-628-8030 

Email: 'fheCommlOO@aol.com 

202-.:628-8031 (fax) 
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