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The COMMITTEE of

*[CD)

onthe FEDERAL CITY 1317 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20037

forodet 198)

February 19, 2004
Ms. Carol Mitten, Chair 2
One Judiciary Square B
Washington, D. C. 20001 !
Madam Chair: |
Barbara Zaztman Re: Case 03-29 - PUD in GWIJ Campts Flan >
Vico Chuirman The Committee of 100 an the Federal City wishes to express its decpest concés about the
Laurs M. Richards imth md PUDs into cam‘p;\:l plans. To ‘:l:e 80 is to combine h:tu‘:d separed ta:)tebezomng' px'onemses_ded e
wi icting purposes, ermining protections in Provi
Bms""f"? o communities that abut universities and like institutions.
< am
T The Zoning Regulations deal directly with campus impacts. Where an institution is
Bramia M. Clacke ITI located in a more restrictive zone, it must bear the burden of proving that it is not likely to
' become objectionable to neighboring property because of noise, traffic, number of students, ar
Trnsbana other objectionable conditions”in order to obtain a special exception.
Sally Bz .
Charles E. Cottan PUDs are instruments for relieving zoning restrictions to permit otherwise impermissible
Judy Seott Faldman construction and development. Utilizing them within campus plans undermines the
Andrsa C. Fesher integrity of the campus planning process, permitting exceseive density. It removes the
{_;’::-3: further protection of tests normally available when considering variances.
- Graye
gmH"‘h“l 1H ]H"""' ° Fm’t!xerf;ct::e present ap’plicanlt::zf sg;king PUD mtus by claiming to uonﬁer ia:xmtuot;?w tl}:t
Richard Langsézed are, in fact, zoning requirements of its campus plan! GWU is required under law ide
Logstta Nemmann significant new amounts of student housing, and the institution has extensive property
Goorgo H. B. Obalander  N0ldings within the campus boundaries (and elsewhere) on which it can providé that
Diane A. Pecor housing. Shoehorning the described project on this small site is unnecessary, especially
jR:.,l, ;.R.:ﬁ,.u when its consequence is a precedent for weakening campus plan zoning.
ooz 8. Ki
Matthew S, Watson The othex “amenities” are meager; for instance, the architecture is hardly superior (precast
Richard N. Wolf elements are no mark of superior design, as other buildings on the campus make dlear).

Restoring the streetscape after construction is not a justification for the precedent-setting
establishment of grounds for PUDs in campus plans.

We ask the Comumission to deny this application. To grant it would clearly “circumvent the
intent and purposes of the Zoning Regulations” (§ 2400.3).
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