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NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING \
& ZONING

+ With exception of Sibley Hospital site (R-5-A low

previously granted approvals.

Xy

NEIGHBORHOOD SETTING \
& ZONING

« Certain approval conditions of BZA
rder 16654 (Jan. 16, 2001) have not
been complied with. (Including Bus
rerouting)

+ Memo from DDOT indicate “substantial
compliance™ but “Several of the
elements in the zoning Order are
addressed ...(in) pending Case”.

additional development.

» Request compliance efor7




OBJECTIONS TO APPLICANT’S \
PROPOSAL

* To‘achieve proposed development
nsity and height, applicant requests
a%lag:hange to SP-1 or SP-2.
» Granting such a zone change, in this
location, would be contrary to the

original intent and purpose of the SP
classification.

» Section 500.1, “The SP district is
designed to stabilize those are
adjacent to C-3-C and €-4 t?xfiacts..."

OBJECTI i(s TO APPLICANT’S \
PROPOSAL

district shall be to act as a buffer between

adjoining commercial and residential
areas.”

* An “Office Building” in SP Districts ONLY
by Special Exception (Section 508/3104).

« Applying SP-1'to site would be contrary to
the SP transition.zone purpose & Section
2400.4 which prohikits PUD’s from being
“used to circumvent'the intent and purpose
of the Regulations”.

. Sg;ion 500.2, “The major purpose of the SP

* No SP zoning near this part of the City.




PROPOSED PUD SITE

20 < re Hospital site completely built up.
p

Application justification based on
examples at other locations.

Examples cited are in very different
portions of City, not low density.

“Financial climate?
zoning.

not grounds for re<

oy

UD PROPOSAL

Office building 111,123 sq. ft. GFA
155,028 sq. ft. (750) vehicles

Adding proposal to previous BZA Order 16654
amounts t0 807,659 GSF

Such an increase will overcrowd the site.

Increasing the building mass on the site i
contrary to Ward 3, Cemp. Plan policy t

“protect and maintain the low density, high
quality character of the w i/
8




N

PUD PROPOSAL

1 + The traffic analysis needs to assure that
patient and visitor scheduling, pharmacy
visits and auditorium visitors are
accounted-for in the trip generation
numbers.

The magnitude of the now proposed
buildings/activitiesrand any subseque
intensification, will make the adjoining
area less desirable.

OFFICE OF PLANNING N
REPORT

« OP recommendation is “subject to DDOT’s
traffic mitigation measures”.

» OPa
damagi
additiona

its that PUD’s generated activities are
to low density areas without
itigation.

« Yet DDOT hasnot committed to undertaking
or requiring applicant to put in place
previously required traffic mitigating /

“conditions”.
» Location of park adjacent to bus layover
raises use questions. /ov
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OFFICE OF PLANNING
REPORT

The two OP Reports provide an inadequate basis
for the claim that the height of Office Bldg. and the
750 space garage are compatib e\wi area. "

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
THE NATIONAL CAPITAL

* Generalized Land Use Map shows Sibley Hospital
as\institutional use.

ercial office building is inconsistent with
that designation.

* Generalized.Land Use Policy Map silent on any
intensification or expansion on site. Ward 3
specific policies apply and guide any possible
intensification.

* There are several general policies promoting
economic development, maintaining public a
institutional health.

* No specific language regar
Hospital in Ward 3 portion of
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COMPR IﬁENSIVE PLAN FOR\
ATIONAL CAPITAL

* A commercial Office Building in predominantly
low density residential areas is inappropriate
and incompatible.

1400.2, 1400.2(2), 1400(b) (2) of the
Ward 3 element, all address protecting and
maintaining-the residential neighborhood.

* No significant land use changes are indicated-or
proposed in Plan'which could support SP
zoning.

» Ward Plan contains caution statemen
regarding development adjacent to Park land.
(Sec. 1400.2(c) (1)).

/ 13

COMPRE E/NswE PLAN FOR Tﬁ\
TIONAL CAPITAL

« Federal Open Space Element states “Encourage
local jurisdictions to plan and zone

development...not visible from parkways”. (Page
127 ng%!mt.)
+ Section 1406.5(b) (3) “Commercial use should not
be introduced to areas where none is now
present”. /

« Section 1409.1(f) sp4§:iﬁcally deals with Sibley
Hospital. “The compatibility ...must be
maintained, expansior?\'aérefully controlled,

changes to neighborhood related uses
encouraged, and conversiokn\{t‘:-\other

nonconforming uses prevented”. (Emphasis
Added)




REASONS WHY PUD /MAP

MENDMENT SHOULD BE TURNED

DOWN

* Page 7 and 8 of statement list numerous
reasons why the application should be denied.

« SP zoning is inappropriate.

» Contrary to Sec. 2400.5 PUD mechanism being
“used to circumvent intent and purpose of
Regulations.’

» Financial climate not basis for re-zoning.

* No “Certificate of Need” or any evidence of
community need provided.

» Granting PUD violates Sec>2400.2 dealing with
overall goal of “protecting/advancingthe public
health and safety, welfare, and convenience.”
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