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PBEI.l"l\\CJABJST~l]MENT 

1. This proceeding concerns an CI.Jlplication for approval o_f a Planned Unit 
:OeveloJllllE'ilt and rela.ted map amendmc:nt, filed by Sibley HospiW (hereinafter called 
.. Sible~ o.t the "Applicanf') seeking to re-zoJJ,e Lot 26 in SqUSle N-1448 from R-5-A to 
SP-1 in order to coils1i'uCt a medical offi•:e bwlding on the campus of Sibley Hospital. The 
application was set down for a hearing by the Zoning Commission, and was advertised as 
involving a ~p amendment to SP-2 rath.er than SP-1. 

2. The initial proposal was fo.t CClll81ruction of a 90-foot tall medical otlice building 
with 130.756 gross sqUare feet of space, ancl a 750 car garage. During the course of the 
proceeding, the Applicant retumt;d to thE- original proposal to re-zone the area to SP-1 
rather than SP-2, and now proposes ton: ·zone only the location of the proposed MOB and 
parking garage rather than the entire 20.48 acre campus. The Applicant also reduced the 
height to 77 feet by eliminating one tlon r of doctors' offices, and reducing the number of 
physicians from 100 to 75. 

3. On September 20, 2006, ANC 3D voted to approve the application, subject to a 
significant reduction in the size of the MOOical O:tlice Building by reducing the height from 
90 feet to 65 feet, reducing the DUIIlber or Boors :from 7 above grade to S above grade, and 
reducing the above-grade square footage jrom 130,754 to 92,624, concomitant reductions 
i,n parldn& end the incorporation of cone I itions into the ordet . 

4. Party status was requested by IL!ld granted to the Sibley Neighbors for 
Responsible Growth (SNRG}, a group~ up of citizens who live near the proposed PUD 
site and who presented uncontested evidc-11ce that they would be IJ,dversely affected by 
construction of the PUD based on the in1J'oductio_n of a commercial use into a low-density 
residential area, as well as increased trafl ic. Advisory Neighborhood Commip;\on 
("ANC'') 3D was automatically granted party status. 

S. SNRO. as a party in opposition. opposed the Applicant~s proposal to re-zone the 
site to SP and approve the PUD. 

6. Pursuant to notice, a public he:.aing was held by the Zoning Commission for the 
District of Columbia on October 12, 200ti: February 1, 2007, and Febnwy 21~ 2007. 
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Findings of Faet 

1. Sibley Neighbors fbr Responsible Growth is an ad hoc organ;zation of 112 property 
owners in Ward 3D- Kent, Wesley Heights. Spring Valley. and the Palisades- who 
will be substantially affected by the hpplicant' s proposed Medical Office Building 
(MOB). . 

2. Sibley Memorial Hospital (the 11ApJtlicant'') seeks approval of a Planned Unit 
Development ('''PlJD'~ and a corresponding amendment to the ZoDing M$p for the 
p1.1Ipose of constructing on its campu.-; a five-story, medical office building ("MOBj 
and associated :five-level, 750-spacer 155,000 square foot pm:king facili, . The medical 
office building will be 65 feet tall. 
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3. The medical office building will ho11se o:ffices, in four stories of the building, for 62 
physicians in for-profit private pract] ces. Sibley Hospital will charge th~ tenants 
rents at comm.ercial rates. The phpj~..ian-tenants will not be on the staff of Sibley 
Hospital. 

4. One additional story of the medical ('lffice building will house multiple retail 
enterprises. 

5. These tactors give the proposed medical o.ftice building pronounced commercial 
attributes. 

6. CuttentJy there is no signifi~ como'le:rcid activity on the Sibley campus. 

1. The project site is in Square N-1448, consisting of approximately 20.48 aores ofland 
within the R-5-A zone district. Applicant is seeking to have 2.86 acres rezoned Will R­
S-A to SP•l. The project site is located north of the Kent neighborhood of Ward 3 in 
Upper Northwest. 

8. The Sibley campus is bounded by feUerally owned land to the north and east 
(Dalecarlia Reservoir grounds and parkway), by a low~ R-1-B residential zone 
to the so~ ~by the Dalecarlia \\'nter 1reatm.eJ,lt pb,nt to the~ beyond which is 
land overlooking the scenic Potom.at: River. The land to the north and east consists of 
open space or woods. The nearest residential area to the east of the proposed MOB site 
is zoned R-1-A. 

9. The 1998 Comprehensive Plan of the National Capital, l>istrict of Columbia Elements. 
Ward .3 Plan ("Ward 3 Plan''), the plan in effect at the tUDe the Application was :tiled, 
states that Ward 3 is the lowest cieJlsity ward in the District of Columbia. 

10. There is no C-.3 ... C or C-4 com.m.erciaJ activity within more than a mile of the site ofthe 
proposed MOB. The closest commeccial area is eompri.sed of a bandful of 
neighborhood enterprises (dry cleaner, restaurant, mini-mart) a half-mile c:Jistant. 

11. No adjacent commercial activity threatens the moderate-density, IQ.ixed-use character 
of Sibley Hospital or its stability. 
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12. The proposed MOB will not bei a m1ffer betWeen adjoining commercial an4 residential 
areas. 

13. Ward 3 has several well defined hi@ her intensity commercial areas within a brief drive 
of the Sibley campus, including ZODu.os on M~achusetts Avenue and New Mexico 
Avenue. both of which include medical office buildings. 

14. The medical office bui_lding will be the most intensive use on the Sibley campus. 

15. The medical office building will generate a total of3,671 vehicle trips c:bdly, roughly 
1,800 trips to the build;ng and 1,80(1 trips leaving the building, according to Sibley 
traffic consultants. This would result in an av~e of approxbnately 400 vehicle trips 
per hour, over a ten-hour wol'k cky. Assuming 1.5 passengers per vehicle, some 5,000 
additional individuals will come to 1h~ Sibley campus daily, as a-tesult of the proposed 
medical office building. 

16. Sibley Hospital is poorly setved by public transportation. It is not located on the 
.Metrorail syStem. and is served by only two bus wute~: the M'!'4 from Pinehurst Circle 
(which does not run on week-ends) and the D-3/6line from the Stadimn-Armory. 

17. The traffic generated by the medical office building will be twice that of a standard 
office building of comparable me dtwoted to other uses and will create an immediate 
five percent increase in traffic in the sUlTOunding area. Currently traffic is projected to 
increase at .5 percent per year. Thu4i the impact of the new Sibley MOB would be tbe 
equivalent of 10 years of normal traffic increase. 

18. The intersection at Dalecarlia Parkvmy and Lou.gbboro Road currently hB$ a District of 
Colwnbia Depirtment ofTransportation (D-DO'I) level of service rating ofF. 'Ibe 
level of service at the intersection wm be worsened by the traffic impacts of the new 
medical office buildiDg, notwithstanding the improvements the Applicant proposes to 
make to the intersection. 

19. Cut-through traffic and abuse of park ins rules are currently encroaching on the 
adjacent R-1-B residential neigb.borbQods (Kent and the Palisades} and nearby R-1-A 
residential n.dghborhood (Spring Val ley) and will be significantly exacer"bated by the 
.new traffic generated by the MOB. 

20. No hospital-sponsored medical oftic,~ building in tb8 District of Columbia is adjacent 
to an R -1 residential zone. 

21. Previous medical oftlce buildings approved by the ZQning COIIJJI;Iission on hospital 
~uses involved significa,ntly grenter open ~ or institutional uses bllfferlng the 
residential neighborhoods and/or surrounding areas with higher density zones. For 
example, the George Washington UJ&iverSity Hosp~tal's Medical Faculty Associates 
building is located in a split C-3-DIR·5-D zone; the lowest density zone sittrotmding 
the site is R.-5-D. 
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22. In relation to its setting, the impacts of the Sibley MOB will be significantly mpre 
pronounced than the MOB cases pnwiously decided by the Commission. The facility is 
more couunercial in ~ activi:t;ies thnn other buildings approved by the Conmrission 
and the S'QII'Ounding ~ is lower in density than was true in these cases. The zoning 
i$$ues presented by the Applicant's 1•roposed MOB are therefore unique. 

23. The central public benefit identified by the Applicant that will result from the 
requested PUD and map change is that, "the MOB helps 4raw and retain top quality 
physicians and strengthens the finan.:ial position of the bosjlital." (AppliQant's 
''Revised Pl@llS.'' October 16,2006. p. 16.) These benefits are principally economic in 
nature and intended to advance the interests of Sibley Hospital. 

24. The community served by Sibley Hospital is adequately served by existing medical 
office buildings. 

25. Sibley bas one of the highest operatmg margins of any hOSpital in the District of 
Columbia. 

26. Sibley possesses more than $400 million in cash and cash eql,J.ivalents. 

27. The record oftbis proceeding does not include a projection oftheApplicin.t's reVenues 
and expenditures demonstrating that it requires the income from the medical office 
building in order to remain solvent and to be able to CQlltinue its services to the 
community. 

28. The Applicant has testified that a modical office building of the size now proposed will 
not be profitable. It states that it ha!. reexamined this issue and now believes that the 
fBci1ity can make an adequate retum on inve!tm~ but offers no substantiating 
m~. . 

29. The record in this proceeding does n•>t include projections of the anticipated net 
revenue from the proposed medicat .:-,:Jlice building so as to demonstrate that it will 
"streilgthen the financial position of 1l1e hospital" or that the benefits from its operation 
will offset the impacts on the community. 

30. Physicians whose practices are housf'd in the MOB Will pay signi.ficantly higher 
malpractice insu.rance premiums than those whose principal office$ are in Maryland. 

31. Applicant will not be able to ~lea.o;e all of the physician-office space MOB before 
cOnstruction. , 

32 . .No community hospital in the area is believed to have an MOB as large as that 
proposed by th~ Applicant. 

33. Most comm.UDity hospitals in the areu have MOBs off-campus in zones permitting 
commercial activity. 
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34. There are six medical office buildJnn.Ci within 2.5 miles of Sibley Hospital. All are in 
commercially zoned districts. The Sibley MOB would be the first to be allowed in a 
residential zone. 

35. The presence of a belipa.d in the middle of Little Falls Road. which road Will 
aceommodate most of the 4,000 daily vehicle trips caused by the MOB, is inconsi_stent 
with DDOT practice and unprecedet~ted in the District of Columbia_. Applicant has 
pledged to move the helipad to a new location and to assist in the upgrading of Little 
Falls Road to facilitate the redirection of bus traffic to be mostly behind tbe hospital 

36~ There are no mitigation measures tbnt can adequately address the adversa impacts on 
adjacent R-1 residential propetties that would result if Sibley were allowed to exceed 
its current zoning. FurdleJ:l1lore. Sib ley has failed to fully comply witb ~e mitigation 
~easures required in the BZA Orde::' 16654, January, 2001 for the Sibley oncology 
~n~m~vmm~. 1 

CONCLCSIONS O:F LAW 

1. Sections 500.1, 500.2, an4 500.3 of' the Zoning Regulations set forth. the essential 
req~tS for designating areas as SP .. l districts. 

2. An essential element for establishmeJlt of an SP-1 district is that the district serve as a 
protective zone, or buffer. against intensive commercial development that tlm:atens a 
mixed use residential area. 

3. The a.rea proposed for designation as SP-1 fails to meet this e~entiaJ. cziterion because 
no co~ercial activity threatens the area to be protected. by the SP-1 zone. 

4. The 1998 Comprehensive Plan of the National Capital, District ofCoh.i:tilbia Elements, 
Ward 3 Plan ("Ward 3 Plan'') in fOl'Ce at the time the application was :filed is the District of 
Columbia Comprehensive Plan that appJies to this Application. 

S. The proposed map change must be considered in the context of the Ward 3 Plan, to 
which the Commission must give great deference. 

6. The Pl_ap's fun~tal goal is to pro1cct the low-density residential character of Ward 
3, a point that is reiterated in nlllll~us :;~Jt..-tions of the Plan. Many elements of the 2006 

7. The Wani 3 Plan identifies the low-density residential chatacter of Ward 3 as the 
Wani's "outstand;ng characteristic." Bec:.1use the proposed SP-1 zone is being sought by 
Sibley Hospital and would be a part of the Sibley Hospital caJ!lPUS, it is ~y illogical 
for the Comminion to inquite whether the proposed ~oning would be inconSistent with 
other uses permitted under the R-5-A zoning on the campus site, since it mllStl b~ presum.ed 
that the hospital would not seek to injure itself by undertaking such inoonsistent activities. 
Accordingly, the appropriate inquiry for the CommissiOJl is whether the proposed SP-1 
map change is inconsistent with the low-clensity resid~ c~r of the community 
SIDl'Onnding the Sibley Hospital campus --not with uses on the Hospital campus itseit: 
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8. The fact that the Applicant is proposing to re.zone the area :from a residentlal to the SP 
zone teflects the inescapable fact that the MOB is ~t- commercial use that is in~nsistent 
with the current residential zoning of the ~~' and could not be approved as ail accessory 
1lse to the hospital so long as the hospital is zoned residentitll. 

9. Recognizing the inherently commercial nature of a medical office building, the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment has refused a request consthlCt a Medical Office ·Building-in an R-4 
district providing office space for 15 physicians as an accessory use to the Capitol Hill 
Hospital. See Application 13779 ofC & P Building Limited Partnership (June 14, 1983). 

10. The fact that the Commission has ill the past approved a PUD and SP re-zoning to 
allow the construction of a medical offitt.: building on the WashingtOn Hospital Centor 
campus does not provide a precedent for this case. That MOB was located within the 
Wa~bington Hospi1al Center's 39-acre campus, which is served by seveml uuyor arterial 
roadways and major bus routes, and the hi ghet density residential.noighborllood is 
completely bUffeted by significant open l'lpace ~ including the McMillan Reservoir 
site, the U.S. Soldiers and Airman's home, and the VeteraJJ,'s Administration Hospital. For 
that reason, there was no CQ{DD;lunity or ANC opposition to the re-zoning and PUD request. 
Here, by contrast, the opposition by the •:ommunity reflects the fact that Siblef Hospital. 
unlike WMb;ngton Hospital Center, is a much smaller campus that directly abuts a stable, 
low density residential neighborhood and is very poorly served by publle ti'Qit. 

11. Because of the novel fact setting, the Commission must undertake a oareful evaluation 
of the competing irlstitutional and comm"rcial aspects of the proposed facili:ty. 

12. Whether conmdered ''institutional, or ~commercial," the proposed MOB constitutes 
''economic activity." within the tenns of lhe Ward 3 Plan. a matter beyond dispute given 
that Applicant has justified the MOB on the basis of the etioilomi.c contribUtion it will~ 
to the Hospital's fiscal well-being. 

13. the Ward 3 Plan calls upc:m the Conlp]jssjon to evaluate new economic ~tivity iD 
terms of"comp~bUity and potentW adverse impacts on neigbbQmoods." 

14. The Ward 3 Pllul. s~ 1401.3, de.;lares that, "Commercial use should not be 
in1rod'jleed into areas where none is presi!D.t .... " Oivtln that the MOB would represent the 
most intensive use on the Sibley campus, woUld have traffic impacts equal to 12 years of 
normal traffic growth, would have impacrs double that of a conui:~.ereial office building, and 
has pronolDJ.Ced commercial attributes, the proposed MOB is inconsistent with the Ward 3 
Plan. 

IS. Section 1409.t.f ofthe Ward 3 Plan calls upon the Commission to be plliticularly 
attentive to activities on the Sibley campus that might go beyond those CUtiently 
authorized, stating that "eXpansion should be carefully controlled and changes to 
neighborhood related uses encouraged." lieoause of the high intensity and pronounced 
comm.eiCial attriln¢es of the proposed MtlB and tbe particularly low-density liCSidential 
character of the suttOuncling neighborhood. the proposal fails to tneet this mandate. 
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16. The requested map cbagge is t&llta.~nount to ''spot zoning" in that it involyes 
"wrenching a small parcel of land from its environment for the benefit of a single owner 
without benefit tQ 1;he public at large or t.l]e area affected.,, Daro Realty. Inc. V, District of 
Columbia Zoning Commission, 581 A.2d, 295, 299. Although there will be indirect public 
benefits :from this project. they are .neglil;.b1e in compariSQn to the private beuefits accruing 
to Sibley and are so characterized in Applicant's submissions; the application involves a 
"limited" area- only a small portion of tbe Sibley campus is at issue; and the proposed use 
is inconsistent with the surrounding R·l·A and R-1-B residential uses. 

17. Even lfthe Applicant were deemed to have met the standards necessmy to authorize an 
SP-1 map change. the AppliQaJrt wowd ~tiJl have the burden of establishing that it is 
entitled to the specific Planned Unit De,·elopment proposed 

18. In a contested case such as this, the t\ppli~t C8111l0t J::l,leet its burden through 
assertions and declarations, but must do :;o tbrough the presentation of clear and convincing 
evidence. 

19. The crucial substantive standard the Applicant must satisfy is found in DCMR 
PSJ&graph 2403, which states, in esseru:e. that the anticipated benefits of the proposed PuP 
outweigh its negative impacts on the surro\iliding community. 

20. The Applioant has justified its proposed PtJO princi~y on the basis oftlte economic 
contribution it will make to the hospital's. operations, stating, "The MOB helps draw and 
retain top quality physicians and strengthens the financial position of the hospital." 

21. Because tba Applicant has not introct ilced clear and convincing evidence of the 
economic contribution the MOB Will make to 1;he hospital in comp&rison to its projected 
revenue needS, while the Applicant and o~ parties to this proceeding bve introduced 
clear and convincing evidence of the significant adverse~ the proposed MOB on the 
community, the Applicant bas failed. to s11$tain its burden of proving that the }nlblic benefits 
of the proposed PUD outweigh suc;h impncts. 

22. DCMR 2304.3 states that the impact of the project on the sllliOunding area and the 
operation of city services and facilities sl1all not be found to be ~le, but sball 
instead be found to be either favorable, c:npable of being mitigated, or acceptable given the 
quality of publj.c benefits in the project ·[he ColllJlUssio_n finds that the intensity of activity 
that the proposed PUD will introduce and ijs pronounced commercial attributqs are not 
capable of being mitigate~ but inhere m the nature of the project The ICducti~ in the 
scale of the project recently agreed to by 1he Applicant would still leave it as the ~ost 
intensive activity on the Sibley cempus~ with predominautly commercial attributes, and 
impacts on the community that include 3,600 vehicle trips daily, or 360 per hour 
throughout a ten-hour work day. 

23. The PUD evaluation standards also require that the Applicant establish that its propo$11 
is "not inccmsistent with the Comprehemjve Plan."' DCMR. 2403.4. The Commission finds 
that the proposal is fundamentally inconsistent with the Ward 3 Plan's extraordinary 
protections for this low-density residentinl ~ includblg limitations on commercial 
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development outside of existing commc:a ciai ~nes, and special protections for federal 
~ MacArthur Boulevard, and the Palisades. 

24, The Commission finds that the amenities proposed by the Applicant are insufficient to 
offset the adverse impacts of the project on the community. 

25. Accordingly, the Coininission denie.s the·Applicant's requested map cbqe and 
PJanned Unit Development. 

llEClSION 

In consideration of the Findb1gs ofFact tu1d Conclusions of Law contained in: this Order, 
the Zoning Commission fo:r the Di$trlct t1f Columbia ORDERS that the application for a 
consolidated Planned Unit Development Emd map amendment from R-S-A to SP-1 fot 
Square N-1448, Lot 26 be DENIED. 

The Commission on-~------...,.,-__ ...... ____ , 2007, voted to deny the application on a vote of 
_-_( ). 

This Order was ADOPTED by the Zoning Commission at its public meeting «JD 
-------~_,2007,byavoteo£_ .. _( ). 

In accofdance with the provision of 11 DCMR. 3028, this Or4er shall become :final and 
etfective upon publication in the D.C. Register. that is on-------· 

Chailperson, 
Zoning Commission 

Jerrlly R. K.re$1, F AlA -
DiJ,xrtor, 
Office of Zoning 
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PaulE. Hagen 

From: Adele Hanell [adeleharrell@gmaiJ.com) 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2007 6:33AM 

To: Paul E. Hagen; lspector@stlmson.oru 
Subject request for meeting 

Adele HaneD to Jerry Price at Sibley, May 2 J, 

On bebJ)lf of the Sibley Neighbors for Respconsible Growth I am writing 
to propose ~meeting to begin a Qialog with community members on 
·Sibley's plans for developn;1ent of a medical c,ffice building. Our 
group would like to find ll way to have discut:sions in advance of a 
resubmissicm to-· Zoping Commission about how your d.evelopmetrt could 
be designed to address the needs of both the 1\eighbom atUi the 
hospital. In particUlar, We would like to expktl'e priority concerns 
for the coml111JDity and how those might be addressed as well as the 
question of whether Sibley will e.utertain altc:tnati'Ve development 
plans. The meeting could be large or small depending on your 
preference. 

Jeny Price to Adele Harrell, May 25 

This summer we are focusing on several majur hospital projects. In 
the fall we will tum our attention back to the Medical Building. Our 
goal is to build a Medical Building that will provide conveuience for 
physicians, patients, and families. The project Will reflect many of 
the comments offered dudng extei:lsive outreach with neighbors, 
neighborhood groups, and agencies. 
At a later elate, we will go before the ZaoiDg Comm;ssion and ask for a 
vote. We appreciate the support we have rec;tlived from the majority of 
the neighbors a:od neighborhood groups. I will respond to you request 
this fall when our position is developed. Thank you. 
Jeuy Price, COO 
Sibley Memorial Hospi1Bl 

10/29/2007 
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Pa1,1IE.Hagen 

From: Anne Murphy [anne_mccully_murphy@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October28, 2007 6:29PM 

To: Jspector@stimson.org; Paul E. Hagen: adeleharrell@gmall.com 

Subject: Sibley Hospl1al Expansion 

lai014 

Page 1 ofl 

Mr. Spector and Mr. Hagen: Please forward this to the Zoning COmmission or rna~ such U$1! at' It as you see fit. 

To p.c. Zoning C'J)mmrsston 

We write In opposition to tfle mast recent submls!.lon far construction of ttae Sibley Hospital medical offic:e 
building. Sibley has not satisfied the con~ons snt for It at the time the Commission last ldedlned tD approve the 
office tower. It has engaged In no outreach to the neighbors most immediately affected ~ the expansion. It has 
not satisfattortly addressed the parking is5ues previously raised bV the neighbors. Although it has lowered the 
height of the office building, it has expanded the footprint of the building horizontally, wit11 the result that the 
tower Is still much tDo large far the neighborhood. Although the hospital ~ made some Improvement In 
parking, It has not allowed sufffdent free parldng to compensate for the traffic the building will cause. 

We liVe on Palisade Lane, a street already adversely impac.ted by the hospital. Hospital YiSitDrs s• on our 
street, litter, and park on our lawn. The ex:lt from our street to L.oughboro Is sometimes Impassable because at 
traffic, and trafl'lc will by definition become worse when the affice tower is buUt We have observed numerous 
acx:fdents at the Dalecarlfa-Loughboro tntersection, yet adequate traffic calming has yet to be proposed. 

We believe that the majority of our neighbors shilre our concerns. The Zoning Commission may receive less man 
and fewer protests at this ume, but that does nat mean the community does not care. Rather it refted:s the 
extremely short notice given to the community, as well as SibfeYs outreach faDure.s, in regard to the c:omment 
period. Please vote no on the proposed medfcalofflce building. 

Sincerely, 

James and Anne Murphy 
4902 ~lisade Lane NW 
washington, D.C. 20016 

Boo! Sc:are ~Y worms, viruses and so much more! Try Windows liVe onecaret Try no~el 
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Anita R. Rought 

From: Adele Harrell [ad~leharrell(llgmall.conl] 

Sent: Thursday. October 25, 2007 e:so AM 

To: Pa~E.Hagen 

Subject Fwd: FW: New Sibley submission to t.tJnlng cornnilsslon attached 

Amits letter 

---Forwarded message ..... - ·-
From~ Amtt Sachdev <@lllitWfhdeyOl@hotntiJ.il-$1.QUl> 
Date: Oct 24, 2007 6:06 PM -
Subject: FW: New Sibley submission to zouing commission attached 
To: adeJ.eharreJl.@~lm phagen@bdJ.a~· ~qm 

Adele, 

laJOlS 

Page 1 of3 

I have reviewed the revised proposal and continue to find It una~p~ble 
principally related to its continued failure to adequately understand or· address the 
slgnficant traffic Impacts the proposad MOB will have. My detailed concerns are 
explaJned below, and .as I member in good standing of the coalition, l,would be 
happy to have my comments included as p$_rt of the response to the Zoning 
Commission to the revised proposal by Sibley. 

My deta.iled concems about the rev1sed proposal are as follows: 

The agreement to move the hellpad and partially LJpgrade Uttle Falls Road does 
very little to accomplish a reduction 1n the bus traffic on Lougboro - nbt just Metro. 
but Montgomery County Rld&-on buses also. Without a commitment from DC and 
the Army Corp and Montgomery County to actuaDy agree to move the bus stops 
and Idling locations off of Loughboro Road as part of this building project, this offer 
Is meaningless. If I had to value it, it would currently have a value of zero. If they 
are goi_ng to offer this Improvement as a community concession it must have some 
value - an actual value of use would be to reduce/mitigate the bus traffic on 
Loughboro that occurs until about 1 am (Idling buses across the street) and starts 
at 5:45 am with more Idling buses across the- street - by designing and moving 
them to Little falls and building a nice waiting area there. Moreover, with the 
redesign and elimination of the idle lane where they currently idle which Is next to 
the Intersection at Delcarlla and Loughboro - if they intend to idle under the new 
design, they will be Idling on loughboro in much closer proximity to the residences 
because under their proposal the idling lane is removed . So the Sibley design 
pl•ns actually create greater bus nu•sance rather than help to mitigate lt. Sibley's 
answer that ifs out of their control is unacceptable - it's their proposal to rezone -
they must take responsibility for working with DC to mitigate the Impact of rezoning 
...... this remains my greatest overall c:oncem with their proposal, te. th~ In each 
case Sibley only appears wiiHng to take responsibility for what they estimate to be 
the added burden to the community of their changes when In fact if U.y propose a 
change they must accoLJnt for how that change affects the conditions that already 
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exist on the surface streets - they can't simply say .... well it was there before, so Its 
not our problem. Yet they said precisely that at the zoning he•ring. 

The next far more pressing concem is that; 1) nothing In their revision (although the 
enclosures werent attached so I dicmt see any new sketches) address the major 
traffic. problems that already exist at the two Intersections most affect~d by this 
redesign I.e. 1) DelcarUa at loughboro and 2) MacArthur at Loughboro. Both 
Intersections already are hazardous and using Slbley's own analysis do not meet 
the city•s current standards for walt t lmes during rush hour. We must recognize 
these are dangerous Intersections • primarily during rush hours when1 pass-through 
traffic uses both Intersections as commuter shortcuts. (usually In the 1moming SAM-
9:30, and evenings 5-630pm on weekdays). These intersections CU11j8ntly don't get 
passing marks under Sibley's analysis for I'\.ISh hour wait times At the hearing the 
Sl.bley folks stated that the eXIsting conditions were essentially not their concern, 
and limited their case to mitigating t.he added impact their MOB addition mjght 
have. The net Is the same, the intersections will get worse not better with the MOB 
addition and the hospital is requesting the change In zoning. so it is their obligation 
to help improve these intersections to passable from a safety and walt time point of 
view. 

Wtth regard to the Delecarll$ and Loughboro intersection, if Slbleys plan for 
changes is the sameas they presented to the Zoning Commission at the hearing (ie 
the enclosures dont modify the new design they presented to the zoning commlslon 
at the hearing) - It Is clear they are actually going to make that Intersection FAR 
MORE hazardous than tt already is. and create far greater wait times during rush 
hour. It's already an "P' by their scale during rush with over 100 seconds of walt if I 
recall correctly, it will get far worse under their proposal. 

For the following reasons: 1) they propose to eliminate the right hand yield/merge 
(which is currently two lanes merging onto loughboro westbound going down the 
hiiO and instread funnel all of the westbound traffic heading down loughboro to a 
stop along with the eastbound traffic waiting to tum left from delcarli:a onto 
loughboro. The net effect is ·to reduce this ftow of traffic coming off Delacar1ia from 
three lanes (two yielding, one stopping) down to two lanes (both stopping). This 
will dramatically increase (not decrease) wait times on delacarlla to turn either left 
or right onto Loughboro. (these wai1 times are already falling accep~ble standards 
today). By increasing these walt tln1es (I would guess it could easily double the left 
tum walt time) two things will happen1) more accidents- people who live here 
everyday know that mest accidents and near accidents occur at this Intersection 
because drivers during rush hour get Impatient tumlng left onto loughboro from 
delcarlia to go eastbound and when they finally get their tum they make bad 
decisions and try and jump out Into traffic without enough clearance -we see It 
every morning. Extending that wait time at this Intersection with the new traffic load 
and the reduced lanes will cause more accidents. 

2) extending that wait time wrll causa more people to race through the back streets 
to try and beat the walt The single rnost dangerous practice we have now Is 
actually people racing up Manning to Palisades Lane to cut over to Delcarlia In 
order to avoid both of the two intersactlons we are discussing Oe Macarthur at 
loughboro and Delcarlla at loughboro) - these people are almost always VA and 
MD commuters trying not to have to wait in turning lines at the offending 
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intersections. To make this "profitable" in these drivers minds, they have to get 
onto delcarlla faster than tt would normally take them If they had waited In the lines 
on loughboro - so the net result is between 800-930AM weekdays, people speed 
up Manning tum on Palisades and speed over to Loughboro. This Is .very 
dangerous. I have almost been hit several times. They used to do it on MacComb 
but now the speed bumps seem to be helping there. Moreover, the cAAthrough 
streets likely to be affected by the increased traffic and delays on loughboro and 
macarthur -the cutthrough street$ being manning, watson and palisades lane, do 
NOT have sidewalks. While this Is not Sibley's problem per se. It is a fact and as 
such all pedestrians on those streets have no cho.lce but to walk in the street 
(typically with dog and stroller in my case) and this will increase safety risk with the 
extra traffic volume. Overall the proposed Sibley redesign of the intersection at 
Delecarlia and Loughboto will extend the wait times at that intersection and force 
more commuters to fly through our backstreets In search of shortcuts and this will 
-Increase pedestrian and child danger. There Is no doubt in roy mind 

The final point here is that Sibley actually has an obligation (whrQh they seem 
unwilling to accept) to estimate just 'these types of impacts le the actualljkely 
Impact of their proposed redesign. What I find most remarkable is that all of the 
traffic impact surveys are on current conditions. They then project their increased 
potential load due to the added transit to the building, but they do nothing to 
actually assess how their own NEW PROPOSALS will function - In other words -
once redesigned If done In the way Sibley proposes ..... will their new proposed 
Intersections BE BETTER. WORSE or the SAME as before. SIBLEY SHOULD BE 
REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A STUDY OF THEIR NEW DESIGN IMPACTS, NOT 
CURRENT CONDmONS. Even without empirical data for the reasons I described 
above - I feel very confident the traffic Impacts will be ~r worse at both of these 
key intersections as a result of thesv proposals and NOT any better. And nothing 
In the new Sibley submission addresses these concerns in any way. 

For these reasons. I continue to oppose the rezoning and am happy tb share these 
thoughts as part of the coalition with anyone who will listen, including Sibley, the 
ANC and the DC Zoning Commission. 

Amit Sachdev 
5218 Loughboro Road NW 
Washl_ngton DC 20016 
Qocated within 50 feet of Sibley's property) 

Climb to the top of the charts! Play Star Shume: the word scramble challenge with star power. Play 
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Sibley expansion 

PaulE. Hagen 

BEVERIDGE & DI~OND PC 

From: Lennard, Ed [ed.Lennard@bcbs;LcciTI) 

Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2007 8:40AM 

To: RacheiWToo@aol.com 

Cc: leonard.spector@miis.edu; Paul E. Hagen; adeleharrell@gmail.com 

Subject: Sibley expansion 

Dear Rachel, 

Ia! 018 

Page 1 ofl 

I am writing to oppose the latest iteration of the S•bley Hospital expansion plan. While It IS sUghUy less 
objectionable than their earlier proposal, It still represents a substantial shift In the character of the neighborhoocl 
from a residential community to a commercial zor•e. The Impact of additional traffic would still be significant 

My fundamental position has alWays been that tJ1o hospital has not demonstrated the n•d for the expansion. I 
can believe It might be beneficial for the hospital, at least financially, but I have seen no evidence that It Is 
necessary for the continued financial health of the organization or that It would In emy way contnbute to enhanced 
patient care. I can believe that it might be Integral to the hospital's plans for growth and inprea$E!d financial 
e~uccess, and that thJs result might well be important to the personal success of the hospifBI's administrators, but 
this does not equate to a benefit to the community, e~er th_, community of neighborhoOd residents or the 
community of patients who receiVe care at Sibley Hospital. 

Thank you. 
Ed Lennard 
5266 Loughboro Rd NW 
Washington, DC 20016 
(202) 966-1311 
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Zonin1 Commission of the District of Columbia 
Zoning Commission Case No. 05-42 

Sibley Hospital 
Consolidated I•UD and Amendment 

Square N-1448, Lot 26 

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Submitted 
by 

sm·LEY NEIGHBORS FOR RESPONSmLE 
GFtOWTH 

March 5, 2007 
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PRELIMINARY STATIMINI 

1. This proceeding concerns &I) upplication for approval of a Planned Unit 
Development and related map amendment, filed by Sibley Hospital (here~ called 
"Sibley" or the "Applicant") seeldng to l'IJ-zone Lot 26 in Square N-1448 from R-5-A to 
SP-1 in order to ~ a medical o:ffh:!e building on the campus of Sibley llospital. The 
application was set down for a hearUJ.g b~· the Zoning C~ssion; and was advertised as 
involving a map amendment to SP-2 rather than SP~l. 

2. The initial proposal was for cunJtruction of a 90-foot tallllledical Qffice bulldiQg 
with 130.756 gross square feet of space, und a 750 car garage. During the course of the 
proceeding, the Applicant retumed to the original proposal to re-zone the area to SP-1 
rather than SP .. 2. and now proposes to re-r.one only the location of the proposed MOB and 
parking garage xath~ ~the eJ1tire 20.48 acre campus. The Applicant also Jled\u:ed the 
height to 77 feet by eliminating one :tlot'.l' of doctors' o:tlices. and recltJ.ciQs the Dllinber of 
physicians from 100 to 75. 

3. On September 20, 2006, ANC 3D voted to approve the application, subject to a 
significant reduction in the size of the Medical Office B'ilild.iiig by reducing the height from, 
90 feet to 6.5 feetJ reducing the n\JlP,ber oi· floors ftom 7 above grade to S above grade. and 
reducing the above-grade square footage from 130,754 to 92,624, concomitant reductions 
in parldng, and the incorporation of co~itions into the order • 

4. Party status was reqliested by and granted to the Sibley Neighbors for 
Responsible Growth (SNRG), a group mnde l1P of citizens who live near the Jiroposed PUD 
site and who presented uncontested evidence that they would be adversely a:ttected by 
construction of the PUD based on the inta·oduction of a commercial -gse ~ alow-density 
reSidential area, as well as increased trafiic. Advisory Neighborhood Co~ssion 
(" ANC'') 3D was automatically gtanted party status. 

S. SNR.G, as a party in opposition. opposed the Applicant's proposal to re-zone the 
site to SP and approve the PUD. 

6. Pursuant to notice, a public henring was held by the Zoning Commilssion for the 
District ofCQlumbia on October 12, 2006, February l, 2007, and Febrwuy 21, 2007. 
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Findings of Faet 

1. . Sibley Neighbors for Responsible O•·owth is an ad hoc organization of 112 propeny 
owners in Watd 30-Kent, Wesley Heights, Spring Valley, ~d the Palis$ies- who 
will be substanti~y affected by the ,\pplicant's proposed Medical Office Building 
(MOB). 

2. Sibley Mexnorial Hospital (the "Applicant") seeks approval of a Planned Umt 
Development ("Puo·~ and a corresponding amendment to the Zomng Map for the 
purpose of construCting on its campu~ a five-story, medical office building ("MOB'") 
and associated five-level, 750-space, 155,000 square foot parking facility. the medical 
o:tlice building will be 65 feet tall. 

3. The medical office building will hou.;e oftices, in four stories of the building, for 62 
physicians in fot-profit private practices. Sibley Hospital will charge these tenants 
rents at commercial rates. The physidan-tenants will not be on the sta:ff of Sibley 
Hospital. 

4. One additicnW story of the medical office builclhtg will house multiple retail 
enteJprises. 

S. These factors give the proposed medical office building pronounced com.mercial 
attributes. 

6. Currently there is no significant comJnerc~ activity on the Sibley campus. 

7. The project site is in Squ,are N-1448. consisting of approximately 20.48 acres of land 
within the R-S-A zone district. Applicant is seeking to have 2.86 acres rezoned from R~ 
S-A to SP-1. The project site is located north of the Kent neighborhood of Ward 3 in 
Upper Northwest. 

8. The Sibley campus is boimde4 by fe.;lerally owned land to the north and east 
(Dalecarlia Reservoir grounds and parkway). by a low-density R-1-B residential Zone 
to the sollth, and by the Daleoarlia wuter treatment plant to the west, beyond which is 
lanci overlooking the scenic Potomac:• lUver. The land to the north and east eonsists of 
open space or Woods. The nearest l'C8idmtial area to the east of the proposed MOB site 
is zoned R-1-A. 

9. The 1998 Comprehensive.Plan of the National Capital, District ofColUlllbiaEl~ 
Ward 3 Plan ("Ward 3 Plan'~, the plan in effect at the time the Application was :6lc:d, 
states that Ward 3 is the lowest densjty ward in the Distriot of Columbia. 

10. There is no C-3-C or C-4 commercial activit¥ within more than a mile of the site of the 
proposed MOB. The closest coJDinen;.iaJ area is comprised of a handful of 
neighborhood enterprises (dry cleanc:r, restaurant. mini-mart) a half-mile distant. 

11. No acljacent commercial activity tbte11.tens the moderate-density, mixed-use cbatacter 
of Sibley Hospital or its stability. 
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12. The proposed MOB Will not be a buner between adjoining commercial a:nd residential 
areas. 

13. Ward 3 hacs sevend well defined higher intensity commercial areas within a brief drive 
of the Sibley campus, including zones on Massachusetts Avenue and New Mexico 
Avenue, both of which include medi':al office buildings. 

14. The medical office bm1ding will be tile most intensive use on the Sibley campus. 

15. The medical office building will geni!I'ate a total of3~671 vehicle trips daily, roughly 
1,800 trips to the building and 1 ,iOO trips leaving the buildil_lg, according to Sibley 
traffi.o consultants. This would msult in an a-verage of approximately 400 vehicle trips 
per hour, over a ten~hour work day. Assumiql ,s passengers per vehicle, some 5,000 
additional indiViduals Will come to the Sibley campus daily, as a result oftbe proposed 
medical office building. 

16. Sibley Hospital is poorly served by )JUblic 1ranspo~on. It is not located on the 
Me1rorail system, and is served by only two bus routes~ tbe M-4 from Pindturst Circle 
(which does not run on week-ends) und the D-3/6line ftom the Stadium·Armoty. 

17. The traffic generated by the medical office building will be twice that of a standard 
office building of comparable size devoted to other uses and will create an {mmediate 
five percent increase m traffic in the surrounding area. C~y tra;f:tic is projected to 
inorease at .5 percent per year. Thus the impact of the new Sibley MOB would be the 
equivalent of 10 years ofnormal1ra1nc increase. 

18. The intersection at Daleoarlia Parkwny and Loughboro Road cuttently has a District of 
Columbia Department of Transportation (D-DOT) level of service rating of-F. The 
level of service at the intersection w:i 11 be worsened by the traffic impacts of the new 
]Jledioal offi.oe building. notwithstanding· the improvements the Applicant proposes to 
make to the intersection. · 

19. Cut-through 1raffic and abuse ofparJ<ing roles are Cll:n'ently encroacbi.Dg on the 
adjacent R-1 NB residential neighborhoods (Kent and the Palisades) and nearby R-1-A 
residentiaJ neighborhood (Spdua Valley) and will be significantly exacerbated by the 
new traffic generated by the MOB. 

20. No hospital-sponsored medical office.• building in the Dis1rict of Columbia is adjacent 
to an R-1 residential zone. 

21. Previous medical office buildings apJ1IOVed by the Zoning Commission on hospital 
campuses involved siSJUficantly greatter open space or institutional uses buffering the 
resideJUial neighborhoods &Il4/or surrounding areas with higher density zones. For 
example, the George Washington tltaiversity Hospital's Medical Faculty Associates 
building is located in a split C-3~DIR-5-D zone; the lowest density zone surroundiiig 
the site is R.-S-D. 
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22. In relation to its setfin& the impacts •)£the Sibley MOB will be significantly more 
pronounced than the MOB cases previously decicied by the Commission. The facility is 
more co.tnmercial in its activities tluu1 other buildings approved by the Co~sion 
and the Sl.irrounding area is lower in density than was 1:n1e in these cases. The zoning 
issues presented by the Applicant's proposed MOB are therefore UDique. 

23 .. The central public benefit identified by the Applicant that will result from the 
requested PUD and map cMD.ge is that, ''the MOB helps draw and tetain top quality 
physicians and strengthens the financrlal position of the hospital." (AppliCBDt's 
"Revised Plans," October 16,2006, p. 16.) These benefits are principally econo!Qic in 
nature and intended to advance the interests of Sibley Hospital. 

24. The com,uiunity served by Sibley Hospital is adequately served by existing medical 
office buildings. 

25. Sibley has one of the highest operating margins of IUlY hospital in the District of 
Columbia. 

26. Sibley possesses more than $400 million in cash and cash equivalents. 

27. The record of this proceeding does oot ~ude a projection of the AppJicant•s Jevenues 
and expenditures demonstrating that it requires th~ income from the medical office 
building in order to remain solvent and to be abl~ to continue its services to the 
community. 

28. The Applicant has testified 1;bat a mEtdical office building of the size now proposed will 
not be profitable. It states that it has reexamined this issue and no'W believes that the 
facility can make·an adequate return on investment, but offers no substantiating 
evidence. 

29. The recofd U1 tbis proceeding does nnt include projections of the anticipated net 
revenue from the proposed medical office building so as to demonstrate that it will 
"strengthen the financial position of the hospital" or that the benefits from its operation 
will offset the impacts on the community. 

30. Physicians whose practices are bous~d in the MOB wiU pay significantly higher 
malpractice insurance premiums thaJl those whose principal offices are in Maryland. 

31. Applicant will not be able to pre-Iea.<~e all of the physiQ&n-oflic_e space MOB before 
construction. 

32. No community hospital in the area is believed to have an MOB as large as that 
proposed by the Applicant. 

33. Most coiJliDunity hospitals in the area have MOBs off-campus in zones pen:oitting 
comm.ercial activity. 
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34. There are six medical office buildings within.2.5 mil~ of Sibley Hospital. All are in 
commercially zoned districts. The Sibley MOB would be the first to be alllowed in a 
residential zone. 

35. The presence of a helipad in the ntiddle of Little Falls Road, which road will 
accommodate most of the 4,000 daily vehicle trips Qll1.1SCd by the MOB, is inconsistent 
with DDOT practice and unprecedented in the District of Columbia. Applicant has 
pledged to move the helipad to a ne''' location and to assist in the upgtading of Little 
Falls Road to facilitate the .reditecticJl of bus tmffic to be mostly behind the hospital 

36. There are nQ mitigation measUteS thltt can adequately address the adverse impacts on 
adjacent R-1 residential properties tbat would result if Sibley were alloMd to exceed 
its cmrent zoning. Furthermore, SibJey has failed to fully comply With the mitigation 
measures required in the BZA Order 16654, January, 2001 for the Sibley oncology 
center zoning variance. · 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Sections 500.1, 500.2, and 500.3 ofthl3 Zbning Regulations set forth the essential 
requjrements for designating areas as SP·l districts. 

2. An essential element for establishment of an SP-1 district is that the district serve as a 
protective zone, or buffer, against intensive commercial development that threatens a 
mixed use teSidential area. 

3. The area proposed for designation as SP-1 fails to meet tbis essential criterion because 
no commercial activity threatens the area to be protected by the SP-1 zone. 

4. The 1998 Compzehensive Plan of the National Capital, District of Columbia Elements, 
Ward 3 Plan ("Ward 3 Plan .. ) in force at tbe time the application was tiled is the District of 
Colmnbia Comprehensive Plan 'that appb-:s to this Application. 

S. The proposed map change must be considered in the context of the Ward 3 Plan, to 
which the Commission must give great dc~fercm.ce. 

6. The Plan's fundamental goal is to protect the low-density residential cb.aracter of Ward 
3, a point that is reiterated in numerous Sl!ctions of the Plan. Many elements of the 2006 

7. The Ward 3 Plan identifies the low-density residential Qbaracter of Ward 3 as the 
Ward's "outstanding characteristic." Beca1• the proposed SP-1 zone i.$ being sought by 
Sibley Hospital and would be a part of the~ Sibley Hospital campus, it is inherently illogical 
for the Couunission to inquire whether the proposed rezoning would be inconsistent with 
other uses permitted under the R-5-A zon111g on the campus site, since it must be presumed 
that the hospital would not seek to injure jtselfby undertaldng such inconsistem.t activities. 
Accordingly, tbe appropriate inquiry fot ll1e Conmdssion is whether the proposed SP-1 
map change is inl;onaistent with. the low-density re$idential character of the community 
smrounding the Sibley Hospital campus •· n~t with uses on the Hospital campus itsel£ 
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8. The fact that the Applicant is proposing to re-zone the area :from a residcm1!ial to the SP 
zone reflects the inescapable fact that the MOB is a commercial use that is inconsistent 
with the cummt residenti~ zoning of tllf.' site, and could not be approved as an accessory 
use to the hospital so long as the hospital is zoned residential. 

9. Recogni2ing the inherently commercj,L( nature of a medical office builcUn& the Board of 
Zonin,g Acljustment bas refUsed a request construct a Medical Office Building in an R-4 
district providing office space for 1 S ph.) sicians as an accessory use to the Capitol Hill 
Hospital. See Applicatio~ 13779 of C & P Buildmg Lim.ited Partnership (JUDe 14, 1983). 

I 0. The fact that the Commj~sion has in the past approved a PUD and SP re-zoning to 
allow the CQnstrlU:tion of a medical oftlc~ building on the Washington Hospital Center 
campus does not provide a pxecedem for tlrlS case. That MOB was lo~ witmn the 
Washington Hospital Center's 39-acre c-"mpus, which is served by several uudor arterial 
roadways and major bus .routes, and the higher density reJJidential neighbQrhood is 
completely buffered by significant opel) space areas, including the McMillan Reservoir 
site, the U.S. Soldiers and Ainnan's home, and the Veteran's Admin;strationHospital. For 
that reason, there was no community or ANC opposition to the re-zoning and PUD request 
H<=re, by contrast, the opposition by the ca,nu:nuuity reflects the fact that Sibley Hospital, 
unlike WasbiDgton Hospital Center, is a .o1uch smaller campus that directly abuts a stable, 
low density residential neighborhood and is very poorly served by public transit. 

11. Because of the novel fact setting, the Commission must undertake a careful evaluation 
of the competing institutional and COIDIDI!rcial aspects of the proposed facility. 

12. Whether considered "institutional" ot "commercial," the proposed MOB c~tutes 
"economic activity," within the tetms of the Watd 3 Plan. a matter beyopd dispute given/ 
that Applicant has justified the MOB on dte basis of the ~ornic contribution it will make 
to the Hospital's fiscal well-being. 

13. !he Ward 3 Plan calls upon the Coli!mission to evaluate new economic activity in 
terms of"compatibility and potential advtu-se impacts on neighborhoods." 

14. The Want 3 Plan, section 1401.3, declares that, "Commercial use shoilld not be 
introduced into amas where none is present .... " Given that the MOB would represent the 
most intensive use on the Sibley canipus, would have traffic impacts equal to 12 years of 
normal traffic gro~ would have impacts double that of a commercial office building, a:ad 
has pronounced commercial attributes, tho proposed MOB is inconsistent with the Ward 3 
Plan. 

IS. Section 1409.1.f of the Ward 3 Plan c.:alls upon the Commission to be particularly 
attentive to activities on the Sibley camp1.1.1 that might go beyond those cum:ntly 
authorized, stating that "expansion should be carefully controlled and changes to 
neighbOihood related uses encouraged." Ueeause of the high intensity and pronounced 
commercial attributes of the proposed MOB and the particularly low-density residential 
character of the SUTl'OUDding neighbodloo(~ the proposal fails to -meet this mandate. 

"7 

'41026 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 05-42
214



10/29/2007 17:23 FAX 202 789 6190 BEVERIDGE & DIAMOND PC 

16. The requested map change is tantamount to "spot zonhlg" in that it involves 
"wrenching a small parcel ofland from its ~vim~eut for the benefit of a sil!lgle owner 
without benefit to the public at large or the area affectecl." Daro Realty, Inc. V. District of 
Columbia Zoning Corilmission, 581 A.2c!, 295, 299. Although there will be indirect public 
benefits :from this projeCt. they are neglig.ible in comparison to the private benefits accruing 
to Sibley and are so characterized b:l APJllicant's submissions; the application involves a 
"limited" area- only a small portion of the Sibley campus is at issue; and the proposed. use 
is inconsistent with the smrounding R-1··A and R-1-B residential uses. 

17. Even if the Applicant were deemed to have met the ~ necess8I)' to authorize an 
SP-1 map change, the Applicant wol;dd S1ill have the b~ of establishing t1mt it is 
entitled to the Specinc Planned Unit Devulopment proposed. 

18. In a contested case S1Wh as this, the Applicant cannot meet its burden tbrough 
assertions and declarations, but Qtust do so throUgh the presentation of clear and convincing 
evidence. 

19. The crucial substantive standard the Applicant must satisfy is found in DCMR. 
Paragraph 2403, which states, in essence, that the anticipated benefits of the proposed PUD 
outweigh its negative impacts on the surmunding community. 

20. The Applicant has justified its proposed PUD principally on the basis of the economic 
contribution it will make to the hospital·~~ operations, stating, "The MOB helps draw and 
retain top quality physicians and strength..ms the financial position otthe hospital." 

21. Because the Applicant has not in_troduced clear and convincing evidence of the 
economic contribution the MOB will :ma.t...e to the hospital in comparison to its projected 
revenue needs. while the Applicant and o1her parties to this proceeding have introduced 
clear and convincing evidence of the signijlcat)t adverse impacts the proposed MOB on the 
community, the Applicant has fjdled to sustain its burden of proving that the public benefits 
of the proposed. PUl:> outweigh such impacts. 

22. DCMR. 2304.3 sta~ that the iJ;n.pact of the project on the SUrrounding area and the 
operation of city services and facilities shall uot be found to be unacoeptab1e, liut shall 
instead be found to be either favorable, capable of being mitigated, ot accepta\!)le given the 
quality of public benefits in the project Tbe Comm;ssion finds that the intensity cjf activity 
that the proposed PUD will introduce and jts pronounced comm~ial attributes are not 
capable ofbeing mitigated, but iDhere in tbe nature oftb.e PJ'(Jject. The reduction in the 
scale of the project recently agreed to by l~ Applicant would still leave it as the most 
intensive activity on the Sibley campus, ''ith predominantly commercial attributes, and 
impacts on the community that include 3,t;oo vehicle 1rips daily, or 360 per hour 
throughout a ten-hour work day. 

23. The PUD evaluation standar4s also re-quire that the Applicant establish that its proposal 
is "not inconsistent with the Comprehensi'Ve Plan." DCMR 2403.4. The Commission finds 
that the proposal is fUndamentally inconst'rtent with the Ward 3 Plan's ~ 
protections for this low-density residential area, including limit.atiol'lS on commerc;ial 
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development outside of existing commercial zones, and special protections for federal 
lands, MacArthur Boulevard, and the Palisades. 

24. The Commission finds that tb.e amenities proposed by the Appliaijlt are insufficient to 
offset the adverse impacts of the project un the community. 

25. Accordingly, the Commislion deniefl the Applicant's requested map change and 
Planned Unit Development. 

DBCISION 

In consideration of the Findinp of Fact iJnd Conclusions of Law contained in this Order, 
the Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia ORDERS that the application for a 
CO!l$0lidated Planned Unit Development and map amendment 'from R-S·A to SP·l for 
Square N-1448, Lot 26 be DENIED. 

The Commission on ..... ---..-..... - .,.......____.........,.... __ _. 2007, voted to deny the appHcation on a vote of 
--- ( j~ 

This Order was ADOPTED by the Zoning Commission at its public; meeting on 
________ ___. 2007, by u vote of_-_ ( ). 

In accordance with the provision of 11 DCMR. 3028, this Order shall become final and 
effective upon publication in the D.C. RcgiJter. that is on ...... ::---....... _ --------

Chairperson. 
Zoning Commission 

Jmily.R. Kress, FAIA 
Diructot, 
Qfjjce of Zoning 
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PREI.IMN.ARY STATEMENT 

1. this proceeding concerns an application for approval of a Planned Unit 
Development and related map amendme-nt, filed by Sibley Hospital (hereinafter called 
"Sibley, or the "Applicant'') seeldng to re-zone Lot 26 in Square N-1448 from R-S-A to 
SP-1 in order to constnJct a IQ.edical o:ffi,:e building on the campus of Sibley Hospital. The 
app]ica1;ion was set down for a hearing by the Zoning Commission, and was advcrised as 
involving a map amendment to SP-2 rat~er than S:P-1. 

2. The initial proposal was for C\.1nstruction of a 90-foot tall medical C)flice building 
with 130.756 gross~ feet of space, and a 750 car garage. During the course of the 
proceecting. the Applicant returned to th~ original proposal to re-zone the area to SP-1 
rather than SP-2, and now proposes to n:·zone only the location of the proposed MOB and 
parking garage tathet than the entire 20.~8 acre campus. The Applicant also reduced the 
height to 77 feet by eliminating one flour of doctors' offices, and reduQing the number of 
physicians fmm 100 to 1S. 

3. On September 20, 2006, ANC 3D voted to approve the application, subject to a 
significant reduction i.o the size of the Medical Office Building by reducing the height ftom 
90 feet to 65 feet, reducing the number c,f tloors from 7 above grade to 5 abow grade, and 
reduchtg the above-grade square footage from 130,754 to 92,624, concomitaQ.t reductions 
in parking, and the incoxporation of conditions ·into the order . 

4. Party Status was requested by ;md granted to the Sibley Neighbors for 
ReSponsible Growth (SNRG), a group m:lde up of citizens who live near the proposed PUD 
site and who presented uncontested evidence that they woUld be adversely effected by 
construction of the PUD based on the in1l'oduction of a COIIUJJ.ercial use m.to a low-density 
residential ar~ as well as increased traffic. Advisocy Neighborhood Commission 
(" ANC'') 3D was automatically granted party status. 

5. SNRG, as a party in opposition. opposed the .Applicant's proposal tUJ re-zone the 
site to SP and approve the PUD. 

6. Pursuant to notice, a public hearing was held by the Zoning Commission for the 
District of Columbia on October 12, 200€·, February 1, 2007, and Pebnwy 21,2007. 
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Fiudings of Fact 

1. Sibley Neighbo1-s fur Responsible (rrowth is lin ad hoc organization of 112 property 
o~ in Ward 3D...,. Kent, Wesley Heights. Spring Valley, and the Palisades- who 
will be sUbstantially affected by the . ~pplicant's proposed Medical Oftice BlUlding 
(MOB). 

2. Sibley Memorial Hospital (tbe "APJlticant") seeks approval of a Planned Unit 
D~lopment ("Pl,JD") and a corresponding amendment to the Zoning Map for the 
~se of constiuating on its campus a five-story. medical office building ("MOBn) 
and associated five--level, 750·space, 155,000 square foot parking facility~ The medical 
oftice building will be 65 feet tall. 

3. The medical office building will ho\lse offices, in four stories of the building, for 62 
physicians in for-profit private prac1ices. Sibley Hospital will charge tbes\, tenaiitS 
~nts at commercial rates. The pbysician~tenants will not be on the staff of Sibley 
Hospital. 

4, One additicmal story of the medical ~ffice building will bouse IPultiple retail 
enterprises. 

S. These factors give the proposed medical oftice building pronounced comm.ercia1 
mmou~. · 

6. CUrrently there is no significant contmercial ~ty on the Sibley campus. 

7. the project site is in Square N-1448, copsisting of approximately 20.48 acres ofland 
within the R-5-A zone district. Applicant is seeking to have 2.86 acres rezoned from R-
5-A to SP-1. The project site is located north of the Kent neighborhood of Ward 3 in 
Upper Northwest 

8. The Sibley CB!Jlpus is bounded by federally owned land to the north and east 
(Dalecarlia 'R.eiervoir grounds and p!II'kway), by a low-density R·l-B residential zone 
to the south, and by tbe Dalecarlia "ater treatment plant to the west, beyond which is 
land overlooking the scenic Potomac River. The land to the north and east consists of 
open space or woods. The nearest residential area to the east of the proposed MOB site 
is ~ned R-1-A. 

9. The 1998 Comprehensive Plan ofth.: National Capital, District of Columbia Elements, 
Ward 3 Plan ("W aid 3 Plan''), the plan in effect at the time the Application was :filed. 
states that Ward 3 is the lowest densiL'y ward in the District of Columbia. 

10. 1'hme is no C-3-C or C-4 commercial activitY within more than a mile of the site of the 
proposed MOB. The closest comnlet"cia.l ~is comprised of a handtb.l of 
neighborhood enterprises (dry cleant~r, restaurant, mini-mart) a half-.m.Ue distant 

11. No adjacent commercial activity thrc:.~tens the moderate-density, mixed-use character 
of Sibley Hospital or its stability. 

3 

IZJ 031 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 05-42
214



10/29/2007 17:24 PAX 202 789 8190 BEVERIDGE & DIAMOND PC 

12. The proposed MOB will not be a buffer betWeen adjoining commercial and residential 
areas. 

13. Ward .3 has several well defined hiiller intensity commeroi~ arc;u within a brief drive 
of the Sibley campus, including zono.'i on Massachusetts Avenue and New Mexico 
Avenue. both of which include medical office buildings. 

14. The medical office building will be 1he most intensive use on the Sibley eampus. 

IS. The medical o:mce building will generate a total of3a671 vehicle trips daily, roughly 
1,800 trips to the building and 1,80(l1rips leaving the builc:bg, according to Sibley 
traffic consultants. This would result in an average of approximawly 400 vehicle trips 
per holU', over a ten-hour work day. Assuming l.S passengers per vehicle, some S,OOO 
additional individuals will come to 111e Sibley campus daily, as a result of the proposed 
medical office building. 

16. Sibley Hospital js poorly served by public transportatio~. It is not lo~ on the 
Metromil system, and is served by t'llly two bus routes: the M-4 from Pinehurst Cb"cle 
(which does not run on week-endS) .md the D-3/6line from the Smdium-Annory. 

11. The traffic gen~ted by the medical office building will be twice that of a standani 
oftice building of comparable size dt:voted to other uses and will create an imiJlediate 
five percent increase in traffic in the smrounding area. Cmrently trafllc is projected to 
increase at .S percent per year. thu:; the impact of the new Sibley MOB would be the 
equivalent of 10 yeau of normal tra!tic increase. 

18. The inteisection at Dalecarlia Parkv.1ty and Loughboro Road cummly has a District of 
Columbia Department ofTransporta1ion (D-D01) level of service rating ofF. The 
level of service at the intersection will be worsened by the traffic impacts of the new 
medical office building, notwithstanding the improveJDents the Appiicam proposes to 
make to the inter$ection. 

19. Cut-~ugh traffic and abuse of parlc ing rules are currently encroadrlng on the 
adjacen.tR-1-B residential neighborlJoods {KBnt and the Palisades) aud nearby R-1-A 
residential neighborhood (Spring Valley) and will be significantly exacerbated by the 
new traffic generated by the MOB. 

20. No hospital-sponsored medical office~ building in the Dis1rlct of Columbia is adjacent 
to an R-1 residential zone. 

21. Previous medical office buildings approved by the Zoning Commission on hospital 
campuses involved significantly gre'dtei' open space or institutio.t 1lSCS bufferiDg the 
residential neighborhoods and/or S\l,ftouruii.ng areas with higher density zones. For 
~ple. the George Washington University Hospital's Medical Faculty Associates 
building is located in a split Co3-DIR-5-D zone; the lowest density ZOJ;Ie surroundiDg 
the site is R-S-D. 
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22. In relation to its setting, the impacts of the Sibley MO:P wUl be significantly more 
pronounced than the MOB' cases ~:vioQ,Sly decided by the Commission. The facility is 
more commercial in its activities thug· other blUld,ings ~pproved by the COmmission 
and the SUIIOunding area is lower in density than was trae in these cases. Ibe zoning 
issues presented by the Applicant's proposed MOB a:p ~ore unique. 

23. The central public benefit identified by the Applicant that will result from the 
requested PUD and map change is that, "the MOB helps chaw and retain top quality 
physicians and strengthens the :tina:ncial position of the hospital" {Applicant's 
"Revised Plans," October 16, 2006. p. 16.) These benefits are principally economic in 
nature and intended tQ advance the interests of Sibley Hospital. 

24. The community SeiVed by Sibley Hospital is adequately served by existlng medical 
office buildings. 

25. Sibley has one of the highest operati11g n~argins of any hospital in th~ District of 
Columbia. 

26. Sibley possesses more than $400 million in cash. and cash equivalents. 

27. The record of this proceeding does IIJ)t include a projection of the Applicant's revenues 
and expenditures demonstrating tha1 it requires~ ~me from the medi,cal oftice 
building in order to remain solvent 211d to be able to continue its services to the 
community. 

28. The Applicant has testified that a medical o:ftiee building of the size now proposed Will 
not be profitable. It states that it has reexamined this issue and now believes that the 
facility can make an adequate tetlim on i~vesttnent, but offetS no substantiating 
evidence. 

29. The record in this proceeding does nut include projections of the anticipated net 
revenue from the proposed medical•:-ffice building so as to demonstrate t1i1at it will 
"strengthen the :finaD.cial position of 1 be hospital" or that the benefits from its operation 
will offset the impu.cts on the co:tmn1Jnity. 

30. Physicians whose practices are hous~d in the MOB will pay significantly higher 
malptactice insurance premiums 1:4., those whose principal offi~ are in Maryland. 

31. Applicant will not be able to pre-lea.~e all of the physician-office space MOB before 
consauction. · 

32. No community hospital in the area w believed to have an MOB as large as that 
proposed by the Applicpnt. 

33. Most community hospitals in the arecL have MOBs off-campus in zones permitting 
commercial activity. 
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34. There a:re six medical office buildin&~'i within2.5 miles of Sibley Hospital. All are in 
commercially zoned districts. The Sibley MOB would be the first to be allowed in a 
residential zone. 

35. The ~ce of a heiipad in the middle of Little Palls Road, which road Will 
~mmodate most ofthe 4~000 daily vehicle trips caused by the MOB, is inconsistent 
with DDOT practice and unprecedented in the District of Columbia. Applicant has 
pledged to move the beljpad to a nerw location and to assist Q1 the upgr~ of Little 
Falls Road to facilitate the reditectino. of bus traftlc to be mosdy behind the hospital 

36. there are no mitigation JXleasures tbllt can adequately address the adverse impacts on 
adjacent R-1 residential properties that woUld result if Sibley were allowed to exceed 
its current zoning. Furthermore, Sibl.uy has failed to fully comply with the mitiption 
measures reqUired in the BZA Ordet 16654, ianuary~ 2001 for the Sibley oncology 
center zoning variance. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Sections 500.1, 500.2, and 500.3 oftl1e Zoning Regulatioi)S set forth the essential 
requirmnents for designating areas as SP··l districts. 

2. An essential element for establishment of an SP-1 district is that the district serve as a 
protective zone, or buffer, against intensive commercial development that threatens a 
mixed use residential area. 

3. The area proposed for designation as SP-1 fails to n1eet this essential criterion because 
no commercial activity threateJ)s the area to be protected by the SP-1 zone. 

4. The 1998 Comprehensive Plan of the "lational Capital, District of Columbia Elements, 
Ward 3 Plan ("Ward '3 Plan'') in force at ~he time the application was .filed is the District of 
Columbia Comprehensive Plan tbat applies to this Application. 

5. The proposed map cllange must be considered ln the context of the Ward 3 Pl~ to 
which the Co~sion must give great a•lf'ere!J.ce. 

6. the Plan's fundamental goal is to protect the low-density residential character of Ward 
3, a point that is reiterated in numerous suctions of the Plan. Many elements of the 2006 

7. The Ward 3 Plan identifies the Iow-dc~nsity residential character of Ward 3 E1_S the 
Ward's ''outstanding characteristic." Becn.U$e the proposed SP-1 zone is being sought by 
Sibley Hospital and would be a part ofth~ Sibley Hospital campus, it is inherCntly illogical 
for 1he Commission to inquire whether the proposed rezoning would be inconsistent with 
other uses pe:rm:itted under the R-5-A zoning on the campus site, since it must be presumed 
that the hospital would not seek to .injure itself by undertaking such inconsistent aotivi1;ies. 
Accotdingly, the appropriate inqUiry for tb.e COlJlJDission is wheth~rthe proposed SP-1 
map change is inconsistent with the low-density residential character of the community 
smrounding the Sibley Hospital cam:pus .. not with uses on the Hospital campus itself. 
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8. The fact that the Applicant is proposing to re~zone the area from a residential to the SP 
zone reflects the inescapable fact 1hat th;· MOB is a commercial use that is incoDSistent 
with the curtem residential zoning of the site, and could not be approved as an accessory 
use to the hospital so long as the hospital is zoned residential 

9. Recopzing the inherently commercial nature of a medical ofl:ice building, the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment has refused a request construct a Medical Office Building in an R-4 
district providing office space for 15 physicianS· as an accessory use to the capitol Hill 
Hospital. See Application 13779 ofC & P Building Limited Partnership (June 14, 1983). 

10. The fact that the Commission has iD the past approved a PUD and SP re-zoning to 
allow the coustnwtion of a medical offiN building on the Wubington HoSpital Center 
campus does not provide a precedent for tbis case. That MOB was located within the 
Washington Hospital Center's 39-acre co3mpus, which is served by several ~or arterial 
roadways and uugor bus routes, and the tdgher density ~dential neighborhood is 
completely buffered by significant open :-.;lace areas, including the McMillan Reservoir 
site, the U.S. Soldiers and Ainnan's honJe, and the Veteran's Administration Hospital. For 
that reason, there was no community or A.NC opposition to the re-zoning and PUD request. 
Here, by contrast, the opposition by the ..:ommunity reflects the fact tbat Sibl~ Hospital, 
unlike Wasbiugton Hospital Centel', is a much smaller campus that dhectly abuts a stable, 
low ciensity residential neighborhood and is very poorly served by public transit. 

11. Because of the novel fact setting, the Commission must undertake a ca:efW evaluation 
of the competing institutional and CODD.Durcial aspects of the prQposed facility. 

12. Whether considered "institutional" or ~commercial," the proposed MOB constitutes 
"economic activity,'' witbiil the terms of tlle Ward 3 Plan, a matter beyond dispute given 
that Applicant has justified the MOB on 1he basis of the economic contribution it will make 
to the Hospital's fiscal well-being. 

13. The Ward 3 Plan calls upon the Commission to evaluate new ecouomic activity in 
terms of"compatibility and potential ad"erse ililpac.;ts on neighborhoods." 

14. The Ward 3 Plan, section 1401.3, dedares that, '~Ccmunercial use should not be 
introduced into areas where none is presl!nt. ••• " Ojven that the MOB would represent the 
most intensive use on the Sibley campus, would have traffic impacts equal to 12 years of 
normal traffic growth, would have impac:t:.'> double that of a-commerciai office building. and 
has pronounced commercial attributes, tbe proposed MOB is inconsistent witll t:he Ward 3 
Plan. 

IS. Section 1409.1.f of the Ward 3 Plan calls upon the Com:mission to be particularly 
attentiVe to activities on the Sibley campus that might go beyond those CUI'I'elltly 
authprized, stating that "expansion should be care~y controlled and changes to 
neighborhood related uses encouraged." I ~ecause of the high intensity and pronounCed 
commercial attributes of the proposed M(lB and t,he particularly low~ :cesidential 
character of the ~tUUfing neighborhood, the propos~ fails to meet this mandate. 
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16. The requested map change is tantaDtount to "spot zoning" ii1 that it involves 
"wrencbiug a small parcel of land from :.ts environinent for the benefit of a single owner 
without benefit to the public at latge or the area affected." Dato Realty, Inc. v: District of 
COlumbia Zoning CC)Dlmission, 581 A.2[~ 295. 299. Although there will be indirect public 
benefits fto!J) this project. they ate negli€•ible in comparison to the private benefits accruing 
to Sibl.ey and Cill'e so characterized in Applicant's submissions; the applicatio.Q ,Uwolves a 
"limited" area "!' only a small portion of me Sibley campus is at issue; and the proposed use 
is inconsistent with the SUil'Ounding R-1-A and R·l-B residential uses. 

17. Even if the Applicant were deemed l o have met the' standards necessary to authorize an 
SP-1 map clvmge, tbe Applicant would still t.ve the burden of establishing that it is 
entitled to the specific Planned Unit De\·l:lop{llel).t proposed. 

18. In a contested case such as this, the t\pplicant cannot meet its burden through 
assertions and declarations, but must do m> through the presentation of clear and convincing 
evidence. 

l9. The ~ial su~tive standard the A.ppli~t must •fy is found in DCMR. 
Pa:ragmph 2403, which states, in essence. that the anticipated benefits of the proposed PUD 
outweigh its negative impacts on the surrounding community. 

20. The Applicant has jUstified its _propo~ed PUD principally on the basis of the economic 
contribution it wiU make tQ the hospital'!· operations, stating, "The MOB help~ draw and 
~top quality physicians and strengthens the financial positiqn of1;be hospital." 

21. Because the Applicant has not introduced clear and convincing evidence of the 
economic contribution the MOB will make to the hospital in comparison to its projected 
revenue needs, while the Applicant and l)ther parties to this proceeding have introduced 
clear and convincing evidelice oft;he s~U1cant adverse impacts the propose4 MOB on the 
COIDIDllllity, the Applicant has failed to st~ its burden ofp:ov.ing that the public benefits 
qftb.e proposed PUD outweigh such impacts. 

22. DCMR. 2304.3 states that the impact •lfthe project on the surrounding area and the 
operation of city services and facilities sl'lall not be found to be unaCceptable. but shall 
iDstead be found to be either favomble~ c:ipable of being mitigated, or acceptable given the 
quality of public benefits in the project. 'll1e Commission finds tbat the iirtensity of activity 
that the proposed PUD will introduce and its pronounced CO:Dll)lercial ~butes are not 
capable ofbeing Jldtigated, but inhere in the nature of the pmjec;t. The reduction in the 
scale of the project rcccnUy ~to by the Applicant would still leave i• as the most 
in.WVe activity on the Sibley campus. with predominantly ~mmercial attributes, and 
impacts on the community that include 3:600 vehicle trips daily, or 360 per hour 
throughout a ten-hour work day. 

23. The PUD evalua1ion ~ also r~ quire that the Applicant establish that its proposal 
is "not inconsistent with the Comprehent;~ve Plan." DCMR 2403.4. The CommisSion finds 
that the lJI'Oposal is fundamentally incoru1i.stent with the Ward 3 Plan's extr:aoniinary 
protections for this low-density residen1ial area, including limitations on commercial 
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development outside of existing COIDII_lercial zones, and special protections for federal 
lands, MacArthut Boulevard, and the Palisades. 

24. The Commission finds that the amenities proposed by the Applicant are insufficient to 
oft;et the adverse impacts of the project on the (;ODUJIUJ]ity. 

25. Accordingly, the Commis$ion denie~. the Applicant's requested map change and 
Plalmed Unit Pevelopment 

DECISION 

In consideration of the Findings ofFact and Conclusions of Law contained in this Order, 
the Zoning Commission for the ~ict l)f Columbia ORDERS that the applicat;ion for a 
consolidated Planned Unit Development and map amendment from R-5-A to SP-1 for 
Square N-1448, Lot 26 be DENIED. 

The Commission l)n ---........---· .• 2007, voted to deny the application on a vote of 
--- ( ). 

This Order was ADOPTED by the Zonialg Comlliission at its public meeting :on 
---------~ 2007, by a vote of ___ ( ). 

In accordance with the provision of 11 J)C:MR 3028, this Order shall *ome final and 
effective upon publication in the D.C. Jt.Jgister, that is on----------

Chaixpmon, 
Zoning Commission 

Tecrny R.l<ress, FAIA 
D)r'ectot, 
Ortice of Zoning 
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