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MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Samia Byrd, Principal Planner, Arlington County 

From: Matthew G. Roberts, Esq., Bean, Kinney & Korman, P.C. 

Cc: John Kusturiss, Penzance; Erik Gutshall, Planning Commission 

Date: January 6, 2017 

RE: Applicant responses to SP #445, SPRC 3 Comments 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 At the close of SPRC #3, the SPRC members and public offered multiple comments for 

the Applicant’s review and consideration.  Below are our responses.  We are happy to discuss 

these issues with the SPRC members further as needed. 

 

Transportation 

 

1. The Applicant should review the East Building bike room access to 18th street. Could 

doors be eliminated to provide easier access to the bike room? 

In response to this comment, the Applicant reviewed bike room access in the East Building and 

made multiple changes to improve access, including moving and eliminating doors.  Please refer 

to Slide A2 of the Applicant’s presentation for further discussion.   

2. While the current access locations are consistent with the WRAPS plan, it would be 

better to have the front door to the Condo tower on 18th with access to loading off of N. 

Pierce.   

The Applicant’s review of the site plan layout indicates loading facing the park would create a 

less desirable park space. The Applicant understands the concern regarding loading bays along 

18th Street and has worked to minimize number of loading bays on 18th street.   

3. Concern was expressed regarding illegal parking at the fire department access drive on 

18th St. 

 

The Applicant will provide information during SPRC #4 on the gated access to this fire 

department access drive.  The Applicant has thoroughly discussed the location of the access drive 

and access issues with ACFD, and ACFD is in agreement with the current proposal and has 

officially sent written approval of the schematic design. 

 

4. Provide turning radius drawings (AUTOTURN) for the fire engine turn into access lane. 

Comment is noted.  Please refer to Slide A4 of the Applicant’s presentation for further discussion. 

5. SPRC would like to review parking ratios. 

The Applicant is working with Staff to establish the appropriate parking ratios and will provide 

additional detail at SPRC # 4. 
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Landscape 

6. SPRC members requested applicant review the recently proposed park design further and 

provide feedback about the amount of hardscape and the location of park elements in 

relationship to the applicant buildings. 

The Applicant will incorporate the County approved park design.  Per the approved Development 

Agreement between the Applicant and Arlington County, the Applicant is required to construct 

the park design approved by Arlington County.  The County intends to discuss the park design 

approved by Arlington County further as part of the WRAP Implementation SPRC on January 9th.  

7. SPRC members requested the Applicant provide an exhibit that identifies nearby outdoor 

locations currently available for dog use.  Several SPRC members expressed their desire 

that dogs are not allowed to be walked within Rosslyn Highlands Park.  It was also 

requested that the Applicant clarify the proposed pet policies for the residential towers 

and whether dog facilities are being planned for in each tower’s amenities. 

The Applicant will incorporate the County approved park design.  The Applicant will direct 

residents to park rules and regulations, along with maps indicating neighboring parks and running 

trails encouraging resident use, via the building website.  See Exhibit A. 

8. Some SPRC members discussed the use of alternative street materials, such as pavers. 

 

The Applicant will study the utility of using special paving.  The Applicant believes pattern or 

paving could be appropriate at the crosswalks. 

 

9. SPRC members felt the walkway was not at all like a park, but a circulation zone.  For 

example, no benches and no trees are shown. 

The Applicant will incorporate the County approved park design.  Please see Question 6 for 

further discussion. 

10. SPRC members asked about lighting at the park and the effects on residents’ experiences 

in the buildings. 

 

The Applicant will incorporate the County approved park design.  However, the Applicant has 

designed its units with shades and related low-light transmission mechanisms appropriate for 

residential units in urban environments.  Please see Question 6 for further discussion.   

 

11. SPRC members requested an ADA plan of the park showing the accessible route, as well 

as school entrances and circulation paths from various points. 

 

The Applicant will incorporate the County approved park design.  Please see Question 6 for 

further discussion. 
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Urban Design and Architecture 

12. The SPRC requested that the Applicant provide further information regarding the East 

Building setbacks. 

The Applicant will provide additional visuals during SPRC #4 to clarify East Building 

architectural setbacks.  Please refer to Slides A10 and A11 of the Applicant’s presentation for 

further discussion. 

13. SPRC members requested the Applicant review the West Building ground floor design to 

see if its integration with the adjacent park design could be improved, particularly as to 

material selection. 

The Applicant feels the current design appropriately responds to the known park design.  The 

West Building incorporates a 3’ deep linear canopy to the north, providing potential shelter and 

pedestrian scale. Its retail and amenity uses wrap to the west to visually activate the park, along 

with the bike room to the north. The west façade incorporates a landscape inspired stepping 

profile enhanced with planting along its edge. In terms of specific materials, the park design is 

still being developed and refined, but appears to be primarily concrete surfaces per the SD design.  

The Applicant can further discuss with the SPRC how the West Building design responds to the 

park, as necessary.  

14. SPRC members are concerned about the appearance of the loading doors.   

The Applicant will present loading door design options that are currently under consideration, 

such as a panelized door with opaque glass.  This would be visually similar to the proposed 

loading doors on the fire station.  Please refer to Slide A12 of the Applicant’s presentation for 

further discussion.  

15. It was requested that staff and the Applicant study whether stringing lights across North 

Pierce Street or the linear park was possible. 

Given the location of the loading and garage entrances along North Pierce Street, the Applicant 

feels the street cannot be appropriately used as a festival space.  The Applicant will explore 

whether ornamental/accent street lights at crosswalks could be used with DES staff, which would 

encourage use of the crosswalk from the retail elevator to park. The Applicant will construct the 

lighting per the approved county park design. 

16. SPRC members requested further information about the anticipated retail program for the 

larger retail space within the East Building. 

The Applicant intends for the space to be used for neighborhood serving retail, but specific 

tenants have not been identified at this time. Per the West Rosslyn Area Plan, retail frontage on 

Wilson Blvd is prioritized, with retail along Pierce being secondary and flexible in use. 
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17. Using balconies in sets of three (3) on the East Building’s east façade was questioned by 

an SPRC member.  

The Applicant believes this architectural choice adds an interesting visual expression to the 

eastern façade.  It is consistent with balcony groupings on the East Building’s North Pierce Street 

Façade.  Breaking the balconies into groups, generally, provides relief to balcony stacking and 

provides added visual interest to the facades.  The Applicant can discuss the thinking behind this 

choice further with the SPRC as needed.     

18. SPRC members asked the applicant to provide the balcony size/depth, and the amount of 

square feet provided by the balcony space. 

The size of the balconies varies across the face of the buildings, both in terms of length and depth.  

In general, however, balconies are 6 feet deep to meet the West Rosslyn Area Plan guidance 

regarding the provision of usable balconies, particularly on the West Building.  The Applicant’s 

balcony design and use are consistent with the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance’s definitions 

for “enclosure” and “gross floor area,” as well as County policy on balcony enclosure.  Please 

refer to Slide A13 of the Applicant’s presentation for further discussion. 

19. SPRC member would like to see greater tapering of the West Building towards the 

school.  May wish to note school is not using full max height granted. 

The Applicant can review stepped massing.  Most immediately, however, a revision to the 

building design that prevents full utilization of the height envisioned by the West Rosslyn Area 

Plan would require a larger overall building footprint.  In turn, this would negatively impact the 

total area available for public space, particularly the public park.  Please refer to Slide A18 of the 

Applicant’s presentation for further discussion. 

20. SPRC member encouraged the Applicant to ensure the front doors to the tower lobbies 

are prominent and easily identifiable and had concerns over recessing lobby entrances.   

The Applicant’s intent is to provide highly visible lobby entrances, by incorporating maximum 

glass, multi-story scale, and visual interest on the building interior.  The Applicant believes 

setting back the lobby entrances is in line with good planning and architectural practice to provide 

a distinction between retail and lobby entrances.  Further, recessing the lobbies protects them 

from the elements. 

21. SPRC member requested the Applicant show views of 18th Street from pedestrian point 

of view. 

The applicant can discuss at SPRC 4 as needed. 

22. SPRC member asked for additional operational information regarding school and 

development traffic 

The Applicant defers to Arlington Public Schools regarding school operations.  The Applicant has 

worked closely with APS staff throughout this process and intends to further cooperate with APS 

should issues arise.  The County intends to discuss this issue further as part of the WRAP 

Implementation SPRC on January 9th. 
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23. SPRC member requested clarification regarding tree pit size and their proposed design. 

The Applicant is providing a continuous soil panel. Please refer to Slides A7 and A8 of the 

Applicant’s presentation for further discussion. 

24. SPRC member asked for further information regarding garage vent size and locations 

The Applicant will clarify as needed during SPRC # 4. 

25. SPRC asked the applicant to consider three (3) bedroom apartments. 

The Applicant studied the SPRC committee’s request and has agreed to reduce the unit count in 

the West building from 351 units to 331.  This new layout introduces 3 bedrooms units into the 

West Building in an effort to ensure housing accommodations are provided to households of all 

sizes in Arlington.   

26. The SPRC discussed the need to coordinate move-in and delivery schedules to avoid 

conflicts with school drop-offs.   

As part of the building programming, move-in times will be scheduled prior to the move-in date.  

Other building programming, such as trash delivery and loading, will also be scheduled and 

adhered to by building management via guidelines provided by building ownership.  

27. A request was made to clarify whether the WRAP plan contemplated one (1) or two (2) 

towers on the East portion of the site. 

The West Rosslyn Area Plan’s illustrative graphics indicated two towers; however, this concept 

was not explicitly described or recommended in the body of the Plan.  The Applicant has 

reviewed this option and determined it would result in more required building service at ground 

level (ex. cores, loading, back of house). Ultimately, given the site constraints, it would limit the 

availability of retail space and increase loading frontage. Further, to accommodate this loss of 

area and continue to realize the Plan goals, the buildings would require increased building 

footprints.  This would result in less light and air along North Pierce St. compared to the 

Applicant’s current proposal. 

28. Sustainability to be covered at next meeting 

The Applicant will address its sustainability measures at SPRC #4. 

 

 


