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About this Document  
This document contains all the comments recieved as a part of the first Site Plan Review Committee’s online 
engagement #2 for the Courthouse Landmark Block project between October 26 – November 1, 2020. The comments 
are sorted by the topics that were highlighted in this. All comments beyond those topics are in the Other Comments 
section. In order to sort of the comments by topic, some comments have been split and included in multiple tables. 
Use the table of contents to easily jump to a particular section or click on the “Return to Table of Contents” link at 
the bottom of each page to return to the first page of this document. 
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Responses to Common Topics  
The following topics received similar comments and questions from various individuals. Staff have combined multiple comments into single responses 
to streamline the feedback received and responses provided. 
 

 Transportation 
1. Protected bike lanes  

 
Staff Response: DES staff and the applicant are working together to ensure that the highest level of bicycle facilities on the streets 
surrounding the site will be provided through this project, and will ensure that the guidelines of the bicycle element of the MPT (as 
amended in 2019) are adhered to. Greater detail on this will be given at the SPRC meeting on 7 December 2020.  

 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant shares the community’s interest in promoting safe travel for cyclists. The Applicant also appreciates 
all comments received on this topic and agrees that the project and surrounding street network should be as friendly to cyclists as possible. 
The Applicant’s design team will continue to work with County Staff to make best use of the available right-of-way in a safe and efficient 
manner. Additionally, the Applicant notes that it is providing substantial commitments to bicycle infrastructure with its proposed project, 
including providing a 1:1 ratio of bicycle parking spaces to units, bicycle racks, and bicycle storage.  

 
2. Bike lane connectivity 
 
Staff Response: All of the bicycle lanes being delivered through this project will provide direct connectivity to the existing bicycle network, 
in some cases providing or completing “missing links”, and in other cases upgrading a lane to a higher level of protection. 
 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant’s response to Comment 1 is incorporated herein. As noted, we will continue to work with Staff on this 
issue. 
 

 Urban Design: Streetscape, Landscape, and Façades 
 

1. Streetscape materials and design of pedestrian promenade and 15th Street N. 
 
Staff Response: Generally, the design of the N. Uhle St promenade is consistent with the guidance of the Courthouse Square Addendum. 
The one exception being that the Addendum calls for a linear promenade, however, due to an underground transformer vault, the 
proposed promenade has a slight jag in its shape to accommodate for the underground vault. Given that this jag is minor in size and 
appearance, staff does not have concerns with this aspect of the promenade. The applicant will provide updates regarding streetscape 
materials and landscaping details at the SPRC meeting. 
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Applicant Response:  The Applicant will include in its live SPRC engagement presentation additional renderings and images of the Uhle 
Street Promenade, including better representations of materials. Additional programming is possible, and the Applicant will work with 
County staff following site plan approval to refine its options for public art. The Applicant will also explore the design and content for 
historic markers and exhibits with Historic Preservation Staff. 

 
1. Landscaping and Plantings in the Promenade 
 
Staff Response: As with all site plan projects, specific tree and shrub plantings will be determined and verified at the time of the final 
Landscape Plan submission. These details will be in accordance with the County’s plans and policies for landscaping and plantings, as well 
as any additional guidance as provided in the Courthouse Square Addendum.  
 
Applicant Response:  Additional renderings and additional details for the Uhle Street Promenade have been provided in the materials 
posted for the live SPRC engagement session.   
 
2. Retail Frontage and Façade/Streetscape Designs 

 
Staff Response: Staff has asked the applicant to provide more detail showing the proposed retail facades and anticipates revisions to be 
shown at the SPRC meeting. As for the streetscape designs, the proposal generally conforms with the Courthouse Square Addendum’s 
guidance for the street frontages surrounding the block, with the exception of N. Courthouse Road, where more detail could be provided 
to ensure this frontage has adequate sidewalk activation from the retail space on the corner of N. Courthouse Rd and Clarendon Blvd. 
With the parking and loading access occurring from N. Courthouse Rd, it will be important to ensure that this frontage is not void of 
pedestrian activity.   
 
Applicant Response:  Additional retail frontage and façade/streetscape details/renderings been provided in the materials posted for the 
live SPRC engagement session.  These include new retail frontage designs. 

 
 Sustainability 

 
4. LEED certification plus other green building requirements proposed/possible 

 
Staff Response: Sustainability is a priority recommendation of the Courthouse Square Addendum, and therefore is a priority for this 
project. DES Green Building staff have been working with the applicant to explore way to improve the project’s sustainability measures 
beyond the commitment to LEED Gold, which may include aspects of LEED Platinum, Zero Carbon, or the Arlington Priority credits outlined 
in the Green Building Bonus Density Incentive Policy. These additional requirements above LEED Gold will be factored into the community 
benefits package, which is still being considered. Several of the technical sustainability components that have been suggested in the 
comments are either a part of the LEED Gold requirement or have been considered but were found to not be viable options for this 
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project. Many of these suggestions will be included in the County’s revised version of the Green Building Bonus Density Incentive Policy, 
which will go before the County Board in December, so we will likely see these green building techniques and enhancements incorporated 
into future site plan projects. 
 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant can commit to pursuing LEED Gold and additional green building elements that are tied to the County’s 
Community Energy Plan (“CEP”).  LEED Platinum Certification could include various LEED credits that are not targeted at the goals in the 
CEP.  The Applicant believes it is more effectual to target energy efficiency, enhanced stormwater, and green roof elements, as well as 
additional electric vehicle charging stations and infrastructure.  The Applicant has also utilized staff’s proposed revisions to the Green 
Building Incentive Program as a guide.   

 
 Community Benefits 

5. Aspects of Courthouse Square Addendum goals to consider: Courthouse Square open space, extension of promenade further south, 
Memorial Grove 

 
Staff Response: Updates on potential community benefits will be discussed at the SPRC meeting. The Courthouse Square Addendum 
prioritizes pedestrian and transit connectivity and circulation, sustainability, and open space, which therefore have been the main 
priorities for off-site improvements surrounding the Landmark block. The applicant will receive additional density in exchange for 
providing these off-site improvements.  
 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant will continue to work with staff on its community benefits package.  
 

 
6. Affordable Housing – on-site units vs fund contribution 

 
Staff Response: The Courthouse Square Addendum prioritizes pedestrian and transit connectivity and circulation, sustainability, and open 
space in regard to Landmark Block redevelopment, and therefore, those aspects have been prioritized within the community benefits 
package. However, Arlington County has long upheld a strong commitment to providing affordable housing as a part of site plan projects. 
It is possible that the community benefits package will include affordable housing components above the standard site plan contribution 
amount. 
 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant continues to refine its approach to affordable housing and will work with staff to finalize the project’s 
community benefits package.  Regardless of the composition of the community benefits package, the Applicant will be obligated to satisfy 
the affordable housing contribution required for the project’s base density.  This would likely be in the form of a significant contribution 
to the AHIF. 
 
7. Preservation of historic façade  
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Staff Response: The Investment Building façade has seen several revisions since the beginning of the public review process. Staff continues 
to work with the applicant to ensure the final design meets the standards of the County’s façade preservation practices while also 
integrating nicely with the new building. Revised drawings of the façade will be shown at the SPRC meeting.  
 
Applicant Response:  The Applicant has considered comments from staff, the community, and the HALRB on its historic preservation 
efforts, and has incorporated this feedback into a revised design which will be posted concurrent with this response. 

 
 Other 
 

1. Zipcar Parking Spaces 
 

Applicant Response:  Staff has stated that the referenced parking spaces will be replaced on nearby streets. 
 

2. Bird Friendly Glass 
 

Applicant Response:  In an effort to reduce reflectiveness of the proposed building, as well as bird injury and death due to in- flight 
collisions with buildings, the Applicant will work with staff on design elements at appropriate heights.  The Applicant is actively researching 
glazing options that will accomplish this goal. 

 
3. Strayer Building Parking 

 
Applicant Response:  The owner of the Strayer building owns the entire block, with the exception of the County parcel (which the Applicant 
is proposing to purchase with this project). The Applicant will have a ground lease with the owner.  The owner has filed a minor site plan 
amendment to eliminate the requirement for the portion of the block included within the application limits in order to provide parking 
spaces to non-Strayer office tenants in the Strayer building.  There currently are no such tenants and the spaces are not being used.  In 
the future, we will coordinate parking given our business relationship. 
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SPRC Member Comments 
 
*Please see the ‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 for staff and applicant responses. 
 

Transportation & Streetscape 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project 

Transportation Comments Responses 

T-1 Elizabeth Morton 
 

SPRC – 
Planning 
Commission 
(Project Chair) 

TRANSPORTATION 
The pandemic has opened up our eyes about lots of potential uses for 
the sidewalk and the street, and it would be good to think creatively and 
proactively about making sure a wide variety of non-vehicular uses  (pop-
ups, sidewalk dining, recreation, etc.) can be accommodated throughout 
the project, especially on the Promenade and 15th St.. Our concept 
who/what needs to  “share” street may need to be expanded. 
 
15th St: 
I'm excited about the potential of the shared street.  I feel it’s essential to 
eliminate the entrance to the parking lot on 15th St. to achieve the 
sector plan’s vision of creating “walkable streetscapes that are the 
fundamental elements of lively place making” and truly “provid[e] 
priority to pedestrian[s] and promote[e] safety.”  The entrance provides 
unnecessary vehicular-pedestrian conflicts and can be accommodated 
elsewhere. 
 
I have some concerns about the interrupted dedicated bike lane on 15th 
St. and hope staff can keep working to find a solution like, e.g. 
elimination of street parking. 
 
Promenade: 
The promenade is presented as a “transformative” community benefit; 
although it is appreciated and will be a great asset, the renderings have 
not convinced me that it will be “transformative.” The sector plan talks 
about lively placemaking and a major “gateway, “should reinforce a 
sense of arrival, etc.  Could more design elements be added to reinforce 
this sense of a distinctive gateway?  It’s hard to tell without materials 
samples but right now the “special” paving patterns, landscape design, 
etc. do not seem that distinctive.   
 
It’s important to not think about the promenade in isolation from the 
facade of the adjacent building since that relationship is critical to its 
success as a true community benefit.  The facade should be unique, 
active and transparent on at least the first few floors without, e.g. vents 
marring the pedestrian experience. There seems to be some difference 

Staff Response: 15th Street: 
We have been challenged and queried on the 
design for 15th Street North, and whether its 
design meets the vision for a shared street that 
was foreseen in the sector plan. That is 
something that we can discuss at SPRC. 
Here are some of the questions and comments 
we have received: 
--the driveway into the existing parking lot 
should be relocated, as its placement 
encourages traffic, and conflicts with 
pedestrians and cyclists, as well as with transit 
vehicles. Our staff agrees with this and is 
actively working with the County Manager and 
the applicant to see if such an improvement can 
be done as an offsite improvement for this 
project. 
--allocation of separate spaces for vehicles, 
cyclists, and pedestrians does not seem 
consistent with the concept of a shared street.  
--Similarly, a too narrow sidewalk (7’) on the 
south side of 15th Street also approaches the 
same concept that uses are being apportioned 
instead of truly “shared” 
Additionally, there are questions as to whether 
the environment of 15th Street will be curbless, 
and if there will be a use of non-asphalt 
materials. I think that all of these comments are 
worthy of a larger discussion among the SPRC 
group. We have the vision and the documents in 
front of us, as well as the applicant’s proposal, 
and we can discuss how to reconcile those. 
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of opinion about the massing requirements for the facade facing the 
promenade and I’d like some clarification on that. 
 

Applicant Response:  Thank you  

T-2 Chris Slatt 
 

Site Plan Review 
Committee 
member for this 
project 
 

1) I have major concerns about the lack of protection on the Clarendon 
Blvd bike lane along this site's frontage.  Clarendon Blvd in this stretch is 
designated as a Primary Bicycling Corridor in the Bicycle Element of the 
MTP.  The MTP describes the Primary Bicycling Corridors as "the most 
important routes for bicycle travel" and indicates that they "should have 
the highest priority for bicycle facility improvement". If this stretch isn't 
able to be made into a low-stress (protected) facility now as part of this 
redevelopment, I do not see how it could be done in my lifetime. 
 
Space does not appear to be an issue here as the buffer is already 
accounted for and the center median is being widened further than 
seems strictly necessary. 
 
I know there is a feeling amongst some transportation staff that a single 
block of protected bike lane isn't "worth it".  I have never heard that 
sentiment echoed from other transportation cyclists.  They (and I) are 
grateful for every meter of protection we can get.  It's one more block 
where we can relax a little.  It's one more block that won't be blocked by 
parked cars.   
 
2) The improvements to Wilson Blvd along this stretch look fantastic.  
The sidewalk widening is much needed and the bike lane protection is a 
great extension of the work done to the east coming up the hill. 
 
3) I strongly support protected bike lanes in both directions of N 
Courthouse Road.  I am unclear if that is what is actually proposed.  
Dennis indicates that raised cycletracks will be built for both the "north 
and south" in his video presentation, but the plan-view slide shown and 
the cross section in the deck only appear to show a raised protected bike 
lane in the south-bound direction coupled with a standard painted bike 
lane northbound which would also get new on-street parking conflicts..  
Additionally, I would like confirmation that "color, pavement markings, 
textured surfaces, landscaping, or other furnishings" will be used to 
"discourage pedestrian use of the cycle zone" as recommended by 
NACTO for flush sidewalk-level PBLs.   
 
If additional space is needed in order to swap the north-bound bike lane 
with the parking to provide protection, I believe an 8' sidewalk would be 
sufficient along the project's Courthouse Rd frontage.  Another option to 
consider might be moving to a 2-way PBL on the west side.  Given the 
County's control of the currently parking, eventually park parcel on the 
west side coupled with the relatively likelihood of a Verizon Building 
redevelopment, the west side of N Courthouse may be the easiest place 

Staff Response:  
Clarendon Boulevard: 
The MTP bicycle element was amended in 
2019. Here is the language for Clarendon and 
Wilson Boulevards: 
  
3-19: Wilson Boulevard/Clarendon Boulevard 
Enhanced Bicycle Facilities: Upgrade the 
existing bicycle facilities on Wilson and 
Clarendon boulevards to provide more 
separation of bicyclists from motor vehicle 
traffic in the Rosslyn, Courthouse, and 
Clarendon areas. Link with an enhanced 
bikeway on Fairfax Drive to provide a lower-
stress bicycle route east-west through the 
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor and across the 
center of Arlington. (1.4 miles). 
  
We believe that the applicant will be able to 
revise the design to accommodate the 
separation and the protection, as directed by 
the MTP guidance. 
  
Wilson Boulevard:  
Thank you. 
  
North Courthouse Road: 
MTP 2019 amendment language: 
3-17: Courthouse Road Bicycle Facility: 
Extension and potential upgrade of the bicycle 
lanes on Courthouse Road between 14th 
Street and Clarendon/Wilson Boulevards. (0.4 
mile) 
  
The applicant is providing a raised protected 
bicycle lane on the west side of Courthouse 
Road. On the east side, a dedicated 
northbound lane will be provided. The MTP 
guidance will thus be met or exceeded. 
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to retrofit bike facilities that can actually reach the Arlington Blvd Trail. 
 
4) While "curbless", the remainder of the design of 15th, which continues 
to delineate separate spaces for cars, bikes and pedestrians, does not 
seem to fit with the shared street concept outlined in the planning 
guidance.   
 
5) While I strongly support SOME outdoor dining along the Uhle St 
Promenade, the design as depicted appears to be absolutely dominated 
by it, providing no visual interest that is not generated by commercial 
activity.  This block of the promenade would greatly benefit from public 
art, unique landscaping or some other item that is not "watching other 
people eat". 
 
6) I am concerned about the new sawtooth bus bays on 15th Street.  
Numerous cyclists have had negative interactions with transit vehicles at 
the sawtooth bus bays in the Crystal City Multimodal Center on 18th St S 
and there is a belief that bus drivers do not have a good view of cyclists 
when pulling out of these sawtooth bus bays.  This seems especially 
concerning with the middle bus bay that is situated in the middle of the 
curve.  Do staff feel that this bus bay design adequately protects cyclist 
safety? 

  
15th Street: 
The current configuration of the bus loading 
bays does not provide sufficient length or 
width for a bus driver to pull into the bus bay 
completely. Thus, it is more common than 
not that a transit bus will be encroaching into 
the adjacent bicycle lane. 
The proposed design gives more than 
adequate length and horizontal space for a 
transit bus to pull fully into the bus bay, and 
remain completely out of the travel lane. 
With a comfortable amount of dwell space to 
accommodate buses, we believe that the 
potential conflicts between buses and bikes 
will be greatly reduced, and that overall 
safety for all users will rise on this stretch of 
street. 
The notion of Fifteenth Street as a shared 
street is one that all of the members of this 
team have taken very seriously. It has been 
our attempt to give primacy to pedestrians 
and bicyclists on this street, but to also 
acknowledge its location at a Metro station, 
where there is a bus transfer point, and to 
accommodate those riders as well. 

 
 
Applicant Response:   
Thank you for your comments.   
 

T-3 Daniel Weir 
 

Site Plan Review 
Committee 
member for this 
project 

The road cross-section is fundamentally incompatible with the bike 
element of the MTP and the vision zero initiative. These bike lanes need 
to be real PBLs and not a do-over of the failed cross sections on Crystal 
Drive where bike lanes are more often PUDO and glorified parking spaces 
than travel lanes. It won’t be enough to rely on enforcement or begging 
people to comply, and we shouldn’t have to anyway—good design 
should be enough. (Also, these just do not need to be 11 ft travel lanes if 
that’s the cost of not doing a bike lane that’s up compliant with the MTP 
and vision zero efforts). 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

T-4 Josiah Stevenson 
 

Site Plan Review 
Committee 
member for this 
project 

For transportation:  
Shifting space from car travel to bike and pedestrian space is good. 
Switching the positions of parking and bike lanes (so that parking is 
between the car travel and bike lanes, thus protecting the bike lanes 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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 from moving cars) would be strongly preferred to the proposed 
configuration (which shows bike lanes in between car parking and car 
travel lanes). That change would: 
- make it easier and less stressful to use the street parking as a motorist 
- make the bike lane feel safer and contribute to its ability to 
accommodate riders of All Ages And Abilities 
- reduce the risk of cyclists getting "doored" 
 

T-5 Jim Lantelme SPRC – Planning 
Commission 

Transportation: Given the proximity to multiple forms of transit and the 
inherent walkability of this area, the low parking ratio is appropriate.  
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

T-6 Joan Lawrence SPRC The Transportation proposal provides good pedestrian and bicycle access 
and flow. The North Uhle Street promenade should activate the space 
and provide a welcoming connection from Clarendon Blvd to the Metro 
and beyond.  
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

T-7 Ian Blackwell SPRC I fully endorse the widening of the sidewalk to maximize pedestrian 
circulation along the Clarendon Blvd and Courthouse Rd frontage. This 
would be a substantial improvement on the current built environment 
along Clarendon Blvd in that immediate area. I also add support to the 
mixed use of 15th Street. Particularly with future plans to turn the 
current surface parking lot into a park, this will create a much more 
welcoming environment. Given the immediate access to transportation 
options of Metro, Bus and Bikeshare, everything that can both encourage 
and maximize walkability in this area should be done.  

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

T-8 Sara Steinberger SPRC – Planning 
Commission 

I am pleased with the transportation plans to address the bus 
loading/unloading and moving that process outside of the active 
roadway.   

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

 
 

Sustainability 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project 

Sustainability Comments Responses 

S-1 Elizabeth Morton SPRC – Planning 
Commission 
(Project Chair) 

Sustainability: 
I very much appreciate, and strongly endorse, the County and applicant 
exploring sustainability measures beyond LEED Gold. 
 
Please consider the equity and economic aspects of sustainability when 
considering the potential contributions of the central park. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses.  

S-2 Josiah Stevenson 
 

SPRC – Civic 
Association 

On Sustainability: 
- Housing next to the metro and walkable to groceries is inherently 
green relative to counterfactual alternatives, regardless of LEED rating 
or building standards. Even the least sustainable ways to construct this 
building would be carbon-, stormwater-, and pavement-reducing 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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compared to where its eventual occupants would otherwise live if it 
were not built. 
- LEED Gold proposed is great, and higher ratings / more sustainable 
construction is even better. 
 

S-3 Joan Lawrence SPRC The proposed green roofs, bioretention, and rainwater harvesting in the 
Sustainability proposal are welcome parts of the project, as are the 
multiple electric vehicle charging stations. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

S-4 Ian Blackwell SPRC One question on sustainability, I see the plans for what the rooftop and 
amenity space will look like and how the green space is spaced, but 
could we be provided with renderings of what these spaces will look 
like?  
 
It was noted that pervious surfaces will be used in multiple areas. I 
would add a general comment that I would like to see these types of 
materials used as much as possible on the sidewalks/ promenades/ 
roadways. I think that in the absence of natural surfacing, such as grass, 
pervious surfacing should be used as much as it can be done.  
 
Is there a reason why we shouldn’t be going for a LEED Platinum 
certification for this project? This project is supposed to be a true 
landmark development in Arlington, and for Courthouse specifically. 
Everything about this project should be done with that in mind. Just as 
much as having a physically beautiful building, the goal should also be to 
create a landmark development of sustainability. I keep seeing various 
projects come through SPRC and keep looking for a Platinum 
development, and with this location and what the project is supposed 
to be for the neighborhood, I think it only makes sense that LEED 
Platinum should be the target.  
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

 
Community Benefits 

Number Name 
Connection to 
Project 

Community Benefits Comments Responses 

CB-1 Elizabeth Morton SPRC – Planning 
Commission 
(Project Chair) 

COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
The proposal represents a very significant FAR increase (doubling) so I 
am sure there will be expectations of very significant community 
benefits. The benefits can go far in helping realize the vision of 
Courthouse, and this block and its environs in particular, as a “civic 
showcase.” 
 
Staff and applicant refer several times to the future park, which is a 
central component of the sector plan addendum. I would love to see 
the County uphold its own planning principles and eliminate or at least 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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reduce the surface parking and move forward to contributions to an 
eventual central park.  Recent precedents like the Rosslyn Holiday Inn, 
Verizon site and Met Park have made multi million dollar contributions 
for parks/park planning and given the significance of this civic space it 
seems appropriate here. 
 
This park would promote a holistic vision of sustainability outlined in the 
2015 addendum (referenced in the staff report figure 19) including 
social equity (spaces that can be enjoyed by everyone); health and 
wellness; community; economy (private sectors will definitely benefit 
from a park, in addition to the environmental sustainability issues. 

CB-2 Josiah Stevenson 
 

SPRC On community benefits: 
- Affordable Housing Fund contributions are great, and I hope they will 
make up the majority of the eventual community benefits package, but I 
think it's important that at least a portion of the affordable housing 
contribution come in the form of a small percentage of the units on-site 
being committed affordable. I would suggest 5% of the incremental FAR 
(about 2.5% of the total, or about 10-12 units depending) at 60% AMI, 
plus a binding commitment against source-of-income discrimination, in 
addition to some financial contributions for affordable housing off-site. 
- The pedestrian promenade seems great 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-3 Jim Lantelme SPRC – Planning 
Commission 

Community benefits: I would like to see affordable units in the building 
rather than just a contribution to the fund. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-4 Joan Lawrence SPRC Clarification requested regarding the Community Benefits. Historic 
preservation of facades should be consistently identified by both Staff 
and the Applicant as a Community Benefit; Staff has listed Historic 
Preservation as an amenity in their materials. Historic Preservation is 
clearly a Community Benefit. 
 
No comments on the Construction Implementation plan.    

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-5 Ian Blackwell SPRC For community benefits, if at all possible, instead of just another 
donation to the affordable housing fund could there be some units set 
aside as affordable? As more projects come through, and more often 
than not donations to the AHF become the default. While in itself the 
money can definitely be put to use, but a location such as this should be 
a target for some affordable units. With the access to multiple modes of 
transit right outside the door, setting aside some units as affordable 
could have a greater impact than donating money that ends up in a 
development far from transit and access. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-6 Sara Steinberger SPRC – Planning 
Commission 

I am very pleased that the two historic facades will be preserved.  
 I would like to encourage the developer and County Staff to pursue 
additional community benefits, including perhaps some public art.  I 
think there may be an opportunity to incorporate public art to the N 
Uhle promenade. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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Construction 
No comments received. 
 

Other 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project 

Other Comments Responses 

O-1 Elizabeth Morton SPRC – Planning 
Commission 
(Project Chair) 

GENERAL 
So much hard work has gone in to the (very recent) Sector Plan 
addendum and its precedent documents and I think it's essential to try to 
comport with as much of it as possible.  This project represents a unique 
opportunity to realize this district as a civic showcase for many of the 
County's planning principles. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
 

O-2 Richard Woodruff Other 
Commission 

Dear Members of the Arlington Planning Commission Site Plan Review 
Committee and County Planning Staff 
 
In the context of community benefit attributed to the proposed 
Courthouse Landmark project, I wish to address the allegation by the 
applicant that the treatment proposed for the Investment Building and 
the First Federal Savings and Loan Building can be defined as historic 
preservation. 
 
As noted below, there is increasing skepticism that facadism, or the 
practice of retaining the façade of an historic building within the context 
of a new development, can be defined as historic preservation. 
According to DC Historic Preservation Subject Matter Summaries, 
accessible through the Georgetown Law Library collections, preservation 
law in the Capitol has matured and no longer favors facadism.   
 
Preservation law is not a static concept. It has matured to keep pace with 
the maturation of preservation principles. Around the time of the 
enactment of the District of Columbia Historic Landmark and Historic 
District Protection Act of 1978 (“the Act”), the preservation and 
incorporation of mere facades into a new development scheme was 
considered consistent with contemporary preservation principles. But 
today, mere facade preservation is not enough. Preservationists strive 
for whole building preservation; or at least retaining enough of a historic 
structure to tell the full story of its life. (source:  Herr-Cadillo Starr. 
Hidden City, “Saving a Façade is Not Historic Preservation,” August 23, 
2018. 
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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The proposed Courthouse Landmark project would take facadism to a 
new level stripping both the First Federal Savings and Loan Building and 
the Investment Building of their interior, content and context, and 
furthermore moving the remaining façade of the Investment Building to 
a corner location on the block, notwithstanding the fact that it is not a 
corner building. 
 
The Courthouse Section Plan Addendum dates September 21, 2015 
states: 
Both the Investment Building and the First Federal Savings and Loan 
Building are listed on the Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) and 
represent a shift towards Modern-styled architecture in the mid-
twentieth century. The plan recommends façade preservation. Additions 
and alterations to these buildings should be possible so long as any new 
infill development above and behind these historic buildings is 
completed in a sensitive manner. 
 
As stated above, stripping historic buildings to the façade no longer 
meets the test of historic preservation, and there is no way that moving 
one of those remaining facades to the corner of the new development 
can be viewed as treating the building in a “sensitive manner.” The 
proposal, certainly with respect to the Investment Building, does not 
meet the definition of historic preservation, and therefore is not a 
community benefit. It is a community loss. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Richard Woodruff, Chairman, Historical Affairs and Landmark Review 
Board 
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Community Member Comments 
Transportation 

Number Name Connection to 
Project Transportation Comments Responses 

T-9 Hannah Follweiler Community 
member or 
neighbor 

Please add protected bike lanes! Thank you. Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-10 Stephen Repetski Community 
member or 
neighbor 

The bike lane designs on this project - especially the north-south link 
along N. Courthouse Road - appear to be unsafe and potentially 
dangerous. If the bike lane on N Courthouse is going to have dedicated 
right-of-way through a loading zone (dangerous in its own right), why do 
neither curb cuts also provided dedicated space? This is setting people 
up for bike/ped conflicts. 
On the north and south sides of the project, it's incredibly silly to create 
bumpouts and force the bike lane to be next to traffic. Arlington needs 
to invest in our future and create parking-protected bike lanes, or 
reduce parking to make that a reality. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-11 Ethan Bowen 
 

Community 
member or 
neighbor 

The building should be taller. 
It also seems dangerous to have the bike lane on the sidewalk crossing 
directly in front of the loading dock/car ramp, just to have it return to 
the roadway immediately after the block. Why not make a protected 
bike lane on the road level? 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-12 Benjamin Nichols 
 

Community 
member or 
neighbor 

A couple of questions about parking: Less than 1/3 of residential parking 
spaces will have infrastructure to accommodate EV charging. Is the 
expectation that residential parking will not be needed in 25 years when 
all cars are electric? If so could the applicant build less parking? 
Assuming parking demand is anticipated to remain relatively constant it 
seems like EV infrastructure should be planned for nearly all residential 
parking spots, assuming the charge at home paradigm remains. On bike 
parking: will the residential bike parking accommodate charging e-bikes 
or will residents be expected to buy bikes with removable batteries or 
charge in-unit? I appreciate the the applicant has considered the 
transportation benefits of locating directly next to the metro and 
proposed a reasonable, if still a bit high, ratio of residential parking 
spaces. The retail parking seems a bit extreme, however, as there is 
significantly more square footage of parking dedicated to retail than 
there is retail square footage.  
 
The bike lanes proposed with this project are deeply disappointing. On 
both clarendon and 15th street, NACTO bikeway design guidelines, that 
the county professes to use, suggest that the bike lane should be 
protected and located to the right of the parking lane, but these 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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proposals have the bike lane to the left. On the North Courthouse bike 
lane, I really like the design of having the bike lane buffered from the 
travel lanes by a planting strip. This is the sort of bike lane that truly 
seems all ages, all abilities. However, the intersection at 15th seems like 
a classic example of "giving up at the intersection." This bike lane needs 
to be protected through the intersection, with sufficient sight lines, turn 
hardening, and clear visual signals to drivers that they need to be aware 
of cyclists. Just dumping the cyclists directly next to the travel lane and 
encouraging drivers to quickly turn through cyclists is not acceptable.  
 
Concern #1: Bike Lane Placement. As you can see in page 9 of the full 
site plan from May 21st of this year, the applicant proposes to have a 5' 
bike lane with a 2' buffer on the inside of a parking lane, putting cyclists 
between parking cars and vehicle traffic. I'm not sure this meets the 
vision laid out for Clarendon Blvd on page 59 of the Bicycle Element of 
the Master Trasportation Plan. Additionally, there are many reasons 
that I believe this is inappropriate stemming from the NACTO Urban 
Bikeway Design Guide, which is adopted as the County's reference for 
bike facility design in the 2019 update to Bicycle element of the master 
transportation plan (Appendix C), and specifically the contextual 
guidance for selecting a bikeway  (Figure 4). According to the chart, this 
bicycle facility should be a fully protected bike lane for not just one or 
two reasons but for fully four reasons. First, the street is often traversed 
by buses (24 buses per hour at weekday peak according to appendix B 
of the sites multi-modal traffic impact analysis, this puts it in the first 
row of the NACTO selection guidance for frequent buses and 
recommends a protected bike lane. Second, the street has a 25 mph 
speed limit and 10,000 AADT according to VDOT's 2018 numbers as 
cited in Appendix A to the site's multi-modal traffic impact analysis 
putting it in the 25 mph, 6000+ AADT row for facility selection guidance, 
again a row that recommends a protected bike lane. Third, Clarendon 
Blvd has multiple lanes here, putting the street into the next row (25 
mph, multiple lanes in same direction) that also recommends a 
protected bike lane. Finally, the NACTO guidance says using 95th 
percentile speeds rather than 85th is appropriate for cyclist experience, 
so it's possible that using the 26 mph and up section would be more 
appropriate. I hope staff will heed the advice of the selection guidance 
and design a fully protected bike lane for this stretch of Clarendon Blvd 
that can be continued in both directions as further street improvements 
are made.  
 
Concern #2: Giving up at the intersection. None of the bicycle facilities 
appear to continue throughout the intersection, nor is there any 
separation from turning vehicles. This seems like a classic example of 
what's referred to as "giving up on the intersection" as described in 
NACTO's 2019 addendum to the Bikeway Design Guide entitled "Don't 
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Give Up at the Intersection". It seems like there's certainly enough 
space, given the proposed 9" asphalt buffer, to implement a Protected 
Intersection as designated.  
 
Concern #3: Retail parking. As I brought up in the applicant's 
presentation to the Clarendon-Court House Civic Association, the 
applicant is proposing 28,427 SF of retail parking (page 30 of the site 
plan) for 17,000 SF of retail, or 67% more square footage of retail 
parking than of retail. This is far above the County required 1 space per 
530 SF of retail area and I would be concerned about this abundance of 
parking inducing vehicle trips to this walkable and highly transit 
accessible location immediately adjacent to the Metro stop. As the 
County is also aware, overparking significantly raises costs and thus 
rents for retail tenants in the space.  
 

T-13 Paul Holland 
 

Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

Please add protected bike lanes as they are called for in the master 
transportation plan. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-14 Elaine Anderson Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

The scale of this development (20 stories) is too large for its position 
amongst other established structures.  Additionally, the ratio of parking 
to residential units is woefully inadequate.  Please reference the 
recently completed RPP study - not providing enough parking at the 
development phase results in miserable tenants attempting through 
legal and fraudulent means to park in the neighborhoods.  Scale the 
development back to create a better ratio of units to parking, create 
less of a sun block for the surrounding communities and keep 
construction duration reasonable. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-15 Katy Lang Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

Please provide protected bike lanes in both directions on Courthouse 
Rd, Clarendon Blvd & Wilson Blvd. Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-
off and pick-up to occur in the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes 
to access on-street parking create numerous additional conflicts with 
cyclists. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-16 Monica Morin Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

Safe, comfortable bike access around this site is critical to ensure that 
car-free residents have access to our County's Civic Hub.  Please provide 
protected bike lanes in both directions on N Courthouse Rd, Clarendon 
Blvd & Wilson Blvd.  Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-off and pick-up 
to occur in the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes to access on-
street parking create numerous additional conflicts with cyclists.  Every 
block of protected bike lane that we can get is an improvement, even 
the lanes that connect to it are still inferior painted bike lanes. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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T-17 Zach Gold Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

I commute to/from work past this site. Wilson and Clarendon Blvds 
NEED protected bicycle lanes in order to fulfill the County's 
commitment to Vision Zero. Without barriers, the bike lanes on these 
streets are regularly used by rideshare/taxi drivers, delivery persons, 
and even BUS drivers as stopping and loading zones. This behavior is 
both not legal and not safe. Unfortunately, motor vehicle drivers in the 
area have displayed time and again that they will break the law if they 
can. Protected bike lanes will save lives. 

 

T-18 Gillian Burgess Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

The Master Transportation Plan clearly calls for protected bike lanes on 
Wilson Blvd here.  They should be built with this project.  The project 
should also look at the best option for bike facilities on Courthouse and 
15th, which are heavily used bike corridors.  This block is close to both 
an elementary school and a secondary program that draws older 
students from all over the County. These blocks will be used by students 
to get to those schools, and should have facilities for walking and biking 
that are appropriate for those children to use. 
 
Finally, all curb cuts should be easy to use, and should allow users to 
continue in a straight line to cross the street.  Curb cuts that face the 
apex of the curve in the curb are no acceptable. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-19 David Balick Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

Safe, comfortable bike access around this site is critical to ensure that 
car-free residents have access to our County's Civic Hub.  Please provide 
protected bike lanes in both directions on N Courthouse Rd, Clarendon 
Blvd & Wilson Blvd.  Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-off and pick-up 
to occur in the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes to access on-
street parking create numerous additional conflicts with cyclists.  Every 
block of protected bike lane that we can get is an improvement, even 
the lanes that connect to it are still inferior painted bike lanes. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-20 Kendra Slatt Community 
member or 
neighbor 

 

Safe, comfortable bike access around this site is critical to ensure that 
car-free residents have access to our County's Civic Hub.  Please provide 
protected bike lanes in both directions on N Courthouse Rd, Clarendon 
Blvd & Wilson Blvd.  Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-off and pick-up 
to occur in the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes to access on-
street parking create numerous additional conflicts with cyclists.  Every 
block of protected bike lane that we can get is an improvement, even 
the lanes that connect to it are still inferior painted bike lanes. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-21 Henry Dunbar Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

Safe, comfortable bike access around this site is critical to ensure that 
car-free residents have access to our County's Civic Hub.  Please provide 
protected bike lanes in both directions on N Courthouse Rd, Clarendon 
Blvd & Wilson Blvd.  Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-off and pick-up 
to occur in the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes to access on-
street parking create numerous additional conflicts with cyclists.  Every 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 



 

18 
Return to Table of Contents 

 

block of protected bike lane that we can get is an improvement, even 
the lanes that connect to it are still inferior painted bike lanes. 

T-22 Henry Kelly Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

The plan is creative.  I am concerned that it apparently provides no 
provision for protected bicycle lanes.  Nearby Vietch street 
demonstrated how a safe bicycle land can be provided by protecting 
bikes from parked cars and separating them from pedestrians.  The 
court house area is very difficult to navigate on a bike and the designs 
shown don't seem to provide any improvement.   I'm also not sure how 
well the plans would support shared mobility solutions that may well 
provide augmented public transportation in the near future. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-23 Nancy Iacomini Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

TRANSPORTATION 
I thank the applicant for continuing to work with staff to implement the 
vision of the Courthouse Square Sector Plan Addendum. 
Wilson Boulevard 
Will the proposed widening of sidewalks and improved streetscape 
shown for the northern edge of Wilson Boulevard (adjacent to Tortilla 
Kitchen) be done concurrently this project? Will it be funded as part of 
the Community Benefits package? 
North 15th Street 
The concept of Shared Streets in the Courthouse area is important – 
and North 15th Street in particular is noted in point 2.2 on page 25 of 
the Envision Courthouse document.  I believe that our current 
circumstances make the need for shared streets even more important.  
We have seen in this time of social distancing the need for greater space 
for pedestrians and businesses along public rights of way and the 
lowering of the vehicle volume.  While times will surely change, the 
desire for more generous areas for pedestrians and for use by our retail 
will still be desirable.  
To this end, I would like to see the cross section for North 15th Street in 
this block show a more generous sidewalk width on the south side – 
adjacent to the proposed public square. 
In the plan – figure 3.4, page 51 – sidewalks in the area are expected to 
be a minimum of 6 feet but recommended to be 12 feet.  Currently on 
the south side of North 15th adjacent to the Square the applicant is 
showing a sidewalk of 7 feet – a distant number from the 
recommendation of 12 feet and barely above minimum of 6 feet.  I 
believe 7 feet is what we have now, and it’s narrow given the intensity 
of pedestrian use in the area.  I like the idea of having a green strip to 
help with water runoff and to elide with the park, but we need more 
space for pedestrians – so the woman walking 2 dogs doesn’t have to 
step into traffic to avoid the man with the tandem stroller. 
Also, how would we envision portions of the shared street possibly 
being used for outdoor retail space in the future? 

Staff response: 
Wilson Boulevard: 
We are working with the applicant to provide a 
wider sidewalk in this segment, which 
desperately needs it. This must be done 
delicately, however, as there are mature trees 
in the existing sidewalk which must not be 
damaged. This would be done as an offsite 
improvement, and thus dependent upon 
prioritization and available funding. 
  
Fifteenth Street/shared street: 
See above response regarding the shared street 
concept. 
  
Shared parking at garage: 
This can be discussed at a public forum 
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Garage Parking Spaces 
The low number of residential parking spaces proposed by the applicant 
comports with new County policies adopted after the update to the 
Courthouse Square Sector Plan. However, Envision Courthouse 
suggested an interconnection of underground garages in order to share 
spaces among the buildings/uses for the area.   While it is good that the 
developer is providing the knockout panel that would allow access to 
the planned garage under Courthouse Square it’s unclear how their 
lowered amount of parking will contribute spaces to general use.  Also, 
page 20 of the Staff Report notes the current existence of the large 
County-owned surface lot to the south as a sort of mitigation for parking 
in this proposed building.  However, that lot is envisioned to be turned 
into a public square – with some parking – built with County funds – 
underneath it.  So, it is probably safe to say it would not have 
replacement of surface spaces one for one.   
Also, the adopted site plan for the adjacent Strayer Block (SP#345 
condition #49) states: 
“Prior to the certificate of occupancy, the developer agrees to make 
available or obtain 8 parking spaces, including tandem spaces in the 
Xando Café building (2050 Clarendon Boulevard) for use by non- Strayer 
University office tenants in the proposed Courthouse Metro Plaza Office 
Building (SP #345)” 
Xando Café was the precursor to Cosi.  Is there any Strayer-related 
parking currently on the Landmark site?  How will the loss of these 
spaces during construction be mitigated?  And how will they be 
replaced in the new structure? 
 

T-24 Cliff Roberts Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

Travel lanes for motor vehicles should not be reduced in width or 
eliminated. 

Staff response: 
Travel lanes are being designed in accordance with 
Federal, State, and County standards. Lane 
elimination is being considered in order to 
prioritize travel needs and safety in the site 
vicinity. 

T-25 Collier Cook Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

It's disappointing the lack of protected bike lanes in the proposal.  The 
current plan will discourage all but the most skilled of riders from 
feeling comfortable and safe.  So please provide fully protected bike 
lanes in both directions on N Courthouse Rd, Clarendon Blvd & Wilson 
Blvd.  Buffered bike lanes encourage drop-off and pick-up to occur in 
the bike lane, and cars that cross bike lanes to access on-street parking 
create numerous additional conflicts with cyclists.  Every block of 
protected bike lane that we can get is an improvement, even the lanes 
that connect to it are still inferior painted bike lanes. 
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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Also the protected bike lanes should pass through the curb extensions 
at the intersections rather than veering back into the street. See 
www.protectedintersection.com for an overview.  Montgomery County 
has installed these intersection treatments with success. 

T-26 Neal Hunter  Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

...Likewise, I have a specific concern regarding parking amounts and 
residential units for this property.  With a parking allowance under half 
of the projected residency for the building, I would expect there to be 
an overflow of cars and need for parking, I would like to hear the 
developers discuss this potential and what they envision would be the 
way to address this moving forward.   

Staff response:  
Parking is being provided at levels consistent with 
County policy. 

T-27 Justin Isbell Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

Please install protected bike lanes on both sides of Courthouse Road, 
Clarendon Boulevard and Wilson Boulevard.  Bike lanes should be safe 
for users from 8 to 80 and encourage people who are interested in 
using a bicycle for transportation but find buffered bike lanes scary, 
especially when they're blocked by pick up and drop off. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

T-28 Kerry Britton  I am deeply concerned that there is no pull-through planned for 
deliveries, uber, etc.  We live adjacent to a tall (tho not as tall as this) 
apartment building with no pull-through and traffic is constantly 
clogged up by their front door. Ubers, UPS, Fedex, USPS, Safeway, 
Giant, furniture deliveries all park blocking one of only two lanes of 
traffic.  My building in contrast, has a pull-through AND a loading-
friendly garage entrance, and I never see trucks blocking traffic 
here.  Since this surely isn't going to happen on Clarendon, I am 
concerned that 15th street might become clogged in a similar 
manner.  This is a street with lots of traffic.  Having to wait for someone 
to come the other way before you can proceed will really be 
annoying.  The developer needs to carve a bit out of one or two floors 
to make a pull-through, and a place for unloading that is convenient 
enough to actually get used. 

Staff response: 
County may add short-term signage to on-street 
parking spaces, to accommodate pick-up/drop off 
and loading. 

 
 
 
 

Sustainability 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project Site Design Comments Responses 

S-5 Kevin Chisholm Community 
member or 
neighbor 

It looks like much attention has been given to sustainability.   And from a 
look at the zero-carbon analysis for Courthouse Metro project, it appears 
to include water source heat pump technology.  NYSERDA (Virginia has 
similar decarbonization objectives to New York State) considers zero 
carbon objectives unachievable without water source heat pumps in 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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buildings and in community or district systems.   HVAC design details are 
very preliminary and only include WSHPs as an alternative.   The current 
draft mentions only geothermal water source heat pumps.  I recommend 
revising that to just "water source heat pumps" which are highly efficient 
and don’t necessary require a geothermal side.  Very often, this time 
frame in projects is when decisions are being made to exclude options 
for HVAC.   I hope that is not being done and WSHPs are still in the 
running. 

S-6 Bernard Berne Community 
member or 
neighbor 

The applicant has not provided a sufficient amount of sustainability or 
community benefit to merit the award of any bonus density for the 
project.  Specifically, the Uhle Street Promenade has too much 
pavement, too few trees, too little landscaped area, and no natural 
areas.  Additionally, the “green” portion of the roof occupies too little of 
the total roof area. 
 
The Courthouse Sector already has too much pavement, too little green 
space and too few natural areas.  If not revised, this project will serve to 
further decrease the livability of the Sector. 
 
The applicant responded to similar comments submitted during the first 
public engagement opportunity by stating that the project complies with 
the 2015 Courthouse Sector Plan Addendum for Courthouse Square.  The 
Addendum states on page 16:  “The promenade, which will be 
predominantly hardscape and tree-lined, …”,   
 
However, it is important to recognize that page 27 of the Plan Addendum 
states in Section 2.6 (The North Promenade): “North Uhle Street should 
be reconstructed to be a curbless pedestrian promenade with distinctive 
paving materials, lighting and landscaping.” 
 
Although the Addendum states that the Promenade will be 
predominantly hardscape, the Addendum does not suggest that the 
Promenade should have as little landscaped area that the applicant is 
presently proposing.  The landscaped area could occupy as much as 49% 
of the Promenade’s total area and still permit the Promenade to be 
“predominantly hardscape”. 
 
Further, the County Board approved the Addendum in 2015.  After that 
year, the County issued a “Monarch Pledge” in 2016 that encourages the 
development of pollinator areas containing milkweed and other plants 
that support bees and other insects throughout the County, including in 
new developments.  Further, in 2020, the County joined the Biophilic 
Cities Network, thus expanding biophilic planning and design principles 
throughout existing policies and processes and expanding natural 
elements within Arlington’s built environments. 
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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Despite these recent County initiatives, the applicant has developed 
plans for a Promenade that it based on a portion of the Sector Plan 
Addendum that is now outdated.  To receive bonus densities for 
sustainability and community benefits, the applicant needs to greatly 
decrease the amount of hardscape and increase the amount of 
landscaped  area within the Promenade, as well as to provide natural 
areas (including pollinator plantings) within the Promenade. 
 
The plans for the Promenade presently propose few trees and virtually 
no landscaping.  The applicant needs to increase the landscaped area to 
40% to 50% of the total area to adequately comply with the Monarch 
Pledge and the Biophilic Cities initiative. The rooftop needs to contain 
similar increases. 
 
The final landscape plans for the Promenade and the roof should contain 
plantings of milkweed, which Monarch caterpillars need to survive. 
Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) is the only species of milkweed on 
which monarch butterflies prefer to reproduce and which survives well in 
Arlington.  The final landscape plans for the Promenade and rooftop 
therefore need to specify the plantings of A. syriaca. 
 
The applicant’s landscape architects should select species of native trees 
and plants that pollinators prefer.  They should consult with Alonzo 
Abugattas, the Natural Resources Manager for the Arlington County 
Department of Parks and Recreation, when preparing the landscape 
plans for the Promenade, roof and sidewalk.  Mr. Abugattas is a 
recognized expert on developing landscape plans that best support 
pollinators, other insects and birds. 
 
If the applicant does not greatly increase the percentages of the total 
areas in the Promenade and rooftop that contain landscaping and 
decrease the percentages that contain impermeable hardscape 
(pavement) as described above, the County should not award any bonus 
densities related to sustainability and community benefits. 

S-7 Richard Johnson Community 
Member or 
Neighbor 

Please make sure that construction of the proposed project in 
Courthouse includes LEED components having to do with resource-
efficiency, high-performance, health, cost-effectiveness, and that the 
building will pass LEED certification. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

S-8 Nancy Iacomini 
 

Community 
group or 
organization 
representative 
 

SUSTAINABILITY 
The applicant’s presenter noted the project’s proximity to “Arlington 
park” and I was unclear to which Arlington park she referred.  
If the applicant, under Community Benefits, would pledge funds to at 
least start a preliminary scoping process for Courthouse Square – that 
will have green space – could that help move them toward LEED 
Platinum? 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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S-9 Gina Robinson Community 

Member or 
Neighbor 

In the design of the building itself and implementation of sustainable 
building features, the AE should also seriously consider the use of bird-
safe glazing on the facade. Providing accessible green space to residents 
is all fine and well, but creating an obstacle for native and migratory birds 
along the way defeats the purpose. Courthouse residents enjoy the 
wildlife that calls our creeks and old growth trees home, and seeing it 
dead on the sidewalk will cast the project, developer, and design team in 
a negative light. The Wilson/Clarendon corridor is in need of 
improvement and redevelopment, but it must be done in a holistic and 
thoughtful manner. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

S-10 Joan McIntyre Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

As the Environment and Energy Conservation Commission (E2C2) 
representative to the SPRC, I welcome the opportunity to comment on 
this project. 
 
E2C2 has a wide portfolio including greenhouse gas emissions and other 
environmental and climate impacts, stormwater, and green open spaces. 
I have reviewed each area of interest and provide the following 
comments:   
The proposed Courthouse Landmark apartment building will be a 
valuable addition to the Rosslyn-Ballston corridor.  The project’s 
commitment to supporting a car-free lifestyle is reflected in planned 
parking availability of less one vehicle per two units.  Conversion of Uhle 
St. will enhance the walkability of the neighborhood and complement the 
plans for public open spaces in the Courthouse neighborhood.   
 
Overall, the sustainability elements of the project design are 
commendable with a minimum commitment to LEED Gold and potential 
to achieve LEED Platinum.   
 
The Zero Carbon analysis done by the developer demonstrates an 
openness to considering opportunities that support the County’s effort 
to reach carbon neutrality by 2050.  I urge the developer to continue to 
seek design and technology solutions that will ensure that the building 
can achieve this goal well ahead of 2050 in the following areas: 
 
Electrification: While a notable shift from conventional practices, all-
electric buildings are essential for achieving the County’s climate goals 
for carbon neutrality.  Proposed HVAC and hot water systems risk 
“baking in” an infrastructure dependent on natural gas for decades to 
come and are inconsistent with these goals.  I urge the developer to 
continue to pursue options for 100 percent electrification at the outset.  
At minimum the design for all systems should be “electric ready. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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”  
Energy Efficiency: Energy efficiency is key to advancing carbon neutrality 
goals and the developer’s commitment to achieving at least 18 percent 
energy cost savings over current baseline requirements is welcomed.  I 
urge them to strive for 25 percent or higher as they continue to flesh out 
the design.  
 
EV Infrastructure: A rapid transition to electric vehicles is another key 
element to achieving the County’s carbon neutrality goal.  In private 
discussions, the developer has indicated that 22 percent of parking 
spaces will be supported with EV chargers, which will meet near-term 
growth of electric vehicle ownership.  I encourage the developer to 
consider making the remaining spaces EV capable, as defined by the ICC,   
to meet the future demand needs for a full transition to electric vehicles 
and avoid the need for much more expensive retrofitting.  
 
Renewable Energy: The developer has begun exploring options for 
securing renewable electricity to meet the building’s future needs and I 
encourage them to continue to seek out opportunities for virtual power 
purchase agreements (VPPAs).  The County’s VPPA agreement indicates 
that such agreements can ensure renewable power at a much lower cost 
than shown in the Zero Carbon Analysis.   Onsite solar would make an 
important albeit modest contribution to the project’s energy mix. We 
encourage the developer to consider co-locating green roof and solar 
arrays as this approach can provide shade to plants and improve panel 
efficiency due to cooler temperatures.  
 
The world is facing a catastrophic climate crisis, which requires 
immediate action by individuals, governments, and businesses to avoid 
the worst consequences and all future development needs to align to 
these goals.  I urge the developer to move into the forefront of offering 
climate-friendly buildings with this project. 

S-11 William Ross Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

LEED, Energy, Sustainability From what we have seen of the proposals, it 
looks like the applicant is making a good effort in these areas.  We look 
forward to understanding more of the details.  
 
Biophilia The proposals for vegetative roof structures, proposed on-site 
tree plantings, and other biophilic amenities generally look promising.   
Related to the above concerns about the building and the promenade, an 
additional building setback would allow more opportunities for biophilic 
features.  We look forward to seeing more details.  In one illustration, 
taken from Clarendon Blvd. planted trees are shown on top of the 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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building setback, along the promenade.  But in another more detail 
picture, the trees do not appear to be there.  Can you clarify?   
 
Also, on other projects, we have been seeing bird-friendly glass up to at 
least 5 floors.  But we don’t see anything proposed.  Can you please 
address this?   

S-12 Leslie Louden Community 
Member or 
Neighbor 

As a member of Eco Action Arlington, I welcome the opportunity to 
comment on this project. 
 
EcoAction advocates for a variety of sustainable goals for Arlington, 
including environmental and climate impacts, stormwater, green open 
space and energy efficiency; both in terms of building energy efficiency 
and the broader impacts, such as transportation system.  I have reviewed 
each area of concern and provide the following comments: 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Efficiency: 
 
As one of the first projects to be developed after the adoption of the 
revised Community Energy Plan (CEP), this project will have a significant 
impact on the long-term ability of the County to meet its goals: namely 
achieving 100 percent renewable electricity by 2035 and 100 percent 
carbon neutrality by 2050. This high-profile project presents many 
opportunities for furthering these goals.  Specifically, I offer the 
following: 
 
Zero Carbon Evaluation: The Zero Carbon analysis done by the developer 
demonstrates an openness to considering opportunities that support the 
County’s effort to reach carbon neutrality by 2050.  I urge the developer 
to continue to seek design and technology solutions that will ensure that 
the building can achieve this goal well ahead of 2050.  
 
Electrification: All-electric buildings are essential for achieving the 
County’s climate goals for carbon neutrality. While I understand that the 
current sources of electric power do not use clean fuel, this will be 
changing during the life of this project, shifting the carbon footprint in 
favor of electric systems compared with the proposed natural gas HVAC 
and hot water systems. I urge the developer to continue to pursue 
options for 100 percent electrification at the outset.  At minimum the 
design for all systems should be suitable for easy conversion to all-
electric in the near future. Investment in natural gas infrastructure 
should at least be minimized and planned for phasing out during the 
building’s life span. Incentives should be provided to building residents to 
choose clean power for their individual electric services. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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Efficiency: Energy efficiency in buildings is key to advancing carbon 
neutrality goals. This project design, committing to at least 18 percent 
energy cost savings over current baseline requirements, is a good start.  I 
urge the Applicant to take the following steps to strive for at least 25 
percent in the development of the design:  
• Given that glass constitutes a large proportion of the building 
envelope, Incorporate the highest efficiency glazing systems available; 
• Refine the development of the facades to maximize winter solar 
gain and daylighting potential while using shading devices to minimize 
glare and provide summer shading; 
• Provide detailed envelope studies and energy modeling during 
the envelope design development to maximize climate-responsiveness 
and demonstrate performance. 
  
Renewable Energy: I encourage the developer to continue to seek out 
opportunities for virtual power purchase agreements (VPPAs).  The 
County’s VPPA agreement indicates that such agreements can ensure 
renewable power at a much lower cost than shown in the Zero Carbon 
Analysis.   Onsite solar should be maximized and promoted to residents 
as a benefit of living in this building. Co-locating green roof and solar 
arrays can provide shade to plants and improve panel efficiency as well 
as furthering residents’ sense of pride in living in a sustainable building. 
 
Water Efficiency 
I recommend maximizing premium low flow plumbing fixtures and 
promotional messaging to building occupants describing how their 
choices to minimize water use save energy as well as reducing demand 
on our waste treatment facilities. 
Landscape plans should use all drought-resistant, native and wildlife-
friendly planting materials requiring no permanent irrigation. 
 
Green Transportation 
I encourage the developer to consider making all parking spaces EV 
capable, as defined by the ICC, to meet the future demand needs for a 
full transition to electric vehicles and avoid the need for much more 
expensive retrofitting. I would ask for a minimum of 10% of spaces be 
provided with EV charging and that as many spaces as possible be EV 
ready (i.e., that building electrical infrastructure be designed to support 
these chargers in the future). 
 
Open Space/Biophilic Design 
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I recommend maximizing the use of bioswales, plantings and greenspace 
around the building while minimizing paved areas. Biophilic aspects of 
the design be featured, including such elements as living walls in lobbies 
and other public spaces. 

S-13 David Howell Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

Bird-friendly glass, at least 5 floors on all sides. This is proposed as an all-
glass facade. This should not be an option, and right now they plan none. 
 
Green roof is beneficial but fairly minimal. So whatever can be done to 
expand usability and size would be good. For a residential facility, even if 
it is only available to residents at least takes some pressure off of the 
surrounding public space. Particularly dog exercise areas and 
gardens/natural spaces. By the way, as a matter of policy, no project 
should be allowed to charge extra for pets without also providing space 
for resident pet walking. On some horizontal surface that is part of the 
footprint. The developer should not make additional profit from pets 
while making surrounding residents compete for limited open space, as 
well as adding to county taxpayer burden to keep up with open 
space/park demand created by the development.    
 
The facade generally could be viewed as attractive in some contexts. 
However, for that site the proposal is out of place. And while some might 
be bedazzled by the glass, it is not harmonious. It might work in Crystal 
City, or Rosslyn, but not in Courthouse. This looks like something aspiring 
to be iconic, and become the visual image of Courthouse. It is less than 
compatible, because it competes. That is mostly the facade, but also 
includes the tower size. And it belies the green commitment. It also 
would run counter to the policy we should have and precedent we 
should be setting about bird-safe exteriors. They should take a hint from 
Ames. To be oversimple and blunt, if they put the Ames facade on this 
building, it would be better. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

 
 
 

Community Benefits 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project 

Community Benefits Comments Responses 

CB-7 Benjamin Nichols Community 
member or 
neighbor 

On community benefits: additional housing is itself a community 
benefit. The applicant's proposal for the Uhle Street promenade looks 
great and should provide a lively, walkable upgrade to what is today a 
glorified parking lot. While I have no opposition to the County asking for 
additional community benefits beyond these, it must be recognized that 
these additional community benefits raise the cost of development and 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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contribute to the high cost of housing in the area, even if they may not 
lead to fewer units if they are less constraining than the hard caps of 
height, FAR, and step back regulations. 

CB-8 Nancy Iacomini 
 

Community 
member or 
neighbor 

COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
Clearly a major aspect of this project are its community benefits. These 
are acknowledged to be the regular, expected benefits like 
undergrounding utilities, public art, compliance with the Affordable 
Housing provisions, as well as some others called out in Envision 
Courthouse.  The applicant is asking for an additional 5.0 FAR – a 
substantial amount that was anticipated in the adopted plan.  

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-9 Gina Robinson Community 
member of 
neighbor 

The developer and AE should consider how to accommodate existing 
functions that the community currently relies upon. The Uhle Street 
parking area is now home to several Zipcars, which community 
members use instead of owning personal vehicles. If these spaces are 
not re-homed in the area, their displacement will be counter to 
sustainable building measures that the new development may provide. 
The same goes for the Arlington Farmer's Market, as displacement of 
this community function will have negative affects to the surrounding 
residents. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
 

CB-9 Neal Hunter Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

It would also be a step in the right direction to include in the site plan, 
a commitment from the developers both fiscally and materially to the 
construction and establishment of a park in this area.  The Courthouse 
Sector Plan addendum specifically outlines the transition from the 
parking lot into an open green space park that would markedly benefit 
the Courthouse community.  The promenade should be developed in a 
way that keeps the future creation of this park in mind.  I didn't see any 
mention to the creation of this park in their online engagement session 
community benefits, and such a major project should have the addition 
of community-focused green space as one of the prominent benefits of 
their development.  The lack of a mention or a commitment leaves a 
hole in this area for community beneficial parks. 
  

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 

CB-10 William Ross Other Arlington 
County Board, 
Commission, or 
Committee 
member 

Community Benefits During the deliberations on the Courthouse 
Addendum, and the planning for the public square, there was explicit 
discussion about how that square would eventually be financed.  In this 
growing urban section of the county, the need for additional open 
space is critical and the Courthouse Square vision called for joint 
efforts to support the eventual realization of that vision.  There was a 
clear expectation that development would be supported in part, by 
contributions from the private sector as new projects came before the 
site plan process.  The future residents, businesses, and workers 
associated with the Landmark Block will benefit enormously from the 
presence of this park in terms of an outdoor amenity presence and 
future/growing property values.   
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 2 
for staff and applicant responses. 
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Several recent projects, including the Holiday Inn, Verizon/11th St., and 
Metropolitan Park have experienced county-private sector agreements 
with extensive contributions to support public and private open space 
development.  While the development of the Promenade will be a 
welcome step in achieving the vision, a monetary contribution of 
several million dollars to support the future Courthouse open space is 
definitely in order.  
 
As a concurrent issue, it will be useful to get an indication of any 
changes in priorities or plans on the part of staff concerning the future 
of the Courthouse open space. 

 
Construction 
No comments received. 
 
 

Other 
Number Name 

Connection to 
Project 

Other Comments Responses 

O-3 KM 
 

Community 
member or 
neighbor 

Please...no! There are already several high-rise apartment buildings that 
have been built or are currently in the process of being built in this area. 
We do not need to add more people without including large public 
parking spaces and retail stores. In the climate we are currently in, how 
do we even know the demand for housing is going to bounce back within 
two years? This is a risk the local community shouldn't buy into. Focus on 
retail and public parking...not another high-rise. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
 
 

O-4 Xavier  
 

Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

It’s an ugly building that continues arlington’s streak of bland 
buildings and neighborhoods. This does not make me want to 
walk around, it makes me think of Soviet Russia. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

O-5 Allison Zitron Community 
member of 
neighbor 
 

I am concerned about the rapid residential increase in the 
Rosslyn-Courthouse corridor without a corresponding increase in 
community services, infrastructure, or basic amenities. How does 
another residential development improve the existing community 
in the Rosslyn-Courthouse corridor? 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

O-6 Cassandra Good Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

This looks like yet another luxury apartment building when what 
we need is more affordable and missing middle housing. We have 
more than enough high-end apartments in Arlington. A cash 
contribution to the affordable housing fund is not enough; I would 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 
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like to see a large percentage of the apartments reserved for low 
to middle income residents. 
I'm also concerned about the appearance. It's taller than all the 
surrounding buildings and the same ugly glass and concrete. Don't 
turn Courthouse into another canyon of ugly buildings like 
Ballston. 

O-7 Lisa Ostrich Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

20 stories seems excessive and out of scale for the immediate 
area. 10 stories would seem more reasonable. 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

O-8 Nancy Iacomini Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

Historic Preservation 
The sector plan addendum notes on page 44:  
Both the Investment Building and the First Federal Savings and Loan 
Building are listed on the Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) and 
represent a shift towards Modern-styled architecture in the mid-
twentieth century. The plan recommends façade preservation. Additions 
and alterations to these buildings should be possible so long as any new 
infill development above and behind these historic buildings is 
completed in a sensitive manner.  
The current proposal to move the Investment Building Façade to the 
corner would not comport with this vision.  The Investment Building is 
not now a corner building and trying to turn it into one is clearly 
unsuccessful.  The façade should remain in place – or at the very least – 
along the interior of its block.  Also, noting the “sensitive manner” of any 
new development – I would suggest the design of the proposed main 
entrance to the building be re-thought to echo more of the historic 
Investment Building façade.  This could perhaps be done through 
building materials or a design that reflects the style of the Investment 
Building.  This entrance is on axis with the envisioned public square 
across the street and so is an important focal point not just in its context 
to the preserved façade but also the public green space. 
Retail Frontages 
In their presentation on Community Benefits, the applicant included the 
bullet: 
“Vibrant, high quality retail and a signature, landmark design aligning 
with the goals of the sector plan.” 
Given this statement, I would suggest that improvement to the retail 
facades along the Clarendon Boulevard frontage – particularly if they 
embraced some of the historic elements of the existing buildings AND 
incorporated some of the elements of the legacy businesses on the 
North side of Wilson – would be a benefit to the public.  This is 
particularly now possible as the applicant now has control of the 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 



 

31 
Return to Table of Contents 

 

adjacent Wendy’s site that completes this “node” of Courthouse and will 
no doubt be asking for major changes in the adopted site plan.  Right 
now, there is an inherited sense of neighborhood place that’s created by 
the retail uses and their facades – this proposed Landmark building could 
strengthen the existing synergy if the new facades were designed with 
sensitivity to the historical setting.  
 
Support of Future Open Space 
Given the prominence of the Landmark Block and its relationship to the 
proposed Courthouse Square, it would reasonable to request some 
monies for planning for the future public square.  While the County’s 
fiscal situation due to the COVID crisis would most likely not allow the 
realization of the public square for a while – a good scoping study of the 
area would help in future budgeting and development of public 
processes.   

O-9 Cliff Roberts Community 
member or 
neighbor 
 

1) need to preserve more of the historic buildings.  Preservation of the 
former bank (previously  Cosci) should include saving the terra cota floor 
with the original bank's name/log. 
 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

O-10 Neal Hunter Other 
Commission 

I am interested in hearing more detail given to specific aspects of the 
proposal.  I would like to see more information dedicated towards the 
design and how the promenade will evolve and encourage a pedestrian, 
as well as a green space for the residents and the general public.  As of 
right now the space on Uhle doesn't offer a great deal when it comes to 
trees, pedestrian friendly spacing and the like.  I would like to see the 
vision for the promenade be more directly dedicated to creating a 
promenade that prioritizes open spacing and additional green space 
with a more prospective focus of creating a causeway to a larger park 
proposed in place of the parking lot across the street on 15th street.   

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 

O-11 William Ross Other 
Commission 

The Promenade and the Building My major continuing concern is with 
the proposed step back of the building along the Uhle St. promenade.  
The discussions during the Courthouse Addendum process and the 
resulting language were very explicit about the desire to have open 
views and perceived access of the public into the future square from all 
directions.  The language refers specifically to the goal of preserving 
significant views in and out of the square.  For the promenade it is 
supposed to “link the (Courthouse) square both physically and visually 
to activities on Wilson and Clarendon Boulevards”.  The illustrations in 
the Addendum clearly show this intention with a "double stepped back" 
building along the promenade. This illustration was intentionally 
designed and supported by the Addendum work group as a guide to 
how the building and the promenade were to be situated.  It was an 
intentional asymmetrical concept, as demonstrated by the Courthouse 
Road side of the building which has no step back.   With the height of 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see the 
‘Responses to Common Topics’ section on page 
2 for staff and applicant responses. 



 

32 
Return to Table of Contents 

 

this building, with fully grown trees, and the existing Strayer Building, 
the current proposal will create a very confining, constricted 
promenade.   A more stepped back design would be more attractive, 
architecturally. Can’t needed additional square footage be added in the 
bulk of the building to the 15th St. side or to where the historic 
preservation solution for the Investment Building is being attempted?  
It’s important, especially with a county proposed plan that is just 5 years 
old that we follow the guidance of county documents.  If you are not 
going to make adjustments can you explain or justify?  
 
Another concern is that the illustration shown by the applicant displays 
a very plain design of the promenade level retail and second level.  
Furthermore, one of the pictures suggest that the second story window 
structures are actually venting structures.  I wouldn’t consider this 
acceptable along such an otherwise pedestrian-friendly passage.  Given 
the thought and discussions that have gone into the historical 
preservation along Clarendon, and given that development of the 
promenade has been committed as a community benefit, can there be 
some more thought put into this?  Such an effort will help ensure the 
success of this public space.    

 


