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SP #181 Key Boulevard Apartments Site Plan Amendment 
SPRC Meeting #3 
September 29, 2014 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (SPRC Chair), Erik Gutshall, Karen Kumm 
Morris, Steve Cole, Jane Siegel 
 
 
MEETING AGENDA  
This was the third SPRC meeting for the proposed site plan amendment for Key Boulevard 
Apartments. The applicant made a presentation following up on questions asked at the previous 
meeting including a shadow study, updated 2014 traffic counts (but not including counts for 
grocery store at 1401 Wilson), a proposed alternative configuration of the parking garage and 
loading bay that places both to the side of the building through an alley accessed from 19th 
Street, and architectural changes to the building. The applicant did not have detailed drawings of 
the alternative parking/loading bay proposal. 
 
The following was the agenda for the meeting:   
 
6)  Open Space 

a) Orientation and use of open spaces  
b) Relationship to scenic vistas, natural features and/or adjacent public spaces 
c) Compliance with existing planning documents and policies 
d) Landscape plan (incl. tree preservation) 
 

7) Community Benefits 
a) Public Art 
b) Affordable Housing 
c) Underground Utilities 
d) Historic Preservation 
e) Other 

 
8) Construction Issues 

i) Phasing 
ii) Vehicle staging, parking, and routing  
iii) Community Liaison 

 
   9) WRAP-UP 
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SPRC DISCUSSION 
 
Open Space/Comments on Proposed Alternative Parking and Loading Area: 

• How high of a retaining wall will be required for the grade change for the potential side 
entrance to the parking and loading? Would the cut in the grade affect the neighboring 
community garden, or any trees on this or adjacent properties?  

o Applicant responded that the grade change and new drive aisle should not affect 
the community garden. There would be a fence on top of the retaining wall for 
safety purposes. The proposed side driveway option would preserve one or more 
mature trees on 19th Street North. 

• It is difficult to evaluate the applicant’s new proposed alley without more context, 
especially on the site landscaping and on the adjacent community garden. Have the 
transformer grates moved? For the commission meeting applicant should have a 
comparison of how much green space in the existing complex vs. proposed. 

• Are trees added under this alternative alley plan? 
o Applicant: a few more trees may be added. The side alley will preserve a mature 

street tree that will have to be eliminated with the current loading configuration.  
• Will there still be access to the rear of the Rosslyn Mews Townhouses? 

o The applicant has added a sidewalk on the eastern property line to continue to 
permit rear access to the townhouses. 

• How do people access the building from the sidewalk on Key Boulevard? 
o Applicant stated there are stairs and a handicap ramp. Most of the front yard will 

be landscaped, and is set back 35 feet from the curb.    
• The shadow study seems to indicate a large impact on the community garden from the 

new building. 
• Will the power lines be undergrounded?  

o Applicant stated that the power lines will be undergrounded between the 
sidewalk and the building so as to not affect the trees. 

• Applicant will need to balance preserving the trees on 19th Street and providing a good 
pedestrian experience on that street. 

• How is visitor parking handled? 
o Within the applicant’s proposed parking numbers, some will be allocated after 

approval to visitor parking, but generally visitor parking is not figured out before 
approval. 

• Are there different parking standards for the affordable housing and condominiums? 
o The applicant states the condo residents will be allocated more parking than the 

affordable housing side. While the proposed parking ratio is 1:1 unit overall, the 
affordable housing will not be at a 1:1 ratio.  

• Has the urban forester looked at the plan? 
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o Staff just received the applicant’s most recent parking proposal (which impacts 
the landscaping) so the Urban Forester has not yet evaluated this proposal. He 
will do so by the Commission hearings.  

 
Community Benefits 
The applicant stated that they would not likely offer public art as a community benefit (which is 
required for all site plan projects), but they would underground aerial utilities on the perimeter 
of the site and the project would be certified LEED Silver.  
  

• Would the undergrounding include the utility line along the property of the Rosslyn Mews 
Townhouses? 

o Applicant responded that it probably would if it is on the border between the two sites.  
• There is art on the roof now, is there a way to offer some visual interest on the roof of the 

building, such as a green roof or gathering space?  
• General discussion of where a play area should be placed on the property.  

o Applicant stated original proposal offered a play are in the rear of the property, but 
creation of the side alley would move the playground to the side of the building.  

Wrap-Up 
• Erik Gutshall (Planning Commission): This is a difficult project, with a good applicant. But use of 

TDRs must be win-win for both sites involved in the transfer and this is not the case here. 
Concerned that play space is an afterthought.  

• Bill Gerhardt (Transportation Commission): proposed sidewalks seem inadequate for a building of 
this size, and the proposed new loading area seems inadequate for trucks. 

• Lucia DeCordre (Rosslyn BID): Did not comment. 
• Terrence Brown (Rosslyn Mews Townhouses): Proposed development is out of scale with the 

surrounding development and Colonial Terrace community, and would be a significant change to 
the character of the neighborhood. Notes the neighborhood continues not to be in support of the 
proposal. 

• Karen Kumm Morris (Planning Commission): Agree with other commenters. Affordable housing is 
a laudable goal, but the proposed building is out of scale and not compatible with the Zoning and 
plans for the neighborhood. The County should identify receiving sites that are more appropriate 
for the transfer of density that the applicant proposes.  

• Jennifer Zeien (North Rosslyn Civic Association): Support affordable housing, but proposal is not 
in keeping with the character of the community. Area has a consistent scale and a garden-like 
nature. There is only one street exit to the neighborhood (North Ode Street) and traffic from 
parking and loading would exacerbate a bad situation. Troubled by the separation of the 
affordable unit residents from the market-rate-separate entrances, separate amenities. Goal 
should be to mix the affordable with the market rate. Notes affordable housing will certainly be 
included in whatever comes from the WRAPS study and neighborhood is supportive of the 
prospect. 
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• Roa Lynn (Atrium Condominiums): Staff report clearly shows why this project should not be 
approved. 

• Steve Cole (Planning Commission): His views have not changed. There is a threshold issue to 
overcome in that this is an existing site plan that is trying to add density to the site, but given the 
restrictions of the site plan it does not seem possible. 

• Comment from Public:  Mary Rouleau, Executive Director of Alliance for Housing Solutions 
supports the project, as there is a need for affordable housing in Rosslyn where land costs are 
high. Sympathize with the neighbor’s concerns, though. 

• Nancy Iacomini (SPRC Chair): Adopted plans and policies reached through public processes are  
the basis for Arlington’s decisions on development and growth, not ad hoc proposal. If plans are 
changed in an ad hoc way there is chaos. This area is currently designated on plans as a 
conservation area and not one suitable for high growth. If such a major change to our plans is to 
happen, it needs to be studied on a broader basis. Appreciates the applicant taking effort to 
respond to the SPRC’s concerns on architecture and parking. 
 
 


