
 
 

Pentagon City Phased Development Site Plan (PDSP) 
PenPlace Meeting Summaries 
 
SPRC #1 – February 6, 2012 
The first SPRC meeting for the subject PDSP amendment proposal was held on February 
23, 2012.  At that meeting, staff and the applicant provided an overview of the proposal for 
amend the PDSP for Parcel 1D.  In addition, staff and SPRC members discussed the 
introduction of a modified SPRC process.  It was ultimately determined that the subject 
proposal would follow the standard SPRC process with the exception that the Civic 
Associations would be given an opportunity for brief presentations at the second meeting 
of the SPRC. 
 
SPRC #2 – April 26, 2012 
The second SPRC meeting was held on April 26, 2012 at the Aurora Hills Community 
Center. At that meeting, staff made a presentation on secure facilities and the Arlington 
Ridge Civic Association (ARCA) was given an opportunity to present their concerns with the 
PenPlace proposal. Staff’s presentation touched upon varying federal secure facilities 
standards, as well as the County’s office mix and how the need for secure facilities relates 
to that mix.  The impact of secure facilities and how varying security standards affect site 
design were also presented to the SPRC. 
 
The ARCA presentation addressed a number of neighborhood concerns, including the 
correlation of increased development and potential traffic issues, building heights, and 
overall density.  ARCA also raised a number of their desires for the planning of the 
PenPlace site, which included a dynamic mixed-use development and 12th Street South, a 
single acre of active open space on the site that residents could use, seven (7) day a week 
and evening activity on the site, limited secure office that fronts on Army/Navy Drive 
instead of internal to the site, and limited parking. 
 
The Aurora Highlands Civic Association representative to the SPRC indicated the 
importance of a dynamic 12th Street South, the importance of service commercial uses on 
the site, additional activity along Fern and Eads Streets, good use of open space, options 
for the transit way, and architectural design that is different.  Another neighborhood 
representative to the SPRC living in Crystal City indicated that the design on 12th Street 
South is very important, that there should be access and circulation on the PenPlace site, 
and that they were not opposed to height and density. 
 
The SPRC raised concerns about the site design of the PenPlace proposal and the overall 
impact by accommodating secure facilities on the site.  Site design was raised as a key 
element and members indicated that any related issues should be addressed prior to 
contending with additional issues at SPRC meetings.  The SPRC would like to examine a 
variety of options on the site, including: one (1) versus two (2) secure office buildings, the 



option of secure versus non-secure facilities, and a variety of building dispositions for 
secure facilities on the site. 
 
SPRC #3 – May 14, 2012 
In response to initial concerns about the PenPlace proposal, the third meeting of the SPRC 
was reserved to discuss site design and characteristics.  At that meeting, the SPRC 
discussed the location of the secure office, on-site circulation, open space, and use mix.  
Members raised concerns about the location of the secure office buildings and that the full 
use of the site was not enabled due to the office location at the center of the site.  SPRC 
members mentioned that the northeast location on the site near the intersection of Army 
Navy Drive and Eads Street may be a more appropriate location for secure office.  A few 
members noted that the open space lacked definition and adequate size.  Overall, the 
sentiment from the SPRC was that there needed to be additional analysis of the site and 
options provided for one (1) or two (2) secure facilities, additional thought given to the 
location of open spaces and their function, and the mix of uses on the site.  
 
SPRC #4 – June 11, 2012 
The fourth SPRC meeting was reserved for the applicant to present a revised site design 
with the option for one (1) or two (2) secure facilities and revised open space 
configurations.  Staff followed that discussion by briefly mentioning some of the 
outstanding issues that had not been addressed by the applicant.  The SPRC then discussed 
the revised alternatives.  There was a general sense that the revised proposal was an 
improvement over the original plan and a number of SPRC members expressed favor for 
the one (1) secure office option.  Additional points of discussion included:  
 
 whether the southernmost east/west road through the site should be better aligned 
 the possible inclusion of residential into the site 
 the need for additional open space analysis, including use 
 the location of secure office and whether the northeast corner of the site makes more 

sense 
 understanding of the retail intentions 
 
The applicant’s revised proposal addresses the draft guiding principles to a degree.  The 
design of open space is more explicit and there is now north-south connection (Elm Street) 
between Army Navy Drive and 12th Street S.  Overall, staff will need to evaluate the design 
of the site, including envisioned uses, access, circulation, dimensions, and illustrations to 
begin fully evaluating the most recent proposal in relation to the draft guiding principles 
and other policies.  The recently submitted urban design guidelines will facilitate staff’s 
review since it provides additional details framed by the guiding principles. 
 
SPRC #5 – July 16, 2012 
The applicant presented the draft urban design guidelines and the SPRC discussed site plan 
alternatives at this meeting.  Similar to the fourth SPRC meeting, committee members 
expressed general favor for the one (1) secure facility site plan due to an increased amount 



of usable open space and pedestrian-friendly elements.  SPRC members asked questions 
regarding specific uses that could be incorporated into the site (such as daycare and 
medical uses), traffic flows, specific uses within the open space, and the ability to ensure 
that the office building proposed on the northeast corner of the site would indeed become 
a “trophy” office building and community asset. The applicant and staff were asked to 
continue refining the design guidelines and create a tool that could be used to evaluate 
future final plans and serve as an overall guide for the site. 
 
Staff will continue to use the draft guiding principles to inform the site plan review process. 
As these principles are translated into physical form during the PDSP amendment review 
process, all parties will continue to seek a more refined application of the principles in 
terms of density, building heights and configurations, secure facilities, and use mix.  At the 
conclusion of the SPRC process, staff’s recommendation to the County Board on the PDSP 
amendment proposal will consider the draft guiding principles for the site, existing policies 
for Pentagon City, as well as opportunities and impacts related to major transportation 
systems and infrastructure investment planned for the area.  
 
SPRC #6 – September 27, 2012 
The applicant presented the transportation and traffic impacts (TIA) associated with the 
proposed project.  The presentation drew upon studies and information included in the 
draft design guidelines.  In addition to the TIA, the applicant presented neighborhood 
traffic analysis, which provides travel time analysis for multiple routes from the south and 
east to the site.  The SPRC discussed transit, the street grid including connections to Met 
Park south of the site, cross sections, multimodal circulation, TDM, and parking.  A portion 
of the discussion focused around the completion of 12th Street and the design of the street 
and sidewalk.  Additionally, the character of the streets and access were discussed in 
relation to the number of secure facilities on the site. 
 
SPRC #7 – October 18, 2012 
Meeting #7 of the SPRC focused on elements of the applicant’s proposal related to the 
proposed buildings.  Elements of discussion included height, massing, density, and 
architecture.  SPRC members discussed general questions related to the elements.  
Members asked to see surrounding context related to density, as well as an articulation of 
the principles regarding density on the site. There was general discussion related to a no 
secure buildings alternative and how that would change the proposed site plan, both in 
terms of open space and the street network.  Architecture and massing was discussed 
briefly and several SPRC members asked for the assurance that buildings be sculpted and 
that high-quality architecture is assured.  Overall, SPRC members asked for specificity in 
the urban design guidelines to ensure that certain building-related standards would be 
met. 
 
SPRC #8 – November 19, 2012 
The design guidelines for the proposed PDSP were the topic of discussion amongst SPRC 
members.  The meeting began with discussion about the concept plan, primarily the 



number of secure facilities, the orientation of buildings, and open space. Several of the 
SPRC members preferred a concept plan that includes no more than one (1) secure facility 
due to the loss of usable open space.  Overall, committee member were interested in 
understanding the differences of the three (3) site plan options.  Differences include the 
amount and use of open space, accessibility through the site for pedestrians and vehicles, 
and the heights of buildings.  SPRC members were asked to provide written comments on 
the design guidelines to staff for inclusion into a comment matrix.  The comment matrix is 
included as Appendix 3 in the SPRC staff report. 
 
SPRC #9 – January 8, 2013 
Staff provided an overview of the design guidelines comments as distributed by SPRC 
members and culled by staff.  General themes evolved during SPRC discussion. The first 
was in regard to secure facilities.  A number of SPRC members expressed that two secure 
facilities were too many for the site due to the loss of non-secure open space. There were 
a number of questions pertaining to the amount of stand-off distance required for a variety 
of secure tenants. There was a discussion regarding the civic and condominium 
associations providing comments to staff relative to what they would like to see in 
exchange for an increase in density and a height modification.  Staff also introduced a 
density allocation table that illustrated the proposed amounts of secure and non-secure 
open space for the applicant’s three proposed alternatives (0, 1, and 2 secure facilities).  
Finally, staff presented and the SPRC discussed phasing and the allocation of the street 
network in relation to the build out of the site.  The applicant indicated that the phasing of 
building construction was difficult to ascertain since there was no plan to construct any of 
the buildings speculatively. In all instances, the construction of 12th Street is proposed to 
be built concurrent with the first development on the site.  
 
SPRC #10 – February 25, 2013 
The tenth SPRC meeting was focused on staff’s analysis of the applicant’s proposal 
followed by SPRC discussion.  Staff presented an analysis of the streets, open space, 
buildings, and land uses for the PenPlace proposal and gave a number of recommendations 
for the various elements.  The presentation illustrated two alternative site plan 
configurations and included a recommendation for only one secure facility on the PenPlace 
site, the inclusion of additional retail, an option for residential development, and 
consolidated open space.  
 
SPRC members discussed staff’s alternative concepts and many favored the “square” 
alternative that provided a larger amount of consolidated open space at the interior of the 
site.  SPRC members also discussed a preferred location for a secure facility.  A majority of 
members preferred the northeast corner (A-east) of the site, while fewer members 
preferred a Fern Street (B-west) location. A couple members expressed that they had no 
preference regarding the location of a secure facility.  

  



 
SPRC #11 – PenPlace/Met Park Joint SPRC Meeting – March 11, 2013 
The joint meeting was focused on the relationship of heights and massing between the two 
projects.  A majority of SPRC comments were related to the distribution of heights on the 
PenPlace site and the location of the tallest building.  Staff provided an overview of the 
functional and aesthetic location of key heights and how height and massing relates to 
placemaking. 
 
SPRC #12 – March 18, 2013 
The topic of the meeting was to finalize SPRC discussion on heights and density.  Staff 
presented rationale and recommendations for the elements, while the applicant presented 
the latest thinking on the topic.  In addition, the applicant presented the revised proposal 
alternatives for site design and land use.  Alternatives included one or no secure facility 
and the provision of additional retail space and the option for residential uses on 12th 
Street.  A majority of the SPRC members were generally supportive of the applicant’s 
density proposal and the proposal to place the shortest buildings on 12th Street and the 
greatest height at the northeast corner of the site. The concept of tapering heights from 
shortest to tallest away from 12th Street and the open spaces was generally favored. A 
number of SPRC members would like to see residential development required on-site. 
 
The applicant was asked to provide additional detail regarding building details, tapering, 
and prescriptive elements in subsequent revised urban design guidelines.  The item will be 
discussed again at the June 13, 2013 SPRC meeting that is set aside to discuss revised 
guidelines elements. 
 
SPRC #13 – April 4, 2013 
The thirteenth meeting of the SPRC was focused on open space, parking and services.  The 
applicant presented their proposal for these elements, followed by staff’s analysis and 
recommendations for the site.  Staff is supportive of a proposal within the design 
guidelines that specifies no secure facilities as a base urban design alternative.  Staff is 
supportive of one (1) secure facility if located in a location that meets certain, to-be-
developed design standards that address streets, open space, and buildings. Staff 
presented potential open space uses and design elements in order to develop a 
foreseeable vision for the proposals open space elements. 
 
SPRC members raised a number of concerns related to the open space including:  
 a general lack of detail surrounding the proposal 
 a secure facility infringing on the open space 
 phasing of open space in conjunction with development 
 the need for a shadow study to support open space design and location 
 lack of relationships between the components of the design guidelines (streets, open 

space, buildings) 
 



Overall, SPRC members would like to see additional detail related to the design and use of 
the open space and how that network of open spaces ties into 12th Street and Met Park.  
They felt that additional prescriptive elements would help provide guidance and 
predictability for future development.  The use of un-built open spaces and phasing the 
development of open space will need to be discussed at a future SPRC meeting. 
 
Overall, SPRC members would like to see additional detail related to the design and use of 
the open space and how that network of open space ties into 12th Street and Met Park.  
They felt that additional prescriptive elements would help provide guidance and 
predictability for future development.  The use of un-built open spaces and phasing the 
development of open space will need to be discussed at a future SPRC meeting. 
 
SPRC #14 – May 20, 2013 
Transportation and traffic was the focus of the fourteenth PenPlace SPRC meeting.  County 
staff provided an overview of transit, parking, Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM), transportation and traffic analysis strategies used in Arlington.  In addition, more 
specific traffic analysis was provided for south Arlington in proximity to the PenPlace site. 
 
SPRC members asked a number of questions and had a number of concerns including: 
 The future operation of the streetcar network and how the streetcar will tie into the 

street system in and around Pentagon City. One potential location for a maintenance 
and operation facility for the future streetcar system is adjacent to the PenPlace site off 
of S. Eads Street. 

 Additional transit operation including bus service. Staff added that one of the strategies 
to alleviate increased ridership on Metro is to add bus service. 

 A traffic study for South Arlington. The last major traffic study in the area was 
completed in conjunction with the Crystal City Sector Plan, which did factor in 
development at Pentagon Centre and Potomac Yard. 

 The link between TDM and parking was discussed.  One SPRC member mentioned that 
TDM alone may not be enough to address traffic and that parking strategies should be 
emphasized.   

 
Following discussion by the SPRC, the audience was provided with the ability to address 
staff and the SPRC.  The following questions and concerns were raised: 
 The volume of traffic on Arlington Ridge Road was mentioned by one audience 

member.  Arlington Ridge Road currently experiences roughly 14,000 vehicles a day; 
the road carried more than 17,000 vehicles a day several years ago. 

 One audience member asked what the solution would be to lessen traffic.  Staff 
indicated that hearings with the public, similar to the subject SPRC meeting, would help 
staff devise strategies that help mitigate potential impacts.  Staff will ultimately make a 
recommendation to the County Board. 

 A question regarding traffic on surrounding corridors and how to eliminate commuters 
from driving “through” Arlington to get to other destinations.  Staff mentioned that 
intersections along the Rt. 1 Corridor were being analyzed, but staff does not have data 



on who is going where.  County staff does meet with transportation staff regionally to 
help influence transportation decisions.  


