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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
 
SP #181 Key Boulevard Apartments Site Plan Amendment 
SPRC Meeting #2 
July 14, 2014 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair), Erik Gutshall, Karen Kumm Morris 
 
 
MEETING AGENDA  
This was the second SPRC meeting for the proposed site plan amendment for Key Boulevard 
Apartments.  The meeting was preceded by a walking tour of the site of the proposed project, as 
well as sites in the vicinity.   
 
The Chair made a statement that while the issues raised at the first SPRC regarding the density of 
the project and conformance with adopted County plans and policies were still unresolved, and 
are still very much on the table, the SPRC process will continue, recognizing that there is still 
disagreement between the SPRC members, staff and the applicant on those high level issues.  
The applicant then made a presentation before each major section of the Agenda.     
 
The following was the agenda for the meeting:   
 
 

3)   Site Design and Characteristics  
a)   Allocation of uses on the site 
b)   Relationship and orientation of proposed buildings to public space and other buildings  
c)   View vistas through site 
d)   Visibility of site or buildings from significant neighboring perspectives  
e)   Historic status of any existing buildings on site 
f) Compliance with adopted planning documents 

 
4)   Building Architecture 
a)   Design Issues 

i)    Building form (height, massing, tapering, setbacks) 
ii) Facade treatments, materials, fenestration  
iii) Roof line/penthouse form and materials 
iv)  Street level activism/entrances & exits 
v)  LEED/Earthcraft/Green Home Choice Score vi) A c c e s s i b i l i t y  
vii)  Historic Preservation  

b)   Retail Spaces (if applicable) 
i)     Location, size, ceiling heights 
ii)   Storefront designs and transparency 
iii)   Mix of tenants (small v. large, local v. national) 

c)   Service Issues 
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i)    Utility equipment 
ii)   Venting location and type 
iii)   Location and visibility of loading and trash service iv)   Exterior/rooftop lighting 

 
5)   Transportation 

a)   Infrastructure 
i)    Mass transit facilities and access 
ii)   Street systems (w/existing and proposed cross sections) 
iii)   Vehicular and pedestrian routes iv)   Bicycle routes and parking 

b)   Traffic Demand Management Plan c)   Automobile Parking 
i)    Proposed v. required (tenant, visitor, compact, handicapped, etc.) 
ii)   Access (curb cuts, driveway & drive aisle widths) 

d)   Delivery Issues  
 i)  Drop offs 

ii)    Loading docks 
e)   Signage (parking, wayfinding, etc.) 

 
SPRC DISCUSSION 
 
Site Design and Characteristics: 

• There are mechanical rooms on the balconies on the affordable apartments’ side.  Do the 
market rate condos and the affordable apartments have separate mechanical systems? 

o The market rate and affordable sides of the building act as two separate buildings 
for the purposes of heating/cooling.   The market-rate units will all have 
mechanical units on the roof.   

• Will there be any uses/amenities on the roof? 
o No, most of the roof will be a green roof and mechanical penthouse. Not planning 

tenant access.  
• What is the rationale for having the loading dock in the middle of the building on 19th 

Street?   Placing it there will also take out the largest street tree on 19th Street. 
o To be in the middle of the affordable half of the project and the market part of 

the project, but it could be moved.  Turning radii may not work with it moved to 
the side.    

• Comment from SPRC that the proposed rear façade looks to obviously as the “back of the 
building” with prominent loading space.   

• Has the applicant done soil boring tests?  Does the applicant know that they can get two 
levels of completely underground parking?  There is bedrock under much of Rosslyn, and 
the parking garage for the Highgate Townhouses is partially above ground, and the 
Rosslyn Mews townhouses adjoining the site sit on a slab and do not have basements. 

o Applicant responded that they have not done soil boring tests.   
• Currently, Rosslyn Mews townhouses access their electric meters using the Key 

Boulevard driveway, and green space as the applicant proposes would make the meters 
inaccessible 

• Why no planting strip on 19th Street?   
o Applicant answered to try to save the trees.   
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• Additional questions as to why the units were segregated, and if the applicant’s proposed 
number of affordable dwelling units (82 out of 158 units total units) fulfilled the site 
plan’s condition that the property be “predominantly” housing for low and moderate 
income individuals. 

• Request for a shadow study to see if there will be an impact on the community garden.   
• Are the gardens an interim use?  Are there different plans for the garden by DPR? 

o No, the gardens are planned to remain.   
• At this point, Historic Preservation staff was asked what studies had been done for the 

site. 
o HP staff responded that most of the work had been done.  The history was 

researched, and a nomination for the National Register of Historic Places was 
drawn up for the property several years ago as part of an application for several 
historic garden apartments.  The property is eligible for tax credits, even without 
an official listing on the National Register.  The property is also listed on the 
Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), adopted by the County Board,  

o Demolition of the structures would be contrary to the Historic Resources Master 
Plan, an element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 

• How much daylight would the courtyard receive?  
o The applicant responded that the courtyard will receive direct daylight only with 

noonday sun in summertime. 
 

• Also concerns from the SPRC that the courtyard is too small and there is not enough 
usable open space or play space on the proposed building. 
 

Architecture: 
 
The applicant made a presentation on the buildings architecture and floor plan.  The applicant 
also showed an alternate front façade. 
 

• Comments from several SPRC members that the alternate architecture was better. 
• Other comments that architecture should either totally embrace the art deco aesthetic 

or if not able to fully commit, then to do something different.  
• One comment that the original design seemed “lighter”.  
• Question as to what the facade would look like in the courtyard. 

o Applicant did not have any perspectives from the courtyard. 
• Comments that the bulk and mass facing the public streets were beyond what is typical 

for the neighborhood.  Unlikely that by-right townhouse development would be as tall as 
60 feet (none have been so far).   

• Request from PC member to have 3-D modeling available showing the proposed height in 
profile with surrounding properties. 

 
Transportation: 
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The applicant made a presentation on the transportation aspects of the site plan and the results 
of a 2011 traffic study. 

• Comment from SPRC member that garage entrance may conflict with Atrium garage 
entrance, and the proposed garage entrance is at the crest of a hill and may have limited 
visibility.   

• Who has access to the parking spaces?  Will the affordable tenants and the condominium 
owners have entirely separate areas to park?   

o The applicant responded that the parking spaces will be owned separately.  While 
the total ratio for parking is .94 spaces per unit, the applicant proposes to allocate 
only .7 spaces for each affordable rental unit, and 1.125 spaces per market-rate 
condominium.  AHC has found that the parking demand in their other 
developments range from .75 to .85 spaces per unit.      

o Staff responded that the parking ratios are looked at as a whole, and generally 
how the spaces are allocated are determined post approval, but noted that .70 
was lower than had ever been approved.   

• Comments that there was not enough parking provided on site for visitors. 
• Question if the developers of the Key Blvd site could somehow work out an arrangement 

with the Atrium to lease parking spaces. 
o Atrium residents responded that all parking spaces are owned by unit owners. 
o Staff stated that could not be imposed as a condition without the explicit consent 

of the Atrium HOA, which has not even consented to the site plan amendment 
application.   

• The Traffic Impact Analysis is from 2011 and needs to be updated with the recently 
approved 1401 Wilson project. 

• 19th Street should not be a point of access for parking or loading, 19th Street is a narrow 
residential street, and North Ode Street is the only outlet from the Colonial Terrace area. 

o Staff stated that they had recommended a private alley between Key Boulevard 
and 19th Street on the west side of the proposed building and moving the parking 
and loading off this alley. 

• At the very least, move the loading dock from the center of the rear façade. 
• What will happen to the mid-block pathway? 

o Staff recommends an enhanced pathway in the same location which would be a 
condition of approval if the proposed site plan is approved. 

 
Wrap-Up 
Tom Korns:   Need to know more context on heights in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
plan. Trees will be needed to mitigate the bulk of the building.  Need to know more about hoe 
the proposed parking works at other locations.  Prefers a lighter architectural design. 
 
Erik Gutshall:  Wants to see 3-D height study.  Thinks this is an aggressive plan.  Concern about 
loss of open space.  Requests that the applicant always show existing surrounding buildings in 
architectural perspectives. 
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Karen Kumm:  Lots of issues to work out here, and this is an example when more discussion’s 
needed. Concern about loss of play space and open space, loss of existing trees.   
 
Jennifer Zeien (North Rosslyn CA): There are issues with the height and massing being out of 
scale with the area.  All open space is internal, and what is there seems uninviting to the 
proposed building’s residents.  Lack of play space. Since this building is at the highest elevation in 
the area, would like to see a smaller building, with all affordable housing.  Also would like to 
know about heights above sea level for this building and surrounding properties.  No loading 
dock on 19th Street.   
 
Erin May (HALRB): The proposed new elevation is better, but still it is a loss of a historic resource.   
 
Terence Brown (Rosslyn Mews): It’s a massive building out of scale with the neighborhood.  Lack 
of parking will overburden the community.   
 
Roa Lynn (Atrium HOA): Will destroy the Colonial Terrace neighborhood for a gain of only 41 
affordable units.  The proposed building is not the right fit for the neighborhood, for all the 
reasons outlined by staff at the first SPRC. 
 
Bill Gearhardt:  This proposal would triple the existing density on the site, when there are 
properties in the Rosslyn Redevelopment District that are underdeveloped, where growth is 
planned.  It would have a cumulative effect on the transportation demands in the Rosslyn area.  
Garage entrance should be off Key Boulevard.  Sidewalks seem to be substandard, especially 
along 19th Street.  Concerned about loss of trees. 
 
Lucia DeCordre:  Would like to also see height and shadow studies.  Need to retain trees to the 
maximum extent possible.  There is a need for affordable housing in Rosslyn. 
 
Comments from observers in the audience: 

• Were happy with Key Boulevard at the scale it is now, and as all affordable housing. 
• Density should not be transferred from so far away in the County. 
• Thought that when they bought their unit in the Atrium that the 1981 site plan was a 

permanent arrangement, and that the compromises made in 1981 should not be 
dismissed lightly. 

• Would like an all affordable housing project, at a greatly reduced height and density.     
• Ode Street is the only way in and out of the neighborhood with several hundred homes, 

do not add traffic to 19th Street. 
• Approving higher density would lead to large-scale changes in the neighborhood. 
• Adequate parking is essential as the streets are full with parked cars.   
• If the architecture is not genuine art deco, don’t try to replace it. 
• Concerns about mature trees being cut down for project. 
• While this is an aggressive effort to add affordable housing, hope that a compromise can 

be reached.  
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• High cost of land in central Rosslyn may preclude affordable housing, hope a compromise 
can be reached here.  

• Alliance for Housing Solutions supports the project, as it would provide 3-bedroom units, 
at no cost to county, with a community room.  Realize Rosslyn has great aspirational 
goals for affordable housing, but economically it may not work in central Rosslyn. 

 
Nancy Iacomini (SPRC Chair):  Need to preserve open space.  Density should be within the 
recommendations of the adopted County plans.  Would encourage the applicant to renovate, 
and add on to the existing buildings.  There are opportunities to create more affordable housing 
on site, but what the applicant is proposing is not the answer.  Should not use the TDR process to 
destroy a historic structure.  Concern that market rate Condo units will never filter down and 
become market rate affordable, as rental complexes tend to do over the course of decades.   
 
  

 
 


