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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Item 1 (7 pm – 9:00 pm) 
Metropolitan Park Phase 6 (SP #105) 
SPRC Meeting #1 
March 28, 2016 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Siegel, Iacomini, Cole, Gearin, and Ciotti 

 
SPRC Meeting Agenda:  The published agenda for the meeting was as follows: 
 
1) Introduction 

a) Overview of Site Plan Proposal (Staff) 
b) Presentation of Site Plan Proposal (Applicant) 

2) Land Use & Zoning 
a) Relationship of site to GLUP, sector plans, etc. 
b) Relationship of project to existing zoning 

i) Requested modification of height requirement 
ii) Requested density exclusions  

c) Relationship of site to PDSP and Met Park development phases 
3) 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 Silver certification 
vi) Accessibility 

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

c) Service Issues 
i) Utility equipment 
ii) Venting location and type 
iii) Location and visibility of loading and trash service 
iv) Exterior/rooftop lighting 
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SPRC Discussion: Discussion amongst the Committee members included the following: 
 
General Discussion 
 A committee member asked what modifications are requested by the applicant. 

o A: Staff responded that the request includes modifications for a reduced parking ratio of 0.85 

spaces/unit, compact parking percentage reduction, and density exclusions for mechanical 

shafts and below-grade areas.  Staff also noted setbacks would be reestablished as part of the 

site plan approval. 

 A member asked if they are utilizing unused density from Met Park phases (1-3) developed by Kettler. 

o A: The applicant noted that no unused density from the Guidelines remained once Vornado 

took ownership of remaining Phases 4-8 of Met Park. 

 A member asked if there is a reason why they are exceeding the Design Guidelines allocation of units 

per phase. 

o A: Staff noted that density allocation between phases is projected in the Metropolitan Park 

Design Guidelines but has been modified slightly between each phase.   

 Members asked what the density calculation on PDSP is as a whole, and how is it distributed. 

o A: Staff referred to PDSP Condition #2 in the presentation, which highlights available density 

as currently available under the most recent amendment of the condition in November 2013. 

 Members questioned whether below-grade storage and other amenity areas that are income-

producing should be considered as a density exclusion. 

 A committee member suggested that the Design Guidelines have never been approved in their 

entirety, and committee members discussed what weight the Design Guidelines have on density 

allocation of future phases of Met Park. 

o A: Staff noted that the Guidelines have been revised with each phase of development, and 

have been used as guidance to inform density allocation for each subsequent phase. 

 Members wanted to better understand Met Park public space access and maintenance, and whether 

public easements would be in place.  Members asked what portion of the courtyard would be public, 

noting that it should be publicly accessible, and how the courtyard would be used and maintained. 

o A: The applicant confirmed that they would maintain the space, and the majority of the 

courtyard would have a public access easement.  Staff noted that the existing central park 

area owned by Kettler is maintained by them and has a public access easement, and that 

open space would be discussed in detail at a future SPRC meeting. 

 A member suggested eliminating west Elm Street to allow for a greater central park area. 

o A: Staff noted that Elm Street is shown on the MTP, and removal would be a deviation and 

require MTP amendment. 

 A member wanted to confirm that Elm Street and remaining portions of 13th and 14th Streets would 

be building with Phase 6. 

o A: staff confirmed that Elm Street and 14th Street would be completed with Phase 6, while 

13th Street is currently being completed as part of Phase 4/5. 

 A member asked if the Phase 6 façade along Eads Street lined up with the Phase 4/5 façade. 

o A: The applicant confirmed that the facades are in alignment. 

 A member suggested unit composition should be provided in the staff report. 
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Building Height and Architecture 
 A committee member asked if the 23.11-foot penthouse height is permissible. 

o A: Staff confirmed that a penthouse greater than 23 feet in height is not permissible, and 

would review the drawings for verification of height. 

 A member noted that with the Met Park 4/5 approval, the County Board only permitted one 

additional 22-story building in Pentagon City. 

o A: Staff confirmed that the PDSP condition government buildings up to 22-stories was 

amended with the approval of Phase 4/5, and also noted that the Design Guidelines call for 

22-story buildings along Eads Street. 

 A member noted that building heights in the Pentagon City PDSP taper down in height adjacent to 

existing residential, suggesting the proposed height is a departure. 

o A: Staff clarified that the PDSP calls for taller buildings and greater density on PDSP parcels to 

the north and east, and that the proposal is not a departure from the Master Development 

Plan. 

 A member requested more context within architectural renderings, including full S. Eads streetscape 

with adjacent buildings to better understand the pedestrian experience. 

 A member asked if the penthouse was usable space, and whether it should be counted as a floor 

area. 

o The applicant confirmed that some portions of the penthouse level were available as amenity 

areas for residents. 

 Members noted that the building had few balconies, giving it an office aesthetic, but also noted that 

rooftop amenity areas were valued and could compensate for lack of balconies. 

 A member asked for explanation of building materials and grid pattern of the façade. 

o A: The applicant explained that the building would comprise of brick façade with concrete 

brick structure comprising the grid pattern.  The brick pattern and material alternates to 

create texture and diversity along the façade. 

 A member noted that the architecture is different than existing Met Park buildings, and asked why 

there was differentiation from the Design Guidelines orthodox prescription. 

o A: The applicant explained that they believe the design is an opportunity to transition from 

and provide contrast to the traditional design of existing Met Park buildings. 

 A member asked about accessibility, suggesting  secure fob access and powered door entry should be 

provided at entrances, accessible units should include roll-in showers, and trash/recycling rooms 

should be sufficiently wide. 

 A member asked if windows would utilize migratory bird mitigation strategies. 

o The architect was not aware of such mitigation, and another member suggested that was 

applied to office buildings. 

 A member asked about residential building access from 13th Street, and noted that the distance from 

the planned Whole Foods and both residential entrances was long.   

 A member asked about garage access. 

o A: The applicant confirmed the garage entrance was provided on 13th Street. 
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 A member discussed ground floor retail impacts on the pedestrian realm, and suggested individual 

bays are preferred to a larger storefront expanse.  Members also discussed retail needs in the 

community, with examples such as a hardware store, flower shop, or pet store. 

o A: The applicant noted that retail spaces were flexible and that no tenants were confirmed.  

The noted a desire to secure local businesses, citing the Commonwealth Joe coffee shop 

coming to the adjacent Bartlett building. 

 Members discussed need for safe and activated streetscapes on 13th and 14th Streets noting dark 

retail along frontages leading to the park.  Appropriate lighting is needed, and one member noted a 

separate issue with bright LED signs in Crystal City is a problem. 

 Members discussed concern over the amount and scale of garage intake/exhaust vents, with 

particular concern noted for the rendering along 13th Street.  Additional vent details were requested. 

 Members were satisfied with the inconspicuous bath/kitchen vents for individual units. 

 A member questioned whether recycling chutes were provided and available in trash rooms. 

o A: The applicant confirmed that the building had trash rooms in each residential wing of the 

building, and each room included a recycling chute as well. 

SPRC Member Statements 
 AHCA suggested central courtyard should be active, accessible to the public. 

 ARCA repeated concerns over proposed density and subsequent traffic impacts, and questioned 

approval of the project before completion of a County initiative to compile traffic data for the 22202 

area. 

 Nancy Iacomini suggested the architect consider opportunity for vertical venting to accommodate 

restaurants along Eads Street. 

 Rosemary Ciotti requested that ground floor spaces not contain steps at the entryway. 

 Citizen representative Tim Korns wanted to have a better understanding of the public realm within 

Metropolitan Park, including pedestrian pathways in the central park areas. 

 Pam Van Hein of PAC questioned impacts to schools, and on voting precinct capacity (the applicant 

confirmed that The Bartlett building would contain a voting precinct location). 

 Bill Braswell of NCAC suggested considering how small green spaces along building fit in with the 

streetscape and pedestrian experience. 

 Judy Freshman of CCCA noted that the existing Elm Street sections are too narrow and that the new 

section should be a one-way pair, and further suggested the existing Met Park architecture is too 

boring, noting The Gramercy building is how not to do build-to lines, and expressed appreciation for 

the proposed Phase 6 design. 

 
Next Steps:  The next SPRC meeting (#2) will be conducted on April 25, 2016.  The agenda for this meeting 
will be focused on Site Design and Characteristics, and Transportation.   


