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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Item 1 (7 pm – 8:25 pm) 
Metropolitan Park Phase 6 (SP #105) 
SPRC Meeting #2 
April 25, 2016 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Cole, Iacomini, Gearin, Schroll, Hughes, and Sockwell 

 
SPRC Meeting Agenda:  The published agenda for the meeting was as follows: 
 
1) Site Design and Characteristics (Applicant) 

a) Allocation of uses on the site 
b) Relationship and orientation of proposed buildings to public space and other buildings 
c) Streetscape Improvements 
d) View vistas through site 
e) Visibility of site or buildings from significant neighboring perspectives 
f) Compliance with adopted planning documents 
 

2) Transportation (Applicant) 
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: Discussion amongst the Committee members included the following: 
 
General Discussion 
 Following opening comments from the Chair, the applicant discussed wanting a feeling of urbanity 

with their sites in Met Park, so that it doesn’t feel like one singular project.  They are attempting to 

maintain a continuity with open space and height massing between phases.  They discussed how 
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previous buildings were framed substantially with masonry, and they wanted to design to a lighter 

expression with more glass while maintaining distinct base, shaft, and crown delineation. 

 A committee member suggested the proposal deviates substantially from the Design Guidelines. 

Although they are not opposed, they questioned why. 

o A: The applicant stated they wanted to avoid a monoculture in Met Park, a place with no 

authenticity or diversity of architecture, and that did not appear to have developed 

organically.  They are attempting to differentiate from existing buildings to present an 

alternative style that would suite different design tastes for residents. 

 A member suggested the Design Guidelines promote Met Park development as an ensemble, and 

that this is too much of a departure.  The member noted concerns over impacts to public space and 

precedence for Phases 7 and 8. Another member suggested the south tower deviates too greatly 

from the Design Guidelines. 

o A: The applicant clarified the courtyard green space was intended to be more public without 

the access drive as shown in the Design Guidelines. 

 A member noted appreciation from the departure in design, but suggested the building is not 

consistent with step-backs from the street shown in the Design Guidelines. 

 A member asked if the Design Guidelines need to be revised to accommodate the design, but 

suggested that departures may be welcome. 

 Another member believed buildings too similar in design can look monolithic, like those in Crystal 

City, or as a faux city with no human touch. 

 Another member believed the design does not present a look of timelessness. 

o A: The applicant clarified their description of authenticity in design as places developed over 

time to feel built with different hands, just as cities develop over time. 

 A member suggested the proposal deviates from the Design Guidelines on vents in the façade, 

garage/loading dock locations and door types, and insufficient building step-down to the street. 

 A member asked whether design dictated demographics of renters, suggesting lots of turnover and 

younger residents 

o A: The applicant stated they are not targeting demographics such as age with the building 

style, but rather targeting those with different style preferences. 

 
Site Design 
 Committee members suggested the courtyard appears private, rather than inviting to the public, and 

asked if the central park is subject to existing access easements and if the courtyard would be as well.  

Another member asked if dogs would be allowed. 

o A: The applicant stated the intent was for the courtyard to be more public and inviting than 

what is shown in the Design Guidelines. 

 Members asked why no retail was shown for the block in the D and why it makes sense now, as well 

as what guidance is in the Arlington County Retail Plan.  A member further suggested that retail 

should be provided on a whole block or corridor, suggesting that retail should continue on the Phase 

7/8 block as well. 
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o A: Staff noted that the proposal is consistent with the Retail Plan, which lists Eads Street as a 

“Green” street for this frontage. 

 
Transportation 
 A member asked which intersection around Met Park was the lowest performing in terms of grade. 

o A: The transportation consultant confirmed that 15th Street and Eads Street was the worst 

intersection with a “D” grade. 

 A member asked if staff supported service access on 14th Street as a departure from the Design 

Guidelines. 

o A: Staff noted that they are still evaluating the proposal, but confirmed their understanding 

of a need for service bays on both 13th and 14th to accommodate the building’s two wings 

across the block. 

 A member suggested a larger park space would be better than providing parking on Elm Street. 

 Members asked if Elm Street would ramp up to the park grade, and if different paving treatments, 

perhaps to be used on Elm Street between the courtyard and central park, were okay. 

  A member asked if fire access was sufficient.  

 A member asked if there were any issues with truck turning movements on 13th Street or loading 

dock size. 

 Members asked about 13th Street becoming a loading street, and potential conflicts with the planned 

Whole Foods loading bay at The Bartlett building.  Another member suggested the loading 

configuration conflicts with staff principles cited for the Mazda site project. 

o  

 A member asked if the bike parking ratio was acceptable to staff. 

o  

 A member asked about parking utilization for Met Park 1 and 2 buildings. 

o  

 A member asked if there would be a bike share station at the site.   

o A: Staff confirmed a new station would be located at 12th and Eads Street. 

 
SPRC Member Statements 
 Nancy Iacomini (PC) noted concern about scale, and that the relationship of the building to the 

pedestrian is an important element that should not be ignored. 

 Citizen representative Carrie Johnson suggested that revisions to the Design Guidelines should be 

presented now, especially in context of future Phases 7 and 8. 

 Chris Slatt (TC) stated the protected bike lane design in not ideal or safe, and suggested that Elm 

Street grade should be raised up to be curbless and at grade with the park. 

 Caroline Haynes (PRC) reiterated comments about Elm Street being raised, noting that it should be a 

long speed table. 

 Elizabeth Gearin (PC) discussed easement and use restrictions on the park space. 

 Bill Braswell (NCAC, TC) suggested thinking about how the design can draw people out of the building. 
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 Steve Sockwell (PC) suggested that deviating from the Design Guidelines should demonstrate how 

something is a great place, and not sure this is. 

 Steve Cole (PC) suggested a raised Elm Street is good for the community, and also that Design 

Guidelines deviation should be explained and justified in how it is an improvement, as Met Park 4/5 

was to allow a grocery store. 

 
Next Steps:  The next SPRC meeting (#3) will be conducted on May 12, 2016.  The agenda for this meeting 
will be focused on Open Space and Landscaping.   


