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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

Overall 

1  Process 
Panel 

5/13 n/a Overall n/a There are a lot of prescriptive elements in this plan. It 
could be very helpful for staff to clearly outline what is 
prescriptive vs. what is a guideline. 

The plan itself is inherently flexible as it reflects 
policy recommendations, and is not a regulatory 
document. Page 148 notes that the only 
elements recommended to be codified are 
density, building height, and stepback provisions.  
We suggest adding clarifying language to more 
effectively distinguish between elements to be 
codified later (density, height and setbacks) and 
all other guidelines.  

Language will be revised  on page 12 to 
further clarify that the plan is intended as 
policy guidance.  
 
Language will also be added to Chapter 3 to 
highlight the elements recommended to be 
codified, and further clarify how the 
guidelines should be applied in reviewing 
future site plans. The guidelines should be 
seen as suggestions and inspirational, not 
mandatory.  

2  LRPC 5/21 n/a Overall n/a Where should the plan identify priority projects that 
should be undertaken the soonest? The Process Panel 
identified filling in the Fort Myer Drive tunnel and 
addressing Gateway Park as a high priority. 
The Plan should include language that states changes to 
future CIPs should be made to incorporate priority 
projects identified in this plan. 

This is addressed in the implementation portion 
of the plan (Chapter 4). 
 
Text on page 181 addresses fact that action 
items from this plan will need to be integrated 
into the CIP in a way that recognizes overall 
prioritization of projects County wide in addition 
to those in Rosslyn.  

No changes proposed. 

3  LRPC  5/21 n/a Overall n/a Only in areas where we are totally indifferent, should 
we provide going a level of flexibility. If developers can't 
follow plan, they simply have to justify why they are 
doing something different. In some cases, language 
needs to be addressed -- for instance, "at a minimum, 
on average" is problematic. 
 
Plan is guidance, not law, so it should express clear 
vision of community. 
 
One question to ask is whether the plan defines 
minimum necessary components to achieve success in 
achieving vision of plan; staff trying to hit balancing point 
-if plan defines the right vision, there ought not be a lot 
of flexibility on those components. If there are things 
that are seen as so onerous from the development 
community perspective, then we should address those. 
 
In terms of flexibility, should remove lawful words, and 
wiggle room words. Let's be specific about places 
where we are agnostic. 

We concur that the plan is a policy document, 
and it therefore outlines a vision and 
recommendations that are inherently flexibility. 
Therefore, there is no need to repeat the 
intention of applied flexibility throughout.  
 
However, the team is reviewing the text 
throughout to clarify any ambiguity in the 
guidance and to verify that the guidelines indeed 
read as guidelines and are understood to be 
inspiration and suggestive in essence, and not 
seen as regulatory. 

Text will be revised where pertinent to 
clarify ambiguity and verify that the 
guidelines read as guidelines. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

4  Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 n/a Overall n/a The draft plan is a combination of prescriptive 
requirements much like a form-based code in the 
Zoning Ordinance, and at the same time, attempts to 
introduce language to suggest that the Plan is flexible 
and conceptual. The result is two-fold: first, the lines 
are blurred between what is required and what is 
flexible; and second, the list of requirements is daunting 
and, in combination, is often conflicting and will most 
certainly stifle redevelopment in Rosslyn. 
Plan is essentially a down-planning and down-zoning of 
Rosslyn. 

 Draft plan should be reviewed by EDC and 
AED and the community should be provided 
with a comprehensive analysis of the effect 
the Plan will have on economic development. 

 Immediately provide proposed GLUP and 
Zoning amendments that will be forthcoming 

 Introductory sections of the Plan should be 
revised to include a statement that all 
elements of the Plan are flexible unless 
otherwise noted. 

 All letters submitted by the public should be 
disseminated to all reviewing bodies and 
interested parties.  

This is not a form-based code, or anything like it. 
Only three elements are proposed to be codified 
through future Zoning Ordinance amendments, 
and everything else would remain as guidelines.  
 
AED has been part of the staff team throughout 
the Realize Rosslyn process, and EDC has been 
given opportunity to review and comment on 
the plan. 
 
As proposed in the plan, GLUP amendments will 
include removing the WRAPS study area from 
the RCRD and adding symbols open space 
locations. The only elements of the Zoning 
Ordinance that are proposed to be codified are 
density, heights (including the proposed 
flexibility) and stepbacks. 
 
We suggest adding clarifying language to more 
effectively distinguish between elements to be 
codified later (density, height and setbacks) and 
all other design guidelines, and to better 
characterize how guidelines should be applied.  
 
All letters have and will continue to be 
disseminated as is consistent with County 
practice. 

Language will be revised on page 12 to 
further clarify that the plan is intended as 
policy guidance.  
 
Language will also be added to Chapter 3 to 
highlight the elements recommended to be 
codified, and further clarify how the 
guidelines should be applied in reviewing 
future site plans. 

5  Website 5/8 n/a Overall n/a This plan completely neglects the impact on the school 
system of adding 4000-5000 new housing units. If just 
15% of those units contain a school-age child, it will 
create the need for an additional school (beyond the 
secondary school being built at Rosslyn Highlands). The 
plan should dedicate space for another school now, 
before development takes up all available land 

The Rosslyn Sector Plan is a twenty-five year 
plan for redevelopment. Future projections will 
be factored into school planning, and the team 
does not feel it would be appropriate to apply 
current generation rates to a long-term plan.  
 
That said, we suggest adding background 
information on the schools serving the area and 
the need for further planning as the plan is 
realized. 

Language will be added to Chapter 2 to 
identify the schools serving Rosslyn and any 
planned improvements.  
 
Language will also be added to Chapter 3 
(Land Use section) to recommend continued 
monitoring and coordinated planning for 
future public facility needs for Rosslyn.   

6  Website 5/28 n/a Overall n/a Getting people to walk thru (as opposed to drive) 
Rosslyn will do much to make it more of a 
neighborhood than an office park that rolls up the 
sidewalks at 5. 

We concur. No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

7  Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 n/a Timing of 
adoption 

n/a The July target for County Board adoption seems  to 
unnecessarily rush a final decision on this; we have only 
had since December to start to review the design 
guidelines. We should make sure there is enough time 
for people who want to speak on the draft plan has the 
chance to do so. 

It has been nearly six months since the release of 
a first set of draft design guidelines, which has 
provided time for review and testing. The input 
received from the community meetings and 
discussions leading up to the RTA will help 
inform the County Board’s decision on whether 
they believe the plan can be refined where 
intended and ready for adoption in July. 
 

No changes proposed. 

8  PC 
member 

5/13 0 Cover Page n/a Title “Rosslyn Sector Plan” does not accurately reflect 
the scope of the plan. This only covers the RCRD, not 
the full station area. The 1992 plan will still provide 
guidance as well.  

The term “sector plan” accurately describes that 
this plan provides guidance for the core of the 
station area, similar to other sector plans in the 
County. A subtitle is recommended to clarify 
this point. 

Add subtitle on cover page: “A plan for the 
Rosslyn Coordinated Redevelopment 
District” 

9  Process 
Panel 

5/13 0 n/a n/a Consider providing an executive summary We considered including an executive summary 
and do not feel it is necessary. 

No changes proposed. 

10  Process 
Panel 

5/13 0 Table of 
Contents 

D,E In final document, would be great to have table of 
contents hyperlinked for easy navigation of plan 

After adoption, the team will work to include 
hyperlinks in the PDF file to be posted online. 

No changes proposed (pre-plan adoption). 

Chapter 1 
11  Planning 

Commissio
ner 

5/14 1 Plan 
Framework 

9 Does the plan clarify what has changed from the Plan 
Framework to the Sector Plan document? If not, this 
needs to be made clear somehow. 

We concur that this should be discussed either 
in the staff report or the draft sector plan. 

Changes to the plan to address what’s 
changed from the framework to the sector 
plan could be described in the sector plan, if 
not discussed in the Staff Report. 

12  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/13 1 Relationship to 
other Planning 
Documents and 
Policies 

10 In second sentence, the word ‘Rosslyn’ should be 
replaced with “RMSA”. 

We concur. Plan will be revised to incorporate the 
suggested text edit. 

13  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/13 1 Planning 
Assessment of 
Rosslyn Today 

25 In second sentence under ‘Recent Development’,  the 
words ‘core of Rosslyn’ should be replaced with 
“Rosslyn”. 

We concur. Plan will be revised to incorporate the 
suggested text edit. 

Chapter 2 

14  Process 
Panel 

5/13 2 Planning 
Assessment 

34-
36 

Be explicit about what parks are inside or outside 
RCRD; and be genuine about where space is within 
RCRD and not within RCRD. 

On page 34, the plan notes which parks are 
within the RCRD. 

No changes proposed. 

15  Process 
Panel 

5/13 2 Regional 
Context 

15 In addressing regional context, shouldn’t just show 
context in Arlington but show a broader look of the 
DC region, make reference to competition and 
opportunities 

We concur. Map will be revised to show a broader 
context. Opportunities to expand narrative 
text will also be explored to describe 
Rosslyn’s place in greater region.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

16  Process 
Panel 

5/13 2 People 16 Should consider discussing potential impacts of increase 
in households on capital costs related to things such as 
parks, schools, etc. Maybe as basic as describing what 
schools that kids in the study area currently attend. 
Knowing student generation rates from inside RCRD 
could also be helpful 

The Rosslyn Sector Plan is a twenty-five year 
plan for redevelopment. Future projections will 
be factored into school planning, and the team 
does not feel it would be appropriate to apply 
current generation rates to a long-term plan.  
 
That said, we suggest adding background 
information on the schools serving the area and 
the need for further planning as the plan is 
realized. 

Language will be added to Chapter 2 to 
identify the schools serving Rosslyn and any 
planned improvements.  
 
Language will also be added to Chapter 3 
(Land Use section) to recommend continued 
monitoring and coordinated planning for 
future public facility needs for Rosslyn.   

17  LRPC 5/21 2 Planning 
Assessment 

23 It’s misleading to try to acknowledge account for 
housing/residents in the balance of the Rosslyn Metro 
Station when talking about use mix in the core because 
to date people living outside of RCRD have not shown 
interest in activating core. On the other hand, this 
might be due to Rosslyn not currently offering enough 
amenities and not being a very pleasant place to be in. 
 

We agree that the Rosslyn’s core has not been 
sufficiently activated by the surrounding 
neighborhoods due to a lack of attractive 
amenities and other issues. However, these 
residents are important to consider as they have 
the potential to activate the core and utilize the 
new parks and amenities that are recommended 
by the plan. 

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

18  Process 
Panel 

5/13 2 Planning 
Assessment 

32 Notes cap of 470’ asl derived from two specific sites, 
and not based on applications to the FAA for sites west 
of Fort Myer Drive – not accurate to suggest that FAA 
has acted on all of Rosslyn. Would be interesting to 
know whether FAA would permit buildings up to 540’ 
asl west of Oak Street 
 
If it’s a question as to whether the plan is unclear on 
whether or not height should go above 470’ asl if the 
FAA were to permit it, then it would be important to 
address that 
 
There is still the outstanding issue of One Engine 
Inoperative (OEI) 

The heights recommended in the plan reflect a 
comprehensive approach to building height that 
addresses a number of goals and takes into 
account a number of constraints. To date the 
FAA has not approved heights above 470’ ASL 
for any site within the RCRD, though it is 
correct that no sites west of Oak Street have 
been redeveloped under “C-O Rosslyn” and 
applied for FAA approval. That said, under the 
current policy these sites would likely be 
constrained significantly due to the taper 
approach and their proximity to lower density 
neighborhoods. The project team contends that 
the proposed heights map allows more height in 
these areas than under the current policy while 
taking into account transition to neighborhoods, 
priority view corridors, and height variation. 
While the FAA is one consideration, additional 
height would threaten achievement of the plan’s 
other goals. Further, per the recommended 
flexibility on page 162, sites below 300’ could 
request additional height up to 300’ if they can 
meet the plan goals. (Note: on sites flanking 
Wilson immediately west of Oak Street, 300’ 
above grade is very close to 470’ above sea level; 
on sites further west along Wilson, 300’ above 
grade exceeds 470’ above sea level by up to 25-
30 feet) 
 
The FAA’s decision on its proposal related to 
OEI is still pending. Should future decisions by 
the FAA on OEI or other height restrictions 
have implications for Rosslyn, consideration 
should be given to revise the plan and/or Zoning 
Ordinance as appropriate. 

No changes proposed. 

19  Planning 
Commissio
ner 

5/14 2 Positioning 
Rosslyn 

35 Existing open space map can benefit from many more 
labels or identifiers indicating what each space is today. 

We concur. More labels will be added to the Existing 
Open Space map. 

20  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 2 Parks and Open 
Space 

36 Prefer more precise language in the “Existing Program 
Opportunities” section.  Clarify the references to the 
RMSA and the RCRD. Text on 36 should also highlight 
the active and passive uses that are missing from 
Rosslyn Parks (as shown in the chart on Page 37). 

We concur. Text will be reviewed for potential 
refinements to clarify references to RMSA 
and RCRD, and also highlight on p.36 the 
active and passing uses missing from Rosslyn 
parks. 

21  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/13 2 Parks and Open 
Space  

36 In first paragraph under “Existing Program 
Opportunities” the word ‘Rosslyn’ should be replaced 
with “RMSA”. 

We concur. Plan will be revised to incorporate the 
suggested text edit. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

22  Process 
Panel 

5/13 2 Planning 
Framework 

44 Text doesn’t state that the RMTS identified need for 
new streets; if Sector Plan recommends new streets, 
this conflict/inconsistency should be resolved. 

RMTS did recommend new street connections; 
in addition the MTP recommends breaking up 
several blocks with new streets. 

Incorporate RMTS recommendations for 
new streets into text on page 44; add 
symbol for “areas planned for new streets” 
to legend for MTP map on page 45. 

Chapter 3 
23  Process 

Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Vision 49 I believe there should be more emphasis on the vision 
statement.  Right now it is somewhat lost for the 
reader.  

We concur. The project team will explore ways to 
present the vision statement in the way that 
is emphasized more effectively.  

24  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Planning 
Assessment 

51 This rendering/view is important; shows how tops of 
buildings will be visible from observation deck, and 
raises the importance of design guidelines to address 
issues of screening, etc. Mechanical equipment and 
elevator overruns are necessary elements that will need 
to be dealt with in some way. 

The Building Height and Form Guidelines state 
that building tops within view of the public 
Observation Deck should be designed so as to 
create a thoughtful, complementary foreground 
view for the monumental core and other key 
vistas. It further states that mechanical 
penthouses and other building service functions 
on rooftops should be screened and attractively 
integrated into building top design.  

Language and/or graphics will added to the 
pages 162-163 to further emphasize 
screening and rooftop treatments in the 
view corridors. 

25  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Vision 
Principles 

58 Strongly support the inclusion of the Boathouse.  I 
recommend the caption underneath the Boathouse 
picture should be revised to read: “A public boathouse 
in Rosslyn would significantly expand recreation 
opportunities and support Arlington Public Schools by 
providing access to the Potomac River.” 

We concur, though would expand beneficiaries 
of access to Potomac to the entire community. 

Caption to be revised to read: 
 
“A public boathouse in Rosslyn would 
significantly expand recreation opportunities 
for the community and support Arlington 
Public Schools by providing access to the 
Potomac River.” 

26  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Goals and 
Policies 

62 Transition into the Goals and Policies is very abrupt; 
could benefit from introductory text; 

We concur. An introductory sentence(s) will be added 
on page 62. 

27  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Goals and 
Policies 

62 Statement in T6 states that we should increase number 
of bus stops. Don’t believe increasing is necessary; 
would be better to rationalize stops and use them more 
efficiently. 

Rosslyn is a regional transit hub, and in order to 
accommodate the demand and diversity of 
transit service more stops will likely be needed. 
We do agree that the stops need to be used 
more efficiently, and Policy T6 streets states that 
the stops should provide for efficient routes and 
transfers while balancing the needs of all street 
users.   
From early in the planning process, buses have 
been highlighted as the primary near-term 
opportunity to expand transit capacity in 
Rosslyn, given the long-term nature of major rail 
transit initiatives. 

No changes proposed.  

28  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Goals and 
Policies 

65-
66 

I believe the staff has done a good job of balancing the 
community and private sector interests in the Building 
Height and Form section.  Policies B1 through B3 
support the refinement of the taper policy and I believe 
will be better for the long-term economics of the 
county.  

We concur.  No changes proposed.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

29  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Goals and 
Policies 

66 In policy B2, need clarity on what is meant by “varied 
building facades”  

This policy is intended to recommended 
variation across the district, not necessarily 
within each building.  

Modify policy to state “…varied facades and 
massing across a range of scales throughout 
the RCRD…” 

30  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan 

68 For 18th Street east of Lynn Street, prefer a pedestrian 
only or limited use street; not convinced with the need 
for a new, complete street accommodating cars too. 

The nature of the streets was adopted by the 
County Board as part of the Plan Framework. 
18th Street from Lynn to Arlington Ridge Road 
should accommodate multiple forms of 
transportation, including vehicles, in order to 
effectively serve adjacent development, 
normalize the street grid and improve traffic 
circulation in Rosslyn. It is important for 
circulation and redundancy to provide vehicular 
connections where possible. The street is 
recommended as a complete street with 
generous sidewalks that support the 18th Street 
vision. Consideration could be given to closing 
the street on a temporary basis to vehicular 
traffic to accommodate other activities. 

No changes proposed. 

31  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan 

68 Again, disagree with the need for vehicular access on 
18th St. east of N. Lynn St.  

See response to comment #30. No changes proposed. 

32  LRPC 5/21 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan  

68-
69 

On the Illustrative Concept Plan spread, a note should 
be added to identify the public observation deck as a 
key highlight. 

We concur. The observation deck will be added as a key 
highlight. 

33  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan 

69 With Illustrative Concept Plan (ICP), future site plans 
may have great difficulty in gaining approval when they 
don’t show exactly what’s depicted in the ICP. Is it 
necessary to have the massing diagrams in the ICP? 
Concerned about opportunity to include open space 
opportunities if not shown in ICP. 
 
Consider enhancing the disclaimer language to make it 
clear that it’s expected 4.1 submissions will vary in 
exact building footprint and massing from what is 
shown conceptually in the ICP. 

The intent of the ICP is to depict just one way 
that private property might develop consistent 
with the plan’s recommendations. A note next 
to the illustrative plan on page 69 indicates this. 
To reinforce this, we suggest adding language to 
page 67 to note that the exact location, massing 
and design may differ from the illustrative plan 
and sketches.  

Language will be added to page 67 to further 
emphasize that it should be expected that 
future development proposals will vary from 
the exact development forms depicted in the 
Illustrative Concept Plan. 

34  Urban 
Forestry 
Commissio
ner; 
Resident 
(BID UDC) 

5/19 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan 

69 Will you be adding a more clear disclaimer regarding 
building form of private development? Also, the 
illustration of street trees looks weak. Does this 
illustration depict existing and approved street trees?  It 
should be illustrating a vision with more street trees 
than existing and approved.   

We will be revisiting the disclaimer language to 
further clarify this plan shows just one private 
development could occur on each site. 
 
This plan shows more trees than currently exist 
or are approved, but we can consider potentially 
adding more. 

Revise disclaimer language to further clarify 
this plan shows just one option for how 
private development could occur on each 
site. 
 
Consider modifying the density/distance at 
which trees are depicted on this plan. 

35  Planning 
Commissio
ner 

5/14 3 Illustrative 
Concept Plan 

69 The graphic quality and technique used in the Illustrative 
Concept Plan is not effective. Please consider 
refinements to this exhibit to make it easier to read and 
more effectively convey the vision.  

We concur. Refinements to the Illustrative Concept Plan 
will be explored and incorporated.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

36  Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Sustainability 73 “Reserving the right of way for underground district 
energy (piping and cables) below streets…”. Parking 
garage will run underneath some new streets; will not 
be able to provide a utility corridor below these new 
streets. 
 

We are evaluating this recommendation further 
to clarify the utility needs in the right-of-way.  

Recommendation will be clarified to explain 
right-of-way needs. 

37  Staff 5/21 3 Land Use n/a 30% should not be considered a cap for affordable 
housing. 

n/a Include language in implementation section 
that 30% should not be considered a cap for 
affordable housing. 

38  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/13 3 Land Use  74 In photo caption, the word ‘Rosslyn’ should be replaced 
with “RMSA”. 

We concur. Plan will be revised to incorporate the 
suggested text edit. 

39  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75 In the land use projections, the retail share of 4% seems 
lows? How does that compare with retail numbers for 
Crystal City, for example? Please share at Planning 
Commission 

4% is the result of a technical calculation of the 
potential percentage of the ground floor of each 
building dedicated to retail.  
 
Staff will provide a Crystal City comparison for 
PC. 

No changes proposed. 

40  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Land Use 75-
76 

Maybe this area of the document is an appropriate 
location to address the issue of potential increases in 
population and school aged children in particular 

See response to comment #16 above. See response to comment #16 above. 

41  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

Trends show more and more cities are moving towards 
mixed  use urban cores, for Planning Commission, it 
would be great to see a summary of planning literature 
and examples from other places about the kinds of use 
mix balances that you strive for to make a great place 
 

As part of the subcommittee process for the 
sector plan, staff conducted an analysis of the 
concentration of residential in similar core 
districts. If the PC would like to suggest other 
examples for study, we’d be happy to explore. 

No changes proposed. 

42  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

While this is a sector plan for 2040, these use mix goals 
appear to be based on full buildout; it would be good to 
know whether 30% or some other percentage would 
be the actual goal/target for 2040; 
 

Staff will provide this information for PC. TBD [maybe more appropriate to 
also/instead provide picture of attainable use 
mix goals by 2040]. 

43  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

The plan seems to have a bias towards incentivizing 
residential, and we may potentially find an imbalance in 
the future due to these incentives. 
 

Plan does not prescribe residential. Aside from 
the recommendation to provide height flexibility 
for residential uses, the remainder of the 
recommendations are only guidelines and future 
developments can deviate from the 
recommendations if deemed appropriate. 

No changes proposed. 

44  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

Perhaps number of units is not the right way to 
measure the goal, maybe it’s better to monitor the 
relative use mix share in percentage terms. 
 
The good thing about targeting a number of units is the 
notion of a critical mass of people who will be living 
there to activate and sustain a place. 
 

Based on comparison with similar, successful 
mixed use areas, we feel that a unit goal of 
4,000-5,000 residential units in an area the size 
of the RCRD is a reasonable approach. 

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

45  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

Should give thought to whether the existing GLUP 
designations of High Residential in certain locations 
provides a good start to ensure some residential/hotel; 
 

It is correct that the GLUP designation would 
encourage residential in these areas. 

No changes proposed. 

46  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 75-
76 

Concerned that tools encouraging residential are 
inadequate; the two tower tool does not seem 
sufficient or equitable. Suggest a tool whereby every 
developer is responsible for X number of residential 
units, that could be achieved in a number of ways 

The plan provides guidance to incentivize 
residential, but it does not prescribe uses on a 
site-by-site basis. We feel prescription of uses 
would be a less equitable solution. Further 
requiring a certain number of residential uses 
per site would not be feasible to implement on 
many sites. 

No changes proposed. 

47  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 76-
77 

This plan is incredibly intense with public 
improvements; this creates concern with aspirational 
goal of up to 30% of affordable housing contributions 
towards affordable housing; 
Does not seem appropriate to treat affordable housing 
differently here from how it’s treated in other sector 
plans; 
Seems outside of sector plan; something that affordable 
housing study should address; has worry with putting 
30% goal in a long-term plan, much rather see 
implementation action to be "implement affordable 
housing study', which would interface with 
Rosslyn...prefer to rely on afford housing plan; 
For Planning Commission, need to further explain 
affordable housing recommendation and how that was 
derived 

30% of community benefit contributions per site 
plan is an aspirational goal, and other recent 
sector plans have similarly set targets for 
affordable housing, albeit using other units of 
measure. 
 
 
 

No changes proposed. 

48  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 76-
77 

Should recognize that there is a significant areas just a 
couple of blocks away that can achieve affordable 
housing; could male point that affordable housing 
contributions should stay in Rosslyn (Metro Station 
Area); suggest taking all of the affordable housing 
contribution and leave it here; 
Suggest strengthening language in 3rd paragraph to 
focus affordable housing as close to RCRD as possible, 
when being proposed 

The plan recommends that housing 
opportunities be expanded within RCRD and/or 
RSMA. However, given high land costs, the team 
recommends that the plan allow for the 
opportunity to achieve affordable housing 
Countywide where appropriate.  

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

49  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Land Use 77 Preservation of market rate affordable units are not 
noted here – should they be?  
 
Concern with putting housing outside of the RMSA – 
how can this plan address that?   
 
No need to say “Prioritize cash contribution for 
affordable CAF units elsewhere in the RMSA” in bullet 
since that seems to be what’s most often done anyway 
 

The plan’s recommendations focus on achieving 
committed affordable units. As stated on page 
77, the plan recommends exploring 
opportunities to expand CAFs in the RMSA 
through redevelopment and increased density on 
sites owned by nonprofit housing developers. 
One site, for example is within the Western 
Rosslyn Planning Area, and if redeveloped could 
yield 4 to 6 times the existing number of CAFS.  
This would achieve additional affordable units in 
close proximity to the RCRD.  
 
Although there are no MARKS within the 
RCRD, there are MARKS in the RMSA. Will add 
MARK preservation language to page 77. 
 
The plan recommends that housing 
opportunities be expanded within RCRD and/or 
RSMA. However, given high land costs, the team 
recommends that the plan allow for the 
opportunity to achieve affordable housing 
Countywide where appropriate.   

Incorporate MARK preservation language on 
page 77. 

50  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Land Use 78 Did the County do a retail market study as part of the 
County’s retail plan updates in progress? 

A retail market study was not conducted as part 
of Realize Rosslyn or the Retail Plan. The 
challenge identified as part of the Retail Plan 
update was not demand for ground-floor space, 
but an over-prescription for shopping and dining 
uses either in locations that were not well-suited 
for that level of prescription or in areas where 
demand for a limited types of ground-floor uses 
was insufficient.  The ground floor uses map as 
part of Realize Rosslyn provides a great deal of 
flexibility, but does suggest building off of 
Rosslyn’s existing/emerging retail concentrations 
on Lynn Street and Oak/Wilson.  This use 
flexibility, with very limited areas that are 
prescriptive in nature, along with the design 
standards included on page 154 that ensure that 
Rosslyn’s streetscapes will be pedestrian-friendly, 
will allow for  areas to respond to the demands 
of the retail market over time.  

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

51  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Land Use 79 Maybe Moore Street north of 19th should be shown as 
Gold, not Blue. 

The ground level uses map recommends limiting 
the strictest requirements on ground floor uses 
to the Rosslyn’s existing/emerging retail 
concentrations on Lynn Street and Oak/Wilson. 
Outside of those areas, additional retail and 
retail equivalents are allowed in order to 
accommodate a variety of uses and to allow for 
the retail market to evolve over time. The blue 
category for Moore Street between 19th and Lee 
Highway would allow for retail and retail 
equivalents while still recommending strong 
exterior ground floor design standards. A move 
to a Gold street would add additional internal 
design criteria to allow for spaces to transition 
to shopping and dining retail throughout the 
spaces life cycle. Staff concurs that Gold is the 
appropriate designation given the importance of 
this stretch between the Metro and Gateway 
Park. 

Change Moore Street north of 19th to Gold. 

52  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 79 Ground floor uses map - it would be good to know 
how the estimated retail buildout would translate to 
percentage of ground floor space modeled in the 
proposed scenario 

We can provide for PC. No changes proposed. 



Rosslyn Sector Plan, Public Draft 5/6/15                                                                      DRAFT Comment and Response Matrix 

06/01/2015 12   
 

Commenter codes: PC = Planning Commission; LRPC = Long Range Planning Committee of the 
Planning Commission; TC = Transportation Commission; E2C2 = Environment and Energy Commission 
PRC = Park and Recreation Commission, RPP = Rosslyn Process Panel, UFC = Urban Forestry 
Commission 

Shading indicates no changes to plan. = 

C
om

m
en

t 
# 

So
ur

ce
 

D
at

e 

C
ha

pt
er

  

Se
ct

io
n 

P
ag

e 
N

um
be

r 

Question/Comment Project Team Response 

 
 

Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

53  LRPC 5/21 3 Land Use 79 Street changes: maybe Wilson Blvd. between Pierce and 
Nash Streets should be red, maybe there should be 
more red on Moore Street, as well as on 18th Street; 
Wilson should not be blue on both sides of street 
between Lynn and Oak. Doesn’t make sense for 
grocery store in 1400 Key to be Blue; 
 

The ground floor uses map provides a great deal 
of flexibility. This use flexibility, with very limited 
areas that are prescriptive in nature, along with 
the design standards included on page 154 that 
ensure that Rosslyn’s streetscapes will be 
pedestrian-friendly, will allow for  areas to 
respond to the demands of the retail market 
over time. Gold and Blue streets can, and likely 
will, have significant shopping and dining uses, 
and thus it is not intended that a street should 
be Red solely because shopping or dining uses 
exist or are anticipated in the future in some 
areas.  In fact, Red streets should be reserved 
for only those relatively unique areas where the 
plan expects and desires a continuous shopping 
and dining environment, and thus a high degree 
of prescription is desired, but should not be 
placed in areas where a greater degree of use 
flexibility (primarily personal and business 
services, and retail equivalents) would be 
appropriate and welcomed.  Wilson Blvd and18th 
street have significant topography issues, and 
thus would be more challenged to create a 
continuous shopping and dining cluster.  Moore 
Street will have significant ground-floor spaces, 
many of which will likely target shopping and 
dining uses, but is also broken up by various non-
retail uses that will make continuity and 
clustering difficult. 

No changes proposed. 

54  LRPC 5/20 3 Land Use 82-
84 

The plan should be stronger with regard to facilitating 
air rights development; suggest a recommendation to 
amend the GLUP and rezone the air rights development 
sites so that they are primed for future redevelopment 
proposals 

We do not concur with this recommendation. 
Designation of appropriate GLUP categories and 
Zoning Districts would need to be the result of a 
future community process. 

No changes proposed. 

55  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Land Use 82 & 
85 

I was disappointed that the Potential for Air Rights 
Development section did not include a discussion of the 
potential for creating open space by decking over I-66.  
While not the financial windfall that development would 
be, it would create a much more coherent connection 
with the river and provide an opportunity to improve 
Arlington connection to the Potomac.   

Based on discussions with the Commonwealth, 
the interest in air rights development is to allow 
private development providing a revenue stream 
for other projects in a way that can also help 
advance County goals for the area. While the 
idea of developing open space only on a deck 
over I-66 is not envisioned, due to the goal for 
revenue to Virginia, there is discussion in this 
section that talks about the inclusion of open 
space over I-66 as part of a mixed-use air rights 
development project.  

No changes proposed.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

56  Resident/U
FC 

5/28 3 Land Use 82-
85 

Protect Gateway Park from any future I-66 Air Rights 
Development by adding a policy statement prohibiting 
such development. 
 

Future community planning processes for 
potential Air Rights development should address 
which, if any sites, should be off-limits for air 
rights development. 

No changes proposed. 

57  LRPC 5/20 3 Land Use 83 No need for language in the plan to express negativity; 
suggest removing first sentence in 2nd paragraph 

We concur. Sentence will be removed. 

58  LRPC 5/20 3 Land Use 83 Page 83 – FAA issue would be more appropriate in 
Chapter 2 

We concur. Language will be moved to Chapter 2. 

59  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation n/a Does the plan specifically address that International 
Place will need to be addressed in the future? If not, 
should embed some additional text for the more 
challenging blocks and speak to some of the challenges 
and opportunities 

We concur that plan should speak to the 
implementation of the 18th Street Corridor on 
the various blocks. 

Add text to the transportation section or 
parks section to address some of the site-
specific challenges and parameters of 
implementation of the 18th Street Corridor. 

60  Resident 5/28 3 Transportation n/a Will the bold elimination of the one-way pair will really 
be a benefit or will create more traffic congestion?  
Need more level of service information.  Not sure how 
a temporary implementation will work. 
 

Action #25 on page 124 indicates piloting the 
two-way conversion of subject streets.  
 
Staff will consider whether additional narrative 
can be provided to briefly describe the 
anticipated steps that could occur in further 
studying the conversion to two-way 

Revisions could be made as a result of the 
team review described in the response. 

61  Resident 5/28 3 Transportation n/a Eliminate the proposed roller coaster on N. Ridge Road 
and create a stronger pedestrian relationship with the 
Esplanade. 
 

As directed by the County Board at the March 
work session, the plan recommends full street 
connectivity between 17th St, 18th St, and 
Arlington Ridge Road.   

No changes proposed. 

62  Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Transportation. 
Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

88, 
157 

Text states parking access is from lower level of 
Arlington Ridge Road. Developer proposal only includes 
one-way single-lane access road to the lower level for 
service only. It’s likely not possible or functional to get 
service and parking on the lower level.  

Both parking and service are discouraged at the 
upper level. Page 157 also shows that entries 
would be appropriate on 17th or 19th Streets.  
Entrances could be considered on Arlington 
Ridge south of 17th and north of 18th, but 
strongly “strongly discouraged” if necessary 
between 17th and 18th where the Esplanade 
adjacency is strongest. 

Clarify language to state where above-grade 
entries could be considered. 

63  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 89, 
93, 
151 

Along western edge of redrawn RCRD boundary, very 
concerned about relationship between pedestrian 
connection next to fire station and relationship to fire 
alley; others mentioned would not agree with taking 
out pedestrian connection (e.g. maps 89, 93 and 151); 

We concur that we would recommend 
maintaining pedestrian connection. Design of this 
pedestrian connection will place a premium on 
the safety of pedestrians and specific needs of 
the fire station..  
 

Add text on page 90 (Item C) that speaks to 
coordinating edge treatment between 
pedestrian connection and the adjacent 
planned fire station access driveway. 

64  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 89 Sidewalk location shown for Holiday Inn site should be 
consistent with intended location across all maps; 
 

We concur. Maps will be corrected to show the sidewalk 
location consistently, with a slight offset 
from the alley of the approved Rosslyn 
Gateway site plan. 

65  Staff 5/21 3 Transportation 92 Correct MTP language to state “primarily” instead of 
“primary” 

n/a Correct MTP language to state “primarily” 
instead of “primary” 

66  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 92-
93 

Plan should recommend amending the County MTP to 
add a typology for a ‘pedestrian street’ 
 

DES staff will need to look into this further. No changes proposed as part of the Rosslyn 
Sector Plan. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

67  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 93 Would prefer to see 18th Street as a ped/bike priority 
street; it could be managed in certain ways, to convey a 
preference towards ped and bicycles, and convey this is 
not principally a vehicular street; 
 

The proposed density/land use of the 
surrounding area, typology of connecting streets, 
and anticipated traffic volumes generated by the 
redevelopment of Rosslyn Plaza suggest urban 
center local is the most appropriate typology for 
18th Street. We agree, however, that the street 
should be designed and managed in such a way as 
to ensure that the needs of bicyclists and 
pedestrians are not seen as secondary to 
vehicular traffic. 

No changes proposed. 

68  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Transportation 94 Table on transportation guidelines dimensions seems 
lost; could benefit from preceding text that explains the 
table 

We concur. An introductory sentence(s) will be added 
on page 94 to explain the chart. 

69  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Transportation 94 The table doesn’t include sidewalk widths as 
component. It would be helpful to include the typical 
components of the sidewalk zone, particularly clear 
zones.  Consider including language to address 
proposed modification to sidewalk design, e.g., for 
sidewalk cafes.   

We concur that the plan should more specifically 
address what elements are expected and 
encouraged within sidewalk zones. 

Separate exhibits will be created and 
incorporated into the plan where 
appropriate to provide guidance for 
sidewalks, including street trees, clear zones, 
and dining/shy zones. Exhibits will address 
the different sidewalk width ranges identified 
in Map 3.9. 

70  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Transportation 94 Unclear what the purpose of the table on this page is.  
Also, there should be a row that discusses the 
guidelines for sidewalks.  That is currently not in the 
table. 

See response to comments #68 and #69. See proposed changes for comments #68 
and #69. 

71  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 94-
101 

If it’s really important to define public space in sector 
plan, it seems like some of these spaces are being 
squeezed too tight? With 18th Street east of Lynn, is  
60' adequate? Think we would like to see wider 
sidewalks and parking bay on each side; 
 

60’ feet will create a new, pedestrian-focused 
spine through Rosslyn while balancing the need 
to maintain feasible development sites. In several 
places, the corridor is expected to overlap with 
adjacent public spaces and, therefore, expand the 
scale and amount of usable public space. 

No changes proposed. 

72  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 95 With Fort Myer Drive, the road is wider than it needs 
to be, and if narrowed, the excess land could be sold 
and County can capture value from selling excess land; 
 

We agree that some portions of Fort Myer 
Drive are wider (from building face to building 
face) than necessary.  Specifically, the updated 
RMTS cross-sections show possible building area 
extensions where appropriate. Also, portions of 
Fort Myer Drive’s curb-to-curb space are already 
located on private property, making it unlikely 
the County would have any land to sell off  

No changes proposed. 

73  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Transportation 95-
101 

Need to ensure that there is a minimum of 10 feet for 
sidewalk widths.  The 10 feet should not include any 
space used by commercial business for restaurant 
seating or other sidewalk uses. These are very busy 
sidewalks and require significant space to accommodate 
the pedestrian volumes.  

Sidewalk width recommendations were made on 
a block by block basis while considering 
numerous factors including expected pedestrian 
volumes, likelihood for retail spaces, and 
minimum sidewalk widths outlined in the MTP. 

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

74  Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Transportation 97 Wilson Blvd is showing a 22’ center median and the 
overall section is much wider than necessary. 
Developer proposes a narrower section (I believe 17’ 
+/- less) to make this stretch more pedestrian friendly 
(narrower lanes to slow traffic, closer crossings, etc), 
and also to allow enough room for new 17th and 18th 
streets and provide the largest possible open space in 
the center of the site. As with most things it’s a 
balancing act and these objectives need to be weighed 
against each other.  

The larger median is recommended in order to 
allow for generous landscaping and a pedestrian 
refuge. This will mark a pedestrian-friendly 
gateway into Rosslyn from the 110/66. 
 
 

No changes proposed. 

75  Planning 
Commissio
ner 

5/14 3 Transportation 99 Cross section I title is mislabeled, should more 
accurately say “New Street Connections between 
Clarendon Blvd. and 18th Street” 

We concur. Title to Cross Section I will be corrected as 
described in comment. 

76  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 102 Need to push transit access/service here. How do we 
ensure we can accommodate a second Metro Station 
that is planned in the future? For Planning Commission, 
would like to have a better understanding of transit 
capacity, and whether we’d need a second station at 
some point to add more capacity to a system that’s 
been maxed out to adequately serve Rosslyn 

 At this time, the best way to accommodate a 
future second Metro Station in Rosslyn is to 
recommend continued coordination with 
WMATA.  In terms of capacity, we must again 
work closely with WMATA as they identify 
possible future capacity issues on a system-wide 
level and formulate solutions (i.e. all 8-car trains, 
a second station in Rosslyn, etc.) for those 
issues.  

No changes proposed. 

77  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 103 Image  is a great rendering; could benefit from a small 
2D plan views that show how it all lays out in plan view 

We concur that the renderings would benefit 
from key maps. 

Add key maps to renderings. 

78  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 104 Clarify what’s intended for ‘bus platform’ reference in 
second bullet 

We concur. Edit text to read ‘off-street bus station’ or 
‘off-street bus center’. 

79  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 104 Suggest that bus staging layover lot should be located 
outside of Rosslyn; 
 

In p. 104, the plan currently states “Coordinate 
with WMATA on locating a bus layover/staging 
area in close proximity to Rosslyn.” 

No changes proposed. 

80  Urban 
Forestry 
Commissio
ner; 
Resident 
(BID UDC) 

5/19 3 Transportation 106-
109 

Will there be a statement about minimum clear zones 
for pedestrians or else the cafe culture will narrow 
down the clear pathways?  10 ft. should be the 
minimum for major pedestrian pathways.  There can be 
a hierarchy, just like street classifications.   

Agree that we should add language to the Sector 
Plan that highlights the need to maintain an 
appropriate amount of passing space for 
pedestrians when in the presence of sidewalk 
cafes.   

Add language to the Streetscape section on 
page 170 or the Street Cross-Sections 
section on page 94 outlining the need to 
maintain an appropriate clear zone width 
adjacent to sidewalk seating, etc. 

81  Resident 5/28 3 Transportation 106-
109 

Ensure adequate pedestrian space along major arterials 
by establishing a standard minimum of 10 feet clear 
zone. 

Sidewalk width recommendations were made on 
a block by block basis while considering 
numerous factors including expected pedestrian 
volumes, likelihood for retail spaces, and 
minimum sidewalk widths outlined in the MTP. 

No changes proposed. 

82  Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Transportation  107 Map shows a 16’ to 18’ sidewalk east of Arlington Ridge 
Road where the 22-foot multi-use trail and buffer are 
planned. Is this a typo? 

The map should reflect the recommended 
esplanade sidewalk widths. 

Map will be updated to incorporate 
esplanade recommendation for 22’ width for 
this pedestrian facility. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

83  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 107 Why are a few segments of sidewalk in the system 
excessively wide; unless justifiable as a unique condition, 
should normalize and have all sidewalks in general 
tranches; 
Should seek overall uniformity in sidewalk widths to 
extent feasible; 

We concur. Revisit sidewalk width map and investigate 
locations with excessively sidewalk widths 
and propose changes as warranted. 

84  Process 
Panel 

5/13; 
5/28 

3 Transportation 108 RAFOM strongly opposes incorporation of Corridor of 
Light project into the Meade Street Bridge project and 
having that relationship expressed in the Sector Plan. 

The Corridor of Light project is intended to 
highlight N. Lynn Street as a primary corridor 
through Rosslyn and key gateway from the north 
and south. The project embraces and defines 
Rosslyn’s urbanity and creates a unified and 
distinct treatment. Elements of the project are 
recommended to be included with the Meade 
Street Bridge renovation and will anchor the 
southern entry into Rosslyn.  

No changes proposed. 

85  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Transportation 108 Strongly support the clear Pedestrian/Bike 
improvements/recommendations.  I believe there 
should be 20-22’ widths all the way up Wilson Blvd.  
This will accommodate the significant pedestrian traffic 
that uses and will use this facility on a daily basis. 

Any additional space for even wider sidewalks 
would need to come from adjacent property 
owners on either side of the street. We are 
already asking for reductions in building area 
(with future redevelopment) in order to 
accommodate the wider sidewalks and new bike 
lanes proposed along segments of Wilson Blvd.   

No changes proposed. 

86  Staff 5/21 3 Transportation 109 Fix Rosslyn Gateway block shading on map 
 

n/a Add shading for Rosslyn Gateway block to 
match rest study area blocks shown on map. 

87  E2C2 5/18 3 Transportation 110 Can you be more assertive in how the plan 
recommends protected bike lanes, by considering 
removal of term “where feasible” in the text? 

We concur. No need to include “where feasible” 
since all recommendations will be reviewed for 
feasibility before implementing. 

Remove “where feasible.” 

88  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 111 Concern with lack of cycle tracks on Wilson Boulevard 
between Nash and Lynn Streets; 
 

Any additional space for cycle tracks would need 
to come from adjacent property owners on 
either side of the street. We are already asking 
for reductions in building area (with future 
redevelopment) in order to accommodate wider 
sidewalks and new bike lanes, while striking a 
balance of many goals.   

No changes proposed. 

89  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 111 There should be inclusion/reference to ‘protected 
intersection designs’ where appropriate; can refer to 
newly released federal guidelines for documentation; 
 

We concur. Modify item B on page 110 as follows: 
Reduce bike-vehicle conflicts at busy 
intersections by applying intersection 
treatments such as marked bike travel paths 
through intersections, or protected 
intersection design. 

90  LRPC 5/21 3 Transportation 113 Does the plan speak to a notion of how much parking 
we'd like to see in future; maybe this is an area where 
the soon to be undertaken residential parking study can 
assist in 

Page 113 speaks to off-street parking but it does 
not offer a specific goal for the amount of off-
street parking in Rosslyn. 
The plan recommends utilizing TDM measures 
and discretionary approval of site plans to right-
size parking in Rosslyn.  

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

91  Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/13 3 Transportation 114 Somewhere in curb space section, would like to see 
reference/recommendation for “Drop off/Pick up for 
residents”. 

We do not recognize Drop off/Pick up for 
residents as a priority curb space use. 

No changes proposed. 

92  LRPC 5/21 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a If this plan doesn’t speak specifically to pop-up parks 
(tactical urbanism), related language should be added to 
address this. 

We concur, particularly for interim public space 
improvements as sites redevelop. We can point 
to the BID’s efforts as successful examples of 
this. 

Language encouraging temporary park uses 
will be added to the Parks and Open Space 
section. 

93  PRC 5/26 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a Will proposed open spaces support the potential 
increase in residential population associated with an 
increase in residential units? 

The proposed development of new parks and 
improvements to existing parks will help to 
support the increase in residential population.  
The proposed park network represents a major 
shift in Rosslyn’s park system – adding 
neighborhood-serving recreation and 
emphasizing a balance of park functions.  

No changes proposed.  

94  PRC 5/26 3  Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a Concerned that there are not enough programmable 
open spaces to accommodate demand for practice 
fields/pickup games 

See response to comment #93.  Physically and 
geographically-speaking, achieving a full-size field 
in the RCRD is a significant challenge.  However, 
larger proposed parks are specifically identified 
for active recreation purposes, including small 
courts, fields  

No changes proposed. 

95  PRC 5/26 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a Encourage use of rooftops for amenity space and green 
roofs.  

We concur.  Potentially around p. 144-145, text will be 
added to suggest that site plan applications 
should include a variety of active 
recreational facilities within the development 
that could contribute toward meeting 
the recreational needs of their 
future tenants. Innovative designs 
for recreational facilities should be 
utilized and may include facilities on 
the rooftops , interior, or exterior of 
buildings. Public accessibility to these 
facilities should be explored on a project 
by project basis;  
 

96  UFC 5/28 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a Ensure that Gateway and other new park spaces have 
sufficient depth to accommodate trees 

We concur. Language will be added to the Parks and 
Open Space section of Chapter 3 to 
recommend sufficient depth for trees. 

97  Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

n/a Continue to be disappointed by lack of using the Loop 
Road as an organizing feature central to this plan. It’s 
not too late to incorporate this as an important urban 
design feature of the plan.    

Earlier in the process, an early concept that was 
explored was the “Green Circle” as an 
organizing element along the intended Loop 
Road Route. At the October 2013 workshop, 
community input indicated that this was not a 
highly rated concept. Due to this and other 
considerations, the team has not advanced this 
concept.  

No changes proposed.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

98  UFC 5/28 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

121 Recommend adding language that the revitalizing spaces 
could present opportunities for adding new trees 

We concur. Add language on page 121: “Opportunity for 
respite, socializing, transition, reflection and 
connection to nature.” 

99  Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

125 Need to confirm whether space #11 (1101 Lee Hwy) is 
include in the open space acreage totals presented on 
page 122. Should be included, recognizing it will be 
park/open space use in the future. 

We concur that it should be included and will 
verify that it is. 

Will verify that acreage is included and clarify 
on the map (page 125) that it should be 
explored with the boathouse opportunity 
(combine #11 and #12 on map) 

100 Resident 5/28 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

125 Show on Public Parks and Open Spaces, page 125, all 
public use space on private land ensured with public 
easements. 
 

We will review map and include those existing 
spaces that expected to stay and have a 
recorded public easement. 

Changes to map may be made based on 
further research indicated in project team 
response. 

101 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

125-
127 

Consider having a goal/action related to Rosslyn Circle 
(#10)– should be something that gets prioritized to 
improve conditions here in near-term; perhaps address 
as part of the master planning for Gateway Park 
revitalization. 

We concur that Rosslyn Circle should be 
addressed in the plan.  

A recommendation regarding Rosslyn Circle 
will be added to the Other 
Recommendations for Parks and Open 
Space section (page 144) and to the 
Implementation Matrix. The language will 
recommend coordination with NPS & NCPC 
to further explore opportunities to improve 
conditions in and around Rosslyn Circle. 

102 Website 5/20 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

132 One thing that needs to be considered in the esplanade 
plan is walk-ability for Arlingtonians to Foggy Bottom, 
West End, and the National Mall. Currently it is feasible 
for us to walk across the highway to Arlington National 
Cemetery and across to the Lincoln; the plan should 
look in to branching the esplanade in to a southern 
branch that safely and easily connects with the bridge to 
allow more rapid access to Foggy Bottom. Currently it’s 
about a 15 minute walk to Georgetown but unduly 
longer to walk about the same distance to the Lincoln 
Memorial and Foggy Bottom. 

Item G on page 108 of the recommends creating 
a safe, inviting, accessible pedestrian and bicycle 
path connection to the downstream sidewalk of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge. 
 
We can consider additional language in the 
esplanade recommendation to note the 
importance of future connections to additional 
regional trails south and east. 

Language will be added on page 132 to 
emphasize importance of future connectivity 
to regional trails south and east. 

103 PRC 5/26 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

136 Would it be possible to close 18th Street to vehicular 
traffic for events/increased open space on a periodic 
basis? Flexible/shared streets is a good idea. 

See response to comment #30. 
 
Flexible/shared streets can help to make a park 
space more inviting, comfortable, safe and allow 
for informal street sports, but it does not permit 
permanent installation of park and recreation 
amenities, such as courts and trees. 

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

104 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/11 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

140-
144 

Generally, the plan emphasizes the Arlington Ridge 
Road location of Rosslyn Plaza Park over the Kent 
Street location; this location is neither appropriate or 
feasible for the site 

 Park identity, “Rosslyn’s Terrace on the 
Potomac,” emphasizes Arlington Ridge 
location over Kent Street location 

 “[Rosslyn Plaza Park] should emphasize open 
views to the sky…” emphasizes Arlington 
Ridge location over Kent Street location 

 “SIZE (approximate): 1.0 to 1.6 acres” is not 
consistent with size explored through the 
PDSP to date.  

 “VIEWS: Esplanade, Potomac River 
Landscape” emphasizes Arlington Ridge 
location over Kent Street location 

 “PROGRAM CRITERIA: Rosslyn Plaza Park 
will be a destination at the terminus of the 
18th Street Corridor and along the 
Esplanade…” emphasizes Arlington Ridge 
location over Kent Street location  

 High-quality image of Rosslyn Plaza Park on 
Arlington Ridge Road emphasizes Arlington 
Ridge location over Kent Street location 

 Low-quality image of Rosslyn Plaza Park on 
Kent Street emphasizes Arlington Ridge 
location over Kent Street location 

The plan recommends that either location for 
the open space would be appropriate as long as 
the key characteristics and performance criteria 
are met.  Any language or illustrations that 
unintentionally imply a preference will be 
amended. 

 The park identity describes the park’s 
location as the eastern bookend of 
the 18th Street corridor and the 
importance of the connections to the 
esplanade and potential ped/bike 
bridge across I-66. 

 Views to the sky should be 
emphasized with either location. 

 Size description will be changed to 
correlate with the minimum 1.0 acres 
in the criteria while stating up to 2.0 
acres could be achieved through 
closing streets for large events. 

 The park will be the terminus of the 
18th Street corridor. Text will be 
revised to state that it will have 
strong connectivity to the esplanade 

 The image of the Kent Street location 
will be updated to correspond in 
quality to the Arlington Ridge 
location. 

 

Add disclaimer text on Illustrative Concept 
Plan and all images of Rosslyn Plaza Park, 
explaining that two locations are possible.  
Add inset image of Kent Street location to 
ICP. 

 No changes proposed to identity 
or views. 

 Views to the sky should be 
emphasized with either location. 

 Size description will be changed 
to correlate with the minimum 
1.0 acres in the criteria while 
stating up to 2.0 acres could be 
achieved through closing streets 
for large events. 

 Text will be revised to state that 
it will have strong connectivity to 
the esplanade 

 The image of the Kent Street 
location will be updated to 
correspond in quality to the 
Arlington Ridge location. 
 

105 LRPC 5/21 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

140-
144 

The Kent Street option for the Rosslyn Plaza open 
space is problematic as it will be much like one at 
Central Place instead of creating a distinct space. This 
site will not act as a retail destination (Share link with 
AED presentation on Rosslyn Plaza SPRC retail). 
 
Much agreement that most attractive location for park 
space is along River and would prefer to carry forward 
one park location; 

As directed by the County Board at the March 
work session, the plan recommends flexibility on 
the ultimate location of the Rosslyn Plaza park 
provided the stated criteria are met.  In either 
location, the park is envisioned as a 
destination/recreation space with a balanced 
mixed of recreation, green space and retail 
opportunities. This vision is distinct from that of 
Central Place Plaza, which is a relatively smaller 
primarily hardscaped plaza and will serve as a 
gathering/event space. 
 

No changes proposed. 

106 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

142 Disappointed to see the potential Rosslyn Plaza Park 
depicted along Arlington Ridge Road in the plan 
document. This needs to be a park that’s more 
hardscape in nature, that can offer a great space for 
retail and other activities. 

See response to Comment #105. No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

107 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

144 With respect to the boathouse, plan should discuss the 
Chesapeake Bay policy update (from 2014) about 
adding 300 additional public rec access points to this 
facility. 

We concur.  A reference to the 2014 Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Agreement will be added to page 
144. 

108 LRPC 5/21 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

144 The Boathouse in Rosslyn would be transformative; 
consider beefing up language to talk about importance 
of boathouse as part of riverfront system, consider 
noting that potential air rights development could 
provide parking for boathouse or potentially other 
benefits if needed. 

We concur. The boathouse language will be expanded 
and strengthened. 

109 LRPC 5/21 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

144 Regarding proposed on-site public open space be  
allowed, one should have to tell us why small space 
should be ok; maybe there should be a threshold of 
how small we are talking about  
Many properties already have some type of frontage on 
open space; it  is important that we already have open 
space network foundation, now we need strong street 
edges 
Does not want to see fracturing of open spaces. 

We concur. Language will be added to provide additional 
guidance for on-site public spaces. 

110 Resident 5/28 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

144 Revise guideline text for Rosslyn Plaza, page 144, to 
encourage a mix of activities (not uses) accommodated 
within both a hardsurface plaza and green space. 

We concur. Text will be updated in 2nd bullet to replace 
the word ‘uses’ with ‘activities’. 

111 Resident/U
FC 

5/28 3 Parks and Open 
Space 

145 Add text to page 145, supporting 1,000 CF soil volume 
per tree (in parks and tree pits), and support 
stormwater management within tree cut outs, but in a 
manner that does not use lower swales or sunken tree 
pits that are unsafe, collect trash and create anaerobic 
soil conditions for the trees. 

We agree with striving to maximize soil volumes 
for tree pets to the extent possible, with the 
ideal volume being 1,000 ft3, realizing that this 
probably won’t be practical in many cases.  We 
will consider language to encourage expanding 
the amount of available soil volume through the 
use of continuous planting strips beneath the 
sidewalk between pits or through the use of 
structural cells. 

We will consider language to encourage 
expanding the amount of available soil 
volume through the use of continuous 
planting strips beneath the sidewalk between 
pits or through the use of structural cells. 

112 UFC 5/28 3  Parks and Open 
Space 

145 DPR concurs with this sentiment, however, the 
appropriate document to reference is the County’s 
Urban Forest Master Plan. 

We concur with this sentiment, however, the 
appropriate document to reference is the 
County’s Urban Forest Master Plan. 

Add language to page 145 to reference the 
County’s Urban Forest Master Plan. 

113 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a Why is the Observation Deck located in the middle of 
Rosslyn with buildings around it? Can it be relocated? 
 

Location of Observation Deck was determined 
with the approval of the Central Place site plan 
in 2007; it is currently under construction 

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

114 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/11 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a Restrictions imposed by the Sector Plan should not 
create unnecessary roadblocks for successful 
redevelopment. This can only be achieved by making 
the desired goals for new development clear and 
avoiding the overuse of prescriptive recommendations 
on critical design elements such as height 

The heights map is essential to achieving many of 
the goals set forth in the Rosslyn vision, and is 
therefore recommended to be codified in the 
Zoning Ordinance. Flexibility for sites below 300’ 
to reach 300’ through a requested modification 
is also proposed to be codified. 
 
The remainder of the guidelines are intended to 
provide suggestions and inspiration for future 
development. We are reviewing the text 
throughout to clarify any ambiguity in the 
guidance and to verify that the guidelines indeed 
read as guidelines. 

Potential changes to text to clarify ambiguity 
and verify that the guidelines read as 
guidelines. 

115 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a Earlier there had been discussion about the idea of a 
community benefit credit for “valley” sites; don’t see 
this reflected in the plan documentation.     

This concept is not being proposed at this time, 
as the provision for heights flexibility should 
provide additional opportunity to achieve 
densities at or near what could be achieved 
today.  

No changes proposed. 

116 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a This plan makes redevelopment harder. The plan should 
address the incentive side more heavily to increase the 
feasibility of redevelopment actually happening.     

As modeled in the team’s analyses, all but three 
sites were able to achieve a density yield of least 
a 9 FAR. Rosslyn will continue to be the most 
intensely planned and developed area in the 
County, which should help with the prospects of 
redevelopment over time.  

No changes proposed. 

117 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a 3D model of Observation Deck views – will Air Force 
memorial be visible? If so, consider showing this, 
Arlington House, and cemetery topo in model. 

Air Force Memorial and Arlington House would 
be visible. We are exploring whether terrain can 
be added for context area. 

Add language and graphics to demonstrate 
Observation Deck views and clarify the 
monuments that should be seen from the 
Observation Deck (page 162, or as part of 
new spread). 

118 Land Use 
Attorney 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a Regarding future redevelopment of the Ames Center, 
the plan should make clear that the portion of the 
property north of the 18th Street extension should be 
able to redevelop either independently or in 
partnership with the church. 

We concur that the site should be able to seek 
to redevelop either independently or in 
partnership with its neighbors, though 
recognizing that joint development should 
provide the potential for larger floor plates and 
more redevelopment options.  
 
For additional information, see comment #59 
regarding new narrative to be added describing 
challenges that may need to be overcome for 
redeveloping sites along 18th Street. 

See comment #59 for description of 
proposed changes. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

119 Land Use 
Attorney 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

n/a For International Place, the plan should address that the 
optional ways in which redevelopment of the site could 
realistically be pursued in light of the current 
circumstances regarding density on the site. 

The plan can provide some additional discussion 
on the density challenges facing the 
redevelopment of International Place and 
achieving the 18th Street extension, and some of 
the options that could be applied to help address 
them.  
 
For additional information, see comment #59 
regarding new narrative to be added describing 
challenges that may need to be overcome for 
redeveloping sites along 18th Street. 

See comment #59 for description of 
proposed changes. 

120 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146-
175 

In considering the text, must be careful about choice of 
terms; when “should” is used, that is prescriptive in 
nature.    

In the English language, the word “should” can 
have a variety of meanings. In the field of 
planning and in many of our planning documents, 
the term “should” is used to be suggestive or 
advisory, and not prescriptive in nature. If the 
intent were to prescribe or mandate, the term 
“shall” would be used instead.  

No proposed changes, beyond ensuring that 
the terms “shall” or like words are not used 
when speaking to the recommended design 
guidelines that are not anticipated to be 
codified as part of future zoning ordinance 
amendments. 

121 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146 Strengthen language in the plan regarding the benefits of 
the peaks and valleys approach; not only does it 
preserve the Observation Deck view corridors, it also 
provides advantageous views for multiple private 
properties. 

We concur and will consider how to enhance 
the language. 

Language will be added to the plan to further 
explain the benefits of the peaks and valleys 
approach. 

122 Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146 The language relative to building height guidelines 
represents a good compromise. Kudos to the staff.  I 
support their work on this very difficult process.   

We concur.  No changes proposed. 

123 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146-
148 

Need strong conversation about the overall approach, 
and very concerned w/ use of the term of "form-based 
guidelines"; need much more flexibility than the plan 
seems to provide. 

See response to #1 and #172. 
 
Concur with removal of term “form-based” 
throughout the plan to avoid confusion. 

See proposed changes for #1 and #172. 
 
Remove the term “form-based” throughout 
the plan. 

124 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146-
148 

Generally don’t agree with the building height and form 
approach overall – though support the goals or 
preserving views from the Central Place observation 
deck; open to refinements and finding compromises 
that can make this approach more workable, as 
opposed to scrapping it altogether. 

See response to #1 and #172. See response to #1 and #172. 

125 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

146-
174 

This plan seems to provide more flexibility than other 
sector plans. Add language to guidelines to provide 
clarity and make them more concrete; this will provide 
clear guidance for future proposals and should ensure 
the vision is achieved. 

All sector plans are policy documents and are 
inherently flexible. The guidelines are intended as 
suggestions and inspiration for design solutions 
proposed with future site plan submissions.   
 

No changes proposed. 

126 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

147 Bullet 1 should note, with respect to the role of the 
FAA and relationship to 470’ ASL, this height limit has 
not yet been tested for all of Rosslyn. 

We concur. Language will be added to state “on sites 
approved to date”. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

127 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

147 Why even mention 8 FAR? Several developers have 
consistently taken issue with assertion that 
redevelopment could happen at FARs that much below 
10 FAR. 

8.0 FAR was referenced to outline the 
parameters, including goals and assumptions that 
informed the building form and height guidelines. 
While our economic feasibility study findings 
suggested projects with densities around 8.0 FAR 
could be feasible, the more important point was 
that feasibility, including the ability to provide 
community benefits depends on many factors. As 
such, we concur that a specific reference to 8.0 
FAR may not add value to the larger points. In 
fact, modeling demonstrated that the plan’s 
recommendations would result in most sites 
achieving closer to a 10.0 FAR. 

Revise text in bullet to read: 
 
“Analysis of feasibility of redevelopment in 
RCRD has suggested that densities generally 
approaching 9-10 FAR may be most effective 
in incentivizing redevelopment of existing 
buildings, although the needed amount of 
FAR will depend on  a number of factors;” 

128 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

147 The plan must clarify exactly which standards must be 
satisfied to achieve TDRs (currently says “form-based 
guidelines). Sites below 300’ are not eligible for 
densities above 300’ which creates winning and losing 
sites. 

We concur that additional clarity in the language 
for modifications to density is warranted. 
 
Sites planned for below 300’ would be eligible 
for additional density provided they stay within 
the recommended heights.  

Language will be edited to clarify the 
parameters for density modifications.  

129 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

148-
168 

Would be better to code the design guidelines 
differently so as to avoid potential confusion with 
coding system used for the Policies earlier in the 
document. 

We concur. The design guidelines will be labeled 
differently so as to avoid confusion with 
policy numbers. 

130 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

150-
169 

Concerned that what’s being presented is essentially a 
form-based code. The draft is too prescriptive and too 
detailed. If this is ultimately what is going to be 
recommended, developers need more time to test this. 
The guidelines are more prescriptive than what some 
developers would give to their own architects when 
design a project for them. There are major concerns 
about this approach and it leading to stifling great 
architectural solutions.  

See response to #4. See proposed changes for #4. 

131 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

150-
169 

Consider using a more performance-based approach to 
the guidelines, as it could be possible to achieve the 
same results.   

See response to #172. See proposed changes for #172. 

132 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

150-
169 

Across some of the various guidelines, 
recommendations sometimes conflict with one another. 
How will these be resolved?    

Staff will review to see if blatant conflicts can be 
identified and addressed. However, as guidelines, 
development proposals are invited to present 
alternatives that reconcile any conflict where 
one may exist, while still meeting the intent of 
the guideline. 

Changes to design guidelines possible based 
on review as indicated in staff comment. 

133 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

151 Use of term "must" in the caption is an issue; should be 
more of a "should" if this is in fact to be a guideline as is 
suggested. 

We concur. “Must” will be changed to “should.” 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

134 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

151 Build-to lines relate to cross sections and the proposed 
open space system; the plan should reinforce the 
integrity of the build-to lines and not encourage 
random, on-site open spaces that erode the streetwall 
 

We concur that the plan should speak to how 
small on-site public spaces should/should not 
relate to the street. 

The 4th bullet on page 150 will be expanded 
to address this issue. 

135 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

151 Build-to lines are a very prescriptive design 
requirements that handcuff architectural creativity and 
inhibit innovative design. Will limit amount of open 
space on the ground level and result in shorter, bulkier 
buildings. 

Build-to lines are guidelines and not proposed to 
be codified. They set the general expectation for 
the relationship of public/street space to 
potential future buildings. Only the building base 
or podium element of a building need meet the 
build-to-lines recommendations, building towers 
could, and in some cases should be inset from 
the build to lines.  
  
Additional open space may be evaluated on a 
case by case basis, on its contribution to the 
overall network. We suggest adding language to 
provide further guidance on the relationship of 
unplanned, on-site open spaces to the streetwall. 

Language will be added to provide additional 
guidance for on-site open spaces. 

136 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

152-
155 

What is the flexibility in how retail can be customized in 
relation to the ground floor land use map and 
corresponding guidelines?    

The intent is for this plan to support well-
designed, innovative and ground floor retail 
building treatments in the RCRD. By no means is 
the plan intending to standardize the treatment 
of retail spaces to make them homogenous and 
cookie cutter in appearance. We will review the 
pertinent guidelines and explore ways to more 
effectively communicate this intent. 

Changes to the design guidelines section to 
more effectively communicate the desire for 
retail spaces to be customized, and to avoid 
homogenous or bland retail storefronts. Use 
of additional photos to depict a more varied 
range of retail storefronts is expected.  

137 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

154 Green is showing entrances every 60 feet. Is this a 
typo? 

We concur that the ground floor design 
standards should allow for creative design that 
meets the intent of the plan. Further, the intent 
is to ensure the plan is consistent with the 
emerging Retail Plan. 
 
We will review language to ensure that 
standards are consistent with the Retail Plan and 
allow for flexibility in design. 

Language will be edited to ensure that 
standards are consistent with the Retail Plan 
and allow for flexibility in design. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

138 LRPC 5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

154 Not clear why different buildout requirements for 
different streets in the RCRD – they should all have 
minimum of 15' first floor should be rule; Overall, the 
map and classifications used are extremely prescriptive, 
and are problematic;  
 

Red and Gold streets provide guidance for a 15’ 
minimum ground floor, and staff is considering 
extending this requirement to Blue streets. The 
current draft of the Retail Plan, with which the 
Realize Rosslyn plan coordinates, suggests an 
“average” of 15’, but comments received in 
other forums do suggest “minimum” is the more 
appropriate guidance, and staff is considering this 
change.  Green streets are meant to be less 
retail intensive, with retail as only an optional 
use, and thus it is believed that the external 
design guidance, including the ground-floor 
height, should allow for greater flexibility as 
well.  The intent of the ground-floor map is to 
incorporate a greater degree of flexibility, 
particularly with regards to use, in line with the 
current draft of the Retail Plan. 

Staff considering appropriate changes to the 
ground floor design standards in 
coordination with changes under 
consideration in the Retail Plan. 

139 LRPC 5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

154 Regarding design standards for retail, maybe in the land 
use column just refer back to Retail Plan, alternatively, if 
included, make sure it reflects most current/what will 
be adopted as part of Retail Plan 

We concur. Revised chart to reference ACRP standards 
in the last column. 

140 Resident 5/28 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

154 Require retail along Blue Streets to have closer 
entrances than 100 feet, or change the retail designation 
along Wilson Blvd. to Gold.  
 

The appropriateness of minimum distance 
between entrances is currently under review. In 
some instances, particularly on Wilson 
Boulevard, topography poses challenges that will 
make meeting such minimum entrance distances 
difficult. Staff is generally in favor of manageable 
distances between entrances on retail streets to 
create a consistent rhythm and enhance street-
level activity, so further guidance in this area of 
the Rosslyn Sector Plan will be considered. 

Staff considering appropriate changes to the 
ground floor design standards in 
coordination with changes under 
consideration in the Retail Plan. 

141 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

154-
155 

The ground floor design standards will create a uniform 
appearance and design for retail storefronts. The plan 
should explore methods to promote creative and 
interesting storefront designs that contribute to the 
vitality of the street environment. 
Ground floor use recommendations do not appear to 
be consistent with the pending Arlington County Retail 
Plan. 

We concur that the ground floor design 
standards should allow for creative design that 
meets the intent of the plan. Further, the intent 
is to ensure the plan is consistent with the 
emerging Retail Plan. 
 
We will review language to ensure that 
standards are consistent with the Retail Plan and 
allow for flexibility in design. 

Language will be edited to ensure that 
standards are consistent with the Retail Plan 
and allow for flexibility in design. 

142 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

157-
158 

Service and parking access frequently conflicts with 
tower orientation. 
Plan effectively prohibits above-grade parking, which will 
limit the amount of achievable density on sites. 

See response to #171. 
 
While sector plan encourages below grade 
parking, above-grade parking is not prohibited 
outright, and in fact has been approved in several 
C-O Rosslyn site plans to date, typically where 
depth to bedrock is an issue.  

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

143 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

158-
159 
 

The plan language should be strengthened to discourage 
above grade parking.  

 Consider counting above grade parking as 
FAR.  

 Also, is it feasible to wrap parking with 
active uses? If so, show a better photo 
precedent on page 159 

 Utilize commercial (and future) residential 
parking policies to reduce parking 

 Would be helpful to see estimate numbers 
on existing/potential parking 

 Take out “preferably” from caption language 
on page 159 

The language of the plan strongly discourages 
parking and recommends using TDM measures 
to right-size parking in future site plan 
developments. 
 
It will be feasible on larger/consolidated sites to 
wrap parking. Small and/or sites may need 
creative façade treatment instead. We concur 
that a better photo precedent should be used, 
and we will remove “preferably” 
 
Staff will provide parking estimates to the PC. 
 
  

Photo on page 159 will be replaced with a 
more relevant precedent. “Preferably” will 
be removed from the caption. 

144 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Very important to push for the best use of the 
observation deck, to ensure great views. 
 

We concur. The building height section (page 162) will be 
expanded, with inclusion of more narrative 
describing view objectives and selected 
model views, photos, and/or the observation 
deck watercolor, to emphasize and clarify 
the importance of the priority view 
corridors. 

145 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Recognizing that River Place is not part of the RCRD or 
study area, what study, if any, has been given to the 
potential future heights on this site? 
 

River Place is outside the study area, and the 
existing buildings are subject to a long-term land 
lease that expires after 2050. Redevelopment 
options, including height, would have to be part 
of a future study. 

No changes proposed. 

146 Resident 5/28 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Allow higher heights west of Central Place, going up the 
hill along Wilson Blvd. with caveats to ensure FAA 
approval and compatibility with nearby neighbors. 

Since the beginning of this study, 470’ asl was a 
working assumption as the tallest buildings could 
go. Even if the FAA were to allow taller buildings 
west of Central Place, the location of these sites 
in close proximity to lower density residential 
may not support additional height due to 
neighborhood transition goals.  

No changes proposed. 

147 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162-
163 

Observation Deck has the potential to make Rosslyn a 
major tourist destination, so potential to compromise 
views should be a major concern; views must be framed 
and provide a complete and clear view of the western 
bank of the Potomac River; strong guidelines for 
rooftop design should also be incorporated; 
Plan should define the priority view corridors further 
and state what exactly should be visible (e.g., specific 
landmarks, river, etc.) 

We agree that the plan should state what 
monuments and other features should be visible 
from the Observation Deck. 
 
Upon further consideration, viewing the western 
bank of the Potomac River would severely limit 
the height potential of the Rosslyn Plaza block to 
a point which would likely make redevelopment 
unfeasible.  

Proposed changes to plan will include 
imagery and text that describes the elements 
that should be visible from the deck. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

148 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162-
163 

Heights map is very prescriptive with no flexibility. 
Heights may not be achievable in combination with 
other requirements of the plan (building separation, 
varied heights within sites, parking/loading access). 
Only residential or hotel buildings will be able to realize 
additional height. 
Plan is based on faulty premise that FAA will not 
approve heights over 470’ when this has not been 
tested for western Rosslyn. County should confirm 
whether 470’ is truly a limitation which must be 
assumed throughout the entire Rosslyn area. 

The heights map is essential to achieving many of 
the goals set forth in the Rosslyn vision, and is 
therefore recommended to be codified in the 
Zoning Ordinance. Flexibility for sites below 300’ 
to reach 300’ through a requested modification 
is also proposed to be codified. 
 
The remainder of the guidelines are intended to 
provide suggestions and inspiration for future 
development. Future applications can make a 
case for why particular guidelines cannot be met. 
 
With regard to the 470’ limitation, the heights 
recommended in the plan reflect a 
comprehensive approach to building height that 
addresses a number of goals and takes into 
account a number of constraints. To date the 
FAA has not approved heights above 470’ ASL 
for any site within the RCRD, though it is 
correct that no sites west of Oak Street have 
been redeveloped under “C-O Rosslyn” and 
applied for FAA approval. That said, under the 
current policy these sites would likely be 
constrained significantly due to the taper 
approach and their proximity to lower density 
neighborhoods. The project team contends that 
the proposed heights map allows more height in 
these areas than under the current policy while 
taking into account transition to neighborhoods, 
priority view corridors, and height variation. 
While the FAA is one consideration, additional 
height would threaten achievement of the plan’s 
other goals. Further, per the recommended 
flexibility on page 162, sites below 300’ could 
request additional height up to 300’ if they can 
meet the plan goals. 
 
We are reviewing the text throughout to clarify 
any ambiguity in the guidance and to verify that 
the guidelines indeed read as guidelines. 

We are reviewing the text throughout to 
clarify any ambiguity in the guidance and to 
verify that the guidelines indeed read as 
guidelines 



Rosslyn Sector Plan, Public Draft 5/6/15                                                                      DRAFT Comment and Response Matrix 

06/01/2015 28   
 

Commenter codes: PC = Planning Commission; LRPC = Long Range Planning Committee of the 
Planning Commission; TC = Transportation Commission; E2C2 = Environment and Energy Commission 
PRC = Park and Recreation Commission, RPP = Rosslyn Process Panel, UFC = Urban Forestry 
Commission 

Shading indicates no changes to plan. = 

C
om

m
en

t 
# 

So
ur

ce
 

D
at

e 

C
ha

pt
er

  

Se
ct

io
n 

P
ag

e 
N

um
be

r 

Question/Comment Project Team Response 

 
 

Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

149 LRPC  5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 With regard to the proposed height flexibility, why not 
increase heights proactively if staff feels that additional 
height is acceptable? Suggest that we should make a 
decision in the plan about whether we give the 
additional height or not, so that this battle does not 
need to be fought during site plan review. 
 
Height is always discretionary, so none of the heights in 
the plan are guaranteed; though, precedent shows that 
the County Board usually grants the maximum height; 
 
Not fair to sow seeds of discontent at this point; if 
height should be limited to achieve goals of the plan, 
then the plan should be very explicit about that; the 
reality is that every developer is not going to get 
10FAR, which is not guaranteed under current C-O-
Rosslyn either; we should make this decision now, 
rather than have the fight during SPRC over height 
modification proposals. 

There are several points to the rationale for this 
approach: 
 
1) As with the ICP, the model depicts just one 
way individual sites could redevelop consistent 
with the vision. Some flexibility for additional 
height to accommodate other approaches to 
building form with sites plans would be 
reasonable for those sites whose maximum 
heights are lower than the 300’ limit. 
 
2) The model had to make some assumptions 
about building uses modeled. To not discourage 
residential buildings, single tower sites that were 
modeled as office would very likely need 
additional height to achieve the same densities if 
they were to be built as housing. 
 
3) Proactively increasing heights could make it 
more difficult to effectively discourage provision 
of above grade parking or leftover, unplanned 
open spaces to jack building heights up 
unnecessarily. 
 

No changes proposed.  

150 LRPC  5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Criteria for height flexibility (p. 162) needs to be 
stronger and extremely careful: good views shouldn’t 
be just from the tops of buildings; shouldn’t grant 
additional height if proposals include above-grade 
parking; don’t encourage random, unplanned open 
spaces that erode the streetwall and build-to lines map. 

We agree with reviewing criteria to look for 
opportunities to clarify and strengthen. 

Changes may be proposed based on further 
review. 

151 LRPC  5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Has the County Attorney’s Office reviewed the criteria 
for height flexibility and determined that the County 
Board would be able to use it to deny a request for 
height modification? 

We have been coordinating with the County 
Attorney’s Office on the proposed language. 

No changes proposed 

152 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Focus on the primary height criteria – In the 
Framework Plan, the majority of the discussion about 
heights focuses on (a) views from the Observation 
Deck and (b) the creation of a varied and interesting 
skyline through sculpting and innovative building design. 
This has been echoed in most of the public discourse as 
well. These are the height principles that most directly 
affect the experience of Rosslyn’s skyline, and advancing 
these principles should be paramount – if additional 
height will be used for innovative building design and 
will not block Observation Deck views, heights up to 
300 feet should be permitted. 

In addition to the two criteria noted, it is 
important to consider the other goals reflected 
by the Peaks and Valleys approach in order to 
the ensure that proposals for modifications are 
reviewed comprehensively. However, for 
purposes of being able to effectively and 
consistently evaluate whether height flexibility 
should be approved for a site, the team concurs 
that the list of goals could be refined with a goal 
of working more objectivity into them.  

Criteria/goals for reviewing site plans 
requesting height flexibility will be revised in 
an attempt to make criteria more objective, 
and relate back to the most applicable height 
goals. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

153 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Remove redundant references to advancing Plan goals – 
Reductions in potential building heights should only 
occur when it is shown that a reduction in height 
demonstrably advances Plan goals. Unfortunately, the 
Plan as currently drafted places the burden of this 
showing on the owners of property chosen as valleys. 
Those owners of sites selected for “valleys” are 
effectively and somewhat arbitrarily held to a stricter 
standard with respect to planning and design than all 
others. We believe that any special exception site plan 
proposed in CO-Rosslyn should be evaluated to 
determine whether the goals of the Plan are advanced, 
regardless of the recommended height. Specifically 
providing that Plan goals must be advanced for buildings 
in “valleys” to achieve 300 feet, which as currently 
drafted is a unique burden, should be the standard for 
all special exception site plans that are considered. 

As noted in the response to Comment #149 
above, there are several points to the rationale 
for this approach to flexibility: 
 
1) The heights established in the heights map 
were recommended because they meet the goals 
of the plan as was modeled. As with the ICP, the 
model depicts just one way individual sites could 
redevelop consistent with the vision. Some 
flexibility for additional height to accommodate 
other approaches to building form with sites 
plans would be reasonable for those sites whose 
maximum heights are lower than the 300’ limit. 
 
2) The model had to make some assumptions 
about building uses modeled. To not discourage 
residential buildings, single tower sites that were 
modeled as office would very likely need 
additional height to achieve the same densities if 
they were to be built as housing. 
 

We will look at potential revisions to clarify 
relationship between criteria for buildings 
seeking additional height versus all buildings. 
 

154 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Provide assurances of height flexibility – The current 
Plan provides that an owner “may seek modifications” 
to reach a height of 300 feet if all criteria are met. This 
does not provide any clarity to a potential developer, 
because even if all criteria are satisfied, the approving 
authorities could choose to follow the reduced height 
recommendation in the Plan. As stated, all buildings 
seeking a height of 300 feet in the CO-Rosslyn zone, 
regardless of height recommendation in the Plan, are 
subject to discretionary approval. As such, the section 
related to allowing heights at 300 feet in “valleys” 
should provide that, if all criteria are met, the building 
will be treated as though the maximum height were 300 
feet and evaluated in exactly the same fashion as other 
buildings in the CO-Rosslyn zone. This will include an 
identical discretionary height review, but will not 
“handicap” a proposal that has met the additional 
criteria set forth in the Plan. 

We will review the criteria to provide better 
guidance for the County Board’s consideration. 
However, this is proposed as a discretionary 
approval and is therefore not guaranteed.  

Potential revisions could result from the 
review described in the team response. 

155 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Remove subjective criteria – Ambiguous descriptors 
like “variety”, “nearby”, “ample”, and “good” should be 
removed. If developers are not certain about exactly 
what objective criteria are necessary for the 
opportunity to attain heights up to 300 feet, there will 
never be an incentive to undertake design of a building 
meeting these criteria. 

We will review the criteria to provide better 
guidance for the County Board’s consideration. 

Potential revisions could result from the 
review described in the team response. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

156 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Residential/Hotel use should not be required for those 
areas above the recommended height – Use 
prescription for heights above those recommended by 
the Plan will only serve to further reduce the ability to 
respond to market conditions and will disincentivize 
development. 

We concur, and rather than basing the additional 
height being provided based on specific uses, it 
may be more effective to add provisions about 
the amount of building volume added above the 
mapped height limit being equal to or less than 
the amount sculpted out of the maximum 
buildable envelope. 

Potential revisions could result based on the 
team response. 

157 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Revise criteria as such: 
Therefore, for single-tower Site Plans or Phased-
Development Site Plans (PDSPs) with height limits of 
less than 300 feet as depicted on 
Map 3.16, applicants may seek modifications to building 
height that could be approved by the 
County if applicants make a showing that the below 
criteria are met, the proposed building shall be 
considered subject to a maximum of 300 feet: 
• Requested total building height may not exceed 300 
feet. 
• Occupied space at or above the maximum height 
depicted in Map 3.16 is devoted to housing/hotel only. 
• Modifications may not be sought to increase FAR 
above 10.0. 
• The appropriateness of the proposal requested 
modification to building height will be reviewed on a 
case-by-case basis, and should be approved only when 
the following criteria area clearly met by the proposed 
plan: 
• Priority view corridors from the Central Place 
observation deck are retained. 
• Sensitive edge transitions are achieved on sites where 
the RCRD borders areas of lower scale residential 
development. 
• Variety of building heights across nearby sites is 
reinforced, and the design of individual buildings 
includes significant sculpting. 
• The additional height is used to create a building that 
contributes to a distinctive and dynamic skyline, such as 
through sculpting or other unique building design. 
• Good view View opportunities from the tops of 
adjacent nearby buildings are not materially significantly 
reduced. 
• Ample daylight access to the subject and surrounding 
sites, including public open spaces, is maintained. 
• Development proposals receive pertinent 
determinations of no hazard from the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

The flexibility is proposed as a discretionary 
approval in the Zoning Ordinance rather than an 
objective, administrative determination. Based on 
the goals of the plan as described in the 
proposed criteria, the County Board would 
make a determination as to the appropriateness 
of the modification. 
 
We will review the criteria and revise as needed 
to provide clearer guidance for the County 
Board’s consideration. 

We will review the criteria and revise as 
needed to provide clearer guidance for the 
County Board’s consideration. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

158 Rosslyn 
BID UDC 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162 Would like to see the provisions related to flexibility 
for building height be applied to achieving other goals of 
the plan, including the creation of open space or other 
amenities. Also don’t understand why this must be 
limited to 300 feet.    

The park and open space aspect of the plan 
should focus on achieving the network of open 
spaces recommended in the plan. However, staff 
will review criteria for height flexibility to see if 
other amenities should be applied. The rationale 
for limiting flexibility for height to 300’ is to 
ensure there can still be sites with lower building 
heights to contrast with those with taller heights. 

Changes could result from the review of 
provisions for height flexibility as described 
in the response.  
 
No changes proposed related to limiting 
heights where flexibility is applied to 300 
feet. 

159 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

162-
163 

The Plan recommends reduced maximum heights on 
several sites through the “peaks and valleys” policy, 
purportedly to “advance achievement of many goals” in 
the Plan and improve all of Rosslyn. 
While the supposed benefit of these reduced maximum 
heights will accrue to Rosslyn and the community as a 
whole, the severe impacts of these reductions burden 
only a few property owners. 
Although heights up to 300 feet are discretionary and 
must be “earned” in any event, the opportunity for 
these properties to earn such heights has been lost on 
certain sites, greatly reducing flexibility in building 
design and hampering redevelopment possibilities. 

The plan presents a vision for Rosslyn that will 
benefit all of Rosslyn, through enhanced views 
and skyline, new amenities and public spaces, 
transportation improvements, and the myriad of 
other transformational elements in the plan. The 
plan currently recommends a level of flexibility 
for those sites below 300’ to modify height up to 
300’ if the goals of the plan are still met. 
Providing this level of flexibility also to heights 
planned above 300’ would erode the integrity of 
the Peaks and Valleys approach.  

No changes proposed. 

160 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Concerned with lack of transition to areas to the south 
and southwest of the RCRD. Nash Street south of 17th 
should have bulk-plane angles to provide for tilted 
surfaces to aid with transitions from the Noland and 
Xerox building sites; Also would like to see more 
transition from 1500 Wilson Blvd to the south. 

A transition height (notes A-D) is not 
recommended in these areas due to the height 
of the adjacent existing residential buildings (e.g. 
the Belvedere is 230’ tall). The recommendations 
for a 15’ stepback sufficiently address the 
transition in these areas.  

No changes proposed. 

161 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/12 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 The priority view corridor over Rosslyn Plaza now 
extends to 18th Street. Is this a typo? The latest map 
does not reflect what the Board approved in the 
Framework. Why the change, and what are the 
potential implications for Rosslyn Plaza?  
 
In addition, increase height in central block of Rosslyn 
Plaza from 300’ to 325’ in order to create opportunities 
for more sculpting of the building for additional open 
space at the ground level. 
 

The view corridor to the east of the 
Observation Deck was expanded to 18th Street 
following further analysis of views from the 
Observation Deck. The views east provide some 
of the most important views toward the 
Monumental Core, and it is important that the 
view remain as uninterrupted as possible for the 
entire eastern edge of the Observation Deck, 
rather than just the southeastern most extent of 
the deck.  
 
Increasing the height to 325’ will encroach upon 
the context view of the Monumental Core. 

Additional views from the Observation 
Deck, as well as language describing what is 
intended to be visible, will be added. 
 
No changes proposed to 300’ height of 
central block of Rosslyn Plaza. 
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Question/Comment Project Team Response 

 
 

Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

162 Resident 
(BID 
UDC?) 

5/19 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 The priority views is a valid organizing principle.  But, I 
thought the concept was Peaks and Valleys and did 
away with the "Tent".  Central Place remains the tallest 
building on the Heights Map, page 163.  Why are the 
building sites west of Central Place, going up the 
Rosslyn hill, not allowed more height?  Are they at max. 
FAR?  What is the constraint? 
 

See responses above to comment #18. No changes proposed. 

163 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Some neighbors have suggested this plan will allow 
taller buildings than would have been allowed under the 
current taper policy; how will bulk plane angles (notes 
on heights map) be implemented? How far does height 
plane extend into the site? (R: height plane extends 
infinitely into site); 
Where does height plane measurement begin (what 
elevation)? Notes should make clear; 
 

We concur that the plan should provide more 
clear guidance on how transitions on heights 
map will be implemented. 

A diagram will be provided explaining how 
the height transitions (Notes A-D on Map 
3.16) will be more specifically 
operationalized. 

164 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 It would be helpful to provide some contextual 
information for the WRAPS site; will the same height 
parameters and transitions apply in the proposed new 
district? 
 

Height recommendations have been coordinated 
between the two plans. The height 
recommendations for the WRAPS area will be 
provided in the WRAPS plan. 

No changes proposed. 

165 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Caption needs to be clarified; there is also a typo – 
“were” should be “where” 
 

We concur. Typo will be corrected, and caption language 
will be reviewed for potential clarifications. 

166 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 In earlier discussions, the idea of an 18th Street stepback 
came up; was this determined to be infeasible?  
 

Stepback is not recommended along all of 18th 
as it unduly constrains floorplate sizes and 
potential density yields. But lower 65’ height 
zone is recommended along 18th between 
Central Place Plaza and Kent Street. 

No changes proposed.  

167 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Why aren’t stepbacks recommended along Wilson and 
18th Street on the Rosslyn Plaza site?  
 

70’ recommended zone at Wilson and Arlington 
Ridge intersection achieves the view corridor 
from Freedom Park, while additional stepbacks 
on Wilson would challenge feasibility of tower 
floorplates; an open space around 1 acre in size 
is recommended along 18th Street and additional 
stepback requirements here would further limit 
feasible footprints; 

No changes proposed.  

168 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 In 3D model, confirm that Rosslyn Metro Center is 
modeled at correct height? If it is, perhaps we should 
consider lowering it to open up the view from the 
Observation Deck further 

Building has been intentionally modeled to 
maximize height and FAR assuming this would 
help make feasible the intended metro 
station/18th St corridor public space on what is 
now private property with limited public 
easement. Building is not in priority view 
corridor, so we think it more important to 
highlight the opportunity for the building to be as 
tall as shown   

No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

169 Prop. 
Owner/De
veloper 

5/4  3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

163 Arbitrary height restrictions, particularly those placed 
on buildings outside the priority view corridors, will 
discourage redevelopment of properties with lower 
heights. At a minimum, the plan should provide 
flexibility to maximize height and density where site 
plan applicants can demonstrate priority views  will not 
be negatively impacted. 

The building height limits recommended in the 
plan are based on iterations of technical analysis 
and community review and input on how best to 
meet plan goals. In most cases, sites with lower 
heights should still be able to achieve densities at 
or near 10FAR, and height flexibility provisions 
have been added into the plan to help address 
this.  

No changes proposed.  

170 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

166 The guideline for 45’ tower separation needs clarity  We concur. A diagram will be added to better explain 
this guideline. 

171 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

166-
167 

The tower orientation plan limits design flexibility and 
frequently conflicts with other Plan requirements, such 
as parking/loading. On some blocks, tower orientation 
would require removal of both existing buildings rather 
than allowing phasing. 

Tower orientation is a guideline, and a case 
could be made to vary from the guideline as long 
as the intent is met. 
 
In addition, the base of the building does not 
need to be the same as the tower so this should 
not conflict with parking/loading.  

No changes proposed. 

172 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168 It is not clear whether any recently developed/approved 
buildings would meet the proposed design guidelines. 
The guidelines seem too prescriptive and may be 
difficult to achieve, particularly for office buildings.  If 
these are just guidelines, why have such finite 
dimensions included within them? 

The recommended design guidelines are 
guidelines intended to provide inspirations and 
suggestions for future design solutions expressed 
in future development proposals. As stated at 
beginning of the guidelines section (page 148), 
they should be considered as flexible as long as 
the intent outlined in each guideline is achieved. 
 
We will further consider whether dimensions, 
where expressed, are critical to the spirit of the 
guidelines, or whether they may be expressed 
differently, such as using to word “approximate” 
or other flexible language. 

The design guidelines language will be 
reviewed and revised where appropriate.  
 
Additional illustrative examples may be 
added to help demonstrate intended design 
qualities. 
 
We will consider revising disclaimer language 
to clarify that the purpose of the guidelines 
as guidelines. 

173 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168 T4 on p. 168 – there is too much detail on how 
buildings should be designed, and a lot of prescriptive 
elements would challenge architects and put them in a 
box. 

See response to comment #172 above. See changes proposed for comment #172 
above. 

174 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168-
169 

Concern that the architectural guidelines, images, and 
renderings do not encourage creativity and non-boxy 
building features.  
 
Further emphasize language on creative use of shape, 
material, color, etc. 

We agree that the language can be revised to 
further emphasize creative shapes and materials. 
In addition, some of the precedent photos or 
others can be used to emphasize this point. 

Replace some of the precedent photos with 
non-boxy buildings. Revise language to 
emphasize creative use of shapes and 
materials to further add distinction and 
provide layering effect to the Rosslyn skyline. 

175 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168-
169 

The plan should incorporate more guidance on 
screening mechanical penthouses, particularly those in 
view from the Observation Deck. 

We agree that the language can be strengthened. Language will be revised to emphasize the 
importance of screening and potential 
methods for screening. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

176 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168-
169 

Crystal City Sector Plan calls out specific sites where 
interesting rooftop treatments are encouraged; 
consider using a similar approach in this plan. 

While it is important that buildings be 
differentiated from each other and that 
penthouses be designed carefully, in this case we 
don’t recommend calling out specific sites for 
special rooftop treatment.  

Add language to page 168 to encourage 
consideration of context in rooftop design. 

177 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168-
169 

May be advantageous to encourage various materials to 
help vary the skyline and emphasize the 
foreground/background. 
 
Buildings should still complement adjacent buildings, 
even if they are differentiated. 

We agree that materials and varied building 
types may help to add interest and create 
layering in the Rosslyn skyline. 

Add language to the 2nd bullet on page 168 
to encourage the use of materials and 
building form to complement the Rosslyn 
skyline and differentiate between adjacent 
buildings. 

178 Prop. 
Owner/ 
Developer 

5/21 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

168-
170 

The architectural guidelines limit creativity and 
innovation and will create a duller, more uniform 
appearance among buildings in Rosslyn. 
They will likely become outdated over the coming 
decades. Future buildings should be permitted to 
pursue various types of high-quality design. 

See response to #1 and #172. 
 

See proposed changes to #1 and #172. 
 

179 Process 
Panel 

5/13 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

169 Supports idea of 4.1 applicants providing images to 
demonstrate views from the Observation Deck, but 
need to consider how can they be enforced? 

We suggest adding some language to clarify the 
monuments that should be seen from the 
Observation Deck. 

Add language and graphics to demonstrate 
Observation Deck views and clarify the 
monuments that should be seen from the 
Observation Deck (page 162, or as part of 
new spread) 

180 Resident 5/28 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

170 Support maintenance of streetscape elements by the 
Rosslyn BID, not County maintenance.   
 

The plan recommends that a future Memo of 
Understanding, or some other agreement, be 
established between the BID and County to 
manage many aspects of implementation. Details 
on maintenance responsibilities should be 
determined through that agreement, not this 
sector plan. 

No changes proposed.  

181 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

170-
171 

Proposed ground level design standards are robust; 
streetscape standards should include more examples of 
the streetscape elements (benches, lighting, paving, etc.)  

We concur that more examples would be 
helpful. 

Additional imagery from the BID streetscape 
elements will be included. 

182 LRPC 5/20 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

170-
171 

This is the first time that we have recommended 
streetscape elements that are distinct from the 
Arlington County standard; what is the community’s 
opportunity to weigh in on the BID’s plan? 

As discussed on page 170, the streetscape 
elements are expected to be advanced through 
partnership between the County and the BID. 
One option for achieving this is through an MOU 
or other agreement, which could be brought 
before the Board at a public hearing. Other 
opportunities for community input could be 
explored with the BID prior to any public 
hearings. 

Text describing the process and next steps 
can speak to a desire for some type of public 
hearing/other opportunity for public to 
weigh in before streetscape elements get 
implemented.  

183 Website 5/28 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

172-
173 

I support the corridor of light, public art project. The 
project will be a sense of place making and happiness to 
a neighborhood that needs a beacon that exudes a 
personality of people and light, not offices and forms of 
concrete with shadows of darkness. 

Thank you for the comment. No changes proposed. 
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

184 Resident 5/28 3 Urban Design, 
Building Height 
and Form 

174 Consider adding text, page 174, to encourage the 
provision of urban agriculture on rooftops in addition 
to stormwater green roofs. 

We concur.  Paragraph on ‘Green streets and surfaces’ 
will be modified to include language about 
potential for rooftop gardening (e.g. urban 
rooftop agriculture) in addition to storm 
water green roofs.  

Chapter 4 
185 Process 

Panel 
5/13 4 Implementation n/a Would like to see priorities called out more – find a 

way to emphasize what are the low-hanging fruit, and 
ID what you can do independent of redevelopment 

We concur. A column will be added to the 
implementation matrix noting which projects 
do not depend on redevelopment. 

186 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

182-
185 

Consider building in more cross-references among 
different parts of the plan; for instance, between 
policies, recommendations, and implementation actions 
(can refer back to policies) 

The policies are currently cross-referenced in 
the document; they are included in the sidebar 
adjacent to the related recommendations.  
 
We can expand implementation matrix to 
include page references for action items. 

A column will be added to the 
implementation matrix to note the page of 
the related recommendations. 
 
We will also consider adding references to 
key plan recommendations in the policy 
section (pages 62-67). 

187 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

182-
185 

Overall, implementation agency is too weak – need 
stronger term or need to identify a lead agency. 

The implementation matrix includes all agencies 
likely to be involved in a particular action item. 
We suggest bolding the agency which would take 
the lead. 

The matrix will be amended to bold the 
agency that will likely take the lead for the 
County’s role in a particular project. 

188 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

182-
185 

Don’t like “ongoing” as a timeframe – isn’t specific 
enough to get anything done; things are always 
“ongoing”. 

The ongoing timeframe reflects action items 
which will occur over time with redevelopment 
and/or will require continued work by County 
agencies (e.g., curb space management). 

No changes proposed for RTA draft. Before 
plan is adopted we will work to refine the 
timeframe for capital improvements. 

189 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

182-
185 

Maybe add check mark or some other column to make 
clear what County can do on its own, and differentiate 
that from what will require redevelopment 
 

See response to comment #185 above. See response to comment #185 above. 

190 LRPC 5/21 4 Implementation 178-
180 

Should be careful about the potential for public benefits 
that are treated as “community benefits contributions” 
go to improve privately owned property – this is an 
issue 

The Implementation chapter (Chapter 4) 
provides guidance for community benefits and 
what types of improvements would generally be 
considered appropriate. 

No changes proposed. 

191 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 178-
179 

Need to consider how the plan can speak to other 
community benefits that need to be prioritized; which 
may compete with reaching this affordable housing 
target in all cases 

We concur. Language will be added to Chapter 4, 
Implementation, to note that prioritization 
of other key projects for a particular site 
plan may lead to less than a 30% affordable 
housing contribution. 

192 Process 
Panel 

5/13 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

184 Too weak of a recommendation for #36 – boathouse; 
can DPR take the lead on this?  

We concur with the sentiment of this comment, 
and DPR is brainstorming options to advance 
this effort. 

We are considering options and will expand 
recommendation as appropriate. 

193 Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

184 Recommend including an action that supports the 
redevelopment of Gateway Park and encourages NCPC 
to build a monument on the site between the Park and 
Key Bridge.  This could be included in Recommendation 
35. 

We generally concur with the concept of 
working with NCPC to improve the Rosslyn 
Circle area, in the near term is possible. Staff will 
consider how best to express this interest, 
perhaps as part of future planning/improvements 
to Gateway Park.  

The team will include changes that include 
future study/planning/coordination with 
NCPC, NPS and others on addressing the 
Rosslyn Circle area, and perhaps other 
adjacent sites.  
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Proposed Changes to Sector Plan 
 

194 Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

184 There should be an action for DPR to identify site plan 
priorities for parks and open space. This should be 
done in coordination with the BID.  However, there 
should be a list of specific priorities, so that when 
community benefit becomes available, specific action 
can be taken. 

Page 180 of the plan outlines potential priority 
projects. Priorities will need to be discussed as 
appropriate through future CIP planning and as 
related site plans are pursued.  The 
implementation matrix will be amended to note 
which items can potentially be completed 
independent of redevelopment. 
 

The implementation matrix will be amended 
to note which items can potentially be 
completed independent of redevelopment. 

195 Process 
Panel 
Member 

5/29 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

184 Recommendation 36 should be revised to read: 
“Coordinate with NPS to ensure the completion of the 
Environmental Impact Statement for the planned 
Arlington Boathouse Facility.”  

We concur.  Plan will be revised to generally incorporate 
the suggested language for implementation 
action #36. 

196 LRPC 5/21 4 Implementation 
Matrix 

184 Does not agree with recommended timing of two-way 
conversion as medium term – this should be done 
sooner 
 

Additional study and piloting are represented by 
an O for on-going while implementation of two-
waying is represented by MT for mid-term (4-9 
years). We believe these time frames accurately 
reflect the amount of time likely to be necessary 
to complete these recommendations.  

No changes proposed. 

 


