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T 202.344.4455

F 703.821.8949

knwhitmore@venable.com

May 20, 2015

Arlington County Board
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300
Arlington, VA 22201

RE: Rosslyn Sector Plan Addendum

Dear Board Member:

This firm represents the owner of 1901 North Moore Street, known as the RCA Building. The current

version of the Rosslyn Sector Plan Update (the “Plan”) recommends redeveloped building heights for

this site at a maximum of 260 feet, a reduction from the maximum of 300 feet permitted currently

through the CO-Rosslyn zoning district.

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.

Options for Additional Height

The latest version of the Plan does include some criteria by which these properties can achieve 300 feet

in height. A copy of the current Plan section is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Although the concept of

permitting additional heights on these sites is laudable, the structure included in the current version of

the Plan is not sufficient to make attaining such heights reasonable.

Accordingly, we make the following recommendations for properties with height recommendations of

less than 300 feet under the Plan:

1. 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.
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2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. Residential/Hotel use should not be required for those areas above the recommended
height – Use proscription 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.

Based on these principles, we propose that the criteria for attaining 300-foot heights in designated
“valleys” be revised. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a proposed revision to the criteria.

We appreciate your time and consideration of these requests.

Sincerely,

Kedrick N. Whitmore
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B



Building Height Flexibility:

The building heights plan is a culmination of extensive and iterative form and massing studies
that took into consideration potential outcomes related to elements such as use, density,
marketable floor plates and surrounding context. The heights plan derived from these studies
reflects an optimal approach to achieving the Peaks and Valleys building heights approach set
forth in this plan. The plan recognizes there may be opportunities for creative solutions to further
advance the vision by considering additional height on sites planned less than 300 feet.
Flexibility is not proposed beyond 300 feet to ensure adequate overall variation in building
heights sought through the Peaks and Valleys approach. 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.
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Jeffrey Chod 
Tishman Speyer 
1875 Eye Street, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20006 
(W) 202-420-2122 
jchod@tishmanspeyer.com 
 
 
Chairman Mary Hynes 
Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
  Re:  Realize Rosslyn Sector Plan Update 
 
Dear Chairman Hynes, 
 

As a representative for the owner of the Park Place office building located at 1655 
N. Fort Myer Drive, we are writing to express some significant concerns with the draft 
Rosslyn Sector Plan recommendations that will soon be coming before the County Board.  
These recommendations include reducing heights and densities for certain properties 
below what can currently be requested under the C-O Rosslyn Zoning Ordinance 
provisions.   

 
For Park Place, Staff has recommended a maximum building height of only 210 

feet, the lowest recommended in the Rosslyn Coordinated Redevelopment District 
(RCRD) and fully 90 feet below the 300 foot maximum permitted in C-O Rosslyn.  The 
reasoning behind such a drastic reduction in height appears inconsistently applied relative 
to other properties since (i) the vast majority of Park Place is not located within a priority 
view corridor and (ii)   several neighboring properties, including those located within 
priority view corridors, are planned for the full 300 feet or even more.  Park Place is 
highlighted on the map shown below taken from Staff’s March 4th presentation at the 
County Board work session.   

 

mailto:jchod@tishmanspeyer.com
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Staff has estimated that this significant height restriction will result in an 

“achievable development” of 9.4 FAR, according to the building summaries provided to 
the Height and Massing Subcommittee of the Process Panel on December 15th.  We are 
currently in the process of conducting our own analysis to determine whether we agree 
with Staff’s conclusions on the density that could be achieved under the proposed height 
restriction.  As you know, final building design and site constraints often result in further 
limitations on achievable density, so we strongly suspect that the actual density that may 
be achieved with a height restriction of 210 feet will be far lower than 9.4 FAR.   

 
Regardless of what the theoretical impact might be on density in the abstract, the 

inescapable fact is that form-based restrictions on height and density will greatly 
discourage the redevelopment of sites like Park Place.  Therefore, although the County 
would like to see sites like Park Place redeveloped to better meet the needs of the County 
in attracting new residents and office tenants, in all likelihood we and other building 
owners with reduced height will be limited to just maintaining our existing assets as Class 
B or C buildings.  As a result, aging assets like Park Place will only decline further in 
value.   

 
We understand your desire to consider height restrictions particularly as it 

pertains to priority view corridors.  However, the seemingly arbitrary application of the 
proposed height restriction to Park Place will unjustly serve to direct redevelopment to 
other properties with no additional height restrictions (whether located in priority view 
corridors or otherwise).  This is an outcome that neither we nor the County should allow.  
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It is our objective to at some time in the future redevelop Park Place with a new, Class A 
building that is better able to attract top office tenants or residents and provide the types 
of amenities that activate the surrounding streets.   

 
We request that you consider our concerns as you review the draft text for the 

Rosslyn Sector Plan.  We further ask that you work with the Planning Commission and 
Staff to revisit the height recommendations or, at the very least, craft language that 
provides flexibility for future site plan applicants to maximize height and density where 
they can demonstrate that priority views will not be negatively impacted.  

 
Thank you for your careful consideration of these thoughts.  If you have any 

questions, or if I can provide any additional information to help inform the Rosslyn 
Sector Plan deliberations, please do not hesitate to contact me.  We would be happy to 
meet with you to further discuss our position. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Jeffrey Chod 
 
cc:  County Board Members, Barbara Donnellan, Gabriela Acurio, Steve Cover, Bob 
Duffy, Tom Miller, Anthony Fusarelli, Victor Hoskins, Nan E. Walsh, G. Evan Pritchard, 
Paul DeMartini, Tony Womack, Rustom Cowasjee, Brad Heming 



May 27, 2015 

RTA Rosslyn Sector Plan Comments 

Submitted by Karen Kumm Morris, FASLA 

 

Dear Arlington Planning Commissioners: 

 

I want to thank you for the time you have given to help shape the Rosslyn Sector 

Plan and create an outstanding, premier place in Arlington.  We all recognize 

that Rosslyn is special in its proximity to the Potomac, it’s urban character and 

it’s capacity to remain a significant economic engine for Arlington.    

 

My interest in Rosslyn comes from my professional career as an urban designer 

and my concern for a more attractive, lively, and successful public realm that 

serves people.  Over the last 3 years, I have been involved in the Rosslyn Sector 

Plan as a member of the Rosslyn Process Panel’s Open Space Committee and as a 

member of the Rosslyn BID’s Urban Design Committee. 

 

Overall, I believe that the proposed Rosslyn Sector Plan is an excellent plan 

establishing a clear vision with principles and policies appropriate for an 

intensely urban place.  And yet, there are areas where a bit more tweaking is 

needed to assure that the objectives will be met, especially for the public realm.    

 

I have included a summary of my recommended revisions for quick review.  

And, thank you for taking the time to read these comments in more detail.  

Please consider requesting staff to make revisions to the RTA.  Without revisions 

in the RTA, you will not be able to consider these comments later on.  

 

Summary of Comments and Recommended Revisions 

 

Density Appropriate density cap of 10 FAR.  Like the incentive zoning 

approach that allows more on a case by case basis with criteria. 

Building  

Heights 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.  

 

Open Space Protect Gateway Park from any future I-66 Air Rights Development 

by adding a policy statement prohibiting such development. 



 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.  

 Show on Public Parks and Open Spaces, page 125, all public use 

space on private land ensured with public easements. 

 

Transportation  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. 

 Ensure adequate pedestrian space along major arterials by 

establishing a standard minimum of 10 feet clear zone. 

 Eliminate the proposed roller coaster on N. Ridge Road and create 

a stronger pedestrian relationship with the Esplanade. 

 

Streetscape Support maintenance of streetscape elements by the Rosslyn BID, 

not County maintenance.   

 

Sustainability   Great to see a chapter devoted to this important goal in an 

integrated manner including a recommendation for 15% tree 

canopy.   

Green  

Infrastructure Consider adding text, page 174, to encourage the provision of 

urban agriculture on rooftops in addition to stormwater green 

roofs. 

 Add text to page 145, supporting 1,000 CF soil volume per tree, 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.  

   

Retail Require retail along Blue Streets to have closer entrances than 100 

feet, or change the retail designation along Wilson Blvd. to Gold.  

 

 

Detailed Comments and Recommendations 

 

Density It is appropriate for the Plan to set density limits below 10 FAR and 

to allow additional density up to 10 FAR in exchange for specified 

community benefits such as affordable housing or TDR’s.   The 



Plan also allows density in specific instances to exceed 10 FAR if 

certain criteria are met, see page 147.  This is an incentive zoning 

approach that the County has used successfully to achieve a 

win/win.  Private sector gets additional density; the public gets 

needed community benefits.   Proposed density levels are fine, no 

tweaking needed.  

 

Building  

Heights   The Peaks and Valley concept based upon the public’s view sheds 

from Central Place is a valid approach to ensuring light and air at 

the street level, an interesting skyline and maintaining Rosslyn’s 

brand as “A Room with a View”. The Rosslyn BID has promoted 

this brand for years and a new concept should reinforce this.  Taller 

building heights than the Plan specifies could be allowed west of 

Central Place, stepping up the hill along Wilson Blvd.   The public’s 

view sheds from Central Place are not affected, and, if the FAA 

would permit this, the Plan could encourage it with the caveat that 

compatible transitions to nearby residential areas are achieved.   

Plan needs to be revised to allow for additional height west of 

Central Place with all the caveats mentioned above.    

 

 Building heights should be codified in the zone with the flexibility 

allowed by the Sector Plan.  Without codification, every site plan 

will be debated on this issue.  Density, building heights and open 

space are typical standards found in zoning.  Modifications are 

often allowed but only with a site plan review process and with 

specified criteria or findings.   The Rosslyn Sector Plan gives this 

flexibility.  

 

Open Space The proposed open space plan is one of the outstanding elements 

of the Plan.   Kudos to the planning team.   The 18th Street Extension 

in particular is a tremendous idea creating a series of urban spaces 

stepping down Rosslyn’s hill with views of the Potomac and 

Roosevelt Island.   It will take a while to achieve this given existing 

buildings and land ownership.  But, it is an exciting idea that is 

worth pursuing.   

 

 Gateway Park is also given sufficient guidance with key 

characteristics to become a more useful park to nearby residences 

and more regional events.  There is a potential concern that VDOT’s 



air rights development could impact the western side of Gateway 

Park.   The Sector Plan should establish a policy that Gateway 

Park is not an appropriate site for air rights development.  

 

The open space for Rosslyn Plaza has been controversial and, 

therefore, it is helpful for the Plan to show options.  However, the 

Plan’s graphics show a bias for the initial staff option.  If options 

are allowed, both options should be attractively illustrated, and 

referenced properly in the charts, see page 123.    

 

The Plan references the Rosslyn Plaza options on page 144.  But, the 

second bullet down needs to be rewritten to capture the need for a 

mix of activities and multi-purpose functions.  Green space, i.e. 

lawn area, is desirable but lawns do not accommodate a broader 

range of activities.  Both plazas and green spaces are needed.   

Suggested language for 2nd bullet on page 144:  Accommodate a 

broad mix of activities, including recreation, socializing and 

special event programs within multi functional plazas and green 

spaces bordered with activating retail frontage;  

 

The Open Space Plan, page 125, needs to show all the existing open 

spaces that are dedicated or established through easements.  There 

are several such spaces such as the public use space at the 

Waterview, or the sidewalk spaces next to the Turnberry Tower.   

The Plan seems to emphasize the publically owned open spaces.  

Many communities now are relying upon partnerships to achieve 

publically used urban space.  The private sector builds, maintains 

and programs such space while granting easements for public 

access.  This keeps public costs down and can ensure a higher level 

of maintenance than the public sector can provide.   

 

Transportation  This is a bold Plan recommending the elimination of the one way 

pair of streets through Rosslyn.   There are pro’s and con’s to this 

radical change in the existing street system.   If travel speeds 

through Rosslyn are calmed and more of a “main street” character 

emerges from the changes, then the proposal will be a benefit to the 

community.  But, if traffic becomes even more congested and grid 

locked, with idling cars polluting the air, then it may not be such a 

good idea.  More analysis of levels of service and traffic volumes 

is needed or, if extensive studies have been completed, at least 



more disclosure of the analysis is needed.   What will be the level 

of service at intersections after the changes? 

 

 Adequate pedestrian sidewalk space throughout Rosslyn is 

critically important to ensure access to Metro, major destinations 

and residences.   Walking is a major form of recreation as well as a 

transportation mode.  Arlington understands this. 

 

The Plan acknowledges the importance of walkability, but does not 

provide a standard for a minimum pedestrian clear zone, see table 

page 94.  It gives such guidance for all other elements within the 

ROW but fails to recognize the pedestrian clear zone.   Without a 

clear standard, the pressure to reduce or pinch the pedestrian’s 

path is tremendous with café seating, street furnishings, etc.    

 

At least 10 feet clear zone standard is needed for the major arterials. 

The 10 feet accommodates four people to walk pass each other 

without stepping aside.   For example, Bethesda’s famous Bethesda 

Row has a 20’-22’ sidewalk width from the curb with typically 10 

feet of clear zone (an occasional pinch point occurs) along 

Woodmont Avenue.  Recommendation:  Add a guideline on page 

94, specifying a minimum of 10 feet clear zone for pedestrians 

along major arterials.  

 

A grid system of streets that improves connectivity and distributes 

traffic is usually a good principle to follow.  However, application 

of the principle needs to take into consideration the context.  The 

North Ridge Road connection to 18th Street is a location where a 

grid system doesn’t make sense.  It is a forced solution that creates 

a weird roller coaster of a street and separates the pedestrians in 

the Rosslyn Plaza’s park from the Esplanade.   Notice that 

Georgetown across the river did not bring down the street grid 

along their waterfront park.     Recommendation:  Eliminate the 

roller coaster, keep N. Ridge Road down at it’s existing elevation 

and strengthen the proposed park relationship with the 

Esplanade.  

 

Streetscape Streetscape improvements are one of the more significant ways to 

improve the public realm at the pedestrian level and give Rosslyn a 

distinctive identity.  The Rosslyn BID’s outstanding streetscape 



plan provides this distinctive identity with a set of upscale, 

attractive furnishings that compliment the quality of private sector 

development.   It is appropriate and desirable for the Sector Plan to 

recognize the Rosslyn BID’s plan and endorse it.   However, 

maintenance of the streetscape should be provided by the Rosslyn 

BID with a partnership funding support by the County.  This will 

allow the Rosslyn BID to quickly deal with maintenance issues and 

better coordinate improvements.   Recommendation:  Revise text 

on streetscape, page 170, to support streetscape maintenance by 

the Rosslyn BID with partnership funding by the County.     

 

Sustainability   Great to see a chapter devoted to this important goal in an 

integrated manner including a recommendation for 15% tree 

canopy.   

Green  

Infrastructure  This section should include a recommendation to encourage the 

provision of urban agriculture on rooftops in addition to 

stormwater green roofs, see page 174.   Locavores are asking for 

more locally grown foods. 

 

Tree Canopy  Great to see a subsection devoted to tree canopy.  This section 

explains the value of an extensive tree canopy in terms of the 

environmental benefits as well as providing a human scale at the 

street level.   

 

However,, there needs to be additional text that requires a 

significant increase in the soil volume per tree in order to ensure 

vitality, health and mature growth.   The Sector Plan should state a 

goal of 1,000 CF of  soil volume per tree.  The current County 

standard of a 5’ x 12’ tree pit is outdated.   Recommendation:  Add 

text to page, 145, to recommend a goal of 1,000 CF of soil volume 

per tree.  

 

This section also recommends that the tree pits be used for 

stormwater management.   The objective is valid but how this is 

achieved is quite challenging.  In the District and Maryland, new 

standards are directing stormwater directly into tree pits with curb 

cuts and lower soil elevations creating sunken pits.   Trash is 

collecting and in some poorly drained areas, the soil is becoming 

anaerobic (lacking in oxygen).  Most trees do not flourish in such 



conditions.  Also, pedestrian safety is a concern when using a swale 

or sunken tree pit.  In the District, pedestrian safety is less of a 

problem because many major streets have 25 feet or wider 

sidewalks.   Pedestrian space in Rosslyn is much more constrained.   

Recommendation:    Add text to page 145, to 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.  

   

Retail Plan It is a good idea to provide a flexible retail plan within the Sector 

Plan.  It gives more clarity regarding the nature of retailing and 

where it should be encouraged.  And, a close reading of the Retail 

Plan suggests that there is a core district of retail that is being 

created by the Red and Gold streets.  Flexibility in use is allowed on 

a case by case basis.  This is all good. 

 

But, there are a lot of Blue streets shown and while this category 

also allows a wide range of retail and retail services and 

equivalents, the design standards allow for entrances at least 100 

feet apart.  This means that much of Rosslyn shown with the Blue 

streets will not be activated by closer entrances.   More active retail 

frontages are needed and specifically needed along Wilson Blvd. 

between Nash and Lynn. Nothing creates more of a dead zone than 

a continuous building face with out doorways and active entrances.   

Recommendation:  Revise the Retail Map on 79 to show Wilson 

Blvd. between Nash and Lynn to be a Gold Street. 

 

Building Form 

Architecture The Plan ventures into form based code dimensions for many of the 

building form elements.  While the principles behind the 

recommended dimensions are desirable urban design objectives, 

the specificity of the dimensions are a concern.  Such specificity 

becomes a challenge when unknown future conditions create a 

road block to implementation or when a new, intriguing idea is not 

allowed because it doesn’t conform.   It would be better to offer 

more performance based guidelines with stated principles and 

delete the proscriptive guidance with specific dimensions.    

 



The public realm of the streets and sidewalks, however, 

legitimately should have standard dimensions.  Elements within 

the public ROW should not be debated with each site plan.  

 

Thank you for considering these comments and recommendations.  They 

represent my own views.  The UFC Commission has not yet discussed the 

Rosslyn Sector Plan and will do so prior to the Planning Commission’s public 

hearing.  

 

Karen Kumm Morris, FASLA 
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June 1, 2015 
 
Mary Hynes, Arlington County Board Chair  
2100 Clarendon Blvd.,  
Arlington, Va. 22201 
 
RE: Rosslyn Business Improvement Corporation Concerns with Realize Rosslyn Draft Guidance 
 
Dear Mrs. Hynes and County Board Members, 
 
On behalf of our Board of Directors and stakeholders, The Rosslyn Business Improvement Corporation (RBIC) would like 
to first recognize the hard work, time and extensive effort Arlington County staff and planning commissioners have put 
forward to advance Rosslyn’s Sector Plan Update.  We realize the complexity of the undertaking and wholeheartedly 
endorse the vision and principles contained in the Plan. However, we have real concerns regarding the guidance on 
implementation, and believe that the vision and goals will not be encouraged or achievable if the guidance on 
implementation plans are followed as expressed in the current draft.  
 
As outlined in the Vision Statement and Principles, Rosslyn is Arlington’s gateway to the nation’s capital and the most 
visible and prominent skyline in the region. Rosslyn has unique potential for truly world-class architecture and to be the 
leading economic competitor in the region, as well as to be a phenomenal place to live and visit.  Therefore, the guidance 
for the redevelopment of Rosslyn should not seek to be consistent with previous sector plans, but rather should be unique 
to Rosslyn’s potential, encouraging creativity in developing each site to achieve its full economic, architectural and public 
benefit potential for Arlington. Realizing Rosslyn’s full potential will not be achieved through prescriptive rules that 
mandate predetermined, uniform building forms. Rather, the County should clearly articulate its goals, and the private 
market should be free to use all of its resources and creativity to achieve the goals and vision.  
 
Key Concerns and Recommended Solutions 
 
Concern 1: Compromised Vision and Goals through Restrictive and Prescriptive Guidance 
 
The Plan’s stated Vision, Goals and Principles are enthusiastically endorsed. However, the corresponding implementation 
guidance and policies do not support the creative level of design that is expected and needed to achieve the goals and 
the world class urban environment we all desire. The best possible development outcome for each site must be 
encouraged and inspired through creativity and comprehensive analysis, done in context at the time of development. This 
can and should be done through the County’s established site plan review process, and not through pre-determined, 
prescriptive and arbitrary guidance.  
 
Specific prescriptive guidance includes: 
 

a. Building Height: Pre-defined limitations on achievable heights preclude creative design solutions, creates a loss of 
upper floor and a prime attraction for leasing activity and greatly reduces incentive for redevelopment, particularly 
for the quality of architecture we all seek. Allowing for the possibility of greater heights creates opportunity for 
architectural sculpting, reduction in mass and can achieve the variation and enhanced view corridors we desire. 
This directive also threatens property owners with significant downturns in the value and quality of their 
investments, which in turn directly impacts the community and County. It means a current and future loss of tax 
revenue, and puts at risk future potential for attracting investment in Rosslyn. 
 

b. Building Form: The form-base code approach, with detailed requirements and restrictions on architecture stifles 
rather than inspires creativity in building form and design. These directives do not consider the diverse and unique 
opportunities and constraints of Rosslyn’s individual sites and bring enormous limitations on design, discouraging 
world class architecture. We believe this is the wrong approach for Rosslyn, and will not achieve the desired 
buildings, creative architecture and distinctive skyline. 
 

c. Open Space: New open space presents great opportunity for lively, active streets and support for retail. However, 
to achieve this it must not be hidden behind buildings but be integrated into the urban fabric, clearly visible and 
connected to public streets.  As a major community benefit, the open space in the Rosslyn Plaza site should be 
located at the 18th street & Kent Street intersection to maintain high visibility, attract pedestrians and encourage 
lively programming of ground level public space, while providing connection to the entrance of Freedom Park.  
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Recommended Solutions: 
 

1. Do not codify height limits: Encourage View Corridors and Height variation through incentives, expectations 
and challenge for creative, world class design. Allow the SPRC process to work together with property owners to 
achieve the Plan’s vision. Maximum heights should be determined solely by plan goals and FAA regulations as 
individual projects are proposed. Where height limits are included, these heights (a) should specifically act as 
guidance and not made a part of the Zoning Ordinance and (b) should be flexible and allow heights up to 300 feet 
if certain objective criteria are met, such as maintaining Observation Deck views and allowing for interesting 
building design.  
 

2. Incorporate flexibility, not prescriptions: Current guidance is equivalent to form based code. Flexibility should 
be the basis of Building Form and Design Directives to allow creative and site-specific design so that peaks and 
valleys can be achieved through exemplary architecture. 
 

3. Clearly label illustrations as “illustrative only”: A clear distinction is needed between an illustrated idea and 
guidance to avoid the illustration becoming future site-specific guidance – in plan and perspective drawings. 
 

 
Concern 2: Negative, Irreversible Economic Impacts 
 
The draft plan seeks more from private industry than ever before, while reducing development potential significantly 
throughout Rosslyn. In order to achieve any of the many great public realm improvements included in the Plan, including 
18th street, the esplanade, Gateway Park Redevelopment, Freedom Park connection, and many more, very significant, 
capital intensive projects must be undertaken. Private industry and County goals are linked and interdependent - great 
places to live, work and play are great places to also invest and own property. Yet the proposed Building Height and Form 
Policy Directives and limitations threaten property owners with significant devaluations and quality of return on their 
investments, thereby de-incentivizing redevelopment. This subjects the community and County to significant risks of 
reducing future potential investment as well as current and future loss of revenue. Somewhere during this process, the 
fundamental reality that safe, existing assets would have to be encouraged to be removed at extensive risk to owners was 
lost. Owners are now asked to undertake these significant risks and liabilities for less density and economic returns than 
existed prior to the draft Plan, while simultaneously requiring extensive increased infrastructure improvements and other 
community benefit costs.  Given these risks and reduction in potential returns many property owners very well decide that 
it is safer to wait to take these risks. 
 
Specific negative economic development impacts include: 
 

a. Dis-incentivizing redevelopment: on many sites, the proposed new heights and densities are not enough to 
incentivize removal or repositioning of income producing assets (property owners are currently allowed up to 300 
feet and 10.0 FAR in CO Rosslyn) 
 

b. Loss of tax dollars: Rosslyn commercial core brings in $44 Million in real estate tax revenue to the county, 
comprising 23% of the County’s Commercial real estate tax revenue. Any dis-incentive to redevelopment will 
negatively impact this critical facet of the County economy. 

 
Recommended Solutions: 
 

1. A comprehensive economic analysis is needed: An analysis of the potential diminution of tax revenue and 
community benefit dollars should be undertaken before any proposed policy with potential negative consequences 
is adopted; Arlington Economic Development (AED) should lead that effort.  
 

2. Provide incentives for redevelopment: Incentive solutions need to be identified and evaluated in conjunction 
with property owners. This plan does not provide the incentive required to encourage redevelopment. Yet the 
proposed plan assumes that owners will abandon an existing asset, undertake significant risks and liabilities and 
fund the many worthwhile community improvements recommended by the Plan for less density and economic 
returns than existed prior to the draft plan.  
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Concern 3: July Adoption Premature for Heights and Form Policy 
 
The heights and form policies and related guidance are critical and consequential elements of the Plan. There has not 
been adequate review and analysis by either County staff (including AED) or property owners to support the current 
restrictive recommendations for these components, or to understand their unintended consequences. As written, the 
guidelines provide less incentive for redevelopment and demand more performance. The height study directly impacts                   
economic development and dramatically influences and directs the future potential of Rosslyn.  
 
Recommended Solutions: 
 

1. Conduct a thorough review and analysis of staff recommendations. The enormous impacts that will result 
from these height and massing recommendations mean that significant careful review and discussion is 
necessary. The time contemplated by the current schedule has been insufficient to do the job correctly and 
thoroughly. 
 

2. Allow Sufficient Comment period. Property owners have not had the time needed to analyze specific impacts to 
their properties and provide comments to staff. Rosslyn’s property owners are highly invested in the community 
and need to weigh long term impacts and decisions carefully. 
 

3. Provide 3-D modeling.  The County staff has stated that those sites with heights recommended at lower than 
300 feet can still achieve 10.0 FAR; however, this should be demonstrated graphically. In addition, the County 
should assume 10.0 FAR for each site and demonstrate that heights and form can be diverse and interesting and 
still achieve 10.0.  This should remove concerns about whether an interesting skyline can be created if all heights 
continue to reach 300 feet. 
 

4. Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to meet with the County to discuss the impacts of the Plan.  This 
was a recommendation of the County Board at its work session on the Plan, but does not seem to have been 
undertaken until just recently. This process should be completed before any binding action is taken. A property 
owner meeting with Board Members is also requested.  
  

 
The Rosslyn Business Improvement Corporation and its stakeholders are committed to the Vision and Principles adopted 
by the County Board in the Realize Rosslyn framework plan. We applaud the effort that has been undertaken by County 
staff, Commissions and professionals to bring together the expertise and thoughtful concepts, details and intentions of the 
Realize Rosslyn Draft Plan. However, we are even more committed to ensuring that the maximum potential of a 
revitalized Rosslyn becomes a reality, and the Plan has the flexibility necessary to allow and encourage the achievement 
of this goal. Therefore, we implore the County Board to consider our concerns and recommendations as outlined and 
discussed in the many meetings we have had with staff and with members of the Board. If this item comes before the 
County Board in its current form, we urge you to reject it.  
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express our views, and we look forward to continued dialog.  
 

 
 
Mary-Claire Burick, President, RBIC on behalf of the Executive Committee of the Board of Directors 
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June 3, 2015 
 
The Honorable Mary Hynes 
Chairman, Arlington County Board 
Members of the Arlington County Board 
 
Re:  Realize Rosslyn 
 
Dear Chairman Hynes and Members of the Board: 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of NAIOP Northern Virginia, the Commercial Real Estate 
Development Association.  We are a regional organization which represents the interests of 
the commercial real estate development and ownership industry.  The majority of the 
commercial property owners in Arlington and Rosslyn are members of NAIOP.  Our members 
play an important role in the economic success of the County, the region and the 
Commonwealth of Virginia.  
 
The amount of community and staff time and energy which has gone into the Realize Rosslyn 
effort is tremendous and a sign that people do care greatly about the future of Arlington and 
Rosslyn.  However, our membership is concerned that a number of recommendations put forth 
are contrary to the initial goals and vision of the Plan and will be detrimental to its successful 
implementation.  The Plan should encourage creativity and uniqueness in addressing Rosslyn’s 
future, not be a prescriptive, tight box of regulations and guidelines.  
 
Foremost in our concerns is the way that the Vision, Goals and Principles are interpreted.  We 
do not believe that it supports the creative level of design that is expected and needed to 
achieve the goals for a world class urban environment we would all like to see Rosslyn become.  
Each project should be evaluated at the time it is proposed as part of the SPRC process to see 
how well it meets the goals of Realize Rosslyn.  Reducing allowable building heights not only 
reduces opportunities for creative design, but also decreases the demand for reinvestment and 
threatens to arbitrarily devalue property in Rosslyn.  Specific and detailed requirements and 
restrictions on building form established today will permanently diminish any style or 
creativity which should be sought in the future.  NAIOP is greatly concerned that this will be 
applied to all properties and not just those seeking C-O Rosslyn Zoning.  Similarly, determining 
today where all open space must be located also restricts any new ideas or creativity that may 
arise in the future.  Lastly, the requirement that developers sell land to build public streets will 
greatly diminish the ability to develop in Rosslyn.  NAIOP supports a more progressive plan 
which incorporates flexibility and creativity as opposed to the current strategies which are 
restrictive and highly prescriptive. 
 
We are also concerned that the Economic Impact of the new Plan will stifle redevelopment as 
it asks developers to contribute more while reducing the benefit of those requests.  Owners 
are being asked to shoulder more risk and liability but are given less opportunity for density, 
creativity and flexibility.  The new heights and densities on several sites ensure that those sites 
will not likely be redeveloped, denying reinvestment in Rosslyn and an increased commercial  
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tax base for Arlington.  The Realize Rosslyn planning effort needs an economic analysis to ensure that it is the right 
approach for Rosslyn rather than a recipe for preserving existing Class B and C office buildings.  The redevelopment 
potential of many sites in Rosslyn will be greatly reduced, forcing investors and others to look at more flexible markets 
with better returns, such as Tysons Corner and the City of Alexandria. 
 
We recognize the great effort and work which has gone into this project to this point.  We feel that much of the 
conversation has been driven by those interested in restricting and limiting redevelopment in Rosslyn.  This should not 
be allowed to be the future of Rosslyn.  Adoption of this Plan should be tabled for a few more months so that a Plan can 
be put in place which will allow Rosslyn to become the first class downtown that it should become.  NAIOP is in 
agreement with the comments and recommendations contained in the Rosslyn BID letter of June 1, 2015.   We 
encourage the County Board to send the current recommendations back to the Realize Rosslyn Project Team.  It is 
critical that we all understand the true prescriptive nature and real economic impact of the Plan that is put forth and 
ultimately approved. 
  
NAIOP Northern Virginia and its Arlington members appreciate our positive working relationship with the County.  We 
remain ready to work together for a better community and look forward to helping to create the next chapter of the 
Rosslyn story. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Martha D. Marks 
President 
 
cc:  Barbara Donnellan, County Manager 
  Chris Forinash, Chairman, Planning Commission 
  Anthony Fusarelli, Jr., CPHD 
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Anthony Fusarelli

From: Anthony Fusarelli
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 11:00 AM
To: Anthony Fusarelli
Subject: RE: Rosslyn Heights/RCA Building

 
From: "Whitmore, Kedrick N." <KNWhitmore@Venable.com> 
Subject: Rosslyn Heights/RCA Building  
Date: June 3, 2015 at 10:03:31 AM EDT 
To: "'Cole.arl@gmail.com'" <Cole.arl@gmail.com> 
 
Steve – I appreciate your taking the time out to chat with me prior to last week’s LRPC meeting.  I also want to thank you 
for all the work you have put in on this and the WRAPS plan – they are huge undertakings, and a real bear when 
considered along with everything else that is going on.  
  
As I mentioned when we spoke, it has been frustrating to me that there has been no recognition that by having 
recommended maximum heights lower than 300’, buildings are incurring real monetary costs in order to benefit 
Rosslyn as a whole.  This benefit is the advancement of the peaks and valleys policy, which the plan has determined is 
superior to the current taper policy.  
  
A height of 300’ is not currently a guarantee and must be earned, but losing the opportunity to earn 300’ causes a 
diminution in property value.  Although community benefits payments will be theoretically lower because less height 
must be “earned”, the math does not work – one foot of height between 200’ and 300’ is worth considerably more than 
one foot of height between 0’ and 200’.  The savings in community benefit costs does not make up for the loss in 
building values.  If it did, you would see a number of projects in Rosslyn asking for heights lower than 300’.  To my 
knowledge, there have been none.  
  
Normally, when a developer incurs a monetary expense to help Rosslyn as a whole, we consider it a community 
benefit – road improvements, additional affordable housing beyond the baseline, park upgrades, creation of public 
spaces, etc.  Here, the developers with lower heights are incurring a monetary loss to help Rosslyn as whole without any 
credit for doing so.  I would suggest, then, that a development that comes forward with a proposed height lower than 
300’ (whether imposed by the plan or not) should receive a community benefit credit in exchange for foregoing this 
potential maximum height.  This would allow true realization of the peaks and valleys policy, and may even cause some 
developers to ask for lower heights on their own in order to get community benefits savings and put money toward 
other features of the building.  
  
Even if community benefit credits are not the correct vehicle, there should be some form of remuneration for this 
monetary contribution – a recognition that flexibility is available in other areas of the plan, or a meaningful exception 
from the height recommendation.  There must be something provided by way of exchange.  
  
Additionally, you mentioned something about the RCA Building not being able to reach a heights of 300’ with a 
residential floorplate.  Davis Carter Scott has been modeling both office and residential options for this site at heights of 
300’ for several years, so I can tell you that the perception that 300’ cannot be reached for a residential building is not 
accurate.  
  
Thank you for considering this information, and please let me know if you would like to discuss anything. 
  
Thanks! 
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Kedrick N. Whitmore, Esq. | Venable LLP 
t 202.344.4455 | f 202.344.8300 | m 703.598.7266  
575 7th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20004 
 
KNWhitmore@Venable.com | www.Venable.com 
  

************************************************************************ 
This electronic mail transmission may contain confidential or privileged information. If 
you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender by reply 
transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it. 
************************************************************************ 
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