
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING, HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT 

Planning Division/Site Plan Review Committee 

 

2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 700, Arlington, VA 22201 

TEL 703-228-3525   FAX 703-228-3543   www.arlingtonva.us 

SP # 105 Metropolitan Park Phase 6 
Michael Cullen 

 
SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Item 1 (7 pm – 8:25 pm) 
Metropolitan Park Phase 6 (SP #105) 
SPRC Meeting #3 
May 12, 2016 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Siegel, Cole, Iacomini, Ciotti, and Brown 

 
SPRC Meeting Agenda:  The published agenda for the meeting was as follows: 
 
1) Metropolitan Park Planning Context (Staff and Applicant) 

a) Metropolitan Park Coordination Background (Staff) 
b) Metropolitan Park Design Guidelines (Staff) 

i) Purpose 
ii) Elements 

1. Phasing 
2. Building Design and Placement 
3. Retail 
4. Streets 
5. Open Space 
6. Landscaping 

iii) Phase 6 Context (Applicant) 
 

2) Open Space and Landscaping (Staff and Applicant) 
a) Central park planning process recommendations 
b) Eads Street Linear Park recommendations 
c) Orientation and use of open spaces  
d) Relationship to scenic vistas, natural features and/or adjacent public spaces 
e) Compliance with existing planning documents and policies 

f) Landscape plan 

 
SPRC Discussion: Discussion amongst the Committee members included the following: 
 
General Discussion – Design Guidelines 
 Following opening comments from the Chair, staff delivered a presentation covering all elements of 

the Metropolitan Park Design Guidelines, including specific guidance and Phase 6 context.  The 

applicant followed with a presentation demonstrating how they believe the project is consistent with 

the Design Guidelines. 

 The SPRC Chair shared written comments noting issue with flexibility employed by the proposal, 

asserting that there are several deviations from the Guidelines and it does not comply.  Suggested 
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issues  included: the project would detract from existing buildings in Met Park; the relationship of the 

proposal to open spaces, circulation, and unsuccessful campus –like setting; prescription of Design 

Guidelines are not being followed as it relates to architectural styling; lack of symmetry; east-west 

orientation of 22-story tower disrupts Eads Street and blocks sunlight from the park; removal of the 

tertiary street is not an improvement because the street would define the public space; the building 

does not hold a street edge; and the building does not contribute to sense of place at Met Park. 

 A member asked if the DG were formally modified with Met Park 4/5. 

 A member asked about building step-backs in relation to 14th Street, and how massing would reflect 

the proposal on the south side of 14th. 

o A: staff noted that under the DG massing is expected to relate to adjacent buildings, and that 

a step-down toward 14th would be expected with a future phase. 

 A member suggested deviations from the DG are expected and may be appropriate, but need to be 

fully justified by the applicant.  The member suggested the campus/ensemble format was important, 

and suggested the applicant focus on reasoning from any departure. 

 A member suggested Met Park should be a campus or ensemble where buildings are meant to read 

together. 

 A member stated that a self-contained campus turns its back on the surrounding community and 

appears less inviting, and also noted that variety in architecture is interesting. 

 A member noted appreciation for the applicant’s desire to make a building that appears different, but 

suggested there should be greater emphasis on unifying elements that associate with other Met Park 

buildings.  The member suggested the base is not defined, and step-backs are not defined well.  

Another member suggested focus on base, tower, and top elements of the design. 

 A member suggested contrast and context are both valuable here context is more important because 

one building in met park should not detract from others, and form elements are lacking successful 

relationship to other buildings. 

 A member suggested the applicant should focus on why this design is better than what is shown in 

the DG rather than trying to justify how this meets the Guidelines because it does not. 

 Another member responded asking why did the community want Met Park to be an ensemble when 

it originated in 2003, and how do you modify the DG with this site plan? 

 
Open Space and Landscaping 
SPRC members discussed the Metropolitan Park Design Guidelines, primarily focusing on building 
design, and did not discuss Open Space or Landscaping agenda items at this meeting. 
 
SPRC Member Statements 
During closing member statements, the applicant asked for greater understanding of specific 
elements of the DG that need to be addressed, including specific examples. 
 
 Citizen representative Carrie Johnson asked whether the applicant will change the building or look to 

further justify the current proposal, and suggested a need to see greater context for future phases 

south of 14th Street. 
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 Nancy Iacomini (PC) noted concern about distinguishing the base/tower/top components of the 

design, and suggested a need for a rhythmic feel of the building. 

 Ginger Brown (PC) reiterated a need to distinguish the base/tower/top of the building, but otherwise 

appreciated the style of the building. 

 Chris Slatt (TC) suggested that the design doesn’t read as a classical building, and noted that the DG 

text only lists the base/shaft/crown delineation as one example of classical stylistic strategies. 

 Natasha Atkinson (AHCA) suggested elements of the building don’t read well together. 

 Steve Cole (PC) noted concern over planning principles, suggesting that building step-backs, massing, 

and siting is inconsistent with the DG, and that fixing the architecture only doesn’t address these 

issues. 

 Citizen representative Tom Korns suggested the proposal is a positive addition in how it relates to and 

opens up the green space, and the larger courtyard resulting from removal of the tertiary street is a 

welcome change. 

 Rosemary Ciotti (PC) stated she appreciates the building design and the larger courtyard that she 

would appreciate as an amenity.  She suggested the building frame the sidewalk consistently, and 

that style context of future phases 7 and 8 is a concern. 

 Jane Siegel (PC, SPRC Chair) stated that the 22-story tower should be parallel to Eads Street, 

repeating the concern that the building should come to the sidewalk consistently, and noting a need 

for relationship between open spaces and definition (such as a street or sidewalk around the 

courtyard space), and that base/tower/top building treatments should be consistent between 

buildings within Met Park. 

 
Next Steps:  The next SPRC meeting (#4) will be conducted on May 26, 2016.  The tentative agenda for 
this meeting will focus on Open Space and Landscaping.   


