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Presentation Outline
 Open Space and Landscaping

 Transportation

 Parking

 Next Steps

Please provide comments relevant to the SPRC #2 meeting agenda the newly created 
Ames Center SPRC review tool (link to be provided).  Comments and questions can be: 

– Submitted via the form on this page; or

– Provided directly to individual pages of presentation or staff report documents uploaded to the 
site

This presentation will cover open space and landscaping, transportation items, on- and off-
street parking, a recap of issues identified by staff, and next steps for public review.

We encourage use of the newly created Ames Center SPRC web portal to provide 
comments on the agenda topics for the scheduled SPRC #2.
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Rosslyn Sector Plan – 18th Street Corridor
18th Street Corridor: “Rosslyn’s New Urban Spine”
“Common design elements could be carried 
through in the different spaces but a variety of 
experiences is encouraged.” (page 142)

The Rosslyn Sector Plan describes development of the Ames Center plaza as part of the 
18th Street Corridor in detail, naming this segment “The Rosslyn Steps” and noting it is 
generally envisioned to provide a public way through the site for pedestrian and bicyclist 
travel, with limited expectations for supporting plaza area.  The plaza should maintain a 
minimum 60 feet between building faces, with buildings sited to maintain direct visual and 
physical connections between Metro Station Plaza and the intersection of N. Oak Street 
and 18th Street N.  Notably, the Plan doesn’t commit to common design elements but does 
encourage a variety of experiences within the Corridor.
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Seattle’s Harbor Steps

As shown in the previous slide, Seattle’s Harbor Steps is identified in the Plan as inspiration 
for how to reimagine the Ames Center plaza.  The Harbor Steps project was developed in 
phases between 1994 to 2000, and included delivery of a public plaza consisting of a series 
of steps and landings that serve both as a passive space, event space, and public art venue.
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Rosslyn Sector Plan

Revitalizing Spaces
 Opportunity for respite, socializing, transition, reflection, and 

connection to nature
 Size and form may vary from small urban plazas and 

intimate spaces in larger parks to nature preserves, using 
hardscape and/or softscape features

 Amenities may include seating, picnic tables, gardens, 
walking trails, public art, or other suitable features

Linking Spaces
 Connections between open spaces as part of an 

integrated, accessible network
 Often linear in form (e.g. trails, greenways, streets, linear 

plazas)
 Amenities include greenery and vegetation, seating, 

lighting, ecological corridors

The Sector Plan envisions a network of parks and open spaces, including redesigned plazas 
along the 18th Street Corridor.  The Ames Center plaza is identified as a “Linking Space” on 
Map 3.13, which provide for connections between other open spaces within an integrated 
network.  However, it is also assigned a “Revitalizing Space” typology in Chart 3.5, which 
include passive space opportunities and amenities such as seating, gardens, public art, or 
other suitable features.
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18th Street Corridor Design

 18th Street Corridor design guidance and a public art plan have not been 
completed 

 The applicant is currently working with Public Art staff

 Design guidance adopted since the Rosslyn Sector Plan:
– Rosslyn Streetscape Elements Master Plan (June 2017)

– Public Spaces Master Plan (April 2019)

 There are precedent examples for plaza design

Notably, the 2015 Sector Plan included two action items relevant to the 18th Street 
Corridor,  including development of design guidance (#53) and a public art plan (#54).  
Although these action items were not completed, the applicant is currently working with 
Public Art staff on ways to implement art into the space, and subsequent design guidance 
has been adopted by the County Board that addresses the primary intent of item #53, 
including:
• Rosslyn Streetscape Elements Master Plan (June 2017)
• Public Spaces Master Plan (April 2019)

Further, there are precedent examples that may be considered at the constructed Central 
Place plaza or the approved 1401 Wilson site across Ames Street.
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Rosslyn Streetscape Elements Master Plan

The Rosslyn Streetscape Elements Master Plan was developed by the Rosslyn BID and 
include furniture and streetscape standards for:
• Seating - various types, fixed benches, movable/ad-hoc seating 
• Newspaper Corrals & Vending Boxes 
• Litter & Recycling - easily movable bins 
• Information Tableaus 
• Information Cart - movable, pedestrian-friendly kiosk-type cart 
• Parklet - movable additive curbside seating platforms 
• Solar Charging Station - movable and roving solar device charger 
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Public Spaces Master Plan

Design Guidelines:

1. Planning and 
layout

2. Access and 
circulation

3. User comfort

4. Landscaping

5. Amenities

6. Signage

The Public Spaces Master Plan, updated in April 2019, outlines design guidance for 
privately owned public spaces such as the envisioned plazas along the 18th Street Corridor, 
including design guidelines for layout, access, use, landscaping, amenities, and signage.
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Central Place (SP #335)

The Central Place project was approved in May 2007, well before the Sector Plan was 
adopted, and completed in phases between 2017 and 2018.  The project is an example of a 
completed hardscape, but the Sector Plan does not account for the design details as 
originally approved and, as mentioned in a previous slide, the Plan does not commit to 
common design elements.
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1401 Wilson (Approved with SP #429)

The 1401 Wilson Boulevard project was approved by the County Board in June 2014, but 
has not moved forward.  It provides yet another example of plaza design within the 
corridor, but did not implement any design inspiration from the Central Place plaza.
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Transportation

Policy Documents:
 Core of Rosslyn Transportation Study (September 2019)
 Master Transportation Plan (MTP) Bicycle Element (April 2019)
 Rosslyn Sector Plan (July 2015)
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Timeline

1401 Wilson Blvd.
Approved June 2014

Rosslyn Holiday Inn
Approved Sept 2019

Ames Center
Summer 2020 CB

Construction Starts 2021
Construction Ends 2023

Fort Myer Drive Tunnel
CIP

Construction Starts 2025
Construction Ends 2027

Key Bridge Marriott
March 2020 CB
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Rosslyn Sector Plan (2015) Cross-Sections

The Ames project will deliver an “interim” curbline condition with a “final” condition 
realized after the tunnel is removed in Fort Myer Drive. The “final” condition streetscape 
dimensions will match those envisioned in the Sector Plan.
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Rosslyn Sector Plan (2015) Cross-Sections

Proposed Nash Street curb-to-curb width of 47’ matches that of the Sector Plan. However, 
the Ames project is proposing to add on-street parking along their frontage which is 
allowable by DES-Transportation as an “interim” condition, prior to the removal of the Fort 
Myer Drive tunnel. Post tunnel removal, the “Final” condition of N. Nash Street and the on-
street pavement markings will likely change to account for vehicle travel lanes, bicycle 
facilities, and parking as necessary to achieve transportation goals in this area of Rosslyn.
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Rosslyn Sector Plan- Sidewalk Widths

 N. Nash Street: 
15’ - 19’

 Fort Myer South of 18th:
20’ - 22’

 Fort Myer North of 18th:
15’ - 19’

Nash Street sidewalks will be built in the “final” curb alignment by Ames with proposed 16’ 
streetscape (sidewalk + landscaping).
Fort Myer Drive- North of the 18th St. Corridor will have 16’ streetscape delivered with the 
Ames project and 18’ streetscape post-tunnel removal (final).
Fort Myer Drive- South of the 18th St. Corridor will have 18.5’ streetscape delivered with 
the Ames project and 20.5’ streetscape post-tunnel removal (final).
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MTP- Bicycle Element (2019)

 N. Nash Street and Fort Myer 
Drive: Planned Bike Lanes

 Fort Myer Drive: 
Primary/Priority Bicycle 
Corridor

 Project 3-24: Fort Myer Drive 
Protected Bicycle Lanes

 Project 3-35: N. Nash Street 
Protected Bicycle Lanes

The cross-section of N. Nash Street as proposed by the Ames site plan does not include a 
north-bound bicycle lane along the project frontage, but does include a parking lane that is 
not called for in the Sector Plan. For the “interim” period of time after the Ames project is 
delivered and until the Fort Myer Drive tunnel is removed, staff supports the southbound 
only bicycle facility along N. Nash Street. Post-tunnel removal, staff will re-evaluate the 
pavement markings along N. Nash Street to determine the appropriate allocation of ROW 
for the various uses.

While the Ames site plan does not deliver bicycle facilities along Fort Myer Drive, the 
“final” alignment of Fort Myer Drive post-tunnel removal will include protected bicycle 
infrastructure (cycle track) on both sides of Fort Myer Drive/
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On-Street Parking

Signed on-street parking will be available in the “interim” condition. During tunnel removal, 
MOT plans may dictate some periods of time where parking is removed. “Final” condition 
will allow for off-peak parking on Fort Myer Drive; Nash Street curb-to-curb markings will 
be re-evaluated post-tunnel removal.
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Parking

 Proposed off-street parking is provided in a nine-level parking 
garage with:
– Four (4) below-grade parking levels

– Five (5) above grade levels

– 650 total parking spaces (630 spaces reserved for residents)

– Four (4) loading bays

 Modification requested for:
– 0.79 spaces per unit residential parking ratio (inclusive of visitor parking)

– Increased compact parking ratio (40%)

– Required loading, from six total loading spaces to four spaces for 
residential, retail, and office uses
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Above-Grade Parking
Building Height and Form Guidelines
Guideline 4: Parking Location and Design
 Intent: “Minimize above-grade parking, therefore reducing overall 

building volume, avoiding areas of windowless façade, and reducing 
parking access points that interrupt sidewalks. Where it occurs due to 
the presence of ledge, limit any adverse impacts from parking levels 
located above the ground floor.”

 Guideline: “New parking should primarily be provided below-grade, 
but above-grade structures may be considered when there is a 
compelling case and when appropriately embedded within building 
podiums as described below.”
– “When above grade parking is proposed, the site plan proposal should clearly 

demonstrate the design, environmental, and/or economic justifications that 
support a need for some extent of above-grade parking.” 

The Sector Plan acknowledges both the pedestrian-level impact of above-grade parking 
structures and development limitations for underground parking in Rosslyn due to sub-
surface bedrock.  

The Plan recommends that no more parking should be provided than is needed to support 
proposed uses and intensity for a site, and that parking space located above-grade be 
minimized to reduce overall building volume and impacts to the facade.  Any above grade 
structures should include a compelling case for consideration and the proposal should 
clearly demonstrate design, environmental, and/or economic justifications.
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Outstanding Issues
1. The proposed 16-foot wide sidewalk along Fort Myer Drive is inconsistent with the Sector Plan, 

which calls for a minimum 20.5-foot sidewalk width 

2. The Sector Plan discourages above grade parking greater than what is needed to support the 
project; the Residential Parking Guidelines permit a significantly lower parking ratio of 0.2 spaces 
per unit

3. Further justification is needed to demonstrate how the proposed 10.5 FAR density is appropriate for 
the site and meets the Sector Plan and Zoning Ordinance criteria for additional density above 10.0 
FAR

4. Additional coordination with staff is necessary to outline timing associated with removal of existing 
skywalk structures across N. Nash Street and N. Fort Myer Drive

5. A modification for required loading spaces is requested (four loading bays are proposed; six bays 
are required for combined residential, office, and retail uses); and clarity is needed on loading bay 
dimensions

6. Penthouse and 31st floor density exclusions are shown on plans and not supported by staff

Staff identified a few preliminary issues to at the first SPRC meeting.  Some of these issues have been 
resolved following staff clarification and subsequent information provided by the applicant:

1. The proposed 16-foot wide sidewalk along Fort Myer Drive is inconsistent with the Sector Plan, 
which calls for a minimum 20.5-foot sidewalk width – the permanent sidewalk condition following 
completion of the Fort Myer Tunnel Project will provide a 20.5-foot sidewalk width

2. The Sector Plan discourages above grade parking greater than what is needed to support the 
project; staff notes that the Residential Parking Guidelines permit a significantly lower parking ratio 
of 0.2 spaces per unit at this site

3. Further justification is needed to demonstrate how the proposed 10.5 FAR density is appropriate 
for the site and meets the Sector Plan and Zoning Ordinance criteria for additional density above 
10.0 FAR – the applicant is working to revise the building to reduce GFA and staff has confirmed that 
enclosed rooftop mechanical space does not meet the definition of gross floor area, which is 
expected to result in a 10.0 FAR or less.

4. Timing associated with removal of existing skywalk structures across N. Nash Street and N. Fort 
Myer Drive may be in conflict with Sector Plan recommendations

5. The application requests a modification for required loading spaces (to allow four loading bays 
instead of six for combined residential, office, and retail uses), and clarity is needed on loading bay 
dimensions; last year the County Board has raised concerns over modifications for required loading 
spaces, and for otherwise deviating from the dimensional standards outlined in the standard site 
plan conditions

6. Density exclusions are shown on the Penthouse level and 31st floor, in addition to below-grade 
garage spaces, but as proposed the top-of-building exclusions are not supported by staff since they 
represent space that does have an impact on the bulk and mass of the building – again, staff has 
confirmed that enclosed rooftop mechanical space does not meet the definition of gross floor area.
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Items for Discussion at Future Meetings:

 SPRC #3 – TBD
– Community Benefits & 

Sustainability

– Construction Issues

– Design Changes and Wrap-
Up

 Transportation Commission 
– TBD

 Housing Commission – TBD
 Virtual Walking Tour 

Available Now

Process Schedule

 Please p 

We anticipate covering the remaining SPRC agenda at a date to be determined, or 
otherwise in accordance with Arlington County’s recent guidance on public meetings to 
mitigate and contain the spread of COVID-19.  

The virtual walking tour is accessible from the project page and includes an interactive map 
that includes views of the site, relevant information, and views of the project, as well as the 
ability to provide comments.  We encourage use of the newly created Ames Center SPRC 
web portal to provide comments on the agenda topics for the scheduled SPRC #2.
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Thank You
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