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Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC), Meeting Summary  
April 2, 2018; 7 – 10:00 PM  
CHP, C/D 

Subject: Crystal City Sector Plan Block G 
PC Members in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair), Jane Siegel (Chair of Block G Review), Jim Lantelme, 
Elizabeth Gearin.  Staff in Attendance: Kris Krider, Brett Wallace, Margaret Rhodes, Jeremy Smith.  
Members of the Public in Attendance: Taylor Lawch, Judy Freshman, Barbara Selfridge, Christer Ahl, Bill 
Ross, Clyde McGraw, Kedrick Whitmore, Victoria Coates, Arthur Fox, Nick Cummings, Natasha Atkins, 
Andy Van Horn. 
 

 
The Chair for this item, Jane Siegel, shared her opening remarks regarding the review process for Block 
G.  Staff members Margaret Rhodes and Brett Wallace made a presentation, as did the applicant.  The 
following questions and comments were raised during the meeting: 

The Chair mentioned that there is currently no CIP funding for Metro Market Square, however there is funding for 
other projects in Crystal City, such as 15th Street Park. 

One member asked who the respondents to staff’s online civic engagement survey were.  She questioned the size 
of the survey. 

The Chair noted that each person at the LRPC table is meant to represent a larger group. 

Another member asked what the results were of the applicant’s online survey. 

The Chair noted that there is some support for the corner building. 

A community representative said that she does not support the corner building.  She asked why there are two 
scenarios.  If the applicant is not providing money for the design and construction of the park or the Metro 
entrance, why should the sector plan be changed? The developer is already rehabbing 1770 Crystal Drive, not 
rebuilding it per the sector plan.  The developer should not be permitted to use this space for construction 
staging.  It is premature to rework the sector plan.  

The Chair noted that public money would be used to build the park and the time to plan is now. 

One member asked if construction of the building needs to wait until the Metro elevators are built. 

One community member asked if Metro contemplates a tunnel under the park. 

One member said that she is sympathetic to the community’s concern regarding building the corner building.  The 
corner building has nothing to do with 1770 Crystal Drive and is a future unfunded project. She recommended 
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separating the two and deferring the corner building for now.  She said that she is willing to entertain two 
scenarios at block plan level, but at the site plan level she finds this problematic at this juncture. 

The Chair noted that the corner building is not unfunded and that the developer intends to build it. 

The applicant said that it would build the corner building as expeditiously as possible. 

The Chair said that it is alright to discuss this at high level because this is a long range planning process. 

One member said that whether there is a corner building or not is an LRPC issue, not a Site Plan Review 
Committee (SPRC) issue.  There is a timing concern here.  What does the rest of community think? 

One community representative asked why people are jumping to the conclusion that there should be a corner 
building. 

Another representative expressed concerns about the survey.  Were people just agreeing to the corner building 
because they preferred it to a larger building?  Crystal City may not get any large parks in the foreseeable future, 
so this will likely be the area’s “Center Park.”  It is not advisable to plan a building far in advance of its 
construction, as this constrains you and may result in an appalling development such as Crystal Houses 3.  

The Chair noted that it is not a foregone conclusion that there will be a corner building.   The arguments are 
compelling, but there should be two scenarios to allow for more flexibility. 

One commissioner asked why the applicant is even bringing the idea of a corner building forward now.  

The applicant noted that site plans have a three to five-year time span and this is a safeguard for the community 
to ensure that the project could be revisited down the line. 

One commissioner said that she has never known the County Board not to extend a site plan. 

The applicant noted that having site plan approval would allow JBG to find tenants by offering them clarity. 

One commissioner asked if a corner building in some configuration could be appropriate, as it could address 
issues related to topography, the Metro elevators, retail and the market theme.  It seems premature to talk about 
the corner building and the idea of tenants, but it could be alright to talk about a corner building. 

A community representative noted that it is premature to discuss this until the tripartite agreement between 
WMATA, JBG and the County is ready.  The 1770 Crystal Drive site plan should be severed from the corner 
building.   

The applicant noted that it had designed the building around WMATA’s specifications and mezzanine layout, so 
that it is not premature to discuss this building. 

One commissioner said that the footprint, height and design of the building are all SPRC issues, not LRPC issues. 

Another commissioner said that she liked the idea of two Block Plan scenarios. 
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The Chair noted that there is a sunset provision for site plan approvals, which could address the community’s 
concern regarding a site plan approval for a building that might not be built right away. 

One representative of another commission asked about the interim treatment for the plaza and open space. 

The applicant stated that the corner building would be constructed at the time of park construction. 

One commissioner noted that a corner building could help to achieve the park, the Metro entrance and activate 
the area, which are all sector plan priorities.  He said that the “garden path” that is there now is not for anyone 
disabled. 

Another commissioner said that this community wanted more open space.  What was in sector plan was the 
minimum.  The community wants more green space and the roof of any corner building should be a green roof.  

One community representative said that a building such as this would not promote the strong visual connection 
for the park that is needed.  There may be different types of buildings that could work here.  We are being pushed 
to look at approving a large building here. 

One commissioner asked why there is a need to talk about retail here as one day this building could be a 
community building.  We could say that a building with the following principles/attributes could be potentially 
appropriate, but for now there should be no specific building that is approved.  

One community representative said that the 1770 Crystal Drive site plan and the corner building applications 
should be severed.  An attribute list is a good alternative approach to the corner building issue.  He added that 
only two people present were part of the sector plan process. 

The applicant said that it initially proposed the corner building as part of the 1550 Crystal Drive retail project, but 
the County said that it should be evaluated by the LRPC to see if a building is appropriate. 

A commissioner and a community representative agreed that a Block Plan scenario that just talks about a building 
with principles would be a good option. 

One community member said that supporting a potential building with certain parameters really means that you 
support the corner building as proposed by the applicants.   

The Chair asked if the corner building could be a community building in the future based on the use mix called for 
in the sector plan. 

A community representative said that he felt as if the developers were maneuvering the community against the 
wall. 

The Chair said that there is a timing issue.  Would there truly be a sunset for a site plan approval for a corner 
building or does the County Board just extend site plans?  What do the 4.1 regulations require?  She noted that 
she likes the two scenarios and is not worried about the north-south connection. The east-west connection could 
be achieved through a more gradual stair. The corner building does not preclude the provision of the full park, 
solves various issues and is interim, not long term. 
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One representative of another commission asked if it is possible to get the full park size called for in the sector 
plan.  How do you get the same size of park with and without the corner building?  The sector plan has a target 
size of 43,900 square feet, but it also calls for additional open space wherever possible.  He expressed a concern 
about how much open space the café zones would encumber.  

The Chair asked if café space is considered open space.  The Planning Commission was unhappy with open space 
being chipped away by café space during the Rosslyn Plaza process. 

One commissioner asked if scenario 1 should have the existing buildings.  If so, this would be stepping backwards 
to say that these buildings should remain.   She expressed disquiet with the applicant’s level of corner building 
specificity. 

One community representative said that the Block Plan was not meant to be as specific as a site plan. 

The applicant said that some of these questions about the corner building will be answered at the SPRC meeting. 

One staff member said that the corner building does not really celebrate the Metro entrance.  It incorporates it, 
but does not celebrate it.  Where do people queue up for the Metro elevators?  

The applicant responded that there are only 20 steps down to Metro, so most people will be using the steps, not 
the elevators.  

A commissioner and a community representative said that they could not support the corner building because 
this is too specific.  There is confusion resulting from the concurrent LRPC and SPRC processes and from the fact 
that the corner building is being called an “interim” phase.   

One commissioner said that the height and footprint of the building are locked in through the Block Plan.   

The Chair noted that the community wants more input.  These issues will go to SPRC and then the SPRC can 
communicate back with the LRPC.  Staff will discuss this internally in the meantime.  

One commissioner asked if there would be a need for this to return to the LRPC after the SPRC meeting. 

The applicant said that the Block Plans usually move forward to the Planning Commission.   

The Chair said that it could be determined whether another LRPC meeting is needed or not after the SPRC 
meeting.   

One civic association representative said that this is putting the cart before the horse.  The Block Plan is not 
meant to have 4.1 level specificity.  The LRPC should look at the whole block.  

Another civic association representative said that the community is interested in severing the 1770 Crystal Drive 
and corner building reviews because of the prematurity of looking at the corner building give the timing of 
funding for the Metro entrance and the park.   

 


