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Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC), Meeting Summary  

April 16, 2018; 7 – 8:30 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, David Ricks, James Schroll, Daniel Weir.  Staff in Attendance: Brett Wallace, Margaret 
Rhodes, Jeremy Smith, Peter Shultz, Jen Smith.  Members of the Public in Attendance: Taylor Lawch, 
Pamela Van Hine, Natasha Atkins, Kedrick Whitmore, Clyde McGraw, Bill Ross, Christer Ahl, Barbara 
Selfridge, Andy Van Horn, Victoria Coates, Nick Luminoz. 
 

 
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.  The following questions 

and comments were raised during the meeting: 

Size and Configuration 

One suggestion for the design guidelines was that the open space size of 43,900 square feet should be 
met or exceeded. 
 
One question is what is a head house. 
 
There was a discussion of what kind of uses should be included in the retail building.  Should retail and 
public uses be specified?  Should it be public and other uses? 
 
Topography 
 
There was a suggestion to reiterate the importance of ADA accessibility. 
 
Retail 
 
One comment was that the retail frontage of any corner building should be designed in accordance with 
adopted County policy to create an active and attractive public realm. 
 
A question was what do current County policies indicate about the existing buildings.  
 
Another question was whether or not the Retail Plan applies to both a corner building and 1770 Crystal 
Drive. 
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Corner Building 
 
One comment was that sufficient public access to the new Metro entrance is important.  Would a 
corner building be open all the hours that Metro is in operation? 
 
Another comment was that a corner building should include retail and the Metro entrance.  Safe public 
access to and around the Metro entrance should be provided.  There may be a need for more queuing 
space.  Maybe there should be access to the Metro “in the round.”  The primary goal here was always to 
have the Metro entrance.  The idea of a corner building is secondary. 
 
Another comment was that there should be stronger language regarding transparency in the design of a 
corner building.   
 
One suggestion is that there should be a hard limit to the size of the building.  Sometimes parks shrink.  
 
The applicant suggested that the hard limit should be for the size of the park, not the building. 
 
One comment was that the waiting area for the Metro entrance is too modest, but a bigger queuing 
area could push the building further into the park. 
 
The applicant noted that the stair would serve 95% of Metro users, so the elevator would not be heavily 
used. 
 
Another suggestion was that this area should be designed to be “open and welcoming.” 
 
One member added that the language should read “provide permeability on the ground floor for public 
access north and south, east and west.”  The retail should be arranged so that there is public access 
through the building. 
 
Another commissioner pointed out that the topography would preclude one or more edges of a corner 
building from being permeable. 
 
One comment was that permeability, accessibility, size, configuration and circulation are very important 
considerations. 
 
One member questioned the idea of permitting extra height for extraordinary architectural features.  
Should a height limit for such features be set? 
 
One question was whether or not a cell tower would be permissible. 
 
Another comment was that any extraordinary architectural features should be non-occupiable.   
 
One member suggested a crystal obelisk.  It could be a visual cue to help VRE riders with wayfinding. 
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Another member suggested that a big Metro pylon would be a good feature. 
 
A community member said that any structure in this location would hide and detract from the open 
space.  The applicant is proposing both Parliament (horizontal) and Big Ben (vertical).  The use of the 
open space is more important than wayfinding for commuters.  If the applicant is saying this may be 
temporary, we do not want people starting to view this as a landmark. 
 
One member said that he is supportive of a feature that would identify this as an urban node. 
 
Another member said that wayfinding tools are important. 
 
One member said that the community’s input is important. 
 
Three members said that they like the idea of allowing for potential extra height for extraordinary 
architectural features. 
 
One question was why a corner building would need to be rectangular.  Could it be a trapezoid to allow 
for more open space and sidewalk space? 
 
Another question was what was trying to be achieved by using the word “rectangular” in reference to a 
corner building. 
 
One comment was that the more that is prescribed, the more likely one ends up with the building.  The 
default should not be a building. 
 
One member expressed support for a corner building and noted that there appeared to be a mild 
consensus around a corner building if it is designed correctly. 
 
Another member said that the design guidance will offer additional high-level guidance in the Block Plan 
and the site plan process can specify more. 
 
Wrap-Up 
 
A community representative asked whether or not the land use mix should be updated to reflect a 
potential corner building. 
 
One commissioner said that he thinks the three Block Plan scenarios are reasonable. 
 
Another member said that he is supportive of a corner building because of the topography.  It is almost 
like a retaining wall with a poche (useable) space.   
 
A community representative said that she understands the value of a retaining wall and thinks the 
rectangular configuration of a potential corner building is acceptable. 
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Another community representative said that the size and utilization of the open space are the priority. 
 
One member noted that it would be important to have at least two SPRC meetings to discuss a corner 
building in a follow-up process. One meeting would be for questions and the second for discussion. 
 
Another member noted that the SPRC had mixed support for the building.  She added that there are 
some advantages to a corner building. 
 
Another member said that the new Block Plan scenarios are easier to understand. 
 
One member said that he does not know if a corner building is a good idea here.  He would like to 
review the revised design guidance language.  He does not like the idea of no cap on architectural 
features.  He thinks that the neighborhood needs some reassurance that this will not impact the park in 
a negative way. 
 
Another member said that while he was initially hesitant about a corner building, he thinks that a corner 
building could work after walking the site.  The design parameters are important, however. 
 
Another member said that she aligns herself with others on the functionality of a corner building.  It 
could be a modest structure that provides place-making. This can be further discussed at the Planning 
Commission hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 


