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COMMENTS ON STRAW MAN II 
 
B.  GENERAL 
 

1. RENDERINGS:  In several locations, renderings are included which show streetscapes, 
buildings and road sections that are very unlikely to be built and in at least a couple of 
locations, not desirable.  Specifically, two locations in areas which I am very familiar 
with, and which impact our property: 

 
a. Page 173 shows a view of Old Meadow Road with a much widened street and 

buildings at heights which do not reflect either our Master Plan or best use of 
7allowable FAR and heights.  Please see my comments re: Tysons East regarding 
the size of Old Meadow. 

 
b. Page 144 shows a view originating on the South side of Route 7 looking towards 

the Metro station.  Again, I believe that the size of the road is both much wider 
than anyone foresees in this location, and too wide to encourage the kind of 
pedestrian interaction and activity described by the “vision”.  

 
My concern with the use of these renderings in the Plan is that they do not reflect the actual 
wording of the plan, nor the likely street sections and land uses.  A picture like this, mentioning 
specific streets and views, will lead to misunderstanding and confusion down the road.  I would 
suggest that these be excluded from the new Plan 
 

2. In these comments for both areas, I have, as a general rule, not repeated the issues being 
raised elsewhere, i.e. from the Design Review Committee, like heights. 

 
C.  TYSONS CENTRAL  7 
 

1. Under “Redevelopment Option” it states that the area is expected to continue to “have the 
highest concentrations of office space….which has made this cluster of business activity 
a desired address….” And “envisioned to become a vibrant 24-hour mixed use area…”  
At the risk of repeating myself, I think it is important to maintain the correct size street 
widths in order to accomplish this.  Between Goldsboro and Route 7, none of the new 
streets should be wider than 2 lanes in each direction – with the curb lane being wide 
enough for cars/bikes; the circulator during rush hour and street parking during off peak.  
Wider streets than that are not appropriate and will impact the ability of developers to 
provide the best layouts on their sites while also DIScouraging pedestrian activity. 

 



2. In the section listing those items that should be “provided” by development proposals – 
second bullet:  “should result in well designed projects that function efficiently on their 
own”.  The meaning of this phrase is unclear.  What “functions” are we talking about 
specifically?  This kind of generalized statement can lead to misunderstanding and 
sometimes unintended negative consequences and should be omitted. 

 
3. Bullet 4; same section:  This refers to a new “circulation” improvement – a street running 

parallel to, but only one block north of, Route 7 from Westpark ..”potentially extending 
to International Drive”.  The street does show on both the county plan as well as the 
Master Plan submitted by our group of landowners.  However, the likelihood of the street 
continuing past Pinnacle is slim and the street should not be viewed as a major 
thoroughfare.  This street as well as the one leading from Route 7 to Greensboro are 
important to creating an integrated neighborhood, but should not be wider than 2 lanes in 
each direction as described earlier.  The kind of compact, energized, busy, downtown 
“urban” neighborhood envisioned should not have so many “boulevard” or wide 
“avenue” type streets.  Even a street of 4 lanes (as we show) will have the desired effect 
of lessening the traffic on both Goldsboro and Route 7, but cutting this essentially small 
area by additional wide streets will be counterproductive.   
 

4. See Draft Review Comments regarding heights and circulator alignment issues.  We 
agree with those. 













  

29 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 300 · Alexandria, VA 22314 · Tel (703) 329-6300 · Fax (703) 329-9130 
 
 
 
December 22, 2009 

 
James P. Zook 
Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 
12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 755 
Fairfax, Virginia 22035 
 

Re: Comments regarding Draft Recommendations of Straw Man II 
 Tax Map 29-1 ((1)) 11, 18 and 22A (the “Subject Properties”) 

 
Dear Mr. Zook: 
 
 Tysons West LLC (Avalon Bay Communities, Inc.) is the owner of property in the Tysons West 
District identified as Tax Map 29-1((1)) 22A; Tyco Road Limited Partnership, LLP owns the adjacent 
parcel to the east identified as Tax Map 29-1((1)) 18; and TMS Limited Partnership owns the adjacent 
property to the west, Tax Map 29-1 ((1)) 11. The three parcels are located between the Dulles Toll Road 
(DTR) and Tyco Road and together total 15.5 acres (see attached aerial photographs). The three owners 
have worked together over the past four years to coordinate the future rezoning and redevelopment of our 
properties.  We have also participated in joint street grid planning efforts with other property owners in 
the Tysons West North Subdistrict. We have reviewed the recommendations of Straw Man II and are 
writing to share our comments, concerns and suggestions. 
 

Our primary concerns focus on the areas of building heights, intensity tiers, land use definitions 
and designations, affordable housing, DTR ramp configurations, and the proposed Tysons West North 
street grid.  However, we also have comments on the proposed policies regarding green building, parks 
and open space, stormwater management, street sections, and consolidation.  Specifically:   

   
1. Building Heights.  The draft building height map in Straw Man II recommends for the Subject 

properties building height Tier 2 (150-200 feet) in the first block, Tier 4 (75-125 feet) for the 
second block and Tier 5 (25-75 feet) for the third block (staff’s plan skips Tier 3 altogether). We 
understand that the Planning Staff recently modified their recommended Tier definitions such that 
Tier 2 is 175-225 feet, Tier 3 is 125-175 feet, Tier 4 is 75- 125 feet and Tier 5 is 50-75 feet.  
Based upon these modified Tiers, we believe that the current recommendations are too 
restrictive and, alternatively, propose the following building height tier adjustments for the 
Subject Properties: 

Modified Staff      Owners’ 
 Subject Property Blocks       Proposal  Proposal 

 
Block 1 (w/in ¼ mile)    Tier 2 (225’)  Tier 2 (225’) 
Block 2 (w/in ⅓ mile)    Tier 4 (125’)  Tier 3 (175’) 
Block 3 (w/in ⅓ mile & adjacent to DTR) Tier 5 (75’)  Tier 3 (with 140’ limit) 

Attached is a Tysons West North building height section for your reference - it illustrates the 
building heights recommended by Straw Man II as well as the heights propose above. 
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 The owners’ proposed height limits are based on the following positions:  
 

• The entirety of the 15.5-acre site is within a ⅓ mile of the Metro station and, as such, 
represents a prime TOD redevelopment opportunity.  Arbitrarily limiting building height, and 
therefore intensity, of an area only four blocks from a Metro station is inconsistent with the 
fundamental principles of transit-oriented development and dilutes a terrific opportunity for 
smart growth.  

• The nature of this particular Tysons "edge" is unique due to the lack of directly adjacent 
residential properties and the presence of an extensive buffer provided by the DTR.  As the 
attached section illustrates, the distance from the face of the nearest single-family home north 
of the DTR to the required DTR commercial building setback of 75 feet is +/- 700 feet (over 
1/10th of a mile). 

• Other Tysons "edges" include Tier 4 areas that are closer than 700 feet to their nearest 
residential neighborhoods - specifically, the Tysons West South subdistrict and the Tysons 
East Anderson and Colshire Subdistricts, in which Tier 4 areas are separated from existing 
single family neighborhoods only by narrow Tier 5/6 bands (as compared to the significant 
Tysons West North buffer provided by the DTR).  The DTR and associated setbacks are, in 
effect, a 700’ wide (or 1.5 block) Tier 6 buffer zone for the Tysons West North subdistrict. 

• The neighborhood across the DTR from Tysons West North includes a church and only a 
handful of single-family homes.  The nature of this neighborhood is markedly different and 
distinct from other more densely populated residential neighborhoods further west, such as 
McLean Hamlet. 

• To achieve the Straw Man II suggested 2.0 FAR on the portions of the properties within 
staff’s proposed 75 feet height limit, all parking would be forced below grade.  Doing so is 
not economically feasible in this location.  Even projects directly adjacent to the Metro 
stations are being planned with above grade parking due to the same economic realities.  
Under these conditions, therefore, this TOD site would likely either a) be redeveloped at 
lower, more suburban FAR’s less than 2.0, or b) not be redeveloped in the near future, instead 
remaining storage and warehouse space just four blocks from the Metro station. 

In summary, the owners are in agreement with staff’s recommended Tier 2 designation but the 
approach of skipping Tier 3 and, thereby, limiting density within the Tysons West North TOD.  
We also recommend that the maximum height limit in each Tier be defined as a single 
number as opposed to a range.   
 

2. Intensity Recommendations.  According to Straw Man II, the portion of the Subject Properties 
closest to Tyco Road is located within the 1/8 to 1/4 mile intensity ring with a proposed FAR of 
2.75 prior to the application of any bonuses.  The remainder of the Subject Properties closer to the 
DTR fall within the ¼ to ½ mile radius and is proposed for an FAR of 2.0.  We believe the 2.75 
FAR is too low given its proximity to the proposed Metro station and the fact that properties up to 
⅛ mile are planned for a much higher intensity of 4.75 FAR.  The area currently recommended 
for a 2.0 FAR is within 1/3 of a mile of the planned Tysons West station, well within comfortable 
walking distance.  Limiting residential development to a 2.0 or 2.75 FAR ignores the 
opportunities provided by proximity to mass transit and is inconsistent with the stated goal of 
increasing residential development in Tysons Corner.  A 2.0 FAR will limit development options 
just five blocks from the Metro station to four story wood frame residential projects and make it 
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difficult to generate an adequate return on the significant public infrastructure investment 
required in Tysons.  We suggest that the FAR in the ⅛ to ¼ mile radius be increased from 
2.75 to 3.5 and that the FAR within the ¼ to ½ mile be increased to 2.5.  This will result in a 
more appropriate tiering of intensity within the TOD’s, while focusing development within a 
walkable ½ mile radius. 

3. Land Use Definitions and Designations.  The Conceptual Land Use Pattern Map on page 24 
indicates that the portion of the Subject Properties adjacent to the Dulles Toll Road is planned for 
Office Mixed-Use with the remainder of the Subject Properties planned for Residential Mixed-
Use and Park/Open Space. 

We request that the Office Mixed-Use designation on the Subject Properties be reclassified 
to Office use.  As currently written, the Office Mixed-Use category would require residential 
component on the order of 20% or more.  Due to the proximity to the DTR, residential is not an 
appropriate use in this area.   In fact, Zoning Ordinance Section 2-414 requires a 200-foot setback 
from the DTR for residential use, greatly restricting the development options in the block 
adjacent to the DTR.  The Office land use category would ensure that this area is planned almost 
exclusively for office uses with supporting retail and service uses.  We believe Office is the most 
appropriate land use designation for property adjacent to the DTR.  This change would be 
consistent with the designation of other properties abutting the DTR to the east of Spring Hill 
Road/International Drive.   

The Residential Mixed-Use category currently stipulates that residential use will comprise 75% of 
total development, requiring 25% for commercial uses.  We believe that a 25% requirement for 
commercial uses is too significant and would be difficult to achieve both physically and 
economically.  As an example, an eight story residential building would have a floor plate equal 
to approximately 12% of the building’s total floor area,, therefore ground level retail alone would 
be significantly below the currently proposed minimum requirement.  Furthermore, it is not 
realistic to expect that all residential buildings in Tysons West North could support ground floor 
retail and services.  We suggest that the definition for Residential Mixed-Use allow the 
residential component to be 75% or more of total development.  This approach encourages 
mixed-use while providing property owners the flexibility to make decisions on retail uses based 
on market conditions and avoids forcing uses for which there may not be demand.   

The Conceptual Land Use Pattern Map indicates Parks & Open Space on a significant portion of 
the Subject Properties.  In the absence of clarifying language, this sets an unfair expectation for 
landowners whose properties have been arbitrarily designated for open space, an expectation they 
will be forced to overcome with staff.  Please add text clearly indicating that Park and Open 
Space designations are representative only. 

4. Affordable Housing.  The recommendation that all residential developments provide 20% of units 
as affordable and/or workforce housing is an onerous requirement.  While it may be a laudable 
goal, the imposition of such a requirement would pose severe economic hardships on residential 
developers.  Of particular concern is the requirement to make a portion of the units affordable to 
households earning below 60 and 70% of the average median income (AMI).   Although a 20% 
bonus is offered, many projects will not be able to make use of the bonus density due to height 
limitations in the Comprehensive Plan or due to building code height restrictions.  A wood frame 
project, for example, would be forced to a more expensive noncombustible (steel or concrete) 
construction type in order to take advantage of any potential bonus, and this is simply not 
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economically viable in most locations in Tysons.  This will be an issue anywhere residential FAR 
limits are 2.0 or less, as the most likely redevelopment options in those areas is wood-frame. 

Montgomery County is often cited for their successful and forward-thinking affordable and 
workforce housing policies.  The current policy in Montgomery County requires 12.5% 
moderately priced dwelling units (MPDU) targeted at households earning 65 to 70% AMI.  For 
sites in Metro Station Policy Areas, an additional 10% of the non-MPDU units are required as 
workforce dwelling units targeting households with 80 to 120% AMI.  However, since the 
adoption of the workforce policy in 2006, the County has seen residential development stagnate.  
The development industry in Montgomery County has continually voiced concerns that the 
combined MPDU and workforce requirements make many projects infeasible.  Recognizing that 
the policy is too burdensome on developers, the County Council’s subcommittee on Planning, 
Housing, and Economic Development (PHED), recently voted to recommend that County 
Council repeal the mandatory workforce housing requirement.   
 
We believe that the imposition of a 20% affordable/workforce requirement in Tysons Corner, 
with the income limitations proposed by Staff and the Tysons Committee, would generate the 
same result, severely curtailing residential development plans and thwarting the overall goal of 
increasing the number of residential dwelling units in Tysons.  We strongly recommend that 
such significant modification of the affordable/workforce policy deserves substantive review 
and analysis by the development industry, as occurred when the ADU ordinance was 
originally adopted, before being included in the new Tysons plan. 
 

5. Dulles Toll Road Ramp Configuration.  Map 7 on page 52 of Straw Man II shows a conceptual 
road network for Tysons.  A new ramp is shown along the northern portion of the Subject 
Properties providing access from westbound Route 7 onto eastbound DTR.  This ramp alignment 
did not appear in the original Straw Man document.  We question the need for this ramp 
alignment particularly given the fact that an existing cloverleaf ramp provides easy access to 
westbound DTR.  Replacing an existing functional ramp with a costly new one does not make 
economic sense.  Furthermore, the proposed ramp appears to require right-of-way from the 
Subject Properties as well as a fourth owner, and would severely impact the development 
potential of these sites.  Consistent with the plans presented by the Georgelas Demonstration 
Project, we believe that Greensboro Drive should be extended and connected to the DTR via 
a new ramp across/over the Virginia Power Substation on Tyco Road and that the existing 
on ramp from westbound Route 7 be maintained.  

6. Street Grid.  For the past four years, we have worked with our fellow property owners in the 
Tysons West North Subdistrict to plan a grid of streets that meets the County’s desire for a fine 
grid of interconnected streets while also honoring critical feasibility issues such as property 
boundaries, locations of existing buildings, etc. This proposed grid has been provided to the 
County Staff on various occasions but is not reflected in the conceptual road network.  We ask 
that the Tysons West North property owner’s proposed grid, consistent with the one 
presented by the Georgelas Demonstration Project, be adopted as the planned grid for this 
subdistrict. 

7. Green Building.  Straw Man II recommends that all development be required to obtain Silver 
LEED certification – this is very challenging for residential development, particularly wood-
frame buildings. This is due in part to the fact that the U.S. Green Building Council’s (USGBC) 
LEED program was originally developed for commercial office buildings and is much easier and 
less expensive to achieve in office buildings than residential buildings.  In response to this issue, 
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the USGBC developed the LEED-Homes mid-rise program to target four to six story multifamily 
projects. This program is in the PILOT stage and is still unproven. In fact, to date, no market-rate 
project with more than 100 units has been certified under the LEED-Homes mid-rise program.  
As such, it is too early to mandate Silver certification for residential projects.  The minimum 
residential requirement should be Certified which, although still quite challenging for a wood-
frame multifamily project, is at least more feasible. 

Although the Straw Man II text theoretically allows for other programs by requiring LEED Silver 
“or its equivalent”, the requirement is clearly built around the LEED system.  This is fine for 
office, but not for residential because of the aforementioned points.  Other programs exist that are 
more residentially-oriented and should be mentioned as alternatives in the text – specifically the 
National Green Building Standard, developed by the International Code Council and the National 
Association of Homebuilders. 

We ask that the green building requirement for residential buildings be established at the 
LEED Certified level (or equivalent) and that alternative programs to LEED be specifically 
included in the text. Certification at the Silver or higher levels should be encouraged 
through bonus intensity. 

8. Parks and Open Space.  The requirement to provide 1.5-acres of “publicly accessible urban 
park space” per 1,000 residents seems excessive.  The text states that, for a 330-unit apartment 
project, this would translate into a requirement to provide one acre of publicly accessible urban 
park space.  A wood-frame residential community of 330 apartments built at a 2.0 FAR could 
typically be built on approximately 3.75 acres.  In this scenario, if the project chooses to handle 
the park space requirement on site, another full acre would be required for dedication as “publicly 
accessible urban park space”.  So, one acre of a 4.75-acre site would be required as public park 
space – this equates to 21% of the total site.   

As important, residential projects should be entitled to offsetting credit for any on-site 
recreational facilities provided to residents – such as courtyards, fitness centers, pools, etc.  
These facilities are sized to adequately serve the needs of a project’s new residents and 
developers should not be required to meet those needs twice. 

The Tysons West North Subdistrict text suggests that minimum park sizes be ½ acre to one acre 
in size allow for “open air activities” and “musical performances”.  Some of the most celebrated 
residential neighborhoods in the country – Beacon Hill, Back Bay, Savannah, Charleston, etc. – 
feature parks that are much smaller than ½ acre and serve their residential bases well.  This 
minimum park size threshold is unnecessarily limiting and should be deleted. Also, as 
requested in the Land Use Definitions and Designations comments above, we believe that it is 
also necessary to clarify on the Conceptual Park and Open Space Map on page 85 that 
parks/open space locations are representative only and that no specific areas have been 
designated. 

9. Stormwater Management. The requirement to have post development runoff mimic runoff 
characteristics under “good forested conditions” is likely to result in extensive underground 
faults, constructed at considerable cost.  While we understand the position that current stormwater 
management (SWM) requirements may need to be adjusted for Tysons, the proposed good 
forested requirement may not be reasonable.  More analysis is needed to determine the costs 
versus benefits of the Straw Man II SWM recommendations and to identify other 
alternatives.  
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10. Street Sections. There appear to be errors on Map 7 - Conceptual Road Network. Tyco Road is 
currently shown as a “Local Street”, but should be identified as an “Avenue”. The proposed street 
running parallel to and north of Tyco Road is currently shown as an “Avenue” and we believe it 
should be a “Local Street”.  

11. Consolidation Requirement. While the Subject Properties total more than 15 acres, we believe the 
requirement to consolidate a minimum of 15 acres in order to submit a rezoning application is 
excessive. We understand that the Planning Staff is suggesting large consolidations in order to 
ensure construction of the grid of streets, provision of parks and other public facilities, and to 
allow for phasing. However, if property owners with less than 15 acres can submit a plan that is 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, why should they be required 
to partner with others?  Large projects are inherently more risky and more difficult to finance. A 
project of ten, five or fewer acres could well result in a worthy transit oriented development and 
provide important community benefits. The effect of requiring an arbitrary 15 acre minimum will 
be to delay redevelopment, not encourage it, and in the process forgo many worthy projects and 
infrastructure improvements. The 15 acre minimum consolidation requirement will delay 
redevelopment unnecessarily and should be reduced or eliminated. 

Thank you for your attention to our extensive comments.  We appreciate all of the hard work that 
staff has dedicated to this challenging process and commend you for your progress to date.  We are 
excited about the future of Tysons and the extension of rail, and share Staff’s vision for Tysons West as a 
walkable, livable, mixed use, transit oriented center.  We believe that these proposed revisions will help to 
encourage the appropriate type, and timing, of development necessary to achieve that vision. 

Sincerely, 
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Attachments: Aerial Photographs Highlighting Subject Properties 
  Building Height Section – Tysons West North 
 
cc:  Walter Alcorn 
  Frank de la Fe 
  Jay Donohue 
  Ken Lawrence 
  Rodney Lusk 
  George Barker 
  Clark Tyler 
  Sterling Wheeler 
  Art Walsh 
  Elizabeth Baker 
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COMMENTS ON STRAW MAN II 
 

A. OLD MEADOW AND ANDERSON SUBDISTRICT (pages 173-176) 
 
 

1. On page 175 under the first bullet –  it refers to “a new street adjacent to Scott’s Run. 
This new road should be located to avoid impacting significant……”  We do not believe 
that a street/road as described is appropriate in this location for several reasons 

a. There should be a dynamic and integral connection between the new, and 
existing, residential development on Old Meadow and the revitalized parkland 
along Scott’s Run.  Adding a road would deter this kind of pedestrian connection.  
There will have to be vehicle access for fire safety purposes, but this could, and 
should be, a “green” access, of minimum width, with porous pavers and  with a 
visual connection to the “park”.  We would be destroying a vision we hope to 
create.  

 
b. This access path should not be posed as an “alternate” to Old Meadow for traffic 

purposes since it is merely a “loop” and ultimately returns to Old Meadow on 
both  ends. 

 
c. Realistically speaking, creating a “new street” plus “new parkland” will narrow 

the developable land on a good deal of eastern Old Meadow to the point where no 
development can occur.  We will end up with more asphalt and fewer residences – 
which is not the intent of the plan. 

 
d. There should be the option here, and for other streets created as part of the new 

grid, to be “private” rather than requiring provision of right-of-way – as long as 
the proposed streets follow the guidelines of the plan. 

 
 

2. Page 175 – second bullet regarding Scotts run:  
 

a.  It is unclear what is intended by the wording “resource based active urban park”.  
The contours of the land adjacent to parts of Scotts Run along Old Meadow, 
especially on the southern section, lend themselves to more passive uses including 
open areas, picnics spaces and the like.  An organic connection should occur 
between the new developments and Scotts Run park and stream. 

 



b. Contributions to stream and riparian buffer restoration are important.  However, 
consideration must given to the fact that intensity drops significantly as one 
moves further from the station, and contributions must also vary accordingly. In 
lieu of separate “contributions” tied to specific, single developments, we should 
consider the establishment of a coordinated committee of landowners in the 
neighborhood or District who would work with the county on an ongoing basis to 
develop and implement a plan for upgrading the stream and its surroundings, 
since this would be an amenity for at least the entire district, if not the whole of 
Tysons.  Funding and phasing should also be considered beyond single 
landowners. 

 
 

3. Page 176 – Assuming height map corrections for lower Old Meadow now being in Tier 3 
rather than Tier 4. 

 
4. Circulator:  As I have indicated on several occasions, I believe that the notion of a 

circulator always traveling on a dedicated lane should not preempt the contextual needs 
of differing land uses and neighborhoods, i.e. on streets like Old Meadow, which want to 
be “smaller” (see comment below), the circulator can travel in a dedicated curb lane 
during rush hour and in traffic at other times. The circulator is crucial in this proposed 
residential neighborhood, as is the circulator density, but requiring a 6 lane road would be 
counterproductive.  In addition, it should not be the burden of only those landowners 
along the circulator route to contribute to the costs.  This is an areawide need and benefit. 

 
 

B. AREAWIDE RECOMMENDATIONS RE: STREET TYPES – page53….. 
 

1. Old Meadow Road is shown on the maps as an Avenue.  The street section for an Avenue 
shows 2 lanes of traffic in each direction, plus a parking lane and a bicycle lane.  This 
equates to a 77’ minimum curb to curb distance.  This is considerably wider than the 
current street and is inconsistent with the nature of the desired neighborhood along 
this route.  Old Meadow should NOT be widened except to add a bicycle lane.  This 
is intended to be a residential neighborhood and not a major transportation venue.  Street 
types need to be flexible enough to reflect the surrounding context. 

 
In addition, widening Old Meadow to that extent would not be feasible for several other 
reasons: 
 -the properties on both sides of the street, already on fairly narrow swatches of 
land, would be squeezed even further, making it difficult to design and build appropriate 
developments. 
 -Some of the properties along the road would not be developing for quite some 
time (there are a couple of relatively new buildings) and requiring this kind of widening 
of the street would not be realistic. 



















































































From: Baker, Elizabeth D.  
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2009 7:18 PM 
To: Zook, Jim; Wheeler, Sterling; Ladd, Matthew 
Cc: Walter Alcorn; Chris_Helsabeck; Jon_Cox; dcmcilvaine; edawson; Elizabeth Marchant; Walsh, 
Martin D. 
Subject: Tysons West North - Building Height issue 

Jim, Sterling and Matt,  
  
Recently several landowners in the Tysons West North District met with Walter Alcorn to discuss 
their concerns about the building height recommendations in Straw Man II for their properties.  
Walter asked that they also send the information to you. The parcels include tax map 29-1 ((1)) 
11, 18 and 22A, located between Tyco Road and the Toll Road. Together they total 15.5 acres. 
  
The draft building height map recommends the parcels for Height Tiers 2, 4 and 5, as outlined in 
the attachment. The property owners suggest that the areas designated by Straw Man II as Tiers 
4 and 5 should instead be Tier 3. Attached is a Tysons West North building height section for 
your reference.  It indicates the building heights as outlined in the Straw Man II as well as the 
heights being proposed.   
The proposed increased height limit is based on the following:  
1.        The nature of this Tysons "edge" is unique due to the lack of directly adjacent residential 
and the presence of an immense buffer in the Dulles Toll Road.  As the section indicates, the 
distance from the face of the nearest single family home to the required commercial building 
setback of 75 feet adjacent to the Toll Road is nearly 700 feet.  
2.        The neighborhood directly across the Toll Road from Tysons West North includes a church 
and only a handful of single family homes.  Its nature is markedly different than other more 
densely populated neighborhoods in the area such as McLean Hamlet.  
3.        Other "edges" have Tier 4 areas that are much closer than 700' to their nearest residential 
neighborhoods - specifically, the Tysons West South subdistrict and the Tysons East Anderson 
and Colshire subdistricts, which are separated only by narrow Tier 5 bands (as opposed to the 
700' buffer in Tysons West North).  
4.        In order to achieve the suggested 2.0 FAR on our site within the 75' height limit proposed 
in the Straw Man II, all parking would be forced below grade.  Doing so is not economically 
feasible in this location.  Under these conditions, therefore, the site would either be redeveloped 
at approximately 1.0 FAR or redevelopment would not occur.  
5.        The entirety of the 15.5-acre site is within 1/3 mile radius of the Metro station and, as such, 
represents a prime TOD redevelopment opportunity.  Arbitrarily limiting the height, and 
therefore intensity, of an area only five blocks from a Metro station is inconsistent with the 
fundamental principles of Transit Oriented Development.  
 
I appreciate your consideration of this proposal. Please call me if you have any questions.  
Elizabeth 

Elizabeth D. Baker  
Land Use Coordinator  
Walsh, Colucci, Lubeley, Emrich & Walsh, P.C.  
2200 Clarendon Boulevard, Thirteenth Floor  
Arlington, VA  22201  
Phone:  (703) 528-4700  

  
  
  
This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. 
Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee), you 



may not use, copy or disclose to anyone the message or any information 
contained in the message. If you have received the message in error, please 
advise the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of the message. Thank 
you very much. 
  




















































































































