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CSPA 2005-PR-041-02 – ESKRIDGE (E&A) LLC  
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: The public hearing is closed; Commissioner Hedetniemi. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m going to channel Ken Lawrence here 
and speak to the motion to approve. I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVE CSPA 2005-PR-041-02, SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS DATED 
OCTOBER 9, 2013. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Second. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Seconded by Commissioner Flanagan. Is there any discussion? Hearing 
and seeing –  
 
Commissioner Hart: Mr. Chairman?  
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Yes, Mr. Hart. 
 
Commissioner Hart: I hope this is a friendly amendment. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: There’s more. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Noted. 
 
Michael Lynskey, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Zoning: Excuse me, 
one second – 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: This is a the recent – on the development conditions. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: One second – 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I’ve never done this before, so – but there is more to my motion. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Do you guys have October – I think Bill here has – somehow he has a different 
date on his staff report. I think it should be October 9. Is that what’s in everyone’s staff report? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: That’s what you have. That’s what it says. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Okay. Okay, I believe that’s correct. 
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Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. Mr. Hart – because you have two other motions, but not – you 
know, related to the development conditions. Mr. Hart, you have a – 
 
Commissioner Hart: You know, maybe I’ve jumped in at the wrong moment, but what I wanted 
to suggest  as a friendly amendment, if it’s appropriate,  is that we add something to the last 
sentence about – of Development Condition 21 about that up-lighting is not going to shine up 
into the townhouses. And I thought everyone – Mr. Teets was on board with that, staff said that’s 
the intent, and Mr. Migliaccio had suggested that they not be above the tops of the signs – you 
know, some wording that captures that sense. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay, I – if I – if I can – when I read the last sentence there where it 
says, “These signs shall also be up-lit, as opposed to internally illuminated, to avoid adverse 
impact on the neighboring residential properties.- I thought that that sort of took care of the issue 
of, you know, lighting into it, but –  
 
Commissioner Hart: I think what that’s doing is saying the signs are going to be lit from below 
instead of the light going out from the sign. I don’t think it says that – I don’t think that sentence 
puts any restriction on the direction of the light or in and out of somebody’s window. 
 
Commissioner Migliaccio: Mr. Chairman? 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: We are on, but go ahead, Mr. Migliaccio. 
 
Commissioner Migliaccio: I was just going to agree with your portion of the adverse impacts 
portion of that sentence. I agree with that and if we want to leave it alone, I understand that the – 
all lighting will also be reviewed and approved by the Mosaic Architectural Review Board, per 
this sign plan. I believe the applicant will do the right thing on this one with these development 
conditions. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. 
 
Commissioner Hart: If staff’s comfortable with that. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: This – the applicant and staff understand that we firmly believe in dark 
skies. In other parts of the County, we have requirements for dark sky. I don’t know whether we 
do here or not. Even with Reston Town Center, the area around Reston is considered one of the 
darkest and most observatory friendly parts of the County. So maybe we can achieve the same 
thing here. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Commissioner Hedetniemi, may I speak? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Yes. 
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Mr. Lynskey: I just want to make clear if you – if you did intend to modify the conditions at all to 
– about the tenant signage to address that? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I haven’t had – I haven’t had a time to complete reading this piece of 
paper. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Okay, I’m sorry. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Mr. Chairman? 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Mr. Flanagan, we are on verbatim, but go ahead. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Oh. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: No, no, no go ahead. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: I just wanted to ask the applicant, how will the homeowners association 
be involved in approving which way the lighting occurs up – you know, up onto their buildings 
or not. Will they have some veto authority to prevent that? 
 
Steven Teets, Senior Project Manager, Edens Limited Partnership: Certainly, we will represent 
the way the up-lighting is shown and show that it won’t go above the existing sign, as I’ve said. 
If – I don’t know that if they still just veto they don’t run lights along it. I – I, you know, the 
representation that I – at least let me light the sign, but then we’ll show them – we will get a – 
we’ll get a – I guess a – what do you call it – a photometric – a photometric plan that will 
actually show how it works and the angle of it and how it won’t spill above that; same as, you 
know, with what you get above those property lines, you know, when you have shades on that. 
So we will – again, we’re there. We’re there for the long haul. We will make sure that we make 
that presentation to them, now that they’re that they’re a part of that. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Thank you. 
 
Mr. Teets: Their homeowners association actually, I think, de facto, actually becomes part of our 
– our master organization, so they actually are still a member of us as well. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay, thank you very much. We have a motion and – pardon me? 
 
Commissioner Hart: Mr. Chairman, can I ask one more questions? 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Yes, we’re in discussion of the motion. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Yes, for Commissioner Hedetniemi. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Yes sir? 
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Commissioner Hart: Are you going to change the wording of any of the other conditions on 
anything? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Possibly. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Because now is the time to do it before we vote on it. That’s –  
 
Commissioner Hall: Yes. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Otherwise, we’re adopting what’s in the staff report verbatim. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Yes, and I have – and I have conditions to read. 
 
Commissioner Hart: But you’ve already made the motion to approve with these conditions. We 
haven’t – 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: The following modifications. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Oh, see? That’s important. Let’s hear them. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Comma after October 9, 2013. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: All right? I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVE CSPA 2005-PR-041-02, SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS DATED 
OCTOBER 9, 2013, WITH THE FOLLOWING MODIFICATIONS:  
 

• CONDITION NUMBER 20 SHALL BE MODIFIED AS FOLLOWS: THE LAST 
SENTENCE OF SUB-HEADING B SHALL BE REVISED TO REMOVE THE 
PHRASE, “WHILE PURSUING APPROVAL OF A PCA APPLICATION TO ALLOW 
THE PRIMARY SIGN TYPE IN THOSE LOCATIONS”;  

 
• A SUB-HEADING C SHALL BE ADDED THAT READS, “MONUMENT SIGN TYPE 

ST102B AT THE INTERSECTION OF MERRIFIELD TOWN CENTER AND 
ESKRIDGE ROAD SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE CURB 
LINE OF MERRIFIELD TOWN CENTER IS RECONSTRUCTED TO INCLUDE 
SUFFICIENT AREA BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, AS PROPOSED 
UNDER THE SEPARATE REZONING APPLICATION RZ/FDP 2013-PR-007, AND 
REFLECTED ON PAGE 11 OF THE CSPA.”; 

 
• CONDITION 21 SHALL BE REMOVED, EXCEPT FOR THE FINAL SENTENCE, 

WHICH SHOULD BE REVISED TO READ, “ALL MONUMENT SIGNS LOCATED 
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IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS SHALL BE UPLIT, AS OPPOSED TO INTERNALLY 
ILLUMINATED TO ALLOW ADVERSE IMPACTS ON THE NEIGHBORING 
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES”;  
 

• A CONDITION NUMBER 24 SHALL BE ADDED THAT READS: “THE PROPOSED 
MONUMENT SIGN ST102B AT THE INTERSECTION OF MERRIFIELD TOWN 
CENTER AND ESKRIDGE ROAD SHALL FEATURE DIRECTIONAL ARROWS IN 
ADDITION TO THE TENANT NAMES IN ORDER TO AID DIRECTIONAL 
WAYFINDING.”  

 
Commissioners Donahue and Flanagan: Second. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay, it has been moved and seconded –  
 
Commissioner Donahue: Mr. Chairman? 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: – both by Mr. Flanagan and Mr. Donahue. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I’m not done. 
 
Commissioner Donahue: Oh. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: You’re not done? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I’m not done. 
 
Commissioner Donahue: Will you remove my second? I apologize. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a 
modification to Section 12-104 – I’m sorry? 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay, let’s deal with the development conditions and then move to the 
other motions. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Okay. 
 
Commissioner Donahue: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: So we – the motion to approve, subject to the development conditions as 
contained in the staff report and amended tonight by Commissioner Hedetniemi, has been moved 
and seconded by Commissioners Flanagan and Donahue. And Mr. Donahue, you wanted to say 
something? 
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Commissioner Donahue: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is my understanding – was this brought up 
this evening from staff? This amendment? Is that correct? 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Yes. 
 
Commissioner Donahue: All right. And I wonder if maybe staff should explain how they feel the 
modification impacts the motion in the application. I would at least like to hear it. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: You mean the – the changes to the development conditions? 
 
Commissioner Donahue: This is a change, I understand, that has been put in by staff, not by the 
Commissioner. It has been suggested by staff. 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Well, there are several changes to the conditions. The first two were actually just – 
were – let’s see. The first two were actually staff additions – sort of last minute staff additions. 
One just removed a phrase about approval of a PCA application, which was not really an 
important phrase there. We just kind of cleaned that one up. And the second condition was 
regarding the curb line at that – that monument sign, 102b, that’s actually proposed to be in an 
area between the curb and the sidewalk that doesn’t exist right now. It’s actually part of a 
separate application that’s coming before you all in a couple of weeks. So we just wanted to 
clarify that that was – that the location of that sign is contingent on that actually happening. So 
those are staff additions. And the other two are related to the tenant advertising on the signs and – 
those were per conversations with Janyce and Ken Lawrence and the applicant. And so they 
worked out some agreement there, I believe. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Is the language in – 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Commissioner Hedetniemi. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Thank you. Does the language in – regarding Condition 24 make 
moot the issue of the tiers that were in the original language as to what was allowable? 
 
Mr. Lynskey: Just eliminating Condition Number 21 as it read eliminates that restriction. That 
was the condition that restricted the tenant advertising. So we removed – we removed all of that 
except for the part about the – the up-lit illumination. So it’s just the removal of the majority of 
Condition 21 would remove that restriction. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Thank you. I have one more thing to say. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I apologize to everyone for any confusion because I have never done 
this before and I only knew that I was going to be doing it this morning. 
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Vice Chairman de la Fe: You’ve done well. Is there any further discussion? Hearing and seeing 
none, all those in favor of the motion, please signify by saying aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? The motion carries. I believe you have some additional 
things? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Yes. Staff recommends THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVE A MODIFICATION TO SECTION 12-104, PARAGRAPH 13, OF THE ZONING 
ORDINANCE TO ALLOW A 7-FOOT MINIMUM HEIGHT ABOVE WALKWAYS IN PLACE 
OF THE 10-FOOT MINIMUM REQUIREMENT. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: You move that? 
 
Mr. Lynskey: That should be a motion, not a staff recommendation. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Yes, you move that. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: I MOVE THAT. Thank you. And that was referenced in Mr. 
Lynskey’s report. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Second. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: It has been moved and seconded by Mr. Flanagan. Any discussion? All 
those in favor, please signify by saying aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Further, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVE A MODIFICATION TO SECTION 12-203, PARAGRAPH 5, OF THE ZONING 
ORDINANCE TO ALLOW A 3-FOOT MINIMUM DISTANCE TO CURB LINES FOR 
FREESTANDING SIGNS AS CONDITIONED IN PLACE OF THE 5-FOOT MINIMUM 
DISTANCE REQUIREMENT.  
 
Commissioners Donahue and Flanagan: Second. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: It has been moved and seconded by Mr. Flanagan and Mr. Donahue. 
Any discussion? All those in favor, please signify by saying aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
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Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? The motion carries. Is that it? 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: That’s it. 
 
// 
 
(The motion carried by a vote of 9-0. Commissioners Lawrence, Litzenberger, and Murphy were 
absent from the meeting.) 
 
JLC 


