
 
 

        Docket Item # 1 & 2 
BAR CASE # 2014-0037 &  

2013-0321 
         
        BAR Meeting 
        March 5, 2014 
 
 
ISSUE:   Demolition and New Construction 
 
APPLICANT:  Carr Hospitality by Rust Orling Architecture 
 
LOCATION:  220 South Union Street 
 
ZONE:   W-1 / Waterfront   
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the Permit to Demolish and deferral of the Certificate of 
Appropriateness for New Construction for further study of the following:  

1. That the project read as three distinct but compatible building masses and that the 
materials, colors and details be standardized for each building.  This includes a uniform 
color scheme, fenestration and architectural details for each “building”; the addition of 
the gable form on The Strand carried through to the western terminus of that building 
mass; as well as refinement of the courtyard elevation shown as “2a” in Figure 3. 

2. That each building form continue to be simplified, standardized and coordinated among 
all elevations.  For example, the windows at the corner of the three-story South Union 
Street building should match on both the South Union and Duke Street elevations.    

3. That the pitched roof of the main warehouse building be set back from the building face 
and slope to the maximum extent possible in order to minimize visibility from the Duke 
Street sidewalk and that the roof windows be low profile with the frame and glass color 
designed to match the roof color as closely as possible.  The applicant must provide a 
large scale wall section of the Duke Street elevation and provide enlarged details of the 
cornices and brick corbels for all elevations. 

4. That The Strand elevation be refined, as it will be the most prominent elevation—
eliminate the spandrel panels and explore the use of French doors and shallow balconies 
to create an architectural dialogue with the waterfront parks. 

5. That the applicant provide an enlarged schematic wall section at the “lanterns” on The 
Strand elevation to indicate the interior ceiling conditions and potential for architectural 
lighting. 

6. That the applicant submit a comprehensive sign plan and a comprehensive architectural 
lighting plan. 

7. That the applicant resubmit a materials board including an additional brick sample.  The 
applicant must also construct a full size mock-up panel, as required by the DSUP 
condition, to be approved by BAR staff and Development staff prior to ordering of 
materials. 
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8. That the applicant show the location and size of all exterior vents and similar mechanical 
appurtenances. 

9. That the applicant provide a roof plan locating all mechanical equipment, illustrating how 
any rooftop projections above 50 feet function as chimneys and equipment screening with 
architectural quality equal to the building walls below.  Continue to study and 
architecturally integrate the proposed HVAC screening. 

 
 
 
**EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS NOTE: In accordance with Sections 10-106(B) and 10-206(B) of the Zoning 
Ordinance, any official Board of Architectural Review approval will expire 12 months from the date of issuance if 
the work is not commenced and diligently and substantially pursued by the end of that 12-month period. 
 
**BUILDING PERMIT NOTE: Most projects approved by the Board of Architectural Review require the issuance 
of one or more construction permits by Building and Fire Code Administration (including signs).  The applicant is 
responsible for obtaining all necessary construction permits after receiving Board of Architectural Review approval.  
Contact Code Administration, Room 4200, City Hall, 703-838-4360 for further information.  
 
**APPEAL OF DECISION: In accordance with the Zoning Ordinance, if the Board of Architectural Review denies 
or approves an application in whole or in part, the applicant or opponent may appeal the Board’s decision to City 
Council on or before 14 days after the decision of the Board. 
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Note: The two reports for 220 South Union Street, BAR #2014-0037 (Permit to 
Demolish/Capsulate) and BAR #2013-0321 (Certificate of Appropriateness) have been combined 
for clarity and brevity.  This item requires a roll call vote. 
 
I.  ISSUE 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Permit to Demolish to demolish the existing circa 1950 
one-story brick warehouse on the site. 
 
In addition, the applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a five-story 
hotel on the southern third of the small block bounded by South Union Street, Duke Street, The 
Strand and Prince Street.  The hotel will feature three distinct building masses and will have an 
overall architectural vocabulary that references Alexandria’s historic mid-19th century waterfront 
warehouses but includes some modern elements.  The hotel will have pedestrian entrances on 
South Union Street and on Duke Street, under a modern metal canopy.  The Duke Street 
elevation will also have a loading dock door and valet parking garage door.  A restaurant will be 
located on the first story of The Strand elevation and will be accessed from the hotel or via the 
courtyard. 
 
The mass of the building is divided into three architectural components.  One building element, 
the South Union Street warehouse, appears as a three-story dark red brick warehouse with a dark 
brown brick base and a corbelled brick cornice.  It joins into the main warehouse building which 
is prominent on the Duke Street and The Strand elevations.  The main warehouse building 
features a rusticated granite base and the top story is set behind a pitched roof with paired roof 
windows.  A strong transitional cornice line is provided at the third story.  The Strand elevation 
has a dominant gable form and two, three-story “lantern” shoulders with modern curtain wall 
glazing.  The third building component is the background/transitional warehouse building, as its 
primary location is above the three-story South Union Street building, and extending back into 
the courtyard.  The two large warehouse forms both currently feature a light tan colored brick. 
 
The north side of the property will be a ten foot wide public pedestrian alley that will double in 
size when the adjacent retail property to the north (210 South Union Street) is redeveloped.  The 
pedestrian alley will join a courtyard that will also have a public access easement.  The courtyard 
and pedestrian alley will have an innovative paving scheme and lighting plan. For the south wall 
of the adjacent property, a landscape green screen will be installed. 
 
The materials proposed include: various brick and mortar colors, stone veneer, standing seam 
metal roof, a glass guardrail at the courtyard, and aluminum framed windows.   
 
II.  HISTORY 
The existing one-story brick warehouse, which presently fills the entire parcel, was constructed 
between 1941 and 1958, according to Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps.  The 1958 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map describes the building as a concrete-block, brick-faced warehouse used for 
packing and crating.   
 
The project has been to the BAR three times for Concept Review, first in July 2012, next in 
September 2013 and lastly in December 2013.  At the third hearing, the BAR was evenly divided 
on the scale and mass of the building but unanimously supported the “large warehouse” design, 
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in lieu of the previous collage proposals.  The applicant made some revisions to that design 
based on comments received from the BAR, the Waterfront Commission, the public and staff 
and presented a subsequent design to the Planning Commission 
 
The applicant presented this scheme to the Planning Commission on January 7, 2014: 
 

 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval by a vote of 6-0-1 and made comments, based 
on the above scheme, which included the following: 

• Concern about architecture with a condition to “exhibit a high-quality architectural 
finish” 

o Minimize the visual impact of the mansard roof on Duke Street 
o Reflect the important design principles illustrated by the scale model 

• Make a minimum of 20% of windows operable 
• Ensure all loading is handled off-street and keep loading dock door closed except during 

active loading and unloading. 
 
The applicant responded to some of the comments made by the Planning Commission and 
presented the following scheme to City Council on January 25, 2014: 
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At the January 25, 2014 City Council meeting, the Council approved the Development Special 
Use Permit with Site Plan for the Carr hotel development, and other related applications, 
including a Special Use Permit for a restaurant, a Special Use Permit for a Transportation 
Management Plan, and an Encroachment for the canopy along South Union Street by a vote of 6-
0.  This action approved the hotel use, the building height, number of rooms, restaurant, loading, 
and parking proposed by the applicant but with specific direction to the BAR for items requiring 
additional study.  The final exterior building design (materials, finishes, fenestration and 
architectural style and details) is subject to BAR approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness, in 
general conformance with elevations presented to the City Council, and as amended by Council’s 
comments to the BAR. 
 
Council’s comments, based on the above scheme, included the following: 

• Support for the strong detailing above the ground level windows shown in the staff 
rendering and support for a strong third story belt course 

• Prefer one story mansard over two story mansard 
• Support for the reduction of the small rectangular windows on Duke Street elevation 
• If applicant cannot do flush glazing at roof level, then make windows as unobtrusive as 

possible 
• Make garage and loading doors more decorative, like an old warehouse door 
• Select a tan brick color rather than yellow 
• Use high-quality and historically appropriate details, similar to what is seen at Brandt 

warehouses, including star washers 
• Provide appropriate detailing for windows and frames and feature operable windows, 

especially on South Union Street 
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• Support for the glass lanterns on The Strand and incorporate horizontal elements seen in 
the staff rendering 

• Select high-quality screening for rooftop equipment screening to minimize obtrusiveness 
• Review carefully all signage 
• Consider lighting opportunities in courtyard and also on building to enhance view from 

water  
• Select a paving scheme similar to the quality found at Wales Alley (good quality brick 

and stone) and differentiate the courtyard space from the public pedestrian alley   
 
In response to the comments made by Council, the applicant revised the attached BAR 
application drawings to incorporate many of the suggestions.  However, some of the suggestions 
and comments from City Council were directed to the BAR to consider when reviewing design 
details and materials as part of the Certificate of Appropriateness review.  What follows below is 
an analysis of the current scheme before the BAR that considers the direction and comments 
from both Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
III.  ANALYSIS 
The project is in compliance with zoning ordinance requirements.   
 
Permit to Demolish/Capsulate 
In considering a Permit to Demolish/Capsulate, the Board must consider the following criteria 
set forth in the Zoning Ordinance, §10-105(B): 
 

(1) Is the building or structure of such architectural or historical interest that its moving, 
removing, capsulating or razing would be to the detriment of the public interest? 

(2) Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made into a historic house? 
(3) Is the building or structure of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture and 

material that it could not be reproduced or be reproduced only with great difficulty? 
(4) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the memorial character of the 

George Washington Memorial Parkway? 
(5) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve and protect an historic place or 

area of historic interest in the city? 
(6) Would retention of the building or structure promote the general welfare by maintaining 

and increasing real estate values, generating business, creating new positions, attracting 
tourists, students, writers, historians, artists and artisans, attracting new residents, 
encouraging study and interest in American history, stimulating interest and study in 
architecture and design, educating citizens in American culture and heritage, and making 
the city a more attractive and desirable place in which to live? 

 
Staff finds the existing warehouse does not meet any of the criteria listed above and recommends 
demolition.  The mid-20th century, flat roofed brick warehouse structure is not of old, unusual or 
uncommon design, texture or material and could be reproduced with ease.  This severely 
utilitarian structure does not preserve or protect a historic place or promote the general welfare 
and its demolition would not be detrimental to the public interest.  Staff recommends approval 
of the Permit to Demolish. 
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Certificate of Appropriateness for New Construction 
The BAR has reviewed and provided informal comments for multiple design iterations of the 
proposal over the course of three Concept Review work sessions (Figure 1 shows the first 
iteration from July 2012).  While the design has evolved, and substantially improved, over the 
past 18 months, staff recommends deferral of approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
further study of several specific items.  As the height, scale, mass and general architectural 
character were previously reviewed by the BAR and approved by Council, they will not be 
discussed in this report.  Please see the previous BAR concept review reports for that discussion.  
What follows below is analysis and recommendations for areas for restudy and improvement. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. First scheme submitted to BAR in July 2012. 

 
 
Zoning Ordinance Additional Standards—Potomac River Vicinity 
In addition to the regular Standards for a Certificate of Appropriateness as outlined in Chapter 10 
of the zoning ordinance, the project must also conform to the Additional Standards for the 
Potomac River Vicinity outlined in Section 10-105(4): 
 

a) The degree to which facades of a proposed building or buildings are generally in 
alignment with the existing street edges and express the 20- to 30-foot bay width 
typically found within the historic district. Techniques to express such typical bay 
width should include changes in materials; articulation of the wall surfaces; changes 
in fenestration patterns; varying roof heights; and physical breaks within the massing. 
Large expanses of unbroken or repetitive facades are disfavored.  

 
The proposed hotel follows historic waterfront building patterns, as the building generally 
aligns with the street edge on all three sides.  The three distinct building masses of the 
proposed project provide a variety of wall articulation, changes in fenestration and different 
roof forms.  The regular spacing of fenestration on each side of the building emphasizes 
historically appropriate bay widths that directly recall the proportions and rhythm of 
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windows in historic warehouse photographs.  There are no large expanses of unbroken or 
repetitive façades. 
 

(b) The degree to which building materials characteristic of buildings having 
architectural merit within the historic district are utilized. The texture, tone and color 
of such materials should display a level of variety, quality and richness at least equal 
to that found abundantly in the historic setting. The use of synthetic or imitative 
materials is disfavored.  

 
The project materials include natural stone veneer, a variety of richly colored mortar and 
bricks, standing seam metal roofing, aluminum windows with metal lintels and a coffered 
canopy.  No composite or synthetic materials are proposed.  The applicant has provided 
historic precedent images of corbeled brick cornices and belt courses which indicate high-
quality and rich details.  Staff has requested enlarged drawings for the BAR to confirm these 
details. 
 

(c) The degree to which new construction reflects the traditional fenestration patterns 
found within the historic district. Traditional solid-void relationships (i.e., masonry 
bearing wall by a veneer system) should be used in building facades which are directly 
related to historic streetscapes.  

 
The project generally features traditional solid-void relationships and historic fenestration 
patterns through the use of masonry walls with punched openings.  The large first floor 
windows reflect the loading bay openings at the first story of historic mid-19th century 
warehouses on The Strand. 
 

(d) The degree to which new construction on the waterfront reflects the existing or 
traditional building character suitable to the waterfront. "High style" or highly 
ornamented buildings are disfavored. Also disfavored are metal warehouses and 
nondescript warehouse-type structures.  

 
From the initial proposal, the project has always intended to reference and derive 
architectural details from the historic waterfront warehouses found in Alexandria and not 
from townhouses or civic buildings.  The current scheme continues to utilize the historic 
waterfront warehouse building vocabulary.  The proposed scheme is not highly ornamented 
or overly historicist, nor is it severely simple or without character. 
 

(e) To the extent that any provisions of section 10-105(A)(2) are inconsistent with the 
provisions of this section 10-105(A)(4), the provisions of this section shall be 
controlling. 

 
While staff believes that the project should be deferred for continued study of certain specific 
elements, staff believes that the overall project meets the Standards outlined in the Zoning 
Ordinance for a Certificate of Appropriateness in this location.  Staff also notes that the current 
design is a significant improvement over earlier schemes and that while there are a significant 
number of details that need further refinement; staff has overall support for the current proposal. 
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Three-Building Scheme 
The design presented at the first Concept Review appeared to be a collection of several smaller 
scale warehouse buildings connected by hyphens, similar to the historic warehouses connected 
by enclosed alleys found at the north end of this block.  The BAR and members of the public 
found the overall design to be incoherent and visually overwhelming and recommended that the 
buildings instead be honest large buildings, reflecting the scale and character of the large 
warehouse buildings shown on The Strand in historic photographs.   
 
The applicant, therefore, simplified the overall scheme into three distinct but compatible building 
masses, similar to the model which showed two distinct building elements.  The present building 
massing appears to be a large warehouse which has had two additions over time.  These 
“additions” allow different facades of the building to respond to the different scale and character 
of the three adjacent streets.  For simplicity, staff has referred to this as the “three building 
scheme.” 
 
At the last Concept Review hearing, the BAR was very supportive of the simplified and clearly 
articulated three building scheme.  Staff, however, believes that additional refinement is needed 
to fully articulate the three distinct buildings.  Such refinements include distinct design details, 
fenestration, and material choices and colors that are generally consistent on each building.  For 
example, all elevations of each building mass should, ideally, maintain a common color and 
material scheme as well as compatible and consistent design details, cornices and window trim.  
In Figure 2 and 3, staff suggests common exterior walls for the three main building masses based 
on the fenestration and architectural details proposed, though admittedly things become 
somewhat confused in the courtyard, particular in the middle section.  Staff proposes that 
Building 2 continue with the pitched roof, buff brick color and other details to the middle section 
of the courtyard elevation (See section 2a in Figure 3 below).  Alternately, the applicant may 
choose to study another way to connect the middle courtyard elevation to Building 2 or possibly 
to Building 3. 
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Figure 2. Elevation identifying three distinct building masses, as seen from Duke Street. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Courtyard elevation showing 2a area suggestion for revision.  Dashed line indicates the potential 
continuation of pitched roof with lighter building 2 color. 

1 

2 3 2a 

3 
2 

11



BAR CASE #2014-0037 & 2013-0321 
March 5, 2014 

 

 
 

 
Building 1: South Union Street (Dark red extruded brick) 

  Building 2: Main Warehouse (Light color brick) 
 Building 3: Background Warehouse (Staff suggestion: Salmon/light red brick) 
 

Figure 4. Plan identifying three distinct building masses. 
 
Color Scheme, Materials, and Details 
Alexandria historically had large brick warehouses, some of which were later painted, as seen 
nearby at 204-206 South Union Street, and some left unpainted.  Staff does not suggest that any 
portion of this project need be painted brick.  However to reinforce the three-building scheme, 
each building should have its own distinct but coordinated color.  The waterfront model featured 
a dominant light-colored building that was generally well-received.  The applicant has responded 

2 

3 
1 
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on the largest building mass (Building 2) with a light tan/buff colored extruded brick (B1) with 
matching tan colored mortar.  This surface of the brick is lightly textured and responds to 
community concerns that the building not look like white stucco, as it appeared in some prior 
renderings.  The buff brick color shown on Building 2 blends very well with the proposed 
Potomac River Granite fieldstone base, matching the base of the historic Fitzgerald Warehouse.  
The BAR and public have supported a stone foundation at every review thus far and the wall 
proportions are now much improved and consistent around the building.  The bedding of the 
stone veneer is critically important to reflect historic load bearing fieldstone and this must be 
displayed in the mock-up panel for final approval.  
 
The public has always found the three-story building on the South Union Street elevation 
(Building 1) to be most successful because it reflected the smaller scale of this block of Union 
Street and responded to the red brick of historic warehouses to the north.  The applicant has 
proposed a maroon/red colored extruded brick (B2) with a smooth sand face and matching 
colored mortar.  This sharp edged brick with colored mortar reflects the building technology and 
architectural character of late 19th century buildings, appropriate for a building with segmental 
arches and a Victorian corbeled cornice.  The water table base of Building 1 is a dark brown, 
almost black, extruded brick (B3), again with mortar matching the brick.  While staff has no 
objection to the use of this richly colored brick, black natural slate or granite may be an equally 
appropriate and more traditional material to use in this location.  Black granite was similarly 
used at the base of 119 South Washington Street and natural limestone was used at the Torpedo 
Factory office building. 
 
Building 3 is a simple background warehouse that bridges the other two buildings.  The applicant 
has shown it to be the same buff color brick with the same windows and cornice detail as 
Building 2, though it omits the fieldstone base.  Staff suggests that Building 3 should be its own 
distinct brick color and type.  Staff recommends a light salmon/red color, similar to the common 
brick used on secondary elevations of historic structures in Alexandria, to allow it to be fully 
differentiated and articulated from the other building masses, yet mediate between the other two 
starkly different wall colors.  These salmon colored walls could, perhaps, use a natural sand 
colored mortar to provide some additional visual texture from a distance. 
 
The courtyard elevations presently show the very dark red brick (B2) color facing north between 
two tan colored (B1) building masses.  The courtyard elevations would have to be restudied to 
determine where the buff should end and the salmon should begin under the three building 
scheme.   
 
Regarding other materials, staff notes the continued expectation for high-quality windows, stone, 
metalwork and the like.  The proposed parking garage and loading bay doors recall historic 
wood, side hinged warehouse doors and are a substantial visual improvement over the 
undecorated metal roll-up doors previously shown.  While there is no need to include simulated 
hinge straps, they should have the same level of thought and detail as the rest of the Duke Street 
elevation.  Staff asks the applicant to describe in more detail how these doors will be fabricated. 
 
The first floor windows at the lobby, courtyard and restaurant are presently shown as a uniform 
grid of small panes in a 20th century factory style while the pair of single pane doors used at the 
entrances are surrounded by a gridded transom and sidelights.  The ground floor windows, 
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therefore, do not relate proportionally or stylistically to the entry doors or the windows used in 
the rest of the building.  Staff suggests that the windows have a muntin pattern that provides 
greater visibility into and from these public indoor spaces.  The storefronts at 201 King, 326 
King Street and 206 South Union Street provide examples of how modern metal frame windows 
can work within a traditional warehouse building vocabulary and provide a greater sense of 
transparency.  In addition, the depth of the window jambs is critical to express the weight and 
strength of a load bearing masonry building.  Staff requests a jamb section at the first floor 
openings for the BAR’s review. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 5. 326 King Street (upper left), 206 South Union Street (upper right), and 201 King Street (above) for 
modern storefront windows.  201 King Street has a granite sill, significant jamb depth and traditional details 

including the cast iron lintel, jamb guards and star washers. 
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Well-designed details are critical for making this project successful.  The applicant has provided 
historic precedent images of many details found in Alexandria.  In particular, the cornice above 
the third-story on the main warehouse and the cornices on the other buildings must have a depth 
and detail to serve as appropriate transitions and to convey the distinctions between the 
buildings.  The entrance canopy on South Union Street must be well-designed and detailed as it 
is the dominant feature that visitors will encounter when visiting the hotel or walking on the 
sidewalk.  Staff recommends larger-scale drawings of the cornices, masonry piers, entrance 
canopy, water table, balconies and other details.  To complement the historic inspiration of these 
new buildings, some historic elements such as star washers and steel channel lintels are 
appropriate but they must be applied carefully.  As these were historically functional elements 
but are now often considered decorative, they cannot read merely as applied ornamentation. 
 
Roof Form on Main Warehouse 
The roof form of the main warehouse (Building 2) has been the subject of significant discussion 
since the first hearing.  The original design (Figure 1) featured a two-story mansard roof form 
with two story dormers which were out of scale and out of proportion with the five story building 
wall. 
 
 

 
Figure 6. Applicant’s Duke Street elevation in October 2013. 
 
Despite ongoing refinements with each restudy, the two story roof form was never well received 
by the Board or the public.  At the City Council hearing, Staff presented a sketch suggesting a 
one story roof form set back from the façade behind a strong cornice, with a pitch as low as 
possible and with low profile roof windows in lieu of dormers, in order to be much less visible in 
perspective from the Duke Street sidewalk.  In addition, staff suggested that the color of the roof 
be changed from black to a significantly lighter zinc colored metal.  The fourth floor wall 
recalled a classical frieze containing significantly different windows than the two floors below 
and sitting on a strong, corbeled masonry belt course.  Staff also suggested that the number of 
windows be reduced and their proportions be less vertical, and that the fieldstone base be 
lowered to increase the proportion of the brick wall area. 
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Figure 7. Duke Street elevation suggested by staff at the City Council hearings in January 2014.  Note the one 
story roof form with simplified roof windows, feature windows in the fourth floor frieze band, and a strong 
belt course at approximately thirty feet. 

 

    
Figure 8. Historic warehouse in St. Louis showing arched windows in the frieze band and 110 South Union St. 
showing top story pitched roof with roof windows above a pronounced cornice. 
         
The two story mansard roof is now gone.  The applicant’s current design now features a one-
story pitched roof with low profile skylight/roof windows designed to recede into the simplified 
roof form, resulting in a building that effectively reads as four stories rather than five.  The one-
story pitched roof is more appropriately proportioned for the building height and better relates to 
the overall design of the main warehouse element.  Staff supports the present metal roof and roof 
windows.  However, staff recommends that the applicant provide a large scale wall section to 
confirm the setback and profile of the roof, and enlarged details of the cornice and belt courses 
so that the Board may confirm that it is recessed from the building face and the slope reduced as 
much as feasibly possible. 
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The east end of the large warehouse has a small gable feature flanked by chimneys, specifically 
recalling the historic warehouses on The Strand.  This gable form is permitted to exceed the 50’ 
building height by the zoning ordinance because it will function as rooftop mechanical screening.  
However, staff thinks that the mechanical screening fence and penthouses behind this gable end 
form should be better integrated into the overall building design.  In addition, staff recommends 
that the applicant generate a very simple perspective from the intersection of Duke and Lee 
streets to demonstrate whether any of this rooftop equipment will be visible.  If so, then a gable 
form matching the one on the east end of Building 2 should be constructed on the west end, to 
effectively screen the HVAC and contribute to the overall understanding of the three distinct 
building forms. 
 
Rooftop HVAC Screening 
The applicant’s proposal includes rooftop HVAC screening integrated into the main warehouse 
gable and parapet on The Strand as well as a continuous rooftop equipment surround.  The 
zoning ordinance requires screening of all rooftop HVAC equipment, though the BAR has the 
ability to waive such a screening requirement.  The applicant proposes to screen the rooftop 
equipment using what appears to be a solid fence.  The Design Guidelines note that “HVAC 
equipment should be located in a visually inconspicuous area of a building” and “should not 
disrupt the architectural character of a structure.”  The applicant’s proposed rooftop screening is 
significantly set back on the roof, ranging from 17 feet on South Union Street to 24 feet on Duke 
Street to 15.5 feet on the courtyard side.  The applicant should provide more information on the 
rooftop mechanical equipment and the proposed screening.  After viewing the site from South 
Lee Street looking east, and noting that the existing buildings at Harborside are also 50 feet in 
height (Figure 8), staff finds that the screening will likely be visible and therefore must be 
architecturally integrated with the building and equal in quality to the building wall below.  For 
example, the rooftop screening could have standing seam metal similar to what will be used on 
the pitched roof of the main warehouse building.  Appropriate screening and a significant 
setback from the building edge should make the screening and units visually unobtrusive from 
grade. 
 
Vents and Mechanical Appurtenances 
The applicant must show the location, size, and design of all vents, penetrations and similar 
mechanical appurtenances.  Vents should be located in visually unobtrusive locations and where 
possible, located on secondary elevations or through the roof. 
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Figure 9. View from South Lee Street to waterfront, noting height of Harborside development at 50 feet.  This 
view is looking east down Wolfe Street and a comparable view will be had looking east down Duke Street. 
 
Lanterns on The Strand 
Comments from the BAR and the public have encouraged contemporary or modern architectural 
features carefully mixed with the historic waterfront warehouse building vocabulary.  The three-
story shoulders or “lanterns” on The Strand elevation sides were created to meet this objective as 
they present a light-filled, glass element in stark contrast to the brick warehouse form.  The 
lanterns also visually reduce the mass of the main block and improve its proportions.  Making 
the two lanterns clearly modern elements enhances the visual prominence of The Strand 
elevation, as seen from the future waterfront parks and potentially provides a modest amount of 
sparkle as seen from the river.  Staff strongly supports the applicant’s most recent efforts and 
finds the lanterns to be very transparent and compatible with the overall design.  However, it is 
essential that the room interiors be designed to avoid blocking the transparency with dropped 
ceiling soffits and the like.  In addition, these elements present the opportunity for high quality 
architectural lighting.  Staff recommends a schematic wall section through the lantern and looks 
forward to hearing the applicant’s proposal for architectural lighting facing the parks. 
 
Fenestration 
Due to the overall design scheme—three distinct building blocks—an appropriate fenestration 
that distinguishes each building is necessary for the cohesion of the project.  Additionally, there 
are some elements that need further refinement.  The project must have a balance between 

50 foot height 
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incorporating multiple window sizes and types without overwhelming the project with too much 
variation. 
 
First, the spandrels on The Strand elevation are not successful and have no relationship to the 
windows on the Duke Street elevation of the same building.  The spandrels should be removed 
so that each window is single story in height.  In order to promote an architectural dialogue 
between the hotel and the park, staff strongly recommends some arrangement of French doors 
and balconies in their place. 
 
Second, as noted previously, the fourth story windows in the frieze band of Building 2 should be 
restudied.  The Duke Street elevation has been the one most criticized by the public, though it 
has steadily improved with each submission and the elimination of the two-story mansard roof 
was a significant improvement.  However, the basic building wall must change significantly 
above the 30’ height and staff believes this requires more than just a belt course.  The windows 
in this fourth floor frieze band must be different than those on the two floors below.  Staff had 
suggested a largely glazed wall area to diminish the wall mass and recall the windows of a 
historic warehouse roof monitor (Figure 6).  Such a feature window could take many different 
forms—wider, smaller, square, arched, for example—and staff encourages the applicant to study 
options.    
 
Third, the success of the revised pitched roof form on the main warehouse, on the Duke Street 
and courtyard elevations, will rest, in part, in the use of appropriate roof windows.  Staff’s 
preference is continuous flush strip glazing to make this top story recede as much as possible.  
The applicant should restudy this element to achieve this effect and to minimize the windows on 
this upper story.  
 
Fourth, the corner of the three-story South Union Street building features spandrel windows on 
two bays of only one elevation.  Historically, corners often had a different window configuration.  
Staff supports a fenestration feature on this particular corner and believes this is an appropriate 
place for decorated spandrels between the head and sill.  However, if spandrels are proposed for 
one elevation of the corner, then they should be utilized on the other corner elevation as well so 
that the fenestration is consistent at the corner.  Alternatively, the spandrels could be eliminated 
entirely. 
 
Fifth, the project must include 20% operable windows as conditioned as part of the Council’s 
DSUP approval.  The first floor lobby, courtyard and restaurants spaces, as well as guest rooms 
on The Strand, are ideal locations for operable windows.  The applicant should restudy the first 
floor multi-light windows and indicate how they will be operable.  As shown above, both 326 
King Street and 206 South Union Street provide successful examples of large store window 
glazing without being multi-light.  Staff encourages a different muntin pattern for the first floor 
windows and that operability be integrated into the window design. 
 
Lighting 
Due to the public nature of this building as a hotel and with a public courtyard and pedestrian 
alley, an effective and interesting lighting plan will be essential to complement the architecture, 
as well as provide appropriate illumination for public safety.  Because the proposed 10’ wide 
pedestrian alley is actually only one half of what will be the ultimate alley width, and because the 
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pedestrian alley should recall historic Alexandria alleys and be visually distinct from the 
courtyard, lighting in this area should be restudied.  Staff supports the use of the overhead 
hanging lanterns in concept.  The illuminated “pavers” in the alley are interesting and a creative 
option, though the overall design must be able to be expanded when the alley doubles in width 
once the adjacent property redevelops.  Additionally, illumination of specific building elevations 
or elements, such as the South Union Street entrance and canopy or The Strand elevations, 
should be studied. 
 
Signage 
The applicant must submit a complete comprehensive sign plan as part of this Certificate of 
Appropriateness, or it may be submitted later separately, after the hotel operator names the 
restaurant, etc.  Staff encourages architecturally integrated signage, similar to the letters above 
the canopy shown on the renderings, for the entire project, including for the restaurant.  Based on 
previous Board sign approvals in this area, such as those at the Virtue Feed and Grain restaurant, 
it is expected that the signs will all be externally illuminated.  The applicant should study where 
and how signs will be located on all elevations and may consider an appropriate painted wall 
sign, reflecting the painted signs used on other warehouses in the district. 
 
In general, staff supports the overall design but notes that the details above must be restudied and 
addressed prior to staff being able to recommend approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
Therefore, staff recommends deferral for continued study. 
 
STAFF 
Catherine Miliaras, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Al Cox, FAIA, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning & Zoning 
 
 
IV. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS  
Legend: C - code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F- finding 
 
Archaeology  
Comply with all requirements and conditions of DSP2012-00019, approved by City Council on 
January 25, 2014. 
 
Code Administration 
F-1 The following comments are for BAR review.  Once the applicant has filed for a 

Demolition, building permit and additional information has been provided, code 
requirements will be based upon that information and the building permit plans.   If there 
are any questions, the applicant may contact Ken Granata, Plan Review Division Chief at 
ken.granata@alexandriava.gov or 703-746-4193.  

 
C-1 Demolition, Building and trade permits are required. Six sets of construction documents 

sealed by a Registered Design Professional that fully detail the construction as well as 
layout and schematics of the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems shall 
accompany the permit application(s) The building official shall be notified in writing by 
the owner if the registered design professional in the responsible charge is changed or is 
unable to continue to perform the duties. 
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C-2      Pre-Demo site survey is required prior to building being demolished 
 
 
Transportation and Environmental Services (T&ES) 

1. Comply with all requirements of DSP2012-00019, which was recently approved by City 
Council. (T&ES) 

 
2. The Final Site Plan must be approved and released and a copy of that plan must be 

attached to the demolition permit application.  No demolition permit will be issued in 
advance of the building permit unless the Final Site Plan includes a demolition plan 
which clearly represents the demolished condition.  (T&ES) 

 
 
V. ATTACHMENTS 
1 – Supporting Materials  
2 – Application for BAR2013-0321 & BAR2014-0037 at 220 South Union St 
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BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW – APPLICATION NARRATIVES 
 
CARR CITY CENTERS – 220 S. UNION STREET                  11.012 
BAR HEARING DATE:  MARCH 5, 2014 

 

PERMIT TO DEMOLISH 

The existing brick and metal warehouse structure was built in the late 1940s or early 
1950s.  It is a utilitarian structure with few or no significant architectural details and is not 
worthy of preservation.  Reuse of the existing structure is incompatible with the 
development proposed in the Waterfront Small Area Plan in terms of possible 
fenestration, the flood plain ordinance and subsurface parking requirements 
 
 

POTOMAC RIVER VICINITY ZONING ORDINANCE 

The proposed development is in compliance with the recommended guidelines of the 
Waterfront Small Area Plan and other City Policies.  
 

 

Attachment 1
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ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 

TAX MAP AND PARCEL: ZONING: 

APPLICATION FOR: 

    

Applicant:

Authorized Agent

Legal Property Owner: 

  Yes   No    
  Yes   No    
  Yes   No    
  Yes   No    

BAR Case # _________________ 

220 S. Union Street

075-03-03-08 W-2 Proposed

✔

✔

✔

Carr Hospitality
1455 Pennsylvania Ave., Suite 800

Washington DC 20004
aflajser@carrhospitality.com

✔

Rust Orling Architecture

morling@rustorling.com

Cummings Investment Associates, Inc.- A Delaware Corporation

Alexandria VA 22314
(703) 548-1401 LindaWhitmore@cummingsinvestment.com

✔

✔

✔

✔

10 Prince Street

202.349.1441

W-1

703.836.3205

Attachment 2
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BAR Case# _______ _ 

NATURE OF PROPOSED WORK: Please check all that apply 

0 NEW CONSTRUCTION 
0 EXTERIOR ALTERATION: Please check all that apply. 

D awning 0 fence, gate or garden wall D HVAC equipment D shutters 
D doors D windows D siding D shed 
D lighting D pergola/trellis D painting unpainted masonry 
D other 

0 ADDITION 
0 DEMOLITION/ENCAPSULATION 
0 SIGNAGE 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: Please describe the proposed work in detail (Additional pages may 
be attached). 

The application is fpr permission to demolish the existing h11ilding on the site and to 
review the design of a new proposed 75,738 GSE above grade (61 ,066 NSF) 120 room 
hotel with a 21,037 GSE garage as represented in the attached exhibits 

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Items listed below comprise the minimum supporting materials for BAR applications. Staff may 
request additional information during application review. Please refer to the relevant section of the 
Design Guidelines for further information on appropriate treatments. 

Applicants must use the checklist below to ensure the application is complete. Include all information and 
material that are necessary to thoroughly describe the project. Incomplete applications will delay the 
docketing of the application for review. Pre-application meetings are required for all proposed additions. 
All applicants are encouraged to meet with staff prior to submission of a completed application. 

Electronic copies of submission materials should be submitted whenever possible. 

Demolition/Encapsulation : A// applicants requesting 25 square feet or more of demolition/encapsulation 
must complete this section. Check NIA if an item in this section does not apply to your project. 

N/A 

0 D Survey plat showing the extent of the proposed demolition/encapsulation. 
El D Existing elevation drawings clearly showing all elements proposed for demolition/encapsulation. 
El D Clear and labeled photographs of all elevations of the building if the entire structure is proposed 

to be demolished. 
0 D Description of the reason for demolition/encapsulation. 
0 D Description of the alternatives to demolition/encapsulation and why such alternatives are not 

considered feasible. 

*NOTE: PHOTOGRAPHS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED IN LIEU OF ELEVATIONS 
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BAR Case# _______ _ 

Additions & New Construction: Drawings must be to scale and should not exceed 11 "x 17" unless 
approved by staff. All plans must be folded and collated into 5 complete 8 112" x 11 " sets. Additional copies may be 
requested by staff for large-scale development projects or projects fronting Washington Street. Check NIA if an item 
in this section does not apply to your project. 

NIA 

EJD 

00 
EJD 

DEl 
00 

EJD 

00 

DEl 

Scaled survey plat showing dimensions of lot and location of existing building and other 
structures on the lot, location of proposed structure or addition, dimensions of existing 
structure(s), proposed addition or new construction, and all exterior, ground and roof mounted 
equipment. 
FAR & Open Space calculation form. REFER TO SHEET A1- BUILDING STATISTICS & CD ROM 
Clear and labeled photographs of the site, surrounding properties and existing structures, if 
applicable. 
Existing elevations must be scaled and include dimensions. PHOTOS PROVIDED IN LIEU OF ELEVATIONS 
Proposed elevations must be scaled and include dimensions. Include the relationship to 
adjacent structures in plan and elevations. 
Materials and colors to be used must be specified and delineated on the drawings. Actual 
samples may be provided or required. 
Manufacturer's specifications for materials to include, but not limited to: roofing, siding, windows, 
doors, lighting, fencing , HVAC equipment and walls. 
For development site plan projects, a model showing mass relationships to adjacent properties 
and structures. 3D RENDERINGS PROVIDED IN LIEU OF MODEL. 

Signs & Awnings: One sign per building under one square foot does not require BAR approval unless 
illuminated. All other signs including window signs require BAR approval. Check NIA if an item in this section does 
not apply to your project. 

N/A 
D 0 Linear feet of building: Front: Secondary front (if corner lot): 
D EJ Square feet of existing signs to remain: 
D 0 Photograph of building showing existing conditions. 
0 D Dimensioned drawings of proposed sign identifying materials, color, lettering style and text. 
D E] Location of sign (show exact location on building including the height above sidewalk). 
D 0 Means of attachment (drawing or manufacturer's cut sheet of bracket if applicable). 
D EJ Description of lighting (if applicable). Include manufacturer's cut sheet for any new lighting 

fixtures and information detailing how it will be attached to the building's facade. 

Alterations: Check NIA if an item in this section does not apply to your project. 

NIA 

D0 

DEl 

DEl 

DEl 
DEl 

Clear and labeled photographs of the site, especially the area being impacted by the alterations, 
all sides of the building and any pertinent details. 
Manufacturer's specifications for materials to include, but not limited to: roofing, siding, windows, 
doors, lighting, fencing, HVAC equipment and walls. 
Drawings accurately representing the changes to the proposed structure, including materials and 
overall dimensions. Drawings must be to scale. 
An official survey plat showing the proposed locations of HVAC units, fences, and sheds. 
Historic elevations or photographs should accompany any request to return a structure to an 
earlier appearance. 
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BAR Case#--------

ALL APPLICATIONS: Please read and c!Jeck that you have read and understand the following items: 

0 I have submitted a filing fee with this application. (Checks should be made payable to the City of 
Alexandria. Please contact staff for assistance in determining the appropriate fee.) 

0 I understand the notice requirements and will return a copy of the three respective notice forms to 
BAR staff at least five days prior to the hearing. If I am unsure to whom I should send notice I will 
contact Planning and Zoning staff for assistance in identifying adjacent parcels. 

0 I, the applicant, or an authorized representative will be present at the public hearing. 

0 I understand that any revisions to this initial application submission (including applications deferred 
for restudy) must be accompanied by the BAR Supplemental form and 5 sets of revised materials. 

The undersigned hereby attests that all of the information herein provided including the site plan, building 
elevations, prospective drawings of the project, and written descriptive information are true, correct and 
accurate. The undersigned further understands that, should such information be found incorrect, any 
action taken by the Board based on such information may be invalidated. The undersigned also hereby 
grants the City of Alexandria permission to post placard notice as required by Article XI, Division A, 
Section 11-301 (B) of the 1992 Alexandria City Zoning Ordinance, on the property which is the subject of 
this application. The undersigned also hereby authorizes the City staff and members of the BAR to 
inspect this site as necessary in the course of research and evaluating the application. The applicant, if 
other than the property owner, also attests that he/she has obtained permission from the property owner 
to make this application. 

APPLICANT OR AUTH~~T: 

Signature: G\:J piA~AJC~ 
Printed Name: Stephanie S. Tincher 

Date: 2.3.2014 

9 

47

joshua.brooking
Typewritten Text
BAR Case#2014-00037                   2013-00321



48




