
 
 

DOCKET ITEM #5 

City of Alexandria, Virginia 
  

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: DECEMBER 2, 2015 
 
TO:  CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE  
  OLD AND HISTORIC ALEXANDRIA DISTRICT  
  BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
    
FROM: HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF 
   
SUBJECT: 3rd CONCEPT REVIEW OF 1101 NORTH WASHINGTON STREET  
  (BEST WESTERN OLD COLONY INN) 
  BAR CASE # 2015-0156 
   
 
I. SUMMARY 
 
Concept Review 
The material before the Board is part of a BAR Concept Review for the redevelopment of the 
property at 1101 North Washington Street.  The applicant previously received approval of a 
Permit to Demolish to remove the existing gable roof and all exterior walls and finishes (brick, 
windows, doors, etc…) on June 17, 2015.  The applicant is requesting a third concept review of a 
two story addition and renovation within the footprint of the existing two-story hotel structure, in 
response to comments made by the Board and community at the last two hearings. 
 
The Concept Review Policy was adopted by the two Boards of Architectural review in May 2000 
(attached).  Concept Review is an optional, informal process at the beginning of a Development 
Special Use Permit (DSUP) application whereby the BAR provides the applicant, staff, the 
Planning Commission and the City Council with comments relating to the overall 
appropriateness of a project’s height, scale, mass and general architectural character.  The Board 
takes no formal action at the Concept Review stage.  However, if, for instance, the Board 
believes that a building height or mass, or area proposed for construction is not appropriate and 
would not be supported in the future, the applicant and staff should be advised as soon as 
possible.  In order to determine the opinion of the majority of the Board members and provide a 
more clear design direction for the applicant, a non-binding vote to endorse all or portions of a 
project will sometimes be taken.  This early step in the development review process is intended 
to minimize future architectural design conflicts between what is shown to the community and 
City Council during the DSUP approval and what the Board later finds architecturally 
appropriate under the criteria in Chapter 10 of the Zoning Ordinance and the BAR’s adopted 
Design Guidelines. 
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The proposed DSUP project is tentatively scheduled for Planning Commission and City Council 
review in the winter of 2016.   
 
History 
The two-story brick Colonial Revival style building was constructed in 1967 as a conference 
center addition to the Old Colony Inn.  It was designed by the firm of Vosbeck & Vosbeck, 
architects for several urban renewal buildings in Old Town.  It was approved by the Board on 
January 11, 1967.  The associated Old Colony Inn complex to the south was demolished but this 
building remained and functions independently today as a small hotel.  It features both surface 
parking and at-grade, internal parking.  A serpentine wall from the original design, recalling 
Thomas Jefferson’s garden walls in the gardens off of the Lawn at the University of Virginia, 
generally screens the existing parking from the GW Parkway. 
 

 
Figure 1. Old Colony Inn historic postcard, conference center portion on upper right. 
 
At the June 17, 2015 BAR meeting, the Board performed an initial concept review of the project 
during a work session.  The complete minutes are found as Attachment #1.  In summary, the 
Board made the following comments regarding the proposal: 

• General support for the overall height, scale, mass and general architectural character of 
third and fourth floor additions to this mid-century motel building 

• Make the cornice at the hyphens more pronounced to create a true and differentiated attic 
story that will lower the perceived height of these elements 

• Recess the fourth story on the rear elevation 
• Use high-quality materials 
• Mixed preferences for arches vs. a strong cornice at a restaurant on the southernmost 

portion 
• Continue to study changes to visually minimize the garage entrance on the front elevation 
• Maintain red brick with white accents (no painted brick) 

The applicant has met with neighborhood groups and sponsored multiple community meetings 
that included residents from Canal Way, Pitt Street Station, Liberty Row and the broader 
community. 
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The BAR reviewed the project at a second concept review work session on September 2, 2015.  
The complete minutes from this hearing are found as Attachment #2.  In general, the Board made 
the following comments at this meeting: 

• Support for the height, scale, mass of the center element as well as the revisions to this 
element shown at the second concept review work session 

• Support for the revisions to the restaurant area at the second concept review work session 
• Request to study the massing, height and articulation of the “wings” 

 
“Current” and “Current Alternate” Submission / Changes since 2nd Concept Review 
 
The current submission includes two designs: “Current” (dated September 21, 2015) and 
“Current Alternate” (dated November 2, 2015).  The “Current” scheme reflects comments made 
by the BAR and community at the second concept review session and the “Current Alternate” is 
an additional response to respond to the concerns of the community.  
 
The “Current” proposal retains the general architectural character on the front elevation, with a 
reduced height and massing on portions of the hyphens.  The rear elevation was substantially 
revised previously for the second concept design and again substantially for this third concept.  
The second concept review scheme introduced a “townhouse” scale and character on the rear 
elevation with single doors, bay windows, balconies and smaller scaled elements.  Since that 
scheme, the applicant has reduced the overall height and massing on the rear façade so that it 
does not exceed three stories.  The overall mass has been reduced and the hotel will now have 95 
rooms in contrast to the 111 rooms previously proposed.   
 
The “Current Alternate” leaves the hyphens as primarily four stories and reduces the end 
elements to three stories in height with a flat roof on the Washington Street elevation.  The rear 
elevation in this scheme is entirely three stories with a collage of architectural façades.  The 
south elevation no longer references the restaurant with larger windows or an entrance as the 
restaurant has been relocated to the interior.  The room count is also 95 rooms but the total floor 
area has been further reduced due to elimination of amenity spaces. 
 
II. STAFF ANALYSIS  
 
As a reminder, many aspects of this development are not within the BAR’s regulatory purview, 
such as use, zoning setbacks, trash, parking and deliveries, and should not be considered by the 
Board.  The Planning Commission and City Council will consider these aspects of the project.  
The BAR’s purview in this concept review work session is limited to providing guidance on 
height, scale, mass and general architectural character.  The applicant will ultimately return to 
the Board for approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for architectural details, materials and 
finishes for this project after approval of a DSUP.   
 
General Analysis of Revised Plans and Further Study 
 
West Elevation 
It is important to note that the design review process is iterative and one that is intended to result 
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in the most favorable and appropriate design in the final scheme.  Inherent in this process is are 
variations that begin to lose the original design integrity and purpose and are less successful than 
earlier versions.  Staff finds in this particular case that the “Current” proposal is not an 
improvement over what was previously shown to the BAR and the “Current Alternate” is an 
architectural disappointment ill-suited for the George Washington Memorial Parkway at the 
original Memorial Circle entrance to the City.  The front elevation, specifically, had been an 
articulated and harmonious façade with varying roof forms (BAR Concept II - Aug. 5 scheme in 
submission packet sheet A2.5) but now appears to be disjointed in the “Current” scheme.  The 
hyphen areas where the fourth story wings were reduced between the central block and the end 
pavilions seem awkward and imbalanced and lowering their height does not effectively reduce 
overall massing, as intended.   
 
The classical idea of a five-part plan with a main body, and secondary wings connected by 
minimal hyphens was first drawn by Andrea Palladio in his Quattro Libri dell'Architettura in 
1570.  This very balanced and symmetrical façade was taken from classical Roman precedents 
and is frequently utilized in Palladio’s work (Fig. 1.)  It was described as a five-part Palladian or 
five-part Georgian plan when it was utilized in the colonial period at Monticello, Mt. Vernon or 
in Alexandria at John Carlyle’s house on N Fairfax Street in 1752.  This five part massing is also 
what Adolf Cluss used on both the Cameron and Royal Street façades of City Hall in 1871.   

 
"Palladio Villa Godi". Licensed under Public Domain via Commons - 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Palladio_Villa_Godi.jpg#/media/File:Palladio_Villa_Godi.jpg 
 
Therefore, lowering the wings in a wedding cake form in the Washington Street elevation of the 
“Current Alternate” scheme is not a typical Colonial Revival massing and the effects of the 
lower height without a defined end element are problematic at both the north and south 
elevations in the “Current Alternate” scheme.  The reduction of the end elements results in a 
design that feels ungrounded and unintentional, as if the end elements were afterthoughts or 
additions to, rather than integral to the overall composition.   
 
Staff notes that the applicant’s precedent images for The Homestead, The Williamsburg Inn and 
The Greenbrier hotels shown in previous submissions were more appropriate for this site.  This 
building is sited on one of the most important components of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway as it passes through Alexandria, the original Memorial Circle ellipse that marked the 
transition from the pastoral portion of the Parkway to the urban grid and the entrance to the city.  
Such a location is only fitting for a thoughtful and proud building that reads as an architectural 
composition.   
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South and North Elevations 
Staff believes that the three story “Current Alternative” south elevation (sheet A2.5) has been 
dumbed down and does not successfully address the much larger four story condo buildings 
across the street to the south or present an appropriate building terminus when viewed driving 
north on East Abingdon.  While many of the commercial buildings in this area and mews-style 
townhouses in North Old Town turn their backs to the street, the BAR’s Design Guidelines 
generally encourage projects that promote the pedestrian experience and enhance the streetscape.  
Staff believes that the Second Street elevation, utilizing a pedimented, symmetrical façade shown 
in the second BAR concept review of August 5, 2015 should be utilized.  This recommendation 
permits a visual dialogue between the pediments of the central mass and the south end that 
creates a more unified whole.  Because of the one way service streets and generous landscaping, 
the north elevation of the building will not be as visible from the Parkway and symmetry is not 
as important here. 
 
East Elevation 
The applicant has worked diligently to find design solutions to satisfy the concerns of the 
adjacent neighbors, particularly those immediately to the east and north.  One solution has been 
the introduction of a “townhouse” scale and lower overall height which closely reflect the 
adjacent 1970s townhouse forms with respect to massing, scale and architectural vocabulary.  
While the “Current” and “Current Alternate” rear elevations, which are very similar, may not be 
the most composed architecturally and appear as more of a collage, this approach responds to the 
context and the neighbors’ concerns and could be supported based on those reasons as the rear 
elevation on this private alley will be minimally visible from a public way.  Staff, therefore, 
supports the reduction in height for the majority of this elevation from four stories to three stories 
and the addition of terraces at the fourth story, based on the requests of the adjacent neighbors.  
This approach successfully reduces the overall building mass in the rear.  Additionally, the use of 
the “townhouse” module for the hyphens further reduces the scale of the rear elevation.   
 
While it may be stylistically preferable, in concept, to maintain the larger and more formal 
Colonial Revival forms on both the west elevation and the east elevation, the reduced scale and 
massing successfully addresses many of the concerns of the neighbors and relates to the adjacent 
context of the townhouse developments to the east.  The two sides are not visible at the same 
time and are similar enough that there will be no dramatic visual disruption to the overall 
architectural character as one walks by the building.  Staff notes that it will be important to 
warrant that the detailing related to the hyphens—the Juliet balconies, projecting bays and 
cornices—be high-quality and stylistically consistent to look integrated into the overall project.   
 
Proposed Staff Alternate 
As noted previously, the applicant has studied numerous alternatives and has done a remarkable 
job of making a formal composition with a clear architectural style out of what was, at best, a 
functional background building.  However, without meaning to create a camel, staff offers a 
potential hybrid that combines the best of the west elevation alternatives by taking the 
symmetrical center portion with the small flanking hyphens in the “Current Alternate” and 
replacing the north and south ends from the previous “Current Alternate” (see Figure 1 below.)  
Staff also recommends using the more formal south elevation of the second BAR work session 
on August 5, 2015 (Figure 2 below.)   
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Staff notes that when the central portion of the “Current Alternate” was moved one bay to the 
north, it freed the southwest corner of that primary building mass from the overlap of the hyphen 
and provided clear but smaller hyphen elements.  Staff recommends that these one bay wide 
hyphens be a different material or strongly different color so that the building reads as three 
distinctly separate but stylistically related components which would each be less than the 80’ x 
100’ visually footprint recommended by the Additional Standards – Washington Street.  This 
approach allows the massing of projects like Mason Hall and Potowmack Crossing multifamily 
buildings to have a common style and design elements and be up to five blocks long and four 
stories tall, yet still have a human scale for each segment. 
 
Staff recommends that the BAR endorse the following elevations with respect to height, 
mass, scale and general architectural character: 
 
 

 
Figure 1.  STAFF ALTERNATE for Washington Street (west) elevation. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2. STAFF RECOMMENDATION for south elevation from BAR concept II – August 5, 2015. 
 
Summary 
Staff continues to find the proposed new construction to be in keeping with the scale and 
character of this particular section of North Washington Street which is far removed from the 
landmark core around King Street.  The proposed scale and mass are generally appropriate for 
this location, which has a five story office building to the north, four story multifamily condo 
buildings to the south and 2 ½ to 4 story townhouses across the private alley to the east and 
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north.  There are no nearby buildings of historic merit, so the design’s focus must be on 
compatibility with the district overall as well as protection of the memorial character of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway.   
 
Staff compliments the applicant and their architect for multiple, thoughtful studies of alternatives 
that are trying to meet multiple, sometimes conflicting demands.  However, while the “Current” 
and “Current Alternate” schemes were useful in understanding different approaches to the 
project, they are not improvements.  The project should enhance and revive the urban design of 
the adjacent memorial traffic circle that previously existed in this location as the northern 
gateway to the City in the original 1932 Parkway design.   
 
 
III. WASHINGTON STREET STANDARDS  
 
Standards to Consider for a Certificate of Appropriateness on Washington Street 
In addition to the general BAR standards outlined in the Zoning Ordinance, and the Board’s 
Design Guidelines, the Board must also find that the Washington Street Standards are met.  A 
project located on Washington Street is subject to a higher level of scrutiny and design to ensure 
that the memorial character of the George Washington Memorial Parkway is protected and 
maintained based on the City’s 1929 Memorandum of Agreement with the federal government 
(Attachment #1).  Staff notes that there is no definition of Memorial Character in the 1929 
agreement and that this document does not reference architectural style, building size or use but 
the NPS staff did participate in the work group that developed the additional standards for 
Washington Street Standards in Sec. 10-105(A)(3) of the zoning ordinance in 2000.   
 
Staff has included the additional standards for Washington Street below.  Staff repeats the 
comments as to how the Standards are satisfied from the previous report as the current 
scheme does not substantively change the prior analysis regarding the overall project’s 
conformance with the standards.  
 
Washington Street Standards 
Alexandria Zoning Ordinance Sec. 10-105(A)(3): Additional standards—Washington Street. 
(a) In addition to the standards set forth in section 10-105(A)(2), the following standards shall 

apply to the construction of new buildings and structures and to the construction of additions 
to buildings or structures on lots fronting on both sides of Washington Street from the 
southern city limit line north to the northern city limit line: 
(1) Construction shall be compatible with and similar to the traditional building character, 

particularly including mass, scale, design and style, found on Washington Street on 
commercial or residential buildings of historic architectural merit.  

i. Elements of design consistent with historic buildings which are found on the street 
shall be emphasized.  

 
The proposed design intention is for a hotel designed in a Colonial Revival style.  
The George Washington Memorial Parkway was constructed in large part to 
transport visitors to Mt. Vernon and so buildings that have served the tourism and 
hospitality industries have been common since its opening in 1932.  The use of a 
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Colonial Revival vocabulary is an appropriate style both in general and specific to 
this site, the former Old Colony Inn, which was perhaps the Parkway’s best 
example of a roadside motel.  The elements of design consistent with historic 
buildings on Washington Street, (such as the Cotton Manufactory at 515 N 
Washington, the Courthouse at 200 S Washington, or the Paff Shoe Factory at 
520 S Washington), include the pediment, portico, multi-paned single windows, 
gable roof and other features. 

 
ii. New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall not, by their style, size, 

location or other characteristics, detract from, overwhelm, or otherwise intrude 
upon historic buildings which are found on the street.  

 
There are no nearby historic buildings, and the style, size and location of the 
proposed building does not detract from or overwhelm any historic buildings 
found on Washington Street.  The historic garden apartments to the north are far 
larger in size than the proposed hotel. 

 
iii. The design of new buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be 

complementary to historic buildings which are found on the street.  
 

While the proposal is technically an addition, it will effectively create the 
appearance of a new building.  However the Colonial Revival architectural 
character will complement historic buildings along the street, many of which are 
constructed in that particular style over a number of years.  

 
iv. The massing of new buildings or additions to existing buildings adjacent to 

historic buildings which are found on the street shall closely reflect and be 
proportional to the massing of the adjacent historic buildings.  

 
There are no adjacent historic buildings.  The proposed massing is less than many 
of the nearby late 20th century buildings, many of which are four, five and six 
stories in height and substantial in scale and massing. 

 
v. New buildings and additions to existing buildings which are larger than historic 

buildings which are found on the street shall be designed to look separate and 
shall not give the impression of collectively being more massive than such historic 
buildings. This design shall be accomplished through differing historic 
architectural designs, facades, setbacks, roof lines and styles. Buildings should 
appear from the public right-of-way to have a footprint no larger than 100 feet by 
80 feet. For larger projects, it is desirable that the historic pattern of mid-block 
alleys be preserved or replicated.  
 
The building footprint will remain unchanged from the current structure.  The 
overall mass is broken down due to setbacks along the building façade and the use 
of distinct building sections, distinguished by roof changes (flat, gable and 
hipped) as well as changes in architectural detailing (pediments and cornices). 
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vi. Applications for projects over 3,000 square feet, or for projects located within 66 

feet of land used or zoned for residential uses, shall include a building massing 
study. Such study shall include all existing and proposed buildings and building 
additions in the six block area as follows: the block face containing the project, 
the block face opposite, the two adjacent block faces to the north and the two 
adjacent block faces to the south.  
 
The applicant has included digital massing models of the surrounding blocks 
illustrating that the proposed massing is consistent with the context of this area of 
North Washington Street. 
 

vii. The massing and proportions of new buildings or additions to existing buildings 
designed in an historic style found elsewhere in along Washington Street shall be 
consistent with the massing and proportions of that style.  

 
The proposed massing of the building appropriately uses proper proportions for 
this style.  There are no exaggerated or over-scaled elements and the building is 
broken down into separate components, recalling a historic five part Palladian 
plan.  For example, the two-story porte-cochère is appropriately scaled for a four-
story building and the proportions are consistent with the Colonial Revival style. 

 
viii. New or untried approaches to design which result in new buildings or additions 

to existing buildings that have no historical basis in Alexandria or that are not 
consistent with an historic style in scale, massing and detailing, are not 
appropriate.  

 
The use of the Colonial Revival design has a strong foundation in Alexandria’s 
building traditions on Washington Street.   

 
(2) Facades of a building generally shall express the 20- to 40-foot bay width typically found 

on early 19th century commercial buildings characteristic of the Old and Historic 
Alexandria District, or the 15- to 20-foot bay width typically found on townhouses 
characteristic of the Old and Historic Alexandria District. Techniques to express such 
typical bay width shall include changes in material, articulation of the wall surfaces, 
changes in fenestration patterns, varying roof heights, and physical breaks, vertical as 
well as horizontal, within the massing.  

 
 The building features bay widths consistent with a commercial building in a Colonial 

Revival style.  Window tiers are approximately 10’ to 12’ on center and building blocks 
defined by façade setbacks are roughly 20 to 40 feet in width. 

 
(3) Building materials characteristic of buildings having historic architectural merit within 

the district shall be utilized. The texture, tone and color of such materials shall display a 
level of variety, quality and richness at least equal to that found abundantly in the 
historic setting. 
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 The materials proposed include high-quality, historically-appropriate materials generally 

found in the district such as red brick and a standing seam metal roof.  As new 
construction, the BAR’s policy also permits high-quality modern materials. 

 
(4) Construction shall reflect the traditional fenestration patterns found within the Old and 

Historic Alexandria District. Traditional solid-void relationships exhibited within the 
district's streetscapes (i.e., ratio of window and door openings to solid wall) shall be used 
in building facades, including first floor facades.  

 
 The proposed fenestration generally utilizes traditional solid-void relationships of 

“punched” windows within what appears to be a traditional load-bearing masonry 
construction form.   

 
(5) Construction shall display a level of ornamentation, detail and use of quality materials 

consistent with buildings having historic architectural merit found within the district. In 
replicative building construction (i.e., masonry bearing wall by a veneer system), the 
proper thicknesses of materials shall be expressed particularly through the use of 
sufficient reveals around wall openings.  

 
 The Board’s final approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness will require that high-

quality materials and appropriate detailing be used consistently throughout the project.  
The concept plans indicate that this will be fully met. 

 
(b) No fewer than 45 days prior to filing an application for a certificate of appropriateness, an 

applicant who proposes construction which is subject to this section 10-105(A)(3), shall meet 
with the director to discuss the application of these standards to the proposed development; 
provided, that this requirement for a preapplication conference shall apply only to the 
construction of 10,000 or more square feet of gross building area, including but not limited 
to the area in any above-ground parking structure. 

(c) No application for a certificate of appropriateness which is subject to this section 10-
105(A)(3) shall be approved by the Old and Historic Alexandria District board of 
architectural review, unless it makes a written finding that the proposed construction 
complies with the standards in section 10-105(A)(3)(a). 

(d) The director may appeal to city council a decision of the Old and Historic Alexandria 
District board of architectural review granting or denying an application for a certificate of 
appropriateness subject to this section 10-105(A)(3), which right of appeal shall be in 
addition to any other appeal provided by law.  

(e) The standards set out in section 10-105(A)(3)(a) shall also apply in any proceedings before 
any other governmental or advisory board, commission or agency of the city relating to the 
use, development or redevelopment of land, buildings or structures within the area subject to 
this section 10-105(A)(3). 

(f) To the extent that any other provisions of this ordinance are inconsistent with the provisions 
of this section 10-105(A)(3), the provisions of this section shall be controlling.  

(g) The director shall adopt regulations and guidelines pertaining to the submission, review and 
approval or disapproval of applications subject to this section 10-105(A)(3).  
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(h) Any building or addition to an existing building which fails to comply with the provisions of 
this paragraph shall be presumed to be incompatible with the historic district and 
Washington Street standards, and the applicant shall have the burden of overcoming such 
presumption by clear and convincing evidence.  

(i) The applicant for a special use permit for an increase in density above that permitted by 
right shall have the burden of proving that the proposed building or addition to an existing 
building provides clearly demonstrable benefits to the historic character of Washington 
Street, and, by virtue of the project's uses, architecture and site layout and design, materially 
advances the pedestrian-friendly environment along Washington Street.  

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
At this time, staff recommends endorsement of the height, scale, mass and general architectural 
character as noted above for the Staff Alternative west elevation, the August 5 south elevation, 
and the Current Alternate east elevation (except as modified to incorporate the taller north and 
south elevations).  It is recommended that the applicant continue to meet with BAR staff to 
refine the design during the DSUP review process.  Staff recommends the following refinements 
to enhance the design and architectural character prior to returning for the Certificate of 
Appropriateness: 
 

• Refine the at-grade garage entrance on the front elevation and use stylistically 
appropriate vents/screens for the parking area.  As mentioned previously, study the 
elimination of the parking garage entrance on the Washington Street elevation.  While 
this is an existing condition, it would improve the overall composition to remove this 
vehicular entry since there is also an entry on the rear elevation and it only provides 
access to a few parking spaces.  Additionally, the drawings show non-descript vented 
openings adjacent to the garage area on the front elevation.  While the need to properly 
ventilate this garage space is well understood, these elements should be intentionally 
designed, reading as doors or windows with stylistically appropriate metalwork. 

• Continue to refine window proportions and arrangement.  The windows above the porte-
cochère need further refinement, particularly the arrangement of the two smaller windows 
adjacent to a regular window. This is also an opportunity to do a feature window, typical 
of the Colonial Revival style.  As the design evolves, the applicant should continue to 
refine the fenestration and where appropriate, align windows.  The choice of eight lights 
over four lights for the attic windows needs additional study and while these smaller 
windows will likely be different from the rest of the windows, other options should be 
considered, such as multi-light casement windows or a different light configuration than 
8/4 which is rather uncommon. 

• Continue to refine the rear elevation.  While the current proposal addresses many of the 
concerns previously identified by the community, the applicant should continue to refine 
the “townhouse” elements to ensure that window types are appropriate for each particular 
section.  For example, the 8/8 window beneath single-light doors appears somewhat 
incongruous.  However, multi-light windows might be more appropriate for the enclosed 
porch elements.  As the design evolves it is important to maintain stylistic compatibility 
for the individual elements as well as be appropriate and balanced with the larger 
composition of the project. 
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• Continue to refine the north and south elevations.  Because the recommended scheme 
includes different versions for the front and rear elevations, the applicant should continue 
to refine these elevations so that the building reads as a clear entity, particularly on the 
south elevation which is substantially more visible from a public way. 

• Show location and type of signs proposed.  As this building will be so well-detailed and 
the architecture itself will convey its use, the signs must be carefully placed and 
consistent with the architectural style. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board endorse the concept proposal, finding the height, scale, mass 
and general architectural character to be appropriate and consistent with the letter and intent of 
the BAR’s Design Guidelines, the Washington Street Standards and the memorial character 
expressed in the 1929 Memorandum of Agreement.  Staff recommends that the applicant 
continue to refine the design to address the following prior to returning for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness: 

• Refine the at-grade garage entrance on the front elevation and use stylistically 
appropriate vents/screens for the parking area.  

• Continue to refine window proportions and arrangement.   
• Continue to refine the rear elevation. 
• Continue to refine the transition between the front and rear elevations at the north and 

south end elements.   
• Show location and type of signs proposed.   

 
Next Steps 
At this time, it is anticipated that the DSUP will be reviewed by Planning Commission and City 
Council in the winter of 2016.  Following City Council approval, the applicant would then return 
to the BAR later in winter with a formal application for a Certificate of Appropriateness.  The 
applicant should continue to work with staff as plans are refined to ensure continued 
conformance with BAR requirements and to make revisions based on the Board’s comments at 
the work sessions. 
 
STAFF 
Catherine K. Miliaras, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Al Cox, FAIA, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning & Zoning 
 
 
V. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS  
Legend: C - code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F- finding 
 
Code Administration (from previous report) 
F-1 The following comments are for site plan review only.  Once the applicant has filed for a 

building permit and additional information has been provided, code requirements will be 
based upon the building permit plans and the additional information submitted.   If there 
are any questions, the applicant may contact Charles Cooper, Plan Review Division at 
Charles.cooper@alexandriava.gov or 703-746-4197.  
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C-1 Building and trades permits are required for this project. A plan 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. 

 
C-2 New construction must comply with the current edition of the Uniform Statewide 

Building Code (USBC). 
 
C-3 Required means of egress shall be maintained at all times during construction, 

demolition, remodeling or alterations and additions to any building. 
 
C-4 Provisions shall be made to prevent the accumulation of water or damage to any 

foundation on the premises or adjoining property. 
 
C-5 Construction equipment and materials shall be stored and placed so as not to endanger the 

public, the workers or adjoining property for the duration of the construction project, 
materials and equipment shall not be placed or stored so as to obstruct access to fire 
hydrants, standpipes, fire or police alarm boxes, catch basins or manholes,  

 
C-6 During Construction dwellings shall have approved address numbers, building numbers 

or approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible 
for the street or road fronting the property. 

            shall be designed and constructed to resist the effects of flood hazards and flood loads. 
 
Transportation and Environmental Services (from previous report) 
R-1 The building permit must be approved and issued prior to the issuance of any permit for 

demolition. (T&ES) 
 
R-2 Applicant shall be responsible for repairs to the adjacent city right-of-way if damaged 

during construction activity. (T&ES) 
 
R-3 No permanent structure may be constructed over any existing private and/or public utility 

easements.  It is the responsibility of the applicant to identify any and all existing 
easements on the plan. (T&ES) 

 
R-4 Comply with all requirements of [DSP201-00043 ](TES) 
R-5 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) 

 
F-1 After review of the information provided, an approved grading plan is not required at this 

time.  Please note that if any changes are made to the plan it is suggested that T&ES be 
included in the review. (T&ES) 
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C-1 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria’s Solid Waste Control, Title 5, 
Chapter 1, which sets forth the requirements for the recycling of materials (Sec. 5-1-99). 
(T&ES) 

C-2 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria's Noise Control Code, Title 11, 
Chapter 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as measured at the property 
line. (T&ES) 
 

C-3 Roof, surface and sub-surface drains be connected to the public storm sewer system, if 
available, by continuous underground pipe.  Where storm sewer is not available applicant 
must provide a design to mitigate impact of stormwater drainage onto adjacent properties 
and to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation & Environmental Services.  
(Sec.5-6-224) (T&ES) 

 
C-4 All secondary utilities serving this site shall be placed underground. (Sec. 5-3-3) (T&ES) 
 
C-5 Any work within the right-of-way requires a separate permit from T&ES. (Sec. 5-2) 

(T&ES) 
 

C-6 All improvements to the city right-of-way such as curbing, sidewalk, driveway aprons, 
etc. must be city standard design. (Sec. 5-2-1) (T&ES) 

 
C-7  The owner shall obtain and maintain a policy of general liability insurance in the amount 

of $1,000,000 which will indemnify the owner (and all successors in interest); and the 
City as an Additional Insured, against claims, demands, suits and related costs, including 
attorneys’ fees, arising from any bodily injury or property damage which may occur as a 
result of the encroachment. (Sec. 5-29 (h)(1)) (T&ES) 

Please submit Insurance Certificate: 
City of Alexandria 
T&ES / Permit Section 
Attn:  Kimberly Merritt  
301 King Street, Room 4130 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

 
Alexandria Archaeology  
F-1 There is low potential for significant archaeological resources to be disturbed by this 

project.  No archaeological action is required. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1 – Minutes from June 17, 2015 Work Session 
2 – Minutes from September 2, 2015 Work Session 
3 – Supporting Materials  
4 – Application for 1101 North Washington St Concept Review Work Session 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 
BOARD ACTION on June 17, 2015: The OHAD BAR held a work session on the proposed 
development at 1101 N Washington St. and requested that the applicant return for an additional 
concept review work session. 

 
SPEAKERS 
Cathy Puskar, representing the applicant, introduced the project and spoke to the community 
outreach that was being undertaken as this project began. 

 
John Rust, project architect, gave a brief presentation and responded to questions.  He noted that 
the proposed project was in the same footprint and used the same structure as the existing 
building, except for the new porte cochere entrance on the east side. 

 
Scott Fleming, project architect, gave a brief presentation and responded to questions. 

 
Bud Marsten, 1172 North Pitt Street, stated that he would be significantly affected by the project.  
He had concerns about the height and lack of architectural interest on the rear elevation. 

 
Christa Watters, 1186 North Pitt Street, expressed concern about having a large commercial 
building so close to their townhouses.  She acknowledged that the setback only applies to a 
commercial building and that the existing building was ugly but she requested a deferral for 
further study. 

 
Elizabeth Sproul, 1128 North Pitt Street, stated that other nearby buildings were too massive and 
should not be models for this project.  

 
Joan Drury, 1030 North Royal Street, expressed concern about the overdevelopment of Old 
Town North to expand the City’s tax base. 

 
Poul Hertel, 3716 Carriage House Road, stated that the GWMP was a national park.  He 
explained that the building would frame the traffic circle and was a nice building but that the 
back side needed work, and that should have good materials.  He liked the scheme with the 
center portion of the building painted white. 

 
Beth Atami, Canal Way resident, stated that the process seemed backward because it did not 
make sense to approve demolition without considering the new concept. 
 
Jean Bosely, 528 Belle View Place, stated that her community had not yet met with the 
applicant. 

 
Caitlin Riley, 1164 North Pitt Street, expressed concern about the ability to make changes if the 
BAR approved the design. 

 
Mr. Cox explained the BAR concept review process.  He explained that demolition was a 
separate item in the ordinance and was reviewed first because it would be a waste of time to 
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review the design of a new building if demolition of the existing one is denied.  He further 
explained that the application was very early in the review process and that the BAR was only 
giving comments to the applicant at this stage and that there was no binding BAR vote until after 
City Council approval of the DSUP. 

 
Stephan Pisani, National Park Service, stated that they were concerned with the overall mass of 
this building and the effect on the whole of this portion of North Washington Street if every 
building is built to the 50’ height limit. 

 
BOARD DISCUSSION 
Mr. Carlin noted that the applicant and architect have made a commitment to work with the 
community.  He supported the height, scale, mass and general architectural character.  He agreed 
with the staff recommendations, specifically: use arches at the restaurant, study changes to the 
garage, embrace the Greek Revival and Federal Revival styles, create a true and differentiated 
attic story, work on the rear elevations, consider setting back the upper story on the rear 
elevation. 

 
Ms. Roberts asked what aspects would be refined with the neighbors.  Ms. Puskar stated that as 
this was the beginning of the review process and they still had not had an opportunity to meet 
with all of the neighbors, so it would be premature to state what would change.  Ms. Roberts 
found the mass and scale to be acceptable but inquired about adjusting the height of the hyphens.  
She expressed a preference for the original scheme but liked the arched windows for the 
restaurant.  She did not favor the center white portion. 

 
Ms. Miller stated she was sympathetic to the neighbor’s concerns because the proposal seemed 
to double the height.  She inquired whether the proposal was within the permitted FAR.  Ms. 
Puskar responded it was actually just below the permitted by-right FAR.  She agreed that the 
choice of materials was very important. 

 
Mr. von Senden recommended that the applicant continue to meet with the neighbors.  He also 
inquired about the comments submitted by NPS (see above under SPEAKERS).  He stated that 
the alternatives for the front elevation show variations that could be applied to the rear/east 
elevation to reduce the apparent scale of the structure for the neighbors.  He noted that this 
project was within the 50 feet permitted height limit.  He also commented that the question of the 
zone transition setback was a matter for the Planning Commission.  He appreciated the attempt to 
vary the heights.  He preferred Alternative 1 because the white fourth floor on the hyphens 
accentuated the perception of differing heights.  He also recommended considering a setback at 
the 4th story.  He preferred a strong cornice at the restaurant instead of the arches.  He noted that 
high-quality materials would be required.  He thought this could be a successful project but 
recommended an additional concept review work session. 

 
Chairman Fitzgerald stated his support for the mass and scale.  He recommended further work on 
the rear elevation and wanted to see high-quality materials. 

 
Mr. Carlin made a motion to defer endorsement of the height, scale, mass and general 
architectural character until the applicant has had the opportunity to meet with all interested 
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neighbors and make refinements.  Ms. Roberts seconded the motion and it passed, 5-0. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 
BOARD ACTION on September 2, 2015: The BAR held a work session to discuss the 
proposed development project at 1101 N Washington St. 

 
SPEAKERS 
The applicant, represented by Rust Orling Architects, gave a presentation on the proposal. 

 
Stephen Pisani, representing the National Park Service, had concerns on massing and overall 
scale, particularly its effect on Washington Street.  He said that he would like the wings lowered 
to allow main portion to be more prominent.  
 
Chris Newbury, 1206 N Pitt Street, appreciated effort the applicant made to communicate the 
changes.  Mr. Newbury felt that the height of Harris building to the north was a mistake that 
should not be repeated, finding it ironic that the Board opposed a sign on the Harris building 
because it detracted from the Washington Street character, but that doubling a hotel’s size in this 
project would be in keeping with the memorial character of the Parkway.  He felt the revised 
“notch” on the rear would hardly be noticeable from their homes and that air circulation, 
sunlight, and views of Masonic Temple are benefits to their property that cannot be replaced by 
another restaurant in neighborhood.  He appreciated effort to blend the architectural features, but 
that did not detract from the fact this is still a proposed four story building rising up from asphalt 
parking lot.  
 
Andrea Haslinger, 522 Bellvue Place, deferred to Chris Newbury as representative. 
 
Morrill E. Marston, 1172 N Pitt Street, said he lives 60 feet from back of Old Colony Inn. He 
and other neighbors have hired an architect to provide written comments on proposal and has 
submitted a signed petition with their comments to the Board.  He pointed out that the front 
façade is not symmetrical, per Colonial Revival standards.  He felt the individual façade 
transitions were poorly articulated and not legible from the street, while the rear façade has more 
ornamentation and detail.  He said that the non-conformance with the transition zone setback line 
affects the mass of the building and the neighborhood deserves more than just average 
architecture. 
 
Elizabeth Chimento, 1200 N Pitt Street, said the mass of proposed hotel addition overwhelms the 
property, as evidenced by its encroachment in the transitional zone setback in two of the three 
sectors.  In particular, she felt the height of the building dwarfed the townhomes located behind 
it, creating a canyon effect.  Architecturally, the proposed hotel front appears to maintain the 
character of the parkway because it has flow, symmetry, balance, and grace.  However the back 
elevation demonstrates no reference to the front with its conscious and painful attempt to 
replicate features of townhomes and the effect of those behind. 
 
Elizabeth Sproul, 1128 N Pitt Street, said that the building is high compared to other buildings in 
the area. She reiterated that the Harris building should not be a precedent. Liberty Row is also 
tall, but has varying heights, like the entire parkway. She would like to see varied height in this 
building and more ground improvements on the rear to balance out extra height. 
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Jesus Medraino, represents Potomac Shores Condo, said the scale is too big, not symmetrical, 
and two wings are too big.  
 
Gary Solis, 522 Bellvue Place, told the Board that while this group may be viewed as 
homeowner NIMBYS, that is an incorrect view because we all acknowledge something will be 
built here, but the question is what it will be.  The neighborhood wants something smaller, 
particularly lower in height, but the developers so far have not considered this possibility to be 
financially feasible for them. He said that he and others have an emotional investment in their 
homes that is not only financial.  He expressed concern at the loss of air, view, and sunlight that 
would be a result of the proposed construction.  
 
Viesturs Lenss, 521 Bellvue Place, asked that the addition maintain a smaller scale - just like at 
Abingdon Drive sign (Harris Building).  He felt the applicant needs to show more clearly how 
proposed building compares to existing height and massing.  
 
Linda Lord, 600 Second St #202, expressed concern over the scale in length and width to 
property and lack of underground parking. She felt the front is disjointed and without symmetry 
or attractive design, with doors that appear to be randomly located.  She said the loading dock on 
the front would not be conducive to the clientele one would seek here.   However, the Second 
Street façade concerns her the most due to the location of her property.  The rear façade is 
disjointed due to modern windows of different sizes and the railings appear to be very industrial 
grade appearance.  She preferred the appearance of Liberty row across the street, which has more 
classic and traditional designed railings.  
 
James Herring, 525 Bellvue Place, stated the crux of the matter is that the proposal is too large 
for this property. Architects have done their best, but the size of building is the issue. Developer 
and community will not see eye to eye. 
 
Poul Hertel, 3716 Carriage House Court, Fairfax County, stated that the concept review is 
problematic.  He further felt that Alexandria is straying far from 1929 letter and standards and 
that the articulation on the building was not well designed and it looks like one building.  
 
Andrea Hesslinger, Bellvue Place, asked the Board why not wait to review this proposal until the 
new area plan is adopted.  She said that this project is a big deal for the neighborhood and if it 
complies with new plan, there may not be as much opposition as there is now.  She felt that 
Washington Street should be a small scale street. 
 
BOARD DISCUSSION 
Mr. Neale recused himself. 
 
Ms. Finnigan thanked the attendees for staying here late.  She told the applicant that he precedent 
photographs were quite helpful.  She asked the width of alley behind this building, to which the 
applicant responded will be a 22 feet drive aisle which is typical for two eleven foot drive lanes 
and a standard for EVE’s.  The applicant further clarified that from the proposed building face to 
the neighbor’s garden walls would be 70 feet, with 66 feet being the standard distance between 
building faces in Old Town.  Ms. Finnigan suggested considering sunlight studies to help inform 
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the adjacent neighbors.  She asked the applicant to explain the reasoning for doors on the façade, 
to which the applicant responded, they were to make it appear like rowhomes and they will be 
operating doors.  Ms. Finnigan noted the applicant’s positive effort to center the main block on 
the circle drive and thought the asymmetrical lengths of wings is a positive feature in this 
because it breaks of the scale versus two matching length wings on either side.  She generally 
supported the main block at 50 feet tall, but would like to see if wings could be reduced in height 
to emphasize centerpiece and assuage neighbors. 
 
Ms. Kelley felt the applicant had made great improvements since the last review.  She asked the 
applicant to clarify where service doors are located, to which the applicant responded they 
moved them because they felt that is where the community wanted them. Ms. Kelley liked the 
added windows on south elevation of the restaurant because it looked more open.  She asked if 
the changes to east elevation (alley) were made in response to concerns from the neighbors, to 
which the applicant responded yes.  She was glad the serpentine parking screening wall remained 
and suggested lowering the wing height to make neighbors happier. 
 
Mr. Carlin expressed enthusiasm at the applicant’s commitment to restoring the serpentine wall 
and traffic circle that was originally part of Parkway design.  He felt that all sides of the building 
do not always have to be the same and agreed with the other Board members’ comments about 
lowering the wings.  He voiced appreciation for everything the neighborhood has said.  
 
M. Miller said that her comments were not directed at Mr. Rust, because she thought he had 
made good progress, but she was concerned that no one spoke in favor of the project, whereas on 
other projects, there is generally some opposition and some support.  She reminded the applicant 
that the investors will profit, but the homeowners will not and she would like to see the applicant 
work out issues with the neighborhood first.  
 
Ms. Roberts appreciated the precedent pictures and felt the general character was successful and 
the design elegant.  She said that the mass and scale of middle portion works, but suggested that 
the building would benefit from reduced hyphens to make it not feel overwhelming, as it is a 
very long building.  
 
Mr. von Senden stated that the National Park Service had telling comment – that from 
Washington Street, the proposed building is a level mass all the way across and there have been 
lots of comments about varying that mass.  In his opinion, the end wings function as anchors, but 
there could be some articulation on west elevation facing Washington Street, similar to what is 
shown on the east elevation.  He was surprised that Mr. Hertel did not point out that the alley 
elevation comes closer to the Washington Street standards than does the Washington Street 
elevation.  Mr. von Senden liked the formality of the front and found the revised center element 
very successful.  While he liked the refinements to the restaurant, he agreed with the majority 
that the wings need some articulation or lowering in mass.  He is not offended by one wing being 
longer than the other but noted balance is required.  He called for a motion to support the center 
mass, height, and rear elevation, with the applicant to restudy the wings.  The Board voted 5-1-1, 
with Ms. Miller voting in opposition and Mr. Neale recused. 
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Board of Architectural Review Old and Historic District 
Project Update 

1101 N. Washington Street 
November 9, 2015 

 

On September 21, 2015, the Applicant submitted Concept III to be discussed by the BAR in a work 
session originally scheduled for October 21, 2015. The revisions reflected in the September 21, 2015 
BAR submission include: 

• Modification of the front façade to provide setbacks between the center mass and the mass at the 
end of each wing for greater emphasis on the height variation as viewed from Washington Street. 

• Modification of the rear façade to reduce the height of the wings at each end and adjustment to 
the entrance location. 

• Modification to the north and south façades to reflect the reduction in the height of the wings in 
the rear. 

• Reduction in the number of proposed hotel rooms from 111 originally to 104 in the last version to 
95 rooms. 

• Reduction in the square footage of the building addition from approximately 34,000 sq. ft. in the 
original plan to approximately 30,000 sq. ft. in the new plan. 

• Reduction in the height and extent of the requested setback modification at the line of zone 
transition. 

• Reconfiguration of the parking in the rear to maintain the 26’ drive aisle. (This has reduced the 
number of on-site parking spaces from 69 to 62). 

• Addition of a sidewalk along the rear of the building near the rear entrance. 
• Addition of landscaping along the rear of the building and at the north end adjacent to the loading 

area. 
 
Based on additional feedback from the community, the Applicant deferred the BAR meeting to December 
2, 2015 to provide additional time to study an alternative to the September 21, 2015 proposal to further 
respond to their comments. The Applicant met with the community on November 2, 2015 to present the 
alternate, which includes the following revisions:  

 The north and south ends of the building have been lowered to 3 stories and their associated roof 
forms removed.   

 The total gsf has been reduced by approximately 3,000 sq. ft., for a building addition of 
approximately 27,000 sq. ft.   

 The main entrance feature has been shifted to the north approximately 12' in the process to align 
with the new massing.   

 The unit count remains at 95 units, but with reduced amenity areas.   
 The restaurant has been moved from Second Street and is now internal to the hotel, located to the 

north of the building entrance, and accessed from inside the hotel only. 
 
The community responded that they were still not satisfied with the changes and asked that the building 
be lowered further. While either option (September 21, 2015 or November 2, 2015) is feasible, the 
Applicant submits that the September 21, 2015 proposal best meets the Washington Street Guidelines and 
the Old Town North Urban Design Guidelines. 
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ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 

TAX MAP AND PARCEL:                              ZONING: 

APPLICATION FOR:  check all that apply)

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

PERMIT TO MOVE, REMOVE, ENCAPSULATE OR DEMOLISH
(Required if more than 25 square feet of a structure is to be demolished/impacted)

WAIVER OF VISION CLEARANCE REQUIREMENT and/or YARD REQUIREMENTS IN A VISION 
CLEARANCE AREA (Section 7-802, Alexandria 1992 Zoning Ordinance)

WAIVER OF ROOFTOP HVAC SCREENING REQUIREMENT
(Section 6-403(B)(3), Alexandria 1992 Zoning Ordinance)

Applicant: Property Owner  Business (Please provide business name & contact person)

Name:                  

Address:

City: State:    Zip:

Phone: ____________________ E-mail :   ssd

Authorized Agent (if applicable): Attorney      Architect       

Name: Phone: ___________________

E-mail:_______________________

Legal Property Owner:

Name:                  

Address:

City: State:    Zip:

Phone: __________________ E-mail: __________________

Yes    No Is there an historic preservation easement on this property?
Yes    No If yes, has the easement holder agreed to the proposed alterations? 
Yes    No Is there a homeowner’s association for this property?
Yes    No If yes, has the homeowner’s association approved the proposed alterations?

If you answered yes to any of the above, please attach a copy of the letter approving the project.

BAR Case # _________________

"CONCEPT PLAN"

CD044.04-05-02

CIA Colony Inn LLC

3147 Woodland Lane

Alexandria VA 22309

?????? ??????

???

Alexandria VA 22309

3147 Woodland Lane

CIA Colony Inn LLC

John Rust, Rust Orling Architecture 703-836-3205

jrust@rustorling.com

1101 N. Washington Street

703-836-1634 sbannister@CAPINVESTAD.com

VA 22309

1101 N. Washington St.

703-836-1634 sbannister@CAPINVESTAD.com
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NATURE OF PROPOSED WORK: Please check all that apply

NEW CONSTRUCTION
EXTERIOR ALTERATION: Please check all that apply.

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

ADDITION
DEMOLITION/ENCAPSULATION
SIGNAGE

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

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

       N/A
Survey plat showing the extent of the proposed demolition/encapsulation.
Existing elevation drawings clearly showing all elements proposed for demolition/encapsulation.
Clear and labeled photographs of all elevations of the building if the entire structure is proposed 
to be demolished.
Description of the reason for demolition/encapsulation.
Description of the alternatives to demolition/encapsulation and why such alternatives are not 
considered feasible.

BAR Case # _________________

This project consists of the construction of an approximately 32,000 square foot addition to the approximately 30,000 square
foot existing building to create a 104 room hotel with amenities including a restaurant and meeting facilities.  The addition will
add two stories above the existing two story hotel within the 50' height limit.  The new exterior skin will provide compliance with 
the Washington Street Standards and Guidelines.  Frontage improvements such as increased screening for parking and the 
reduction of paved areas will reinforce the frame for the landscaped gateway at the north entrance to Old Town on the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway.  
Since the previous BAR work session, refinements have been made to the elevations based on comments received from BAR 
members and the community. Those refinements include: 
. Modifying the center roof mass from a gable roof with parapets and false chimneys on each end to a hip roof. The fifth floor
terrace and the associated elevator overrun have been removed in the process of making the adjustment. 
. Modifying the Washington street facade cornice lines based on comments received at the BAR hearing. 
. Modifying the rear elevation, including providing set backs at the top floor and breaking up the elevation into individual
facades to better relate to the townhouses to the rear.

See attached project description on page-7A
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: 
This project has been previously endorsed for the center mass, height, and rear elevation, with 
instructions to restudy the wings. Since the previous BAR work session, refinements have been made 
to the elevations based on comments received from BAR members and the community. Those 
refinements include: 

Modifications made for the 2nd BAR Concept work session: 
•         Modifying the center roof mass from a gable roof with parapets and false chimneys on each 
end to a hip roof. The fifth floor terrace and the associated elevator overrun have been removed in 
the process of making the adjustment. 
•         Modifying the Washington street facade cornice lines based on comments received at the BAR 
hearing. 
•         Modifying the rear elevation, including providing set backs at the top floor and breaking up the 
elevation into individual facades to better relate to the townhouses to the rear. 
Modifications made for the 3rd BAR Concept work session: 
•         Modifying the front façade to provide setbacks between the center mass and the mass at the 
end of each wing for greater emphasis on the height variation as viewed from Washington Street. 
•         Modifying the rear façade to reduce the height of the wings at each end and adjust the 
entrance location. 
•         Modifying the north and south façade to reflect the reduction in the height of the wings in the 
rear. 
The revisions to the project since the first BAR worksession have reduced the proposed addition to 
the existing approx. 30,000 s.f. building from an approx. 34,000 s.f. addition to approximately 30,000 
s.f.  The proposed room count has gone from 111 to 95 room as well.   
The addition provides a varied roofline with a maximum of two additional stories above the existing 
two story hotel within the 50' height limit.  The new exterior skin will provide compliance with the 
Washington Street Standards and Guidelines.  Frontage improvements such as increased screening 
for parking and the reduction of paved areas will reinforce the frame for the landscaped gateway at 
the north entrance to Old Town on the George Washington Memorial Parkway.    
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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 3 complete 8 1/2” x 11” sets.  Additional copies may be 
requested by staff for large-scale development projects or projects fronting Washington Street. Check N/A if an item 
in this section does not apply to your project.

       N/A
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.
Clear and labeled photographs of the site, surrounding properties and existing structures, if 
applicable.
Existing elevations must be scaled and include dimensions.
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.

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 N/A if an item in this section does 
not apply to your project.

      N/A
Linear feet of building: Front:  Secondary front (if corner lot):  .
Square feet of existing signs to remain: .     
Photograph of building showing existing conditions.
Dimensioned drawings of proposed sign identifying materials, color, lettering style and text.
Location of sign (show exact location on building including the height above sidewalk).
Means of attachment (drawing or manufacturer’s cut sheet of bracket if applicable).
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 N/A if an item in this section does not apply to your project.

      N/A
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.

BAR Case # _________________
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ALL APPLICATIONS: Please read and check that you have read and understand the following items:

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.)

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.

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

I understand that any revisions to this initial application submission (including applications deferred 
for restudy) must be accompanied by the BAR Supplemental form and 3 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 AUTHORIZED AGENT:

Signature: 

Printed Name: 

Date:

BAR Case # _________________

JOHN RUST

05/18/15August 3, 2015September 21, 2015
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