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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Queen’s Court (1801 N. Quinn St.) – APAH  
Site Plan Review Committee Meeting #2  
November 14, 2016 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Elizabeth Gearin, Jane Siegel, Erik Gutshall, Nancy 
Iacomini 

 

 

MEETING AGENDA 
The second meeting of the SPRC for the Queen’s Court site plan began with quick introductions 
by the chair and an overview of the agenda.  The agenda began with a presentation from staff 
providing information requested by SPRC members at the previous meeting, including 
information on the AHIF loan application process and historic preservation as it relates to the 
site.  Next, the applicant (APAH) provided a presentation covering updates to the plan made 
since the last SPRC meeting, and covering new information related to the agenda topics.  The 
SPRC then asked questions of staff and the applicant.  The SPRC discussion centered on 
architecture and building design, and historic preservation.  Finally, audience members were 
allowed to provide comments during the meeting wrap up.    
 
SPRC DISCUSSION 
 
Discussion on Architecture and Historic Preservation: 

• What is the applicant’s architectural response to the historic preservation guidance?  Is it just 
reuse of existing materials?  Can the architecture for the new building include detailing of 
historic elements from the existing buildings? 

o APAH will incorporate existing materials in the private courtyard area, which will 
include a plaque commemorating the Queen’s Court buildings.  

o The architect is concerned about referencing the historic properties in a proper 
manner; if the references are done in too haphazard a manner we could end up with a 
pastiche that no one is satisfied with.  

• The windows on the existing buildings contain interesting design details.  Can some of these 
be replicated on the windows in the new building? 

o Probably not, because CAF units have windows that are set back from the facades, 
and therefore are not conducive to these types of design details.  

• Can red brick be used to break up some of the expanses of pale brick and fiber cement?  
• There needs to be more contrast on the windows and on the upper part of the building.  
• Since there will not be reuse of existing materials at the Wilson School, there needs to be 

clear reuse of materials on this site.  
• The small retaining wall that separates the park from the private courtyard could be made 

from the reused brick. 
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• What about referencing the existing courtyard between the three buildings somehow in the 
new development?  This could be done through landscaping primarily.  

o The architect is concerned that the open lawn concept, with minimalist pathways 
between the buildings, with large tree plantings cannot be replicated given the 
proposed building program.  

o If the space were available to replicate the garden apartment landscaping, which can 
only be achieved through a specific building siting, then this could be a good way to 
go.  However, that is probably not going to be available at this site.  

• Concern about the window patterning, with the randomly placed columns of windows.  Is 
there a functional/structural reason for this?   

• Concern about the angling of the building base along the 18th Street façade at the corner with 
Quinn.  This will result in an awkward oversized sidewalk type area of the streetscape along N. 
Quinn St.  Can the ground floor plane be squared off and the upper floors angled instead?  

o This will be a busy intersection, so the enlarged sidewalk will not become unused space.  
Applicant’s program is to have only the ground floor plane angled so that the park is visible 
from the corner of 18th and Quinn.   

• Can the rooftop ever be used as an amenity space?  
o Not likely, because new elevators would need to be constructed to carry people up to the 

roof.   
 

Wrap up comments: 
• The Key Boulevard elevation is a vast improvement from the previous meeting.  Looks very good. 

o There is an opportunity to provide an architectural feature at the corner of Key and 
Quinn.   

• The buff colored brick looks good at this site.   
o The building’s modern design is appreciated.  

• The sidewalks comply with the plan now, which is good because there will be a high capacity of 
pedestrians at this site.   

o Disagreement with the previous statement about the sidewalk size at the corner of Quinn 
and 18th.   

o Is there an opportunity for guest bike racks on the 18th or Quinn streetscapes? 
• Would like to see amenity spaces on the roof.  

o The ‘bulb’ area at the corner of Quinn and 18th will be a desert.  It will become a dead 
plaza.  It should at least be planted up to keep it attractive.   

o There should be a sharper contrast between the brick colors on the facades.  
• Who does what and when with the park?   

o Concern that the aluminum element at the corner of Key and N. Quinn street does not 
relate at all to the building.   

• The park will be county owned (under easement) property – there should be active uses proposed 
at the park.   

o Will the aluminum windows on the existing buildings be reused?  
 


