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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
 
Shively Duplex (SP #415) 
SPRC Meeting #1 
September 3, 2013 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Rosemary Ciotti, Nancy Iacomini  
 
 
MEETING AGENDA  
This was the first SPRC meeting for the current submission of the Shively Duplex (a previous 
submission in 2011 was discussed at one SPRC meeting and subsequently withdrawn).  Staff 
gave a presentation providing the statistics of the proposed development, information on the 
zoning context, relevant planning documents, redevelopment context, and preliminary issues 
identified.  The applicant gave a presentation on the proposed development including proposed 
architecture and materials.   
 
SPRC DISCUSSION 
 
Land Use & Zoning 

• Staff provided background on the development context of the block and the 
surrounding blocks and posed the question of whether new development should 
conform to the development type on the subject block (25-ft setbacks, single-family and 
two-family style development), or to the development type on surrounding blocks 
(denser, three and four-story townhouses sited at the back of sidewalk).   

• General consensus from SPRC members was that new development should conform to 
the latter.   

• SPRC members mentioned several examples of new development in North Ballston, for 
which this site plan should look for inspiration: the 1100 block of N. Utah Street; a 
brown clapboard house north of 11th Street, and a townhouse/bungalow on Stuart 
Street done by Mickey Simpson Builders.   

 
Site Design & Characteristics 

• Building should be moved closer to the back of sidewalk to facilitate a more walkable, 
urban streetscape similar to those on adjacent blocks containing townhouse 
development type.  

 
Building Design 

• Discussion on height impacts of proposed development given it would be the tallest 
structure on the block frontage: 
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o Staff mentioned that the proposed height of 43.8 feet is within the height limit 
set for the “R15-30T” District.   

o An SPRC member suggested that there be different treatment for the first and 
fourth floors of the building to break up the verticality.  The applicant responded 
that the banding treatment between the first and second floors is intended to 
accomplish this.  

• An SPRC member mentioned the need for improvement on architectural design and 
materials for the rear façade.   

• SPRC members mentioned that the architecture presentation for this project could be 
improved.  Renderings showing colors and materials are requested.   

• Several elements to improve the architecture were suggested: 
o Front entrances are separated but could be combined to create a single-family 

look 
o A porch could be included 
o  Window styles should be carried around the entire façade 
o Covering over the porch should conform with Federalist styles 
o Reconsider use of precast material  
o Consider alternate roof design (peaked roof vs. flat roof)  

 
Transportation 

• Staff provided commentary on the MTP streetscape, and the applicants’ commitment to 
dedicate an easement to achieve this streetscape in the future.   

o Questions were raised about whether the MTP streetscape could be built at this 
time.  Given that the project frontage is only 56 feet, staff determined that an 
easement would be acceptable.   

o Questions were raised about whether County funds would be available to 
improve the entire block frontage to the MTP streetscape.  Staff responded that 
it was not something that has been identified as a priority.    

o A question was raised about whether it would be possible to widen the alley 
adjacent to the site.   

 
Open Space 

• Rear lot line Silver Maple: 
o The question was raised about whether it was worth adjusting the site design to 

accommodate a tree that may not survive construction.  
o A question was asked of staff about whether grading over the roots of the 

subject tree would kill it.  Staff will provide answer at the next meeting.   
 
 
NEXT STEPS 

• Applicant to provide 3D renderings of site plan, and provide additional details on 
architecture proposal.  
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• Next meeting discussion on architecture, site design and open space, and construction 
issues.   

 


