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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 
 
1124-1138 N. Stuart Street – Ballston Oak Townhomes (SP #436) 
SPRC Meeting #2 
September 21, 2015 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Jane Siegel, Chair; Rosemary Ciotti, Brian Harner; 
James Schroll 
 

 

MEETING AGENDA  
This was the second SPRC meeting for the new site plan request, SP #436, Ballston Oak 
Townhomes.  SPRC Chair, Jane Siegel, opened the meeting with introductions amongst the 
committee and attendees.  The applicant presented revisions to the proposal, made in 
response to feedback received at the first SPRC meeting as well as a presentation of the 
remaining items on the SPRC agenda.   
 
The major changes to the original proposal are as follows: 

 Eliminated the following modifications of use: 
o Trellis side yard setback 
o Side yard setback 
o Screen wall height 
o Parking space encroachment into the rear yard, for two of the three visitor 

spaces; 

 Added permeable pavers and stormwater planters; 

 Increased width of planting strip between the front stoop and the sidewalk from 11 
inches to three feet; 

 Removed roof terraces from Buildings 1 and 2; 

 Lowered stoop height for some units; 

 Changed building material of Building 3 to brick; 

 Added balconies on Building 4; and 

 Maintained existing curb on N. Stuart Street. 
 
After the presentation, the SPRC discussed the following topics.  
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SPRC DISCUSSION 
 
Site Design and Characteristics 

 Would the use of silva cells be appropriate here?  Is there adequate soil volume to 
support growth of proposed trees?  What type of street trees are proposed?  How tall 
will these trees get? 

o Silva cells aren’t needed in this application.  Applicant will explore the use of 
structured soils for the sidewalk landscaping.   

o Swamp white oak trees are proposed for the streetscape, at the 
recommendation of County staff. 

o Trees would reach 30-60’ in height at maturity. 

 What is proposed for the existing large tree on the site?  What is staff’s position on 
removal of the tree? 

o Existing tree (approx.. 36” in diameter) is currently located where the center of 
the interior drive aisle is proposed; its critical root zone encompasses roughly 
1/3 of the site area. 

o While urban forestry staff would have been happy to see the tree preserved, 
they recognize that keeping it in its current location would severely constrain 
redevelopment of the site. 

o Applicant indicated the tree is estimated to be 90+ years old and likely at the end 
of its lifespan. 

 When were existing townhomes developed on the block?  We should expect future 
turnover of existing housing stock in this area. 

o Most of the existing townhouse projects were approved in the late 1970’s, 
1980’s, and 1990’s.  A more recent approval occurred in 2005. 

  
Transportation 

 How many residents currently have permit parking?  
o Staff will find out how many existing residents of the site have parking permits. 

 Removal of six on-street parking spaces is going to be a loss in this neighborhood. 
o Change to on-street parking is due to Fire Department access requirement.  

Originally this requirement would have changed the curbline on the west side of 
N. Stuart Street; staff worked with Fire Dept. to restore curbline and reduce 
required width for fire access from 26’ to 22’.  Fire Department requirement is 
due to the height of the proposed buildings, the type of truck that would be 
deployed, and the room needed for maneuvering and equipment.  

o Residents of the new buildings would not be eligible for residential parking 
permits.  

 Remainder of the block has not yet developed.  We are setting the pattern here for how 
the rest of the block will look.  How much width is actually needed to have on-street 
parking on both sides of the street?  This will remain a 15’ wide yield street at the other 
end of the block. 
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o Approximately 36’ of road width is needed, curb to curb, to accommodate street 
parking on both sides of N. Stuart Street. 

 Hope to see a reduction in the amount of parking in the future with increased density 
o Staff is currently evaluating our residential parking requirements 

 
Open Space 

 Has the applicant looked at the neighborhood parks and considered what resources are 
available for residents to utilize? Staff should make sure that consideration of parks and 
community resources is a component of the revised site plan agenda. 

o Proposal is an urban location and people will likely use local amenities 
o Ballston, Quincy Park, Lacey Woods Park, and the nearby bike path are local 

options.  Clarenford Station Park is also nearby.    
 

Other Comments/Wrap-up 
 Proposed permeable pavers require maintenance to work properly.  Has the applicant 

considered how these would be maintained? 
o Development would have maintenance staff, managed by the homeowners 

association. 
 Has the applicant considered how to incorporate accessible features? Universal design 

elements?  Please look at door widths, reinforced bathroom walls, zero threshold 
showers, and stove design as you move forward. 

o Applicant indicated door widths would be at least 2’10” wide and would consider 
other accessibility features. 

o Units with elevators would be accessible from threshold of the garage. 
 Applicant has been very responsive to committee concerns, streetscape has improved, 

and proposal fits with the neighborhood.   However, proposed removal of on-street 
parking remains a concern. 

 Commend applicant on utilization of green roofs and bioretention planters.  Continue to 
think about where residents will recreate. 

 Architecture is greatly improved since last meeting; desire remains for more refined rear 
elevation of Building 4. 

 Pleasant looking project.  Be sure to provide information about soil volumes, should be 
closer to 1000 cubic feet.   

 County should not be widening streets.  Can’t we get narrower fire trucks? 
 
NEXT STEPS 
The SPRC review is complete.  At the earliest, the proposal can proceed to the Planning 
Commission and County Board in November 2015.       


