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SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY 

 

750 N. Glebe Road/Mazda Block – BF Saul  
Site Plan Review Committee Meeting #1 
November 18, 2015 
Planning Commissioners in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini, Steve Cole, Jane Siegel, Chris Forinash, 
James Schroll  

 

 

MEETING AGENDA 
The first meeting of the SPRC for the Mazda Block project included several presentations.  First, 
staff gave an overview of the site and vicinity’s existing conditions and built context, and then an 
overview of the planning context in the vicinity.  Next, the applicant provided a presentation of 
their proposed rezoning and site plan.  Finally, staff gave a presentation of the staff analysis of the 
site plan and rezoning, including preliminary issues identified.  Following the presentations, the 
SPRC discussed Land Use and Zoning for the site, with particular emphasis on the applicant’s 
proposed zoning of RA4.8.   
 
SPRC DISCUSSION 
Q&A on Presentations: 

• The west side of Glebe Road is shown as commercial on the Ballston Sector Plan concept 
plan, and so land use should be primarily commercial.  

o The BSP was superseded for the west side of N. Glebe Road by the W. Ballston Land 
Use Study, which recommended the west side of Glebe Road be re-classified on the 
GLUP as High-Medium Residential Mixed-Use.  This category, while allowing for 
commercial uses within transitions, does not require commercial land uses.  

• Explain the provisions for open space and bonus height in both RA4.8 and R-C. 
• Since the podium is double-height (22’), the Tazewell Building is five stories instead of four.  

The building could be lower if residential units were provided in that location.  
• Question to applicant: why is a building of this size a good thing for the community? 
• Building #2 (Tazewell St.) has only one access point and a lot of un-activated space.   
• The bonus height includes both mechanical uses and architectural embellishments.  
• Could the interior amenity spaces be public? 
• Why shouldn’t the block be broken up? 

 
Land Use and Zoning Discussion 

• Can the ZOA for Enterprise be limited to this site only?  Would like to see the geographic 
extent and which neighborhoods would be effected.  

o No.  Any amendment would need to apply County-wide.  
• There is disagreement over the staff report’s characterization of the April 20, 2015 LRPC 

meeting results.  Believe that there was no consensus as to whether policy should be 
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changed to accommodate RA4.8 Zoning. 
• There is concern about the limits on commercial development within RA4.8. 
• Would like to see a massing model for lower heights along N. Tazewell, consistent with a 

residential ground floor use.  
• There is a violation of the Ballston Sector Plan because the Concept Plan shows commercial 

uses not residential.  
• This project would impact views of the Peck building along N. Glebe.  
• Does not support RA4.8 zoning because there is less required open space and because of 

the limitations on commercial uses.  
• Would like to see massing diagrams without bonus height and density 
• Is there any difference in R-C vs. RA4.8 with respect to breaking up the block? 
• Concern about grocery store floor plate—this is hindering breaking the massing of the 

project.  There is no issue with the proposed zoning—the issue is with the building form 
and massing.  

• Concern that there is no change in policy—there is support on the LRPC for either re-
designating the site as “High-Medium Residential” or to adding RA4.8 to the GLUP map as 
implementing HMRMU.  

 
Wrap up comments: 

• Concern that there is no pedestrian access through the block 
• The architecture is very good 
• Need to see an LOS analysis  
• Options should be put on the table for the neighborhood, or this site plan should go to the 

County Board for an up/down vote.  
• Do not agree with the first two staff Principles  
• This is longer than the Peck/Staples block 
• The alley should not be vacated, but should be widened to accommodate vehicles.  
• There should be open space facing N. Tazewell St.  
• Concern about the large block 
• Concern with overall massing an impermeability of the block 
• There should be options for pedestrian access through the block 
• This is not a good corner for a ‘fortress’ 
• Would trade more height for more penetration of the block 
• There should be some thought towards aging in place 
• Would like to understand how the Enterprise business will impact traffic & vehicle trips 
• This project is too large to be an edge development 
• Developer should explore alternative grocery store floor plates and be flexible in exploring 

options 
• Prefer RA4.8 massing over R-C 
• The Giant on Columbia Pike is an example of a successful transition 
• This is an important project and a great developer, and is interested in making the plan work  
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Audience Comment: 
• Concern that all trips are externalized w/vacation of the alley, and that N. Tazewell St. and 

Seventh St. N. will become traffic nightmares 
• Concern about traffic—current street network can’t handle.  Developer needs to come up 

with options for dealing with transportation and circulation 
• Developer should consider further tapering along Seventh St. N.  

 
Follow-up: 

• The committee needs to see the Ballston Sector Plan concept plan at the next meeting 
• Include open space and bonus height/density in zoning comparison chart.  
• What is the absolute max height in RA4.8 and R-C?  Is there a cap on bonus density/height 

for these districts? 
• Staff needs to clarify the bonuses for height and density and how they are justified.  
• Is there any difference in R-C vs. RA4.8 with respect to breaking up the block? 
• Staff should include in the report a discussion of MTP policies and traffic volumes 


