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HOUSING CONSERVATION DISTRICT ADVISORY GROUP (HCDAG) 

   MEETING SUMMARY- MAY 2, 2018 

HCDAG Members in attendance: Eric Brescia, Michele Horwitz-Cornwell, Nancy Iacomini, Ralph 

Johnson, Tad Lunger, Kirit Mookerjee, Stefanie Pryor, Michelle Winters, Richard Woodruff  

Staff present: Russell Danao-Schroeder, Andrew Douglass, Natasha Alfonso-Ahmed, Rolda Nedd, 

Jennifer Smith 

Welcome and Reconvene: Russell Danao-Schroeder informed the Group that the HALRB would be 

considering an application for Historic Designation in Westover at its meeting on May 16. The purpose of 

the afternoon’s HCDAG meeting was to discuss the methodology used to analyze the HCD and to 

consider potential zoning refinements related to building placement and height. 

Zoning Analysis: 

There are multiple facets to staff’s zoning analysis, including:  

1. Existing Conditions Analysis (12 different HCD areas with different characteristics; HCD 

attempting to create standards that are applicable across these areas while being mindful of the 

variations.) Factors being considered include: 

a) Character of area 

b) Street network/block pattern 

c) Roadway classification and conditions 

d) Proximity to transit 

e) Existing open space and tree canopy 

f) Lot Analysis 

g) Building Analysis 

Nancy Iacomini commented that the Historic Resources Inventory should be included in this list, to 

cover the districts where some historic sites may exist. Staff will consider this. 

2. Development Analysis (future meeting) 

Natasha Alfonso-Ahmed presented the methodology outlined above and used the Penrose HCD area as 

an example, discussing each factor as it applied to this district. For example:   

• Block pattern changes could gradually occur with new development, possibly enhancing 

walkability.  

• Transportation and streets elements discussed. Arterial Type D and E described in terms of 

bike accommodations, on street parking, creation of a pedestrian way.  There were 

comments regarding varying street widths and how that can affect capacity for various uses.  

• Building/lot analysis – combination of existing building types – duplexes, semi-detached, a 

few single-family; varying lot sizes accommodating buildings of various sizes and units.  

Variations in lot width and depth require further analysis.  
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Considerations for Building Placement and Height 

Andrew Douglass walked through two presentations, one on building placement and another on 

building height with consideration for varying lot sizes (width and depth), orientation to street frontages 

and existing zoning requirements (see presentation).  

Michelle Winters questioned whether HCD incentives could be applied to properties that make no 

physical changes (and that essentially maintain an “as is” situation) or whether incentives are only 

applicable if there are proposed changes to a building? Andrew responded that zoning incentives are in 

place to allow for physical changes to properties; financial incentives might appeal more to property 

owners looking to maintain buildings in current configurations.  

Considerations for additions to existing buildings:  

• Should additions generally occur toward the rear of the building/property?  

o Feedback: The rear of the property isn’t always clear, the policy should allow for 

flexibility and creativity by owners.  

• Appropriate locations for additions to historic buildings may vary.  

o Feedback: Need to distinguish between truly historic buildings and those that are 

just “old.”  

• Should additions be permitted along the side of historic properties? 

o Feedback: Michelle commented that owners should be provided with design 

suggestions yet should also be given the flexibility to decide. 

Ralph Johnson used his Penrose property to demonstrate physical restrictions that would limit 

opportunities for additions or infill. He commented that the HCD policy which affects his choice of 

townhouse construction amounts to a “taking” and that property owners should be compensated for 

this, since property rights have been taken away. The option of “bump outs” would be costly to 

implement and therefore affect the creation of affordable housing. The policy would affect 

reinvestment and property values if redevelopment is restricted. Having a TDR bank would be the best 

option or incentive.  

Staff acknowledged the concerns expressed and will consider this as the analysis continues. It is 

necessary to consider all implications to get feedback from the HCDAG to present a comprehensive 

analysis to the Board. Staff needs to consider the zoning parameters, the approval process, what is 

administrative, what requires an application, etc. to fully determine what incentives are possible.  

Staff continued the discussion about the preferred placement of ‘bump out additions’ whether to the 

side or rear of the lot acknowledging that conditions vary site-to-site. An HCDAG member suggested 

that a better approach should be to look at ways to preserve the character of the areas instead of 

looking at the specific standards. It was suggested that, rather than trying to plan for every scenario 

(“develop hard and fast rules for something that’s amorphous”) it might be more productive to outline 

general guidelines that could be evaluated on a site-specific basis during special exception review.  

There was generally feedback that the community may need to give up some levels of control to meet 

the goals of the district.  
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Staff moved on to presenting some considerations for infill development on existing properties. 

• Suggestion that height of apartment bungalows should inform/tie in with any future 

changes to the Accessory Dwelling Unit policy. 

• Recommendation to consult with Zoning staff regarding zero lot line setbacks.  

• HCDAG were not as comfortable with the idea of infill development intruding within the 

front/street setback area. 

• Staff verified that lot coverage and parking requirements will be considered to 

accommodate these types of changes.  

• Need to consider infill that is sensitive to how residents utilize the site, to avoid any negative 

effect on the quality of life.  

• Attempt to consolidate parking.  

Following this discussion, staff outlined some potential conditions where alternative building heights 

might be considered within the HCD. These were based on community feedback while supplemented by 

additional ideas from staff (see presentation).  

• Consider the width of arterial streets—some arterials (like South Courthouse Road) are 

relatively narrow compared with other arterials. May not be appropriate to allow alternative 

height in all arterial contexts.   

• Recommendation to define a “story” of a building. Is it 10 feet? Make it clear so there are 

established expectations.  

• Recommendation to consider alternative height in any areas that are within a half mile or a 

quarter mile of a Metro station.  

• Recommendation to consult other stakeholders (i.e. Department of Parks and Recreation, 

Arlington Public Schools) when considering alternative building height near public zoning 

districts. For example, taller buildings might cast shadows that impact tree growth.  

In summary, staff indicated that multiple criteria formed the basis of the analysis and that they would 

take HCDAG feedback into advisement. Staff recognizes that flexibility is needed to preserve buildings as 

well as to ensure affordability. Also, some prescribed standards would allow for easier and less costly 

approvals.  

In response to a question about the timeline for the proposed HCD incentives, staff responded that the 

timeline continues to be to have preliminary recommendations by July and feedback to the Board in Fall. 

The meeting ended at 4:50 p.m.  

 

  


