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Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission (ZOCO) Meeting Summary, February 4, 
2014.  PC Members in Attendance:  Nancy Iacomini (ZOCO Chair), Steve, Cole, Erik Gutshall, Inta Malis  

Staff: Deborah Albert, Susan Finotti , Cynthia Liccesse-Torres, Matt Mattauszek, Jennifer Smith; Susan Bell 
(consultant to staff)  
 

Form Based Code Regulating Plan (RBLs at S. Jefferson Street) 
Inta Malis reported that the Form Based Code Advisory Working Group (AWG) had reviewed the 
proposal and saw the street alignments as improvements, and generally expressed support for 
the proposed amendments.  ZOCO discussion included the following: 
 Please show the County boundary on all maps.  It would also be helpful to see street 

improvements planned as part of the multi-modal study on a map. 
  
2400 Columbia Pike (Rappahannock site): Historic designation change and adjustment to 
Revitalization District Boundary.  ZOCO discussion included the following:  
 At the AWG meeting, some concern was expressed about narrow sidewalks and the 

inability to improve such conditions where historic buildings/facades are included.  What 
is the County policy with regard to moving facades and was this discussed by the HALRB?  
A suggestion was made that if it is an option, an historic building should not be a reason 
NOT to meet street dimensions.  Staff responded that such decisions are made on a case-
by-case basis, and if proposed, it would be discussed by the HALRB, though has not been 
raised to-date.  Examples of both (moved; not moved) have occurred in the past.    

 Was the RBL placed based on the historic condition?  A preference was noted that the 
street space should not be inferior to that provided in the R-B corridor.  Another member 
responded that this particular location and the planned street cross section would have 
to be confirmed by looking at the Street Space Task Force Report.  

 Does this set a precedent for another property owner to ask to have an historic 
designation changed? A scenario could be imagined where it appears that a property 
owner with a lot of constraints is seeking to remove constraints.  Staff responded that 
many FBC projects have required modification to the Code due to it being an infill 
situation; changes to historic designation would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and 
in this case research and tools are available now that were not available in 2003 when 
the Code was adopted.  The default position remains that where full preservation is 
shown, the expectation is that it be followed. 

 There was a discussion about whether staff intends to align the rest of the Code with the 
Historic Resources Inventory, and staff confirmed that this is not planned.  The Chair 
indicated that further discussion on this issue was not within the scope of the proposed 
amendment. 

 
Administrative Practices related to bulk, placement and coverage 
The following summarizes the discussion.  Numbering of items below reflects the numbering in 
the process overview.  
 
Item 1: Lot coverage 
 There was a discussion as to the intent of the original lot coverage study (concluding in 

2005), with one member suggesting it was about storm water runoff (e.g. pervious vs. 
impervious surfaces); another member and the staff consultant confirmed that the 
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previous study was to address height and massing concerns, and while storm water 
runoff was discussed, it was not the purpose of the resultant regulations. 

 Why count bay windows “with floor space” as coverage (this seems contrary to what 
counts for decks), and whether they add floor space or not, they add bulk to a building. 

 Staff confirmed that the intent of the proposed amendment is to clarify the current 
practice rather than codify new policy. 

 Please also consider codifying practice regarding whether/to what degree driveway strips 
are counted as coverage. 
 

Item 2:  Dormers 
 Why does the provision address the width of the dormer rather than the height.  The 

staff consultant confirmed that the regulation addresses the massing of the dormer, and 
provides a threshold as to when the dormer is used to calculate height.  It was suggested 
that the policy should account for a weighting of the non-dormer portion of the roof.  
Staff will provide additional graphics illustrating how dormers are used in the height 
calculation. 

  
 
Miscellaneous Policy Amendments 
Item 1:  Resolve conflicting provisions related to nonconforming uses 
 There was a discussion about whether there have been issues with owners building up 

upon a nonconforming condition.  The staff consultant responded that it has been well-
received from the standpoint of a property owner with an older property having 
flexibility for renovations; but certainly does not preclude impacts on neighboring 
property owners.  

 
Items 4:  Official Zoning Map 
 Is there any enabling legislation that was required in order for the County to be allowed 

to switch to GIS?  Is use of GIS for official maps a common practice across the country? 
 

Item 5:  Aircraft Landing Approach Area 
 Staff confirmed that the FAA requirement is limited based upon the threshold set by the 

FAA for height of buildings required to meet the FAA requirements. 
 One member asked why the standard site plan condition is required if the requirements 

are in the Ordinance. 
 
Item 7:  Reconcile street designations with MTP terms 
 Why use the Functional Classification rather than the Arterial Street Typologies 

 
 


