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Long Range Planning Committee Meeting Summary  May 28, 2015; Arlington County Retail Plan.  PC 

Members in Attendance: Steve Cole (LRPC Chair), Chris Forinash, Erik Gutshall, Brian Harner, Nancy Iacomini, Steve Sockwell.  

Staff in Attendance: Jill Griffin, Marc McCauley, Deborah Albert.  

This was the final LRPC meeting prior to anticipated action on the Arlington County Retail Plan in July, 2015.  The 
principle comments from the LRPC are summarized below.  
 
CLARITY, CONSISTENCY AND FLEXIBILITY 

 Comments about proscribing some uses in certain areas do not reflect flexibility. While “flexibility” is the 
term of the moment, this is a long term plan and should include a process for achieving more flexibility 

 Consistency seems incongruous with flexibility – consistent ground level build-out is not flexible. 
 
PURPOSE AND ROLE OF PLAN 

 Language throughout the plan that indicates that the County Board may approve uses that do not follow 
the guidelines on a case-by-case basis does not seem necessary and waters down the plan.  Most people 
already know that the County Board already has that authority.  Suggest that any “disclaimers” about how 
the plan is to be used be stated once up front, and then the rest of the plan should simply state the 
proposed vision; Clarity should help prevent every site plan from becoming a transactional discussion. 

 Flexibility for the County Board is different from flexibility for staff or the Zoning Administrator. 
 FAQ indicates that the retail plan does not apply to by-right uses.  Why not apply to by-right?  Perhaps the 

FAQ can be modified to indicate that the plan guidance is not required for by-right uses.  
 
RELATIONSHIP TO SECTOR PLANS 

 The plan clearly states that included maps supersede sector plans, which were community-derived, but 
some plans have detailed design guidance; every applicant will exploit this confusion/conflict. 

o Staff clarified that the plan provides guidance for ground floor use, but clearly states that many 
sector plans have detailed design guidance for the built environment, and where that guidance is 
included in sector plans, it should still be followed.  Clarification can be added to the retail plan 
on each map to articulate where more detailed guidance exists in sector plans, versus where 
design guidelines within the retail plan supplement guidance in sector plans.   

 Did proper vetting of changes to sector plans occur with the community?  There were several public 
meetings and public hearings to provide this opportunity. 

 
ROLE IN SITE PLAN REVIEW PROCESS:  The plan does not articulate how it should be used in site plan review; 
however, nor do other plan documents, such as sector plans or the Master Transportation Plan.   
 
VISION:  The plan states that it has a shorter time horizon than sector plans, but does not have an expiration date.  
Should it?  Is there a recommendation in the implementation to revisit the plan in 10-15 years?  Perhaps the plan 
should commit to an update. 
 
PRINCIPLES AND POLICIES 

 Exhaust ventilation language in plan does not match that in standard site plan conditions 
 Rethink the “should consider” language on p. 44 – suggest using language that is more direct 
 Principle #4:  Consider use of a word other than “reposition” 
 Principle #5:  Remove the list (examples) of uses and end the sentence after “mix of uses” 
 Principle #9 seems to suggest that street trees and tree canopy are not important.  Staff clarified that the 

intent is that placement should be considered carefully 
 Principle about retail thriving in a well-designed and well-managed realm should also include reference to 

signage and lighting 
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DEFINITION OF RETAIL:  Make a stronger connection in the plan text that the categories of retail are derived from 
the Zoning Ordinance, which provides a more exhaustive list of examples 
 
RETAIL EQUIVALENTS:  “Residential amenities” are listed as retail equivalents, but they are not active uses, and do 
not provide sales or service.  For example, a lounge in a building may not even have a street entrance; one criteria 
for a retail space should be that it should be useable for retail even if filled with a retail equivalent; The plan 
seems to be clear that uses determined to be retail equivalents are those that provide an active ground floor 
spaces and provide for future uses.  The intent in the plan is correct – not all residential amenities will be retail 
equivalents. 
 
MAPS AND STREET TYPOLOGIES 

 Is it correct that all white (undesignated) segments are not recommended for retail?  What is the harm in 
having retail on one of the white streets?  Staff confirmed that the white streets are not planned for 
retail, and that identifying such streets reinforces the clustering of retail and supports neighborhood 
concerns about commercial areas creeping into neighborhoods, although there may be situations where, 
for example, a small corner store may be appropriate based on neighborhood context. 

 Are there examples of other cities that have a 4-type retail typology that works? 
 Suggestion for three categories, not 4, as follows:  1) GOLD – all retail uses/equivalents with 

interior/exterior design standards; 2) GREEN – optional retail, with physical form required; 3) WHITE – 
retail not allowed.  Other members responded as follows: 

o Agree with staff about considering neighborhood compatibility and that the plan provides 
guidance to direct the market to ensure there are no gaps/holes within retail clusters that would 
impact success of retail streets. 

o Not ready to back off of primary retail zones by allowing retail equivalents in those areas 
 Alternative suggestion for 3 categories:  1) RED; 2) GOLD; 3) Collapse the BLUE/GREEN category into one 

category that requires interior/exterior design standards.   
o Two others agreed with this alternative 

 
DESIGN STANDARDS.  Include frequency of openings (e.g. doors every x distance) in design standards, but allow 
for buildings to be built in such a way to accommodate the openings rather than requiring the openings to be 
used in all cases; frequency of openings is becoming standard in sector plans, so makes sense to also include in 
the retail plan. 
 
IMPLEMENTATION 

 Maps and design guidelines should be codified in the Zoning Ordinance, otherwise the plan is weak; 
others disagreed, stating that while consistency with the plan could be encouraged with by-right 
development, it should not be codified to make it required; another suggested that the plan should be 
comprehensive, and not full of exceptions for by-right development or existing site plans. 

 Recommendation to study grocery store policy is inconsistent with principle that uses in site plans should 
be general categories.  How does staff reconcile the two statements?  Staff clarified that while there are 
specific policies that provide exceptions, categories of uses is still a recommended as a general rule. 

 Mezzanine implementation guidance seems out of place since it was not discussed in the plan text.  
 Second action under “retail needs customers” should be clarified to indicate it is about short term uses 
 Future study of grocery policy should have a goal of reducing the likelihood of abuse of the policy 


