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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary 

February 6, 2018; 7-9:00pm       

2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Room 311 

Subject: 3804 Wilson Boulevard (Staples) and 2300 9th Street Special General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Studies 
(Meeting #2) 

Planning Commission Members in attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair), Daniel Weir, Elizabeth Gearin, Jane 
Siegel, and James Schroll.   Staff members in attendance: Matt Mattauszek, Margaret Rhodes, Kara Smith, 
Justin Falango, Kris Krider, and Angie de la Barrera.  Members of the public in attendance:  Cole Deines, 
Lauren Rote, Jon Kinney, Collier Cook, Nia Bagley, Maurice Spraggins, Sara Mariska, Andy Greenwood, 
Chase Huntley, David Phillips, John Welsh, and Laura Manville. 

 

Welcome 

• Welcome and opening remarks provided by LRPC Chair.   
 

LRPC Discussion for 3804 Wilson Boulevard (Staples) Special GLUP Study 

Staff gave a presentation which included three-dimensional modeling of various GLUP and zoning 
scenarios. This was followed by LRPC discussion which included representatives from the Ballston and 
Ashton Heights Civic Associations and included the following: 

• A question was raised as to why buildings could not reach the height maximums associated with 
the various zoning categories, such as 75’. 

• Another question was directed to the feasibility of achieving  a 83%  bonus density. 
• One person asked if the models would be different with ground floor retail.  
• Another person asked about the floor height and penthouse assumptions built into the modeling. 
• One person asked why the models showed heights and densities above the limits set forth in the 

sector plan. 
• Another comment was that most of the other Special GLUP Studies involved properties in 

unplanned areas of the County.  This area has a sector plan.  Staff explained  that  modeling other 
zoning options that correspond to the requested GLUP designation is that if the GLUP was 
changed to one of these categories, an applicant could make the case that any of the 
corresponding zoning categories would be appropriate. 

• One person asked what transitions are specified in the sector plan. 
• Another person stated that the C-2 and RA8-18 zoning predated the sector plan and was upheld 

by it.  Approximately 20 years ago, C-O-1.0 was introduced nearby through the Pollard Gardens 
development. 

• One question was whether or not conditions or parameters could be put on the site. 
• Another person responded that the Planning Commission is now wary of having too much 

guidance because unless it is codified, it is just guidance that can be ignored. 
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• One request was for additional information on the Special GLUP Study that resulted in a “do not 
recommend advertisement” recommendation. 

• One person noted that the neighborhood has concerns about this proposal and the precedent it 
would set for similar blocks.   

• Another person asked if there could be a binding restraint on height or density.  Is height the 
most important factor?   

• Another person responded that there is no real enforcement mechanism through a Special GLUP 
Study.  

• Another person said that people moved here because of the neighborhood’s existing character.  
The neighborhood would like to see additional conversation about this proposal. 

• One person liked that there are preservation and non-preservation options.  This was not an area 
intended for redevelopment.  It was an area intended for conservation of existing retail 
businesses and scale.  Change here could be immensely destabilizing to the whole idea of 
preserving existing businesses and the edge condition.  The sector plan should be reopened if a 
change is considered here. 

• Another person noted that the neighborhood understands that there will be some 
redevelopment, but the C-2 zoning on this site is an anomaly.  There would be support for 
development that adheres to the sector plan vision.  The duplexes and small apartments here are 
the “missing middle” that the County is trying to preserve/create. 

• Another person said that garden apartments are being looked at in the County’s Housing 
Conservation District Study (HCD). 

• The Chair said that there appeared to be general agreement that a third meeting was not 
needed.  This block is already planned.  This is not a stand-alone site.  The current zoning 
supports the adopted vision.  It would be possible for building heights to exceed the 
recommendations in the sector plan if other GLUP categories were considered.  Even with limits 
on height, there are bonus options in many zoning districts.  GLUP categories are not fine-grained 
tools for establishing transitions, rather they are blunt instruments.  Nearby blocks are being 
evaluated in the HCD Study.  Redevelopment should be looked at in the context of a sector plan 
review.  A change here could establish a precedent for similar blocks to the east. 

• Another person noted that this property is .2 miles from one Metro station and .4 miles from 
another.  Maybe the sector plan should be reexamined.  There are equity concerns in limiting 
density so close to Metro, though this is not to suggest that single-family homes be torn down. 

• One person said that it is hard to balance the considerations of affordable housing and 
businesses.  The sector plan does call for retail here.  The neighbors will get to share their 
thoughts again at the Planning Commission hearing. 

• One member asked if a hotel for people from out of town is better near Metro than housing that 
serves the community. 

• The Chair noted that this a GLUP-level discussion.  The GLUP categories do not specify use.  The 
sector plan is another layer, which is guiding, but not controlling. Density changes should be 
looked at in a holistic way. 

• Another person noted that restrictions on density limit the housing supply. 
• The Chair noted that there was not great support for the 2 requested categories around the 

table. 
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• Two other Commissioners concurred. 
 

LRPC Discussion for 2300 9th Street Special GLUP Study 

Staff gave a presentation which included three-dimensional modeling of various GLUP and zoning 
scenarios. This was followed by LRPC discussion which included representatives from the Penrose Civic 
Association and included the following: 

• Some members of the audience expressed confusion regarding the modeling since it assumed 
the entire site would redevelop.  The applicant’s proposal which triggered this study clearly 
indicated the existing office building would remain.  Staff indicated that additional modeling 
scenarios would be prepared in time for the third LRPC meeting and include options where the 
existing building remains. 

• Staff also explained the assumptions built into the 3D models including the zoning districts for 
each GLUP designation which allow for the greatest density to be achieved 

• Commissioners expressed concerns regarding the requested approach to applying various GLUP 
categories to only portions of the site since the GLUP is meant to express a general vision for this 
area. 

• While most attendees were intrigued by the adaptive reuse of the proposed application, they 
expressed concerns over the application of multiple GLUP designations on a single property. 

• Some also suggested a potential future condition where the office building is renovated and 
townhomes are added along S. Wayne Street and S. Adams Street, but ultimately the building 
reaches its useful life and has to be replaced.  This led to questions about how the 3D models 
were capturing potential long-term alternatives and whether the analysis indicated the same 
density could return to the site under the GLUP designations being considered.  

• Community members who attended emphasized the guidance found in the Neighborhood 
Conservation Plan for Penrose which restricted further additions of rental units and instead 
expressed a preference for ownership options. 

• Other residents expressed concerns regarding the loss of affordable office space and its potential 
impact on adjacent retail businesses. 

• Staff was asked to focus only on a limited number of scenarios for meeting #3 and verify which 
permitted a townhouse form of development (which was shown in the applicant’s proposal) 

• The chair, following feedback from Commissioners and stakeholders in attendance, indicated 
there could be support for a possible change in the GLUP designation, pending additional analysis 
and revised 3D modeling. 

 


