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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary 

May 16, 2018; 7-8:00pm       

2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Room 715 

Subject: 3804 Wilson Boulevard (Staples) Special General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Study 

Planning Commission Members in attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair), Daniel Weir, Elizabeth Gearin, Jane 
Siegel, Jim Lantelme, David Ricks and James Schroll.   Staff members in attendance: Margaret Rhodes, 
Kara Smith, Jen Smith, Andrew Douglass, Christine Simpson and Nick Rogers.  Members of the public in 
attendance:  Cole Deines, Lauren Rote, Jon Kinney, Collier Cook, Owen Price, Kelly Jennings, Eileen Horn, 
Rob Mitchell, Ray Schupp and Nia Bagley. 

 

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

Staff gave a presentation which included three-dimensional modeling of the new requested GLUP and 
zoning categories, “Service Commercial” and C-TH respectively, as well as transportation modeling. This 
was followed by LRPC discussion which included representatives from the Ballston and Ashton Heights 
Civic Associations and included the following: 

• One question was what is a proffer district. 
• Another question was how many Special GLUP Studies have been conducted to date. 
• One comment was that most of the previous Special GLUP Studies have essentially been “one-

offs,” in that the subject sites were unlike surrounding parcels and were located in areas without 
adopted sector plans.  Bergmann’s and Colony House were two such examples.  Washington Vista 
was in an area with an adopted sector plan, but there was little guidance in said plan. 

• There was a question as to whether any zoning categories associated with “Service Commercial” 
would permit heights greater than 55’, which is the maximum height in C-TH. 

• One commissioner said that while site plan approvals have a five-year timespan, GLUP changes 
live forever and must be carefully considered. 

• One question was why the GLUP note associated with C-TH in Clarendon was removed. 
• Another question was whether or not a C-TH project would have community review through the 

Site Plan Review Committee (SPRC) or another such process. 
• Confirmation was sought whether or not the original GLUP amendment requests of “Low” Office-

Apartment-Hotel and “Medium” Residential are still under consideration. 
• The developer’s attorney stated that his client is interested in residential or hotel development, 

but he is pursuing residential now because the LRPC and the community seemed opposed to 
hotel development at the last LRPC meeting. C-TH is a transitional district and it also has a fixed 
height limit and no bonus provisions.  This site is a block and a half from Metro and is already 
primarily zoned commercial.  Regarding proffers, as a result of recent legislation, the County can 
no longer ask for proffers.  Some counties have developed proffer suggestions, but the localities 
cannot negotiate proffers.  The ZOSO project basically proffered the site plan conditions that 
were previously associated with the property. 
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• One question was whether the proffers could go to the Planning Commission even if it cannot act 
on them. 

• Another commissioner, building on this question, asked if the Planning Commission could even 
make recommendations on a C-TH project. 

• One commissioner said that the handling of proffers is unclear without the input of the County 
Attorney. 

• A commissioner said that the proposed 90 or so units is well beyond what the sector plan 
envisioned and the 5 story height is higher than the height limit expressed in the plan. 

• One clarifying question was why is there a need for a Special GLUP Study when there is a sector 
plan for this area. 

• Another question was whether or not there are required step-downs to the “Low” Residential 
area. 

• One community representative asked if proffers can even be accepted because the site is under 
50,000 square feet. 

• Another community representative said that he does not see a need to revisit the sector plan.  
This is not an old sector plan.  The treatment of this site could inform that of other nearby sites.  
If there is an interest in changing any of the land uses, the sector plan should be updated, instead 
of just doing a Special GLUP Study for one site.  The applicant seems to desire to conform to the 
sector plan guidance, but there is a need to understand all of the implications of a GLUP change 
to this site. 

• Another community representative said that C-TH would end all meaningful community input.  
He is concerned about the developer selling the site which could mean it might be developed 
differently from the way this developer is proposing to develop it. 

• One commissioner said that a change to this site would signal to other property owners that C-TH 
could be appropriate on their sites, too.  The sector plan did not contemplate a GLUP category 
like “Service Commercial.”  Part of the applicant’s proposal involves tearing down a garden 
apartment with what are essentially MARK units.  This site and the ERDO site across the block are 
still being evaluated through the Housing Conservation District (HCD) study.  A change on this site 
could be construed as encouraging a change on the ERDO block which would be premature.  
There are concerns about procedure and precedent.  There is merit to the idea of an update to 
the sector plan.  The sector plan was hard fought and carefully crafted in cooperation with the 
neighborhoods to allow for some additional density.  Absent a change in Metro capacity, she is 
reluctant to support a spot GLUP change for this site that is within a sector plan area without 
being able to distinguish the site from others (as in Washington Vista). 

• Another commissioner said that she concurs.  She is worried about stretching a County Board 
policy.  There is a contradiction between the proposal and the area plan. 

• Another commissioner said that this is 95% correct, but there are equity issues on density 
limitations with 800 feet of a Metro stop.  Ridership is down 25% from its peak.  Limiting density 
is not appropriate so close to Metro. 

• Another commissioner said that it is hard to override a several year unilateral sector plan process. 
• Another commissioner concurred. This is one site in a line of other similar properties.  All of them 

should be considered. This one little site should not be plucked from the bunch. 
• The applicant’s lawyer said that the traffic for the proposed development is less than half of what 

could be generated from a by-right project.  55’ is not greatly different from 45’ in height – it is a 
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difference of one story.  The applicant would provide a uniform frontage as called for in the 
sector plan. Another option would be to preserve the garden apartments and develop the Staples 
building into a hotel.  The Planning Commission should not take options off the table.  The block 
is different from other nearby blocks, as it already has commercial zoning with C-2 and C-O-1.0. 

• The applicant added that his family has owned this site for a long time.  The site is very close to 
Metro.  There is commercial zoning already on this block and this site is partially zoned C-2. 

• A civic association representative said that the neighbors are nervous about C-TH.  They already 
weighed in in support of the sector plan.  The community welcomes responsible development 
based on the sector plan. 

• A resident of the area said that she does not want to see an increase in traffic or parking in the 
neighborhood.  There are concerns about this. 

• A community representative said that although the Clarendon Court Apartments are zoned C-O-
1.0, they are designated affordable units for the next 60 years and therefore do not represent 
commercial development.  Children play in the alley behind the Staples site.  The garden 
apartment and Staples sites both currently have setbacks, but when they are combined into one 
property, the middle setback is lost. 

• A commissioner said that this Special GLUP Study is a long-range planning exercise.  She is not 
supportive of a change to the GLUP for this site.  An amendment here is not in the realm of 
possibility. 

 


