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Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) Meeting 
July 30, 2018 
7 – 9:00 PM 
 

 

Commission Members in Attendance: 

Nancy Iacomini, Chair 
Jim Lantelme 
James Schroll 
Kathleen McSweeney 
 
Other Attendees: 

Robin Stombler, 4MRV Working Group Vice Chair 

Staff in Attendance: 

Richard Tucker, CPHD- Planning 
Jill Hunger, AED 
Richard Best, DES – Transportation 
Bethany Heim, DPR 
 

4MRV Area Plan Presentation 

• Staff presented an overview of the document and recap of Policy Framework adoption 
in May 2018. 

• The Planning Commission (PC) memberwho is the liaison to the 4MRV Working Group 
provided an overview of the draft document. The LRPC member stated that the 
document does a good job outlining the guiding principles and these principles are 
reflected will in the draft document. 

• The LRPC Chair asked the 4MRV Working Group Vice-Chair to speak about the draft 
document. The Co-Chair stated that the document was moving in the right direction, 
however, the term ‘arts and industry’ is being replaced with ‘arts and industrial.’ The 
concern is that ‘arts and industrial’ does not incorporate the business side and 
‘industrial’ is an adjective. Another concern is a reference to public art reflecting the 
industrial history and access to natural environment, see page 4.7. The 4MRV Working 
Group Co-Chair is not sure what this is referencing and does not think it accurately 
represents what the Working Group has been discussing. Another concern is Subarea C 
and the section fronting residential section of Shirlington Road. It is important that the 
design is pleasing to the residential area and the area fronting I-395 could have a 
different feel. Another concern is the difference between chapters 3 and 5 in terms of 
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the arts and how the business, arts, and Nauck communities are addressed. The 
chapters speak to the arts and business but leaves out the community dialogue.  

• The 4MRV liaison pointed out, on page 2.2, a reference to the newly-acquiredproperty 
along Shirlington Road as being leased. Staff said this will be updated. The LRPC member 
also pointed out that the 4MRV Working Group members with an 
environmental/sustainability interest thought pages 2.18 and 2.19 are well written and 
appreciate the stream cross section illustration on page B13. 

• A PC member thinks projection for future flood levels should have been added to the 
Area Plan. Questioned if buildings adjacent to Four Mile Run will still be viable as the 
area experiences increased flooding from stormwater or water backing up from the 
Potomac River.  The member thought it was the right decision not to add more density 
or up zone the area, and adaptive reuse of existing buildings is a logical path. Also, the 
member thinks the County should have a plan for buying lands that cannot sustain the 
onslaught of flooding. 

• The 4MRV Working Group liaison appreciated the recommendation, on page 3.18, to 
provide technical assistance to business owners.  Staff also pointed out that this is 
reiterated on page 3.7 and in the Implementation Matrix on page 5.6. 

• An PC member pointed out that the map on 3.16 has color designations that do not 
accurately symbolize the W&OD trail and 4MR. Staff stated that this will be updated. 

• A PC member likes the precedent images but wonders how they will be achieved 
without redevelopment and changes in use.  They asked what incentive does a property 
owner have to improve their building’s façade if everything is to continue ‘as-is’ with the 
same zoning, land uses, and density? They worry that we are still going to have the 
same buildings 20 years from now, which is fine, but if we care about improved design 
then how will the owners be incentivized to make the improvements? Staff stated that 
the Area Plan does say that the types of land uses and zoning are staying, so there will 
be slow change. This area will not experience wholesale redevelopment and property 
owners will not pour money into existing buildings that will continue to be used for 
industrial purposes. The County will have to take a creative approach and create a menu 
of options to address the façade like creative painting, creative uses of surface parking 
lots, or exceptions to the sign regulations. 

• A PC member asked if a restaurant can operate in an industrial zone. Staff stated that, 
yes, it can operate but parking will be an issue. The County can explore an overlay 
district where certain requirements, like parking, can be relaxed. 



3 
 

• The LRPC Chair stated that they are not a fan of build-to lines and is happy for a space to 
develop more organically but having an overlay district could be done to offer 
incentives. A 4MRV Working Group Vice Chair stated that the state allows for arts 
districts and this was clarified this past year. The LRPC Chair also said that the County 
has always been allowed to do overlays and districts. Staff clarified the differences 
between zoning overlay districts and arts districts that, potentially, involve taxation and 
using tax revenue. 

• The LRPC Chair is not troubled leaving the County owned buildings as is and allowing 
them to playout their life. However, if they don’t work and need to come down then at 
that point a discussion can be had.  The Chair is concerned about balance in the 
process/discussion and one use should not be emphasized over another.  Another LRPC 
member pointed out page 3.5 and the last paragraph under the Illustrative Plan that 
speaks to organic turnover. 

• A PC member pointed out the underpass on page 3.30 and that it is highly conceptual.  
There is a concern that it could lead to bicycle and pedestrian clashes and may not be a 
workable solution because it does not get people to where they want to go. Staff stated 
that there is significant discussion about the crossings along Shirlington Road and linking 
Four Mile Run Trail and the W&OD Trail.  There is a proposed short-term at grade 
concept to the north of the Four Mile Sun Drive / Shirlington Road intersection involving 
chages to signal timing.  Need more of an engineering study to understand the 
implications of going into a stream bed. A PC member stated that altering signal timing 
at an at-grade crossing will help solve some of the issues and the underpass route seems 
circuitous.  

• A PC member commented on the planter photos and emphasized that every element 
should match the industrial theme. There were questions about consistency between 
the Area Plan and the Park Master Plan and the aspirational images. Staff responded 
that the images are examples and there have been no final selections or decisions 
made. The Park Master Plan will be the first constructed improvement and the final 
design process will involve a public engagement process, and CPHD staff will be involved 
to ensure continuity with the Area Plan. The 4MRV Working Group Vice Chair stated 
that the Area Plan has better images communicating the industrial theme. Another LRPC 
member asked that the materials selection process and link with the Park Master Plan 
be described in the Area Plan. 

Design Guidelines 

• The LRPC Chair discussed the topic of public art and creative placemaking. They 
appreciated pages 4.6 and 4.7, but is concerned that the County gets too precious as to 
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what is public art and neglect community-based art. The County should allow a little 
more play and have murals that are not connected to businesses. Also, there was a 
comment that the public art curation process is expensive and time consuming. Staff 
responded that the art curated by Cultural Affairs and is part of the public art collection 
does go through a formal process. However, there are creative design features and 
placemaking that are not part of the public art collection. Another LRPC member stated 
that they think the County is missing the gritty funkiness found in other communities. 
Another LRPC member mentioned Charlottesville and a cool whale tail showing up. Staff 
also shared that the County encourages temporary art as well. An LRPC member 
suggested the County develop a program for students to compete and showcase their 
art. 

• The LRPC Chair stated they would prefer a lighter touch in terms of incentivizing change, 
perhaps the County should incentivize coherence. Staff responded that there may not 
be rapid change to the buildings, but over time, we may see changes to surface parking 
lots and how they relate to the streets. The Plan presents more of a menu of options 
rather than being too prescriptive. 

• A PC member asked why the image on p. 4.9 shows trees along South Four Mile Run. 
They are contrary to the industrial nature, hide the building facades, will be trimmed 
back anyway by Dominion Power, and will take up space. The trees make sense along 
the W&OD Trail. The image on page 4.8 works and shows a safety zone. 

• A PC member commented that the power station is not addressed in the Area Plan. 
LRPC members shared an interest in enhancing the fence with public art like the 
Clarendon site or the Four Mile Run Water Pollution Control Plant. 

• The LRPC Chair asked about the timing for the road diet. Staff stated that part of it is 
tied to the park improvements, which is scheduled for completion in 2021; after which 
therewill be  an evaluation period. The Shirlington Road bridge improvements are 
included in the CIP.  

• A PC member is concerned there is not a consistent articulation of the industrial design 
in the Park Master Plan and Area Plan photos. Staff stated that there will be 
coordination with wayfinding and furniture, also the Area Plan is open to what comes 
from the final park design process. There will be coordination in the future and a fair 
amount of coordination has already happened around the gateways, entry points, 
overlooks, bridges, and pedestrian/bike connections. 

• The LRPC Chair asked how the County owned properties will be addressed. Staff stated 
that they are not currently in the plan but will address how they front Shirlington Road 
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versus how they front I-95. The LRPC Chair suggested the Area Plan address interim 
improvements to the streetscape and façade. 

• A PC member referenced page 5.1 and the County reviewing the uses permitted in M-1, 
M-2, and C-2 zones. They asked if there will changes to the zoning. Staff responded that 
there will be a review of the Zoning Ordinance to determine if there is language that 
could be relaxed like parking or setbacks. 

• A PC member referenced page 5.2, which speaks to the process for the arts district 
planning. There was a question as to who will be involved and if this process could be 
clarified. Staff stated that the group will do a deep dive and will produce a technical 
document that will inform staff and the community as to what is possible and provide a 
menu of options. A PC member shared a concern that if you have a few voices then you 
will only get one side or perspective. Other commissions should be involved. The LRPC 
Chair stated that there is value in getting another eye on this and taking a step back for 
an unbiased and technical check. The LRPC Chair referenced the salt dome and asked 
about the condition of the County-owned buildings. The Chair also asked if the 4 sites 
mentioned in the Area Plan as being potential historic properties could be rolled into 
the arts district planning process, and requested the process and mission be defined.  

• An 4MRV Working Group liaison referenced page 5.1 and concerns voiced at previous 
the 4MRV Working Group meetings about businesses being zoned out. They requested 
the 3rd paragraph on the right be clarified that the County will loosen zoning and not 
zone them out. 


