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Joint Meeting of the  

Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) and  

Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission (ZOCO)  

 

Meeting Summary 

September 17, 2019 

 

The Navy League Building 

2300 Wilson Blvd. 

1st Floor Conference Room 

Arlington, VA 22201 

 
Planning Commissioners in attendance:   
Nancy Iacomini (Chair, LRPC) 
Daniel Weir (Chair, ZOCO) 
Elizabeth Gearin 
Tenley Peterson  
James Schroll 
Jane C. Siegel 
 
Planning Commissioners absent: 
James Lantelme 
Stephen Hughes 
Elizabeth Morton 
Kathleen McSweeney 
Devanshi P. Patel 
Sara Steinberger 
 
Staff in attendance:  
Nick Rogers, Principal Planner, CPHD – Planning 
Kimberly Vacca, Associate Planner, CPHD – Planning 
Diane Probus, Associated Planner, DPR – Planning and Development 
Scott McPartlin, Comprehensive Projects Team Supervisor, DPR – Planning and Development 
Richard Best, Principal Planner, DES – Transportation Planning 
Jennifer Smith, Comprehensive Planning Team Supervisor, CPHD - Planning 
Aaron Shriber, Current Planning Team Supervisor, CPHD, Planning 
 
LRPC Agenda Item – Jennie Dean Park: GLUP and MTP Amendments, Rezoning, and 
TDR Density Certification.   
LRPC Chair Nancy Iacomini opened the meeting at 7:03pm. 

Ms. Kim Vacca presented an overview of several items associated with the implementation of 
the Four Mile Run Valley Park Master Plan: 

• General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Amendment to reclassify 1.96 acres along South Four 
Mile Run Drive and 27th Street South from the Service Industry category to the Public 
category and to add a General Location for Open Space triangle to Jennie Dean Park.  
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• Master Transportation Plan (MTP) Amendment to remove 27th Street South, identified as 
a local minor street, from the MTP between North Nelson Street and Shirlington Road. 

• Partial vacation of 27th Street South, from South Nelson Street up to the property 
currently owned and occupied by the public broadcasting station WETA. 

• Certification of Transferable Development Rights (TDR) for up to 198,126 square feet of 
gross floor area, encompassing six lots zoned M-1 

• Rezoning of seven lots from M-1 and S-3A zoning districts to the P-S zoning district. 

The applicant for each of these items was the Arlington County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR). The approval of these items would facilitate improvements to and expansion 
of Jennie Dean Park as envisioned by the adopted Four Mile Run Valley Park Master Plan.  

Commissioner Iacomini opened the discussion on these items from the Planning Commission, 
which generated the following questions and comments.  
 
Clarifying Questions: 

• If 27th Street South was only to be partially vacated at this time, why should the entire street 
be removed from the MTP? 

o Staff’s recommendation was to amend the MTP to remove the entire street as an 
implementation measure already listed in the adopted Four Mile Run Valley Park 
Master Plan and Four Mile Run Valley Area Plan. Staff explained that an amendment 
to partially remove the street would require a second action by the County Board at a 
later date to further amend the MTP. Staff also explained that 27th Street South 
would continue to be maintained by the Department of Environmental Services 
(DES) as long as it remained a public street, notwithstanding its inclusion or 
exclusion from the MTP.  

• What is the status of negotiations with businesses along 27th Street South for the purchase 
of their property? 

o Staff explained that the County Board’s action to adopt the Four Mile Run Valley 
Park Master Plan indicated an aspiration to eventually purchase the properties, and 
that the use of eminent domain for such purposes would be very rare. Staff 
contended that the MTP amendment would not add pressure to any future purchase 
negotiations. Staff also touched on a letter of intent between Arlington County and 
WETA, which gives the County the right of first refusal to the property if WETA can 
relocate its broadcasting uses from their existing location on 27th Street South to their 
existing Shirlington headquarters.  

• Are there unforeseen zoning implications which could arise as a result of these actions? 
Would a nonconformity be created? Would an unbuildable lot be created? Commissioners 
raised concerns with the applicability of Section 1.5 of the Arlington County Zoning 
Ordinance (ACZO), which requires buildings to be located on lots with frontage on a public 
street.  

• Several questions were posed about the TDR certification: 
o Why is there no receiving site, as with previous transfers of development rights which 

were reviewed by the Planning Commission? 
o Would the TDR certification only certify the amount of transferrable density, and not 

the monetary value of the transferrable density? 
o How is the certified density earmarked for future transfer to a receiving site? 
o Can the Planning Commission receive further information on how this TDR 

certification would be consisted with prior approved certifications at the future public 
hearing for this item? 
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Other Questions and Comments: 

• Commissioners stated that changes in TDR policy over time would benefit from further 
clarification, as they held concerns with differences in standards for TDR certifications for 
County-owned property versus private development.  

• Commissioners expressed support for the creation of a list or roster of TDR sending and 
receiving sites with specific information on where they were located.  

• Commissioners were interested in the financial valuation of TDRs.  
o Staff explained that the financial value of the TDRs were not calculated at this time 

because the value depends on the property values near the receiving site.  

• Commissioners recalled instances where TDRs had been certified using covenants and 
easements. The TDRs had been certified with restrictive covenants prior to the rezoning.  

• Commissioners stated that the P-S zoning district was not the ideal zoning district for the 
park because it allowed more intense development and uses in comparison with the S-3A 
district. Commissioners acknowledged the review of these public districts on the CPHD 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment Work Plan and urged staff to prioritize this work.  

 
Public Comments. 
No public comments were provided on the LRPC item.   
 
The LRPC meeting was adjourned at 7:59pm. 
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ZOCO Agenda Item – Bonus Height and Density Provisions in Site Plans.   
  
ZOCO Chair Daniel Weir opened the meeting at 7:59pm.  
 
Ms. Jennifer Smith presented the item. She explained that staff had conducted a review of the 
ACZO’s site plan bonus provisions in order to update and clarify their use in implementing 
various recommendations in the Comprehensive Plan. These bonus provisions enable the 
County Board to approve site plans with building heights and density beyond the by-right 
maximums specified in the ACZO. Such approvals for office, residential, hotel, and mixed-use 
development are made in exchange for commitments to provide affordable housing, community 
facilities, LEED certification, and other community benefits.  
 
Ms. Smith presented staff’s recommendations for consolidating several ACZO bonus provisions 
into §15.5.9, which would broaden the list of community facilities listed for consideration in 
approving bonus density. The draft text would remove references to bonus density maximums 
and bonus height and allow the County Board, with staff recommendations per site plan, to 
determine the specific density levels on each site plan project.  
 
Ms. Smith clarified that bonus height provisions would remain available for development 
projects when such heights are recommended by an area plan, sector plan, or similar Board-
adopted plan. She discussed changes to §15.5.7 which would restructure existing standards 
which had been at times utilized for approving bonus density to remain available for approving 
modifications on use regulations other than density and height.  
 
The draft text would also acknowledge that site plans within the C-O Rosslyn zoning district, 
C-O Crystal City district would not be eligible for the aforementioned bonus provisions because 
similar provisions are specified within the standards of those specific districts. Similarly, sites 
within Clarendon which are zoned C-3 and designated Medium Density Mixed Use on the 
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) would also not quality for the proposed bonus height provisions.  
 
Ms. Smith explained that the County Board would continue to review whether bonus provisions 
would be suitable on a case by case basis with each site plan project review.  
 
Clarifying Questions: 

• Has the study’s recommendation been shared with other boards, commissions, and 
community groups? What feedback has been received by members of the development 
community? 

o Staff would be presenting the work to NAIOP Northern Virginia’s Arlington 
Government Relations Committee and the Housing Commission.  

• Are there any zoning districts which do not specify a maximum building height? 
o Staff stated that to the best of their knowledge all districts specified a maximum 

height.  

• How would staff analyze site plan projects in Rosslyn? 
o Staff explained that recommended maximum building heights are listed in sector 

plans and the zoning district’s standards.  

• For site plan projects outside of areas subject to sector plans, area plans, and similar Board-
adopted plans, would the zoning district standards be the ultimate determinant for building 
height? 

o Staff confirmed that this would be correct, and that revisions to the GLUP’s land use 
designation for an unplanned area would likely trigger the need for a Special GLUP 
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Study. Such a study could account for the appropriate maximum building height at 
the specified location for certain uses analyzed with a Special GLUP Study. If 
different development standards for building height were approved by the study, the 
proposed site plan bonus provisions would enable the County Board to consider 
approving bonus height.  

• If the recommended language were adopted, could the County Board’s approval of a site 
plan result in a development project exceeding the maximum building height recommended 
in Board-adopted plans? 

o Staff clarified that the maximum height would be controlled by the height listed in the 
Board-adopted plans if the zoning district’s maximum height was lower.  

• Is staff comfortable with site plan applicants requesting maximum building height and 
density in all locations where such maximums are contemplated in Board-adopted plans? 

o Staff explained that such scenarios had been evaluated, and that applicants would 
be required to justify a maximum bonus building envelope through commitments to 
mitigate the adverse land use impacts associated with bonus height and density.  

 
Other Questions and Comments: 

• Some Commissioners expressed support for equaling the existing bonus provisions in the 
ACZO through raising the maximum bonus cap of 10% to 25% for residential, office, and 
hotel projects which provide commitments to community facilities. This alternative, which 
had been considered by staff during the study, would also entail raising the maximum 
amount of bonus height from three stories to six stories when office, hotel, and multifamily 
residential projects provided communities facilities as part of the site plan approval.  

o Staff explained that this alternative was not chosen because it would enable a site 
plan applicant to substantiate a bonus request through commitments which may not 
align with the breadth of recommendations in the Comprehensive Plan. Staff’s 
recommendation avoids site plan applications which would demonstrate compliance 
with bonus provisions through, for example, solely a commitment to community 
facilities.  

• Commissioners expressed support for the broader text recommended by staff which 
referenced other County priorities. Commissioners commented that “other priorities” could 
mean a variety of things and questioned whether such things would require extra public 
review before the Site Plan Review Committee (SPRC).  
 

Public Comments. 

• What was the original intent of the original affordable housing percentages which were first 
incorporated into the ACZO? Was there ever a concern it would be too dense? 

o Staff discussed research which uncovered caution at the time with development 
being constructed at heights excessively higher than that contemplated by the 
GLUP. Staff explained that the capped height was too restrictive to achieve projects 
which could incorporate affordable housing while also being economically viable.  
 

• As a result of this zoning amendment, maximum building heights in applicable zoning 
districts would be the primary source for determining the maximum building height unless 
superseded by more specific building height maximums in Board-adopted plans. However, 
not all plans are up to date, and overlaps don’t always align between sector and area plans.  
 

• What are the prospects of a Board-adopted plan recommending lower maximum building 
heights when compared with the underlying zoning as opposed to higher heights? 

o Staff surmised that such recommendations would be unlikely.  
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• Would certain alternatives considered by staff result in a preference for horizontal 
development over vertical development? 
 

• The alternative to eliminate bonus density maximums and equalize bonus height would 
allow considerably more density than contemplated by the GLUP.  
 

• How can residents stay reassured with how dense and how high a development project 
could be? 

o Staff explained that the maximum height listed in the zoning district standards and in 
the applicable plan, along with notes on the GLUP, would indicate the anticipated 
height of future development.  

 
The ZOCO meeting was adjourned at 9:14pm. 
 
 


