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Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) of the Planning Commission  
Meeting Summary 

November 12, 2020, 7:00pm 
 

This meeting was a virtual public meeting held through electronic communications means. 
 
Planning Commissioners in attendance: 
Elizabeth Morton 
James Schroll (Chair, LRPC) 
Jane C. Siegel 
Sara Steinberger 
 
Other Invited LRPC members: 
Christer Ahl, Crystal City Citizen Review Council (CCCRC) 
Arthur Fox, Arlington Ridge Civic Association 
Judy Freshman, Crystal City Civic Association (CCCA) 
Shruti Kuppa, Park and Recreation Commission (PRC) 
Chris Slatt, Transportation Commission 
 
Planning Commissioners absent: 
Denyse “Nia” Bagley 
Elizabeth Gearin 
Stephen Hughes 
Devanshi P. Patel 
Tenley Peterson 
Leonardo Sarli 
Daniel Weir  
 
Staff in attendance:  
Kellie Brown, CPHD Planning 
Matt Mattauszek, CPHD Planning 
Jennifer Smith, CPHD Planning 
Brett Wallace, CPHD Planning 
 
Public Attendees: 
Bernard Berne, Nick Cumings, Carol Fuller, Nancy Iacomini, Robert Mandle, 
Kathleen McSweeney, Reggie Thomas, Robert Vaughan, Ked Whitmore, Jeff Williams,  
Chris Wimbush 
 
 
Crystal City Building Heights Study 
 
Commissioner Schroll opened the meeting at 7:00pm. 
 
Commissioner Schroll recognized the presenters of the meeting’s agenda item.  
 
Mr. Mattauszek presented on the background on the Crystal City Sector Plan and the proposed 
scope for the Crystal City Building Heights Study. 
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Once the staff presentation concluded, Commissioner Schroll solicited comments and feedback 
from LRPC attendees. 
 
The Commission members offered the following comments and raised several clarifying 
questions: 
 
General Questions: 

• What is the impact of this study on site plan applications looking for a height exception, 
such as the 2525 Crystal Drive project? These applications would need to wait for the 
outcome of this study. 

• What does the Plan already offer in terms of height flexibility? The Plain includes height 
maximums that are codified in the Zoning Ordinance, hence the need for a study to 
consider Plan and Zoning amendments to allow additional height. 

 
Comments related to reviewing building height provisions of the Sector Plan/zoning: 

• Arlington Ridge was comfortable with a former JBG proposal to build greater height to 
achieve iconic architecture, smaller footprint, more open space, with no additional 
density and no new transportation projects, and only east of Rt 1 consistent with Sector 
Plan guidance that height be focused east of Richmond Highway with development west 
of Richmond Highway tapering down to lower-density areas. 

• There is appreciation for taking a broader view rather than looking at only one element. 
• Question about documentation on projections for increased demand that would support 

need for greater building heights, to which staff responded that we do not yet have an 
indication from all property owners that more height is needed, yet we know that we will 
need to ensure an equitable distribution should additional height be considered for 
recommendation. 

• CCCRC representative supportive of moving ahead with the review; current plan does 
not provide for variation in heights. Variation in height would provide improvement before 
even considering potential for additional community benefits. 

• PRC representative questions the potential for setting a precedent in considering 
potential for height increases in a sector plan. 

 
Comments related to study approach: 

• Appreciation for shade studies yet would encourage more detailed study to consider 
microclimate effects, such as wind tunnels, or the heat island effect? 

• Would encourage consideration of the timing of community benefit delivery and explore 
if there are opportunities to deliver community benefits sooner rather than later in a 
project completion process. 

• Suggest that all features of the study cross-reference the relevant portions of the current 
Crystal City Sector Plan. 

• Is it possible that the study could result in recommendations where the County could 
pick and choose where it is willing to support additional height, or where certain blocks 
could not be eligible for additional height, to which staff responded that it is possible that 
certain blocks may not be appropriate for additional height. 

• Could it be possible to clarify at the outset the types of benefits or impacts that could be 
realized in exchange for additional height, to which staff responded that there are other 
studies going on which could inform this study in that way. 

• Endorsement for the collective analysis of density in 22202, looking at all studies 
currently underway. 
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Comments related to other elements that should be monitored or examined 
• No comments were raised. 

 
Additional comments: 

• Appreciation for looking at the tops of buildings and highlighting the plan’s emphasis on 
neighborhood nodes. 

 
 
Public Comment 
 

• This may be an appropriate time to look at the Architectural Features map, if we are 
looking at all other elements of building height. 

• The level of community benefits asked for in the Sector Plan are extraordinary, and it 
was never assumed that community benefits would be solely achieved through private 
development. Additional height without additional density may not enable reinvestment 
and additional community benefits. 

 
-- 
 
Commissioner Schroll adjourned the meeting around 8:30pm. 


