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GLUP 

1 

Are open space symbols binding? 

No, open space symbols are not binding, as 

the GLUP is a policy instrument illustrating 

the County’s future vision rather than a legal 

framework. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

2 

What are the implications of the GLUP 

amendment recommendations on retail?  

The GLUP amendment recommendations do 

not specifically address ground level retail. 

The Courthouse Square Plan provides 

recommendations for retail, as does the 

Arlington County Retail Plan.   

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

3 

Is there an impact of changing 

“Government and Community Facilities” 

to “Public”?   

A GLUP amendment from “Government and 

Community Facilities” to “Public” signals the 

County’s vision for open space in those 

locations.  “Public” designations are 

consistent with parks, schools, parkways, 

major unpaved rights of way, libraries, 

cultural facilities 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

4 
What are implications of changing 

designation of Court Square West to 

“High” O-A-H? 

“High” O-A-H is compatible with County 

office space, which is envisioned in this 

location. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

5 

Does the northern boundary of the 

special district include Wilson Blvd and 

Clarendon Blvd? 

Yes, the boundaries of the Courthouse 

Special District are intended to extend to the 

northern edge of the right-of-way on Wilson 

Blvd and Clarendon Blvd and eastern edge 

of R-O-W on Courthouse Rd (does not 

include retail frontage on these streets) 

because the Plan includes recommendations 

for these streets. 

 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

6 While shown in the presentation, it 

would be helpful to have a future 

version of the GLUP showing how it 

would look if the proposed changes are 

implemented in the staff report. 

 

Agreed. In the final presentation and staff 

report, staff will provide a future version of 

the GLUP showing how it would look if the 

proposed changes are implemented. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 
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7 

The open space symbols do not appear 

in the future conditions map. 

This was an error.  Staff will add the missing 

open space symbols to the future conditions 

map. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

8 
What is the purpose of the County-

owned cross-hatch? It is not shown on 

the new homeless shelter, yet it is shown 

on the former shelter.  It would be 

helpful to be consistent.  

The purpose of the cross-hatch is to show 

County ownership.  Staff will add cross-hatch 

to "County-owned" property adjacent to the 

Study Area for consistency and clarity of 

understanding regarding County owned 

property as an administrative update. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

MTP 

9 

The MTP shows the WMATA spelling of 

Courthouse as “Court House.”  Is a 

change needed?  

The MTP map should be consistent with 

WMATA names for Metro Stations. The 

County may ultimately need to work with 

Metro (and allocate funding if it is a priority) 

to determine whether the area should be 

known as "Courthouse" or "Court House" on 

Metro maps and signage. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

10 The Plan recommends underground 

access points and a transit kiosk.  Are 

these items not typically indicated on 

the MTP? 

 

Correct.  

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

11 

What are the impacts of the proposed 

new Metro entrance in Courthouse 

Square on existing access and other 

proposed points?  

 

The new, central Metro station entrance 

would incorporate, or replace, the elevator 

that currently is just off 15th Street and link 

with the bus stops.  It would create a higher-

visibility station entrance that is better 

situated for accessing the area’s civic 

buildings and future plaza space.  No other 

changes/impacts are proposed, including 

the proposed western entrance on Wilson 

Boulevard. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

ZONING  
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12 

Revisit provision that the County Board 

could approve an application with "no" 

step-backs for exceptional site plan 

applications; step-backs are a priority 

outlined in the Plan and by the 

Commissioners. 

 

Staff will remove “or no stepbacks” language 

and will add in “greater” in addition to 

“lesser.” The intent of this language is to 

ensure that a setback of some kind, either 

greater or lesser, is provided.  Stepbacks are 

important to defining the pedestrian realm. 

In certain instances, a greater stepback may 

be appropriate, such as in a situation where 

a historic building is being preserved. In 

other instances, a lesser stepback may be 

warranted. 

 

As the Plan makes a distinction between 

stepback height and depth, stating that the 

stepback heights are intended to be 

approximate, staff has added language to 

establish a minimum setback depth, while 

providing the County Board authority to 

modify the stepback height. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

13 

For the AMC site, show two different 

images: an option A and an option B, 

rather than combining both potential 

heights into a single map.  

 

Staff will add a box around that portion of 

the AMC site that would be available for 

additional height on the Building Height and 

Location Map.  Staff will also add text to the 

map legend explaining that this area could 

be considered for additional height by the 

County Board for joint public-private 

redevelopment and will add similar language 

to the provisions for Courthouse Square.  

This approach has been used for other parts 

of the County where allowances for 

additional height are anticipated through 

adopted policy. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

14 

Given the Plan’s lack of specificity 

regarding exceptional architectural 

features, should examples of exceptional 

architectural features be added to clarify 

expectations to achieve additional 

height?   

 

The language in the Plan surrounding 

architectural features was left purposely 

flexible.  Expectations for exceptional 

architectural features will be addressed 

during future SPRC processes. Staff does not 

propose to provide examples of exceptional 

features in the zoning implementation, in 

order to leave the assessment of exceptional 

architectural features flexible as intended by 

the Plan. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 
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15 Where in the Plan are the building 

massing and architectural 

recommendations located?  

Guidance for building massing and 

architecture is located in Section 2, pages 

34- 41, and Section 3, pages 62-67.  

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

16 

Page 11, line 47: the language is vaguely 

self-referential.   

 

Staff will add clarifying language to indicate 

"in this section" consistent with the format 

the Zoning Ordinance uses for references 

included in the same paragraph to which 

they refer. 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

17 

Why is the heights map proposed to be 

codified when this was not done in 

Rosslyn? 

 

In the zoning for Rosslyn, the Rosslyn 

building heights may be modified by the 

County Board, and therefore a map was not 

incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance – in 

this case it was most effective to provide a 

reference to the map in the Plan, while 

relying on the Plan’s guidance on height for 

review of site plan applications.  

 

In Courthouse, staff is not proposing to 

provide authority for the County Board to 

modify the heights shown in the Plan 

because the heights were established 

through an extensive civic engagement 

process which involved shadow studies 

showing how different building heights 

would impact shadows on the proposed 

open spaces.  Furthermore, in keeping with 

the County Board-adopted “Resolution of 

Concern Regarding Building Heights Related 

to the National Capital Mall Axis” (1982) the 

proposed building heights were evaluated 

throughout the planning process in terms of 

the visual impact of the skyline as seen from 

the National Mall.  

 

Where the County Board does not have 

authority to modify height, incorporating the 

map into the ZO is an effective way to 

establish the heights, as was done for the 

zoning that implements the Clarendon and 

Crystal City Sector Plans. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 
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18 Consider removing step-back lines and 

referential heights for surrounding 

buildings so they are not codified in the 

Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Staff concurs and will remove the step-back 

lines, building heights outside of the Study 

Area and shading on County-owned 

buildings outside of the Study Area on the 

proposed Building Height Map. 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

19 Given that traditional bonus mechanisms 

will not be used, how will the Zoning 

“earn up to” approach be applied to site 

plan elements such as LEED and 

affordable housing and ultimately in 

determining the provision of actual 

community benefits?  Note that 

Sustainability is one of the Priority 

Concept Recommendations. 

In order to approve additional height and 

density above the base special exception 

provisions, the County Board must find that 

a development project offers certain 

features, design elements, services or 

amenities identified in the Plan. Therefore, 

projects would earn the additional density 

and height by providing elements of the 

Plan, specifically including those that achieve 

the identified Priority Concept 

Recommendations in the Plan.  

 

The Priority Concept Plan Recommendations 

are the priorities for this area that emerged 

after an extensive civic engagement process.  

Affordable housing did not rise to the level 

of the Priority Concept Plan 

Recommendations for Courthouse Square, 

as the primary public benefits for this area 

are the public park and the underground 

parking.  This does not mean, however, that 

affordable housing and other traditional 

benefits are precluded or undesired, just that 

the Priority Concept Plan Recommendations 

are the top priorities for Courthouse Square 

and would be looked for as priorities to be 

provided in exchange for additional height 

and density. 

 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

20 

How is the Plan’s position on affordable 

housing reflected in the zoning 

approach? 

 

6/12/17 

LRPC/ZOCO 

Public Comments 

21 Courthouse Plaza has a long-term 

ground lease.  

 

The ground lease expires in 2062. 

Land Use 

Attorney, 

6/12/17 
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22 

The Plan recommends heights for the 

Verizon, South Square and AMC sites 

less than allowed through a C-O site 

plan.  How could this be applied?  

 

The height limit in C-O site plan for a 

residential building or hotel is 180’ and for 

office is 153’. 

 

The maximum height established in the Plan 

for the Verizon site is 120’. The Verizon site 

plan currently has no extra density and 

extensive shadow studies informed the 

height limit.  It is only through the proposed 

Zoning Ordinance amendments that 

additional density could be achieved.  The 

proposed amendments expect an applicant 

to earn both additional height and density 

through the provision of site plan features 

and amenities.  In this case, the applicant 

would need to earn any additional density 

proposed as part of any redevelopment 

proposal. 

 

The maximum height established in the plan 

for the South Square is 50’.  The South 

Square would be developed by the County 

and extensive shadow studies informed the 

height limit.   

 

If the AMC site were to redevelop 

independently, the maximum height 

established in the Plan is 100’. If it were to 

redevelop in concert with the County 

property at Court Square West, the height 

limit established in the plan is 180’ to 

support this coordination.  Extensive shadow 

studies informed the height limit. While 

density is available from the existing site 

plan, a site plan amendment for this 

property would still be evaluated subject to 

the Plan’s guidance.   

 

Land Use 

Attorney, 

6/12/17 

23 Support for 15th Street designation as a 

shared street.  

 

N/A  

Land Use 

Attorney, 

6/12/17 
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24 “Shall” and “should” are used in different 

places in the Plan.  How were these 

addressed in developing the Zoning 

language?  

 

Staff evaluated the use of “shall” and 

“should” in the Plan in developing the 

proposed Zoning language and determined 

that there was no intended distinction. 

 

Land Use 

Attorney, 

6/12/17 

25 

Would the proposed change to the 

GLUP and Zoning for the AMC site 

preclude a theatre in the future?  

 

No. Both the proposed GLUP and Zoning 

Ordinance amendments would allow for a 

theater on this site.  

CA President, 

Clarendon-

Courthouse 

Civic 

Association, 

6/12/2017 

26 Civic association is concerned that the 

bonus density is not enough to pay for 

the benefits; surface parking lot located 

on top of rubble from old CH which 

includes asbestos. 

 

It is anticipated that public capital 

investment would be needed to support 

certain elements of the Plan implementation.  

An environmental assessment would be part 

of the redevelopment of the site. 

CA President, 

Clarendon-

Courthouse 

Civic 

Association 

 

 

 


