
Long Range Planning Committee Meeting 

Arlington County Planning Commission 

Topics: Historic Designation of Ball’s Cemetery 

April 20, 2017 

 

PC Members Present 

Jane Siegel, James Lantelme, James Schroll, Nancy Iacomini 

 

Staff Present 

Kellie Brown, Planning; John Liebertz, Historic Preservation; Stephen Crim, DES; Christin Jolicoeur, DES 

Meeting Summary 

Hermitage Historic District Designation 

 Staff provided overview of designation followed by Q and A 

 Coming to PC in May, RTA to CB in April 

 402 N Randolph St: Single family Rustic Revival-styled log house 

 Unique to Arlington; a revival of original log cabins; went out of style in late 1800s when A frame 

houses became more popular 

 HALRB found that it satisfies 3 of 11 criteria, which were the criteria most applicable to this type 

of designation request 

 Owner requested; waiting to come forward for about a year; in exchange for designation receives 

HALRB guidance for any future changes and/or preservation efforts 

 Boundaries are the entire lot; don’t always see this 

 No known formal archeological interest in the grounds 

 Tree preservation included in the design guidelines; need a COA to remove anything over 15”  

 Unknown if there is interest in pursuing state or national designation 

 Sidewalk on the other side of the street leads to a trail 

 PC action will be to recommend adopting the ordinance and the design guidelines 

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas 

 Staff provided overview of requested actions followed by Q and A 

 Will come to the PC in June 

 Slope question – 100 feet, and then if there is a slope it extends until the percentage decreases to 

less than 25%; survey required in these conditions 

 Letter sent last year in June to notify property owners; also a series of community meetings, site 

visits, refinements to the map; another meeting scheduled for May 1 leading up to PC 

 Patios – existing patios don’t need a permit; new ones do 

 Permits are required for work occurring outside of the RPA on the property where the RPA has 

been designated; there was discussion about the equity of this policy given that adjacent 

neighbor could have similar impact yet not be required to comply; staff replied that there could 

be situations where there is a significant impact even if outside of the RPA.  But it is very rare for 

a project to be brought forth not within the RPA at all; when there is a case like this typically the 

owners are just showing staff that they are doing a project outside of the RPA 



 For small projects the impact assessment does not require significant property owner effort; 

sketch is fine and can turn around in 3-5 days;  

 The 2,500 SF project protections are equitable 

 Future updates will occur; 10 year updates are reasonable  

 The RPA requirements only apply with new projects; no requirement to mitigate proactively 

 The same ordinance applies to County property  

 Structures/uses that are existing are grandfathered, but there is a requirement for a net 

improvement if it is redevelopment  

 How much of the RPA buffer is airport or park service? Federal properties must adhere to spirit 

but not letter; we have designated along the river but not around the cemetery; and they have 

come in to talk to us about projects along the river 

 The action that will come to the PC is to recommend to the Board to remove the ordinance and 

to update the map  

Residential Parking Study 

 Staff and the WG chair provided overview of study and recommendations followed by Q and A. 

 MTP doesn’t include guidance – the point of this is to become more specific 

 This is policy; “Must build” sounds like interest in codifying 

 How did you come up with these distances? Fixed transit was the best measure, buses not as 

frequently uses and could be taken away 

 How did you come up with the ratios? Looked at observed parking spaces at site plans and COR 

data 

 Will be good to note all of these assumptions. 

 WG members assuming that if developers had an opportunity to build less, they would have, 

which is why the ratios are so much lower 

 There are no specific recommendations for “safety valves” (when we realize more parking is 

needed after the project is built) – like documented spillover forcing leasing additional spaces 

elsewhere, but the WG did talk about need to address RPP at later date 

 The on-street issue is more about people who are visiting the area 

 Anecdotally we’ve heard that there are issues with parking in Buckingham; would be good to look 

at those as well even though they are not site plans; would be good to look at unit size relative to 

parking issues; could look at strategy to use parking reduction to leverage increase in MARKs 

 Option for managed/valet garages was not looked at specifically; perhaps could be a next step  

 The recommendation that allows 100% to be provided off site fostered a lot of discussion    

o could result in unintended consequences 

o encumbering redevelopment of older building that could lock in older buildings 

o 10 years a limited term 

o development community in support 

o we need to look out for County’s best interests in making sure that we are not burdening 

areas that cannot support this off-site scenario 

o perhaps appropriate for smaller projects and projects close to high supply of unused 

spaces 

o perhaps buy out scenarios will lessen the risk 



 There is a question if this will prevent condo conversions in older buildings; people who live in 

condos have more cars 

 However, we don’t mandate bedroom mix or unit size – which could also limit condo 

conversions; there are many production variables 

 Projects still need to get financed, which will be a limiting factor in artificially lowering ratios 

 We would not want it to be construed that developers should come in with 0.4 automatically;  

rather that there are many factors that could allow for reductions; this should be framed that as 

we go into site plan, here are a set of criteria against which you measure/consider appropriate 

ratio: How close to parking? How many buildings nearby with excess parking? How many CAFs? 

How much shared parking? 

 Staff provided a flow chart that seeks to lay out that framework 

 Need to ensure that SPRC still allows for discussion around parking 

 June PC will include presentation on the WG report and staff recommendation; considering a 

redline that makes differences clear 

 Advice for staff recommendation 

o UCMUDs can be addressed at a later date 

o R-C recommendation okay but maybe as a phase 2 

o Managed parking? Maybe as a phase 2; nothing to prevent coming in with managed 

parking at this point 

o Could you put forth recommendations for what would be included in a phase 2 

 

 

 

 


