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Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) of the Planning Commission 

Meeting Summary 

January 26, 2022, 7:00pm 

 

This meeting was a virtual public meeting held through electronic communications means. 

 

Planning Commissioners in attendance:   

Denyse “Nia” Bagley 

James Lantelme (LRPC Chair) 

Leonardo Sarli 

James Schroll 

Daniel Weir 

 

Planning Commissioners absent: 

Elizabeth Gearin 

Stephen Hughes 

Elizabeth Morton 

Devanshi P. Patel 

Tenley Peterson 

Sara Steinberger 

 

Other Invited LRPC members in attendance: 

Sara Baryluk, Park and Recreation Commission 

Lisa Chavez, Clarendon-Courthouse Civic Association 

Bill Gearhart, Lyon Village Citizens’ Association 

Chris Slatt, Transportation Commission 

 

Staff in attendance:  

Angie de la Barrera (DES) 

Kellie Brown (CPHD – Planning) 

Anika Chowdhury (CPHD – Planning) 

Irena Lazic (DPR) 

Tim Murphy (CPHD – Planning) 

Pablo Penades Lopez (CPHD – Planning) 

 

Applicant team in attendance: 

Oliver Lee 

Kedrick Whitmore 

 

Courthouse West Special General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Study 

 

Commissioner Bagley opened the meeting at 7:00 pm.  

 

Commissioner Bagley recognized the members of several other Arlington County boards and 

commissions and civic leaders in attendance, as well as staff members and the applicant. 
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Tim Murphy presented the background and timeline for the study. He then reviewed the three 
preliminary height scenarios developed by staff for the December 2021 – January 2022 online 
engagement opportunity, a summary of the feedback received via the online engagement and 
draft updates to the guiding planning principles. Angie de la Barrera presented the 
transportation analysis developed for the three preliminary massing scenarios. Staff reviewed 
five discussion questions prepared for the LRPC discussion: 
 

1. Which scenario best responds to the Guiding Planning Principles presented in the 
December Online Engagement Session? 

2. Are the proposed changes to the Guiding Planning Principles appropriate and 
responsive to the feedback? 

3. Should first Guiding Planning Principle regarding concentrating high-density 
development in Metro Station Areas be refined to indicate where/how high-density 
development should be concentrated? 

4. With the updated Guiding Planning Principles, do you feel like the most responsive 
scenario is still the same or now different? 

5. What additional information would be helpful to further support a recommendation for an 
appropriate GLUP designation? 

 
CRC Companies presented on the applicant’s requested amendment to the GLUP. 
 
Once the applicant’s presentation concluded, Commissioner Bagley solicited comments and 
feedback from LRPC attendees. 
 
Key comments and summary points raised during the LRPC discussion are as follows:  
 

• The CCCA representative commented that density is already concentrated closest to 
metro stations as an existing condition. Scenario 2 and 3 support street activation and 
appropriate massing just as effectively as Scenario 1, yet without the added bulk and 
height in Scenario 1. 

• The LVCA representative commented that greatest height and densities should be 
concentrated directly at Metro entrances, with height tapering away from the Metro 
Stations. Areas further away from the Courthouse Metro Station, such as the CHW site, 
should have the lowest height and density within the Courthouse Metro Station area. 
Scenario 3, with the lowest height and density, is most appropriate. The other scenarios 
are too impactful in terms of traffic and bike lanes.  

• No change to the GLUP designation and continuing the vision for one to four stories is 
consistent with the bull’s eye approach and should have been included as an option to 
consider in the engagement session. 

• The bull’s eye plan has been applied differently than originally envisioned, with height 
and density only along the corridor and not north and south into the neighborhoods at all 
Metro Station areas. The bull’s eye plan can evolve to support different applications, 
considering significant transit infrastructure added since the bull’s eye plan was originally 
completed.  

• While some Metro Station areas, such as Ballston, were already built as commercial 
areas and support height and density within a larger radius from the Metro Station, the 
Courthouse Metro Station area was a smaller commercial area with low density 
residential located much closer to the Metro station. As such, height and density within 
the Courthouse Metro station area should be more focused directly around the station. 
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• The majority of the LRPC members in attendance (PC members, PRC rep, TC rep) 
expressed support for the scenario with the greatest height and density, commenting 
that this scenario (Scenario 1), best responds to the guiding principles and supports the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan with the greatest height and density, providing best 
opportunity to add housing supply, new open space, biophilia, and transportation, bike, 
and pedestrian infrastructure improvements. 

• Achieving affordable family size units is an important goal. 

• Prescribing large units could have an impact on affordability. 

• The term "multimodal" should be replaced with more specific guidance and expectations 

regarding bike facilities, pedestrian safety, and upgrading bus stops given high ridership 

of the three lines. Crosswalks need to be improved at Clarendon Boulevard and Danville 

Street. 

• More specificity is needed with regards to connectivity and cohesion with existing public 

spaces to the north and west and how to activate ground level. 

• Site consolidation and the importance of creating a consistent vision for the entire study 

area are important. Have other GLUP amendments been recommended without 

envisioning site consolidation? Regarding additional information that would be helpful for 

LRPC to understand, members expressed an interest in additional shade studies of the 

massing and understanding whether the study area would influence feasibility of a 

second Court House Metro station entrance. 

• Counsel for the second property owner indicated that the property owner would be 
willing to contribute her property to a future development, provided there is certainty 
about the vision for the study area and that the change in density is appropriate to 
warrant the contribution. 

 
Public Comment 

 

• Seven speakers expressed concerns about the impacts of greater height and density in 
a redevelopment scenario (e.g., traffic congestion, traffic safety, schools, establishing a 
precedent for other sites). Specific concerns were raised about safety on Danville Street. 

• Two speakers expressed support for greater heights and density to help support 
Arlington’s need for housing. 

• One speaker expressed support for Missing Middle housing and affordable housing 
rather than luxury multifamily housing. 

• One speaker expressed that the study is an enabling process, not a determining 
process, so the site plan review process will be key to focus on specific details of the site 
development, including livability. 

• One speaker stated that she will be the designated representative from CCCA moving 
forward. NOTE: Following the meeting, the CCCA President clarified that Lisa Chavez 
will continue to be the representative for CCCA. 

 

Next Steps 

 
As next steps, staff will process the LRPC feedback and work to refine the draft guiding 

planning principles and develop a recommendation for a GLUP designation and a draft Study 

document in advance of a future LRPC meeting in the spring. 

---------- 

Commissioner Bagley adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:08 pm. 


