
Arlington County Planning Commission 

11.9.2022 ZOCO Hybrid Meeting 

Missing Middle Housing Study: Phase 3 

Public Comments Received after 12:00pm, 11.16.2022 

 

Public Comment #1 

• I am writing you in your capacity as the Zoning Committee (ZOCO) and your ongoing 
work to revise the Zoning Ordinance to enable the proposed “Missing Middle” upzoning 
effort.   
As counterintuitive as it may seem, a number of Arlington County residents whose 
professional lives are in the real estate industry share misgivings about this 
proposal.  Several of us have joined together to voice our concerns in the attached letter 
(Attachment #1).  As you consider ordinance changes, we hope you’ll give it weight.   

Public Comment #2 

• Did the MM proponents just say this?  Yes. 
 
My wife and I are Arlington homeowners and tax payers and strongly oppose MM 
initiatives, particularly away from major transportation corridors.  The county appears to 
be permitting too many apartment structures and not enough condominiums that could be 
owned not rented.  

• “We have a housing crisis and a climate crisis and we can't afford to wait for 
equitable and sustainable zoning changes.” 

Public Comment #3 

• I am an Arlington resident interested in the MM discussion. I was not able to attend the 
Nov 9 LRPC and ZOCO joint meeting but watched the entire session on Youtube.  
 
I am writing to ecco several commissioners' comments about NOT being too prescriptive. 
These elements should be removed from the draft zoning ordinance amendment 
because they would not encourage developers to build MM type of housing and they 
would create problems down the road. 
 
1. Gross floor area maximum: Chair Lantelme asked how many square feet of a house 
can be built on a typical 50'x100' R5 lot. The staff gave a base of 1850 sq ft x 3 = 5550 sq 
ft. This calculation misses an entire loft level that builders put in with an extra bedroom 
and bathroom. So in reality, we are looking at close to 6500 sq ft on an R5 lot without a 
garage. If builders can build that much square footage with marginal increase in cost, 
why would they want to build two semi-detached homes with a cap at 4800 sq ft? If the 
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owners of the semi-detached homes need more than 2400 square feet in the future, can 
they not expand their homes (if all setback and lot coverage requirements are met)? I 
agree with Commissioner Weir that we should not impose any GFA maximum on any 
type of MM housing.  
 
2. Number of units limit: Using the example above, it is entirely possible to have 8 units 
in a 6500 sq ft building in R5. That would be more than 800 sq ft per unit. 
Commissioners Peterson asked a great question about a 3-townhome development being 
sold to 3 owners. If one owner adds an English basement and turns his/her towntome into 
a duplex, this would mean the entire development now has 4 units. If that is the cap for 
the number of units, does that mean the second and third owners can't add English 
basements? I discourage this type of restriction that limits future growth.  
 
3. Parking space requirement: On small lots near the metros, putting in parking would 
take away green space. Like another commissioner said, for every curb cut you put in for 
private parking, you take away one public street parking space.  
 
4. Garage door width being no more than 50% of the building facade: Again, if you 
do not have this type of design restriction on single family homes, please consider 
removing it for MM housing. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Public Comment #4 

• Do we have a calendar of next steps / when this initiative will be voted on? 

Public Comment #5 

• I have been waiting since 7:00 p.m. online to be admitted to the meeting. Nothing as of 
yet. I have since called-in by phone and am on an extended hold. All indications are that 
the meeting is not going to be held. 
 
I have comments I was prepared to offer in opposition to the Missing Middle initiative 
and feel frustrated that I will not have that opportunity. Opening the meeting after I 
depart will further that frustration because others may be in a position to comment, but I 
will not. 

Public Comment #6 

• First of all THANK You to County leadership and staff for taking us on this very 
important journey. The historic overuse of SF zoning must be adjusted to allow diverse 
housing types with lower cost units. We agree that the current redevelopment of 
teardowns to build very large Single Family (SF) homes is much too restrictive 
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financially, for new buyers and for the County. We will heartily welcome new neighbors, 
families, empty nesters – come one and all – as we do today. 
 
Based on the details of the County staff memo of Oct 31, it appears that, while it is 
understandable in trying to reach as many middle-income earners as possible, it goes too 
far in density on small lots (5000 and 6000 sf). In fact, it goes far beyond what both the 
Consultant analysis and Staff massing diagrams demonstrate is feasible. 
 
County staff are to be especially commended for 1. protecting against stormwater 
increases, 2. acknowledging in their diagrams that developers will likely build above the 
minimum parking criteria (as developers have stated), 3. eliminating pipestem 
configurations and 4. respecting the commitment of the County Board to maintain current 
height, setbacks and lot coverage. 
 
For ease of County staff, at the end of this document is a bullet list of my various requests 
– without the explanatory basis for the request. Thank you! 
 
I. A Revised Option 2B which prohibits multiplexes on smaller lots is preferable to 
Option 2A for the following reasons. 
  

• The County’s consultant states (page 10) that lot sizes between 4,500 and 6,500 
square feet are “generally suitable for side-by-side duplexes” 
 

o Option 2A allows for 6 and 8 plexes on lots of 5,000 and 6,000 sf 
o Option 2B allows for 2 to 4 dwellings on lots of 5,000 and 6,000 sf 
o While both these options go far beyond the consultant’s suitability characterization, 
Option 2B is more realistic but it still needs to be adjusted as evidenced by the staff 
diagrams presented at the Nov 16 ZOCO meeting. 
 

• The consultant alternatives (Tables 1 and 2) shows  
 

o Only side-by-side townhouses and stacked duplexes on 5000 sf lots 
o No fourplexes on 5000 or 6000 sf lots 
o Multiplexes have the highest profit for developers 
 

• The County staff memo (page 7) says “newly built one-family detached houses on lots 
sized 5,000 to 9,000 square feet typically have 3,000 to 6,000 square feet…. which is 
comparable to the expected floor area of housing types with two to four units.” 
However, in section 10.4.4 (page 23) it states that the maximum gross floor area of a 
four Unit development is 7,200 square feet which is 20 percent higher.  
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o Please correct the county staff memo to indicate that fourplexes may be as much as 
20% larger sq ft than Single family. 
 

• Definitely Six or Eight plex will not fit on the smaller lots. The County consultant 
only has one 8 plex in the Design alternatives and it is 64’ 4” wide (page 12 of 
Attachment 1). County staff assume 55’ wide in their Small Lot category.  
 

o The Consultant was able to sketch 5 Design alternatives for a Four Plex 
o The Consultant was able to sketch 3 Design alternatives for a Six Plex 
o This indicates the consultant could not fit the Six and Eight plexes on small lots 
 

• Option 2A and 2B allow townhouses on lots (subdivided to this size) of 16 feet wide. 
This is one foot shorter than a mini van. Please indicate which of your massing 
diagrams shows units with this size of lot.  
 
• At a recent meeting of the Northern Virginia Assn of Realtors, a developer stated 
 

o That Six and Eight plexes will be the most profitable to build 
o That very high land prices drive up the price of completed homes 
 

• Once “by right” development of large number units is approved – there is nothing to 
stop builders from selling to REITs for rentals instead of to individual home buyers. 
Indeed this is more profitable and faster for the builders as compared to negotiating 
with multiple buyers and setting up a condo agreement. 
 

o The Consultant report confirms this concern (page 9) stating “unwillingness to 
undertake the greater complexity of dealing with condominium structures and/or 
multi-family investors” 
 

• Once developers have “by right” for larger, multiplex unit buildings – they will likely 
request variances to the County’s setbacks and height limits. Building Six or Eight 
plexes on smaller lots would be the most profitable for developers due to lower land 
cost. The staff memo does not address this scenario though a ZOCO commissioner 
mentioned it at the Nov 16 meeting. 

 
o Please make public the draft process for considering variances 

• Not only does this risk deterioration of existing SF neighborhoods and allow large 
amounts of corporate owned land in Arlington, it would adversely impact the large 
number of rentals being approved in Western Clarendon. 
 

o Allowing a large amount of corporate owned land will affect not just our 
neighborhood – but indeed our governance 
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• Please step carefully. This is a massive change and the County likely cannot 
accurately forecast the rate of MM developments. The County can approve duplexes 
and triplexes on smaller lots now and adjust to allow Six and Eight plexes later after 1. 
more is known about the developer reaction to this new market and 2. better planning 
can be completed regarding sizing on smaller lots and the parking impacts. 
 

II. Oppose Option 4B which increases lot coverage over 4A by 5% 
 

• This would impact already limited space for tree cover 
 
• Please state if and how the proposed County action complies with Commonwealth 
requirements  
 
• The County one page summary of MM states that tree canopy of “20% to 50% is 
achievable.” That’s a big range, please list which development types result in which 
amount of tree canopy. 
 

III. Parking 
 
County assumption states (page 12) that “some sites that are further from transit options 
may have underutilized on-street parking, and the Master Transportation Plan encourages 
use of on-street parking as an alternative to requiring additional paving for off-street 
parking on private development.” 
 
For lots of 5,000 to 6,000 sq ft – the available street parking is less per lot due to the lot 
width. Adding Six to Eight unit buildings would stress both local traffic and parking. 
 

• Currently, there is nothing in the Design Standards or proposed zoning language that 
prevents development of more than one Six or Eight plexes on the same block.  
• Please address the parking and traffic impacts of this multiple multiplex scenario in 
the staff memo. 
 

The focus of the parking study in the current memo is solely to determine if the 
development should provide one parking space on site for each unit, or have a reduced 
minimum required number of spaces. It does not evaluate projected increases in street 
parking or estimate the pct of available parking that will occur after development of one 
or more multiunits. 
 
ATTACHMENT 6: Example Scenarios for On-Street Parking Surveys (last page of the 
memo) 
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Scenario 1 Assumes the block has 15 total on-street parking spaces on the site's block 
(note: our short block has 22). The example assumes 6 occupied spaces per parking 
survey which results in a calculated parking occupancy of only 40%, if the four plex adds 
2 cars to on street parking (since they provide for 2 on site) - that means the parking 
occupancy on that block would only be 53%. Conclusion: No problem building the four 
plex and limiting their on site parking. 
 
Scenario 3 Assumes the same 15 spaces on the block and that a proposed 8 plex needs 4 
street parking spaces. In this scenario - the hypothetical survey showed that 9 are already 
occupied. Therefore 9 + 4 = 13 means that street parking is 86% - which is over the 
maximum of 85%. Scenario 5 solves this overage by simply requiring that the 8 plex 
provide 5 on site spaces instead of 4. Now theoretically on street parking is only at 80%.  

 
COMMENT: These assumed base occupancy numbers (6 or 9) are very low and paint an 
unrealistic view of what is likely to occur. In addition, there is no consideration given to 
visitor cars. (ie it’s assumed to be zero) 
 
COMMENT: There should be a parking survey done before approval of the multi unit 
development. If parking is already over 85%, there is a known infrastructure constraint 
and development should not proceed. 

 
“Some expanded housing options uses will require more parking spaces than are typically 
provided for one-family development.” Page 12 
 
Comment – this is woefully understated. Please revise the language to state that all 
expanded housing options will require more parking than SF and put some demands on 
existing street parking.  
 
Please commit to a study relative to impacts on parking and traffic patterns based on the 
sensitivity analysis of the number of MM developments that may occur. 

 
IV. Rate of Change in Development 

 
The County’s consultant states that from 2016 to 2020 an average of 175 lots per year 
were redeveloped. They estimate redevelopment in the future to range from 160 to 190 
lots per year. Their analysis suggests a potential for 19 to 21 lots to be redeveloped for 
Missing Middle annually. That equates to 10 to 13% of total redevelopment. They 
estimate this will result in 94-108 MM units per year increasing population by 150 per 
year. This assumes an average of 1.5 persons per unit – not many families. This is sad.  

 
It is important to know this as the Zoning committee and County Board consider the need 
for an initial phase that includes caps on the number that can be developed each year. It is 
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important given that developers clearly state they will build Six and Eight plexes 
whenever possible – as that is the highest profit margin. 
 
Please prepare a sensitivity analysis on this critical assumption – that 10 to 13% of 
redevelopment will be MM.  

 
V. Other features of the proposal 

 
Minimum Lot Area and Width (page 8) 

 
• Minimum lot width for townhouses would be only 16 feet.  
 
• Minimum lot width for semidetached units is 24 feet. 
 

Maximum height limit – 35 feet, same as for single family houses 
 
Setback – 25 feet, same as for single family houses  
 
No Pipestems – only one door can face a side property 
 
Affordability – The County one page pdf summarizing MMHS states that an income of 
$108,000 is needed to attain Six to Eight multiplexes.  
 
Please provide the underlying calculation for this assertion.  
 
Current Land Use in Arlington On page 1 of the memo, it states “Currently, nearly half of 
the County’s land area restricts housing development to single-detached dwellings.” On 
the Kojo Nnamdi show, Board Member Christian Dorsey stated that single family 
occupies 70% of the County’s land. 
 

• Please confirm which is correct, nearly half or 70% of Arlington is restricted to SF. 
 

Summary of Requests from Ginger Evans 
 
• Eliminate Option 2A which allows for multiple-family units on lots of 5,000 and 
6,000 Sq.Ft. with only 50 and 60 feet width respectively. 
• For Option 2B Provide a massing diagram that shows that a 4-dwelling unit on R-% 
and R-6 lots meets all the standards 

o If not, please modify Option 2B to be consistent with the consultant determination 
that side-by-side duplexes are the only option for 5000 sq ft lots 
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• Correct page 7 of the County staff memo to indicate that fourplexes may be as much 
as 20% larger sq ft than Single Family. (7200 sq ft vs 6000 sq ft) 
• Please provide massing diagrams that shows 16 feet wide townhouses on various size 
lots 
• Please make public the draft process for considering variances from buyers who 
(under the new zoning) have been given “by right” development for multi plexes that 
don’t fit within the standards 
• Please list which development and housing types result in 20% tree canopy and which 
provide 50% tree canopy. 
• Please address the parking and traffic impacts of multiple multiplex developments on 
a single block 
• There should be a parking survey completed before approval of the multi unit 
development. If parking is already over 85%, there is a known infrastructure constraint 
and development should not proceed. 
• Please revise the language on page 12 from “some expanded…options will require 
more parking than…one-family” to recognize that all expanded housing options will 
require more parking than SF 
• Prepare a sensitivity analysis on the assumption that 10 to 13% of the 160 to 190 
redevelopments annually will be MM units. This is a critical assumption when 
considering whether development caps for a short time would be prudent. 
• Please provide the underlying calculations for the county statement that an income of 
$108,000 is needed to attain Six to Eight multiplexes. 
• Please confirm the percentage of current Arlington land that is restricted to Single 
Family zoning. 

Public Comment #7 

• Thanks to everyone for all the many hours and hard work that have gone into this 
proposal. I have a few comments which I feel are particularly pertinent. 
 
- We have more than enough affordable housing RENTALS, especially along the Pike in 
south Arlington. We don't need more. 
 
- Despite reading tomes of information, it still seems to me that we are talking about 
rentals here to which I strongly object. I think one source said 80% to be rentals. 
 
- We need more affordable housing opportunities to BUY/PURCHASE, similar to the 
Axumite Village Project on S. Highland. 
https://www.arlingtonva.us/files/sharedassets/public/housing/documents/homeownership/
axumite-village-project-summary-and-faq-2022.pdf 
 
- For very small clusters of homes such as a 6 plex or 8-plex, some management 
company needs to be part of the ownership. Owners do not have time nor knowledge for 
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all that is required to manage condo or HOA entities. Companies willing to take on very 
small clusters are rarer than hen's teeth. Even in the 33 unit HOA for Adams Court, we 
had quite a challenge to find a manager with part-time work commitment and there is an 
associated expense of course, so dues must include this even if you can find a 
manager/management company. Trust me on this: if these 6 and 8-plexes are condo there 
are tax filings to be filed, audits to be done, and many other concerns regarding shared 
roof, doors, walkways etc. that would need to be carefully worked out and with 
management involved. 
 
- I ask you please to seriously consider these concerns. 
 

Public Comment #8 

• My big concern is parking. So long as all these infills provide offstreet parking for the 
units that would be okay, but many neighborhoods are already seeing scarcity in on-street 
parking, especially where rentals are concerned with multiple roomies each with a car. 
I'm imagining my neighborhood with several missing middle projects and wonder where 
the cars would go. So moving forward with this idea can only proceed with only allowing 
projects that can accommodate the extra cars on the lots to be "middled." 

 
 Second idea...while it's a worthy idea to try to reverse the tide, reality is that Arlington is 

no longer the county of modest government workers it used to be in the 40's, 50's and 
60's. It's become a very desirable location, and housing costs reflect this change.  

Public Comment #9 

• (Attachment #2) 

Public Comment #10 

• As a 40+ year Arlington resident (single family detached home), a longtime member of 
the League of Women Voters and a 30+ year residential real estate broker in Virginia and 
DC, I strongly support the zoning changes necessary to encourage missing middle 
development.  I encourage the Commission to address the proposal as soon as possible.   
 
Between the need for more housing (and housing types) at all price and size levels and 
the increasing need to address the impact of climate change through more efficient 
(denser) living space, this a terrific way to make Arlington an example to the country.  
This proposal would be very compatible with long-range planning, that from the late 
70's-early 80's made the County a model with its development along the Metro corridor. 
 
Providing more housing options through more areas of the County for first-time buyers, 
as well as opening up possibilities for renters, and seniors who might want to purchase or 
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rent smaller units in familiar neighborhoods,  would help increase opportunities for the 
sort of multi-generational living that has unfortunately disappeared from the more 
suburban nature of nearly 3/4 of Arlington.  
 
One has only to look at DC neighborhoods to see the value of rowhouses, 2-8 unit 
buildings, garden apartments and detached homes co-existing on blocks in the most 
sought-after neighborhoods.  These units can open up rental possibilities, as well as small 
condominium and cooperative units. 
 
Since this proposal has been much discussed for 2 1/2 years, please don't delay 
Commission consideration. 
 
Thanks so much. 

Public Comment #11 

• Thank you I urge you to support the Missing Middle Housing Study Phase 2 Draft 
Framework - specifically that single-family zoning should be changed to make more 
forms of housing legal by-right everywhere in Arlington with no annual caps. 
 
I have friends who have left our County because housing costs are no longer attainable 
for even middle income individuals or families. Concerns raised about the approach -- 
such as about tree canopy, parking/traffic, 6- and 8-plexes ruining the "character" of the 
neighborhood -- are filled with misinformation and fears that are embedded in racism. 
They are red herrings. These are not the values the County has articulated. Please 
consider the following points: 
 

o I commend the County Board for working to be more inclusive of residents of 
multifamily buildings in the Missing Middle study. This is a major improvement 
on past processes which overvalued, if not focused solely on, single-family 
homeowners and neighborhoods. 
 

o The County's laudable effort to reach out beyond the neighborhood associations 
and CivFed has resulted in significant blowback from those who are used to 
having their voices hold sway. In Bluemont, the engagement on this issue was led 
by a "study group" who were suspicious of Missing Middle from the outset and 
who presented an blatantly negative summary to the broader BCA. This led to a 
predetermined motion to oppose the Missing Middle study which passed 20-12 
despite significant flaws being acknowledged by its authors. 
 

o Despite the efforts to be more inclusive and the resulting tantrum being thrown by 
opponents, the data from the Missing Middle outreach still shows a dramatic 
overrepresentation of single family homeowners. It is important to note that this 
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group only represents about 30% of Arlington residents, who also benefit the 
most from the artificial supply constraint that single family zoning creates. The 
hallmarks of this group have been spreading misinformation, engaging in unruly 
behavior, and shady tactics. 
 

o Please note that if Arlington was created from scratch today, it would make as 
much sense for 70% of the land to be reserved for single family homes as it would 
have been to retain the historic dairy farms as the dominant land use pattern into 
the future. Times and needs change and so must Arlington. 
 

o Please do not slow down the Missing Middle study and voting process which has 
been going on for more than 2 years. In those same two years, we have seen many 
older single-family homes razed and replaced with multi-million dollar homes 
that take up larger footprints. I have visited homes right in Bluemont that are 
duplexes and triplexes because they were grandfathered into the zoning code. 
More of those homes would be great additions to the area, not detractions, as 
some argue.   
 

o Thus, we oppose restrictions on the number of missing middle units permitted on 
an annual basis, and instead would like to allow for the market to lead. The 
County should look at existing missing middle neighborhoods as the test cases, 
such as the 4000 block of 9th St. N. 
 

My views are aligned with much of what has been shared with the County Board by Faith 
Alliance for Climate Solutions, the NAACP Arlington branch, the League of Women 
Voters of Arlington and Alexandria City, and the Potomac River Group Chapter of the 
Sierra Club on the critical issue of access to housing and land use. 
 
Please support the Missing Middle Housing - specifically that single-family zoning 
should be changed to make more forms of housing legal by-right everywhere in 
Arlington.   
 
Thank you 

Public Comment #12 

• I want to express my concern for the changing (up zoning) the zoning across the County. 
Historically, the County Board has done an excellent job of overseeing a rapidly 
expanding County by concentrating the growth along the transit corridors and preserving 
the neighborhoods. The County has been held up as a national model for this planning. 
As an Architect, I am particularly proud of how the County has utilized smart growth 
principles. I have been hopeful that the initial missing middle plan would evolve to 
embrace smart growth principles. In the most recent Phase 3 report, I am extremely 
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concerned to still see consideration of rezoning the entire County. The current zoning 
changes being considered are of deep concern to me as developers will begin to drive the 
planning and aesthetics of the County, rather than the County actively planning around 
smart growth principals as they have done so successfully in the past. My suggestions for 
your consideration are: 
 
1. Link the Missing Middle to Smart Growth Principles - Use your positions to guide the 
developers, not let them have their way with our community. Use zoning or form based 
code to encourage more density where the infrastructure is– along transit corridors 
Columbia Pike, Route 50, Orange Line, Washington Blvd, Langston Blvd, etc., and plan 
new corridors if needed. This is the environmental way to approach density. 
 
2. Test the Missing Middle Concept – Since there is debate as to whether upzoning can 
be reversed, pick areas (preferably around existing robust infrastructure) to test the 
concept for a number of years. The zoning proposal you are considering is unique and 
does not have a proven outcome and it would be unimaginable if it created an 
unregulated eyesore.  
 
3. Reduce the Density that Developers can Build– The current proposal of 4-8 unit 
apartments in is not compatible with the old Arlington neighborhoods. The increase in 
cars and cut through traffic from neighboring counties, loss of a mature tree canopy, heat 
island affects, and pollution to our streams, the Potomac River and the Bay negatively 
impact us all, including future generations. Again, refer back to good planning principles 
– taper density of lots as they move away from the transit corridors.  
 
Thank you for your service to the County and considering my suggestions 
 



October 24, 2022 

To: 
Ms. Katie Cristol, Chair 
Mr. Christian Dorsey, Vice Chair 
Mr. Takis Karantonis, Member 
Ms. Libbey Garvey, Member 
Mr. Matt de Ferranti, Member 

From: Local Real Estate Professionals 

RE: Upzoning Proposal 

We are Arlington County residents and represent a cross-section of real estate professionals ranging 
from developers, owners, and managers, to brokers, architects, engineers, and lenders.  Apart from 
sharing a professional affiliation, we are also united in our opposition to the County’s effort to eliminate 
single-family zoning.  While this opposition may strike some as counterintuitive, it is in reality grounded 
in our professional real estate experience. 

At the outset, it’s important to note that as a general premise we support the creation of additional 
density in Arlington and the creation of additional housing choices.  We are also supportive of a 
community that reflects a range of socioeconomic and ethnic diversity, aspects of Arlington that drew us 
here in the first place. 

As supporters of density, the process and resulting land-use policies that enabled creation of the 
Rosslyn-Ballston corridor (“R&B Corridor”) that we know today, and that are transforming Columbia 
Pike, benefit the entire Arlington community. Similarly, the recently published Langston Boulevard 
Concept Plan offers much that is laudable and could, with further refinement, in the coming decades 
support the creation of a diverse range of additional housing types, more places to work, and additional 
locales offering goods and services all in an attractive, mixed-use environment.  The shared hallmark of 
all these plans is that they place density along transit corridors and are easily and safely walkable, both 
for those who will be living on the corridor itself as well as for those in the nearby single-family 
communities. 

An important aspect of the County’s work along the R&B Corridor, Columbia Pike, and Langston 
Boulevard was the deliberate, multi-year process it undertook (and is undertaking) to engage with 
County residents, especially those most impacted by the potential changes, and which incorporated 
analysis of the broader implications of the potential policy changes with regard to schools, public safety, 
utilities, community services, and other needs that would result from them. 

This more slowly paced process allowed more voices to be heard, new ideas to be surfaced, refinements 
to be made, and ultimately a broader array of constituents to be supportive of the new land-use 
policies.   

The strategy of community engagement has played out as well with regard to another important County 
initiative related to land-use.  Specifically, the County undertook a multi-year and considered process of 
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working with community residents under the Arlington Neighborhood Program to develop 
neighborhood conservation plans, documents that in many cases dive deeply into the sort of 
neighborhoods Arlingtonians want to live in and which often highlight the preservation of single-family 
housing stock against the encroachment of multiple-unit developments. 

We find it ironic then, that given this history, and at a time where the County is doing a year-long study 
of a potential traffic circle, that it would not devote more time, and create a more inclusive process, for 
considering what would be the most sweeping land-use change in the County in 50 years. 

The Missing Middle Housing Study as proposed will require a fundamental change in the County’s 
General Land Use Plan, which for decades has sought to “preserve and enhance existing single-family 
and apartment neighborhoods.” Real estate professionals and citizens have relied on the County’s policy 
to concentrate high-density development along metro corridors. 

The County’s Zoning Ordinance will have to be substantially amended to allow by-right development of 
multi-family units in what are now single-family zoning districts.  And those zoning districts that now 
allow multi-family units, but require a site plan or use permit, will have to be re-examined to determine 
if these areas should retain these requirements or allow by-right development. 

As real estate professionals, especially as developers, owners and investors, we value stability and 
consistency in land-use regulations.  We value clarity around what is expected from a regulatory 
perspective when we undertake a new project or make a new investment.  The current process and 
proposal do not accomplish those goals because the County is not taking the time in a considered way to 
think through the myriad issues that will flow out of this change.  Absent that, the change will surely 
meet legal challenges and, assuming it survives those, will generate a series of one-off projects that will 
have negative unintended consequences for the communities in which they are located and which will in 
turn generate new policies and regulations on a reactive basis to avoid a repeat of them in the future, all 
of which could be avoided, or significantly reduced, through a more careful process now.  We would 
prefer to see the full “suite” of changes associated with this policy rather than pursue the “salami slice” 
process the County has embarked upon. 

Interestingly, Arlington is already doing very well in creating new housing and in fact at a faster pace 
than the goals for it.  The DCist recently published an article1 that finds as follows: 

In 2019, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments [COG] studied current and future local 

housing needs and concluded that the D.C. region overall needs to build at least 320,000 units between 

2020 and 2030, with 75% of them being affordable to low and middle-income families, and many built 

near activity centers and transit hubs. An Urban Institute report from the same year projected a similar 

need, finding that the region would need to build at least 374,000 more units by 2030. 

The article goes on to say: 

Things are going … okay. In 2021, housing production increased across the board in the D.C. region. 

According to an analysis from the Housing Association of Nonprofit Developers (HAND), which tracks 

annual housing production compared to the COG and Urban Institute projections, the D.C. region as a 

1 https://dcist.com/story/22/08/23/northern-virginia-affordable-housing-inflation/
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whole fell just shy of its 25,000-unit yearly target in 2021, building just over 24,000 units — the closest 

jurisdictions have come to hitting the goal. 

Arlington, Alexandria, and Loudoun County have all exceeded the overall numbers of new units they’ve 

needed to produce in the last three years, since HAND began tracking. Arlington County housing director 

Anne Venezia sees that trend continuing into 2022 and beyond. 
“We can confidently say we do have enough capacity within our current plans to enable the production 

that COG has for Arlington targets,” she says. (Emphasis added.) 

Given that the County is meeting its goals and that its very own housing director states that current 
plans will meet its future goals, why is the Board rushing forwarding and discounting the possibility of a 
more thoughtful and comprehensive evaluation of its proposal?  There is real disconnect here. 

As real estate professionals, we wish to see a process that in the past the County has employed to create 
more transparency, more engagement, and ultimately better policy that drove better development. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Weinschenk 
Peterson Cos. 

Dean Zang  
Marcus & Millichap 

Zachary David 
Citizens Bank 

Jennifer DellaRatta Redmond 
DRICMC Properties 

Mary Kay Lanzillotta 
Hartman Cox 

Philip E. Meany, Jr. 
Meany & Oliver Companies, Inc 
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https://hit.handhousing.org/jurisdictions/alexandria
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Sharon Oliver  
Meany & Oliver Companies, Inc 

Daniel Rasmussen 
Cushman & Wakefield 

Michael Pugh 
ReMax 

David Ricks  
DW Ricks Architects 

cc: Long Range Planning Committee 
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FORESTRY AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 

2700 South Taylor Street, Arlington, Virginia 22206 
TEL 703-228-6525   FAX 703-228-6507   www.arlingtonva.us 

November 21, 2022 

Honorable Katie Cristol, Chair  
Arlington County Board 
Ellen M. Bozman Government Center 
2100 Clarendon Blvd, Suite 300  
Arlington, VA 22201  

Re: Missing Middle Housing Study: Draft General Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
Amendments 

Dear Chair Cristol: 

Members of the Forestry and Natural Resources Commission (FNRC) discussed the Missing 
Middle Housing Study Draft General Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments at the 
November 17, 2022 Commission meeting. We also received a presentation on tree canopy 
calculations and possible configurations for more densely planting trees. 

The Commission is concerned that the aggressive timetable proposed for consideration of this 
draft by both the Planning Commission and the County Board, may preclude adequate review of 
the implications of the proposed changes to existing zoning, as well as allowing time to craft 
further adjustments before those final reviews. This is especially concerning because the tree 
canopy requirements have not yet been a focus of the LRPC/ZOCO reviews, despite the urgency 
heard throughout the public comment period about the loss of tree canopy. The next, and 
possibly final, ZOCO meeting is scheduled for November 30.  

At a minimum, the Commission urges consideration of the following outstanding issues in the 
noted sections of the draft, along with questions about the legality of the mechanism proposed in 
Section 6(A):  

Section 3 
Option 3(A): Special exception review of properties one acre or larger (typically churches, other 
institutions) 
Option 3(B): No separate review, effectively prohibiting expanded housing option on larger sites 

Comment: Many of these larger parcels have significant tree canopy in small groves of trees, a 
rarity in the County, and should be a high priority for preservation. 

Recommendation: If 3(A) is adopted, it should include specific recommendations to preserve 
existing tree canopy as part of the review process. 
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Section 4 
Option 4(A): Duplicate existing single-family housing coverage with option of additional 3% for 
front porches and 5% for detached rear garages 
Option 4(B): Reallocate 5% for detached garages to base lot coverage 
 
Comment: The aesthetic intent of the original bonus density for moving detached garages to the 
rear of properties has created significant damage to tree canopy and has prevented preservation 
of existing trees at the rear of redeveloped lots. More plantable spaces are needed for expanded 
tree planting and eventual tree canopy.  
 
Recommendation: The Commission recommends a new option 4(C), eliminating the 5% bonus 
for detached garages for multi-family homes (and recommends a similar elimination to bonus 
density for one-family homes). 
 
Section 6 
Option 6(A): One shade tree to be planted for each unit 
Option 6(B): No additional requirements beyond Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance 
(CBPO) 
 
Comment: 
 
The Code of Virginia 15.2-961:  

• 10% tree canopy for a residential site zoned 20 or more units per acre 
• 15% tree canopy for a residential site zoned between 10-20 or more units per acre 
• 20% tree canopy for a residential site zoned 10 units or less per acre 

 
The Commission does not concur with the statement in the MMH study on page 14: 
“Depending on the specific development proposal (e.g., number of dwellings, site area, tree 
species), Option 6A would generally result in tree canopy coverage that is closer to parity with 
the CBPO requirement for one-family development.” 
 
The current minimum projected 20-year tree canopy requirement for one-family homes under 
Article 5 is 20%. Option 6(A), as currently drafted, is unlikely to increase tree canopy beyond 
the lower minimums required in CBPO for the expanded housing options (10%-15%). There are 
seemingly endless possibilities of how this would pencil out, given various lot size, number of 
units and tree species chosen. Under 6(A), increased tree canopy, (beyond the new 10%-15% 
minimum) would occur only on some of the largest lots and with the maximum number of units. 
On the smaller lots, with fewer units, this tree planting requirement would result in lower tree 
canopy coverage than that required through the CBPO, or in some cases only slightly more tree 
canopy coverage than the CBPO minimum, but still below the current 20% standard for one 
family homes. Given the tremendous loss of tree canopy in our single-family neighborhoods, we 
know that the proposed changes to the zoning, and the resulting decrease in minimum tree 
canopy requirements, will only exacerbate that loss. 
 



 

 3 

Recommendation: Staff had reported to the Forestry and Natural Resources Commission on May 
26, 2022 that retaining 40% tree canopy County-wide would be possible, despite significantly 
lower minimum planting requirements under the proposed MMH changes to zoning. The 
attached staff planning document (from a recent Freedom of Information Act request) illustrates 
the potential tree canopy achievable with the various configurations of lot sizes and multi-family 
housing. These planting numbers are significantly higher than the one tree per unit in option 
6(A). We urge staff to incorporate these higher tree standards into Section 6 recommendations. 
 
At the November 17, 2022 FNRC meeting, the commission reviewed how additional, densely 
planted trees can be accommodated even on smaller lots. Recent research supports the benefits of 
more densely planting trees. Promoting significant tree planting brings with it the added 
ecological benefits such as additional shade, lower energy costs, reduction of the heat island 
effect, storm water benefits, and increased biodiversity.  
 
The Commission urges the County to simultaneously support aggressive tree planting while it 
works to expand housing options. Those living in multi-family housing need the intensive green 
space as much or more than those in one-family homes, and the County has an opportunity to 
address the significant issue of tree canopy loss by pairing densely planted spaces with these new 
housing options. Rather than looking at the dual issues of expanded housing and tree canopy 
coverage as “either/or”, they can, and should be addressed as “both/and”. Expanding the tree 
planting requirements beyond those recommended in Option 6(A) could achieve these dual 
objectives. 
 
Lastly, questions have been raised about the mechanism of using Article 10.4.6(A) for additional 
tree planting. While the Commission supports more aggressive planting requirements than those 
suggested in Option 6(A), we are concerned about the legality of the underlying mechanism for 
additional tree planting requirements. 
 
Code of Virginia section 15.2-961 specifically states:  
“J. In no event shall any local tree replacement or planting ordinance adopted pursuant to this 
section exceed the requirements set forth herein.” 
   
We would appreciate clarification on whether the County has the authority to require additional 
tree planting through the use of Article 10.4.6(A). 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share our views on these important topics. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Phil Klingelhofer, Chair 
Forestry and Natural Resources Commission 
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Cc: Members, Arlington County Board 
 Members, Planning Commission 

Mark Schwartz, Arlington County Manager 
Claude Williamson, Director, Department of Community Planning, Housing and 
Development 
Jane Rudolph, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation 

 
Attachment: Staff Canopy Coverage Calculations 
  
 



Arlington County Staff Calculations - Potential Tree Canopy Coverage of MMH Lots Released under the Virginia FOIA

Type Square Ft
Large 
trees

Small 
trees

Total  
Trees

Canopy 
potential

Canopy 
Percent

Meets minimum 
20%

Meets County target 
40%?

Duplex 1 5000 7 3 10 3168.75 63 Yes Yes
Duplex 2 6000 6 1 7 2500 42 Yes Yes
Duplex 3 6000 6 4 10 2912.5 49 Yes Yes
Duplex stacked 1 5000 4 3 7 1987.5 40 Yes No
Duplex stacked 2 5000 4 10 14 2950 59 Yes Yes
Duplex stacked 3 6000 5 1 6 2106.25 35 Yes No
Fourplex 1 10000 7 4 11 3306.25 33 Yes No
Fourplex 2 10000 9 0 9 3543.75 35 Yes No
Fourplex 3 8125 7 0 7 2756.25 34 Yes No
Townhome 1 6000 5 2 7 2243.75 37 Yes No
Townhome 2 10000 7 3 10 3168.75 32 Yes No
Townhome 3 10000 5 8 13 3068.75 31 Yes No
Triplex 1 6000 5 3 8 2381.25 40 Yes Yes
Triplex 2 10000 5 3 8 2381.25 24 Yes No
Triplex 3 6000 4 5 9 2262.5 38 Yes No
Multiplex 1 10000 7 2 9 3031.25 30 Yes No
Multiplex 2 10000 8 1 9 3287.5 33 Yes No
Multiplex 3 6000 3 2 5 1456.25 24 Yes No
SFD 1 3500 2 2 4 1062.5 30 Yes No
SFD 2 3500 3 2 5 1456.25 42 Yes Yes
SFD 3 3500 2 1 3 925 26 Yes No
Townhome 
Stacked 1 10000 7 3 10 3168.75 32 Yes No
Townhome 
Stacked 2 12000 8 7 15 4112.5 34 Yes No
Townhome 
Stacked 3 15000 12 0 12 4725 32 Yes No
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