
 
 
 
Input from Lyon Park Resident Anne Bodine to LRPC Dec 8 Meeting re GLUP 
amendments and added density for Days Inn site at Rt. 50 and Pershing Ave.   
 
 
This proposal is an "edge" development/redevelopment issue, where the most 
conflict originates due to major contrast with surrounding areas.   
 
I oppose building heights greater than 60 feet.  It appears staff is envisioning 
models that go up to 70 feet.  This is out of context with Washington and Lee and 
the homes behind W&L apartments.  It also adds far too many residents to be 
accommodated absent major traffic changes, such as another exit directly onto Rt. 
50 from the new complex.       
 
I would like more info about the internal circulation and traffic control.  Everyone 
will have to be funneled out onto Pershing, where traffic already backs up for very 
short traffic light cycles.  There are backups now because people double park on 
Pershing at 2201 Pershing.  Will new driveways or alleyways be constructed and 
where?  I'm concerned about internal site circulation that can later accommodate 
loading docks away from residential areas at the Washington and Lee Apartments 
and away from the homes nearby. Will new a cut-through street or streets be 
added? If so, where will the outlets be?   
 
This is not really walkable to Metro, and now we see Metro itself is drastically 
cutting service.  So you need to insist on full parking ratio designation, no 
exemptions.  And with these new cars you are introducing into Lyon Park, how 
will traffic impacts be addressed?  Making a left onto Pershing from the site is 
going to be a bear.  2201 Pershing definitely added to traffic, and wait times to exit 
onto Rt. 50 are significant.  Adding many more permanent residents in this area 
will likely lead to cut-through traffic on existing neighborhood roads.  What 
traffic-calming measures will the county be willing to make? 
 
I would like to see the builder commit to significant tapering restrictions.  The 
modeling shown in option 2 and option 3 is horrendous and blocky, with no 
tapering shown.  I've seen tapering restrictions waived in Clarendon recently, right 
next to single family areas in Ashton Heights.  This is key to ease the new density 
into the less-dense surroundings.   
 



 
Building design should include setbacks so that at street level, the height of the 
building is only 40-50 feet.  The setbacks themselves need to be wide.  I am 
concerned by staff presentation noting a desire for a "more active urban 
experience," implying reduced setbacks to mirror those at 2201 N. Pershing.  In 
fact, the "active urban experience today" needs more room, not less.  Covid has 
prompted bars and restaurants to set up outdoor space, with scooters, with 
pedestrians, there is a need for a lot of outdoor sidewalk space, there is need to 
assure space for wheelchairs, we need more green space in Covid as public 
recreation facilities have closed.  The trees along the median at Pershing are 
pitifully small, several have died during storms since they were first planted.  
There is little greenspace other than the area now surrounding the Days Inn itself.  
Some lovely meaningful ground level landscaping would offer the area much 
needed respite.  This kind of tapering and ground level greenspace with public 
access contributes far more to the "walkable neighborhood" that board members 
keep touting in their vision for our future.  2201 Pershing which might have been 
seen as a model for density this far from Metro, has not emerged as a "homey little 
enclave" because it offers mostly stark architecture with very little modulation to 
encourage human interaction at street level.  The iterations of new density we have 
seen elsewhere in the county are even further removed from "communal."  I'm also 
not seeing "communal" from the visual scenarios where greenspace is cordoned off 
in a courtyard and not open to neighbors.  Let's make this project a model, and not 
just check the bike path box to say we've addressed greenspace.   Focusing on 
tapering, setbacks, and maximum height of 60' will ensure this project is really able 
to blend into its surroundings.  If the county cannot provide that, then just allow 
by-right development.  Because we are not really trading up with the deals 
projected in the staff slides.  
 
I am also concerned at staff indications that the larger setbacks belong on the bike 
path side of the development.  Putting the larger setbacks along Rt. 50 is 
counterproductive.  That is an incredibly busy and loud road, and very few people 
go there to relax or escape the built environment.  Far more important is to ensure 
setback along Pershing, where people can and might congregate, given the right 
design, and Wayne St., which will allow transition to less dense garden apartments.  
Yes, ensuring symmetry with Ft. Myer is a useful goal, but the road is so broad as 
to provide its own type of setback.  Given a choice, setbacks and tapering should 
be facing Washington Lee and Pershing, NOT Rt. 50 
 
Is there any indication what types of retail are envisioned here?  We saw with 2201 
Pershing there were difficulties attracting retail so far from Metro.  New retail far 



from metro means that retail here will need real parking, not waivers or reduced 
ratios.  Parking should be undergrounded with some spaces at ground level for 
easy retail access.  There is a great deal of double parking now at 2201 Pershing, 
right in the street, delivery vehicles, Uber drops, etc.  The road is wide enough you 
can sort of maneuver around it, but adding this kind of density along a major 
access road is going to aggravate these conditions.  I am not opposing greater 
density, but the scenarios shown in the staff models appear far too tall, without 
enough setbacks to the NEIGHBORHOOD areas (forget Rt. 50) and not enough 
tapering.  This area is far from metro, mass transit is no longer assured, and we 
cannot just add this large a population without considering these consequences. 
 


