 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1From: Terry Serie <terryserieATgmail.com>

Date: Sunday, April 26, 2015 at 8:50 PM

To: Martha Moore <martha.mooreATverizon.net>

Subject: Re: UPDATE | Arlington County Retail Plan Public Forums (please forward)

Hello all,

Problems remain with revised draft

The first problem that needs to be corrected is:

1. Specify what policies and standards are actually being adopted by the County Board;  DO NOT adopt all the plan narrative as policy

At the County Board Work session on the draft Retail Plan this past winter, Board Chair Mary Hynes commented that there should be a list of the policies and standards that are being adopted.  

Mary's point was that the entire plan narrative should not be adopted as policy.  

The staff answer was that they intend all the narrative in the plan to be used as policy guidance.  That is a serious problem. The staff wants to have the ability to use any sentence, paragraph, picture, or illustration in the plan as policy guidance.

2.The Retail Street definitions are still subject to arbitary misuse by staff:  forcing retail everywhere

The retail street definitions, and narrative in the plan, still promote retail everywhere.  That is a mistake.

Buildings should be built with space "retail ready" for a time in the future when there is a retail demand for the space.  Until then, "retail ready" space should be available for a range of non-retail activities.

3. The plan still pushes potentially noisy, messy, and problematic retail (late night drinking and eating) down streets adjacent and across from residential buildings and single-family homes (both single family detached and townhomes)

4. There should be working sessions with key business and community stakeholders to actually discuss and write the plan revisions.

The announced public forums appear to be the same old thing of getting residents together to be told what the staff is going to do.  

Terry Serie

657 N. Tazewell St.

On Apr 29, 2015, at 11:13 AM, Suzanne Sundburg <pro.wordsmithATverizon.net> wrote:

Martha,

Just a brief recap of the forum last night. Attendance by the public was sparse, no more than 10 participants. We had a good turnout from P&Z: Suzanne Sundburg and Bill Gearhart for the entire session, Peter Owen and Terry Serie joined after the session began, and Jerry Auten dropped off his comments/feedback on his way to another engagement. David Hughes from Bluemont also attended, and there was a gentleman from the Crystal City BID and another woman who appeared to be representing Rosslyn.

The two questions being considered were whether the street categories/definitions were appropriate and whether they were applied appropriately on the maps. Staff was supposed to capture feedback and it is supposed to be available online. Below are a few highlights:

— Staff could interpret the the street category/definition pyramid and the order of uses within each definition as a hierarchy, with those listed at the top or first being perceived by staff as preferred uses. This perception might cause staff to push certain uses and exclude others.

— Terry suggested combining the Blue and Gold categories, as these were nearly identical.

— At least two areas—9th Street west of N. Stuart Street in Ballston and N. Hayes Street in Crystal City—were identified as places in which the rationale for the selected street designations were hard to understand or could be problematic.

— Most participants expressed at least some concern about the continued highly prescriptive nature of the street categories/definitions, which are applied to nearly every street within each main corridor.

— Successful retail is often organic and develops naturally without any sort of prescriptive planning. I gave two examples: Westover and Carytown (W. Cary Street) in Richmond.

— I asked what the Economic Development Commission, Chamber and other business stakeholders thought of revised retail plan and how/where residents could access feedback from these groups. This information may be posted online?

— We discussed the forcing of noisy messy retail (on Red designated streets) to be located near or under residential buildings and neighborhoods while precluding service-oriented retail that may be a better natural fit.

— The lack of meaningful noise ordinance enforcement was brought up again with respect to the location of noisy messy retail. Several participants expressed a desire for a policy that would discourage or preclude certain types of retail that would minimize conflict between residents and businesses.

— It was noted that the plan still seems to encourage a retail-everywhere philosophy. In other words, there is no true “clustering.” Terry pointed out that the plan would require an additional 30,000 sq ft of retail space in West Ballston, which would compete with and drain energy from the retail hub: a revitalized Ballston Common Mall. He also noted that the plan was pushing too retail too far into the residential neighborhoods abutting West Ballston.

— The “managed lobby” language may be problematic and counter-productive, as staff could potentially use it to try to minimize or reject using ground-floor space in residential buildings for activating uses like exercise rooms, WiFi hotspots, community rooms, etc.

— Peter asked that other strategies or tools be given consideration to attract “anchor” tenants that might spur leasing in areas that may be otherwise hard to lease.

— Several attendees expressed skepticism with respect to the fear that multiple dentists’ offices (or whatever) might suddenly take over a block in Clarendon (or wherever) when market forces had created a “restaurant row” in that area without any artificial plan.

— Those of us from Bluemont noted the inconsistent application of the rules/policy for locating loading docs and garage entrances and asked how the retail plan might affect these decisions. We were told that this was a Master Transportation Plan issue and that the retail plan simply wanted to avoid having these entrances on the front of buildings along main corridors. 

— There continues to be confusion over how the retail plan will affect site plan conditions and sector plan. Though this plan is a “policy” document, wherever existing or future site plan conditions mention retail or the retail plan, the retail plan could have the force of actual zoning, as site plan conditions function as localized zoning for the site. I’m still unclear as to how the retail plan may affect individual sector plans.

— I asked staff to confirm that existing businesses would be “grandfathered” in and that these street categories would not be used to displace existing going concerns. Staff assured me this would not occur.

What we didn’t discuss:

— The fact that staff continues to insist that the county board adopt the plan's narrative section (including all illustrations and text) rather than following Chair Mary Hynes’s request that the board adopt only applicable policies and standards spelled out in list form to make the new rules unambiguous and easy to grasp.

— The effect and extent of “wrapping” retail around corners.

Suzanne
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