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Overview of Phase 2 
Key Elements



Missing Middle Housing Study:
Expanding Housing Choice
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Study Goals:
- Increase housing supply
- Diversify housing types

Phase 2 Objectives:
- More equitable housing options for 
more people at more income levels 
and more stages of life distributed 

throughout Arlington



Community 
priorities and 
concerns

Housing Types to 
study in Phase 2 

Phase 1

Study Approach and Schedule
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Arlington’s 
housing market

Arlington’s 
housing stock

History of zoning 
and land use 
policies

Research 
Compendium

Community Engagement and Input Throughout

Summer 2020 Fall 2020 – Fall 2021

We are here

Study of housing 
types in the  
Arlington context

Framework for 
expanding 
housing choice 
(What? Where? 
How?)

Phase 2

Zoning Ordinance 
amendments

Other new 
policies and 
areas for future 
study

Phase 3

Winter 2021 – Summer 2022 Summer – Fall 2022



Priorities Concerns
Reduce housing costs, add more housing 
supply, and add housing options that reflect the 
needs of the whole community

The impacts of growth on quality of life:
School and infrastructure investment 
potentially leading to higher taxes
Higher or lower property values  
More demand for parks
Increased runoff and flooding
Loss of trees

Conserve tree canopy and create and 
maintain connections to nature

Achieve sustainable land use and construction

Invest in schools and infrastructure to keep 
pace with growth

Loss of existing housing stock and diversity

Maintain and expand valued neighborhood 
features: diversity, connection with neighbors, 
walkability

Suitability of new housing options 
with existing neighborhoods
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Phase 1: Community Priorities & Concerns



Phase 2 Draft Framework: Core Elements

 Duplicate single-detached standards (height, setbacks, lot 
coverage, stormwater management requirements)

 Allow townhouses and buildings with 2 to 8 units in zoning districts 
currently limited to single-household development

 Reduce parking requirements to 0.5 spaces/unit

 Set a maximum building size (total square footage) for new housing 
types and limit townhouses to 3 units
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Existing Missing Middle Housing
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Existing Land Use
Lots with 2-8 Housing Units or Townhouses

Lots with Single-Detached Housing

All Other Land Uses



Overview of 
Community Feedback
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Yes No
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What is your preference for the minimum parking requirement for missing middle housing types?

PARKING FEEDBACK

1,437

554

263

229

83

Retain the current 1 space or
more per dwelling

Parking requirements should
vary based on transit access

Require fewer than 0.5 parking
spaces per dwelling

Require 0.5 spaces per
dwelling as proposed

Did not answer

0 1,000250 500 750 1,250

1,437 Retain the current 1 space or 

more per dwelling

554 Parking requirements should 

vary based on transit access

263 Require fewer than 0.5 parking 

spaces per dwelling

229 Require 0.5 spaces per dwelling 

as proposed

83 Did not answer

Feedback Form



How important do you think it is for Arlington County to review and revise its standards for single-household 
development as another way to address the impacts of teardown development? 

 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

1,110

446

408

374

206
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Very Important

Somewhat Important

I don’t know/I need more information

Very Unimportant

Unimportant

Did not answer

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1,000 1,100

Feedback Form



Discussion

County Board questions and discussion on Phase 2 community 
engagement and feedback 
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Options for 
Consideration



Framework Elements For Consideration
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 Number of units per building
 Locations where MM housing allowed
 Parking requirements
 Building form and placement standards (e.g., height, setbacks, max 

building size)
 Additional housing types
 Additional design standards (building orientation, etc.)

Bold text indicates options proposed for in-depth work session discussion



Number of Units per 
Building



Framework Element: Units per Building
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 What was included in the Draft Framework?
• Allow up to 8 units per building, by-right
• Does not set a minimum lot size, but zoning standards (lot 

coverage, setbacks, height, parking) would effectively limit most 
6-plexes and 8-plexes to larger lots

• No incentive for consolidating lots to achieve more units
o Two separate lots have more potential developable area 

than one double-sized lot, due to existing zoning limitations on 
building footprints for “oversized” lots



Framework Element: Units per Building
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 Options for consideration:
1. 2 – 8 units per building (Draft Framework)
2. Specify minimum lot size, based on number of units
3. Restrict or limit number of units allowed per building

a. Reduce # of units allowed per building
b. Require use permit and development conditions above a 

certain # of units
 Considerations for Options 2 and 3 compared to draft framework:

• Fewer housing units produced, and fewer housing options
• Eliminates or reduces opportunity for lowest cost housing options
• Could address some community concerns on impacts of growth



Discussion

What is the County Board’s preference among the options for the 
number of units allowed per building? 

1. 2 – 8 units per building (Draft Framework)
2. Specify minimum lot size, based on number of units
3. Restrict or limit number of units allowed per building

a. Reduce # of units allowed per building
b. Require use permit and development conditions above a 

certain # of units
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Locations



Framework Element: Locations
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 Draft Framework
• Missing middle housing types would 

be allowed in R-5, R-6, R-8, R-10, and 
R-20 zones 



Framework Element: Locations
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 Options for consideration:
1. Apply to R-5 to R-20 zones (Draft Framework)
2. Restrict locations based on proximity to transit (e.g. ¾ mile from 

Metrorail, ¼ mile from priority/premium bus network)
 Considerations for Option 2 compared to draft framework:

• Fewer housing units produced and fewer housing options available
• Some neighborhoods would not have alternatives to large, single-

detached houses
• Growth of housing options would be concentrated, rather than 

dispersed 
• Could address some community concerns on impacts of growth



Discussion

What is the County Board’s preference among the options for 
locations where MMH should be allowed? 

1. Apply to R-5 to R-20 zones (Draft Framework)
2. Restrict locations based on proximity to transit (e.g. ¾ mile from 

Metrorail, ¼ mile from priority/premium bus network)
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Parking Requirements



Framework Element: Parking Requirements
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 Draft Framework
• Minimum requirement of 0.5 parking spaces per unit
• Minimum requirements could be exceeded, based on market 

demand
• Parking and driveways count toward maximum lot coverage



Framework Element: Parking Requirements
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 Options for consideration:
1. Fixed minimum parking requirement

a. 0.5 spaces per unit (Draft Framework)
b. 1 space per unit

2. Eliminate minimum parking requirement
3. Vary parking requirements based on locational factors (transit 

proximity, on-street parking availability, cul-de-sacs)



Framework Element: Parking Requirements

39

 Considerations for options with lower parking requirements
• Does not require more paving than necessary to meet parking demand
• Could support tree canopy and stormwater management
• Supports use of existing on-street parking
• If on-street parking supply is limited, increased reliance on on-street parking could 

reduce availability

 Considerations for options with higher parking requirements
• Could address concerns about on-street parking availability
• Could require more parking than necessary, reduce area available for tree canopy, 

increase housing costs, and make stormwater management more challenging
 Considerations for Option 3 (variable requirements)

• Could account for variations in parking demand and availability
• Adds complexity; parking surveys could increase project costs and timelines



Parking: Policies and Data
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 Master Transportation Plan: Parking and Curb Space 
Management Element

• Ensure that minimum parking needs are met and 
excessive parking is not built

• Promote on-street parking in residential neighborhoods

• Goal of 60% to 85% on-street parking occupancy on 
streets without Residential Permit Parking (RPP) 
restrictions

 2017 - 2019 On-Street Parking Occupancy Studies

• Occupancy of RPP restricted and unmanaged spaces 
typically 20% - 45%



Discussion

What is the County Board’s preference among the options for parking 
requirements? 

1. Fixed minimum parking requirement
a. 0.5 spaces per unit (Draft Framework)
b. 1 space per unit

2. Eliminate minimum parking requirement
3. Vary parking requirements based on locational factors (transit 

proximity, on-street parking availability, cul-de-sacs)
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Additional Framework 
Elements and Next Steps



Additional Framework Elements
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Topic Draft Framework Other Option(s)

Building Height Same maximum building height for 
MMH as single-detached housing (35’)

Allow additional height (40’) for MMH in 
limited locations (e.g., fronting on arterials, 10-
to 15- minute walk from Metro, adjacent to 
sites zoned for >35’ height, flat roofs)

Setbacks Same minimum setbacks height for 
MMH as single-detached housing

Study front and rear yard setback requirements 
to support tree conservation and stormwater 
management

Maximum Building 
Square Footage

Set a maximum floor area (total sq. ft. 
of all floors) for MMH, to encourage 
increased housing supply and modest-
sized units; future study of single-
detached floor area

No limits on building floor area, subject to 
height, setback, lot coverage, and main 
building footprint standards

Bold text indicates option proposed for Phase 3, if County Board agrees



Additional Framework Elements
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Topic Draft Framework Other Option(s)

Townhouses Limit to no more than 3 attached units No limitation on number of townhouse units; 
subject to setback, lot coverage, and main 
building footprint restrictions

Accessory Dwellings Detached ADs not allowed in 
combination with MMH development

Allow one detached AD, subject to current 
requirements and proposed limits on units/lot

Small lot single-
detached housing

Maintain current lot sizes/widths Reduce minimum lot sizes for single-detached 
housing and/or revise pipe stem lot regulations 
to be more permissive

Design Standards Not specified Include basic design standards in the Zoning 
Ordinance, to be developed in Phase 3 (e.g.
building orientation, location of 
parking/garages)

Bold text indicates option proposed for Phase 3, if County Board agrees



Additional Engagement Themes
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Open-Ended Feedback In Their Words

Single-Family Development
135 more restrictive standards
150 concerned about 
“teardowns”

“In my neighborhood, I am more worried 
about teardowns of historic homes for 
massive SFHs than I am about increased 
density…”

Environment
Environment/climate change:

23 positive impact
45 negative impact

136 concerned about 
stormwater runoff/flooding

Tree Canopy
216 concerned 
about impacts

“These teardowns with ginormous 
homes built on them are an eyesore 
and do nothing to help ensure that 
Arlington remains a vibrant 
community for all.”

“As a part of this study, please 
consider incorporating immediate 
recommendations for enhanced tree 
canopy to address storm water and 
environmental concerns…”

“Address teardowns of current 
affordable housing and the 
destruction of our tree canopy.”

“Given that most teardowns result in a 
bigger house with a larger footprint, 
standards needs to be evaluated so 
that footprint is no greater than what 
is presently on the lot.”

“Single family household 
development standards should be 
reviewed so that on teardowns 
building footprint should be no 
bigger than what it was for the 
former house to protect tree canopy 
and minimize rain runoff.”

“This is a huge accomplishment 
for Arlington County in tackling 
the housing affordability crisis 
and climate change.”



Draft Forestry and Natural Resources Plan (FNRP)
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 Reinforces key considerations in the MMHS Draft 
Framework
 Both studies have identified overlapping priorities and 

issues:

• Sustain Arlington’s tree canopy and natural 
areas

• Maintain 40% County-wide tree canopy 
goal

• Pursue state legislation for more tools

• Develop new tools to educate and 
encourage private property owners to 
conserve and plant trees and vegetation 
beyond minimum requirements

• Consider changes to Zoning 
Ordinance to align with County’s 
natural resources goals while fostering 
diverse housing choices:

• Lot coverage standards and definition

• Building placement (i.e. setbacks)

• Opportunities for additional height to 
increase plantable areas



Schedule and Next Steps

BOARD WORK 
SESSION

July 12, 2022
December 2022

September 2022

STAFF TEAM DRAFTS ZONING TEXT AND GLUP 
AMENDMENTS BASED ON BOARD DIRECTION 

ZOCO/LRPC
Fall 2022

COUNTY BOARD 
MEETING

Advertisement
November 2022

COUNTY BOARD 
MEETING
Action

PLANNING 
COMMISSION

December 2022

Begin Summer 2022

COUNTY BOARD ENGAGEMENT:
COMMUNITY CONVERSATIONS AND INFORMATION SESSIONS

PLANNING 
COMMISSION
Advertisement
November 2022

October 2022
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Discussion

Does the County Board have any guidance for additional framework 
elements? 

Discussion of schedule and next steps
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