
   FAIRFAX COUNTY     
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

April 30, 2013 
 
 

AGENDA   

 9:30 Done Presentations 
 

10:30 Done Appointments 
 

10:40 Adopted Board Adoption of FY 2014 Budget Plan 
 

10:40 Done Items Presented by the County Executive 
 

  
ADMINISTRATIVE 

ITEMS 
 

 

1 Approved Streets into the Secondary System (Hunter Mill, Lee and Mount 
Vernon Districts) 

2 
 

Approved Extension of Review Periods for 2232 Review Applications 
(Sully, Providence, Mount Vernon, and Mason Districts) 
 

3 
 

Approved Additional Time to Establish the Use for Special Exception 
Amendment SEA 2006-PR-019, Virginia International University 
(Providence District) 

   
 
 

ACTION ITEMS  
 

1 
 

Approved Approval of the Proposed Consolidated Plan One-Year Action 
Plan for FY 2014 
 

2 Approved Approval of a Parking Reduction for Reston Block 16 (Hunter Mill 
District) 
 

3 Approved Authorization to File Comments in Response to the Federal 
Communications Commission Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to 
Improve 9-1-1 Reliability 
 

  
INFORMATION 

ITEMS 
 

 

1 
 

Noted Planning Commission Action on Application 2232-B12-9, 
Fairfax County Park Authority (Braddock District) 
 

2 Noted International Building Safety Month 
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   FAIRFAX COUNTY     
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

April 30, 2013 
 
 

10:50 Done Matters Presented by Board Members 
 

11:40 Done 
 

Closed Session 

 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

 

3:30 Approved Public Hearing on PCA C-108 (Arlington Boulevard 
Development, LLC) (Providence District) 

3:30 Approved Public Hearing on SE 2012-PR-005 (Arlington Boulevard 
Development, LLC) (Providence District) 

3:30 Deferred to 5/14/13 
at 3:30 p.m. 

Public Hearing on RZ 2012-MA-022 (CG Peace Valley LLC) 
(Mason District) 

3:30 Approved Public Hearing on RZ 2010-HM-008 (RBP & M LLC, Section 
913, LP and Bozzuto Development Company) (Hunter Mill 
District) 
 

4:00 Approved Public Hearing on Proposed Plan Amendment S12-CW-2CP 
(Mobile and Land-Based Services Policy Plan Amendment) to 
Revise the Mobile and Land Based Telecommunication 
Provisions and Review Processes 
 

4:00 Deferred to 7/9/13 at 
4:00 p.m. 

Public Hearing to Consider Fairfax Forward Planning Process 
and Associated Pilot Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work 
Program 

4:00 Approved  
Public Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Public 
Facilities Manual and Chapters 101 (Subdivision Ordinance) 
and 112 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Code of the County of 
Fairfax, Virginia  Re:  Editorial Changes to the Fire 
Regulations, Manhole Plate References, and Vertical Datum 
Requirements   
 

4:00 Approved Public Hearing on a Proposed Amendment to the Public 
Facilities Manual Re: Tysons Corner Urban Center 

4:30 Approved  
Public Hearing to Consider Adopting an Ordinance Expanding 
the Dunn Loring Residential Permit Parking District, District 3 
(Providence District) 
 

4:30 Deferred to 6/4/13 at 
4:30 p.m. 

A Joint Public Hearing for the Virginia Department of 
Transportation’s Fiscal Year 2014 – Fiscal Year 2019 
Secondary Six-Year Program and the Fiscal Year 2014 Budget 
 

5:00 Held Public Comment 
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Fairfax County, Virginia 
 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA 

 

     Tuesday 
     April 30, 2013 

 
 
9:30 a.m. 
 
 

PRESENTATIONS 
 
 
DESIGNATIONS 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 12-18, 2013, as Police Week and May 15 
as Peace Officers’ Memorial Day in Fairfax County. 

 
 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 5-11, 2013, as Child Care Professionals 

Week in Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Older Americans Month in 
Fairfax County.  Requested by Supervisor Herrity. 

 
 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 6-10, 2013, as Teacher Appreciation 

Week in Fairfax County.  Requested by Supervisor Herrity. 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Parents Who Host Lose the Most 
Month in Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 

 
 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Foster Care and Foster Family 

Recognition Month in Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Lyme Disease Awareness Month 
in Fairfax County.  Requested by Supervisor Herrity. 

 
 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 6-12, 2013, as Nurses Week in Fairfax 

County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 
 

— more — 

(3)



Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Asian/Pacific American Heritage 
Month in Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 

 
 PROCLAMATION – To designate May 2013 as Building Safety Month in Fairfax 

County.  Requested by Supervisor Frey. 
 
 
 
 
STAFF: 
Merni Fitzgerald, Director, Office of Public Affairs 
Bill Miller, Office of Public Affairs 
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
10:30 a.m. 
 
 
Appointments to Citizen Boards, Authorities, Commissions, and Advisory Groups 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1: Appointments to be heard April 30, 2013 
(An updated list will be distributed at the Board meeting.) 
Attachment 2: Résumé of Nominee to Fairfax-Falls Church Community Services Board 
 
 
STAFF: 
Catherine A. Chianese, Assistant County Executive and Clerk to the Board of 
Supervisors   
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April 30, 2013 
Attachment 1 

 
NOTE: A revised list will be distributed immediately prior to the Board meeting. 

  

 
APPOINTMENTS TO BE HEARD APRIL 30, 2013 

(ENCOMPASSING VACANCIES PROJECTED THROUGH APRIL 30, 2013) 
(Unless otherwise noted, members are eligible for reappointment) 

 

 
 

 
ADVISORY PLANS EXAMINER BOARD 

 (4 years) 
  
 
CONFIRMATIONS NEEDED: 

 

 Mr. Shahab Baig as the County Employee Representative 
 

 Mr. James H. Scanlon as the Professional Engineer/Surveyor #3 Representative 
 

 Mr. Jack E. Rinker as the Professional Engineer/Surveyor #1 Representative 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ADVISORY SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD 

 (4 years – limited to 2 full consecutive terms) 
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Sosthenes Klu; 
Appointed 12/05-9/08 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 9/12 
Resigned 
 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 
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AFFORDABLE DWELLING UNIT ADVISORY BOARD (4 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Mark S. Ingrao; 
appointed 1/03 by 
Mendelsohn; 5/05 by 
DuBois) 
Term exp. 5/09 
Resigned 
 

Citizen 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor  

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
James Francis Carey; 
appointed 2/95-5/02 
by Hanley; 5/06 by 
Connolly) 
Term exp. 5/10 
Resigned 
 

Lending Institution 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor  

At-Large 

 
 
 

 
AIRPORTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (3 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Barbara 
Kreykenbohm; 
appointed 1/09 by 
Gross) 
Term exp. 1/11 
Resigned 
 

Mason District 
Representative 

 Gross Mason 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Thomas T. Coyle; 
appointed 6/09-2/12 
by Hyland) 
Term exp. 1/15 
Resigned 
 

Mount Vernon 
District Business 
Representative 

 Hyland Mount 
Vernon 
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ANIMAL SERVICES ADVISORY COMMISSION (2 years)  

 
[Note:  In addition to attendance at Commission meetings, members shall volunteer at least 24 
hours per year in some capacity for the Animal Services Division.] 

 
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Michelle Hupp; 
appointed 1/01-2/12 
by Gross) 
Term exp. 2/14 
Resigned 
 

Mason District 
Representative 

 Gross Mason 

 
 

 
ATHLETIC COUNCIL  (2 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Gregory Beckwith  
(Appointed 7/10-5/11 
by Foust) 
Term exp. 3/13 
 

Dranesville 
District Alternate 
Representative 

 Foust Dranesville 

Michael Champness 
(Appointed 2/05&3/07 
by DuBois; 3/09 by 
Foust) 
Term exp. 3/11 
 

Dranesville 
District Principal 
Representative 

 Foust Dranesville 

Michael Rodgers 
(Appointed 5/09-4/11 
by McKay) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Lee District 
Principal 
Representative 

 McKay Lee 

Mark Heilbrun 
(Appointed 12/10-4/11 
by Herrity) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Springfield 
District 
Representative 

 Herrity Springfield 

Ralph Wills 
(Appointed 10/00-3/11 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 3/13 
 

Sully District 
Alternate 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 
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BARBARA VARON VOLUNTEER AWARD SELECTION COMMITTEE 
(1 year) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Rachel Rifkind 
(Appointed 5/09-6/09 
by Gross) 
Term exp. 6/11 
 

Mason District 
Representative 

 Gross Mason 

 VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
John Byers; 
appointed 6/09-1/12 
by Hyland) 
Term exp. 6/12 
Deceased 
 

Mount Vernon 
District 
Representative 

 Hyland Mount 
Vernon 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Robert McDaniel; 
appointed 9/10 by 
Herrity) 
Term exp. 6/11 
Resigned 
 

Springfield District 
Representative 

 Herrity Springfield 

 
 
 
 

 
BOARD OF BUILDING AND FIRE PREVENTION CODE APPEALS 

  (4 years) 
(No official, technical assistant, inspector or other employee of the DPWES, DPZ, or FR shall serve as a 
member of the board.) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Paul Kraucunas; 
appointed 9/98-2/09 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 2/13 
Resigned 
 

Design Professional 
#1 Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor  

At-Large 
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CHILD CARE ADVISORY COUNCIL (2 years) 
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Tammy K. Derenak; 
appointed 7/02-9/05 
by Kauffman; 2/08-
9/11 by McKay) 
Term exp. 9/13 
Resigned 
 

Lee District 
Representative 

 McKay Lee 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Karen Hecker; 
appointed 10/03-9/09 
by Hyland) 
Term exp. 9/11 
Resigned 
 

Mount Vernon 
District 
Representative 

 Hyland  Mt. Vernon 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Joan C. Holtz; 
appointed 5/09 by 
Smyth) 
Term exp. 9/11 
Resigned 
 

Providence 
District 
Representative 

 Smyth Providence 

 
 
 
 

 
CITIZEN CORPS COUNCIL, FAIRFAX COUNTY 

(2 years) 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Jean Zettler 
(appointed 11/08-5/10 
by Smyth) 
Term exp. 5/12 
 

Providence District 
Representative 
 

 Smyth Providence 
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COMMISSION FOR WOMEN (3 years) 
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Diane Hoyer; 
appointed 4/05 by 
DuBois; 10/06-10/12 
by Foust) 
Term exp. 10/15 
Resigned 
 

Dranesville District 
Representative 

 Foust Dranesville 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by  
Kari Wright Warren; 
Appointed 9/10 by 
Hyland) 
Term exp. 10/13 
Resigned 
 

Mount Vernon 
District 
Representative 

 Hyland Mount 
Vernon 

 
 
 
 

 
COMMISSION ON ORGAN AND TISSUE DONATION AND TRANSPLANTATION 

(4 years)  
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Benjamin Gibson; 
appointed 4/11 by 
McKay) 
Term exp. 1/15 
Resigned 
 

Lee District 
Representative 

 McKay Lee 

David Hess-Linkous 
(Appointed 7/11 by 
Smyth) 
Term exp. 1/13 
 

Providence 
District 
Representative 

 Smyth Providence 
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COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION AND REINVESTMENT ADVISORY GROUP  

(2 years)  
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

Janyce Hedetniemi 
(Appointed 4/07 by 
Connolly; 4/09-4/11 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

At-Large #1 
Chairman’s 
Representative 

 Bulova At-Large 
Chairman’s 

Robert E. Simon 
(Appointed 4/09-4/11 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

At-Large #2 
Chairman’s 
Representative 

 Bulova At-Large 
Chairman’s 

Jorge E. Reyna 
(Appointed 9/11 by 
Cook) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Braddock District 
Representative 

 Cook Braddock 

Elizabeth Morton 
(Appointed 4/09-4/11 
by Foust) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Dranesville 
District 
Representative 

 Foust Dranesville 

Loren C. Bruce 
(Appointed 6/11 by 
Hudgins) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Hunter Mill 
District 
Representative 

 Hudgins Hunter Mill 

Kyle S. Talente 
(Appointed 4/07 by 
Kauffman; 4/09-4/11 
by McKay) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Lee District 
Representative 

 McKay Lee 

Frank Sellers 
(Appointed 4/07-4/11 
by Gross) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Mason District 
Representative 

 Gross Mason 

Sylvester Berdux 
(Appointed 9/12 by 
Hyland) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Mount Vernon 
District 
Representative 

 Hyland Mount 
Vernon 

 
         Continued on next page 
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COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION AND REINVESTMENT ADVISORY GROUP  
(2 years)  
Continued 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Robert Mortensen 
(Appointed 5/09-4/11 
by Smyth) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Providence 
District 
Representative 

Robert 
Mortensen 
 

Smyth Providence 

Michael DeLoose 
(Appointed 4/07 by 
McConnell; 4/09-4/13 
by Herrity) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Springfield 
District 
Representative 

 Herrity Springfield 

Dominic Taddeo 
(Appointed 1/08-4/11 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 

 
CONFIRMATION NEEDED: 
 

 Mr. John N. Jennison as the Federation of Citizens Associations Representative 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CONSUMER PROTECTION COMMISSION 

(3 years)  
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Samiah Bahhur; 
appointed 10/06 by 
McConnell; 7/09-7/12 
by Herrity) 
Term exp. 7/15 
Resigned 
 

Fairfax County 
Resident #12 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADVISORY BOARD (CJAB) (3 years)  
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

VACANT 
(Formerly Held by 
Theo L. Vaughan; 
appointed 12/09 by 
Cook) 
Term exp. 11/12 
Resigned 
 

Braddock District 
Representative 

 Cook Braddock 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Rose Miles Robinson; 
appointed 7/06-2/09 
by Hudgins) 
Term exp. 2/12 
Resigned 
 

Hunter Mill 
District 
Representative 

 Hudgins Hunter Mill 

Andrew Hunter 
(Appointed 4/04-2/09 
by Gross) 
Term exp. 2/12 
 

Mason District 
Representative 

 Gross Mason 

Glen Robinson 
(Appointed 11/09 by 
Smyth) 
Term exp. 8/12 
 

Providence 
District 
Representative 

 Smyth Providence 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Michael Birch; 
appointed 1/08-4/10 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 4/13 
Resigned 
 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 
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DULLES RAIL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
 DISTRICT ADVISORY BOARD, PHASE II  (4 years)  

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Ernest Wittich; 
appointed 1/10-1/12 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 1/16 
Resigned 
 

At-Large #4 
Representative  
 

Robert J. Elliott 
(Bulova) 

By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Michael S. Paukstitus; 
appointed 1/10-1/12 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 1/16 
Resigned 
 

At-Large #5 
Representative  
 

Todd S. Rich 
(Bulova) 

By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

 
 

 
ENGINEERING STANDARDS REVIEW COMMITTEE (3 years) 

 
 
CONFIRMATIONS NEEDED: 

 

 Mr. Bryan Layman as the Association of Builders and Contractors Representative 
 

 Mr. Mark Liberati as the Virginia Association of Surveyors Representative  
 
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ADVISORY COUNCIL (EQAC) (3 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Marie Flanagan; 
appointed 1/10 by 
Smyth) 
Term exp. 1/13 
Resigned 
 

Providence 
District 
Representative 

 Smyth Providence 
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FAIRFAX AREA DISABILITY SERVICES BOARD 

(3 years- limited to 2 full consecutive terms per MOU, after initial term) 
[NOTE:  Persons may be reappointed after being off for 3 years.  State Code requires that 
membership in the local disabilities board include at least 30 percent representation by individuals 
with physical, visual or hearing disabilities or their family members.  For this 15-member board, 
the minimum number of representation would be 5. 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Barbara Lawrence 
(Appointed 2/09-
11/09 by McKay) 
Term exp. 11/12 
 

Lee District 
Representative 
 

 McKay Lee 

Ann Pimley 
(Appointed 
9/03&11/06 by Frey) 
Term exp. 11/09 
Not eligible for 
reappointment (need 
3 year lapse) 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 

 
 

 
FAIRFAX-FALLS CHURCH COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD 

(3 years – limited to 3 full terms) 
[NOTE:  In accordance with Virginia Code Section 37.2-502, "prior to making any 
appointment, the appointing authority shall disclose and make available to the public the 
names of those persons being considered for appointment.  The appointing authority shall also 
make information on the candidates available to the public, if such information is available to the 
appointing authority."  Members can be reappointed after 3 year break from initial 3 full 
terms. VA Code 37.2-502] 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Mattie Palmore; 
appointed 1/06-6/10 
by Hyland) 
Term exp. 6/13 
Resigned 
 

Mount Vernon 
District 
Representative 

Paul V. Luisada 
(Résumé attached) 
(Hyland) 
(Nomination 
announced on 
March 19, 2013) 
 

Hyland Mount 
Vernon 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Lisa Lynne Kania; 
appointed 10/11 by 
Frey) 
Term exp. 6/13 
Resigned 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 
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HEALTH SYSTEMS AGENCY BOARD 

(3 years - limited to 2 full terms, may be reappointed after 1 year lapse) 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
David Braun; 
appointed 10/06-6/09 
by Smyth) 
Term exp. 6/12 
Resigned 
 

Consumer #1 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor  

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Carol Ann Coryell; 
appointed 6/05-6/08 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 6/11 
Resigned 
 

Consumer #6 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor  

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Samuel Jones; 
appointed 12/09 by 
Gross) 
Term exp. 6/12 
Resigned 
 

Provider #1 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

 
 
 
 

 
JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURT CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL 

(2 years) 
 

Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 
 

Michael McClanahan 
(Appointed 12/05-
1/07 by Connolly; 
2/09-5/11 by Bulova) 
Term exp. 1/13 
 

At-Large 
Chairman’s 
Representative 

 Bulova At-Large 
Chairman’s 

 
 
 
 
 (18)



April 30, 2013                        Appointments to Boards, Authorities, and Commissions   
                                                                                                                                 Page 13 

 

 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE ON DRINKING AND DRIVING (3 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Eileen Nelson; 
appointed 3/04-6/07 
by Connolly; 6/10 by 
Bulova) 
Term exp. 6/13 
Resigned 
 

At-Large 
Chairman’s 
Representative 

 Bulova At-Large 
Chairman’s 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Adam Parnes; 
appointed 9/03-6/12 
by Hudgins) 
Term exp. 6/15 
Resigned 
 

Hunter Mill District 
Representative 

 Hudgins Braddock 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Ronald Miner; 
appointed 8/02-6/11 
by Frey) 
Term exp. 6/14 
Resigned 
 

Sully District 
Representative 

 Frey Sully 
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REDEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING AUTHORITY  
(4 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
Helen C. Kyle 
(Appointed 5/00-3/01 
by Hanley; 4/04-4/08 
by Connolly; 5/12 by 
Bulova) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

At-Large #2 
Representative 

 Bulova At-Large 

Richard Kennedy 
(Appointed 8/09 by 
Hudgins) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Hunter Mill District 
Representative 

 Hudgins Hunter Mill 

Elisabeth Lardner 
(Appointed 2/01-4/09 
by Hyland) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Mount Vernon  
District 
Representative 

 Hyland Mount 
Vernon 

John E. Betts 
(Appointed 3/11 by 
Herrity) 
Term exp. 4/13 
 

Springfield District 
Representative 

 Herrity Springfield 

 
 
 

 
ROAD VIEWERS BOARD (1 year) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Stephen E. Still; 
appointed 6/06-12/11 
by Smyth) 
Term exp. 12/12 
Resigned 
 

At-Large #4 
Representative 
 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION, FAIRFAX COUNTY (3 years) 
 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Margaret Schottler; 
appointed 9/09-12/12 
by Bulova) 
Term exp. 12/15 
Resigned 
 

At-Large #3 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

 
 
 
 

 
SOUTHGATE COMMUNITY CENTER ADVISORY COUNCIL (2 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
C. Denver Lovett 
(Appointed 1/10-3/11 
by Hudgins) 
Term exp. 3/13 
 

Fairfax County #4 
Representative 
 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

Linda Diamond 
(Appointed 3/07-3/11 
by Hudgins) 
Term exp. 3/13 
 

Fairfax County #8 
Representative 
 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

 

(21)



April 30, 2013                        Appointments to Boards, Authorities, and Commissions   
                                                                                                                                 Page 16 

 

 
TENANT LANDLORD COMMISSION (3 years) 

[NOTE: Per County Code Section 12-2-1, each member of this commission must be a County 
resident.  Tenant Members:  shall be a person who, prior to the time of his/her appointment, and 
throughout his/her term, shall be the lessee of and reside in a dwelling unit.  Landlord Members:  
shall be a person who owns and leases, or serves as a manager for four (4) or more leased dwelling 
units in Fairfax County or is employed by a real estate management firm that manages more than 
four (4) rental units. Citizen Members:  shall be anyone who is neither a lessee nor lessor of any 
dwelling unit in Fairfax County.] 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by H.  
Lillian Vogl; appointed 
3/10-1/11 by Herrity) 
Term exp. 1/14 
Resigned 
 

Citizen Member 
#1 Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 
 

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Michael Kiffney; 
appointed 5/08-12/12 
Term exp. 12/15 
Resigned 
 

Citizen Member 
#3 Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 
 

At-Large 

VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Kevin Denton; 
appointed 4/10&1/11 
by Smyth) 
Term exp. 1/14 
Resigned 
 

Tenant Member #3 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 

 
 

 
TREE COMMISSION (3 years) 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Marie Flanagan; 
appointed 12/09 by 
Smyth) 
Term exp. 10/11 
Resigned 
 

Providence District 
Representative 

 Smyth Providence 
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TRESPASS TOWING ADVISORY BOARD (3 years) 

[NOTE:  Advisory board created effective 7/1/06 to advise the Board of Supervisors with regard 
to the appropriate provisions of Va. Code Section 46.2-1233.2 and Fairfax County Code 82.5-32.] 
Membership:  Members shall be Fairfax County residents.  A towing representative shall be 
defined as a person who, prior to the time of his or her appointment, and throughout his or her 
term, shall be an operator of a towing business in Fairfax County. 

 
Incumbent History Requirement Nominee Supervisor District 

 
VACANT 
(Formerly held by 
Ronald P. Miner; 
appointed 6/06 by 
Connolly; 9/09 by 
Bulova) 
Term exp. 9/12 
Resigned 
 

Citizen Alternate 
Representative 

 By Any 
Supervisor 

At-Large 
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10:40 a.m. 
 
 
Board Adoption of the FY 2014 Budget Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
To be delivered under separate cover. 
 
 
 
STAFF: 
Edward L. Long, Jr. County Executive  
Susan W. Datta, Chief Financial Officer & Director, Department of Management and 
Budget 
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Items Presented by the County Executive 
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ADMINISTRATIVE – 1 
 
 
Streets into the Secondary System (Hunter Mill, Lee and Mount Vernon Districts) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board approval of streets to be accepted into the State Secondary System. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the street(s) listed below be added to the State 
Secondary System. 
 
 

Subdivision District Street 

Browns Mill Forest Hunter Mill Westford Drive (Route 3859) 
 
Wynhurst Lane 
 
Browns Mill Road (Route 675) 
(Additional Right-of-Way (ROW) Only) 

Reston Section 904 Block 1 
(Reston Cresent) 

Hunter Mill Reston Parkway (Route 602) 
(Additional ROW Only) 
 
Sunrise Valley Drive (Route 5320) 
(Additional ROW Only) 

South County Center Lee Richmond Highway (Route 1) 
(Additional ROW Only) 
 
Richmond Highway (Route 1) 
(Additional ROW Only) 
 
Buckman Road (Route 836) 
(Additional ROW Only) 
 
Buckman Road (Route 836) 
(Additional ROW Only) 
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Subdivision District Street 

John Leary Subdivision Mt. Vernon Virginia Terrace 
 
Haines Drive 
 
Haywood Avenue 
 
Ox Road (Old Alignment) (Route 
10549) (Additional ROW Only) 
 
Ox Road (Old Alignment) (Route 
10549) (Additional ROW Only) 
 
Ox Road (Old Alignment) (Route 
10549) (Additional ROW Only) 

 
 
TIMING: 
Routine. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Inspection has been made of these streets, and they are recommended for acceptance 
into the State Secondary System. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1 – Street Acceptance Forms 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
James W. Patteson, Director, Department of Public Works and Environmental  
Services (DPWES) 
Michelle Brickner, Deputy Director, DPWES, Land Development Services  
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ADMINISTRATIVE – 2 
 
Extension of Review Periods for 2232 Review Applications (Sully, Providence,  
Mount Vernon, and Mason Districts) 
 
ISSUE: 
Extension of the review periods for specific 2232 Review applications to ensure 
compliance with the review requirements of Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board extend the review period for the 
following applications:   Application 2232-Y13-1, 2232-P12-6, 2232A-V00-36-1, FS-P12-
35, and FSA-M00-106-5. 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is required on April 20, 2013, to extend the review period of the applications 
noted above before they expire. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Subsection B of Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia states:  “Failure of the 
commission to act within sixty days of a submission, unless the time is extended by the 
governing body, shall be deemed approval.”  Subsection F of Section 15.2-2232 of the 
Code of Virginia states:  “Failure of the commission to act on any such application for a 
telecommunications facility under subsection A submitted on or after July 1, 1998, within 
ninety days of such submission shall be deemed approval of the application by the 
commission unless the governing body has authorized an extension of time for 
consideration or the applicant has agreed to an extension of time.  The governing body 
may extend the time required for action by the local commission by no more than sixty 
additional days.”   
 
The Board is asked to extend the review period for these 2232/FS applications which 
were accepted for review by DPZ between January 31, 2013 - February 12, 2013.  These 
applications are for telecommunications public facilities and thus, are subject to the State 
Code provision that the Board may extend the time required for the Planning Commission 
to act on these applications by no more than sixty additional days. The review period for 
the following applications should be extended as follows: 
 
 
2232-Y13-1  Milestone Communications, Inc., and Verizon Wireless/Tree Pole 
   Ormond Middle School, 5500 Sully Park Drive, Centreville, Virginia  
   Sully District 
   Extend to July 1, 2013 
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2232-P12-6  Milestone Communications, Inc./Clock Tower/Monopole 

Graham Road Community Building (former Graham Road 
Elementary School) 3036 Graham Road, Falls Church, Virginia 

   Providence District 
   Extend to July 1, 2013 
 
FS-P12-35  NextNav, LLC/Existing Structure 
   1800 Tysons Blvd., McLean, Virginia 
   Providence District 
   Extend to July 11, 2013 
 
FSA-M00-106-5 Sprint/Existing Building Rooftop 
   5881 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, Virginia 
   Mason District 
   Extend to July 12, 2013 
 
The Board is asked to extend the review period for application 2232A-V00-36-1, 
accepted for review on March 11, 2013.  This application is for a non-telecommunications 
public facility, and thus, is not subject to the State Code provision for extending the 
review period by no more than sixty (60) additional days.  The review period for  
2232A-V00-36-1 should be extended as follows: 
 
2232A-V00-36-1 Fairfax County Department of Public Works on behalf of Fairfax  
(Non-Telecom) County Department of Transportation 

Bus Maintenance Facility Expansion 
 8101 Cinder Bed Road, Newington, Virginia 
 Mount Vernon District 
 Extend to July 10, 2013  
  
The need for the full time of this extension may not be necessary, and is not intended to 
set a date for final action.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
None 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
Fred R. Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning, DPZ 
Chris B. Caperton, Chief, Facilities Planning Branch, Planning Division, DPZ 
Connie A. Maier, Planner, Facilities Planning Branch, Planning Division, DPZ 
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ADMINISTRATIVE - 3 
 
 
Additional Time to Establish the Use for Special Exception Amendment SEA 2006-PR-
019, Virginia International University (Providence District) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board consideration of additional time to establish the use for SEA 2006-PR-019, pursuant 
to the provisions of Sect. 9-015 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board approve additional time for  
SEA 2006-PR-019 to July 29, 2013. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Routine. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Under Sect. 9-015 of the Zoning Ordinance, if the use is not established or if construction 
is not commenced within the time specified by the Board of Supervisors, an approved 
special exception shall automatically expire without notice unless the Board approves 
additional time. A request for additional time must be filed with the Zoning Administrator 
prior to the expiration date of the special exception. The Board may approve additional 
time if it determines that the use is in accordance with the applicable provisions of the 
Zoning Ordinance and that approval of additional time is in the public interest. 
 
On August 3, 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved Special Exception Amendment 
SEA 2006-PR-019, subject to development conditions. The application was filed in the 
name of Virginia International University to permit modifications to site design and 
development conditions for the previously approved college/university, pursuant to Section 
5-404 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance, for the property at 3953 and 3957 Pender 
Drive, Tax Map 57-1 ((1)) 10 (see Locator Map in Attachment 1). SEA 2006-PR-019 was 
approved with a condition that the use be established or construction commenced and 
diligently prosecuted within thirty (30) months of the approval date unless the Board grants 
additional time. The development conditions for SEA 2006-PR-019 are included as part of 
the Clerk to the Board’s letter (see Attachment 2). 
 
On June 19, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved six (6) months additional time to 
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commence construction for SEA 2006-PR-019 until August 3, 2012. A copy of the Clerk to 
the Board’s letter stating the approval of additional time is attached (Attachment 3). 
 
On October 16, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved six (6) months additional time to 
commence construction for SEA 2006-PR-019 until February 3, 2013. A copy of the Clerk to 
the Board’s letter stating approval of additional time is attached (Attachment 4). 
 
On January 18, 2013, the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) received a letter 
dated January 15, 2013, from Sue Ann Myers, Vice President of Business Affairs, Virginia 
International University (VIU), requesting six (6) months of additional time (see Attachment 
5). The approved Special Exception Amendment will not expire pending the Board’s action 
on the request for additional time.   
 
Ms. Myers states the request is due to a delay in the submittal and approval of the 
required parking tabulation. Development Condition 9 requires the submission of a parking 
tabulation to the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) prior 
to the issuance of a Non-Residential Use Permit (Non-RUP). In addition, Development 
Condition 10 requires coordination with the Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
(FCDOT) to revise the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. On 
February 8, 2013, DPZ received a supplemental letter dated February 4, 2013, from Ms. 
Myers to clarify the reason for the delay (see Attachment 5). According to the letter, 
DPWES deemed the originally submitted parking tabulations as incomplete. Since that 
time, VIU hired an engineer to assist in their efforts to comply with the requirements of the 
SEA for parking tabulations and parking management. Ms. Myers indicates the additional 
time is requested to complete the review of the parking tabulations and coordinate with 
FCDOT to update and revise the TDM plan. According to the supplemental letter dated 
February 18, 2012 (see Attachment 5), Ms. Myers states the engineer has provided 
certification to DPWES of adequate accessible parking spaces as dimensioned, striped, 
and signed; has submitted the required parking tabulations for review; and will coordinate 
with FCDOT to update the TDM Program. As of this date, according to Zoning Permit 
Review, Zoning Administration Division, the parking tabulations have been approved by 
DPWES and the applicant is in the process of addressing revisions required in the TDM 
plan by FCDOT. 
 
Staff has reviewed Special Exception Amendment SEA 2006-PR-019 and has established 
that, as approved, it is still in conformance with all applicable provisions of the Fairfax 
County Zoning Ordinance to permit a college/university. Further, staff knows of no change 
in land use circumstances that affects compliance of SEA 2006-PR-019 with the special 
exception standards applicable to this use, or which should cause the filing of a new 
special exception amendment application and review through the public hearing process. 
The Comprehensive Plan recommendation for the property has not changed since 
approval of the Special Exception Amendment. Finally, the conditions associated with the 
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Board's approval of SEA 2006-PR-019 are still appropriate and remain in full force and 
effect. Staff believes that approval of the request for additional time is in the public interest.  
 
Staff notes that this is the applicant’s third request for additional time and, if the additional 
time is approved, approximately four (4) years will have passed since approval of the SEA. 
Staff recommends that additional time to establish the use be granted to July 29, 2013. 
Staff believes this should be sufficient time to complete the requirements of the SEA 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 3, 2009.  
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1:  Locator Map 
Attachment 2:  Letter dated August 4, 2009, to Michael M. Pavlovich 
Attachment 3:  Letter dated June 20, 2012, to Michael M. Pavlovich 
Attachment 4:  Letter dated October 17, 2012, to Sue Ann Myers 
Attachment 5:  Letters dated January 15, February 4, and February 18, 2013, to Leslie B. 
Johnson 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
Fred R. Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) 
Barbara C. Berlin, Director, Zoning Evaluation Division (ZED), DPZ    
Kevin J. Guinaw, Chief, Special Projects/Applications/Management Branch, ZED, DPZ 
Pamela Nee, Chief, Environment and Development Review Branch, Planning Division, DPZ 
Carrie Lee, Staff Coordinator, ZED, DPZ 
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ACTION - 1 
 
 
Approval of the Proposed Consolidated Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Final action by the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors on the Proposed Consolidated 
Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 as issued by the Consolidated Community 
Funding Advisory Committee (CCFAC). 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board (1) adopt the Proposed Consolidated 
Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 as issued by the CCFAC with funding allocations 
outlined below; and (2) authorize signature of the Consolidated Plan Certifications and 
Federal funding application forms (SF424s) required by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) by May 13, 2013. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on April 30, 2013, in order to maintain the schedule for the 
Consolidated Plan process, which is included as Appendix C in the revised Proposed 
Consolidated Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014, and to ensure timely submission of 
the Plan to HUD. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The revised Proposed Consolidated Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 (One-Year 
Action Plan for FY 2014) has been issued by the CCFAC for approval by the Board of 
Supervisors.  The One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 contains the proposed uses of 
funding for programs to be implemented in the fourth year of the Five-Year Consolidated 
Plan for FY 2011-2015.  An annual action plan is required by HUD for the four federal 
programs: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for 
Persons with AIDS (HOPWA).  In addition, the document describes the Continuum of Care 
for homeless services and programs in the Fairfax community, and the Consolidated 
Community Funding Pool (CCFP).  The One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 will include the 
second year of the two-year FY 2013-2014 funding cycle for the CCFP.  The CCFP was 
established by the Board and provides funding for community-based programs by nonprofit 
organizations through a competitive solicitation process.   
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The One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 also includes the public and private resources 
available for housing and community development activities, and the CCFP funding 
priorities adopted by the Board.  In accordance with federal requirements, the One-Year 
Action Plan for FY 2014 contains several certifications, including drug-free workplace, 
affirmatively furthering fair housing, prohibition of excessive force, and lobbying 
requirements, which will be signed by the County Executive following Board approval of 
the Plan. 
 
The funding levels incorporated in the One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 were based on 
the funding levels of FY 2013 since formal notification from HUD of actual grant levels has 
not been received.  Total entitlement funding anticipated of $6,740,208 has been 
recommended in this item: for CDBG ($4,414,224), HOME ($1,418,376), ESG ($469,222), 
and HOPWA ($438,386).  In addition, a total of $2,330,356 in CDBG and HOME funds is 
recommended to be carried forward at this time ($1,619,194 CDBG and $711,162 HOME). 
Total estimated CDBG program income of $350,000 and HOME program income of 
$281,456 will also be programmed through this item.   
 
It should be noted that the anticipated HOME and CDBG allocations may be subject to 
reductions depending on the continuing negotiations regarding the Federal budget.  In 
January 2013, Congress enacted the American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012 to mitigate the 
effects of “fiscal cliff” created by the Budget Control Act of 2011.  As a part of this action, 
the cuts to discretionary funding in Federal Fiscal Year 2013 provided for in the Budget 
Control Act – “sequestration” – were delayed.  Based on available information, it is 
anticipated that Fairfax County’s federally-funded affordable housing programs - including 
CDBG and HOME - would experience significant reductions should sequestration take 
place.  Such reductions would be in addition to the deep cuts enacted in recent years.   
 
As was done in FY 2012, if significant funding cuts are made to these programs (in excess 
of 10%), the CCFAC understands that staff would assess the impact on the proposed 
funding. The CCFAC would then reconsider its recommendations, reactivate the CCFAC/ 
FCRHA Working Advisory Group (which developed funding recommendations for 
consideration by both the CCFAC and the FCRHA), and work with the FCRHA to propose 
revised CCFAC recommendations to the Board.   Last year, the WAG recommended that 
the Board consider funding the gap for federal reductions in future fiscal years to the 
greatest extent possible.  Any recommended adjustments would be brought back to the 
Board for review and approval.  In any case, the Board, CCFAC and FCRHA will be 
advised as to the actual funding levels once they become available from HUD, even if 
reductions are less than 10 percent; actual funding levels will be incorporated into the 
budget at Carryover. 
 
The Proposed One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 was made available and was circulated 
for review and comment by citizens, service providers and other interested parties during 
the formal public comment period which ended with a public hearing at the Board of 
Supervisors on March 19, 2013.  Following the public hearing and the public comment  
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period, the CCFAC considered all comments received on the Proposed One-Year Action 
Plan for FY 2014 and hereby forwards its recommendation to the Board in this item for 
final action on April 30, 2013.   
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Funds identified in the Proposed Consolidated Plan One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 
include CDBG ($4,414,224), HOME ($1,418,376), ESG ($469,222), and HOPWA 
($438,386) funds.  In addition, a total of $2,330,356 in CDBG and HOME funds is 
recommended to be carried forward at this time ($1,619,194 CDBG and $711,162 HOME). 
Total estimated CDBG program income of $350,000 and HOME program income of 
$281,456 will also be programmed through this item.   
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
None.  The Proposed One-Year Action Plan for FY 2014 is available on line at 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/rha 
 
 
STAFF: 
Patricia D. Harrison, Deputy County Executive 
Paula C. Sampson, Director, Department of Housing and Community Development 
John Payne, Deputy Director, Real Estate and Development, HCD 
Aseem K. Nigam, Director, Real Estate Finance and Grants Management Division, HCD 
Robert C. Fields, Interim Associate Director, Grants Management, HCD 
David P. Jones, Senior Program Manager, Grants Management, HCD  
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ACTION – 2 
 
 
Approval of a Parking Reduction for Reston Block 16 (Hunter Mill District) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board approval of a 15.3 percent reduction or 88 fewer parking spaces in required 
parking for Reston Block 16, Tax Map No. 17-3 ((10)) 0016, Hunter Mill District. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board of Supervisors (Board) approve a 
parking reduction of 15.3 percent (88 fewer parking spaces) in required parking for 
Reston Block 16, pursuant to Paragraph 5, Section 11-102 of Chapter 112 (Zoning 
Ordinance) of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, based on an analysis of the 
parking requirements for the use on the site and a parking study, #7067-PKS-010-1, on 
condition that: 
 

1. A minimum of 487 parking spaces must be maintained on site at all times for the 
residential uses and shall be distinguished from the parking spaces available to 
the site’s other uses by either a separate garage or by another physical barrier/  
separation.  The site plan must note how the residential parking spaces will be 
differentiated. 
 

2. The residential uses permitted per this parking reduction are 359 multi-family 
dwelling units.  Any additional uses must be parked at Code and these uses must 
not exceed the approved floor area ratio. 
 

3. The following mix of residential dwelling units is permitted per this parking 
reduction for the minimum 487 parking spaces:  
 
 221 studio and one-bedroom units, 
 133 two-bedroom units, and 
 5 three-bedroom units. 
 
In the event the mix of units changes, one additional parking space shall be 
provided for every 3.5 additional bedrooms or fraction thereof. 
 

4. Implementation of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program 
conditioned in conjunction with the approval of PRC 85-C-088-2 (South of Market 
Lot 16, LLC). 

(59)



Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 

5. A crosswalk across Explorer Street at Bluemont Way shall be striped as 
approved by the Virginia Department of Transportation.  The median island in 
Explorer Street may need to be adjusted to accommodate the crosswalk as 
approved by the Director during site plan review. 
 

6. The current owners, their successors or assigns of the parcels identified as 
Fairfax County Tax Map No. 17-3 ((10)) 0016, the subject of PRC 85-C-088-02 
(South of Market Lot 16, LLC), shall submit a parking space utilization study for 
review and approval by the Board at any time in the future that the Zoning 
Administrator so requests.  Following review of that study, or if a study is not 
submitted within 90 days after being requested, the Board may rescind this 
parking reduction or require alternative measures to satisfy parking needs which 
may include requiring all uses to comply with the full parking space requirements 
as specified in Article 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
7. All parking utilization studies prepared in response to a request by the Zoning 

Administrator shall be based on applicable requirements of The Code of the 
County of Fairfax, Virginia, and the Zoning Ordinance in effect at the time of said 
parking utilization study submission. 

 
8. Shared parking with any additional use(s) shall not be permitted without the 

submission of a new parking study prepared in accordance with the applicable 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and shall be subject to the Board’s 
approval. 

 
9. All parking provided shall be in accordance with the applicable requirements of 

Article 11 of the Zoning Ordinance and the Fairfax County Public Facilities 
Manual including the provisions referencing the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA). 
 

10. The conditions of approval of this parking reduction shall be recorded in the 
Fairfax County land records in a form acceptable to the County Attorney. 
 

11.  Unless an extension has been approved by the Board, this parking reduction 
shall expire without notice 6 months from the date of Board approval if Condition 
#10 has not been satisfied. 

 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on April 30, 2013. 
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BACKGROUND: 
Reston Block 16 is a 2.51-acre parcel zoned Planned Residential Development (PRC) 
within Reston Town Center’s Section 91A.  The proposed mixed-use development 
consists of 359 multi-family dwelling units in a 15-story building with 26,500 square feet 
of shopping center and restaurant uses on the ground floor.  A 6-level parking garage, 
attached to the primary structure and partially below grade, would serve as the sole 
supply of off-street parking for the development.  The site is approximately 600 feet from 
the Reston Town Center Transit Station.  The future Reston Town Center Metrorail 
Station will be constructed about a ½ mile away.  The site is located north of Bluemont 
Way, east of Explorer Street, south of Town Square and west of Saint Francis Street.  
The site is governed by the development conditions placed on the parcel in 2011 under 
PRC 85-C-088-02 approved by the Board on July 26, 2011.  Development Condition 8 
of the Board’s PRC approval requires establishment of a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program.   
 
Under the Zoning Ordinance, the Code requirement for the 359 proposed multi-family 
dwelling units would be 575 parking spaces or 1.6 spaces per dwelling unit.  The Code-
required parking for the 5,705 square feet of shopping center use is 25 parking spaces.  
The Code-required parking for 500 table seats and 214 counter seats in eating 
establishments with a total of 50 employees is 257 parking spaces.  The development 
would require 857 parking spaces by Code. 
 
The applicant is seeking a 15.3 percent reduction of the parking spaces required for the 
residential uses (88 fewer parking spaces) resulting in a minimum of 487 parking 
spaces for the residential uses.  The applicant proposes to provide the Code-required 
parking for the other uses on the site.   
 
The basis for the requested reduction is proximity to mass transit.  The Zoning 
Ordinance does not specify the maximum distance for a site to be considered proximate 
to mass transit nor does it specify acceptable ranges for required parking supply.  
Generally, past practice has been that the farthest point of the site must be within one 
mile of the entrance to a Metrorail station and staff has been using the established 
standards for the Planned Tysons Corner Urban District (PTC District) for comparison 
purposes.  As stated above, the site is 600 feet from the Reston Town Center Transit 
Station and about a ½ mile from the future Reston Town Center Metrorail station. 
 
The Department of Transportation has recommended the following conditions for the 
request: 
 the TDM program must be implemented, 
 a crosswalk should be striped across Explorer Street, a private street, at its 

intersection with Bluemont Way as shown on Figure 2 of the parking study and 
 the development should be limited to type and number of units cited in the study. 
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The applicant has requested a reduction of the residential parking to a rate of 1.36 
parking spaces per dwelling unit.  If this project were located in Tysons Corner’s Non-
Transit-Oriented Design (Non-TOD) District, the parking requirement would be 1.1 to 
1.4 parking spaces per studio or one-bedroom unit, 1.35 to 1.7 parking spaces per two-
bedroom unit and 1.6 to 2.0 parking spaces per three-bedroom unit.  The proposed 
development includes 221 studio and one-bedroom units, 133 two-bedroom units and 
5 three-bedroom units resulting in an overall requirement of 1.20 to 1.52 parking spaces 
per dwelling unit.  The 1.36 parking spaces per dwelling unit resulting from this 
methodology is exactly the mid-point of the range of the parking requirement for a 
similar development in the Tysons Corner Non-TOD District. 
 
Staff believes the parking analysis indicates it is reasonable for all the uses on the site 
to be served with a limited reduction in parking spaces.  Therefore, staff supports the 
applicant’s request for a 15.3 percent parking reduction subject to the conditions listed 
above and compliance with the development conditions associated with this site.  The 
recommended parking reduction reflects a coordinated review by the Department of 
Public Works and Environmental Services, the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Planning and Zoning and the Office of the County Attorney. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1 – Parking reduction request dated August 9, 2012, and a parking study 

w/o attachments dated August 9, 2012, from William F. Johnson, P.E.,  
Wells and Associates. 

 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
James Patteson, Director, Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 
(DPWES) 
Michelle Brickner, Deputy Director, DPWES, Land Development Services 
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11441 Robertson Drive, Suite 201 • Manassas, Virginia 20109 • 703 / 365-9262 • Fax: 703 / 365-9265 
 

 
August 9, 2012 
 
Ms. Beth Forbes, P.E. 
Code Development and Compliance Division 
Department of Public Works &  
  Environmental Services 
12055 Government Center Parkway 
Fairfax, Virginia   22035-5503 
 
SUBJECT: Parking Reduction for Reston Block 16 
 7067-SPV-019-A 

Tax Map # 17-3 ((10)) 16; Hunter Mill Magisterial District 
Fairfax County, Virginia  

  
Dear Ms. Forbes: 
 
Enclosed please find a parking reduction study for the Reston Block 16 site.  The subject site is 
identified as Tax Map 17-3 ((10)) 16 and is located within Land Unit D of the Reston-Herndon Suburban 
Center within the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan.  The site is located north of Bluemont Way, east 
of St. Francis Street and west of Explorer Street. 
 
The subject site is zoned PRC (Planned Residential Community) and is undeveloped.  Based on the 
recently approved Site Plan Revision #7067-SPV-019-A, the site is planned for a mixed-use development 
consisting of 359 multifamily dwelling units and approximately 26,500 gross square feet (GSF) of 
commercial/retail/restaurant uses in harmony with the existing surrounding Reston Town Center.  To 
date, a building permit has been issued to advance the construction of the subject development.   
 
Presently, the site owner/developer is investigating the possibility of incorporating restaurant uses within 
the proposed retail space to provide additional restaurant options within the Reston Town Center.  For 
purposes of this analysis, the following site development scenario is proposed: 
 

• 359 multifamily residential dwelling units,  
• 26,500 GSF retail or restaurant uses. 

 
Because restaurant uses could require more parking in accordance with the ZO requirements, a 
reduction in the residential parking requirement based on the proximity to transit is hereby requested 
to accommodate potential restaurant uses within the mixed-use development.   
 
As reflected in the enclosed parking study, a total of 575 parking spaces would be required to 
accommodate the residential program proposed based on a strict application of the Fairfax County 
Zoning Ordinance.  A total of 487 spaces are proposed to serve the site’s residential uses.   Based on a 
residential parking supply of 487 parking spaces, the applicant is requesting a 15.3% reduction (or 88 
fewer spaces) of the number of residential spaces that would be required by a strict application of the 
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Ordinance.  The basis for such a request is the provision as established in the Ordinance, “The site’s 
proximity to a mass transit station” (Section 11-102.5).  All commercial uses would be parked per the 
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance.   
 
Thank you for you for your help with this matter. It is, as always, greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
William F. Johnson, P.E. 
Senior Associate 
 
Enclosures: a/s 
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1420 Spring Hill Road, Suite 600  McLean, Virginia 22102  703 / 917-6620  Fax: 703 / 917-0739 
11441 Robertson Drive, Suite 201  Manassas, Virginia 20109  703 / 365-9262  Fax: 703 / 365-9265 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Beth Forbes, P.E. 
  Code Development and Compliance Division 
  Fairfax County Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 
   
FROM:  William F. Johnson, P.E. 
  Lester E. Adkins, E.I.T. 
 
SUBJECT: Tax Map 17-3 ((10)) 16; Reston Block 16 
 7067-SPV-019-A  
 Fairfax County, Virginia 
 
RE: Parking Reduction 
 
DATE:  August 9, 2012 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This memorandum presents the results of a parking reduction analysis conducted in conjunction with 
the development of a proposed mixed-use development in Fairfax County, Virginia referred to as 
“Reston Block 16”.  The approximate 2.5-acre property is identified as Tax Map 17-3 ((10)) 16 and is 
located in Land Unit D of the Reston-Herndon Suburban Center within one-half mile of the future 
proposed WMATA Reston Parkway Metrorail station and approximately 600 feet from the existing 
Reston Town Center Transit Station.  Specifically, the subject site is located north of Bluemont Way, 
east of St. Francis Street and west of Explorer Street as shown on Figure 1.  
 
The subject site is zoned PRC (Planned Residential Community) and is undeveloped.  Based on the 
recently approved Site Plan Revision #7067-SPV-019-A, the site is planned for a mixed-use development 
consisting of 359 multifamily dwelling units and approximately 26,500 gross square feet (GSF) of 
commercial/retail/restaurant uses in harmony with the existing surrounding Reston Town Center.  To 
date, a building permit has been issued to advance the construction of the subject development.
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Background 
 
As stated above, the Reston Block 16 site is proposed to be developed with 359 multifamily dwelling 
units as well as approximately 26,500 GSF of commercial/retail uses.  As shown on the approved site 
plan #7067-SPV-019-A, the proposed site development would provide parking sufficient to 
accommodate the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance (ZO) requirements for the uses described above. 
 
Presently, the site owner/developer is investigating the possibility of incorporating restaurant uses within 
the proposed retail space to provide additional restaurant options within the Reston Town Center.  For 
purposes of this analysis, the following site development scenario is proposed: 
 

 359 multifamily residential dwelling units,  
 26,500 GSF retail or restaurant uses. 

 
Because restaurant uses could require more parking in accordance with the ZO requirements, a 
reduction in the residential parking requirement based on the proximity to transit is hereby requested 
to accommodate potential restaurant uses within the mixed-use development.   
 
 
Proposed Parking Supply 
 
A total of 487 spaces are intended to serve the site’s residential uses.  All commercial uses would be 
parked per the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance.  A reduction of the site plan is provided for reference 
as Figure 2.  A full size plan is included as Attachment I 
 
 
Fairfax County Parking Requirements 
 
Article 11 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance establishes parking requirements for various land 
uses by providing parking rates per unit of land use (i.e., per residential dwelling unit, per 1,000 GSF of 
retail uses, etc.).  According to the Ordinance, all required parking spaces shall be located on the same 
lot as the structure or uses to which they are accessory or on a lot contiguous thereto which has the 
same zoning classification, and is either under the same ownership, or is subject to arrangements 
satisfactory to the Director that will ensure the permanent availability of such spaces.  A copy of the 
relevant Ordinance text is provided herein as Attachment II.  Table 1 summarizes the number of parking 
spaces required for the development under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Residential.  Article 11, Section 11-103 of the Ordinance outlines the parking requirements for 
residential uses as follows: 

 
Dwelling, Multiple Family – “One and six-tenths (1.6) spaces per unit” 
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As stated above and reflected on Table 1, based on a strict application of the Zoning Ordinance, 575 
parking spaces would be required to accommodate the parking demand associated with the proposed 
residential program.  
 
 
Requested Parking Reduction 
 
As reflected in Table 1, the proposed ultimate residential development program would require 
575 parking spaces to meet the Ordinance.  The applicant is requesting a 15.3% reduction (or 88 
fewer spaces) of the number of spaces that would be required by a strict application of the 
Ordinance.  This proposed reduction would require a minimum of 487 residential parking 
spaces.  The basis for such a request is the provision as established in the Ordinance, “The site’s 
proximity to a mass transit station” (Section 11-102.5). 
 
The following sections evaluate the requested parking reduction with respect to this provision. Copies 
of the relevant Ordinance text are also included in Attachment II. 
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Table 1
Reston Block 16 Parking Study
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance Parking Requirement (Residential Uses)

Dwelling, Multiple Family 359 DU "One and six-tenths (1.6) spaces per unit” 575

575

Note(s):

(1) DU = Residential Dwelling Unit

(2) Code requirements from the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance (Article 11).

Land Use Amount Units (1) Code Requirement (2) Required Parking by 

Code

Total Residential Parking Required

Wells + Associates, Inc.
Manassas, Virginia(70)
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PROVISION: PROXIMITY TO MASS TRANSIT 
 
Overview 
 
The Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance provides for a reduction in required off-street parking for sites 
located in close proximity to transit.  Article 11, Section 11-102.5 states: 
 

“Within the area in proximity to a mass transit station, which station either exists or is 
programmed for completion within the same time frame as the completion of the 
subject development, or along a corridor served by a mass transit facility, which facility 
is conveniently accessible to the proposed use and offers a regular scheduled service, 
the Board may, subject to conditions it deems appropriate, reduce the number of off-
street parking spaces otherwise required by the strict application of the provisions of 
this Part. Such reduction may be approved when the applicant has demonstrated to the 
Board’s satisfaction that the spaces proposed to be eliminated are unnecessary based on 
the projected reduction in the parking demand resulting from the proximity of the 
transit station or mass transit facility and such reduction in parking spaces will not 
adversely affect the site or the adjacent area.” 
 

As reflected on Figure 1, the Reston Block 16 property is located within 600 feet from the Reston Town 
Center Transit Station located at 12051 Bluemont Way.  The station is served by four (4) Fairfax 
Connector bus routes and five (5) Reston Intracity Bus Service (RIBS) routes.  These routes are listed as 
follows: 
 

 Fairfax Connector 
o Route 505 – Reston Town Center (service to West Falls Church metrorail) 
o Route 574 – Tysons Corner-Reston 
o Route 605 – Fair Oaks-Reston 
o Route 950 – Herndon-Reston 

 Reston Intracity Bus Service (RIBS) 
o Route 1 – Lake Anne-Hunters Woods 
o Route 2 – South Lakes Drive 
o Route 3 – Hunters Woods-Lake Anne 
o Route 4 – North Point 
o Route 5 – Herndon 
 

It is also important to note that the site is located within one-half mile of the future planned WMATA 
Reston Parkway Metrorail station.  This station is part of the Phase II extension of the proposed “Silver 
Line” to Dulles Airport and Loudoun County.  The projected completion of this extension is currently 
2017, which is beyond the build-out horizon of Reston Block 16.  For this reason, the potential impact 
of the site’s proximity to this future rail station to parking demand reduction was not used as a basis for 
this reduction request.  However, it is extremely likely that the presence of rail service in the subject 
site’s proximity would be a significant factor in the future reduction of on-site parking demand.   
 
Fairfax County already recognizes that the proximity of mass transit influences parking demand as 
evidenced in the Comprehensive Plan recommendations for the Tysons Corner Urban Center.  The 
Plan has established recommended parking maximums for those developments closest to transit facilities.  
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As an example, for 0-1 bedroom multifamily dwelling units, these maximums range from 13% to 19% less 
than the Zoning Ordinance requirements for the parking of multifamily dwelling units.  For 2 bedroom 
multifamily dwelling units, the maximums are generally similar to the Zoning Ordinance minimum 
requirements for the parking of multifamily dwelling units.  The Reston Block 16 site is comparable in its 
proximity to future metrorail to the planned Tysons Corner transit oriented development (TOD) areas 
referenced in the Plan. 
 
 
PARKING DEMAND FOR SIMILAR PROJECTS 
 
In order to evaluate whether the proposed parking reduction is appropriate, parking occupancy counts 
were conducted at two similar residential developments.  These projects were selected because of their 
location in relationship to a Metro Station and the number of residential units:    

 Avalon at Rock Spring is located on Rock Forest Drive in Bethesda, Maryland, as shown on 
Figure 3.  Avalon at Rock Spring was selected because it is located outside of a walkable distance 
to a Metro Station, but it is located near the County’s Ride-On Bus service that provides service 
to the Grosvenor Metro Station.  The Avalon at Rock Springs provides a parking supply of 1.73 
spaces per unit, including 625 spaces in two above-grade parking garages, eight spaces in a 
surface lot adjacent to leasing office, and 33 on-street parking spaces proximate to the project. 

 The Metropolitan at Town Center apartments is located in Reston Town Center just south of 
New Dominion Parkway, as shown on Figure 4.  The Metropolitan is located within walking 
distance of Block 16 and has similar demographics to that expected at Block 16.  The 
Metropolitan houses 259 residential units with 472 parking spaces, or 1.82 spaces per unit. 

According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the peak parking demand associated with a 
residential land use generally occurs between 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM.  Therefore, parking occupancy 
counts were conducted at hourly intervals between 9:00 AM and 11:00 PM on an average weekday 
and Saturday in order to provide a more comprehensive look at parking demand.  Counts were 
conducted at the following times for the two locations: 

 The parking occupancy for Avalon at Rock Spring was conducted on Tuesday, February 23, 2010 
and Saturday, February 20, 2010.  Counts for this location were conducted between 9:00 AM 
and 11:00 PM.  The peak parking demand on Tuesday occurred at 11:00 PM when 444 parking 
spaces, or 1.15 parking spaces per unit, were occupied.  Sixty-seven percent of available parking 
spaces were occupied at this time.  The peak parking demand on Saturday occurred at 11:00 PM 
when 407 parking spaces, or 1.05 parking spaces per unit, were occupied.  Sixty-one percent of 
available parking spaces were occupied at this time. 

 The parking occupancy for The Metropolitan was conducted over a two day period on Tuesday, 
December 13, 2011 and Saturday, December 17, 2011.  Counts for this location were 
conducted between 9:00 AM and 11:00 PM.  The peak parking demand occurred on Tuesday at 
11:00 PM when 307 parking spaces were occupied, or 1.19 parking spaces per unit, were 
occupied.  Sixty-five percent of available parking spaces were occupied at this time.  The peak 
parking demand on Saturday occurred at 11:00 PM when 278 parking spaces, or 1.07 parking 
spaces per unit, were occupied.  Fifty-nine percent of available parking spaces were occupied at 
this time. 
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Table 2 summarizes the parking supply and demand for the two different developments.  The parking 
occupancy counts are included as Attachment III. 
 
Table 2 
Parking Summary 
Comparable Site 
 

  Number 
of Units 

Number 
of Parking 

Spaces 

Parking  
Supply 
Ratio 

Maximum 
Number 

of 
Occupied 
Parking 
Spaces 

Peak 
Parking 
Demand 

Ratio 

Avalon at Rock Spring 

Saturday, February 20, 2010 386 666 1.73 407 1.05 

Tuesday, February 23, 2010 386 666 1.73 444 1.15 

The Metropolitan  

Tuesday, December 13, 2011 259 472 1.82 307 1.19 

Saturday, December 17, 2011 259 472 1.82 278 1.07 

 
 
AUTO OWNERSHIP   
 
In harmony with the transit-related nature of the Reston Block 16 development, the residential units will 
be target marketed toward a demographic inclined to use transit on a regular basis.  While the Reston 
Block 16 site does not fit the definition of a “Transit-Oriented Development” (TOD) in the absence of 
the future Reston Parkway Metrorail station, certain elements of the plan would serve to make the 
project “transit related.”  Therefore, a certain degree of transit usage (vs. auto-oriented usage) would be 
anticipated according to a body of research conducted at similar developments as described as follows.  
 
Dr. Robert Cervero of the University of California at Berkley has conducted extensive research over 
the past decade or more on residents of TOD’s (primarily in California) and their travel behavior.  
Among Cervero’s primary findings were the following: 
 
 Most TOD residents are young professionals, singles, retirees, childless households, and 

immigrants from foreign countries. 
 

 These groups tend to require less housing space than traditional “nuclear families”, and are 
more likely to live in attached housing units for financial and convenience reasons, regardless of 
where the units are located. 

 

(75)



 

12 
 

 Most TOD residents tend to work downtown and in other locations that are well served by 
transit. 

 
Cervero’s findings in California were further supported by a study of vehicle ownership in TOD’s in 
British Columbia.  In this study, Bunt and Associates Engineering surveyed households are six “Skytrain” 
transit stations.  Primary findings from this study found: 
 
 Households located near Skytrain stations use transit much more often than more distant 

households (i.e., residential sorting is occurring). 
 
 Households near stations generally owned 10% fewer vehicles than more distant households. 

Frequent users of Skytrain, however, owned 29% fewer vehicles than households using Skytrain 
less frequently. The difference in Skytrain use translates directly to lower car ownership rates. 

 
 Other factors were found to affect car ownership in addition to transit proximity. These are: 

household income; number of people in a household; and the size of dwelling units (which was 
assumed to be correlated with the other two factors).  

 
Locally, Wells + Associates completed similar surveys in June 2001 to assess the impact of transit 
proximity on parking demands associated with high-rise multifamily projects.  The scope of that study 
was developed in close consultation with staff from the Department of Public Works & Environmental 
Services (DPW&ES) and the Fairfax County Department of Transportation.  Steps undertaken in that 
study included, but were not limited to the following: 
 
 Nine comparable sites were identified and parking demand counts conducted on a series of 

typical weekdays and Saturdays 
 
 Demographic data was collected for each of the comparable sites in terms of number and type 

of units, tenant characteristics, auto ownership, parking spaces provided, availability of off-site 
parking and local ordinance requirements 

 
 A description of parking controls/operations were provided, if available, for each of the 

comparable sites 
 
 A review of national and local data sources to determine the impact of mass transit on area 

parking requirements 
 
The results of our study were generally consistent with the findings of Cervero et al.  Specifically, the 
data indicated auto ownership at high-rise multifamily developments was lower than other types of 
residential units, especially proximate to transit facilities.  The data collected by Wells + Associates in 
2001 was supplemented with demographic data from the Development – Related Ridership Survey II  
prepared by JHK + Associates for WMATA.  Both the Development – Related Ridership Survey II and 
the 2005 Development – Related Ridership Survey assessed the impact of auto-ownership and metro 
ridership. Both reports found locating residential units in proximity to transit services resulted in 
reduced auto ownership and increased mode splits.   
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Auto ownership, as measured in the Wells study taken together with the Ridership Survey II data, 
ranged from a low of 0.25 vehicles per unit to a high of 1.87 vehicles per unit (as measured at Fairfax 
Towers, a non-TOD product).  Average auto ownership was calculated at 1.07 vehicles per unit.  Based 
on the information collected in 2001 with regard to average auto ownership, the projected number of 
vehicles associated with the proposed 359 units at Reston Block 16 would be 384.  In addition to auto 
ownership, parking demand counts were collected at a number of metro and non-metro related sites. 
The results of the report supported a 15.3% reduction in parking from the County’s Ordinance 
requirements.  Excerpts from the June 2001, Wells study are included as Attachment IV.   
 
The Block 16 location within the Reston Town Center is precisely the type of mixed-use (future) TOD 
environment where residents are far more likely to use transit and less likely to drive.  As a mixed-use 
center, the patrons of Reston Town Center often visit more than one use in a single trip.  This naturally 
occurring synergy further reduces reliance on site oriented parking and overall parking demand.   
 
Auto ownership for the area was determined based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau.1  Data from 
the 2000 Census for the census block encompassing the subject site and the immediate surrounding 
area indicate that the average auto ownership for rental units in the area in 2000 was 1.20 vehicles per 
household.  The census data are summarized in Table 3. 
 
Table 3 
U.S. Census Bureau Data 
Journey to Work 
 
Number of 
Households 

Total Percent 
1,694 100% 

Renter Occupied 
  No vehicle Available 265 15.7% 
 1 Vehicle Available 895 52.9% 
 2 Vehicles Available 470 27.7% 
 3 Vehicles Available 60 3.5% 
 4 Vehicles Available 4 0.2% 
 ≥ 5 Vehicles Available 0 0% 
    Total 1,694 100% 

Average Auto Ownership 1.20 
 
 
To further enhance and promote the use of transit, Reston Block 16 has committed to coordinate with 
Fairfax County to develop and implement transportation demand management (TDM) strategies per the 
development conditions approved in conjunction with the approval of PRC 85-C-088-02.  The 
development conditions, dated July 26, 2011, are included in Attachment V.  Condition #8 includes, 
among other TDM strategies, to provide information related to Car Sharing (ZipCar, FlexCar, etc.) as 
well as provide preferential parking for carpools.   
 

                                                 
1 U.S. Census Bureau [http://factfinder2.census.gov] Census Tract 4822, Fairfax County, Virginia / HCT032 Tenure by Vehicles Available 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the documentation provided herein, the following can be concluded: 
 
1. Under a strict application of the Zoning Ordinance, 575 parking spaces would be required to 

accommodate the mixed-use development’s proposed residential uses. 
 

2. The applicant is seeking a parking reduction of 15.3% (88 fewer parking spaces) for a 
total of 487 parking spaces to serve the site’s residential uses. 

 
3. The location of the site in proximity to the Reston Town Center Transit Station will serve to 

reduce parking demand and attract residents who will be inclined to choose non-auto modes of 
travel.   
 

4. The site’s location to adjacent existing mass transit and proximate to a future metrorail station 
support the proposed parking reduction. 
 

5. The site’s parking supply after the requested reduction would still lend to a higher residential 
parking ratio than 

 What is currently recommended in the Comprehensive Plan for the Tysons Corner 
Urban Center, and 

 Actual parking ratios collected at comparable residential projects. 
 

6. The non-residential uses would be parked in accordance with Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
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ACTION – 3 
 
 
Authorization to File Comments in Response to the Federal Communications 
Commission Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Improve 9-1-1 Reliability 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Authorization to file comments with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
regarding proposed approaches to implement the major recommendations in the report 
issued by the Commission’s Public Safety and Homeland Security Bureau about the 
9-1-1 outage caused by the June 29, 2012, derecho storm. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board authorize staff to file comments with 
the FCC advocating that the FCC impose reliability requirements and require reporting 
and certification regarding audits of 9-1-1 circuits to ensure sufficient circuit diversity, 
adequate backup power for central offices, and robust monitoring capabilities.  The 
comments also propose stronger rules regarding service provider notification to Public 
Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) about outages. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on April 30, 2013, because comments are due no later than 
May 13, 2013. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
As the Board will recall, shortly after the derecho storm on June 29, 2012, caused the 
longest and most severe 9-1-1 outage in the County’s history, the FCC issued a Public 
Notice soliciting public comment on the background, causes, and restoration efforts 
related to facilities and services that are used to provide 9-1-1 service.  In August 2012, 
the County filed extensive comments in response to the Public Notice.  In January 2013, 
the FCC’s Public Safety and Homeland Security Bureau issued a report titled Impact of 
the June 2012 Derecho on Communications Networks and Services; Report and 
Recommendations (the Derecho Report).  The County’s August 2012 comments, as 
well as reports by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments and the 
Virginia State Corporation Commission, figured prominently in the Derecho Report and 
formed the basis for many of the Bureau’s recommendations to the Commission.  The 
Derecho Report recommended that the Commission consider action to ensure (1) 
routine 9-1-1 circuit auditing, (2) adequate central office backup power, (3) robust 
network monitoring capabilities, and (4) improved notification to PSAPs when service 
provider outages affect 9-1-1 service.   
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On March 20, 2013, the FCC adopted a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that proposes 
four possible ways of implementing the findings and recommendations in the Derecho 
Report and solicits public comments on those proposals.  The proposed implementation 
approaches are: (1) reporting, (2) certification, (3) reliability requirements, and (4) FCC 
compliance reviews and inspections of service provider facilities.  Additionally, the FCC 
proposed amendments to an existing federal regulation that requires service providers 
to notify PSAPs, among others, in the event of certain outages. 
 
The attached draft comments advocate that 9-1-1 service providers be required to meet 
specific reporting and certification standards as well as minimum reliability requirements 
across the four substantive recommendation areas. The specific requirements for 
reporting, certification and minimum standards require a consideration of public safety 
as a foremost priority.  The draft comments address the general needs Fairfax County 
sees as paramount to ensuring that adequate and reliable 9-1-1 service is available to 
the public.  The comments also support the FCC’s proposed amendments to the rule 
requiring service providers to notify PSAPs of outages, but advocate additional 
amendments to further strengthen and clarify the rule. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1: Proposed Comments of Fairfax County in Response to  

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in In the Matter of Improving 9-1-1 
Reliability; Reliability and Continuity of Communications Networks, 
Including Broadband Technologies 

Attachment 2:  FCC Public Notice released March 20, 2013 
 
 
 
STAFF: 
David M. Rohrer, Deputy County Executive 
Steve Souder, Director, Department of Public Safety Communications 
Steve McMurrer, 9-1-1 Systems Administrator, Department of Public Safety 
Communications 
Erin C. Ward, Senior Assistant County Attorney 
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April 30, 2013 
 
 
INFORMATION - 1 
 
 
Planning Commission Action on Application 2232-B12-9, Fairfax County Park 
Authority (Braddock District) 
 
 
On Wednesday, April 3, 2013, the Planning Commission voted unanimously 
(Commissioner Hedetniemi having recused; Commissioner Hall absent from the 
meeting) to approve 2232-B12-9. 
 
The Commission noted that the application, as amended, met the criteria of 
character, location and extent, and was in conformance with Section 15.2-2232 
of the Code of Virginia, as amended.  
 
Application 2232-B12-9 sought approval to establish new public recreation uses 
and an Off Leash Dog Area at Monticello Park located on approximately 6.2 
acres along Guinea Road, between Burke Road and Bronte Drive (Tax Map 69-3 
((6)) E). The conceptual uses in the Park’s Master Plan include active and 
passive recreation elements within Monticello Park, including the off leash dog 
area, playground, multi-use area, skate activity area, and loop trail with expanded 
parking lot. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1: Verbatim excerpts from 4/3/13 Commission meeting 
Attachment 2: Vicinity map 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
Fred R. Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) 
Chris Caperton, Public Facilities Branch Chief, Planning Division, DPZ 
Barbara J. Lippa, Executive Director, Planning Commission Office 
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Planning Commission Meeting    Attachment 1 
April 3, 2013 
Verbatim Excerpt 
 
 
2232-B12-9 – FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY 
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Chairman Murphy: Public hearing is closed; Ms. Hurley. 
 
Commissioner Hurley: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will disclose that I have a small beagle 
myself and I am looking forward to giving her some socialization time in the small park. I’ll also 
disclose that as the former Fields Director of Braddock Road Youth Soccer – if it had been a little 
wider, I would have loved to have turned this field into a synthetic turf field for soccer. However, 
it’s a bizarre, odd, unusual little piece of land, long and narrow. I think this really is the best 
possible use or mixed uses for it. And what hasn’t been mentioned enough – and you mentioned 
it’s right between two high schools – but it’s also right along a fairly major road so that it is 
under close observation. There won’t – it’s not like any hidden little corners are in there at all. So 
it’s a very public spot. And I want to compliment Ms. Mays and her group that have been 
working since 2007. This is how we like to see it happen in Braddock District – that people work 
together, have lots of meetings, work out the issues, and find the best solution. This has been 
unanimously approved by the Land Use Committee and having said all that, I concur with the 
staff’s conclusion that the proposal by the Fairfax County Park Authority to develop Monticello 
Park, located at 5315 Guinea Road, Burke, Virginia, satisfies the criteria of location, character, 
and extent as specified in Virginia Code Section 15.2-2232, as amended. Therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION FIND THE SUBJECT 
APPLICATION, 2232-B12-9, AS AMENDED, SUBSTANTIALLY IN ACCORD WITH THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE ADOPTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 
 
Commissioners Flanagan and Migliaccio: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Migliaccio and Mr. Flanagan or is – is that Mr. Lawrence? 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: It was me. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Okay – and Mr. Flanagan. Is there a discussion of the motion? All those in 
favor of the motion to approve 2232-B12-9, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. Thank you very much. 
 
// 
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(The motion carried unanimously with Commissioner Hedetniemi having recused herself; 
Commissioner Hall absent from the meeting.) 
 
JLC 
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INFORMATION - 2 
 
International Building Safety Month 
 
In observance of International Building Safety Month, May 2013, the Department of 
Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) is conducting a campaign to 
promote public awareness of building safety in Fairfax County.  This is in keeping with 
DPWES’ mission to enforce building codes and related County ordinances in order to 
ensure the construction of safe buildings in the County. 
 
As has been the practice in previous years, staff is working in collaboration with several 
local hardware stores including Home Depot stores at Seven Corners Center, Fairfax 
Circle, Alexandria, and Reston, to set up building safety information booths at store 
entrances during Building Safety Month.  Staff from neighboring local government 
jurisdictions who participated in last year’s effort have expressed their satisfaction with 
last year’s joint effort, and indicated their desire to continue their participation.  As a 
result, this year, on May 4 and 5, in another regional collaborative effort, the booths will 
be staffed jointly by engineers and inspectors from Fairfax County DPWES and Code 
Enforcement Agencies from Arlington County, the Cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, and 
Falls Church, and the Town of Herndon. Customers and visitors will have the 
opportunity to ask building code-related questions. Building equipment and safety 
appliances-such as carbon monoxide alarms, smoke detectors, fire extinguishers, and 
radon test kits-will be displayed.  Information brochures on building and elevator safety, 
as well as permit process information, will be available to all customers and visitors.  
This outreach program is designed to educate regional residents on the provisions of 
the building codes, increase the level of awareness on building safety, and save lives.  
Since initiating the community outreach visits over seventeen years ago, citizen 
response has continued to be very positive, and staff reports an increasing level of 
interest from customers shopping at these stores.  
 
On Thursday, May 2, beginning at 10:00 AM, a kickoff brunch presentation and press 
conference on the theme “Site work Development Safety and Disaster Mitigation” will be 
held at the Arlington Central Library, 1015 N. Quincy Street, Arlington, Virginia 22201. 
This year’s event, organized jointly by the Counties of Fairfax and Arlington, the Cities 
of Alexandria, Fairfax, and Falls Church, and the Town of Herndon, is designed to focus 
the public’s attention on Disaster Safety and Mitigation, and the importance of site work 
development on building safety.  The featured presentations will be given by two 
distinguished speakers – U.S. Fire Administrator, Chief Ernest Mitchell, Jr., of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); and Allyn Kilsheimer, Founder and 
President of KCE Structural Engineers, PC. 
 
As part of today’s ceremony recognizing Building Safety Month, DPWES will present its 
Building Safety Community Partnership Award.  This award recognizes private or 
corporate residents for their contributions toward the advancement of DPWES’ mission 
of ensuring building and construction safety in Fairfax County.  This is the sixteenth year 
for this award, and this year’s recipient is the Reston Accessibility Committee.  
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The Reston Accessibility Committee (RAC) was created by the Reston Citizens 
Association in early 2008 to advocate for barrier-free access for persons with physical 
disabilities.  The emphasis is to secure safe and comfortable access to a variety of 
establishments for customers and residents with mobility impairments.  RAC focuses 
their efforts on community outreach working with Reston retail and service 
establishments to discover where access could be improved and where exemplary 
examples of accessibility are already in place.  The RAC contacts owners and property 
managers of Reston retail and service businesses, to discuss ways in which specific 
aspects of their premises can be modified to facilitate access by a wider range of 
customers.  Their philosophy is unique, as they follow the three G’s, good will, good 
faith and the common good, which means that it is much easier to work with an owner 
or property manager as a partner than as an adversary. 

Beginning in 2011 RAC joined the House Joint Resolution 648 (HJR 648) committee 
which was formed by the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development 
(DHCD) and Department of Rehabilitative Services (DRS) to study the appropriateness 
of modifying the Uniform Statewide Building Code (USBC) to allow for accessible routes 
to existing buildings and incentives to promote universal design for single family 
dwellings.  The Departments invited representatives from an array of stakeholder 
organizations to serve on a work group.  Participants encompassed potentially affected 
business groups, the building and construction community, design professionals, local 
governments, and representatives of the disability community.  After numerous 
meetings, the group proposed seven changes to the 2012 version of the USBC.  The 
public hearings for the proposed code changes continue through July of this year and 
while not all of the proposed will move forward, a number will be part of the 2012 Code. 
 RAC members provided testimony during the USBC public hearing process and have 
followed through with their time and dedication to the code change process.  For their 
efforts to provide safe access for all, the Reston Accessibility Committee is richly 
deserving of this special recognition. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
None 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
James W. Patteson, Director, DPWES 
Michelle Brickner, Director, Land Development Services, DPWES  
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10:50 a.m. 
 
 
Matters Presented by Board Members 
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11:40 a.m. 
 
 
CLOSED SESSION: 
 
 
(a) Discussion or consideration of personnel matters pursuant to Virginia Code  
 § 2.2-3711(A) (1). 
 
(b) Discussion or consideration of the acquisition of real property for a public purpose, 

or of the disposition of publicly held real property, where discussion in an open 
meeting would adversely affect the bargaining position or negotiating strategy of 
the public body, pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-3711(A) (3). 

 
(c) Consultation with legal counsel and briefings by staff members or consultants 

pertaining to actual or probable litigation, and consultation with legal counsel 
regarding specific legal matters requiring the provision of legal advice by such 
counsel pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-3711(A) (7). 

  
 

1. Professional Foreclosure Corporation of Virginia, Substitute Trustee, and Federal 
National Mortgage Association v. Fairfax County Redevelopment and Housing 
Authority, the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Prospero M. Torres, and 
Maria C. Torres, Case No. CL-2012-0017567 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District)  

Equity Trustees, Substitute Trustee, and DLJ Mortgage Capital, Inc. v. Fairfax 
County Redevelopment and Housing Authority, the Board of Supervisors of 
Fairfax County, and Alaaedien M. Imam, Case No. CL-2013-0000520 (Fx. Co. Cir. 
Ct.) (Sully District) 

 
2. Kristin L. Burns, OBO Emma S. Burns-Sullivan, OBO Liam P. Burns-Sullivan v. 

Kenneth W. Sullivan, Kathryn D. Leckey, FCPD, CPS, FCPS, The Morgan Center, 
FCSO, Domestic Relations, Farrell Pediatrics, Reston Pediatrics, INOVA, Jennie 
McKinnie of the Arbor Center, Fairfax County Office of the Clerk, Restons 
Pediatrics Case No. 2013-0003528 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) 

 
3. Suli Wang and Renni Zhao v. Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia, 

Case No. CL-2012-0011367 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
4. In Re:  February 13, 2013, Decision of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning 

Appeals; Trang P. Mai v. Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning, 
Case No. CL-2013-0005213 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 

 
5. Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia v. Lakewood Hills No. 1 

Community Association, Case No. CL-2012-0018227 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) 
(Springfield District) 
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6. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 
Virginia v. Clyde E. Nishimura, Case No. CL-2012-0005565 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Lee 
District) 

 
7. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Ruben R. Nunez and 

Lucila N. Nunez, Case No. CL-2012-0013470 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Braddock District) 
 
8. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Milagro Velasquez Romero, Case No. CL-2012-0006600 (Fx. Co. Cir. 
Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 

 
9. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Gary C. Smith and 

Carolyn W. Smith, Trustees of the Smith Living Trust, Case No. CL-2009-0004848 
(Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 

 
10. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Freddie L. Gaskins and 

Sandra M. Gaskins, Case No. CL-2010-0002572 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
11. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Otis Perry and 

Elcetia L. Perry, Case No. CL-2008-0005923 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
12. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Rotonna L. Mullen, 

Case No. CL-2012-0008992 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
13. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jorge A. Ayala and 

Olimpia T. Amaya, a/k/a Olimpia T. Ayala, Case No. CL-2011-0004001 (Fx. Co. 
Cir. Ct.) (Springfield District) 

 
14. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Satish Amin, Case 

No. CL-2010-0011816 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
15. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Patrick McAlee and 

Barbara McAlee, Case No. CL-2012-0010063 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon 
District) 

 
16. Jane W. Gwinn, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. George Daamash, Case 

No. CL-2011-0000818 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
17. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Steven L. Kohls and 

Virginia L. Kohls, Case No. CL-2011-0003175 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon 
District) 
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18. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 
Virginia v. Helen Bartlett, Case No. CL-2012-0014136 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason 
District) 

 
19. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Ibrahim I. Abdullah and 

Amany Abdullah, Case No. CL-2012-0008578 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
20. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. John Hicks, 

Betty Pearson-Pavone, Dallas Hicks, Harold E. Pearson, Alice Hicks, and 
Edward Hicks, Case No. CL-2012-0013536 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 

 
21. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Edward E. Ankers, Jr., 

and Edward E. Ankers, III, Case No. CL-2006-0010511 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Hunter 
Mill District) 

 
22. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Rajendra Bernard Edwards, Case No. CL-2012-0008576 (Fx. Co. Cir. 
Ct.) (Hunter Mill District/Town of Vienna) 

 
23. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Lawrence G. Rich and 

Vanessa C. Rich, Case No. CL-2011-0000231 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
24. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Lubna F. Ahmed, Case 

No. CL-2012-0015342 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
25. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Juan Carlos Cadima, 

Case No. CL-2012-0018955 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
26. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Randal S. Cordes, 

Case No. CL-2013-0000441 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
27. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Muhammad Shafiq and 

Rubina Shafiq, Case No. CL-2013-0005293 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon 
District) 

 
28. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Ida Medina and Jesus 

Medina, Case No. CL-2012-0013482 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Lee District) 
 
29. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator, and Michael R. 

Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, Virginia v. 
Freddie L. Gaskins and Sandra M. Gaskins, Case No. CL-2013-0002780 (Fx. Co. 
Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
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30. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Deutsche Bank 
National Trust Company as Trustee for BCAP 2007-AA4, Case 
No. CL-2013-0000442 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 

 
31. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Donald M. Douglas and Louise L. Douglas, Case No. CL-2013-
0003838 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Springfield District) 

 
32. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Great World 

Plaza, LLC, and 7031 JK, Inc., Case No. CL-2013-0000348 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) 
(Mason District) 

 
33. Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia v. Kenan Yamaner and Stacy 

Yamaner, Case No. CL-2012-0018217 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
34. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Tai Jang Chiao and Nancy Chiao, Case No. CL-2012-0012779 (Fx. Co. 
Cir. Ct.) (Springfield District) 

 
35. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. MBK Properties, LLC, 

Case No. CL-2012-0017865 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
36. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Kim Mai, Case 

No. CL-2012-0019077 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
37. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Delfin Farfan and 

Maria I. Farfan, Case No. CL-2013-0005662 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
38. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Saul Llamas and 

Claudia K. Ramos, Case No. CL-2013-0005664 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
39. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. David Joseph Moore 

and Sterling E. Moore, Case No. CL-2013-0005661 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason 
District) 

 
40. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Naiquing Dong, Case 

No. CL-2013-0005660 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
41. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. King Tyree 

Lodge 292, et al., Case No. CL-2013-0005715 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
42. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Talat Hassanein and 

Kariman Hassanein, Case No. CL-2013-0005717 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Lee District) 
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43. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Lilian H. Lopez, Case 

No. CL-2013-0005807 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
44. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator, and Michael R. 

Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, Virginia v. 
Jean E. Riggs, Trustee, or Successor Trustee(s), as Trustee(s) of The Jean E. 
Riggs Trust 16SEP10, Case No. CL-2012-0006045 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
45. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. The Seoane Limited 

Partnership, Case No. CL-2013-0006043 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
46. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator, and Michael R. 

Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, Virginia v. 
Carlos E. Perdomo and Stella Perdomo, Case No. CL-2013-0006078 (Fx. Co. Cir. 
Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 

 
47. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Ibrahim I. Abdullah and 

Amany Abdullah, Case No. CL-2013-0006294 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
48. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Guido Uriona and 

Beatrix Nogales, Case No. CL-2013-0006349 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
49 Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Abdul B. Jahani and 

Masooma Jahani, Case No. CL-2013-0006606 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Braddock 
District) 

 
50. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Kam Saykhamphone 

and Thong B. Saykhamphone, Case No. CL-2013-0007059 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) 
(Braddock District) 

 
51. Manuel J. Sandoval v. Fairfax County, Virginia and Officer J. Luety, Case 

No. GV12018761-00 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) 
 
52. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Candace K. Noonan, Case No. GV12-014862 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Hunter 
Mill District) 

 
53. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Maximiliano M. 

Saavedra and Marie F. Saavedra, Case Nos. GV13-003200 and GV13-003299 
(Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Braddock District) 

 
54. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Judy V. Marshall, Case 

No. GV13-003197 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Providence District) 
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55. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Juan Antonio Vigil 

Cruz, Case Nos. GV12-0028029 and GV12-0028029 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) 
(Mason District) 

 
56. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Adam J. Kimmich, 

Case No. GV13-005796 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
57. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jeanne Rovics Mexic, 

Case No. GV13-005628 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
58. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Gang Wang and Di Fan, Case No. GV13-005795 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. 
Ct.) (Providence District) 

 
59. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Khaisy Vonarath, Case 

No. GV13-003213 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
60. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Mirtha Tapia, Case 

No. GV13-005797 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
61. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Peggy Shannon Bryant 

Starke Trust, and Peggy Shannon Bryant Starke, Trustee of the Peggy Shannon 
Bryant Starke Trust, Case Nos. GV13-006880, GV13-006881 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. 
Ct.) (Braddock District) 

 
62. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Christopher Bao Le, 

Case No. GV13-006989 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 
 
63. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Raj B. Samtani and Pushma Raj Samtani, Case No. GV13-006988 (Fx. 
Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 

 
64. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Henry A. Novak and Shirley L. Novak, Case No. GV13-007103 (Fx. Co. 
Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mason District) 

 
65. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Ronald L. Brown, Case No. GV13-007102 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) 
(Sully District) 

 
66. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Negash Tsigie, Hirut 

Hailegiorgis, and Dong Kim, Case Nos. GV13-007294 and GV-2013-007295 (Fx. 
Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Lee District) 
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67. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 
Virginia v. Kenneth L. Mobley and Magnolia M. Mobley, Case No. GV13-007301 
(Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 

 
68. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Laura C. Menez and 

Don Ernani Menez, Case No. GV13-007298 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount 
Vernon District) 

 
69. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Edgar Molina, Case No. GV13-007302 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) 
(Dranesville District) 

 
70. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Eileen Ludden, Case 

Nos. GV13-007292 and GV13-007293 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Braddock District) 
 
71. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jaime W. Zambrana, 

Case No(s). GV13-007296 and GV13-007297 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mason 
District) 

 
72. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Phyllis A. Murphy, 

Case No. GV13-007299 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
73. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Larissa Omelchenko Taran, Case No. GV-2013-007300 (Fx. Co. Gen. 
Dist. Ct.) (Hunter Mill District) 

 
74. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Norma Guerrero and Leslie Jeninne Huertas, Case No. GV13-007303 
(Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 

 
75. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jose N. Del Cid and 

Vilma Del Cid, Case No. GV13-007340 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Providence 
District) 

 
76. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jerry Komorowski, 

Case No. GV13-007341 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
  
 

\\s17prolaw01\documents\81218\nmo\506767.doc 
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3:30 p.m. 
 
Public Hearing on PCA C-108 (Arlington Boulevard Development, LLC) to Amend the Proffers, 
Conceptual and Final Development Plans for RZ C-108 Previously Approved for Office 
Development to Permit 174 Multi-Family Units, 14 Single-Family Attached Units, Retail Uses 
with Modifications to Site Design at an Overall Floor Area Ratio of 2.02 with ADU and WDU 
Bonuses, Located on Approximately 2.58 Acres of Land Zoned PDC, CRD, HC and SC 
(Providence District) 
 
and 
 
Public Hearing on SE 2012-PR-005 (Arlington Boulevard Development, LLC) to Permit a Fast 
Food Restaurant and Waivers and Modifications in the CRD, Located on Approximately 2.58 
Acres of Land Zoned PDC, CRD, HC and SC (Providence District) 
 
This property is located on the North side of Arlington Boulevard approximately 500 Feet East 
of its intersection with South Street.  Tax Map 51-3 ((1)) 1D.   
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Thursday, April 18, 2013, the Planning Commission voted unanimously (Commissioner de 
la Fe not present for the votes; Commissioners Hall and Migliaccio absent from the meeting) to 
recommend the follow actions to the Board of Supervisors: 
 

 Approve PCA C-108, subject to the execution of proffers consistent with those dated 
April 9, 2013, with the addition of proffers related to the following issues prior to the 
Board of Supervisors’ public hearing, as agreed upon by the applicant: 

 
o Language specifying the responsibilities of the homeowners association 

regarding the operation, accessibility, and maintenance of the proposed pocket 
parks and courtyard; 

 
o Language that would require the applicant to survey residents to determine the 

need for specified hours of operation for the proposed courtyard; and 
 

o As necessary, expansion of the existing parking agreement with the neighboring 
office development to reserve additional capacity during off-hours for residents of 
the proposed development. 

 
 Approval of SE 2012-PR-005, subject to development conditions consistent with those 

found in Appendix 2 of the staff report dated April 3, 2013;  
 

 Waiver to allow the total length of a group of single-family attached dwellings to 
measure 245 feet where a maximum of 240 feet is permitted; 

 

(117)



Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 

 Waiver of frontage improvements along Arlington Boulevard in favor of the frontage 
improvements shown on the CDPA/FDPA/SE Plat; 

 
 Modification of the trail requirements along Arlington Boulevard and South Street in 

favor of the sidewalks shown on the CDPA/FDPA/SE Plat; 
 

 Modification of loading space requirements in favor of the loading space shown on the 
CDPA/FDPA/SE Plat; 

 
 Reaffirmation of the increase in FAR above 1.5 in the PDC district; 

 
 Waiver of the privacy yard requirements for single-family attached dwellings in the PDC 

district in favor of the open space shown on the CDPA/FDPA/SE Plat; 
 

 Modifications and waivers of the transitional screening and barrier requirements in favor 
of the plantings shown on the CDPA/FDPA/SE Plat; 

 
 Approval of the modification of the PFM requirements at the time of site plan approval to 

locate underground stormwater management facilities in a residential area (PFM 
Section 6-0303.8) subject to the waiver conditions contained in Attachment A of 
Appendix 15 (Waiver number 24549-WPFM-001-1); 

 
 Modification of the Tree Preservation Target Area requirement in favor of the plantings 

shown on the CDPA/FDPA/SE plat; and 
 

 Modification of the PFM for drive aisles and parking space geometrics to allow structural 
columns to extend by no more than four percent into the required stall area in parking 
structures and to allow 22-foot-wide aisles and ramps in areas indicated with no parking 
in the CDPA/FDPA/SE plat. 

 
In a related action, the Commission also voted voted unanimously (Commissioner de la Fe 
not present for the votes; Commissioners Hall and Migliaccio absent from the meeting) to 
approve Approval of FDPA C-108-4. 

 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1:  Verbatim Excerpt 
Staff Report previously furnished and available online at: 
http://ldsnet.fairfaxcounty.gov/ldsnet/ldsdwf/4413867.PDF 
 
 
STAFF: 
Barbara Berlin, Director, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) 
Brent Krasner, Planner, DPZ 
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PCA C-108 – ARLINGTON BOULEVARD DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
FDPA C-108-04 – ARLINGTON BOULEVARD DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
SE 2012-PR-005 – ARLINGTON BOULEVARD DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Chairman Murphy: Public hearing is closed; Mr. Lawrence. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF PCA C-108, SUBJECT TO THE EXECUTION OF 
PROFFERS CONSISTENT WITH THOSE DATED APRIL 9, 2013, AND WITH THE 
ADDITION OF THOSE DISCUSSED THIS EVENING.  
 
Commissioners Flanagan and Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Flanagan and Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion of the motion? 
All those in favor of the motion to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that it approve PCA 
C-108, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVE FDPA 
C-108-04. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion? All those in favor of the motion, 
say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND 
APPROVAL OF SE 2012-PR-005, SUBJECT TO DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
CONSISTENT WITH THOSE DATED APRIL 9, 2013. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor of the motion to 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors that it approve SE 2012-PR-005, say aye. 
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Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
WAIVER TO ALLOW THE TOTAL LENGTH OF A GROUP OF SINGLE-FAMILY 
ATTACHED DWELLINGS TO MEASURE 245 FEET WHERE A MAXIMUM OF 240 FEET 
IS PERMITTED. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
WAIVER OF FRONTAGE IMPROVEMENTS ALONG ARLINGTON BOULEVARD IN 
FAVOR OF THE FRONTAGE IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE CDPA/FDPA/SE PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion? All those in favor of that 
motion, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
MODIFICATION OF THE TRAIL REQUIREMENTS ALONG ARLINGTON BOULEVARD 
AND SOUTH STREET IN FAVOR OF THE SIDEWALKS SHOWN ON THE CDP/FDPA/SE 
(sic) PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor of that motion, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
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Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
MODIFICATION OF LOADING SPACE REQUIREMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE LOADING 
SPACE SHOWN ON THE CDP/FDPA/SE (sic) PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed?  
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I move that the Planning Commission – I’m sorry. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
REAFFIRMATION OF THE INCREASE IN FAR ABOVE 1.5 IN THE PDC DISTRICT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
WAIVER OF THE PRIVACY YARD REQUIREMENTS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED 
DWELLINGS IN THE PDC DISTRICT IN FAVOR OF THE OPEN SPACE SHOWN ON THE 
CDP/FDPA/SE (sic) PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND 
MODIFICATIONS AND WAIVERS OF THE TRANSITIONAL SCREENING AND BARRIER 
REQUIREMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE PLANTINGS SHOWN ON THE CDP/FDPA/SE (sic) 
PLAT. 

(121)



Planning Commission Meeting         Page 4 
April 18, 2013 
PCA C-108/FDPA C-108-04/SE 2012-PR-005 
 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND 
APPROVAL OF THE MODIFICATION OF THE PFM REQUIREMENTS AT THE TIME OF 
SITE PLAN APPROVAL TO LOCATE UNDERGROUND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
FACILITIES IN A RESIDENTIAL AREA (PFM SECTION 6-0303.8) SUBJECT TO THE 
WAIVER OF CONDITIONS CONTAINED IN ATTACHMENT A OF APPENDIX 15 
(WAIVER NUMBER 24549-WPFM-001-1).  
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion of that motion? All those in 
favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND A 
MODIFICATION OF THE TREE PRESERVATION TARGET AREA REQUIREMENT IN 
FAVOR OF THE PLANTINGS SHOWN ON THE CDPA/FDPA/SE PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Finally, Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION RECOMMEND A MODIFICATION OF THE PFM FOR DRIVE AISLES AND 
PARKING SPACE GOVERNANCE (sic) TO ALLOW STRUCTURAL COLUMNS TO 
EXTEND BY NO MORE THAN FOUR PERCENT INTO THE REQUIRED STALL AREA IN 
PARKING STRUCTURES AND TO ALLOW 22-FOOT-WIDE AISLES AND RAMPS IN 
AREAS INDICATED WITH NO PARKING IN THE CDPA/FDPA/SE PLAT. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Second. 
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Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Hart. Is there a discussion of that motion? 
 
Commissioner Hart: Mr. Chairman, on that one I did have a discussion. I think the word was 
“geometrics” in mine instead of “governance” – in the second line. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Brent? 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Let the record show –  
 
Commissioner Hart: Is that right? 
 
Brent Krasner, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Zoning: It is 
geometrics. 
 
Chairman Murphy: It is geometrics. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Let the record show GEOMETRICS. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Murphy: WITHOUT OBJECTION, the motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Hart: We didn’t vote yet. 
 
Chairman Murphy: We didn’t? Okay, does anybody want to vote? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
// 
 
(The motions carried unanimously with Commissioner de la Fe not present for the votes; 
Commissioners Hall and Migliaccio absent from the meeting.) 
 
JLC 
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Board Agenda Item      
April 30, 2013 
 
 
3:30 p.m. 
 
 
Public Hearing on RZ 2012-MA-022 (CG Peace Valley LLC) to Rezone from  R-3 and HC to 
PDH-4 and HC to Permit Residential Development with an Overall Density of 3.71 Dwelling 
Units Per Acre and Approval of the Conceptual Development Plan, Located on Approximately  
1.89 Acres of Land (Mason District) 
 
This property is located at 3236 Peace Valley Lane, Falls Church, 22044, on the West side of 
Peace Valley Lane, approximately 500 feet South of its intersection with Leesburg Pike.   Tax 
Map 61-1 ((1)) 7. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission public hearing was held on Thursday, April 25, 2013 and decision 
was deferred to Thursday, May 2, 2013.  The Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded 
to the Board of Supervisors subsequent to that date. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Staff Report previously furnished and available online at: 
http://ldsnet.fairfaxcounty.gov/ldsnet/ldsdwf/4414718.PDF 
 
 
STAFF: 
Barbara Berlin, Director, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) 
William O’Donnell, Planner, DPZ 
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3:30 p.m. 
 
Public Hearing on RZ 2010-HM-008 (RBP & M LLC, Section 913, LP and Bozzuto 
Development Company) to Rezone from 1-4 to PRM to Permit Mixed Use Development with a 
Floor Area Ratio of 2.5 on the Northern Portion and a 0.42 FAR on the Southern Portion, 
Excluding Bonus Density Associated with ADU and WDU, Approval of the Conceptual 
Development Plan and a Waiver #2615-WPFM-003-01 to Permit the Location of Underground 
Storm Water Management Facilities, Located on Approximately 5.507 Acres of Land (Hunter 
Mill District)   
 
 
This property is located North of Rt. 267, South of Sunset Hills Road and West of Wiehle 
Avenue.  Tax Map 17-4 ((19)) 1-4, 5A and 6A; 17-4 ((24)) 4B. 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Wednesday, March 27, 2013, the Planning Commission voted unanimously 
(Commissioners Flanagan and Hall absent from the meeting) to recommend the following 
actions to the Board of Supervisors: 
 

 Approval of RZ 2010-HM-008 and the associated Conceptual Development Plan subject 
to the execution of proffers consistent with those dated March 4, 2013;  

 
 Modification to paragraph 1 of Section 16-102 of the Zoning Ordinance for yard 

regulations, setbacks, bulk regulations, and building heights, in favor of that shown on 
the CDP/FDP; 
 

 Modification of the transitional screening and a waiver of the barrier requirements, in 
favor of that shown on the CDP/FDP; 
 

 Modification of the loading requirement, in favor of the loading spaces depicted on the 
CDP/FDP; 
 

 Modification to paragraph 4 of Section 17-201 of the Zoning Ordinance for the widening 
of Sunset Hills Road, in favor of that shown on the CDP/FDP and as proffered;  
 

 Approval of a deviation from the tree preservation target percentage, in favor of the 
proposed landscaping shown on the CDP/FDP and as proffered; 
 

 Waiver of paragraph 1(b) of Section 2-414 to permit the existing office building to be set 
back approximately 70 feet from the Dulles Toll Road; and 
 

 Waiver to locate underground stormwater management facilities in a residential area 
(PFM Section 6-0303.8), subject to the conditions dated October 9, 2012, for waiver 
number 2615-WPFM 003-1. 
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As part of its action on RZ 2010-HM-008, the Commission also requested that the applicant 
meet with staff prior to the scheduled Board public hearing to clarify Proffer 33 and the 
commitment about not having additional levels taller than the parking garage. 
 
In a related action, the Planning Commission also voted unanimously (Commissioners 
Flanagan and Hall absent from the meeting) to approve FDP 2010-HM-008, subject to the 
Board’s approval of RZ 2010-HM-008.  
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1:  Verbatim Excerpt 
Staff Report previously furnished and available online at:  
http://ldsnet.fairfaxcounty.gov/ldsnet/ldsdwf/4409946.PDF and 
http://ldsnet.fairfaxcounty.gov/ldsnet/ldsdwf/4411070.PDF 
 
 
STAFF: 
Barbara Berlin, Director, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) 
William O’Donnell, Planner 
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March 27, 2013 
Verbatim Excerpt 
 
 
RZ/FDP 2010-HM-008 – RPB & M, LLC AND BOZZUTO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY 
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Chairman Murphy: Public hearing is closed; Mr. de la Fe. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is the first rezoning in – related to 
Wiehle other than the County garage and the Comstock property. And as we have seen, it has 
taken almost three years – almost as much as some of the larger Tysons cases for this relatively 
small unit. But I think we have been able to come up with a package that is worthy of the first 
one to – in this transit area at Wiehle. So, Mr. Chairman – and this has received the approval of 
both staff and the Reston Planning and Zoning Committee, which reviewed it numerous times in 
the last three years. Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF RZ 2010-HM-008 AND THE ASSOCIATED CONCEPTUAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, SUBJECT TO THE EXECUTION OF PROFFERS CONSISTENT 
WITH THOSE DATED MARCH 4, 2013. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Is there a discussion of the motion? 
 
Commissioner Hart: Mr. Chairman? 
 
Chairman Murphy: Yes, Mr. Hart. 
 
Commissioner Hart: I would just ask, AS A FRIENDLY AMENDMENT, BETWEEN NOW 
AND THE BOARD, THAT THEY SPEAK WITH STAFF ABOUT PROFFER 33 AND THE 
COMMITMENT ABOUT NOT HAVING ADDITIONAL LEVELS TALLER THAN THE 
PARKING GARAGE. 
 
Chairman Murphy: All right. 
 
Commissioner Hart: In between now and the Board. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Is – you’re shaking your head, yes? 
 
Chairman Murphy: Do you want to come up since that is part of the proffer? 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Come and say yes. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Yes, don’t be shy. 
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Brian Winterhalter, Esquire, Cooley LLP: Yes, we would be happy to have that conversation with 
staff. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Thank you very much. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: There is no Board date yet so – 
 
Chairman Murphy: Okay. All those in favor of the motion to recommend to the Board of 
Supervisors to approve RZ 2010-HM-008, subject to the proffers as articulated by Mr. de la Fe 
and the amendment by Mr. Hart, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye: 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. Mr. de la Fe. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVE FDP 2010-HM-008, SUBJECT TO THE BOARD’S APPROVAL OF THE 
CONCURRENT REZONING APPLICATION. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor of the motion to 
approve FDP 2010-HM-008, subject to the Board’s approval of the Rezoning and Conceptual 
Development Plan, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION OF PARAGRAPH 1 OF SECTION 16-
102 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE FOR YARD REGULATIONS, SETBACKS, BULK 
REGULATIONS, AND BUILDING HEIGHTS, IN FAVOR OF THAT SHOWN ON THE 
CDP/FDP. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
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Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION OF THE TRANSITIONAL SCREENING 
AND A WAIVER OF THE BARRIER REQUIREMENTS, IN FAVOR OF THAT SHOWN ON 
THE CDP/FDP. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION OF THE LOADING REQUIREMENT, 
IN FAVOR OF THE LOADING SPACES DEPICTED ON THE CDP/FDP. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION OF PARAGRAPH 4 OF SECTION 17-
201 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE FOR THE WIDENING OF SUNSET HILLS ROAD, IN 
FAVOR OF THAT SHOWN ON THE CDP/FDP AND IN THE PROFFERS. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor of that motion, say 
aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A DEVIATION FROM THE TREE PRESERVATION 
TARGET PERCENTAGE, IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSED LANDSCAPING SHOWN ON 
THE CDP/FDP AND AS PROFFERED. 
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Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Discussion? All those in favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I move that the planning – I MOVE THAT THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A WAIVER OF PARAGRAPH 
1(B) OF SECTION 2-414 TO PERMIT THE EXISTING OFFICE BUILDING TO BE SET 
BACK APPROXIMATELY 70 FEET FROM THE DULLES TOLL ROAD. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Is there a discussion? All those in favor of that 
motion, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Mr. Chairman, I finally – I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A WAIVER TO LOCATE UNDERGROUND 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES IN A RESIDENTIAL AREA (PFM SECTION 
6-0303.8), SUBJECT TO WAIVER NUMBER 2615-WPFM 003-1 CONDITIONS DATED 
OCTOBER 9, 2012. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Sargeant. Is there a discussion of that motion? All those in 
favor, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That, I believe, are all the motions that we 
needed. 
 
Chairman Murphy: And then some. 
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Commissioner de la Fe: Thank you very much. 
 
// 
 
(The motions carried unanimously with Commissioners Flanagan and Hall absent from the 
meeting.) 
 
JLC 
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4:00 p.m.  
 
 
Public Hearing on Proposed Plan Amendment S12-CW-2CP (Mobile and Land-Based 
Services Policy Plan Amendment) to Revise the Mobile and Land Based 
Telecommunication Provisions and Review Processes 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Plan Amendment (PA) S12-CW-2CP proposes to amend the Mobile and Land Based 
Telecommunication Services section of the Comprehensive Plan Policy Plan to revise 
the provisions and review processes as recommended by the Planning Commission’s 
Telecommunication Committee. The amendment proposes to provide improved 
direction and incentive for locating telecommunication facilities with minimal visual 
impact; and improve the clarity and organization of objectives and policies that are 
related to wireless telecommunication uses. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Thursday, April 18, 2013, the Planning Commission voted unanimously 
(Commissioner Sargeant having recused; Commissioners Hall and Migliaccio absent 
from the meeting) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the changes to 
the Policy Plan text as recommended in the staff report for S12-CW-2CP, with the 
following modifications: 
 

 Amend Objective 44, Policy a, Bullet 4 on page 5 to read: “…Institutional and 
quasi-public property (as defined under Section 2-514 of the Zoning Ordinance”; 

 
 Amend Objective 44, Policy b, Bullet 3, first insert, on page 6 to read: … “or the 

antennas are omni-directional (whips) that either extend no more than 4 feet 
above the top of the pole and are limited to 3 in number or extend no more than 
8.5 feet above the top of the pole and are limited to 1 in number”; and 

 
 Amend Objective 44, Policy c, Bullet 7, on page 8 to read: … “Whip antennas 

with minimal visual impact and an overall height of 5 feet or less and a diameter 
of 2.5 inches or less.” 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board adopt the Planning Commission 
recommendation.  
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TIMING:  
Planning Commission public hearing – March 27, 2013 
Planning Commission decision – April 18, 2013  
Board of Supervisors’ public hearing – April 30, 2013 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  
On November 20, 2012, the Board of Supervisors authorized Plan Amendment S12-
CW-2CP to consider providing additional Policy Plan guidance for locating 
telecommunication facilities.  The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is the 
result of the Planning Commission’s Telecommunications Committee’s work to review 
the current Policy Plan provisions concerning mobile and land-based 
telecommunications facilities. The primary emphasis of this effort includes: providing a 
definition of the term “telecommunications facility”; providing an appropriate reference to 
the 1996 Telecommunications Act; facilitating the placement of distributed antennas 
systems (DAS), if feasible; clarifying that public lands are a preferred location for siting  
 
 
facilities; clarifying that proposed facilities should avoid areas of environmental 
sensitivity; expanding the mitigation measures to be taken for reducing or eliminating 
negative visual impacts of proposed telecommunications facilities; expanding the 
location of telecommunications facilities to include PTC zoning districts; clarifying right-
of-way easement setback requirements; allowing provisions for whip antenna approvals 
as a feature shown of the Comprehensive Plan if they do not pose visual impacts; and 
providing administrative review requirements that reflect current zoning regulations; and 
expanding administrative review conditions.   
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None.  
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS:  
Attachment 1:  Verbatim Excerpt 
Staff Report previously furnished and available online at: 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/comprehensiveplan/amendments/s12-cw-2cp.pdf 
 
 
STAFF: 
Fred R. Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ)  
Marianne R. Gardner, Director, Planning Division (PD), DPZ  
Chris Caperton, Public Facilities Branch Chief, PD, DPZ 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
April 18, 2013 
Verbatim Excerpt 
 
 
S12-CW-2CP – COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
POLICY PLAN UPDATE) 
 
Decision Only During Commission Matters 
(Public Hearing held on March 27, 2013) 
 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Mr. Chairman, I will have a motion on an Out-of-Turn Plan Amendment 
we had a public hearing on a couple weeks ago, Plan Amendment S12-CW-2CP, which is the 
Plan Amendment dealing with updating the Policy Plan, Objective 42, and the following – 
regarding telecommunication. Just as a few preliminary remarks – first, I want to thank Chris 
Caperton for the outstanding job he did not only during the public hearing and after with some 
follow-on actions, but for coming to all the Planning Commission Telecommunication Panel 
Committee meetings and getting us through this. This is a – this is a Plan Amendment that moves 
us forward. And I think after we had the Planning Commission seminar with the industry, we 
don’t have to have something to knock us between the eyes all the time to tell us that we need to 
keep current with the trends in the industry and they’re moving very rapidly. And in order to do 
that, we have to constantly review our Comprehensive Plan that’s in the Policy Plan of the 
County to ensure that we have the right language in the Plan to support the motions we’re going 
to make on individual applications, whether it’s through the 2232 process or whether it’s through 
the joint process of the 2232 and the Special Exception. Just to show you how important this is 
for the County – in a report by the Fairfax County Economic Advisory Commission a couple 
years, one of their strategies – and I’ll read it – is, “Fairfax County should maintain and enhance 
its diverse economy for long-term economic health. The County should adopt policies conducive 
to attracting and retaining business.” And one of those actions is to support public and private 
efforts to improve wired and wireless communication networks in the County that match or 
exceed industry standards for speed and reliability. In order to do that, we need the right 
language in the Plan to address that. But, moreover, since the Economic Development Authority 
is primarily discussing this in the context of business and commercial endeavors in the County, 
this also applies now to what is needed in the residential parts of the County as the proliferation 
of these electronic devices grows and grows and grows by the day. And just come out with a new 
i-4 or 5 and look at the lines on M-Street in Washington. They’re ready to take a right up the next 
street to open the store at seven o’ clock in the morning to buy the new iPad. And now in the 
residential homes many of them are now giving up their landlines and relying solely on wireless 
communication. And in order to do that we need to set up a network now that not only supports 
the industrial and the commercial need, but also supports the residential need as we boldly 
continue to move into the 21st century. There is a handout that, I believe, has been circulated 
around the horseshoe. And basically the motion is based on three inserts that you will find 
regarding the Plan Amendment S11-IV-MV1 (sic) regarding the institutional and quasi-public 
property language that was brought up during the public hearing – also, an objective that deals 
with omni-directional whips to keep residential and commercial criteria concentrated in this are 
regarding whips – whip antennas consistent with one another – with the commercial language 
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and with the residential language – and also on whip antennas, something that deals with the 
minimal visual impact and an overall height of 3 feet or less than a diameter of 1.5 inches or less.  
And I understand that when I get to the motion, one of my colleagues will introduce a friendly 
motion that I plan to accept if there’s no objection. So having said that, Mr. Chairman, I 
WOULD MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS THE ADOPTION OF THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR PLAN 
AMENDMENT S12-CW-2CP, WITH THE MODIFICATIONS SHOWN IN MY HANDOUT 
DATED APRIL 18, 2013. And this modification is based on the adopted Plan by the Planning 
Commission’s Telecommunications Committee and ratified by the Planning Commission and 
passed onto the Board of Supervisors.   
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Is there a second? 
 
Commissioners Flanagan and Litzenberger: Second. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Seconded by Mr. Flanagan and Mr. Litzenberger. 
 
Commissioner Litzenberger: I have a FRIENDLY AMENDMENT. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Mr. Litzenberger. 
 
Commissioner Litzenberger: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Objective 44, Policy c, bullet 7, on page 
8 – it reads, “Whip antennas with minimal visual impact and an overall height of 3 feet-” I 
WOULD LIKE TO AMEND THAT TO 5 FEET OR LESS, “-and a diameter of 1.5 inches,” 
which I WOULD LIKE TO AMEND TO 2.5 INCHES OR LESS. This is keeping in the spirit of 
intent – spirit and intent of keeping up with the latest technological advances. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Second. 
 
Commissioner Murphy: I have no – 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: It’s a friendly – it’s a friendly amendment.  
 
Commissioner Murphy: Yes, I have no objection. I ACCEPT THAT. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Do you accept that? 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Yes, I accept that. 
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Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay. Mr. Hart, you look like you want to say something. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Well, I do, Mr. Chairman. I have a question and I’m sorry this is on the 
verbatim, but in tonight’s handout we started out with S12-CW-2CP – 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Yes, I just noticed that. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Caperton: That’s an error. I apologize. 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Yes. 
 
Mr. Caperton: IT SHOULD READ, AS IN THE MOTION, S12-CW-2CP. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Take out the other numbers - that was my question. 
 
Mr. Caperton: Yes. 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Yes, thank you. I just – I read that one and I thought that’s not MV. I 
suppose I was thinking of Mount Vernon. I had good thoughts, Earl. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Okay, you are correct and THAT AMENDMENT WILL BE NOTED 
SO THAT WE ARE VOTING ON PLAN AMENDMENT S12-CW-2CP –  
 
Commissioner Hart: Thank you. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: -based on the motion made by Commissioner Murphy with the friendly 
amendment accepted by Commissioner Litzenberger. Any further discussion? All those in favor, 
please signify by saying aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Murphy: Just one final word. I do also want to thank the citizens who came in and 
testified and also, included in that, the citizens who are also members of the telecommunications 
industry. And they have been joining us, as we have – all our meetings are open to the public. 
Many members of the industry have been joining us at our Committee meetings and all are most 
welcome to do so. 
 
// 
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(The motions carried unanimously with Commissioner Sargeant having recused; Commissioners 
Hall and Migliaccio absent from the meeting.) 
 
JLC 
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Public Hearing to Consider Fairfax Forward Planning Process and Associated Pilot 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program  
 
 
ISSUE: 
Fairfax Forward proposes a new method for conducting planning studies that will 
increase public participation and produce better planning outcomes. Specific goals of 
the process include expanded public outreach, involvement and education; enhanced 
comprehensive impact analyses; and opportunity to review all parts of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The initial effort establishes studies for the first three years and is 
a pilot that will undergo full evaluation of the process, study status and work program in 
the second year. A multi-year calendar lists planning activities contemplated to begin 
beyond the three year work program. This listing will help inform review of the overall 
work program as it suggests an approach to complete a complete review of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Wednesday, April 3, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously voted 
(Commissioner Hall absent from the meeting) to recommend the following actions to the 
Board of Supervisors: 
 

 Adopt the revised Comprehensive Plan review process outlined in the Fairfax 
Forward staff report dated February 20, 2013, and subsequent addendum dated 
April 3, 2013, which uses a Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program to 
schedule future planning studies; 

 
 Adopt the pilot Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program dated February 

28, 2013, as a formal test of program operations; 
 

 After two years, staff should evaluate the efficiency, effectiveness, accessibility, 
and impact of the new process and the pilot work program. Measurement criteria 
should be developed by staff in concert with the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors, allowing for public review and comment, and should be 
assessed utilizing surveys, interviews, or other methods to reach all parties 
involved.  The evaluation should conclude with recommendations to the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors on modifications and improvements; 
and 
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 Rescind the outstanding Area Plans Review nominations listed on Attachment VII 
of the staff report dated February 20, 2013, and rescind the outstanding Board 
authorized amendments listed within the same document. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Planning 
Commission recommendation as shown in Attachment I.  
 
 
TIMING:  
Planning Commission public hearing (cancelled due to weather) – March 6, 2013  
Board of Supervisors’ public hearing (deferred) – March 19, 2013 
Planning Commission public hearing (rescheduled) – March 27, 2013  
Planning Commission decision – April 3, 2013  
Board of Supervisors’ public hearing – April 30, 2013 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  
In early 2012, at the direction of the Planning Commission, Department of Planning and 
Zoning (DPZ) staff began Fairfax Forward, an effort to develop a new means to review 
the Comprehensive Plan.  Fairfax Forward proposes a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment Work Program for scheduling the review of the Area Plans, Policy Plan, 
and related maps. This schedule is meant to ensure that guidance remains up-to-date 
and relevant based on current and future needs.  The initial work program for Years 
2013-2015 is considered the “Pilot Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program” to 
emphasize that the first cycle will be a formal test to the work program, which will be 
evaluated in two years. 
 
Fairfax Forward also proposes a new approach for conducting planning studies to 
provide more focused study parameters, greater community outreach, and a more 
organized approach to the overall Plan review.  State requirements for Comprehensive 
Plan review will be met through the regular evaluation and update of the work program, 
and the option for Board-authorized amendments, which will be retained.  After two 
years, this approach also will be evaluated with recommendations for improvements 
made to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 
 
A number of Board-authorized amendments have been deferred indefinitely or remain 
pending, despite no recent work on these items. Many of these amendments were 
either superseded by other amendments or determined to be no longer warranted as 
the issue at hand was resolved. No additional work is anticipated in the future on these 
amendments.   These items are not listed on the work program and recommended to be 
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rescinded in order to avoid carrying forward amendments that are no longer in progress 
as part of Fairfax Forward. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None  
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1: Verbatim Excerpt  
Staff Report (February 20, 2013) previously furnished and available online at:  
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/comprehensiveplan/amendments/fairfaxforward.pdf 
Staff Report Addendum (April 3, 2013) previously furnished and available online at:  
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/comprehensiveplan/amendments/fairfaxforwardadden
dum.pdf  
 
 
STAFF: 
Fred R. Selden, Director, DPZ 
Marianne R. Gardner, Director, Planning Division (PD), DPZ  
Meghan D. Van Dam, Chief, Policy and Plan Development Branch II, PD, DPZ 
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FAIRFAX FORWARD WORK PROGRAM 
 
Decision Only During Commission Matters 
(Public Hearing held on March 27, 2013) 
 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a couple of decisions to do. I would 
like to do Fairfax Forward first, if I may. And before we go on verbatim to make the motion – 
with your permission, I have a couple things I need to say. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Sure. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: On Fairfax Forward, we received today – it’s dated April 3rd – an 
addendum from staff to the staff report. It’s a very brief one and on the cover page it gives a 
summary of what the addendum contains and what changes were made. They’re pretty straight-
forward. I’m going to move approval of this program tonight, but as we’ll be seeing in the 
motions that I’m going to make, it will be approved – we will recommend that it be approved for 
operation as a pilot program in an evaluation phase of operation. And we’re timing that to come 
out with the first evaluation of the Work Program itself so that the process we’re working with 
and the Program that is being worked on will get evaluated at the same time, according to a 
specific set of criteria. So what that motion means is that it’s time to find out about this thing by 
doing it. There is only so much we can do prospectively and I think we’ve done – with the great 
work of staff – all that can be done about it. Therefore, Mr. Chairman – now I’m ready for 
verbatim – I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND THAT THE 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT THE REVISED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 
PROCESS OUTLINED IN THE FAIRFAX FORWARD STAFF REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 
20, 2013, AND SUBSEQUENT ADDENDUM DATED APRIL 3, 2013, WHICH USES A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT WORK PROGRAM TO SCHEDULE FUTURE 
PLANNING STUDIES. 
 
Commissioners Migliaccio and Sargeant: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Migliaccio and Mr. Sargeant. Is there a discussion of the 
motion? 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Mr. Chairman? 
 
Chairman Murphy: Yes, Mr. Flanagan. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan: Yes, I just want to have for the record that I did not attend the public 
hearing on the 27th of March. However, I did watch the entire proceeding by television and so I 
will be voting tonight on this particular provision. And had I been here, I would have put into the 
record the fact that the Mount Vernon Council wholeheartedly – I think you all received a letter  
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previously, probably by an email, that the Mount Vernon Council wholeheartedly recommends 
the approval of this – the Fairfax Forward as drafted. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Okay. Thank you very much. I have a couple of comments I want to make. 
During this entire process, including the discussions in the Committee – and I want to 
congratulate Mr. Lawrence for doing a great job in leading us through this process and the staff, 
Marianne Gardner and Meghan Van Dam. I had a couple concerns and I still have those concerns 
about the involvement of the citizens in this process. And we continuously say that the Planning 
Commission is the custodian of the Comprehensive Plan, but it is the citizens’ plan. And my 
concern was that with this new process there is a possibility that we may be taking the citizens 
out of the process not completely, but diluting their participation in the process. But I can’t vote 
against this because the only way we’re going to find out if that is good or whether it was just a 
figment of my imagination is to go into this Program with the idea – which I think is going to 
come up in a future motion – that we have some sort of monitoring or pilot program where we 
can sit back and take a look at something that is this important to the citizens of the County, the 
Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors and take a look at it and see if it’s working 
and to ensure that the citizens are still an important, crucial part of the planning process in 
Fairfax County at the stage where it really counts the most. And that’s when we’re looking at the 
Comprehensive Plan. Is there further discussion of the motion? All those in favor of the motion 
as articulated by Commissioner Lawrence to approve Fairfax Forward, as contained in the staff 
report dated February 20, 2013, and as amended by the addendum dated April 3, 2013, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. Mr. Lawrence. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND 
THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT THE PILOT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AMENDMENT WORK PROGRAM DATED FEBRUARY 28, 2013, AS A FORMAL TEST OF 
PROGRAM OPERATIONS. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Ms. Hedetniemi and also the Chair seconds that motion because 
this is what I think is going to be a crucial part of this entire Program. Is there a discussion of the 
motion? All those in favor of the motion, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. Commissioner Lawrence, please. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND 
TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS THAT AFTER TWO YEARS, STAFF SHOULD 
EVALUATE THE EFFICIENCY, EFFECTIVENESS, ACCESSIBILITY, AND IMPACT OF  
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THE NEW PROCESS AND THE PILOT WORK PROGRAM. MEASUREMENT CRITERIA 
SHOULD BE DEVELOPED BY STAFF IN CONCERT WITH THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION AND THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, ALLOWING FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
AND COMMENT, AND SHOULD BE ASSESSED UTILIZING SURVEYS, INTERVIEWS, 
OR OTHER METHODS TO REACH ALL PARTIES INVOLVED. THE EVALUATION 
SHOULD CONCLUDE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
AND THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ON MODIFICATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS. 
 
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Ms. Hedetniemi. Is there a discussion – and seconded by the 
Chair – is there a discussion of that motion? All those in favor of the motion as articulated by Mr. 
Lawrence, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Finally, Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION RESCIND THE OUTSTANDING AREA PLANS REVIEW NOMINATIONS 
LISTED ON ATTACHMENT VII OF THE STAFF REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 20, 2013, 
AND RECOMMEND THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESCIND THE 
OUTSTANDING BOARD-AUTHORIZED AMENDMENTS LISTED WITHIN THE SAME 
DOCUMENT. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. de la Fe. Is there a discussion of that motion? All those in 
favor of the motion, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Thank you. Once again, I want to thank Mr. Lawrence. And I think – intrinsic 
in these motions is the fact that the Planning Commission has a definite role in ensuring that in 
each of our districts, with our At-Large Commissioners joining in, that this is monitored very 
carefully and that we have a good notion when we finish the monitoring process as to what the 
results of this new Program are going to be. Again, I thank staff for all their hard work and for 
putting up with me – and not necessarily in that order. 
 
// 
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(The motions carried unanimously with Commissioner Hall absent from the meeting.) 
 
JLC 
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4:00 p.m.   
 
 
Public Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Public Facilities Manual and Chapters 
101 (Subdivision Ordinance) and 112 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Code of the County of 
Fairfax, Virginia  Re:  Editorial Changes to the Fire Regulations, Manhole Plate 
References, and Vertical Datum Requirements   
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board adoption of proposed amendments to the Public Facilities Manual (PFM) and 
Chapters 101 (Subdivision Ordinance) and 112 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Code of the 
County of Fairfax, Virginia (County Code).  The amendments include editorial changes 
to the fire regulations, manhole plate references, and vertical datum requirements. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Thursday, April 4, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously voted 
(Commissioners Hall and Hedetniemi absent from the meeting) to recommend the 
following actions to the Board of Supervisors: 
 

 Adoption of the proposed amendments to the PFM, Chapter 101 (Subdivision 
Ordinance),  and Chapter 112 (Zoning Ordinance) regarding proposed changes 
to the fire regulations, manhole plate references, and the vertical datum 
requirements as set forth in the staff report dated February 26, 2013; with the 
following modification: 

 
o Change plate number 3-10, in the enlarged box, to strike ASTM “C-361” 

and replace it with “C-443”; and 
 

 That proposed amendments shall become effective at 12:01 a.m. on May 1st, 
2013. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board adopt the proposed amendments as 
recommended by the Planning Commission, with the additional changes to Attachment 
A as described in this item; and that these amendments shall become effective at 12:01 
a.m. on May 1, 2013.  
 
The proposed amendments have been prepared by the Department of Public Works 
and Environmental Services (DPWES) and coordinated with the Office of the County 
Attorney.  The PFM amendment related to the fire regulations has also been reviewed 
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by the Fairfax County Fire & Rescue Department, Fire Prevention Division.  The vertical 
datum amendment has been coordinated with the County Surveyor.  All of the PFM 
amendments have also been recommended for approval by the Engineering Standards 
Review Committee. 
 
 
TIMING: 
On February 26, 2013, the Board authorized the advertising of public hearings.  The 
Planning Commission held a hearing on April 4, 2013.  Board action is requested on 
April 30, 2013.  The proposed amendments shall become effective at 12:01 a.m. on 
May 1, 2013.  
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The proposed editorial amendments are related to the fire regulations, manhole plate 
references, and the vertical datum requirements of the Site Plan and Subdivision 
Ordinances, and the PFM.  Background information on each amendment is provided 
below.  
 
Fire Regulations 
 
On January 10, 2012, the Board adopted amendments to the County’s Fire Protection 
Code, Chapter 62 of the County Code, related to Fire Department access and fire 
protection.  The adopted County Code amendments were necessitated by amendments 
to the 2009 Statewide Fire Prevention Code (SFPC) adopted during the 2011 Virginia 
General Assembly.  The proposed PFM amendment updates the PFM to align with the 
adopted changes to the Statewide and County Fire Prevention Codes.  
 
Manhole Plate References 
 
The details (Plates) in the PFM specify material and construction specifications from 
ASTM, AASHTO, and other recognized organizations.  From time to time, the 
referenced specifications become outdated or obsolete.  The proposed amendment 
updates the concrete pipe and manhole joint specification numbers in Plates #3-10,   
#4-10 and #5-10 of the PFM.    
 
Vertical Datum Requirements 
 
A vertical datum is a reference point against which measurements are made.  In 
engineering and survey applications, a vertical datum is used to measure elevations, 
which are heights above and depths below a reference point.  Assurance that elevations 
are accurate is based on, among other things, whether the surveyor’s reference to the 
fixed datum is accurate and complies with the County’s vertical datum requirement.  
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The vertical datum requirement was first established on December 11, 1963, upon the 
Board of Supervisors’ adoption of the booklet entitled “Policies and Guidelines for the 
Preparation of Subdivision Plans and Site Development Plans” - the precursor to the 
PFM.  The requirement has not changed over time.  It has been replicated in the PFM 
and the Site Plan and Subdivision Ordinances and states that “all elevations shall be 
correlated to the U.S. Geological Survey” (USGS).  Although unspecified in the 
regulations, it is intended that all elevations be referenced to the National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD 29); the U.S. Geological survey’s vertical datum at the 
time.   
 
NGVD 1929 was superseded by the creation of the North American Vertical Datum of 
1988 (NAVD 88).  The difference between the two datums varies from location to 
location.  In Fairfax County, the average offset (the difference between NAVD 88 and 
NGVD 29) is about eight inches.  The proposed amendment addresses the County’s 
concern that developers, and their engineers and surveyors, are unable to distinguish 
the small offset, and thus, recognize that the wrong datum is being used.  The proposed 
amendment revises the PFM to clarify that all plans submitted to Fairfax County must 
use the NGVD 1929 datum.  
 
 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
 
Fire Regulations 
 
The proposed amendment updates § 9-0202 (Fire Marshal Requirements) of the PFM 
to align with the County and Statewide Fire Protection Codes.  Specifically, the PFM is 
being revised to: 
 
1) Clarify the process for modifying the fire protection provisions set forth in § 9-0202.2I 
of the PFM; and 
 
2) Update the fire department access provisions set forth in § 9-0202.2J and the related 
note in Tables 7.6 and 7.7 (Parking Geometrics).  
 
3) Amend Plate #6-9 (Fire Lanes) to incorporate the parking and curb designation 
requirements for fire lanes. 
 
A copy of the proposed amendments is included as Attachment A of the Staff Report. 
Additional changes are being proposed that are not presented in the Staff Report, dated 
February 26, 2013, as follows:  
 

 Strike “or waiver” in PFM 9-0202.2I(1); and 
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 Strike “waiver” and replace it with “modification” in PFM 9-0202.2I(2)(i); 
and 
 

 Edit Plate #3-10, in the enlarged box, to strike “ASTM C-361” and replace 
it with “ASTM C-443” 

 
Manhole Plate References 
 
The proposed amendment updates PFM Plates #3-10, #4-10, and #5-10 to reflect the 
correct ASTM specification number for joints for concrete pipes and manholes, using 
rubber gaskets.  The revised Plates are included as Attachment B of the Staff Report. 
 
Vertical Datum Requirements 
 
To combine or compare elevations from different sources, the elevations must be 
referenced to the same vertical datum.  Using inconsistent datums in the County is 
problematic.  Although it does not change the elevation of a fixed point related to 
another nearby point, it does create gaps and inconsistencies in computed elevations 
which can impact site flow, particularly on flat areas of a site.  In addition, the use of 
inconsistent datums can cause inaccuracies and uncertainties with the transfer of data 
between developers and among engineering and surveying firms.  It is useful at this 
time to revise the regulations to eliminate the confusion and inaccuracies caused by the 
creation of the newer datum. 
 
Specifically, the proposed amendment revises PFM § 2-0107 (Topography), § 17-106 
(Required Information on Plans) of the Zoning Ordinance, and § 101-2-5 (Final 
Subdivision Plat Preparation) of the Subdivision Ordinance to strike out the reference to 
USGS, and replace it with NGVD 1929, the intended datum. This would be consistent 
with the FEMA published  Base Flood Elevations (BFE), shown on the Fairfax County 
DFIRM maps and flood profiles in the flood insurance studies, which are referenced to 
NGVD 1929.  In addition, to address a valid concern from industry surveyors, the 
proposed amendment strikes incorrect text related to GIS survey monuments and adds 
text allowing the use of GPS, a modern technology.  A copy of the proposed 
amendment is included as Attachment C of the Staff Report. 
 
 
REGULATORY IMPACT: 
The proposed amendments are miscellaneous, editorial amendments related to the fire 
regulations, the references made in some PFM plates, and the vertical datum 
requirement for all plan submissions to Fairfax County. 
  
The proposed Fire Marshal amendment updates § 9-0202, Tables 7.6 and 7.7, and 
Plate #6-9 of the PFM to align the Countywide and Statewide Fire Protection Codes.  
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The PFM Plates #3-10, #4-10, and #5-10 are being revised to update the ASTM 
specification related to joints for concrete pipes, and manholes, using rubber gaskets.    
 
Lastly, the vertical datum provision in the PFM, and replicated in the Zoning and 
Subdivision Ordinances, are being revised to clarify that all elevations shall be based on 
NGVD 1929.   
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed amendments have no anticipated fiscal impact on industry or on the 
County’s staff or budget.   
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I - Staff Report 
Attachment II – Planning Commission Verbatim  
 
 
STAFF: 
James W. Patteson, Director, DPWES 
Michelle Brickner, Deputy Director, DPWES 
Deputy Chief Michael T. Reilly, Fairfax County Fire and Rescue Department, Fire 
Prevention Division 
Vickie McEntire, County Surveyor 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
 

√ PROPOSED COUNTY CODE AMENDMENT 
 

√ PROPOSED PFM AMENDMENT 
 

 APPEAL OF DECISION 
 

  WAIVER REQUEST 
 

 

Proposed Amendments to the Public Facilities Manual and Chapters 101 
(Subdivision Ordinance) and 112 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Code of the 
County of Fairfax, Virginia Re: Editorial Changes to the Fire Regulations, 
Manhole Plate References and Vertical Datum Requirements. 

 
 
Authorization to Advertise February 26, 2013 
 
Planning Commission Hearing April 4, 2013 
 
Board of Supervisors Hearing April 30, 2013 
 
Prepared by: Jan Leavitt, P.E. 
 Site Code Research and 
 Development 
  
 February 26, 2013
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STAFF REPORT 

 
A. Issue: 
 

Proposed amendments to the Public Facilities Manual (PFM) and Chapters 101 
(Subdivision Ordinance) and 112 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Code of the County 
of Fairfax, Virginia (County Code).  The amendments include editorial changes to 
the fire regulations, manhole plate references and vertical datum requirements. 

 
B. Recommended Action: 
 

Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed 
amendments and that the amendments become effective the day following 
adoption. 

 
C. Timing: 
 

Board of Supervisors’ Authorization to Advertise – February 26, 2013 
Planning Commission Public Hearing – April 4, 2013  
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing – April 30, 2013  

 
D. Source: 

 
Department of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) 

 
E. Coordination: 
 

The proposed amendments have been prepared by the Department of Public 
Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) and coordinated with the Office of 
the County Attorney.  The PFM amendment related to the fire regulations has 
also been reviewed by the Fairfax County Fire & Rescue Department, Fire 
Prevention Division.  The vertical datum amendment has been coordinated with 
the County Surveyor.  All of the PFM amendments have also been 
recommended for approval by the Engineering Standards Review Committee. 
 

F. Background: 
 

The proposed editorial amendments are related to the fire regulations, manhole 
plate references, and the vertical datum requirements of the Site Plan and 
Subdivision Ordinances, and the PFM.  Background information on each 
amendment is provided below.  
 
Fire Regulations 
 
On January 10, 2012, the Board adopted amendments to the County’s Fire 
Protection Code, Chapter 62 of the County Code, related to Fire Department 
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access and fire protection.  The adopted County Code amendments were 
necessitated by amendments to the 2009 Statewide Fire Prevention Code 
(SFPC) adopted during the 2011 Virginia General Assembly.  The proposed PFM 
amendment updates the PFM to align with the adopted changes to the Statewide 
and County Fire Prevention Codes.  
 
Manhole Plate References 
 
The details (Plates) in the PFM specify material and construction specifications 
from ASTM, AASHTO, and other recognized organizations.  From time to time, 
the referenced specifications become outdated or obsolete.  The proposed 
amendment updates the concrete pipe and manhole joint specification numbers 
in Plates #3-10, #4-10 and #5-10 of the PFM.    
 
Vertical Datum Requirements 
 
A vertical datum is a reference point against which measurements are made.  In 
engineering and survey applications, a vertical datum is used to measure 
elevations, which are heights above and depths below a reference point.  
Assurance that elevations are accurate is based on, among other things, whether 
the surveyor’s reference to the fixed datum is accurate and complies with the 
County’s vertical datum requirement.  The vertical datum requirement was first 
established on December 11, 1963, upon the Board of Supervisors’ adoption of 
the booklet entitled “Policies and Guidelines for the Preparation of Subdivision 
Plans and Site Development Plans” - the precursor to the PFM.  The requirement 
has not changed over time.  It has been replicated in the PFM and Site Plan and 
Subdivision Ordinances and states that “all elevations shall be correlated to the 
U.S. Geological Survey” (USGS).  Although unspecified in the regulations, it is 
intended that all elevations be referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical 
Datum of 1929 (NGVD 29); the U.S. Geological survey’s vertical datum at the 
time.   
 
NGVD 1929 was superseded by the creation of the North American Vertical 
Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88).  The difference between the two datums varies from 
location to location.  In Fairfax County, the average offset (the difference 
between NAVD 88 and NGVD 29) is about eight inches.  The proposed 
amendment addresses the County’s concern that developers, and their 
engineers and surveyors, are unable to distinguish the small offset and thus, 
recognize that the wrong datum is being used.  The proposed amendment 
revises the PFM to clarify that all plans submitted to Fairfax County must use the 
NGVD 1929 datum.  
 

G. Proposed Amendments: 
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Fire Regulations 
 
The proposed amendment updates § 9-0202 (Fire Marshal Requirements) of the 
PFM to align with the County and Statewide Fire Protection Codes.  Specifically, 
the PFM is being revised to: 
 
1) Clarify the process for modifying the fire protection provisions set forth in         
§ 9-0202.2I of the PFM; and 
 
2) Update the fire department access provisions set forth in § 9-0202.2J and 
related note in Tables 7.6 and 7.7 (Parking Geometrics).  
 
3) Amend Plate # 6-9 (Fire Lanes) to incorporate the parking and curb 
designation requirements for fire lanes. 
 
A copy of the proposed amendments is included as Attachment A. 
 
Manhole Plate References 
 
The proposed amendment updates PFM Plates #3-10, #4-10, and #5-10 to 
reflect the correct ASTM specification number for joints for concrete pipe and 
manholes, using rubber gaskets.  The revised Plates are included as Attachment 
B. 
 
Vertical Datum Requirements 
 
To combine or compare elevations from different sources, the elevations must be 
referenced to the same vertical datum.  Using inconsistent datums in the County 
is problematic.  Although it does not change the elevation of a fixed point related 
to another nearby point, it does create gaps and inconsistencies in computed 
elevations which can impact site flow, particularly on flat areas of a site.  In 
addition, the use of inconsistent datums can cause inaccuracies and 
uncertainties with the transfer of data between developers and among 
engineering and surveying firms.  It is useful at this time to revise the regulations 
to eliminate the confusion and inaccuracies caused by the creation of the newer 
datum. 
 
Specifically, the proposed amendment revises PFM § 2-0107 (Topography),       
§ 17-106 (Required Information on Plans) of the Zoning Ordinance, and § 101-2-
5 (Final Subdivision Plat Preparation) of the Subdivision Ordinance to strike out 
the reference to USGS, and replace it with NGVD 1929, the intended datum. This 
would be consistent with the FEMA published  Base Flood Elevations (BFE), 
shown on the Fairfax County DFIRM maps and flood profiles in the flood 
insurance studies, which are referenced to NGVD 1929.  In addition, to address a 
valid concern from industry surveyors, the proposed amendment strikes incorrect 
text related to GIS survey monuments and adds text allowing the use of GPS 
static data.  A copy of the proposed amendment is included as Attachment C. 
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H. Regulatory Impact: 
 

The proposed amendments are miscellaneous, editorial amendments related to 
the fire regulations, the references made in some PFM plates, and the vertical 
datum requirement for all plan submissions to Fairfax County. 
 
The proposed Fire Marshal amendment updates § 9-0202, Tables 7.6 and 7.7 
and Plate #6-9 of the PFM to align the Countywide and Statewide Fire Protection 
Codes.  The PFM Plates #3-10, #4-10, and #5-10 are being revised to update the 
ASTM specification related to joints for concrete pipes, and manholes, using 
rubber gaskets   Lastly, the vertical datum provision in the PFM, and replicated in 
the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, are being revised to clarify that all 
elevations shall be based on NGVD 1929.   
  

I. Attachments: 
 
 Attachment A:  Proposed Amendment related to Fire Regulations  
 Attachment B:  Proposed Amendment related to Manhole Plate   
    References 
 Attachment C:  Proposed Amendment related to Vertical Datums 
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 Proposed Amendment  
 

to Public Facilities Manual 
 
Amend Chapter 2 (General Subdivision and Site Plan Information), Section 2-0107 
(Topography), Paragraph 1B of the Public Facilities Manual, to read as follows: 
 
2-0107.1B  All topography shall be correlated to the USGS NGVD 1929 datum.   
 
 
Amend Chapter 2 (General Subdivision and Site Plan Information), Section 2-0212 
(General Required Information on Plans and Profiles), Paragraph 11 of the Public 
Facilities Manual, to read as follows: 
 
2-0212.11  Datum reference for elevations used shall be shown and correlated to USGS NGVD 
1929 datum.  In addition, all subdivisions and site plans shall show the location, elevation, and 
description of two bench marks benchmarks which are properly correlated to the plan elevations.  
 
  

(168)



Proposed Amendment to 

Chapter 101 (Subdivision Provisions)  

 
Amend Article 2 (Subdivision Application Procedures and Approval Process), Section 101-
2-5 (Final Subdivision Plat), Paragraph (c) (Preparation), subparagraph (3), to read as 
follows. 
 
(3) A boundary survey of the site, with a maximum permissible error of closure within the 
limit of one (1) in twenty thousand (20,000), related to the Virginia Coordinate System of 
1983 (VCS 83) North Zone. Two (2) adjacent corners or two points on every plan sheet shall 
be referenced to the VCS 83 with coordinate values shown in feet. If a conversion from 
meters to feet is necessary, the foot definition used for conversion is the U.S. Survey Foot of 
1 ft. = 1200/3937 E+00 meters. Plats may be related to true north or meridian of record for 
properties located more than 1.24 miles (2.0 kilometers) from one or both of the two (2) 
nearest VCS 83 monuments, with distance measured along a straight line from each 
monument to the closest point on the property boundary. Plats for subdivisions creating no 
more than two (2) lots may be related to true north or meridian of record.  Plats referenced to 
VCS 83 shall be annotated as follows: “The plat of the property shown hereon is referenced to 
the Virginia Coordinate System of 1983 as computed from a field run boundary and 
horizontal control survey which that ties this boundary to the Fairfax County Geographic 
Information System Survey Monument (insert number and name of monument and show 
combined grid and elevation factor) or NOAA/NGS Survey Monument (insert PID number 
and designation with the combined scale factor).”  It is the surveyor’s responsibility to 
ascertain the existence of VCS 83 control monuments to be utilized in their surveys.  
Assistance will be provided by the Land Survey Branch, Construction Management Division, 
DPWES to the extent of granting access to their records on VCS 83 control data. If using a 
GPS Static, or Virtual Reference System for deriving horizontal and/or vertical control, 
coordinates must be stated in VCS 83, North Zone, U.S. Survey Foot units, with NGVD 1929 
vertical datum and so stated in the above format.    
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Proposed Amendment to 

Chapter 112 (Zoning Ordinance) 

This proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment is based on the Zoning Ordinance in effect as of 
February 26, 2013 and there may be other proposed amendments which may affect some of 
the numbering, order or text arrangement of the paragraphs or sections set forth in this 
amendment, which other amendments may be adopted prior to action on this amendment.  In 
such event, any necessary renumbering or editorial revisions caused by the adoption of any 
Zoning Ordinance amendments by the Board of Supervisors prior to the date of adoption of 
this amendment will be administratively incorporated by the Clerk in the printed version of 
this amendment following Board adoption. 
 
Amend Article 17 (Site Plans), Part 1 (General Requirements), Section 17-106 (Required 
Information on Plans), Paragraph 5, to read as follows.  
 
5. A boundary survey of the site, with an maximum permissible error of closure within the limit 
of one (1) in twenty thousand (20,000), related to the Virginia Coordinate System of 1983 (VCS 
83 (with appropriate reference frame(s) and necessary velocities)) North Zone. Two (2) adjacent 
corners or two points on every plan sheet shall be referenced to the VCS 83 with coordinate 
values shown in feet. If a conversion from meters to feet is necessary, the foot definition used for 
conversion is the U.S. Survey Foot of 1 ft. = 1200/3937 E+00 meters. Plans may be related to 
true north or meridian of record for properties located more than 1.24 miles (2.0 kilometers) 
from one or both of the two (2) nearest VCS 83 monuments, with distance measured along a 
straight line from each monument to the closest point on the property boundary. Plans referenced 
to VCS 83 shall be annotated as follows: “The site shown hereon is referenced to the Virginia 
Coordinate System of 1983 as computed from a field run boundary, and horizontal and vertical 
control survey which that ties this boundary to the Fairfax County Geographic Information 
System Survey Monument (insert number and name of monument and show the combined scale 
(grid factor multiplied by the and elevation factor) or NOAA/NGS Survey Monument (insert PID 
number and designation) with the combined scale factor (grid factor multiplied by the elevation 
factor).” If using a GPS Static, Virtual, or Continuously Operating Reference System for 
deriving horizontal and/or vertical control, coordinates must be stated in VCS 83 (with 
appropriate reference frame(s) and necessary velocities), North Zone, U.S. Survey Foot units, 
with NGVD 1929 vertical datum and so stated in the above format.    
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Attachment II 

 

Planning Commission Meeting 
April 4, 2013 
Verbatim Excerpt 
 
 
AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC FACILITIES MANUAL AND CHAPTERS 101 
(SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE) AND 112 (ZONING ORDINANCE) OF THE CODE OF THE 
COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA REGARDING EDITORIAL CHANGES TO THE FIRE 
REGULATIONS, MANHOLE PLATE REFERENCES AND VERTICAL DATUM 
REQUIREMENTS  
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Chairman Murphy: Public hearing is closed; recognize Commissioner Sargeant. 
 
Commissioner Sargeant: This is my big case for the year. 
 
Chairman Murphy: This is your big case. Well, it has the longest title.  
 
Commissioner Sargeant: Well, that’s why. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, let me begin by 
thanking members of staff, Jan Leavitt and Tom Williamson, for their excellent work and the 
vetting that has occurred, and the Chief and everybody from the Fire Department who’ve 
assisted so that there has been industry vetting in- and outside, which has made this go as 
smoothly as it will go tonight. So thank you very much for making this work so efficiently. With 
that, Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 
THE PUBLIC FACILITIES MANUAL AND CHAPTERS 101, SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE, 
AND 112, ZONING ORDINANCE, OF THE CODE OF THE COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, 
VIRGINIA, REGARDING PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE FIRE REGULATIONS, 
MANHOLE PLATE REFERENCES, AND THE VERTICAL DATUM REQUIREMENTS,  
AS SET FORTH IN THE STAFF REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 26TH, 2013, WITH AN 
ADDITIONAL CHANGE ON PLATE NUMBER 3-10, IN THE ENLARGED BOX, TO 
STRIKE “ASTM C-361” AND REPLACE IT WITH “C-443”. And, I FURTHER MOVE THAT 
THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD THAT THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENTS SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE AT 12:01 A.M. ON MAY 1ST, 2013. 
 
Commissioner Migliaccio: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Migliaccio. Is there a discussion of the motion? That last 
part that you said was the part that swayed my vote.  
 
Commissioner Sargeant: You had me at “hello.”  
 
Chairman Murphy: I wasn’t talking about the date either. All those in favor of the motion to 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors that it adopt the Public Facilities Manual regarding all 
those subdivisions and changes, as articulated by Commissioner Sargeant, say aye. 
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Planning Commission Meeting              Page 2 
April 4, 2013 
AMENDMENTS TO THE PFM & ZOA 
 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
// 
 
The motion carried unanimously with Commissioners Hall and Hedetniemi absent from the 
meeting. 
 
JN 
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4:00 p.m.  
 
 
Public Hearing on a Proposed Amendment to the Public Facilities Manual Re: Tysons 
Corner Urban Center  
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board adoption of a proposed amendment to the Public Facilities Manual (PFM).  The 
amendment enhances the flexibility in the PFM regulations to facilitate implementation 
of the recommendations set forth in the Comprehensive Plan for the Tysons Corner 
Urban Center. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On Thursday, April 4, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously voted 
(Commissioners Hall and Hedetniemi absent from the meeting) to recommend the 
following actions to the Board of Supervisors: 
 

 Adoption of the proposed amendment to the PFM regarding the Tysons Corner 
urban center, as set forth in the staff report dated February 26, 2013; and  

 
 That proposed amendment becomes effective at 12:01 a.m. on May 1, 2013. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board adopt the proposed amendment to 
the PFM as recommended by the Planning Commission and that the amendments 
become effective at 12:01 a.m. on May 1, 2013.  
 
The proposed amendment has been prepared by the Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (DPWES) and coordinated with the Office of the County 
Attorney, the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ), and the Office of Community 
Revitalization (OCR).  The proposed amendment has also been recommended for 
approval by the Engineering Standards Review Committee. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on April 30, 2013.  On February 26, 2013, the Board 
authorized the advertising of public hearings. The Planning Commission held a public 
hearing on April 4, 2013.  The proposed amendment will become effective at 12:01 a.m. 
on May 1, 2013.   
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BACKGROUND: 
 
Tysons Comprehensive Plan Amendment  (Adopted June 22, 2010) 
On June 22, 2010, the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors adopted a new 
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) for Tysons.  At the same time, the Board adopted 20 follow-
on motions, directing County staff on elements of Plan implementation.  The Tysons 
Plan creates a new vision for future development in Tysons that takes advantage of the 
four new metro stations now under construction and expected to become operational in 
December, 2013.  The Plan designates the Tysons Corner Urban Center as the 
County’s new urban center.  Much of what exists today in the Tysons area is expected 
to redevelop in support of this vision for Tysons.  
 
The new Tysons will create a living environment less dependent on the automobile.    
Density will be highest near the Metro and will be characterized by a more intense mix 
of housing, shopping, and employment and new types of housing will be designed to 
meet the needs of a variety of household types.  In addition, streets will be transformed 
by implementing design standards that encourage walking, biking and transit; and parks 
and open space will be preserved and stream valleys will be restored.  Green 
architecture and site design will lessen the impact of development on the environment.  
Stormwater measures will be provided that are more extensive than the minimum 
requirements with the focus on the use of low impact development techniques that 
evaporate, filter and return water into the ground or reuse it. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment  (Adopted June 22, 2010) 

 
On June 22, 2010, the Board also adopted an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance 
creating the Planned Tysons Center (PTC) zoning district.  The PTC District regulations 
are designed to provide the necessary flexibility to transform Tysons Corner Urban 
Center area from a suburban office park and activity center into an urban, mixed-use, 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian oriented community.  To be granted this zoning district, 
the applicant must demonstrate the development furthers the vision of the Tysons Plan 
by meeting, among other things, design objectives outlined in the Ordinance such as 
furthering the urban grid of streets and prescribed street hierarchy for Tysons, applying 
specified streetscape and urban design guidelines, and incorporating low impact 
development strategies as further described below.   
 
Transportation Design Standards and Memorandum of Agreement  (Executed 
September 13, 2011)  
 
The Transportation Design Standards (Tysons Standards), developed by the Fairfax 
County Department of Transportation (DOT) and other county agencies, in partnership 
with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), sets forth adopted standards for 
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streets within the Tysons Corner Urban Center.  The standards are based on context 
sensitive design parameters that accommodate low speed urban roadway, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit design.  The associated Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
implements the Tysons Standards and establishes a framework for allowing private 
maintenance of enhanced infrastructure and snow removal. The Tysons Standards are 
included as Attachment D of the MOA. 
 
PFM Amendment #109-11-PFM  (Adopted July 12, 2011)  
 
On July 12, 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted an amendment to the PFM to 
implement the Tysons Plan with respect to street standards.  Specifically, the 
amendment revised the PFM to allow deviations from the current street standards in the 
PFM in accordance with the adopted Tysons Standards, for acceptance by VDOT. 
 
Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines  (Endorsed by BOS on January 15, 2012) 
 
The Comprehensive Plan recommends that detailed urban design guidelines and 
standards be developed for Tysons that elaborate on the Plan’s recommendations.  
This task was also included as follow-on motion #18.  In response to the motion, the 
“Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines” (Guidelines) were developed by OCR, 
working with staff from various departments including DPWES, DPZ, and 
Transportation; VDOT; and the Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines Advisory 
Group, a nine member group consisting of urban planners, landscape architects, 
architects and developers.  In addition, the Tysons Partnership, a private group of 
landowners, community members and others, was actively involved in the preparation 
of the Guidelines. 
  
The Guidelines offer general direction and principles on how Tysons should look and 
feel, and contain detailed recommendations on how the public space should be 
accomplished.  Because there is little historic architectural precedent to draw from for 
the new Tysons, it’s expected that Tysons’ identify will emerge over time.  For this 
reason, the Guidelines do not regulate or dictate urban design or a particular 
architectural style.  Rather, the Guidelines recognize that a wide variety of conditions 
exist in Tysons and flexibility is necessary, as long as the outcome furthers the vision 
set forth in the Plan.   
 
Plan Implementation  

 
Implementation of the vision to transform Tysons has begun.  Regulations are in place 
to implement the key land use and transportation elements of the Plan.  Specified urban 
design guidelines have been approved to augment the guidelines provided in the Plan.  
As of February 5, 2013, fifteen zoning applications have been submitted to rezone 
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almost 230 acres within Tysons to the newly established PTC zoning district.  The 
following applications have been approved by the Board on these dates: MITRE 4 on 
June 7, 2011; Spring Hill Station (A and B) on September 27, 2011; Capital One on 
September 25, 2012; Arbor Row on November 20, 2012; Spring Hill Station (D and E) 
on February 12, 2013; and Scotts Run South on April 9, 2013, with the remaining 
applications currently under review.  It’s anticipated that a majority of these applications 
will be acted upon by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors throughout 
2013.  Additional information on the individual zoning cases approved or currently under 
review can be found in the “Report to the Board of Supervisors on Tysons Corner”, 
which is available on the County website at http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/tysons. 
 
DPWES has been actively involved in reviewing rezoning applications to the PTC 
district and several site plans submitted for construction approval.  This involvement has 
provided staff a clearer understanding of the issues faced by architects and engineers in 
designing the urban infrastructure.  One of the major issues discussed during 
implementation is that the PFM regulations should not be an impediment to achieving 
the vision planned for Tysons.   
 
Achieving the vision will require flexibility in the implementing regulations of the PFM. 
Flexibility is needed in circumstances where strict application of the PFM standards is 
difficult to achieve for a particular site or redevelopment in Tysons, and in 
circumstances where new or creative designs warrant some degree of flexibility in 
determining compliance with the PFM.  Without flexibility in the regulations, 
development projects will be forced to be approved with variances which can cause 
processing delays and uncertainties in the regulatory approval process.  The proposed 
amendment enhances the flexibility in the PFM regulations as further discussed below.  
 
 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT: 
To implement the Tysons Plan, designers will need the flexibility to use urban design 
guidelines and streetscape standards that are not consistent with or addressed in the 
current PFM.  If approved by the Board, the proposed amendment would permit the 
Director to approve alternative standards, including but not limited to street lights, 
landscaping, utilities, drainage and stormwater management, that differ from the 
requirements set forth in the PFM based upon the unique characteristics of the urban 
environment.  Alternatives may be considered by the Director in circumstances where 
strict application of the PFM standard can not be met for a particular site and where new 
or creative urban designs are proposed.  Alternatives, when approved by the Director, 
shall be subject to the following criteria:  
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 Alternatives shall be in substantial conformance with the development plans and 
associated proffers and conditions; or approved Special Exception or approved 
Special Permit Plat; and 

 
 Alternatives shall be consistent with any specific urban design guidelines and 

streetscape plans for the area; and 
 

 Full details and supporting data shall be provided on the plan including design 
computations, material specifications, technical details, structural calculations, 
procedures for installation, inspection and/or testing, and procedures for 
operation and maintenance; and  

 
 A detailed description shall be provided of the applicable provisions of the PFM 

and why they cannot be met; and 
 

 Any decision to approve an alternative shall take into consideration possible 
impacts on public safety, the environment, aesthetics and the burden placed on 
prospective owners for maintenance of any facility; and 

 
 Reasonable and appropriate conditions may be imposed as deemed appropriate 

by the Director; and 
 

 Any alternative shall comply with specific requirements set forth in the United 
States Code, Virginia Code, and County Code, and all other applicable 
regulations, resolutions and policies, as well as specific standards of VDOT and 
requirements of other reviewing agencies, such as the water utilities, from which 
variances may not be granted at the local level; and 
 

 Notwithstanding the foregoing, where a PFM provision requires Board of 
Supervisors’ approval of a waiver or modification of its terms, the Director shall 
have no authority to approve an alternative absent Board approval. 

 
Examples of urban standards and guidelines that differ from the PFM standards and 
may be considered by the Director as an alternative under the proposed amendment 
include:  

 Pavers for sidewalks 
 Reduced utility clearances  
 Utilities located under sidewalks 
 Sanitary sewer lines 
 Trash and recycling location 
 Reduction of minimum planting areas 
 Minimal soil mixture and volume for street tree box filters 
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 Street trees counting toward the tree cover requirement 
 Modified access to underground detention vaults 
 Innovative LID techniques  
 Use of infiltration rate less than 0.52 in/hr. 
 Location of infiltration practices on in-situ fill, provided the rate is 

acceptable  
 Connection of smaller bmp and bioretention facilities without a manhole 
 Use of in-line stormwater systems in the event that off-line cannot fit 

 
Examples of existing PFM provisions that require Board of Supervisors’ approval of a 
waiver or modification of its terms are listed below.  Under the proposed amendment, 
the Director shall have no authority to approve alternatives of these standards absent 
Board approval.  
 

 Locating private sanitary pump facilities in an unapproved sewer area 
 Use of a nonstandard street light system 
 Locating underground detention facilities in a residential development 
 Locating pervious pavement in single family attached or single family 

detached residential areas  
 

In addition, listed below for clarity are some site requirements that are not PFM 
provisions and shall not be considered by the Director to be eligible as an alternative 
under the proposed amendment: 
 

 Maximum private street length  
 Transitional screening and barrier 
 Interior parking lot landscaping 
 Location and size of loading dock  
 Minimum standards of the Statewide Fire Prevention Code  

 
Project submissions are moving forward and DPWES is committed to keeping the lines 
of communication open to make sure that the flexibility provided under the proposed 
amendment continues to meet stakeholder needs.  DPWES will continue to be involved 
with the individual rezoning cases giving staff the opportunity to collaborate with the 
designers and developers early in the process to identify and work out the challenges of 
redeveloping Tysons.  Individual amendments to the PFM and County Code may be 
necessary to streamline the waiver and modification process further.  Staff intends to 
collaborate on this issue and be judicious in making any future changes to the PFM.   
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REGULATORY IMPACT: 
The ability to achieve the vision for Tysons will require consistency between the 
adopted vision for the Tysons Corner Urban Center and the implementing regulations. 
Due to the flexibility provided in the Tysons Plan and the PTC District regulations, the 
PFM is being revised accordingly.  If approved by the Board, the proposed amendment 
will:   
 
1. Provide Flexibility in the PFM Regulations to Align with the Tysons Plan 
 
One way to support the vision for Tysons is to provide flexibility in the regulations to be 
able to design and build the planned urban environment.  The proposed amendment 
enhances flexibility in the PFM regulations by permitting the use of alternative standards 
that differ from the regulations in the current PFM.  A copy of the proposed amendment 
is included as Attachment A of the Staff Report.  
 
2. Make it Easier to Use Innovative, Alternative Standards to Achieve the Vision 
 
Pursuant to PFM §1-0601, designers are able to vary from the PFM standards as his 
own judgment and knowledge of a specific problem dictates.  The current process for 
requesting a variance of the PFM places the onus on the developer to submit a 
separate request letter and justification of why the standard contained in the PFM is not 
appropriate.  Generally, variance requests are considered by the Director on a case by 
case basis.  
 
The proposed amendment acknowledges that the use of alternative standards that are 
not covered in the PFM are warranted, or even beneficial, in Tysons.  The proposed 
amendment makes it easier to use alternative standards by allowing designers to 
propose alternative designs directly on the plan without the requirement to obtain 
upfront and separate approval from the Director.   
 
It’s anticipated that proposed alternatives will require different levels of review and 
evaluation.  Minor alternatives, such as the use of pavers for sidewalks, would have little 
or no impact upon the environment or public safety.  Other alternatives would be more 
complex and may require staff to perform an engineering analysis to understand the 
impacts of the proposed design changes.  Staff is in the process of considering how to 
process the different types of alternatives effectively.    
 
3. Promote Environmental Stewardship and Use of Low Impact Development Strategies   
 
The Tysons Plan sets high standards for environmental stewardship.  It lays out a vision 
for protecting the natural environment by establishing, among other things, stormwater 
goals expected of all applicants.  To be granted rezoning to a PTC district, applicants 
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must demonstrate that the development furthers the vision of the Tysons Plan by 
incorporating low impact development (LID) strategies throughout a site.  LID is an 
innovative stormwater management approach with a basic principle that is modeled 
after nature: manage rainfall at the source using distributed micro-scale controls to 
reduce runoff from a site.  Runoff reduction is the primary stormwater design objective 
of the Tysons Plan and it’s expected that all rezoning applications reduce runoff by 
retaining at least the first inch of rainfall on-site through infiltration, evapotranspiration, 
and/or reuse.   
 
Almost all components of the urban environment can be modified to serve as a LID 
control.  This includes not only open space, but also rooftops, streetscapes, parking lots 
and sidewalks.  The more LID techniques that are applied onsite, the closer to the 
natural hydrologic function one gets.  The proposed amendment enhances the flexibility 
in the PFM to promote the use of LID’s.  In this way, designers have the opportunity to 
choose from a full spectrum of available techniques to create a customized site design 
for managing runoff from a site.  Using a three-tier approach, designers can be effective 
in selecting stormwater controls that can be used to meet the 1-inch stormwater goal 
expected of all applicants in Tysons.  Discussion on the three-tier approach is provided 
in the attached Staff Report. 
 
The proposed amendment applies to properties lying within the Tysons Corner Urban 
Center.  This includes applications seeking the redevelopment option to the PTC zoning 
district; applications for properties which are located within the Tysons Corner Urban 
Center but not rezoned to the PTC district; and approved special exception and 
approved special permit plats.  Application of the proposed amendment to by-right 
development proposals lying within the Tysons Corner Urban Center is necessary for 
any by-right project that is required to provide street frontage improvements, in 
accordance with the adopted street standards for Tysons, and any project seeking to fit 
in better with the surrounding properties being developed in accordance with the Tysons 
Plan. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed amendment facilitates the plan review and approval process thereby 
assisting all stakeholders in the implementation of the recommendations set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan for the Tysons Corner Urban Center.  New internal processes 
must be developed to implement the proposed amendment.  This additional effort will 
be accomplished by staff resources previously approved in the budget and dedicated to 
Tysons.   
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I - Staff Report 
Attachment II – Planning Commission Verbatim 
 
 
STAFF: 
James W. Patteson, Director, Department of Public Works and Environmental  
Services (DPWES) 
Michelle Brickner, Director, Land Development Services, DPWES 
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Attachment I 

 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

 
 

STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
 

 PROPOSED COUNTY CODE AMENDMENT 
 

√ PROPOSED PFM AMENDMENT 
 

 APPEAL OF DECISION 
 

  WAIVER REQUEST 
 

 

Public Hearings on a Proposed Amendment to  the Public Facilities Manual 
Re: Tysons Corner Urban Center  

 
 
Authorization to Advertise February 26, 2013 
 
Planning Commission Hearing April 4, 2013 
 
Board of Supervisors Hearing April 30, 2013 
 
Prepared by: Jan Leavitt, P.E. 
 Code Development and  
 Compliance, DPWES 
 (703) 324-1733 
 February 26, 2013 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
A. Issue: 
 
Public hearings on a proposed amendment to the Public Facilities Manual (PFM).  The 
amendment enhances the flexibility in the PFM regulations to facilitate implementation 
of the recommendations set forth in the Comprehensive Plan for the Tysons Corner 
Urban Center. 
 
B. Recommended Action: 
 
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed amendment to the 
PFM.   
 
C. Timing: 
 
Board of Supervisors authorization to advertise – February 26, 2013 
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing – April 4, 2013 
 
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing – April 30, 2013 at 4:00 p.m. 
 
Effective Date – May 1, 2013 at 12:01 a.m. 
 
D. Source: 
 
Department of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) 
 
E. Coordination: 
 
The proposed amendment has been prepared by the Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (DPWES) and coordinated with the Office of the County 
Attorney, the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ), and the Office of Community 
Revitalization (OCR).  It has also been recommended for approval by the Engineering 
Standards Review Committee. 
 
F. Background: 
 
Tysons Comprehensive Plan Amendment  (Adopted June 22, 2010) 
 
On June 22, 2010, the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors adopted a new 
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) for Tysons.  At the same time, the Board adopted 20 follow-
on motions, directing County staff on elements of Plan implementation.  The Tysons 
Plan creates a new vision for future development in Tysons that takes advantage of the 
four new metro stations now under construction and expected to become operational in 
December, 2013.  The Plan designates the Tysons Corner Urban Center as the  
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County’s new urban center.  Much of what exists today in the Tysons area is expected 
to redevelop in support of this vision for Tysons.  
 
The new Tysons will create a living environment less dependent on the automobile.    
Density will be highest near the Metro and will be characterized by a more intense mix 
of housing, shopping, and employment and new types of housing will be designed to 
meet the needs of a variety of household types.  In addition, streets will be transformed 
by implementing design standards that encourage walking, biking and transit; and parks 
and open space will be preserved and stream valleys will be restored.  Green 
architecture and site design will lessen the impact of development on the environment.  
Stormwater measures will be provided that are more extensive than the minimum 
requirements with the focus on the use of low impact development techniques that 
evaporate, filter and return water into the ground or reuse it. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment  (Adopted June 22, 2010) 

 
On June 22, 2010, the Board also adopted an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance 
creating the Planned Tysons Center (PTC) zoning district.  The PTC District regulations 
are designed to provide the necessary flexibility to transform Tysons Corner Urban 
Center area from a suburban office park and activity center into an urban, mixed-use, 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian oriented community.  To be granted this zoning district, 
the applicant must demonstrate the development furthers the vision of the Tysons Plan 
by meeting, among other things, design objectives outlined in the Ordinance such as 
furthering the urban grid of streets and prescribed street hierarchy for Tysons, applying 
specified streetscape and urban design guidelines, and incorporating low impact 
development strategies as further described below.   
 
Transportation Design Standards and Memorandum of Agreement  (Executed 
September 13, 2011)  
 
The Transportation Design Standards (Tysons Standards), developed by the Fairfax 
County Department of Transportation (DOT) and other county agencies, in partnership 
with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), sets forth adopted standards for 
streets within the Tysons Corner Urban Center.  The standards are based on context 
sensitive design parameters that accommodate low speed urban roadway, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit design.  The associated Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
implements the Tysons Standards and establishes a framework for allowing private 
maintenance of enhanced infrastructure and snow removal. The Tysons Standards are 
included as Attachment D of the MOA. 
 
PFM Amendment #109-11-PFM  (Adopted July 12, 2011)  
  
On July 12, 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted an amendment to the PFM to 
implement the Tysons Plan with respect to street standards.  Specifically, the 
amendment revised the PFM to allow deviations from the current street standards in the 
PFM in accordance with the adopted Tysons Standards, for acceptance by VDOT. 
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Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines  (Endorsed by BOS on January 15, 2012) 
 
The Comprehensive Plan recommends that detailed urban design guidelines and 
standards be developed for Tysons that elaborate on the Plan’s recommendations.  
This task was also included as follow-on motion #18.  In response to the motion, the 
“Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines” (Guidelines) were developed by OCR, 
working with staff from various departments including DPWES, DPZ, and 
Transportation; VDOT; and the Tysons Corner Urban Design Guidelines Advisory 
Group, a nine member group consisting of urban planners, landscape architects, 
architects and developers.  In addition, the Tysons Partnership, a private group of 
landowners, community members and others, was actively involved in the preparation 
of the Guidelines. 
  
The Guidelines offer general direction and principles on how Tysons should look and 
feel, and contain detailed recommendations on how the public space should be 
accomplished.  Because there is little historic architectural precedent to draw from for 
the new Tysons, it’s expected that Tysons’ identify will emerge over time.  For this 
reason, the Guidelines do not regulate or dictate urban design or a particular 
architectural style.  Rather, the Guidelines recognize that a wide variety of conditions 
exist in Tysons and flexibility is necessary, as long as the outcome furthers the vision 
set forth in the Plan.   
 
Plan Implementation  

 
Implementation of the vision to transform Tysons has begun.  Regulations are in place 
to implement the key land use and transportation elements of the Plan.  Specified urban 
design guidelines have been approved to augment the guidelines provided in the Plan.  
As of February 5, 2013, fifteen zoning applications have been submitted to rezone 
almost 230 acres within Tysons to the newly established PTC zoning district.  The 
following applications have been approved by the Board on these dates: MITRE 4 on 
June 7, 2011; Spring Hill Station (A and B) on September 27, 2011; Capital One on 
September 25, 2012; Arbor Row on November 20, 2012; and Spring Hill Station (D and 
E) on February 12, 2013, with the remaining applications currently under review.  It’s 
anticipated that a majority of these applications will be acted upon by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors throughout 2013.  Additional information on the 
individual zoning cases approved or currently under review can be found in the “Report 
to the Board of Supervisors on Tysons Corner”, which is available on the County 
website at http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/tysons. 
 
DPWES has been actively involved in reviewing rezoning applications to the PTC 
district and several site plans submitted for construction approval.  This involvement has 
provided staff a clearer understanding of the issues faced by architects and engineers in 
designing the urban infrastructure.  One of the major issues discussed during 
implementation is that the PFM regulations should not be an impediment to achieving 
the vision planned for Tysons.   
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Achieving the vision will require flexibility in the implementing regulations of the PFM. 
Flexibility is needed in circumstances where strict application of the PFM standards is 
difficult to achieve for a particular site or redevelopment in Tysons, and in 
circumstances where new or creative designs warrant some degree of flexibility in 
determining compliance with the PFM.  Without flexibility in the regulations, 
development projects will be forced to be approved with variances which can cause 
processing delays and uncertainties in the regulatory approval process.  The proposed 
amendment enhances the flexibility in the PFM regulations as further discussed below.  
 
G.  Proposed Amendment: 
 
To implement the Tysons Plan, designers will need the flexibility to use urban design 
guidelines and streetscape standards that are not consistent with or addressed in the 
current PFM.  If approved by the Board, the proposed amendment would permit the 
Director to approve alternative standards, including but not limited to street lights, 
landscaping, utilities, drainage and stormwater management, that differ from the 
requirements set forth in the PFM based upon the unique characteristics of the urban 
environment.  Alternatives may be considered by the Director in circumstances where 
strict application of the PFM standard can not be met for a particular site and where new 
or creative urban designs are proposed.  Alternatives, when approved by the Director, 
shall be subject to the following criteria:  
 

• Alternatives shall be in substantial conformance with the development plans and 
associated proffers and conditions; or approved Special Exception or approved 
Special Permit Plat; and 

 
• Alternatives shall be consistent with any specific urban design guidelines and 

streetscape plans for the area; and 
 

• Full details and supporting data shall be provided on the plan including design 
computations, material specifications, technical details, structural calculations, 
procedures for installation, inspection and/or testing, and procedures for 
operation and maintenance; and  

 
• A detailed description shall be provided of the applicable provisions of the PFM 

and why they cannot be met; and 
 

• Any decision to approve an alternative shall take into consideration possible 
impacts on public safety, the environment, aesthetics and the burden placed on 
prospective owners for maintenance of any facility; and 

 
• Reasonable and appropriate conditions may be imposed as deemed appropriate 

by the Director; and 
 

• Any alternative shall comply with specific requirements set forth in the United 
States Code, Virginia Code, and County Code, and all other applicable 
regulations, resolutions and policies, as well as specific standards of VDOT and 
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requirements of other reviewing agencies, such as the water utilities, from which 
variances may not be granted at the local level; and 
 

• Notwithstanding the foregoing, where a PFM provision requires Board of 
Supervisors’ approval of a waiver or modification of its terms, the Director shall 
have no authority to approve an alternative absent Board approval. 

 
Examples of urban standards and guidelines that differ from the PFM standards and 
may be considered by the Director as an alternative under the proposed amendment 
include:  

• Pavers for sidewalks 
• Reduced utility clearances  
• Utilities located under sidewalks 
• Sanitary sewer lines 
• Trash and recycling location 
• Reduction of minimum planting areas 
• Minimal soil mixture and volume for street tree box filters 
• Street trees counting toward the tree cover requirement 
• Modified access to underground detention vaults 
• Innovative LID techniques  
• Use of infiltration rate less than 0.52 in/hr. 
• Location of infiltration practices on in-situ fill, provided the rate is 

acceptable  
• Connection of smaller bmp and bioretention facilities without a manhole 
• Use of in-line stormwater systems in the event that off-line cannot fit 

 
Examples of existing PFM provisions that require Board of Supervisors’ approval of a 
waiver or modification of its terms are listed below.  Under the proposed amendment, 
the Director shall have no authority to approve alternatives of these standards absent 
Board approval.  ‘ 
 

• Locating private sanitary pump facilities in an unapproved sewer area 
• Use of a nonstandard street light system 
• Locating underground detention facilities in a residential development 
• Locating pervious pavement in single family attached or single family 

detached residential areas 
 
In addition, listed below for clarity are some site requirements that are not PFM 
provisions and shall not be considered by the Director or be eligible as an alternative 
under the proposed amendment: 
 

• Maximum private street length  
• Transitional screening and barrier 
• Interior parking lot landscaping 
• Location and size of loading dock  
• Minimum standards of the Statewide Fire Prevention Code  
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Project submissions are moving forward and DPWES is committed to keeping the lines 
of communication open to make sure that the flexibility provided under the proposed 
amendment continues to meet stakeholder needs.  DPWES will continue to be involved 
with the individual rezoning cases giving staff the opportunity to collaborate with the 
designers and developers early in the process to identify and work out the challenges of 
redeveloping Tysons.  Individual amendments to the PFM and County Code may be 
necessary aimed at streamlining the waiver and modification process further.  Staff 
intends to collaborate on this issue and be judicious in making any future changes to the 
PFM.     
 
H.  REGULATORY IMPACT: 
 
The ability to achieve the vision for Tysons will require consistency between the 
adopted vision for the Tysons Corner Urban Center and the implementing regulations. 
Due to the flexibility provided in the Tysons Plan and the PTC District regulations, the 
PFM is being revised accordingly.  If approved by the Board, the proposed amendment 
will:   
 
1. Provide Flexibility in the PFM Regulations to Align with the Tysons Plan 
 
One way to support the vision for Tysons is to provide flexibility in the regulations to be 
able to design and build the planned urban environment.  The proposed amendment 
enhances flexibility in the PFM regulations by permitting the use of alternative standards 
that differ from the regulations in the current PFM.  A copy of the proposed amendment 
is included as Attachment A.  
 
2. Make it Easier to Use Innovative, Alternative Standards to Achieve the Vision 
 
Pursuant to PFM §1-0601, designers are able to vary from the PFM standards as his 
own judgment and knowledge of a specific problem dictates.  The current process for 
requesting a variance of the PFM places the onus on the developer to submit a 
separate request letter and justification of why the standard contained in the PFM is not 
appropriate.  Generally, variance requests are considered by the Director on a case by 
case basis.        
 
The proposed amendment acknowledges that the use of alternative standards that are 
not covered in the PFM are warranted, or even beneficial, in Tysons.  The proposed 
amendment makes it easier to use alternative standards by allowing designers to 
propose alternative designs directly on the plan without the requirement to obtain 
upfront and separate approval from the Director.   
 
It’s anticipated that proposed alternatives will require different levels of review and 
evaluation.  Minor alternatives, such as the use of pavers for sidewalks, would have little 
or no impact upon the environment or public safety.  Other alternatives would be more 
complex and may require staff to perform an engineering analysis to understand the 
impacts of the proposed design changes.  Staff is in the process of considering how to 
process the different types of alternatives effectively.  
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3. Promote Environmental Stewardship and Use of Low Impact Development Strategies   
 
The Tysons Plan sets high standards for environmental stewardship.  It lays out a vision 
for protecting the natural environment by establishing, among other things, stormwater 
goals expected of all applicants.  To be granted rezoning to a PTC district, applicants 
must demonstrate that the development furthers the vision of the Tysons Plan by 
incorporating low impact development (LID) strategies throughout a site.  LID is an 
innovative stormwater management approach with a basic principle that is modeled 
after nature: manage rainfall at the source using distributed micro-scale controls to 
reduce runoff from a site.  Runoff reduction is the primary stormwater design objective 
of the Tysons Plan and it’s expected that all rezoning applications reduce runoff by 
retaining at least the first inch of rainfall on-site through infiltration, evapotranspiration, 
and/or reuse.   
 
Almost all components of the urban environment can be modified to serve as a LID 
control.  This includes not only open space, but also rooftops, streetscapes, parking lots 
and sidewalks.  The more LID techniques that are applied onsite, the closer to the 
natural hydrologic function one gets.  The proposed amendment enhances the flexibility 
in the PFM to promote the use of LID’s.  In this way, designers have the opportunity to 
choose from a full spectrum of available techniques to create a customized site design 
for managing runoff from a site.  Using a three-tier approach, designers can be effective 
in selecting stormwater controls that can be used to meet the 1-inch stormwater goal 
expected of all applicants in Tysons.  Discussion on the three-tier approach is provided 
below. 
 
TOP TIER: Traditional non-proprietary LID practices, such as infiltration devices and 
bioretention, and newer practices, such as downspout disconnection, that are either 
included in the PFM or have already been approved by the State for use in Virginia.  
 
The PFM includes detailed provisions for six stormwater practices: percolation trench, 
pervious pavement, green roof, vegetated swale, tree box filter and reforestation 
pursuant to § 6-1300.  In addition, the State provides technical guidance on a variety of 
stormwater practices approved by the Department of Conservation and Recreation 
(DCR) for use in Virginia for complying with the Virginia Stormwater Management 
Regulations.  Technical design standards and specifications for top-tier stormwater 
techniques can be found on the County’s website at 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/publications/pfm/chapter6.pdf  and on the Virginia 
Stormwater Management BMP Clearinghouse’s website at: 
http://vwrrc.vt.edu/SWC/NonProprietaryBMPs.html.   
 
SECOND TIER: Other LID’s that have successfully been used across the country and 
have design standards and specifications including assigned runoff reduction 
percentages are included in this tier.  Second-tier stormwater techniques may be 
permitted under the proposed amendment upon verification by the Director.   
 
THIRD TIER: Other new and evolving stormwater techniques, and modifications to 
approved standards and specifications and assigned efficiencies, may be permitted by 
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the Director.  Requests for use of innovative techniques will be reviewed on a case by 
case basis and be approved by the Director as appropriate.      
 
The proposed amendment applies to properties lying within the Tysons Corner Urban 
Center.  This includes applications seeking the redevelopment option to the PTC zoning 
district; applications for properties which are located within the Tysons Corner Urban 
Center but not rezoned to the PTC district; and approved special exception and 
approved special permit plats.  Application of the proposed amendment to by-right 
development proposals lying within the Tysons Corner Urban Center is necessary for 
any by-right project that is required to provide street frontage improvements, in 
accordance with the adopted street standards for Tysons, and any project seeking to fit 
in better with the surrounding properties being developed in accordance with the Tysons 
Plan. 
 
I.  Attachment: 
 
Attachment A: Proposed PFM Amendment 
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Proposed Amendment to Public Facilities Manual 
 

Amend the Public Facilities Manual (PFM), by revising Chapter 2 (General Subdivision 
and Site Plan Information), by adding § 1200 (Tysons Corner Urban Center), to read as 
follows: 
 
2-1200 TYSONS CORNER URBAN CENTER   
 
2-1200.1  Urban design guidelines and streetscape standards in the Tysons Corner Urban Center, 
as designated in the adopted Comprehensive Plan, including but not limited to street lights, 
landscaping, utilities, drainage and stormwater management, may differ from  the requirements 
set forth in the PFM based upon the unique characteristics of the urban environment.  
Alternatives shall be listed on the plan for consideration by the Director in circumstances where 
strict application of the PFM standard can not be met for a particular site and where new or 
creative urban designs are proposed. Alternatives, when approved by the Director, shall be 
subject to the following criteria:  
 
2-1200.1A  Alternatives shall be in substantial conformance with the development plans and 
associated proffers and conditions; or approved Special Exception or approved Special Permit 
Plat; and 
 
2-1200.1B  Alternatives shall be consistent with any specific urban design guidelines and 
streetscape plans for the area; and 
 
2-1200.1C  Full details and supporting data shall be provided on the plan including design 
computations, material specifications, technical details, structural calculations, procedures for 
installation, inspection and/or testing, and procedures for operation and maintenance; and 
 
2-1200.1D  A detailed description shall be provided of the applicable provisions of the PFM and 
why they cannot be met, and the rationale to demonstrate that all criteria set forth in 1A – 1H 
have been met; and 
 
2-1200.1E  Any decision to approve an alternative shall take into consideration possible impacts 
on public safety, the environment, aesthetics and the burden placed on prospective owners for 
maintenance of any facility; and 
 
2-1200.1F  Reasonable and appropriate conditions may be imposed as deemed appropriate by the 
Director; and 
 
2-1200.1G  Any alternative shall comply with specific requirements set forth in the United States 
Code, Virginia Code, and County Code, and all other applicable regulations, resolutions and 
policies, as well as specific standards of VDOT and requirements of other reviewing agencies, 
such as the water utilities, from which variances may not be granted at the local level. 
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2-1200.1H  Notwithstanding the foregoing, where a PFM provision requires Board of 
Supervisors’ approval of a waiver or modification of its terms, the Director shall have no 
authority to approve an alternative absent Board approval. 
 
2-1200.2  Acting on a specific request by the developer, urban design and streetscape standards 
may be considered by the Director within by-right development proposals lying within the 
Tysons Corner Urban Center in accordance with 2-1200.1 and subject to the criteria set forth in 
2-1200.1B through 2-1200.1H.  

(193)



Attachment II 

 

Planning Commission Meeting 
April 4, 2013 
Verbatim Excerpt 
 
 
PUBLIC FACILITIES MANUAL AMENDMENT (TYSONS CORNER) 
 
After Close of the Public Hearing 
 
 
Chairman Murphy: Public hearing is closed; recognize Mr. Hart. 
 
Commissioner Hart: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, let me thank staff, particularly Jan Leavitt 
and Tom Williamson, for their fine work on this case, as well as the team of staff who worked 
collaboratively with them - - and if I leave someone out, I’m sorry; there’s so many people that 
have a hand in this - - including Cathy Lewis from DPZ; Tracy Strunk from OCR; Chief Reilly, 
Chief Cochrane, and George Hollingsworth from the Fire Prevention Division; and key DPWES 
staff, including William Marsh, Tysons Coordinator; and Judy Cronauer and Jerry Stonefield 
from Site Review. Even if we’re not solving all 18 of the modifications and waivers from last 
night, this is a straightforward PFM Amendment which will allow the flexibility that we need in 
order to facilitate the redevelopment of Tysons. It was recommended for approval by the 
Engineering Standards Review Committee and has staff’s favorable recommendation, with 
which I concur. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE PUBLIC FACILITIES MANUAL REGARDING THE TYSONS 
CORNER URBAN CENTER, AS SET FORTH IN THE STAFF REPORT DATED 
FEBRUARY 26, 2013. And, I FURTHER MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD THAT THIS AMENDMENT SHALL BECOME 
EFFECTIVE AT 12:01 A.M. ON MAY 1, 2013. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence: Second. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Seconded by Mr. Lawrence. Is there a discussion of the motion? All those in 
favor of the motion to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that it adopt the proposed 
Amendment to the Public Facilities Manual regarding Tysons Corner Urban Center, as 
articulated by Mr. Hart this evening, say aye. 
 
Commissioners: Aye. 
 
Chairman Murphy: Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
// 
 
(The motion carried unanimously with Commissioners Hall and Hedetniemi absent from the 
meeting.) 
 
JN 
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
4:30 p.m. 
 
 
Public Hearing to Consider Adopting an Ordinance Expanding the Dunn Loring 
Residential Permit Parking District, District 3 (Providence District) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Proposed amendment to Appendix G, of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, to 
expand the Dunn Loring Residential Permit Parking District (RPPD), District 3. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board adopt an amendment (Attachment I) 
to Appendix G, of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, to expand the Dunn 
Loring RPPD, District 3. 
 
 
TIMING: 
On April 9, 2013, the Board authorized a Public Hearing to consider the proposed 
amendment to Appendix G, of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, to take place 
on April 30, 2013, at 4:30 p.m. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Section 82-5A-4(a) of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, authorizes the Board 
to establish RPPD restrictions encompassing an area within 2,000 feet walking distance 
from the pedestrian entrances and/or 1,000 feet from the property boundaries of an 
existing or proposed high school, existing or proposed rail station, or existing Virginia 
college or university campus if:  (1) the Board receives a petition requesting the 
establishment or expansion of such a District, (2) such petition contains signatures 
representing at least 60 percent of the eligible addresses of the proposed District and 
representing more than 50 percent of the eligible addresses on each block face of the 
proposed District, and (3) the Board determines that 75 percent of the land abutting 
each block within the proposed District is developed residential.  In addition, an 
application fee of $10 per petitioning address is required for the establishment or 
expansion of an RPPD.  In the case of an amendment expanding an existing District, 
the foregoing provisions apply only to the area to be added to the existing District. 
 
Staff has verified that the proposed RPPD is within 1,000 feet from the Dunn Loring 
Metrorail Station property boundary. All other requirements to expand the RPPD have 
been met. 
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The cost of sign installation is estimated at $200 to be paid out of Fairfax County 
Department of Transportation (FCDOT) funds. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I:  Proposed Amendment to The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia 
Attachment II:  Map Depicting Proposed Limits of RPPD Establishment 
 
 
STAFF: 
Tom Biesiadny, Director, Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Karyn L. Moreland, Section Chief, Capital Projects and Operations Division, FCDOT 
Selby Thannikary, Chief, Traffic Operations Section, FCDOT 
Maria Turner, Sr. Transportation Planner, FCDOT 
Hamid Majdi, Transportation Planner, FCDOT  
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                                                                                                                       Attachment I 
 
 
 

Proposed Amendment 
 
 
Amend The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia, by adding the following street to 
Appendix G-3, Section (b), (2), Dunn Loring Residential Permit Parking District, in 
accordance with Article 5A, of Chapter 82: 
  
           Walters Glen Way (Route 10548) 
           From Cottage Street to the cul-de-sac inclusive 
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
4:30 p.m. 
 
 
A Joint Public Hearing for the Virginia Department of Transportation’s Fiscal Year 2014 
- Fiscal Year 2019 Secondary Six-Year Program and the Fiscal Year 2014 Budget  
 
 
 
 
This public hearing to be moved to June 4, 2013 at 4:30 p.m.  
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Board Agenda Item 
April 30, 2013 
 
 
5:00 p.m. 
 
 
Public Comment from Fairfax County Citizens and Businesses on Issues of Concern 
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