
FAIRFAX COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

March 5, 2013 
 
 

 
AGENDA 
 

  

 8:30 Held Reception for Women’s History Month – Reception Area of the 
Conference Center 
 

 9:30 Done Presentations 
 

10:30 Done Items Presented by the County Executive 
 
 

 ADMINISTRATIVE 
ITEMS 

 
 

 

1 Approved Streets into the Secondary System (Mount Vernon District) 

2 Approved Authorization to Advertise Publication of the FY 2014 Budget and 
Required Tax Rates, the FY 2014 Effective Tax Rate Increase, 
and the Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2014-
2018 (With Future Fiscal Years to 2023) 
 

3 Approved Authorization to Advertise a Public Hearing to Amend the 
Current Appropriation Level in FY 2013 Revised Budget Plan 

4 Approved Authorization to Advertise a Public Hearing to Increase the Rate 
for the Transportation Tax Imposed on Certain Commercial and 
Industrial Properties 

   
 
 

ACTION ITEMS  

1 Approved Authorization to File Additional Comments in Response to the 
Federal Communications Commission Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking to Facilitate the Deployment of Text-to-
911 and Other Next Generation 9-1-1 Applications 
 

 INFORMATION 
ITEMS 

 

 

1 Noted 2012 Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Annual Report for Fairfax County, Virginia 
 

2 Noted Service Adjustments for Fairfax Connector Bus Service Effective 
March 2013 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

March 5, 2013 
 
 

 
 

10:50 Done Matters Presented by Board Members 
 

11:40 
 

Done Closed Session 
 
 

 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

 

 
4:00 

 
Approved 

 
Public Hearing to Convey Board-Owned Property to a Member of 
the Public (Braddock District)   

4:00 Approved Public Hearing to Consider Adopting an Ordinance Expanding 
the Oakton Residential Permit Parking District, District 19 
(Providence District) 

4:00 Approved Public Hearing to Establish the Pickwick Community Parking 
District (Sully District) 
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Fairfax County, Virginia 
 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA 

 

     Tuesday 
     March 5, 2013 

 
 
9:30 a.m. 
 
 

PRESENTATIONS 
 
RECOGNITIONS 
 

 RESOLUTION – To recognize Daniel Meier for his years of service to Fairfax 
County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova and Supervisors Herrity, Cook and 
Frey. 

 
 RESOLUTION – To recognize Garrett Moore for his years of service to Fairfax 

County.  Requested by Supervisor Herrity. 
 

 RESOLUTION – To recognize Nancy Burke for her accomplishments and 
induction into the Virginia Athletic Trainers’ Association Hall of Fame.  Requested 
by Supervisor Herrity. 

 
 RESOLUTION – To recognize Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative for its 

accomplishments, innovation and service to Fairfax County.  Requested by 
Supervisor Herrity. 

 
 
DESIGNATIONS 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate March 2013 as Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Month in Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 

 
 
 

— more — 
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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 

 PROCLAMATION – To designate March 2013 as Women’s History Month in 
Fairfax County.  Requested by Chairman Bulova. 

 
 
 
 
STAFF: 
Merni Fitzgerald, Director, Office of Public Affairs 
Bill Miller, Office of Public Affairs 

(4)



Board Agenda Item 
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10:30 a.m. 
 
 
Items Presented by the County Executive 
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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE – 1 
 
 
Streets into the Secondary System (Mount Vernon District) 
 
 
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 

Laurel Hill Land Bay A  
Section Two 

Mt. Vernon Indian Paintbrush Way 
 
Flowering Dogwood Lane 

 
 
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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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE - 2 
 
 
Authorization to Advertise Publication of the FY 2014 Budget and Required Tax Rates, 
the FY 2014 Effective Tax Rate Increase, and the Advertised Capital Improvement 
Program for Fiscal Years 2014-2018 (With Future Fiscal Years to 2023) 
 
 
ISSUE:   
Board authorization to advertise the FY 2014 County budget, Capital Improvement 
Program, and the tax rates that are proposed to support the FY 2014 budget.  
Advertising these rates will not prevent the Board from lowering any advertised tax rate, 
but higher tax rates could not be imposed without advertising such rates. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
The County Executive recommends that the Board authorize advertisement of a brief 
synopsis of the FY 2014 Budget and a real estate tax rate for FY 2014 of $1.095 per 
$100 of assessed value.  The County Executive’s proposed budget is balanced based 
on a real estate tax rate of $1.095 per $100 of assessed value, which is an increase of 
$0.02 over the current real estate tax rate for FY 2013.  Advertising an increase in the 
rate does not prevent the Board from lowering any advertised tax rate, but a higher tax 
rate cannot be imposed without advertising the higher rate. 
 
It should also be noted that the effective tax rate in FY 2014, based on the assessed 
value of existing property, has increased more than one percent.  As required by 
Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321, a separate advertisement is included.  The total 
increase in assessed value of existing properties is expected to be 2.63 percent.  In 
FY 2014, the assessed value of residential real property is expected to increase by 3.50 
percent and non-residential property is expected to increase by 0.14 percent.  As the 
Board will recall, a separate advertisement for the effective tax rate increase was also 
required in FY 2013. 
 
In addition, the County Executive recommends that the Board authorize advertisement 
of a public hearing on the Advertised Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 
2014-2018 (With Future Fiscal Years to 2023). 
 
Please note that the draft tax resolution to be advertised includes the following 
recommendations regarding rates for FY 2014. 
 
The following tax rate is recommended to be implemented: 
 

 Tysons Service District at $0.09 per $100 assessed value.  The Tysons 
Service District was established by the Board on January 8, 2013.  A rate of 
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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 
 

$0.09 per $100 assessed value is proposed for tax year 2013, but would only 
be levied for one-half of the year, beginning July 1, 2013.  It should be noted 
that the $0.09 rate is a planning factor pending the input of the advisory 
committee. 

 
The following rates are recommended to increase: 
 

 Commercial and Industrial Tax for Transportation from $0.11 per $100 
assessed value to $0.125 per $100 assessed value.  A separate Board item 
is included in today’s package requesting Board authorization of a public 
hearing on an ordinance to revise the uncodified ordinance adopted on April 
28, 2008 to increase the tax rate.  This tax is levied on all commercial and 
industrial properties in the County and is in addition to the proposed real 
estate tax rate of $1.095 per $100 of assessed value.  The $0.125 rate is 
consistent with the rate included in the Four-Year Transportation Program 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on July 10, 2012.  Additionally, by 
increasing the rate to the maximum allowable rate of $0.125, the County will 
benefit from approximately $158 million in regional transportation funding 
annually.  The FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan includes estimated revenue 
of an additional $6.06 million as a result of this rate increase.  A separate 
public hearing on the proposed rate increase will be held on Tuesday, April 9, 
2013. 
 

 Rail to Dulles Phase II Transportation Improvement District Levy from $0.15 
per $100 assessed value to $0.20 per $100 assessed value in accordance 
with the petition to create the district as approved by the Board of Supervisors 
in December 2009. 
 

 I-95 Ash Disposal Fee from $17.50 per ton to $19.50 per ton. 
 
The following rates are not recommended to change: 
 

 McLean Community Center at $0.022 per $100 assessed value. 
 

 Reston Community Center at $0.047 per $100 assessed value. 
 

 Burgundy Village Community Center at $0.02 per $100 assessed value. 
 

 Special service district for pest infestations at $0.0010 per $100 assessed 
value. 

 
 Leaf Collection Districts at $0.015 per $100 assessed value. 
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 Refuse Collection Services assessment at $345 per household unit.  
 

 Energy Resource Recovery Facility fee at $29 per ton. 
 

 Route 28 Taxing District Levy at $0.18 per $100 assessed value. 
 

 Rail to Dulles Phase I Transportation Improvement District Levy at $0.22 per 
$100 assessed value. 

 
 Stormwater Service District Levy at $0.020 per $100 assessed value. 

 
 EMS Transport Fee: (1) a service fee of $400 for Basic Life Support transport 

(BLS), (2) $500 for Advanced Life Support, level 1 transport (ALS1), (3) $675 
for Advanced Life Support, level 2 transport (ALS2), and (4) $10.00 per mile 
for ground transport mileage. 

 
Also included in the brief synopsis of the FY 2014 budget advertisement is information 
as it relates to the Personal Property Tax Relief Act (PPTRA) and the percentage of 
state “Car Tax” subsidy on qualifying personal property tax levy.  On November 21, 
2005, as part of Action Item 3, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to 
implement the state “Car Tax” changes found in the Executive Amendments to the 
2004-2006 Biennial Budget, specifically state Budget Item 503(E) of the Central 
Appropriations Act, in accordance with the requirements set forth in Virginia Code 
Sections 58.1-3524(C)(2) and 58.1-3912(E), as amended by Chapter 1 of the Acts of 
Assembly (2004 Special Session 1) and as set forth in Item 503(E)(Personal Property 
Tax Relief Program) of Chapter 951 of the 2005 Acts of Assembly. 
 
Beginning in tax year 2006, the state “Car Tax” subsidy on qualifying vehicles was 
“capped” to a statewide total of $950 million.  Based on the final report from the state 
Auditor of Public Accounts, dated February 2006, Fairfax County’s share of this $950 
million was fixed at 22.2436 percent, or $211,313,944.16.  The annual subsidy is frozen 
at this amount and is factored into the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan. 
 
Consistent with the November 21, 2005 Board resolution, the state “Car Tax” funding is 
estimated to provide a 100 percent subsidy of the levy for tax year 2013 for qualifying 
vehicles valued at $1,000 or less.  Furthermore, the state “Car Tax” funding is estimated 
to provide a 63 percent subsidy of the tax year 2013 levy for all other qualifying vehicles 
on the value up to $20,000. 
   
A separate public hearing on the effective tax rate will be held on Tuesday, April 9, 2013 
as required by Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321.  In addition, public hearings on the 
FY 2014 budget, the advertised capital improvement plan (CIP) and proposed tax rates 
for tax year 2013 will be held on April 9-11, 2013. 
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March 5, 2013 
 
 
Please note that a separate item recommending Board authorization to advertise public 
hearings for sewer rate revision notices was included in the February 26, 2013, Board 
package.  The sewer rate revision notices authorize the increase in the Base Charge 
from $5.50 per quarter, totaling $22.00 per year, to $12.79 per quarter, totaling $51.16 
per year.  The Sewer Service Charge will remain at $6.55 per 1,000 gallons of water 
consumption, and the Sewer Availability Fee will remain at the current rate of $7,750 
per new home being constructed.  These rate increases are consistent with the 
recommendations of the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services and 
the analysis included in the January 2013 Wastewater Revenue Sufficiency and Rate 
Analysis.  A separate public hearing on sewer rate revisions will be held on Tuesday, 
April 9, 2013. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Action must be taken on March 5, 2013 in order to provide adequate time to include the 
effective tax rate advertisement in the newspaper no later than March 8, 2013 to meet 
advertising legal requirements and ensure as broad a circulation as possible. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Virginia Code Section 15.2-2506 specifies the time frame within which the 
advertisements must be published.  That section requires the publication of a brief 
synopsis of the budget at least seven days prior to the date set for public hearing. 
 
Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321 also specifies advertisement requirements for an 
increase in the real estate tax levy for existing property based on an equalization 
increase greater than one percent.  The assessed value of existing real estate is 
projected to increase 2.63 percent due to equalization, which exceeds the one-percent 
threshold for that statute.  That section requires the publication of a notice in the paper 
at least thirty days prior to the date set for the public hearing and a separate public 
hearing is required to consider the effective tax increase.  
 
Therefore, this item requests Board authorization to advertise the following items in 
accordance with the notification requirements listed above. 
 

 A brief synopsis of the FY 2014 Budget , including information as it relates to 
the impact of the Personal Property Tax Relief Act (PPTRA) on the 
percentage of state “Car Tax” subsidy on qualifying personal property tax levy 

 
 Proposed Tax Rates for tax year 2013 

 
 The effective tax rate notice required by Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321 
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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I - Brief Synopsis of the FY 2014 Budget 
Attachment II - Draft Resolution Adopting Fairfax County Tax Rates for FY 2014 
Attachment III - Notice of a Proposed Tax Increase for FY 2014 
 
 
STAFF: 
Edward L. Long Jr., County Executive  
Susan W. Datta, Chief Financial Officer 
Kevin C. Greenlief, Director, Department of Tax Administration 
Michael Long, Deputy County Attorney 
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ATTACHMENT I 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
 COUNTY OF FAIRFAX 
 
In accordance with Virginia law, notice is hereby given that the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, 
Virginia, will meet in the Board Auditorium of the Fairfax County Government Center, 12000 Government 
Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia, on April 9 at 6:00 P.M. and April 10 and April 11 at 3:00 P.M.  The 
purpose of these meetings shall be to consider the adoption of a FY 2014 County Budget and to consider 
such tax rate changes as described therein.  A brief synopsis of the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan is 
shown below.  Citizens may appear and be heard for and against the following estimates of revenues, 
expenditures, transfers and surpluses as contained in the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan and proposed 
tax rate changes.  Fiscal Year 2014 begins on July 1, 2013 and ends on June 30, 2014. 
 
At the same time, the Board of Supervisors will hear public testimony regarding proposed adoption of the 
Advertised Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2014-2018 (With Future Fiscal Years to 2023). 
 
All persons wishing to present their views on these subjects may call the Office of the Clerk to the Board 
at (703) 324-3151 to be placed on the Speakers List or may appear and be heard.  As required by law, 
copies of the full text of proposed ordinances, plans and amendments, as applicable, as well as other 
documents relating to the aforementioned subjects, are on file and may be examined at the Office of the 
Clerk to the Board of Supervisors, Suite 533 of the Fairfax County Government Center, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia.  For the convenience of the public, copies may also 
be distributed to the County's Regional and Community Public Libraries. 
 
Fairfax County supports the Americans with Disabilities Act by making reasonable accommodations for 
persons with disabilities.  Open captioning will be provided in the Board Auditorium.  For sign language 
interpreters or other accommodations, please call the Clerk's Office, (703) 324-3151, TTY: (703) 324-
3903 no later than 48 hours before the public hearing.  Assistive listening devices will be available at the 
meeting. 
 
Copies of the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan are available at all Fairfax County Public Libraries, on the 
Internet at http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dmb and at the Office of the Clerk to the Board of Supervisors at 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 533, Fairfax, Virginia.  Copies of the FY 2014 Advertised 
Budget Plan and the Advertised Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2014-2018 (With Future 
Fiscal Years to 2023) are available on compact disc (CD) in the Department of Management and Budget, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 561, Fairfax, Virginia. 
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ATTACHMENT I 
 

FOOTNOTES 
 

  Tax Required 
 Revenue 

Amount 
2014 
Rate 

2013 
Rate 

2012 
Rate 

OTHER REAL ESTATE & PERSONAL 
PROPERTY TAX RATES     

PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATIONS     

Equalized a $36,786,194 1.095 1.075 1.07 

Vehicles b 441,540 4.57 4.57 4.57 

OTHER     

Mining and Manufacturing Machinery and Tools 
(General Fund Revenue) b 2,922,384 4.57 4.57 4.57 

Research and Development (General Fund Revenue) 
b 22,628 4.57 4.57 4.57 

Antique Automobiles b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Mobile Homes  a 182,918 1.095 1.075 1.07 

Van Pools-Privately Owned Vans b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Owned by Members of a Volunteer 
Rescue Squad or Volunteer Fire Department b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Owned by Members of the Auxiliary 
Police b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Owned by Members of the Auxiliary 
Deputy Sheriff b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Homeowners Associations Furniture, office equipment 
and maintenance equipment b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Aircraft and Flight Simulators b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Specially Equipped to Provide 
Transportation to Physically Handicapped Individuals 
b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Boats b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Owned by Disabled Veterans b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Motor Vehicles Owned by Certain Qualifying Elderly 
and Disabled Individuals b - 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Special Service District for Pest Infestations j 1,843,968 0.001 0.001 0.001 
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ATTACHMENT I 
 

a. Real Estate Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value.  It should be noted that the FY 2014 Advertised 
Budget Plan was developed assuming a tax rate of $1.095 per $100 of assessed value.  The 
real estate tax bill for the typical residential homeowner would increase by $262 in FY 2014 
with a real estate tax rate of $1.095 per $100 of assessed value.  Advertising an increase in the 
rate does not prevent the Board from lowering any advertised tax rate, but a higher tax rate 
cannot be imposed without advertising the higher rate.  

 
b.  Personal Property Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value (excluding household furnishings).  Tax 

collections, as a percentage of total taxes levied, are estimated as follows: 
- 001 General Fund - Real Estate, 99.65 percent; Personal Property, 98.0 percent 
- Sanitary District - Refuse Assessments, 100 percent. 

 
c.  Percentage of state “Car Tax” subsidy on qualifying personal property tax levy.  On November 21, 

2005, as part of Action Item 3, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to implement the state 
“Car Tax” changes found in the Executive Amendments to the 2004-2006 Biennial Budget, 
specifically state Budget Item 503(E) of the Central Appropriations Act, in accordance with the 
requirements set forth in Virginia Code §§ 58.1-3524(C)(2) and 58.1-3912(E), as amended by 
Chapter 1 of the Acts of Assembly (2004 Special Session 1) and as set forth in Item 503(E)(Personal 
Property Tax Relief Program) of Chapter 951 of the 2005 Acts of Assembly. 

 
Beginning in tax year 2006, the state “Car Tax” subsidy on qualifying vehicles was “capped” to a 
statewide total of $950 million.  Based on the final report from the state Auditor of Public Accounts, 
dated February 2006, Fairfax County’s share of this $950 million was fixed at 22.2436%, or 
$211,313,944.16.  The annual subsidy is frozen at this amount and is factored into the FY 2014 
Advertised Budget Plan. 
 
Consistent with the November 21, 2005, Board resolution, the state “Car Tax” funding is estimated to 
provide a 100% subsidy of the levy for tax year 2013 for qualifying vehicles valued at $1,000 or less.  
Furthermore, the state “Car Tax” funding is estimated to provide a 63% subsidy of the tax year 2013 
levy for all other qualifying vehicles on the value up to $20,000.  

 
d. Fund 20000, Consolidated Debt Service, assumption of carryover of $8,000,000 from FY 2013 to 

FY 2014. 
 
e. Real Estate revenue reflected in Fund 30300, The Penny for Affordable Housing Fund, reflects the 

Board of Supervisors policy to allocate the approximate value of one penny on the real estate tax rate 
to this program.  It should be noted that the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan includes the allocation 
of one-half penny on the real estate tax rate to this fund. 

 
f. Fund 40000, County Transit Systems, assumption of carryover of $8,813,828 from FY 2013 to 

FY 2014. 
 
g. Additional tax assessment per $100 of assessed value for commercial and industrial property in the 

County to support transportation.  It should be noted that this rate is set by Fairfax County Code 
Section 4-10-5 and not by the annual budget tax rate resolution.  An amendment to Fairfax County 
Code Section 4-10-5 is being proposed separately to increase the tax rate from $0.11 per $100 of 
assessed value to $0.125 per $100 of assessed value. 

 
h. Operating costs and debt service - Community Center.  Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value. 
 
i. Utilities and other operating costs - Community Center.  Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value. 
 
j. Additional special tax levy of real estate within Fairfax County, but exclusive of the Lake Barcroft 

Water Improvement District to control infestations of pests.  Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value. 
 
k.  Additional special tax levy of real estate to support operating and construction requirements for the 

stormwater management program.  Tax Rate per $100 of assessed value. 
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l. Additional tax assessment per $100 of assessed value for commercial and industrial property for the 
Phase I Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District. 

 
m. Additional tax assessment per $100 of assessed value for commercial and industrial property for the 

Phase II Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District. 
 
n. Leaf Collection rate per $100 of assessed value.  (See districts listed below) 
 

Leaf Collection: 
Small District 2 Braddock 
Local District 1A11 Dranesville 

 Local District 1A21 Dranesville 
 Local District 1A22 Dranesville 

Local District 1A61 Dranesville 
Local District 1B1 Dranesville 
Local District 1E Dranesville 
Small District 3 Dranesville 
Small District 7 Dranesville 
Small District 8 Dranesville 
Small District 10 Dranesville 
Small District 12 Dranesville 
Small District 15 Dranesville 
Local District 1B Lee 
Local District 1C Lee 
Local District 1D Lee 
Local District 1E Lee 

Small District 1 Mason 
Local District 1A Mason 
Small District 2 Mason 
Small District 4 Mason 
Local District 7A Mason 
Small District 9 Mason 
Small District 10 Mason 
Local District 1A Mount Vernon 
Local District 1B Mount Vernon 
Local District 1C Mount Vernon 
Local District 1D Mount Vernon 
Local District 1E Mount Vernon 
Small District 1 Providence 
Small District 2 Providence 
Small District 4 Providence 
Small District 6 Providence 
Small District 7 Providence 
Small District 8 Providence 

 
o. Refuse Collection assessment - the base annual charge for refuse collection service to be added to 

the regular real estate tax bill.  (See districts listed below) 
 

Refuse Service: 
Small District 2 Braddock 
Small District 3 Braddock 
Local District 5A Hunter Mill 
Small District 2 Hunter Mill 
Small District 3 Hunter Mill 
Local District 1A1 Dranesville 
Local District 1A2 Dranesville 
Local District 1A3 Dranesville 
Local District 1A4 Dranesville 
Local District 1A5 Dranesville 
Local District 1A6 Dranesville 
Local District 1A8 Dranesville 
Local District 1A9 Dranesville 
Local District 1A11 Dranesville 
Local District 1A12 Dranesville 
Local District 1A21 Dranesville 
Local District 1A22 Dranesville 
Local District 1A61 Dranesville 
Local District 1B Dranesville 
Local District 1B1 Dranesville 
Local District 1B2 Dranesville 
Local District 1E Dranesville 
Small District 3 Dranesville 
Small District 4 Dranesville 
Small District 6 Dranesville 
Small District 7 Dranesville 
Small District 8 Dranesville 

Small District 9 Dranesville 
Small District 10 Dranesville 
Small District 11 Dranesville 
Small District 12 Dranesville 
Small District 13 Dranesville 
Small District 14 Dranesville 
Small District 15 Dranesville 
Small District 1 Lee  
Local District 1A Lee 
Local District 1B Lee 
Local District 1C Lee 
Local District 1D Lee 
Local District 1E Lee 
Small District 2 Lee 
Small District 3 Lee 
Small District 4 Lee  
Small District 1 Mason 
Local District 1A Mason 
Local District 1B Mason 
Local District 1C Mason 
Local District 1D Mason 
Local District 1F Mason 
Small District 2 Mason 
Small District 3 Mason 
Small District 4 Mason 
Small District 5 Mason 
Small District 6 Mason 
Small District 7 Mason 
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Refuse Service (continued): 
Small District 8 Mason 
Local District 7A Mason 
Small District 9 Mason 
Small District 10 Mason 
Small District 11 Mason 
Small District 1 Mount Vernon 
Local District 1A Mount Vernon 
Local District 1B Mount Vernon 
Local District 1C Mount Vernon 
Local District 1D Mount Vernon 
Local District 1E Mount Vernon 
Small District 2 Mount Vernon 
Local District 2A Mount Vernon 
Local District 2B Mount Vernon 

Small District 1 Providence 
Local District 1A Providence 
Local District 1B Providence 
Small District 3 Providence 
Small District 4 Providence 
Small District 6 Providence 
Small District 7 Providence 
Small District 8 Providence 
Small District 9 Providence 
Small District 11 Providence 
Small District 12 Providence 
Small District 13 Providence 
Small District 4 Springfield 
Small District 6 Springfield 

 
 
p. Per ton refuse disposal fee charged to County refuse collectors, other jurisdictions, and private 

haulers. 
 
q. Includes revenues from user fee charged at the Recycling and Disposal Center.  Information 

regarding the schedule of fees is available from the Department of Public Works and Environmental 
Services (DPWES) Division of Solid Waste Disposal and Resource Recovery at 12000 Government 
Center Parkway, Suite 458, Fairfax, Virginia, 22035 or online at www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes.  
Residents who use the Recycling and Disposal Center are charged for disposal of waste based on 
weight and category of waste.  There are different fees for disposal of brush, yard waste, white 
goods, tires, and other materials.  

 
r. Per ton tipping fee charged to the County for the incineration of refuse and the disposal of ash 

generated from the process. 
 
s. Per ton ash disposal fee charged to the County and participating jurisdictions. 
 
t. Additional tax assessment per $100 of assessed value for the Tysons Service District.  It should be 

noted that this tax will only be levied for one-half of 2013 beginning July 1, 2013. 
 
u. Fund S10000, Public School Operating, assumption of $600,000 as a transfer from Fund 40030, 

Cable Communications.  Fund 40030 reflects this funding as a transfer to Fund S50000, Public 
School Grants and Self-Supporting. 

 
v. Fund S40000, School Food and Nutrition Services, assumption of carryover of General Reserve of 

$15,690,511 from FY 2013 to FY 2014. 
 
w. Fund S50000, School Grants and Self-Supporting Programs, does not reflect ($600,000) as a transfer 

from Fund 40030, Cable Communications. 
 
x. Fund S60000, School Insurance Fund, assumption of carryover of allocated reserve of $9,375,748 

from FY 2013 to FY 2014. 
 
y. Fund S62000, School Health and Flexible Benefits, assumes carryover of premium stabilization 

reserve of $46,099,540 from FY 2013 to FY 2014. 
 
z. Sewer service rate per 1,000 gallons of water. 
 
aa. Sewer availability fee for single family homes. 
 
ab. Sewer Service per bill Base Charge. 
 
ac. Fund 69020, Sewer Bond Parity Debt Service, fund balance adjustment for non-appropriated 

amortization expense of ($25,000) is anticipated to be carried forward from FY 2013 to FY 2014. 
 
ad. Additional tax assessment per $100 of assessed value for road improvements to State Route 28. 
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TAX REQUIRED OTHER RESOURCES

Fund EXPENDITURES

TRANSFERS 

OUT

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

& TRANSFERS OUT AMOUNT

FY 2014 

RATE

FY 2013 

RATE

FY 2012 

RATE STATE AID FEDERAL AID

OTHER

RECEIPTS

TRANSFERS

IN

APPROPRIATED

FROM/(ADDED TO)

SURPLUS

GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS

General Fund Group

10001 General Fund 
1

$1,308,599,185 $2,280,356,463 $3,588,955,648 $2,564,703,975 1.095 a 1.075 a 1.07 a $303,204,341 c $25,676,086 $676,607,597 $18,645,665 $117,984

4.57 b 4.57 b 4.57 b

10020 Community Funding Pool 9,867,755 0 9,867,755 0 0 0 0 9,867,755 0

10030 Contributory Fund 13,389,756 0 13,389,756 0 0 0 0 13,365,975 23,781

10040 Information Technology 6,113,280 0 6,113,280 0 0 0 108,240 5,813,280 191,760

Total General Fund Group $1,337,969,976 $2,280,356,463 $3,618,326,439 $2,564,703,975 $303,204,341 $25,676,086 $676,715,837 $47,692,675 $333,525

Debt Service Funds

20000 Consolidated Debt Service $296,065,698 $8,000,000 $304,065,698 $0 $0 $0 $380,000 $295,685,698 $8,000,000 d

Capital Project Funds

30000 Metro Operations and Construction $35,552,943 $2,396,353 $37,949,296 $0 $0 $0 $26,541,000 $11,408,296 $0

30010 General Construction and Contributions 19,818,202 0 19,818,202 0 0 0 4,900,000 14,918,202 0

30020 Capital Renewal Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30030 Library Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30040 Contributed Roadway Improvement 0 110,000 110,000 0 0 0 110,000 0 0

30050 Transportation Improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30060 Pedestrian Walkway Improvements 100,000 0 100,000 0 0 0 0 100,000 0

30070 Public Safety Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30080 Commercial Revitalization Program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30090 Pro Rata Share Drainage Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30300 The Penny for Affordable Housing 18,298,400 0 18,298,400 10,330,000 e 0 0 7,968,400 0 0

30310 Housing Assistance Program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30400 Park Authority Bond Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S31000 Public School Construction 167,844,992 0 167,844,992 0 0 0 155,306,000 12,538,992 0

Total Capital Project Funds $241,614,537 $2,506,353 $244,120,890 $10,330,000 $0 $0 $194,825,400 $38,965,490 $0

Special Revenue Funds

40000 County Transit Systems $94,129,374 $0 $94,129,374 $0 $24,829,770 $0 $10,663,437 $48,386,526 $10,249,641 f

40010 County and Regional Transportation Projects 40,347,491 11,442,434 51,789,925 50,495,455 0.125 g 0.11 g 0.11 g 0 0 1,294,470 0 0

40030 Cable Communications 10,118,668 16,253,093 26,371,761 0 0 0 24,092,577 0 2,279,184

40040 Fairfax-Falls Church Community Services Board 148,968,799 0 148,968,799 0 12,713,033 4,358,839 22,663,669 109,233,258 0

40050 Reston Community Center 8,827,660 0 8,827,660 6,183,347 0.047 h 0.047 h 0.047 h 0 0 1,175,910 0 1,468,403

40060 McLean Community Center 5,814,749 0 5,814,749 3,718,108 0.022 h 0.022 h 0.023 h 0 0 1,303,173 0 793,468

40070 Burgundy Village Community Center 44,791 0 44,791 23,775 0.020 i 0.020 i 0.020 i 0 0 33,125 0 (12,109)

40080 Integrated Pest Management Program 3,099,610 138,000 3,237,610 1,843,968 0.001 j 0.001 j 0.001 j 0 0 7,691 0 1,385,951

40090 E-911 38,657,317 0 38,657,317 0 4,200,000 0 17,258,430 17,051,691 147,196

40100 Stormwater Services 40,200,000 1,000,000 41,200,000 41,200,000 0.020 k 0.020 k 0.015 k 0 0 0 0 0

40110 Dulles Rail Phase I Transportation Improvement District 17,446,663 0 17,446,663 24,006,837 0.22 l 0.22 l 0.22 l 0 0 0 0 (6,560,174)

40120 Dulles Rail Phase II Transportation Improvement District 500,000 0 500,000 14,470,344 0.20 m 0.15 m 0.10 m 0 0 14,634 0 (13,984,978)

40130 Leaf Collection 2,308,182 0 2,308,182 0 0.015 n 0.015 n 0.015 n 0 0 2,114,254 0 193,928

40140 Refuse Collection and Recycling Operations 22,711,907 535,000 23,246,907 0 345 o 345 o 345 o 100,879 0 20,299,957 0 2,846,071

40150 Refuse Disposal 51,427,385 535,000 51,962,385 0 60 p 60 p 60 p 0 0 50,342,750 q 0 1,619,635

40160 Energy Resource Recovery (ERR) Facility 21,451,821 42,000 21,493,821 0 29 r 29 r 29 r 0 0 31,418,600 0 (9,924,779)

40170 I-95 Refuse Disposal 11,637,653 175,000 11,812,653 0 19.50 s 17.50 s 15.50 s 0 0 9,213,437 0 2,599,216

40180 Tysons Service District 0 0 0 5,067,472 0.09 t 0 0 0 0 (5,067,472)

40300 Housing Trust 493,420 0 493,420 0 0 0 493,420 0 0

40330 Elderly Housing Programs 3,321,887 0 3,321,887 0 0 0 1,575,860 1,852,376 (106,349)

40360 Homeowner and Business Loan Programs 2,431,943 0 2,431,943 0 0 0 2,431,943 0 0

50000 Federal/State Grants 90,980,204 0 90,980,204 0 23,452,919 60,029,672 2,439,648 5,057,965 0

50800 Community Development Block Grant 4,414,224 0 4,414,224 0 0 4,414,224 0 0 0

50810 HOME Investment Partnerships Grant 1,405,283 0 1,405,283 0 0 1,405,283 0 0 0
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Fund EXPENDITURES

TRANSFERS 

OUT

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

& TRANSFERS OUT AMOUNT

FY 2014 

RATE

FY 2013 

RATE

FY 2012 

RATE STATE AID FEDERAL AID

OTHER

RECEIPTS

TRANSFERS

IN

APPROPRIATED

FROM/(ADDED TO)

SURPLUS

Special Revenue Funds (Cont.)

S10000 Public School Operating 
2

2,396,455,453 38,092,907 2,434,548,360 0 548,186,877 42,489,699 60,606,565 1,716,988,731 66,276,488 u

S40000 Public School Food and Nutrition Services 96,388,598 0 96,388,598 0 892,202 31,517,587 48,288,298 0 15,690,511 v

S43000 Public School Adult and Community Education 9,009,499 0 9,009,499 0 923,731 1,781,117 5,904,651 400,000 0

S50000 Public School Grants & Self Supporting Programs 69,667,239 0 69,667,239 0 9,778,373 31,066,002 2,468,982 26,109,167 244,715 w

Total Special Revenue Funds $3,192,259,820 $68,213,434 $3,260,473,254 $147,009,306 $625,077,784 $177,062,423 $316,105,481 $1,925,079,714 $70,138,546

TOTAL GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS $5,067,910,031 $2,359,076,250 $7,426,986,281 $2,722,043,281 $928,282,125 $202,738,509 $1,188,026,718 $2,307,423,577 $78,472,071

PROPRIETARY FUNDS

Internal Service Funds

60000 County Insurance $23,406,222 $0 $23,406,222 $0 $0 $0 $895,859 $22,510,363 $0

60010 Department of Vehicle Services 85,862,883 0 85,862,883 0 0 0 79,880,820 0 5,982,063

60020 Document Services Division 6,092,037 0 6,092,037 0 0 0 3,389,107 2,398,233 304,697

60030 Technology Infrastructure Services 31,258,312 1,500,000 32,758,312 0 0 0 28,241,819 4,475,253 41,240

60040 Health Benefits 162,993,787 0 162,993,787 0 0 0 163,011,977 0 (18,190)

S60000 Public School Insurance 23,457,087 0 23,457,087 0 0 0 14,081,339 0 9,375,748 x

S62000 Public School Health and Flexible Benefits 388,590,275 0 388,590,275 0 0 3,254,730 339,236,005 0 46,099,540 y

S63000 Public School Central Procurement 6,500,000 0 6,500,000 0 0 0 6,500,000 0 0

Total Internal Service Funds $728,160,603 $1,500,000 $729,660,603 $0 $0 $3,254,730 $635,236,926 $29,383,849 $61,785,098

Enterprise Funds

69000 Sewer Revenue $0 $219,989,000 $219,989,000 $0 6.55 z 6.55 z 6.01 z $0 $0 $202,977,487 $0 $17,011,513

7,750 aa 7,750 aa 7,750 aa

12.79 ab 5.50 ab 5.00 ab

69010 Sewer Operation and Maintenance 94,028,095 1,800,000 95,828,095 0 0 0 0 96,000,000 (171,905)

69020 Sewer Bond Parity Debt Service 21,957,307 0 21,957,307 0 0 0 0 12,000,000 9,957,307 ac

69030 Sewer Bond Debt Reserve 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

69040 Sewer Bond Subordinate Debt Service 28,419,768 0 28,419,768 0 0 0 0 27,500,000 919,768

69300 Sewer Construction Improvements 84,489,000 0 84,489,000 0 0 0 0 84,489,000 0

69310 Sewer Bond Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Enterprise Funds $228,894,170 $221,789,000 $450,683,170 $0 $0 $0 $202,977,487 $219,989,000 $27,716,683

TOTAL PROPRIETARY FUNDS $957,054,773 $223,289,000 $1,180,343,773 $0 $0 $3,254,730 $838,214,413 $249,372,849 $89,501,781

FIDUCIARY FUNDS

Agency Funds

70000 Route 28 Taxing District $10,707,629 $0 $10,707,629 $9,707,629 0.18 ad 0.18 ad 0.18 ad $0 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0

70040 Mosaic District Community Development Authority 2,234,996 0 2,234,996 2,234,996 0 0 0 0 0

Total Agency Funds $12,942,625 $0 $12,942,625 $11,942,625 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0

Trust Funds

73000 Employees' Retirement Trust $272,554,840 $0 $272,554,840 $0 $0 $0 $409,152,740 $0 ($136,597,900)

73010 Uniformed Employees Retirement Trust 93,244,483 0 93,244,483 0 0 0 160,121,992 0 (66,877,509)

73020 Police Retirement Trust 69,717,613 0 69,717,613 0 0 0 125,355,091 0 (55,637,478)

73030 OPEB Trust 8,418,275 0 8,418,275 0 0 1,300,000 4,381,540 28,000,000 (25,263,265)

S71000 Educational Employees' Retirement 195,644,581 0 195,644,581 0 0 0 369,308,886 0 (173,664,305)

S71100 Public School OPEB Trust 37,335,500 0 37,335,500 0 0 0 52,255,000 0 (14,919,500)

Total Trust Funds $676,915,292 $0 $676,915,292 $0 $0 $1,300,000 $1,120,575,249 $28,000,000 ($472,959,957)

TOTAL FIDUCIARY FUNDS $689,857,917 $0 $689,857,917 $11,942,625 $0 $1,300,000 $1,121,575,249 $28,000,000 ($472,959,957)

TOTAL ALL FUNDS $6,714,822,721 $2,582,365,250 $9,297,187,971 $2,733,985,906 $928,282,125 $207,293,239 $3,147,816,380 $2,584,796,426 ($304,986,105)
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1  Personal Property taxes of $211,313,944 that are reimbursed by the Commonwealth as a result of the Personal Property Tax Reli ef Act of 1998 are included in the Revenue from the Commonwealth category in accordance with guidelines from the State Auditor o f Public Accounts. 
 

2  The proposed County General Fund transfer for school operations in FY 2014 totals $1,716,988,731 which reflects an increase o f $33,666,446, or 2.0 percent, from the FY 2013 Adopted Budget Plan level.  It should be noted that the actual transfer request approved by the School Board on February 7,2013  reflects a 
General Fund transfer of $1,778,771,087, an increase of $95,388,802, or 5.7  percent, over the FY 2013 Adopted Budget Plan.  The advertisement expenditure total for School Operating reflects the level that is supportable by the proposed General Fu nd transfer. 
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DRAFT 
Resolution Adopting Tax Rates for Fairfax County  ATTACHMENT II 
Fiscal Year 2014  
 
 
 
At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia, held in the Board Room in 

the Fairfax County Government Center at Fairfax, Virginia, on Tuesday, April 30, 2013, at which a 

quorum was present and voting, the following resolution was adopted: 

 
 
 RESOLUTION ADOPTING TAX RATES  
  FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY 
 
 FISCAL YEAR 2014 
 

BE IT RESOLVED that, pursuant to the provisions of Virginia Code § 58.1-3001, and after having 
first complied with the provisions of the Virginia Code §§ 15.2-2506 and 58.1-3321, the Board does 
hereby establish the tax levies for the fiscal budget year beginning July 1, 2013, and ending June 30, 
2014, and calendar tax year beginning January 1, 2013 and ending December 31, 2013, as follows to wit: 
 
 COUNTY LEVIES 
 
 General provisions.  The County property taxes are levied on each $100.00 of assessed valuation 
of real estate and tangible personal property, excluding household furnishings, and including machinery 
and tools of mining, manufacturing, radio or television broadcasting, dairy, dry cleaning or laundry firms, 
and all personal property of research and development firms, in the County, including such property 
within the incorporated towns that are within the County.  Except as otherwise stated herein, all such 
taxes are imposed generally pursuant with Virginia law on all taxable property throughout the County, 
including the incorporated towns therein, and the revenues derived from such levies shall be appropriated 
by the Board of Supervisors in accordance with Virginia law.  
 
 
 Real Estate* 
 

On each $100.00 of the assessed valuation of real estate and improvements on real estate in the 
County the tax rate shall be ................................................................................................................. $1.095 
 
 *Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 
 
 

Commercial and Industrial Real Estate Tax for Transportation* 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of the taxable commercial and industrial real estate in the 
County the tax rate in support of transportation shall be an additional ................................................ $0.125 
 
 *Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 
 
 
 Personal Property 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of tangible personal property, including all property 
separately classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3503, the tax rate shall be ............................................. $4.57 
 
 

Except for the following: 
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Fiscal Year 2014  
 
 

Mobile Homes 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of mobile homes, as separately classified by Virginia 
Code§ 58.1-3506(A)(10), the tax rate shall be . ............................................................................... $1.095 
 
 
 Machinery and Tools 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of machinery and tools, as separately classified by 
Virginia Code § 58.1-3507, the tax rate shall be .................................................................................... $4.57 
 
 
         Research and Development 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of tangible personal property used or employed in a 
research and development business, as separately classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506(A)(7), the tax 
rate shall be . .......................................................................................................................................... $4.57 
 
 
 Certain Personal Property of Homeowner Associations 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of furniture, office, and maintenance equipment, 
exclusive of motor vehicles, which are owned and used by an organization whose real property is 
assessed in accordance with Virginia Code § 58.1-3284.1 and which is used by that organization for the 
purpose of maintaining or using the open or common space within a residential development as classified 
by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506(A)(24), the tax rate shall be . .................................................................. $0.01 
 
 
 Van Pools - Privately Owned Vans 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of privately owned vans, as separately classified by 
Virginia Code § 58.1-3506(A)(13), the tax rate shall be ........................................................................ $0.01 
 
 
Privately owned vans means vans with a seating capacity of seven to fifteen persons used exclusively 
pursuant to a ridesharing agreement as defined in Virginia Code § 46.2-1400, and which have been 
certified as such by the Director of the Department of Tax Administration. 
 
 
 Motor Vehicles Owned by Members of a  
 Volunteer Rescue Squad or Volunteer Fire Department 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of motor vehicles as separately classified by Virginia 
Code § 58.1-3506(A)(15), the tax rate shall be . ................................................................................... $0.01 
 
 
Motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506 (A) (15), shall be defined to mean one motor 
vehicle owned or leased by each member of a volunteer rescue squad or volunteer fire department which 
is regularly used by such members to respond to emergency calls and certified as such by the Chief or 
Head of the Volunteer Organization and the Department of Tax Administration. 
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Motor Vehicles Specially Equipped to Provide 
 Transportation for Physically Handicapped Individuals 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of motor vehicles as separately classified by Virginia 
Code § 58.1-3506(A)(14), the tax rate shall be...................................................................................... $0.01 
 
Specially equipped means any vehicle which has been modified specifically for the purpose of 
transporting physically handicapped individuals and the vehicle is certified as such by the Director of the 
Department of Tax Administration. 
 
 
 Motor Vehicles Owned 
 By Certain Qualifying Elderly and Disabled Individuals 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of certain motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code 
§ 58.1-3506.1, the tax rate shall be ....................................................................................................... $0.01 
 
Applies to one motor vehicle owned and used by certain elderly and disabled persons who qualify on the 
basis of income and net worth. 
 
 
 Motor Vehicles Owned 
 By Persons Who Have Been Appointed to Serve as Auxiliary Police Officers 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code 
§ 58.1-3506(A)(20), the tax rate shall be . ............................................................................................. $0.01 
 
Motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506 (A) (20), shall be defined to mean one motor 
vehicle owned or leased by an Auxiliary Police Officer to respond to auxiliary police duties, subject to 
certification as required by the provisions of the authorizing statute. 
 
 

Motor Vehicles Owned 
 By Persons Who Have Been Appointed to Serve as Auxiliary Deputy Sheriffs 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code 
§ 58.1-3506 (A)(32), the tax rate shall be . ............................................................................................ $0.01 
 
Motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506 (A)(32), shall be defined to mean one motor 
vehicle owned or leased by an Auxiliary Deputy Sheriff to respond to auxiliary deputy sheriff duties, 
subject to certification as required by the provisions of the authorizing statute. 
 

 
 Aircraft and Flight Simulators 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of aircraft and flight simulators, as classified by Virginia 
Code § 58.1-3506(A)(2), (3), (4) and (5) the tax rate shall be . ............................................................. $0.01 
 
 
 Antique Motor Vehicles 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of antique motor vehicles, as separately classified by 
Virginia Code § 58.1-3506(A)(6), the tax rate shall be  ......................................................................... $0.01 
 
Antique motor vehicles or antique automobiles means every motor vehicle which was actually 
manufactured or designated by the manufacturer as a model manufactured in a calendar year not less 
than twenty-five years ago and is owned solely as a collector's item.   
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 Boats 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of boats and watercraft, as classified by Virginia Code 
§ 58.1-3506(A)(1), (12), (28), (29), (35) and (36)  the tax rate shall be ................................................. $0.01 

 
  

Motor Vehicles Owned By Qualified Disabled Veterans 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of motor vehicles, as classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-
3506(A)(19), the tax rate shall be .......................................................................................................... $0.01 

 
Motor vehicles as classified by Virginia Code § 58.1-3506(A)(19) shall be defined to mean one motor 
vehicle owned and regularly used by qualified disabled veterans, subject to certification as required by the 
provisions of the authorizing statute. 
 
 
 SANITARY DISTRICT LEVIES* 
 
Local District 1A Lee 

(Burgundy Village Community Center) 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within the boundary of Local District 1A Lee 
in the County, the tax rate shall be  ....................................................................................................... $0.02 
 
 
Small District 1 Dranesville 

(McLean Community Center) 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within the boundary of Small District 1 
Dranesville in the County, the tax rate shall be ................................................................................... $0.022 
 
 
Small District 5 Hunter Mill 

(Reston Community Center) 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within the boundary of Small District 5 
Hunter Mill in the County, the tax rate shall be  ................................................................................... $0.047 
 

*Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 
 
 
Leaf Collection: 
 

Small District 2 Braddock 
Local District 1A11 Dranesville 
Local District 1A21 Dranesville 
Local District 1A22 Dranesville 
Local District 1A61 Dranesville 
Local District 1B1 Dranesville 
Local District 1E Dranesville 
Small District 3 Dranesville 
Small District 7 Dranesville 
Small District 8 Dranesville 
Small District 10 Dranesville 
Small District 12 Dranesville 
Small District 15 Dranesville 
Local District 1B Lee 

Local District 1C Lee 
Local District 1D Lee 
Local District 1E Lee 
Small District 1 Mason 
Local District 1A Mason 
Small District 2 Mason 
Small District 4 Mason 
Local District 7A Mason 
Small District 9 Mason 
Small District 10 Mason 
Local District 1A Mount Vernon 
Local District 1B Mount Vernon 
Local District 1C Mount Vernon 
Local District 1D Mount Vernon 
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Leaf Collection (continued): 
Local District 1E Mount Vernon 
Small District 1 Providence 
Small District 2 Providence 

Small District 4 Providence 
Small District 6 Providence 
Small District 7 Providence 
Small District 8 Providence 

 
On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within the boundaries of the above-

numerated Districts in the County, the tax rate shall be  ..................................................................... $0.015 
 

On any real estate which is deleted from a sanitary district effective July 1, 2013, as a result of 
the contraction of such sanitary district, such real estate will be entitled to pro rata abatement from the 
amount of the annual charge hereby established for leaf collection. 

 
On any real estate, which is added to a sanitary district effective July 1, 2013, as a result of either 

the creation or the enlargement of a sanitary district, such real estate will be charged a pro rata fee for the 
annual charge hereby established for leaf collection. 
 
 
Refuse Service: 
 

Small District 2 Braddock 
Small District 3 Braddock 
Local District 5A Hunter Mill 
Small District 2 Hunter Mill 
Small District 3 Hunter Mill 
Local District 1A1 Dranesville 
Local District 1A2 Dranesville 
Local District 1A3 Dranesville 
Local District 1A4 Dranesville 
Local District 1A5 Dranesville 
Local District 1A6 Dranesville 
Local District 1A8 Dranesville 
Local District 1A9 Dranesville 
Local District 1A11 Dranesville 
Local District 1A12 Dranesville 
Local District 1A21 Dranesville 
Local District 1A22 Dranesville 
Local District 1A61 Dranesville 
Local District 1B Dranesville 
Local District 1B1 Dranesville 
Local District 1B2 Dranesville 
Local District 1E Dranesville 
Small District 3 Dranesville 
Small District 4 Dranesville 
Small District 6 Dranesville 
Small District 7 Dranesville 
Small District 8 Dranesville 
Small District 9 Dranesville 
Small District 10 Dranesville 
Small District 11 Dranesville 
Small District 12 Dranesville 
Small District 13 Dranesville 
Small District 14 Dranesville 
Small District 15 Dranesville 
Small District 1 Lee 
Local District 1A Lee 
Local District 1B Lee 
Local District 1C Lee 

Local District 1D Lee 
Local District 1E Lee 
Small District 2 Lee 
Small District 3 Lee 
Small District 4 Lee 
Small District 1 Mason 
Local District 1A Mason 
Local District 1B Mason 
Local District 1C Mason 
Local District 1D Mason 
Local District 1F Mason 
Small District 2 Mason 
Small District 3 Mason 
Small District 4 Mason 
Small District 5 Mason 
Small District 6 Mason 
Small District 7 Mason 
Small District 8 Mason 
Local District 7A Mason 
Small District 9 Mason 
Small District 10 Mason 
Small District 11 Mason 
Small District 1 Mount Vernon 
Local District 1A Mount Vernon 
Local District 1B Mount Vernon 
Local District 1C Mount Vernon 
Local District 1D Mount Vernon 
Local District 1E Mount Vernon 
Small District 2 Mount Vernon 
Local District 2A Mount Vernon 
Local District 2B Mount Vernon 
Small District 1 Providence 
Local District 1A Providence 
Local District 1B Providence 
Small District 3 Providence 
Small District 4 Providence 
Small District 6 Providence 
Small District 7 Providence 
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Refuse Service (continued): 
Small District 8 Providence 
Small District 9 Providence 
Small District 11 Providence 

Small District 12 Providence 
Small District 13 Providence 
Small District 4 Springfield 
Small District 6 Springfield 

 
On each single-family dwelling and on each unit of two-family dwellings, excluding apartments 

(garden through high-rise), multi-family condominiums (garden through high-rise), and/or other multi-unit 
dwelling type buildings, existing or under construction January 1, 2013, within the boundaries of the 
above enumerated Districts, a base annual charge of $345.00 for refuse collection service to be added to 
the regular real estate tax bill, and that annual charge shall be subject to penalty and interest charges and 
becoming a lien against the property if not paid, in the same manner as any other real estate tax. 
 

On any dwelling that is neither completed nor occupied by June 30, 2013, the owner thereof shall, 
upon application to the Director of the Department of Tax Administration or the Director DPWES, Solid 
Waste Collection and Recycling, made prior to December 5, 2013, be entitled to relief in the amount of 
the pro-rata portion based on the service period of the base annual charge hereby established.  The 
claimant must provide acceptable evidence that the dwelling was not occupied, nor generating waste to 
the Director of the Department of Tax Administration or the Director DPWES, Solid Waste Collection and 
Recycling. 

 
On any dwelling that is neither completed nor occupied by December 31, 2013, the owner thereof 

shall, upon application to the Director of the Department of Tax Administration or the Director DPWES, 
Solid Waste Collection and Recycling, made prior to March 31, 2014, be entitled to relief in the amount of 
the pro-rata portion based on the service period of the base annual charge hereby established.  The 
claimant must provide acceptable evidence that the dwelling was not occupied, nor generating waste to 
the Director of the Department of Tax Administration or the Director DPWES, Solid Waste Collection and 
Recycling. 

 
On any dwelling that is deleted from a sanitary district, as a result of the contraction of such 

sanitary district, the owner thereof will be entitled to relief in the amount of a pro rata portion of the base 
annual charge hereby established when service for refuse and recycling collection service is eliminated 
based on the service period. 
 

On any dwelling that is added to a sanitary district, as a result of either the creation or the 
enlargement of a sanitary district or construction within the sanitary district, the owner thereof will be 
charged a pro rata portion of the base annual charge hereby established when service begins for refuse 
and recycling collection service based on the service period. 

 
 

Water Service: 
 
Small District One within Springfield District 
 

On any lot within the district, an annual assessment of $661 for thirty years commencing July 1, 
1993.  This annual assessment is for the purpose of providing water service to Clifton Forest, a group of 
homes located within the Lincoln-Lewis-Vannoy Conservation District. 
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Small District Three within Springfield District 
 

On any lot within the district, an annual assessment of $959 commencing January 1, 2003 and 
ending December 31, 2032.  This annual assessment is for the purpose of providing water service to 
Colchester Road-Lewis Park, a group of 141 homes located within the Lincoln-Lewis-Vannoy 
Conservation District. 
 
 
 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT LEVIES* 
 
State Route 28 Transportation Improvement District 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of the taxable commercial and industrial real estate 
within the boundary of State Route 28 Transportation Improvement District, as specified by Virginia Code 
§ 15.2-4607, the tax rate shall be  ......................................................................................................... $0.18 
 
 
Phase I Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of the taxable commercial and industrial real estate 
within the boundary of Phase I Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District, as specified by Virginia 
Code § 33.1-435, the tax rate shall be ................................................................................................... $0.22 
 
 
Phase II Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of the taxable commercial and industrial real estate 
within the boundary of Phase II Dulles Rail Transportation Improvement District, as specified by Virginia 
Code § 33.1-435, the tax rate shall be ................................................................................................... $0.20 

 
*Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 

 
 

SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT FOR THE CONTROL OF PEST INFESTATIONS* 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within Fairfax County, but exclusive of the 
Lake Barcroft Water Improvement District, within the service district established by Appendix I of the 
Fairfax County Code, the tax rate shall be ......................................................................................... $0.0010 

  
*Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 

 
 

SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT FOR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT* 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within Fairfax County, within the service 
district, the tax rate shall be ................................................................................................................. $0.020 

  
*Tax will be levied and collected in two semi-annual tax billings. 
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SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT FOR TYSONS* 
 

On each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate within Fairfax County, within the service 
district, the tax rate shall be ................................................................................................................. $0.090 

  
*Tax for 2013 will only be levied for one-half of the year, beginning July 1, 2013 and collected in one 

tax billing due December 5, 2013. 
 

 
SERVICE CHARGES FOR AMBULANCE TRANSPORT SERVICE 

 
Pursuant to Fairfax County Code § 4-26-1, each person being transported by any emergency medical 
services vehicle that is operated or maintained by the County or for which a permit has been issued to the 
County by the Virginia Office of Emergency Medical Services will be charged (1) a service fee of $400 for 
Basic Life Support transport (BLS), (2) $500 for Advanced Life Support, level 1 transport (ALS1), (3) $675 
for Advanced Life Support, level 2 transport (ALS2), and (4) $10.00 per mile for ground transport mileage.  
The term "emergency medical services vehicle" has the definition specified in Virginia Code § 32.1-111.1.   

 
 
GIVEN under my hand this ______ day of April, 2013 

 
 
By: _________________________________ 
Catherine A. Chianese 
Clerk to the Board of Supervisors 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY NOTICE 
OF PROPOSED  

REAL PROPERTY TAX INCREASE 
 
In accordance with Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321, notice is hereby given that the Board of Supervisors 
of Fairfax County, Virginia, will meet in the Board Auditorium of the Fairfax County Government Center, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia, on April 9, 2013 at 3:00 P.M.  At that meeting, the 
Board of Supervisors shall consider the matters described below. 
 
The Fairfax County Executive has proposed the advertisement of a real estate tax rate of $1.095 per 
$100 of assessed value.  The tax rate being proposed represents an increase of $0.02 from the FY 2013 
rate of $1.075 per $100 of assessed value.  It should be noted that the total increase in assessed value of 
existing properties is expected to be 2.63 percent, including an increase of 3.50 percent for residential 
real property and an increase of 0.14 percent for non-residential real property.  As a result, most property 
owners will experience an increase in their real estate tax bill.  Because the average value of real 
property in Fairfax County has appreciated by at least one percent, Virginia Code Section 58.1-3321 
requires Fairfax County to publish the following notice.  
 
Fairfax County, Virginia proposes to increase property tax levies. 
 
1. Assessment Increase: Total assessed value of real property, excluding additional assessments due 

to new construction or improvements to property, exceeds last year’s total assessed value of real 
property by 2.63 percent. 

 
2. Lowered Rate Necessary to Offset Increased Assessment: The tax rate which would levy the same 

amount of real estate tax as last year, when multiplied by the new total assessed value of real estate 
with the exclusions mentioned above, would be $1.0475 per $100 of assessed value.  This rate will 
be known as the “lowered tax rate.” 

 
3.  Effective Rate Increase: Fairfax County, Virginia, proposes to adopt a tax rate of $1.095 per $100 of 

assessed value.  The difference between the lowered tax rate and the proposed rate would be 
$0.0475 per $100, or 4.53 percent.  This difference will be known as the “effective tax rate increase.” 

 
Individual property taxes may, however, increase at a percentage greater than or less than the above 
percentage.  

 
4. Proposed Total Budget Increase: Based on the proposed real property tax rate and changes in other 

revenues, the total budget of Fairfax County, Virginia, will exceed last year’s by 2.77 percent1. 
 
A public hearing on this issue will be held at 3:00 P.M. on April 9, 2013 in the Board Auditorium of the 
Fairfax County Government Center at 12000 Government Center Parkway. 
 
All persons wishing to present their views on these subjects may call the Office of the Clerk to the Board 
at (703) 324-3151 to be placed on the Speakers List, or may appear and be heard.  As required by law, 
copies of the full text of proposed ordinances, plans and amendments, as applicable, as well as other 
documents relating to the aforementioned subjects, are on file and may be examined at the Office of the 
Clerk to the Board of Supervisors, Suite 533 of the Fairfax County Government Center, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia.  For the convenience of the public, copies may also 
be distributed to the County's Regional and Community Public Libraries. 
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Fairfax County supports the Americans with Disabilities Act by making reasonable accommodations for 
persons with disabilities.  Open captioning will be provided in the Board Auditorium.  For sign language 
interpreters or other accommodations, please call the Clerk's Office, (703) 324-3151, TTY: (703) 324-
3903 no later than 48 hours before the public hearing.  Assistive listening devices will be available at the 
meeting. 
 
The Board will conduct a separate public hearing on the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan which will 
commence on April 9, 2013 at 6:00 PM and on April 10 and April 11 at 3:00 PM.  
 
Copies of the FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan are available at all Fairfax County Public Libraries, on the 
Internet at http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dmb and at the Office of the Clerk to the Board of Supervisors at 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 533, Fairfax, Virginia.  Copies of the FY 2014 Advertised 
Budget Plan and the Advertised Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Years 2014-2018 (With Future 
Fiscal Years to 2023) are available on compact disc (CD) in the Department of Management and Budget, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 561, Fairfax, Virginia. 
 
 
A Copy - Teste: 
 
 
                                                   
Catherine A. Chianese, Clerk  
Board of Supervisors 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 The total budget increase is based on all revenues received by the General Fund of Fairfax County.  
Projected FY 2014 disbursements reflect a decrease of 0.37 percent from the FY 2013 level.   
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 Attachment A 
  

NOTICE OF A PROPOSED ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 
APPROPRIATING SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

FOR THE TWELVE-MONTH PERIOD BEGINNING JULY 1, 2012 
AND ENDING JUNE 30, 2013 

 
Notice is hereby given in accordance with Section 15.2-2507 of the Code of Virginia that at a regular 
meeting of the Urban County Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia, held in the Board 
Auditorium of the Fairfax County Government Center at 12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, 
Virginia, on Tuesday, March 5, 2013, it was proposed to adopt a supplemental appropriation of funds for 
Fairfax County, Virginia for the twelve-month period beginning July 1, 2012, and ending June 30, 2013, 
and Clerk of said Board was directed to advertise the proposed resolution with notice that the Board will 
hold a public hearing on the same at a regular meeting to be held in the Board Auditorium of the Fairfax 
County Government Center on April 9 at 6:00 p.m. and April 10 and 11, 2013 at 3:00 p.m., at which time, 
persons affected may be heard on said resolution. 
 
All persons wishing to present their views on these subjects may call the Office of the Clerk to the Board 
at (703) 324-3151 to be placed on the Speakers List, or may appear and be heard.  As required by law, 
copies of the full text of proposed ordinances, plans and amendments, as applicable, as well as other 
documents relating to the aforementioned subjects, are on file and may be examined at the Office of the 
Clerk to the Board of Supervisors, Suite 533 of the Fairfax County Government Center, 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia.   
 
Fairfax County supports the Americans with Disabilities Act by making reasonable accommodations for 
persons with disabilities.  Open captioning will be provided in the Board Auditorium.  For sign language 
interpreters or other accommodations, please call the Clerk's Office, (703) 324-3151, TTY: (703) 324-
3903 no later than 48 hours before the public hearing.  Assistive listening devices are available at the 
meeting. 
 
The following summarizes the proposed amendments to the FY 2013 Budget Plan.  Those funding 
adjustments included below are recommendations to revise funding levels in existing agencies and 
programs.  Copies of the FY 2013 Third Quarter Review, which include these adjustments, were 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors on March 5, 2013, and are available for public inspection at all 
Fairfax County Public Libraries and governmental centers and on-line at 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dmb. 
 
Current FY 2013 Revised Budget Plan  
Total Expenditures - All Funds $8,264,615,012 

Proposed Changes:

General Fund * ($9,895,655)

Other Funds $96,198,769 
● Capital Construction $144,017,486 
● Federal/State Grants 15,096,437 
● All Other Funds    (62,915,154)   
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School Funds  ($12,170,595)
● School Operating ($12,800,865)
● School Food & Nutrition Services 500,000 
● School Grants & Self Supporting 18,195 
● School Adult & Community Education 112,075 
● School Construction 0 
● School Insurance 0 
● School Health and Flexible Benefits 0 
● School Central Procurement 0 
● Educational Employees’ Retirement 0 
● School OPEB Trust Fund 0 

Total Expenditures in All Funds $8,338,747,531 

Increase from FY 2013 Current Budget Plan $74,132,519  

 

* As a result of these adjustments, the FY 2013 General Fund balance is $0.  It should be noted that there 
are no FY 2013 Third Quarter Consideration Items as of March 5, 2013. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE - 4 
 
 
Board Authorization to Advertise a Public Hearing to Increase the Rate for the 
Transportation Tax Imposed on Certain Commercial and Industrial Properties  
 
 
ISSUE: 
Board authorization of a public hearing on an ordinance to revise the uncodified 
ordinance adopted on April 28, 2008, by increasing the tax rate from $0.11 to $0.125 
per $100 of assessed value on commercial and industrial (C&I) properties with the 
revenues to be used for transportation purposes. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board authorize advertisement of a public 
hearing to consider this proposed ordinance on Tuesday, April 9, 2013, at 3:00 p.m. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on March 5, 2013, to provide sufficient time to advertise a 
public hearing on the proposed ordinance at 3:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 9, 2013.  If 
approved by the Board following that public hearing, the C&I transportation tax would be 
included in both 2013 calendar year property tax billings and thereafter. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The 2007 Session of the Virginia General Assembly enacted legislation that proposed a 
number of new revenue sources for transportation purposes.  That legislation was 
introduced as House Bill 3202, and that legislation was enacted with amendments by 
the 2007 Session as Chapter 896 of the 2007 Acts of the Virginia General Assembly.  
Among other things, that legislation established a separate classification for certain 
commercial and industrial property in jurisdictions within the Northern Virginia 
Transportation Authority and the Hampton Roads Transportation Authority.  This 
classification was established for the purpose of authorizing additional local property 
taxes on commercial and industrial property to be used exclusively for transportation 
purposes.  Pursuant to this legislation, and as first enacted, Virginia Code § 58.1-3221.3 
authorized the cities and counties in the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority to 
impose such a property tax by ordinance at a rate not to exceed $0.25 per $100 of 
assessed value. 
 
On September 10, 2007, the Board took steps to implement that legislation by adopting 
an ordinance to add a new section numbered 4-10-5 to the Fairfax County Code, which 
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included the new tax classification for commercial and industrial property within the 
County.  However, when this Section was adopted, the County budget preparations had 
not been completed, and no tax rate could have been specified at that time.  On April 
28, 2008, the Board adopted the tax rates for the FY 2009 Budget, including an 
uncodified ordinance that set the tax rate on such commercial and industrial property at 
a rate of $0.11 per $100.00 of assessed value.  Subsequently, the 2009 General 
Assembly enacted a temporary restriction on the tax rate that reduced the maximum 
possible local rate from $0.25 per $100 to $0.125 per $100.  That temporary rate 
restriction was set to expire on June 30, 2013 (2009 Va. Acts, ch. 822).  However, 
HB 1068 was approved during the 2012 General Assembly which authorized an 
extension on the sunset date for the reduction in this tax rate from June 30, 2013 to 
June 30, 2018.  During the 2013 Session, the General Assembly adopted legislation, 
HB 2313, that increased funding for transportation on a regional and statewide basis.  
To benefit from the regional transportation funding, each Northern Virginia local 
government is required to enact the Commercial and Industrial Tax Rate of $0.125 per 
$100 of assessed value. 
 
The County Executive now recommends that this tax on commercial and industrial 
properties be increased from $0.11 to $0.125 to provide additional revenue for 
transportation.  This recommendation was first presented to the Board of Supervisors as 
part of a Transportation Funding Discussion at the Board retreat in February 2012.  On 
July 10, 2012, the Board of Supervisors then approved the Four-Year Transportation 
Program which assumed a proposed increase in the Commercial and Industrial tax rate 
from $0.11 to $0.125 per $100 of assessed value beginning in FY 2014.  In addition on 
January 8, 2013, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Transportation Funding Plan for 
Tysons.  This plan assumed that the Commercial and Industrial tax rate for 
transportation would be increased to $0.125 per $100 of assessed value.  It was 
anticipated that approximately 25 percent of the total Commercial and Industrial 
property tax would be spent in Tysons.  The 1.5 cent rate increase is projected to 
generate an additional $19.7 million in revenue for Fiscal Years 2014 to 2016 and is a 
significant funding component to the planned transportation infrastructure 
improvements. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The FY 2014 Advertised Budget Plan includes estimated additional revenue of $6.06 
million as a result of the proposed $0.015 tax rate increase on commercial and industrial 
real property.  In total, the tax is expected to generate $50.49 million in FY 2014, or 
approximately $4.04 million for each $0.01 per $100 of assessed value.  By increasing 
the tax rate to $0.125 per $100 of assessed value, the County meets the requirements 
for HB 2313 that this tax rate be adopted at the maximum allowable rate.  The County 
will benefit from approximately $158 million in regional transportation revenues 
annually. 
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ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I – Draft Ordinance to Increase the Tax Rate for Certain Commercial and  
Industrial Property Classified for Taxation by Fairfax County Code Section 4-10-5 from a 
Rate of $0.11 to a Rate of $0.125 per $100.00 of Assessed Value 
Attachment II – Draft Notice of Public Hearing 
 
 
STAFF: 
Edward L. Long Jr., County Executive 
Susan W. Datta, Chief Financial Officer 
Tom Biesiadny, Director, Department of Transportation 
Kevin C. Greenlief, Director, Department of Tax Administration 
Corinne N. Lockett, Assistant County Attorney 
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 ATTACHMENT I 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE TAX RATE FOR CERTAIN 1 
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL REAL PROPERTY CLASSIFIED FOR 2 

TAXATION BY FAIRFAX COUNTY CODE SECTION 4-10-5 3 
 4 
 5 

Draft of February 18, 2013 6 
 7 
 8 
AN ORDINANCE to amend and readopt the Second Enactment of the Ordinance 9 

adopted on April 28, 2008, to establish the annual property tax levy on 10 
commercial and industrial property classified for taxation by Section 4-10-5 of 11 
the Fairfax County Code, relating to the levy of a property tax for transportation 12 
purposes. 13 

 14 
 15 
Be it ordained by the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County: 16 
 17 
 18 
1. That the Second Enactment Clause of the ordinance adopted by the Board 19 
of Supervisors on April 28, 2008, is amended and readopted: 20 
 21 
 22 
2. That all commercial and industrial property classified for taxation 23 
pursuant to Section 4-10-5 of the Fairfax County Code shall be taxed at a rate of 24 
$0.11 on each $100.00 of assessed valuation of real estate and improvements 25 
thereon; provided, however, that beginning on and after January 1, 2013, the tax 26 
rate on such property shall be $0.125 on each $100.00 of assessed valuation of 27 
real estate and improvements thereon.  Such levy shall be imposed for the 28 
calendar tax year beginning on January 1, 2008, and such levy shall be due and 29 
payable thereafter in accordance with the provisions of Sections 4-10-1 through 30 
4-10-3 of the Fairfax County Code. 31 

 
 
  GIVEN under my hand this          day of __________ 2013. 

 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
       Catherine A. Chianese 
       Clerk to the Board of Supervisors 
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  ATTACHMENT II 

 

FAIRFAX COUNTY NOTICE 
 

Date 
 

April 9, 2013 
 
Public hearing before the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County, Virginia, to be 
held in the Board Auditorium in the Fairfax County Government Center, 12000 
Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia. 
 
TIME SUBJECT 
 
3:00 p.m.  A public hearing regarding the adoption of an ordinance to amend the 
uncodified ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on April 28, 2008, setting the 
tax rate for the taxation of all taxable real property in Fairfax County used for or zoned to 
permit commercial or industrial uses.  The amendment under consideration would 
increase the tax rate on such property from $0.11 per $100.00 of assessed value to a rate 
of $0.125 per $100.00 of assessed value.  All revenues generated from this transportation 
tax would be used exclusively for transportation purposes that benefit Fairfax County.  If 
adopted, the proposed tax levy would be applied to such property beginning on January 1, 
2013, and it would be levied, administered, enforced, and collected in the same manner as 
set forth in Subtitle III of Title 58.1 of the Code of Virginia. 
 
All persons wishing to present their views on these subjects may call the Office of the 
Clerk to the Board at (703) 324-3151 to be placed on the Speakers List, or may appear 
and be heard.  As required by law, copies of the full text of the proposed ordinance, as 
well as other documents relating to the aforementioned subject, are on file and may be 
examined at the Office of the Clerk to the Board of Supervisors, Suite 533 of the Fairfax 
County Government Center, 12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia.  For 
the convenience of the public, copies may also be distributed to the County’s Regional 
and Community Public Libraries. 
 
Fairfax County supports the Americans with Disabilities Act by making reasonable 
accommodations for persons with disabilities.  Open captioning will be provided in the 
Board Auditorium.  For sign language interpreters or other accommodations, please call 
the Clerk’s Office, 703-324-3151, TTY: 703-324-3903 no later than 48 hours before the 
public hearing.  Assistive listening devices are available at the meeting. 
 
 
 Given under my hand this _______ day of April 2013. 
 
 
  __________________________________________ 
  Catherine A. Chianese 
  Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
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1 
 

ACTION – 1 
 
 
Authorization to File Additional Comments in Response to the Federal Communications 
Commission Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Facilitate the Deployment of 
Text-to-911 and Other Next Generation 9-1-1 Applications 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Authorization to file comments with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
regarding proposed options by which Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) may  
receive text messages and proposed location accuracy requirements. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board authorize staff to file comments with 
the FCC advocating that Text-to-TTY Translation is the best option to implement text-to-
911 pending upgrades to Next Generation 9-1-1 (NG9-1-1) and that text-to-911 
messages should be delivered by wireless carriers with the most accurate location data 
possible. 
 
 
TIMING: 
Board action is requested on March 5, 2013, because initial comments in this portion of 
the rulemaking are due on March 11, 2013. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
On December 12, 2012, the FCC adopted a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to 
facilitate the deployment of text-to-911 and other Next Generation 9-1-1 applications 
(the “Text-to-911 FNPRM”).  Consumers are increasingly using texting as a means of 
communication, but only a small number of PSAPs in the United States are accepting 
9-1-1 messages via text, as part of limited test trials.  Fairfax County’s PSAP cannot 
currently accept 9-1-1 messages sent via text.  Federal agencies and professional 
organizations such as the National Emergency Number Association are in various 
stages of defining requirements for NG9-1-1 with the intention of developing a national 
design and standards framework to take the current 9-1-1 service infrastructure in the 
United States into the 21st-century.  NG9-1-1 will enable the general public to transmit 
text, images, photographs, video and data to PSAPs anywhere in the country as well as 
allow such information to be shared among PSAPs, law enforcement, Fire and Rescue, 
and emergency medical services agencies.  In Virginia, the initial planning for a 
transition to NG9-1-1 is just beginning and staff cannot predict when a transition from 
current 9-1-1 to NG9-1-1 will occur. 
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2 
 

Among other proposals, the Text-to-911 FNPRM proposes to require all wireless 
carriers and certain “over the top” providers of interconnected text messaging services 
(examples being services like Skype and Gmail Chat) to support the ability of 
consumers to send text messages to 9-1-1 by no later than May 15, 2014.  It also 
proposes options by which PSAPs can begin to receive text messages before they have 
upgraded to NG9-1-1.  PSAPs will retain the option to choose whether to receive 9-1-1 
messages via text.  Therefore, PSAPs need not implement text-to-911 until such time 
that the PSAP determines that its personnel, equipment, and procedures are well 
positioned and ready to receive 9-1-1 text messages.  Filing comments does not bind 
Fairfax County to implement text-to-911. 
 
With Board approval, the County filed comments on one section of the Text-to-911 
FNPRM on January 29, 2013, regarding the need for carriers and providers to send 
“bounce back” messages to any person attempting to send a 9-1-1 text message when 
the relevant PSAP does not accept text messages, and on the need for public education 
to make the public fully aware of the new capability.  Comments on the other sections of 
the FNPRM are due March 11, 2013, with reply comments due on April 9, 2013. 
 
The Text-to-911 FNPRM proposes four options by which non-NG911-capable PSAPs 
like Fairfax County would receive 9-1-1 texts and seeks comment on the benefits and 
drawbacks of each option. They are:  (1) “Web Browser,” (2) “Text-to-Voice Gateway 
Centers,” (3) “Text-to-TTY Translation,” and (4) “State/Regional Approach.”  The 
attached comments explain why the third option, “Text-to-TTY Translation,” is the most 
cost-effective method for Fairfax County to receive 9-1-1 text messages if the decision 
is made to implement text-to-911.  This approach leverages the existing equipment and 
systems that allow TTY conversations today, so this approach would allow all call takers 
in the County’s PSAP to accept text messages.  Moreover, the call takers will be familiar 
with the basic mechanics of receiving and responding to a text message.  Text 
messages will have different characteristics, and texters use unique acronyms, which 
will require some retraining for all call takers, but the impact of the change will be 
minimized as significant additional equipment and monitors will not be necessary.  This 
approach would provide an interim solution in Fairfax County until more robust NG9-1-1 
systems are in place.  The proposed comments describe concerns about the other three 
text-to-911 options proposed in the FNPRM.   
 
The attached comments also express concerns about the FCC’s proposal to only 
require coarse location information to be automatically provided with a text-to-911 
message.  The FCC’s proposal is a reversion back to a lower standard for location 
accuracy than what is required today for wireless calls.  This can lead to delays in 
providing assistance to a person with an emergency because the coarse location 
provided can cover a very wide area (up to a mile square area).  The attached 
comments advocate that the FCC require accuracy at the equivalent of the E9-1-1 
Phase II standard, as is required for wireless calls, as this standard gives a greater 
certainty of pinpointing a location where emergency services are required absent 
specific address details from the person sending a text.  The Text-to-911 FNPRM states 
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that the FCC recognizes the importance of providing precise location information to 
PSAPs, but it believes that the benefits of enabling consumers, particularly consumers 
with hearing and speech disabilities, to send text messages to 9-1-1 outweigh the 
disadvantages of being unable to provide precise location information.  (Text-to-911 
FNPRM at ¶ 123.) 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None.  The Text-to-911 FNPRM does not require PSAPs to accept texts.  If staff 
recommends that the Board implement text-to-911, staff will return to the Board with a 
proposal for how it should be implemented and an estimate of the cost. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1: Proposed Additional Comments of Fairfax County in Response to Further  
    Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Facilitate the Deployment of Text-to- 
    911 and Other Next Generation 911 Applications 
Attachment 2:  FCC Public Notice released January 9, 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, Assistant County Attorney 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
 
 
In the Matter of 
 
Facilitating the Deployment of Text-to-911 
and Other Next Generation 911 Applications
 
Framework for Next Generation 911 
Deployment 
 

  
 
 
 
PS Docket No. 11-153 and 10-255 

  
 

COMMENTS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
ON SECTIONS OTHER THAN III.A 

 
The County of Fairfax, Virginia, submits these comments in response to the Further 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Facilitate the Deployment of Text-to-911 and Other Next 

Generation 911 Applications (“Text-to-911 FNPRM”) adopted by the Commission on December 

12, 2012.  The Text-to-911 FNPRM solicited comment on proposed rules that will enable 

individuals to send text messages to 9-1-1 (“text-to-911”) and that will educate and inform 

consumers about the future availability and appropriate use of text-to-911.  In accordance with 

the bifurcated comment deadlines established by the Commission, Fairfax County commented on 

Section III.A in a January 29, 2013, submission to the Commission.  Fairfax County’s comments 

here respond to other sections of the Text-to-911 FNPRM.  Specifically, Fairfax County 

comments herein on (1) the Commission’s proposal to provide a set of four near-term options 

that enable non-NG911-capable Public Safety Answering Points (“PSAPs”) to accept text 

messages transmitted by wireless carriers or interconnected text providers, and (2) the 

Commission’s proposal that the Phase II E9-1-1 location accuracy requirements not apply to the 

initial implementation of text-to-911. 
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I. PSAP Options for Receiving Text-to-911 Messages. 
 

Fairfax County’s PSAP cannot currently accept 9-1-1 messages sent via text.  The 

County cannot predict when a transition from current 9-1-1 to NG9-1-1 will occur because the 

initial planning for a transition to NG9-1-1 is just beginning in Virginia.  Therefore, the County 

strongly supports the Commission’s decision to leave to PSAPs the decision whether to accept 

text-to-911 messages and, if PSAPs decide to accept such messages, the ability to select the 

format in which they will receive text messages.  (Text-to-911 FNPRM ¶¶ 47 & 127-143.)   

Of the four options by which the Commission proposed that non-NG911-capable PSAPs 

could receive text-to-911 messages, Fairfax County supports the Text-to-TTY Translation option 

as the most economical and least disruptive method for Fairfax County to receive text messages 

in the interim period between today’s PSAP operations environment and when fully robust 

NG911 systems are in place in Fairfax County in the future.  (See Text-to-911 FNPRM ¶¶ 138-

141.)  The primary reason the Text-to-TTY Translation option provides a superior interim 

solution for Fairfax County is that the existing business processes and considerable parts of the 

required technical infrastructure for the interface already are in place on the operations floor at 

every call taking workstation.  Call takers are very familiar with the processes used to receive 

TTY messages today and we assume the solution offered by the carriers to receive text-to-911 

messages will be virtually the same in its look and feel, thus minimizing the impact on call 

taking staff.  Their familiarity with current equipment and procedures should allow call takers to 

respond to the emergency request being texted more easily using known equipment and 

procedures.   The existing TTY interface also takes advantage of the established direct linkage 

between TTY call information data and the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system, facilitating 

the entry and mapping of the texter’s phone number and location.  The existing systems that are 
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used to manage TTY conversations also provide a built-in capacity to record the details of the 

text message conversation and to later search the messages should the need arise for investigative 

purposes.  Moreover, the existing systems that support TTY conversations are on a closed secure 

network within the Fairfax County PSAP, and thus provide the necessary security and privacy of 

information.   

Another important advantage of the Text-to-TTY option is that it supports direct 

communication between the sender of the text message and the PSAP.  Direct communication 

between the sender and the PSAP is a very significant requirement of any proposed solution for a 

large PSAP like Fairfax County since getting the proper help, to the proper location, in the most 

efficient way possible, is a vital public interest. Some of the other options the Commission 

proposed for non-NG911-capable PSAPs, such as the Text-to-Relay Center and the 

State/Regional Approach, involve an intermediary answering point between the texting person 

and the PSAP.  The lack of direct communication is a significant disadvantage to those options. 

The Commission’s proposal to have PSAPs receive text-to-911 messages through a 

carrier-provided texting Web Browser interface raises a number of concerns, in part because the 

proposed Web Browser solution described in the Text-to-911 FNPRM is very broad, not well 

defined, and open to interpretation.  The lack of detail makes any evaluation of this option 

difficult without making a number of assumptions about how it might work.  However, based on 

the information provided, Fairfax County would not consider implementing a Web Browser 

solution unless the carriers provided a single texting Web Browser user interface to manage all 

incoming text messages from all carriers.  The concept described in the Text-to-911 FNPRM 

where there might be multiple Web Browser user interfaces open on a single desktop (i.e., one 

from AT&T, another from Verizon, etc.) that a call taker would need to monitor and respond to 

(169)



4 
 

is not a workable proposal for providing emergency response services.  From a public safety and 

liability standpoint, there would need to be only one texting Web Browser user interface in use 

per call taker that would manage the text conversations surrounding the emergency event 

underway.  The texting browser interface should provide the capability to merge “recent” related 

text messages from the person doing emergency texting for call taker monitoring and response.   

The user interface should not give rise to a situation where multiple call takers are dealing with 

disparate segments of texting messages from the same person while no single call taker is able to 

see the entire conversation in context from one display screen.  The pieces or segments of text 

conversation should be folded into one dialogue stream that a call taker can manage and respond 

to in an organized, time sequenced manner.  Telephone calls have very defined start and end 

points whereas text messages, by their very nature, do not have such clearly defined start and end 

points.  The user interface would need to help distinguish for the PSAP when a text-to-911 

message is a different conversation than any “recent” text message conversations that a user has 

had with the PSAP.  One method of distinguishing different conversations would be to use the 

commonly available text-to-email capabilities of Short Message Service (“SMS”) messaging to 

manage the disparate text messaging conversations in a controlled manner.  Such an approach 

would involve the PSAP using a non-published, difficult to guess email address that is 

specifically assigned to receive text-to-911 messages at the PSAP.   

Another consideration for the Web Browser approach is how the text conversations 

would be stored for legal record keeping purposes (what systems would be provided to record 

the conversations from the web server and allow searching and archiving of the conversations for 

subsequent retrieval).  If Fairfax County were to implement the texting Web Browser approach, 

text conversations would be placed on County-provided web servers outside the closed network 
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(e.g., Vesta being the closed network for Fairfax County) currently used for call management.  

While there would be security systems and firewalls in place for the web servers that store text-

to-911 messages, the level of security would be slightly less than what is currently provided 

under the Text-to TTY approach which runs on the closed Vesta network.  Implementing a 

texting Web Browser approach also would introduce new business processes and controls for an 

administrative workstation that is separate and distinct from the workstations that are used today 

to process and enter TTY calls for service in the Operations Center.  This change would require 

new standard operating procedures and additional training requirements for all call takers and 

supervisors. 

Also, the PSAP operations directors would need to determine how to deploy the web user 

interface on the operations floor.  Would only a subset of call taking positions be configured with 

the texting Web Browser interface to receive and process text-to-911 messages (for cost or other 

technical considerations)?   Or would the texting Web Browser capability be implemented at 

each call taking workstation?  If only implemented at a subset of workstations, would that 

increase the possibility of text-message waiting queues occurring while other call takers at 

workstations not configured with the Web Browser interface are idle but unable to process the 

text call?  The County cannot determine how it would implement this approach without more 

details on how the proposed Web Browser solution would operate. 

If Fairfax County were to implement the Web Browser approach,  it would need to run on 

Internet Explorer (currently operating on Version 8) and the provided solution must not include 

any Java applets, as Java presents security issues for the County’s network infrastructure.  

Without additional details of the texting Web Browser approach, Fairfax County cannot 

currently evaluate the full impact on its equipment and network infrastructure of the 
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Commission’s proposed solutions, as the Text-to-911 FNPRM requests, from a cost and 

technology perspective. 

PSAPs generally would likely encounter additional costs in implementing the Web 

Browser text-to-911 proposed solutions in areas such as: trunk lines dedicated to receive text-to-

911 messages, upgrades to current administrative computer workstations in memory and storage 

capacity to operate in a production mode rather than an administrative capacity, installation of 

dedicated text-to-911 web servers to allow storage and efficient management of text-to-911 

messages, and addition of technical support man hours for troubleshooting new production 

systems and environments.  The Web Browser text-to-911 proposed solution would also require 

cyclical replacement of administrative workstations on a slightly more frequent basis due to 

increased use in a production environment, thus increasing replacement costs.  Software of some 

type would be required to allow the text messages to be recorded in a centralized location, 

retrieved on an as-needed basis for investigations by the archivist and supervisors, and archived 

in accordance with legal requirements (similar to the requirements to store call details for ten 

years).  In addition, software procedures to easily transfer copies of any misdirected text 

messages to another jurisdiction probably would be necessary. 

II. Accuracy of Text Message Location Data. 
 
Fairfax County does not support the Commission’s proposal to require only coarse 

location information (the equivalent of a Phase I cell sector location) to be automatically 

provided with a text-to-911 message during the initial implementation of text-to-911.  (Text-to-

911 FNPRM ¶¶ 121-123.)  Allowing text-to-911 service providers to pass only coarse location 

for text-to-911 messages is a reversion back to a lower standard for location accuracy than what 

is required today with wireless calls.  A coarse location will not normally be precise enough to 
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allow emergency service responders to find the person needing help without searching wide 

geographic areas, introducing significant delays in providing help.  Fairfax County assumes that 

there will not be a capability to do rebids on locations for texters to attempt to obtain Phase II 

location data, as that was not mentioned in the Text-to-911 FNPRM. 

Fairfax County strongly advocates that location information provided with text-to-911 

messages should be equivalent to E-911 Phase II location data, as is required for wireless calls.  

Phase II location data can be within a minimum of 50-150 meters of accuracy and even greater 

precision depending on the handset or mobile device in use.  The County recognizes that the 

Commission’s proposal resulted from balancing the technical difficulties and cost of requiring 

compliance with the Phase II location accuracy rules against the benefits of enabling consumers 

to send text messages to 9-1-1 in the near term.  However, from the PSAP perspective it is 

critical that persons in situations where they can only provide minimal information in their text-

to-911 have confidence that the PSAP will be able to pinpoint a response location.   At a 

minimum, the County urges the Commission to define what is “the initial implementation of 

text-to-911” during which E-911 Phase II location data will not be required. (See Text-to-911 

FNPRM ¶ 123.)  The Commission should not indefinitely allow the minimum standard of coarse 

locations and rely on voluntary development of automatic location solutions that provide greater 

accuracy.  A higher standard can appropriately be put in place in the near future as carriers make 

appropriate investments in improved text positioning software and equipment. 

III. Conclusion. 
 

Fairfax County supports the Commission in its efforts to provide text-to-911 to all 

communities in a manner that gives people the opportunity to reach emergency services using all 

the capabilities of the communications devices they have at their disposal.  As the Commission 
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gathers comments from the various parties that respond to the text-to-911 and NG911 efforts the 

Commission is addressing, Fairfax County looks to the Commission to have the service 

providers share additional details on the approaches and solutions under consideration so that the 

PSAPs can undertake effective, coordinated, and timely planning to implement text-to-911 when 

their operational environments are ready to receive text-to-911 messages.   Eventually, most, if 

not all, PSAPs will make the decision to receive text messages, at a time when their equipment is 

upgraded and their personnel are ready to begin processing text message calls.  We look forward 

to continued involvement in these endeavors and look toward opportunities to provide further 

input to these industry efforts. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
            
           Edward L. Long Jr. 

      County Executive 
 

 
Edward L. Long Jr.     
County Executive     
12000 Government Center Parkway   
Suite 552      
Fairfax, VA 22035 
 
Steve Souder 
Director 
Department of Public Safety Communications 
4890 Alliance Drive     
Fairfax, VA 22030 
 

David P. Bobzien, County Attorney 
Michael Long, Deputy County Attorney 
Erin C. Ward, Assistant County Attorney 
Office of the County Attorney 
Fairfax County Virginia                               
12000 Government Center Pkwy, Suite 549 
Fairfax, VA  20035 
703-324-2421 

 
 
March 5, 2013 
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PUBLIC NOTICE
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

News Media Information 202 / 418-0500
Internet: http://www.fcc.gov

TTY: 1-888-835-5322

DA 13-22

Released:  January 9, 2013

PUBLIC SAFETY AND HOMELAND SECURITY BUREAU ANNOUNCES COMMENT AND 
REPLY COMMENT DATES FOR THE FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING 

IN THE NEXT GENERATION 911 PROCEEDING 

PS Docket No. 11-153, PS Docket No. 10-255

Section III.A Comments Due: January 29, 2013
Section III.A Reply Comments Due:  February 8, 2013
All Other Section Comments Due:  March 11, 2013
All Other Section Reply Comments Due:  April 9, 2013

On December 12, 2012, the Federal Communications Commission adopted a Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking to facilitate the deployment of Text-to-911 and other Next Generation 911 
applications (Text-to-911 FNPRM).1  The Text-to-911 FNPRM proposed to require all wireless carriers 
and certain “over the top” providers of interconnected text messaging services to support the ability of 
consumers to send text messages to 911.  In addition, in order to inform consumers and prevent 
confusion, the Text-to-911 FNPRM proposed to require all wireless carriers and interconnected text 
message providers to send automated “bounce back” error messages to consumers attempting to text to
911 when the service is not available.

Section III.A of the Text-to-911 FNPRM proposed that when consumers attempt to text to 911 in 
areas where text-to-911 is not supported, or in other instances where the text cannot be transmitted to the 
911 call center, they will receive an automated message saying that text-to-911 is not supported and 
directing them to make a 911 voice call.  The Text-to-911 FNPRM sought comment on the appropriate 
timetable for implementing this bounce back capability, and recommended rapid implementation to avoid 
the risk of consumer confusion.  Due to the important public safety consideration of reducing consumer 
confusion, the Text-to-911 FNPRM sought an expedited comment schedule for Section III.A.  
Accordingly, the Text-to-911 FNPRM set deadlines for filing comments and reply comments in Section 
III.A at 20 and 30 days after publication in the Federal Register.  The Text-to-911 FNPRM set deadlines 
for filing comments and reply comments in all other sections of the Text-to-911 FNPRM at 60 and 90 
days after publication in the Federal Register.  

                                                     
1 In the Matter of Facilitating the Deployment of Text-to-911 and Other Next Generation 911 Applications; 
Framework for Next Generation 911 Deployment, PS Docket No. 11-153, PS Docket No. 10-255, Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 11-134, 26 FCC Rcd 13615 (rel. Dec. 12, 2012) (Text-to-911 FNPRM).
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On January 9, 2013, the Federal Register published a summary of the Text-to-911 FNPRM.2  
Accordingly, comments in Section III.A must be filed on or before January 29, 2013; and reply comments 
must be filed on or before February 8, 2013.  Comments on all other sections must be filed on or before 
March 11, 2013; and reply comments on other sections must be filed on or before April 9, 2013.  The 
Text-to-911 FNPRM sets forth the comment filing instructions.

For further information regarding this proceeding, contact Timothy May, Policy Division, Public 
Safety and Homeland Security Bureau, (202) 418-1463.

--FCC--

                                                     
2 See 78 Fed. Reg. 1799 (Jan. 9, 2013).
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2012 Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Annual Report for Fairfax 
County, Virginia 
 
 
Fairfax County Department of Public Works and Environmental Services prepared the 
enclosed annual report for submission to the Virginia Department of Conservation and 
Recreation (DCR) in compliance with Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(VPDES) Permit VA0088587, Part I, Section C.4.  The annual report documents 
activities performed by the County between January 1, 2012, and December 31, 2012, 
to satisfy requirements of its VPDES permit to operate a municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4).  The report is formatted to meet DCR’s request for a concise 
summary of activities related to each permit requirement presented in the order in which 
they appear in the MS4 permit.  The current permit was issued January 24, 2002, and 
expired January 24, 2007.  The County is currently operating under an administrative 
continuance of the existing permit in anticipation of permit renewal later this year. 
 
Unless otherwise directed by the Board of Supervisors, the County Executive will 
forward the “2012 VPDES Permit Annual Report” to DCR and to others as requested, 
and will publish it on the County’s Web site. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
No fiscal impact is associated with the submittal of this report to the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENT: 
Attachment 1:  2012 VPDES Permit Annual Report 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
James W. Patteson, Director, Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 
(DPWES) 
Randolph W. Bartlett, Deputy Director, DPWES 
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call the Stormwater Planning Division at 703‐324‐5500, TTY 711. 
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The following annual report is submitted to the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 
(DCR) in compliance with Fairfax County’s Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) 
permit. The permit was issued on January 24, 2002, and expired on January 24, 2007. The county is 
currently operating under an administrative continuance of the existing permit in anticipation of permit 
renewal. This report covers the previous calendar year from January 1, 2012, through December 31, 
2012, and describes the activities performed to satisfy the county’s permit requirements. 

NOTE:  Annual Report requirements as specified in Part I.C.4 of the permit are indicated below by bold 
section headings and the stormwater program requirements as specified in Part I sections B.1, C.1, C.2 
and C.3 of the permit are in italics directly beneath the applicable section heading. 

a) Watershed Management Program Implementation 

The permittee shall develop and implement Watershed Management Plans to maintain water quality 
and manage environmental resources within the county’s watersheds (B.1). 

Starting with the Little Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan in 2003, the county embarked 
on a watershed planning initiative that assessed the needs of and resulted in proposed 
improvements for the county’s 30 watersheds over approximately the next 25 years. The watershed 
management planning process is one component of the county’s MS4 Program and is part of the 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors’ Environmental Agenda. The overarching goals for the 
watershed plans are: 

1. Improve and maintain watershed functions in Fairfax County, including water quality, 
habitat and hydrology. 

2. Protect human health, safety and property by reducing stormwater impacts. 
3. Involve stakeholders in the protection, maintenance and restoration of County watersheds. 

A total of 13 plans, which cover all 30 watersheds, were developed during this watershed planning 
initiative. The plans were developed with the assistance of the community through public meetings 
and individual plan stakeholder groups. This public involvement process helped to ensure that the 
plans meet the needs in the watershed and have the support of county residents. The county 
completed and adopted six watershed plans between 2005 and 2008 as part of the first round of 
planning. By early February 2011, the seven remaining watershed management plans were 
completed and adopted by the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. Attachment 1 lists the 13 
county watershed management plans and their year of adoption by the Board of Supervisors. 

In November 2012 the county held a second meeting for watershed advisory groups and other 
public interests to give a status update on implemention of the watershed plans and the broader 
stormwater management program. The presentation is available online at 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/watersheds. Six of the retrofits projects completed in 2012 
were specific recommendations identified in thewatershed management plans. A full summary of 
retrofit projects can be found in a.4. 

It is anticipated that structural projects proposed in the plans will be primarily funded from the 
Stormwater Services fund and from the Pro Rata Share Drainage Construction fund. The number of 
projects selected for implementation annually will be determined as part of the annual budgetary 
process. Efforts to include implementation of non‐structural projects and policy recommendations 
from the watershed plans are ongoing. 
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a.1) Structural and Source Controls 

The Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System and any storm water structural controls shall be operated 
in a manner that reduces the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (B.1.a). 

a.1 (a) Report all inspections performed on SWM facilities and BMP Ponds. 

In 2012 the county inspected 374 (24 percent) of the 1,541 county‐maintained stormwater 
management (SWM) and best management practice (BMP) facilities at least once. In 2012 the 
county inspected 664 (18 percent) of the 3,720 privately‐maintained facilities, with the goal of 
inspecting all privately‐maintained facilities at least once during the permit cycle as required by the 
permit. 

a.1 (b) Report all maintenance performed on SWM facilities and BMP Ponds. 

In 2012 the county cleaned and/or mowed 1,285 dam embankments, including 50 regional ponds 
which were maintained four times each during the calendar year. Cleaning involves removing trash, 
sediment, and debris from the trash rack, control structure, and all inflow channels leading to the 
control structure. At each stormwater management facility, deposited sediment is removed from 
the trickle ditch upstream of the control structure and disposed of offsite. The cleaning helps keep 
the facility functioning properly by conveying water and performing the BMP function as it was 
designed. The county completed 477 maintenance work orders to correct deficiencies in publicly 
maintained SWM/BMP facilities in 2012. 

a.2) Areas of New Development and Significant Redevelopment 

The permittee shall comply with and enforce all components of the County’s Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan that are relevant to storm water discharges. The goals of such controls shall be to limit increases in 
the discharge of pollutants from storm water as a result of development and significant re‐development 
(B.1.b). 

The Comprehensive Plan, as amended through 2011, provides explicit support for better site design 
and low impact development (LID) measures, and opportunities to implement such measures are 
explored during the zoning process. A 2010 Area Plan amendment for the Tysons Corner Urban 
Center included recommendations for attainment of LEED stormwater design credits and retention 
of at least the first inch of rainfall on‐site for zoning applications proposing significant increases in 
development density/intensity. Plan amendments for the Annandale and Baileys Crossroads 
Community Business Centers also included recommendations for attainment of the LEED 
stormwater design credits for some or all development and redevelopment proposals. This 
Comprehensive Plan guidance helps staff to negotiate for measures such as reductions in proposed 
impervious cover and LID measures that will serve to reduce stormwater discharges. 

The Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) provides a full range of environmental review, and 
does not track stormwater efforts independently from other environmental efforts. In coordination 
with other DPZ staff and staff from other county agencies, DPZ accepted and reviewed 102 
rezonings and related applications (e.g., amendments), 42 special exceptions and amendments, and 
94 special permits and amendments in fiscal year 2012 for environmental considerations. 
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a.3) Roadways 

Public streets, roads, and highways maintained by the permittee shall be operated and maintained in a 
manner to minimize discharge of pollutants, including those pollutants related to deicing or sanding 
activities (B.1.c). 

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), which is covered by a separate Phase II MS4 
permit, is responsible for maintenance and operation of public roads (interstate, primary, 
secondary, and residential) in Fairfax County. The county is only responsible for maintaining several 
miles of discontinuous road segments, many of which are unpaved. A significant component of 
Fairfax County’s roadways program is sweeping parking lots associated with county facilities such as 
government centers, libraries, public schools (funded by Fairfax County Public Schools), fire stations, 
police stations, health centers, bus transit facilities, park and ride lots, commuter rail stations, public 
housing facilities, and staffed park locations. 

In an effort to limit the discharge of pollutants from parking lots into the county’s streams, the 
county provides sand and chemical treatment only when dictated by safety. The county sweeps 
material from each treated parking area once annually during the spring. 

The county’s parking lot sweeping program is currently carried out by three organizations: 
Department of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES), Department of Housing and 
Community Development (DHCD), and Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA, or Park Authority). 
DPWES sweeps parking lots at county government and public schools sites as well as paved county 
road segments, where feasible. DHCD sweeps parking lots on residential developments such as 
apartment complexes, townhouse developments, group homes, and senior facilities that are owned 
and operated by DHCD. FCPA maintains (plows and/or treats) essential use parking areas at staffed 
park locations and commuter parking lots on a case‐by‐case basis to remove snow and provide for 
safe driving and footing. In 2012 more than 775 cubic yards of material were removed from 338 
county government and public schools sites, 41 residential sites, 26 essential use areas at parks, and 
30 county‐maintained road segments through sweeper trucks and hand sweeping. The amount of 
material removed in 2012 was less than in 2011 (1,842 cubic yards) due to a milder winter and 
lighter road treatment required for public safety. 

a.4) Retrofitting 

Receiving water quality impacts shall be assessed for all storm water management facilities. When the 
permittee determines water quality impact, they shall continue to evaluate and implement retrofitting 
existing storm water management facilities and areas without stormwater controls (B.1.d). 

Fairfax County agencies completed 12 retrofit projects to enhance stormwater management 
functionality in 2012. While the majority of the projects involved dry extended detention pond 
retrofits, the county also employed urban filtration practices (such as installation of pervious 
pavement). The results of the county’s retrofit efforts are summarized below: 

 Projects were completed in five of the 30 county watersheds: Accotink Creek (four), Difficult 
Run (four), Pohick Creek (two), Scotts Run (one) and Sugarland Run (one). 

 Six of the projects were retrofitting opportunities specifically mentioned in county 
watershed management plans. 

 The impervious area treated by the retrofits totals more than 200 acres; the total area 
treated was more than 300 acres. 
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 Combined, the 12 retrofits are estimated to remove nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment at 
rates of approximately 409 pounds/year, 262 pounds/year, and 601 tons/year, respectively. 

 The approximate cost of these retrofits is more than $2.5 million. 

Retrofit project documentation is maintained by the Maintenance and Stormwater Management 
Division and the Stormwater Planning Division of DPWES, the Park Authority and the Northern 
Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District. 

a.5) Pesticides, Herbicide, and Fertilizer Application 

The permittee will implement controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants related to the storage and 
application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers applied to public right of ways, parks, and other 
municipal property. The permittee shall develop and implement a program within one year of the 
effective date of the permit to achieve the above goal (B.1.e). 

County agencies involved in the administration of public rights‐of‐way, parks and other municipal 
properties currently have some form of nutrient and pest management plans and either implement 
the plans themselves or have contractors implement them. County personnel and private 
contractors follow the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s nutrient management 
guidelines, the Virginia Department of Agriculture’s guidelines, and the Virginia Pesticide Control 
Act, 2006. 

In 2012 Park Authority staff worked to reduce the amount of mowed turf areas and improve stream 
buffers at several park sites around the county to promote water and air quality and provide 
additional wildlife habitat. Staff discontinued mowing at Confederate Fortifications Historic Site and 
Johnny Moore Stream Valley Park (11.8 acres), Chapel Road Park (2.61 acres), George Mason Park 
(0.55 acres), Newington Commons Park (1.50 acres) and Pinecrest Golf Course (3 acres). 

The Park Authority currently has two Virginia state‐certified nutrient management planners on staff, 
one for parks and a recently certified planner for golf courses. To date there are 21 certified nutrient 
management plans for parklands, covering a total of about 1,670 acres. An additional 188 acres of 
parkland were operated under nutrient management plans prepared by a Virginia state‐certified 
nutrient management planner from the Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District 
(NVSWCD). Three plans are under development for golf courses, but there are no completed 
certified nutrient management plans for golf course acres at this time. 

a.6) Illicit Discharges and Improper Disposal 

a.6 (a) Report all identified illicit dischargers. This shall include site inspections and a 
description of any follow-up activities associated with illicit dischargers (see a.12 below for 
related dry weather screening program activities and findings); 

Non‐storm water discharges to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System will be effectively prohibited 
(B.1.f).  

Of the 106 representative MS4 outfalls selected for screening in2012, illicit discharges were 
identified at six. Investigations are ongoing for 12 other representative MS4 outfalls where flow was 
detected during the initial screening. Fairfax County’s efforts regarding the permit requirements 
related to Illicit Discharges and Improper Disposal are also presented in section a.12.a of this report, 
which contains a discussion of the county’s Dry Weather Screening Program. 
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The Fire and Rescue Department’s (FRD) Fire and Hazardous Materials Investigative Services (FHMIS) 
section enforces County Code Chapters 62, 105 and 106 in conjunction with the Department of 
Public Works and Environmental Services and the Department of Planning and Zoning. FHMIS also 
issues criminal citations during investigations of hazardous materials incidents. Chapter 62 
establishes that the Fire Marshal and all permitted members of the Fire Marshal’s staff have police 
powers to investigate and prosecute certain offenses including those related to storage, use, and 
transportation of hazardous materials and hazardous waste, and environmental crimes. Chapters 
105 and 106 contain provisions that address illicit discharges to state waters and the county’s storm 
drainage system. Procedural Memorandum No. 71‐01, Illegal Dump Site Investigation, Response, 
and Cleanup, outlines the process of follow‐up action for non‐emergency incidents of illegal 
dumping; establishes action under County Code Chapter 46, Health or Safety Menaces; and provides 
referrals for action on complaints that are neither public health hazards nor regulated. 

Programs that can help to prevent, detect, and eliminate illicit discharge of sanitary wastes into the 
MS4 are implemented and documented in the Wastewater Management business area of DPWES. 
The Sanitary Sewer Infiltration Abatement Program conducts wastewater flow measurements and 
analysis to identify areas of the wastewater collection system with excessive inflow/infiltration 
problems, and uses closed circuit television (CCTV) to inspect trunk sewer mains in an effort to 
specifically identify defective sewer lines for repair and rehabilitation. In 2012, 208 miles of old 
sewer lines and 12 miles of new sewer lines were inspected, resulting in the identification of 
sanitary sewer lines and manholes needing repair and rehabilitation. In 2012, 31.43 miles (165,950 
feet) of sanitary sewer lines were rehabilitated, bringing the total length of sewer lines repaired over 
the past ten years to 213.76 miles (1,128,661 feet). 

The Sanitary Sewer Extension and Improvement Program addresses pollution abatement and public 
health considerations by providing sanitary sewer service to areas identified by the Department of 
Health as having non‐repairable, malfunctioning septic systems.  In 2012 four Extension and 
Improvement projects were completed consisting of approximately 5,360 linear feet of eight‐inch 
gravity sanitary sewer, approximately 3,863 feet of 1.5‐inch to 2.5‐inch diameter low‐pressure 
sanitary sewer including six individual grinder pumps, and sanitary sewer connections for 68 existing 
homes and three vacant properties.  

The Health Department mailed 14,957 flow diversion valve reminder notices in 2012. The notices 
are sent to homeowners on the anniversary of the installation of their septic system to remind them 
to turn their flow diversion valve once a year. The notice also reminds homeowners to pump out 
their septic tank every three to five years. 

In 2012, 1,467 non‐compliance letters were mailed to owners of homes that have not pumped out 
their septic tank during the five‐year period required in Chapter 68.1 of the Fairfax County Code and 
the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations. If a homeowner 
fails to comply, a follow‐up letter is mailed to them informing them that action will be taken under 
the regulations to insure their septic tank is pumped out as required. 

There were 42 new alternative onsite sewage systems approved in 2012, bringing the total number 
of alternative systems in Fairfax County to 718. It is required that each of these systems is inspected 
annually by a licensed operator and a report be filed with the Health Department. Regulations for 
these systems went into effect December 7, 2011. The Health Department will notify all owners of 
alternative onsite sewage systems who are not in compliance with the operation and maintenance 
requirement of the regulations. 

(186)



6 

 

a.7) Spill Prevention and Response 

A program to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may discharge into the Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System shall be implemented. The spill response program may include a combination of spill 
response actions by the permittee (and/or another public or private entity), and legal requirements for 
private entities within the permittees' jurisdiction (B.1.g). 

The FRD Hazardous Materials Response Team (HMRT), when requested by Fire Department first 
responders, 911 dispatch protocols or the Fire Marshal’s Office, responds to reported incidents of 
hazardous material releases, spills and discharges in the county (regardless of whether the material 
has potential to enter the county‐operated MS4, another system such as VDOT’s, or waters of the 
state). The department maintains and tracks firefighter training/certification under OSHA 29 CFR 
1910.120 (q) and NFPA 472. The Fire Department’s HMRT personnel receive regular training in 
pollution prevention and are equipped to initiate spill control measures to reduce the possibility of 
hazardous materials reaching the MS4. Resources available to personnel include personal protective 
equipment, technical tools and equipment for spill control, and absorbent products such as pads 
and booms for spill containment. The Fire Marshal’s Office maintains a contract with a major 
commercial hazardous materials response company to provide additional containment and clean‐up 
support for large‐scale incidents. 

In 2012 Fire and Hazardous Materials Investigative Services (FHMIS) section received 562 
complaints. Approximately 253 of the complaints involved the actual release of various petroleum 
or chemical substances. Of the 253 releases, most involved the release of petroleum products 
including diesel fuel (30), home heating fuel oil (53), gasoline (12), motor oil (13), or hydraulic oil 
(28). Other releases investigated involved antifreeze, paint, sewage, waste water discharges, water 
treatment chemicals and mercury. Storm drains or water ways were involved in 21 of the releases. 
Documentation of individual releases and the county’s responses is maintained by FHMIS. 

In both emergency and non‐emergency spills that reach the MS4, FHMIS enforces appropriate codes 
and ordinances to ensure that responsible parties take appropriate spill control and cleanup actions 
to protect and restore the environment. 

FHMIS monitors, on a long‐term basis, contaminated sites that have a potential for the contaminant 
coming in contact with surface waters or storm water management facilities. As a part of the 
oversight program, FHMIS, as an agent of the Director of DPWES, accepts, reviews and processes 
requests to discharge treated groundwater from remedial activities at contaminated sites into 
county storm sewers. FHMIS then monitors the discharge for the duration of the agreement. In 2012 
the Hazardous Materials Technical Support Branch of FHMIS monitored 36 oversight cases. Most of 
these oversight files involve contaminated underground storage tank sites. 

Fire and Rescue continued to maintain membership in the Fairfax Joint Local Emergency Planning 
Committee (FJLEPC), which includes representatives of Fairfax County, the City of Fairfax, and the 
towns of Vienna and Herndon. Fire and Rescue periodically updates its Hazardous Material 
Emergency Response Plan. 
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a.8) Industrial & High Risk Runoff 

a.8 (a) Report on all inspections of any new or previously unidentified facilities. 

a.8 (b) Report an updated list of all industrial storm water sources and VPDES permitted 
facilities that discharge into the MS4.  

A program to identify and control pollutants in storm water discharges to the Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System (municipal landfills; other treatment, storage, or disposal facilities for municipal waste; 
hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and recovery facilities; facilities that are subject to EPCRA 
Title III, Section 313) and any other industrial or commercial discharge the permittee determine are 
contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System shall be 
implemented under this program (B.1.h). 

Fairfax County’s efforts regarding the permit requirements related to Industrial and High Risk Runoff 
are also presented in sections a.12.b and a.12.c of this report, which contain a discussion of the 
county’s Wet Weather and Industrial and High Risk Runoff Monitoring Program. 

In 2012 the Stormwater Planning Division updated its list of high risk industrial and commercial 
properties that drain to the county’s MS4. There are currently 34 facilities that are covered under a 
VPDES general permit and eight facilities that are covered under a VPDES individual permit that 
drain to Fairfax County’s MS4. In addition, there is currently one facility with a no‐exposure 
certification.  Of the 42 permitted facilities, seven are county facilities. As required by the permits, 
each county facility has developed and is implementing a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP), which includes spill prevention and response procedures. 

a.9) Construction Site Runoff 

a.9 (a) Report all Erosion and Sediment Control Plans the permittee has approved for sites 
disturbing greater than 1 acre of land for that year.  

A program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from construction sites (land disturbing activities equal 
to or greater than one acre) shall be implemented under this program (B.1.i). 

In 2012 a total of 710 Erosion and Sediment (E&S) Control plans for projects that would disturb a 
land area of 2,500 square feet or more were submitted and approved. Written reports listing these 
individual sites were provided on a monthly basis to the Virginia Department of Conservation and 
Recreation (DCR). 

Fairfax County’s E&S control program is fully approved by DCR and is implemented by Land 
Development Services (LDS). In 2012, 26,617 E&S inspections were performed through the county’s 
Alternative Inspection Program on all sites under construction. Those E&S inspections represent 
54.7 percent of the 48,622 total site inspections that were performed by Site Development and 
Inspection Division (SDID) personnel. The site inspections total also includes 2,160 projects that 
were inspected for purposes other than strictly E&S control (e.g., pre‐construction, streets, sanitary 
sewer, storm sewer, and project release). 

In 2012 SDID wrote 605 “2030” E&S control reports, which identify the E&S control deficiencies 
developers must correct within five days. Failure to comply within the specified time frame can 
result in issuance of a violation to the developer. In 2012 SDID issued 69 violations and 54 of those 
were later cleared. SDID is working to resolve the remaining 15 violations either through 
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implementation of required corrections or initiation of court action. SDID held 202 escrows for 
either landscaping or stabilization issues. 

The Land Disturbance and Post Occupancy Branch of LDS investigates complaints alleging violations 
of Fairfax County’s Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 104). The branch also 
investigates complaints alleging violations of the county’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance 
(Chapter 118). In 2012 the branch received 247 total complaints. In most instances, there was either 
no violation or there was timely compliance if a violation was cited. The branch issued 24 Resource 
Protection Area (RPA) violations and 38 land disturbance violations. The branch undertook 20 
criminal proceedings to ensure compliance, with two proceedings resulting in fines issued by the 
court. 

The county sponsors an annual Land Conservation Awards program to recognize the developers, 
contractors, site superintendents, and site inspectors who demonstrated an exemplary effort during 
the past year in the installation and maintenance of erosion and sediment control measures on 
construction projects and preservation of natural resources (such as trees, wetlands and Resource 
Protection Areas). In 2012, eight sites were nominated for awards in the following categories:  Large 
Commercial, Small Commercial, Small Single Family Residential and Infill Lot. One Large Commercial, 
one Small Commercial and one Infill Lot were selected for awards. In addition, one site was 
recognized as the Best Protected Environmentally Sensitive Site of the year. The 2012 Land 
Conservation Awards program was held on January 18, 2013, an Outstanding Superintendent, an 
Outstanding Engineering Firm, and an Outstanding Contractor were also recognized. These awards 
are valued by recipients in the construction industry and provide incentives to do excellent work. 
County employees were also recognized with awards for Outstanding E&S County Inspectors and 
Outstanding E&S County Reviewers. 

Residents may report complaints about erosion and sedimentation to the county by phone or 
through email. Residents can visit the following website to find contacts for specific land 
development issues:  

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/publications/urbanfor.htm 

a.10) Storm Sewer Infrastructure Management 

A program to maintain and update the accuracy and inventory of the storm sewer system shall be 
implemented. The permittee shall submit to the Department of Environmental Quality, Northern Virginia 
Office a plan and schedule by which the entire storm sewer Infrastructure will be mapped. The plans and 
schedule shall be submitted within 180 days of the effective date of this permit (B.1.j). 

A Storm Sewer Infrastructure Management Plan and Schedule was submitted to the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) on July 24, 2002, in accordance with the permit, and 
has been updated with each annual report as shown in Attachment 2. Fairfax County is comprised of 
an area of 399 square miles (land and water) as identified on 436 tax map grids. During the initial 
five‐year permit cycle (completed in 2005), Fairfax County staff field verified the location of the 
storm drainage conveyance system on each tax map grid, identified storm sewer pipes, outfalls and 
associated appurtenant structures, and created a GIS‐based data layer. The requirements in the plan 
have been fulfilled and the infrastructure inventory will continue to be updated in accordance with 
the permit. 

During 2012 the GIS inventory was continuously updated with new as‐built plans and field 
verification of system location and components within identified easements. Over 70 as‐built 
construction plans were digitized along with the completion of an infrastructure review project 
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covering 419 tax grids that confirmed maintenance responsibility, completeness and spatial 
accuracy. Routine maintenance of the GIS‐based stormwater easement database has continued 
through 2012. 

The county continued implementation of its infrastructure inspection and rehabilitation program. 
Two thousand two hundred pipe segments and 4,000 storm structures were inspected with video 
and photo documentation in 2012. Under the rehabilitation program, more than 50 miles of pipe 
were videoed. The videos document the existing structural and service conditions of the interior of 
the storm drainage system. The inspection efforts represent 292 miles, or 23 percent of the storm 
drainage network being photographed or screened for obvious deficiencies. The inventory continues 
to be assessed for ongoing repair of identified deficiencies. In addition, more than 5,100 feet of 
storm pipe in the county’s storm system inventory were rehabilitated or repaired through 
replacement or by lining entire pipe segments using cured‐in‐place pipe lining methods. 

a.11) Public Education 

A public education program shall be implemented (B.1.k). 

Fairfax County’s public education program is an essential component of stormwater management. 
The program raises awareness about stormwater challenges throughout the county and offers 
opportunities for residents to become involved in efforts to restore and protect Fairfax County’s 
local waterways, the Occoquan Reservoir, the Potomac River and the Chesapeake Bay. A number of 
county organizations contribute to the public education program including Stormwater Planning 
Division (SWPD), the Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP), Fairfax County Park Authority 
(FCPA) and Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District (NVSWCD) as well as the regional 
Clean Water Partners (CWP). County staff used a variety of methods to provide public education 
including in‐person presentations, print publications, television, radio and online resources.  

In 2012 the county’s public education program reached several thousand adults and children 
including public school students, homeowners, businesses and members of the general public. The 
program addressed topics such as watersheds; recognition and reporting of illicit discharges into the 
MS4; proper management and disposal of wastes, pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers; and stream 
cleanups and other stewardship opportunities. A detailed listing of public education efforts is in 
Attachment 3. 

a.12) Monitoring Programs 

a.12 (a) Report on the Dry Weather Screening Program; (1) Number of outfalls inspected and 
test results; (2) Follow-up activities to investigate problematic areas and illicit dischargers. 

The permittee shall continue ongoing efforts to detect the presence of illicit connections and improper 
discharges to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. Representative outfalls of the entire 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System must be screened at least once during the permit term. 
Screening methodology may be modified based on experience gained during actual field screening 
activities and need not conform to the protocol at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D). Sample collection and 
analysis need not conform to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 136 (B.1.l.1). 

In 2012 the county selected 106 MS4 outfalls for dry weather screening in accordance with the 
general protocol outlined in “Fairfax County Dry Weather Screening Program: Site Selection and 
Screening Plan” (September 2012). Physical parameters were recorded at each outfall. Water was 
found to be flowing at 46 of the outfalls, and was tested for a range of pollutants (conductivity, 
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surfactants, fluoride, pH, phenol, copper, and temperature) using field test kits. Of the outfalls 
tested, 23 required follow‐up investigations because they exceeded the allowable limit for at least 
one pollutant. Of the 23 sites that required a retest, 11 have been completed.  Upon retesting these 
sites, seven continued to exceed the screening criteria, and further testing was conducted in an 
attempt to track down the source. This track down procedure consisted of using the county’s GIS 
mapping system. A map of the county’s storm drainage system was printed from GIS and used to 
track the storm network upstream of each site. Staff recorded observations of flowing water and 
land use, and tested the water where flow was found. This procedure was followed up the network 
of storm sewer pipes until the source was found or there was no flowing water. 

One of the track downs had very minimal flow and the source could not be determined. One of the 
sites resulted in finding that a building’s cooling tower had sprung a leak and was draining down 
through the roof drains. The cooling tower has since been fixed and the discharge eliminated. 
Another trackdown resulted in finding that a cooling tower on a second building had its drain pipe 
left open. The drain has since been closed which has eliminated the discharge. Another trackdown 
found that an interior water feature of a building had its drain valve accidentally left open. The 
building engineer closed the valve which resulted in elimination of the discharge. One retest 
resulted in finding that a T‐shirt company located in the City of Fairfax had one of its drains 
connected to stormwater instead of sanitary. The dye from the company that should have been 
going to sanitary instead was turning the stream blue. The County and City staff are working with 
the company to correct the problem. The remaining two trackdowns are from fluoride exceedances 
and have been followed up to buildings and are assumed to be cooling tower discharges. The 
remaining 12 trackdowns are currently being investigated and consist of exceedances in pH, copper 
and fluoride limits. 

a.12 (b) Report on the Wet Weather Screening Program; (1) Number of outfalls inspected and 
test results; (2) Follow-up activities to investigate problematic areas and illicit dischargers. 

The permittee shall investigate, and address known areas within their jurisdiction that are contributing 
excessive levels of pollutants to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. The Permittee shall specify 
the sampling and nonsampling techniques to be used for initial screening and follow‐up purposes. 
Sample collection and analysis need not conform to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 136 (B.1.l.2). 

Wet Weather Screening/Monitoring was conducted during 2012 using the previously developed 
“Wet Weather Site Selection and Screening Plan” (2006). Eight sites have been monitored twice 
each for the analytes listed in Appendix A of the county’s MS4 permit and for metals. The 
preliminary water quality analysis indicates that the runoff from the eight sites is not a significant 
source of pollutants to the MS4. The Wet Weather Screening Program selected and field screened 
20 sites and will monitor a total of 10 sites. These sites were identified in industrial, commercial and 
other high risk areas and ranked according to the county land use code and potential to contribute 
pollutants to the MS4. 

a.12 (c) Report on the Industrial and High Risk Runoff Monitoring Program 

The permittee may include monitoring for pollutants in storm water discharges to the Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System which include: municipal landfills; other treatment, storage, or disposal 
facilities for municipal waste; hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and recovery facilities; 
facilities that are subject to EPCRA Title III, Section 313. Monitoring may also be required on other 
industrial or commercial discharges the permittee determines are contributing a substantial pollutant 
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loading to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. Permittee may require the industrial facility to 
conduct self‐monitoring to satisfy this requirement (B.1.l.3). 

This part of the permit is satisfied through the Wet Weather Screening Program described in the 
preceding section, a.12 (b). 

a.12 (d) Report on the Watershed Monitoring Program; (1) Monitoring plan; (2) Summarize 
the implementation including, Storm Event Data, Station test results, Seasonal Loadings and 
Yearly Loadings. 

The permittee shall develop a long‐term monitoring plan and trend analysis to verify the effectiveness 
and adequacy of control measures in the County’s Storm Water Management Plan and to identify water 
quality improvement or degradation. The permittee shall submit an approvable monitoring program to 
the Department of Environmental Quality no later than one year from the effective date of this permit. 
The program shall be implemented within two years of the effective date of the permit. Monitoring shall 
be conducted on representative stations to characterize the quality of storm water in at least two 
watersheds during the term of this permit (C.1). 

In 2012 wet weather water quality monitoring continued at the two water quality monitoring sites, 
Henderson Road in Occoquan (OQN) and Kingsley Avenue in Vienna (VNA) in accordance with 
Fairfax County’s Watershed Water Quality Monitoring Program submitted on January 24, 2003. 
Samples were tested for concentrations of nine constituents of concern. Table 1 contains the 
median, high and low concentrations of each of the nine constituents during the eight‐year period 
from 2005 to 2012. 

In addition, statistical analyses using the Mann‐Whitney 2‐sample test were performed to determine 
if there were significant differences between constituent concentrations at the two stations. In 
2012, as in 2011 and 2010, the analysis found significant statistical differences for concentrations of 
all of the nine constituents measured at the two sites. In addition, seasonal and annual unit‐area 
constituent loadings for 2012 were calculated and are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 1: Results of statistical analysis to determine if there is a significant difference between 
observed constituent concentrations at Vienna and Occoquan Stations for 2005 through 2012 

Constituent 
Vienna 
Median 

Vienna 
High 

Vienna
Low 

Occoquan
Median 

Occoquan
High 

Occoquan 
Low 

Differences 
Statistically 
Significant? 

NH3‐N  0.18  0.73  0.00 0.01 0.27 0.00 YES 

COD  53  292  22 23 122 0 YES 

E. Coli  901  200000  0 583 38000 27 YES 

Fecal Strep  6500  129000  100 925 51000 18 YES 

NO3+NO2‐N  0.73  1.64  0.16 0.42 0.73 0.10 YES 

TDS  128  836  51 100 160 71 YES 

TKN  1.65  11.30  0.48 0.58 2.41 0.00 YES 

TP  0.30  1.61  0.06 0.06 0.80 0.00 YES 

TSS  52.50  1207.00  4.90 15.75 485.00 1.40 YES 

All constituent units are expressed in milligrams per liter, other than E. coli and Fecal Strep which are in 
colonies per 100 milliliters. Statistical significance was based on a Mann‐Whitney 2‐sample test at a 0.1 
significance level. 

Table 2: Computed seasonal and annual unit-area constituent loadings at monitored locations for 
2012 

Constituent 
Vienna 
Winter 

Occoquan 
Winter 

Vienna 
Spring 

Occoquan
Spring 

Vienna 
Summer

Occoquan
Summer 

Vienna 
Fall 

Occoquan 
Fall 

Vienna 
Annual 

Occoquan
Annual 

NH3‐N   0.118  0.002  0.102  0.026  0.087  0.008  0.092  0.007  0.399  0.043 

COD   32.839  3.596  32.139  14.810  24.727  3.975  80.754  10.488  170.5  32.9 

E. Coli  0.407  0.119  9.837  11.165  90.323  6.989  24.149  6.605  124.715  24.878 

Fecal Strep   2.348  0.485  25.669  9.663  67.770  19.920  69.229  6.641  165.086  36.530 

NO3+NO2‐N   0.323  0.075  0.404  0.113  0.391  0.098  0.407  0.115  1.525  0.402 

TDS   94.153  19.562  69.483  25.147  44.123  25.241  92.256  33.437  300.0  103.4 

TKN   0.785  0.071  1.565  0.343  0.773  0.164  0.901  0.198  4.025  0.775 

TP   0.120  0.006  0.107  0.091  0.151  0.020  0.388  0.047  0.766  0.163 

TSS  43.503  2.025  47.525  55.767  45.228  10.848  123.654 24.753  252.9  93.4 

All loadings are expressed in pounds per acre, except for E. coli and Fecal Strep which are in billions of 
colonies per acre. To compute total loads in pounds or billions of colonies, unit‐area loading was 
multiplied by the drainage area of the monitoring station in acres. 

a.12 (e) Report on the Bioassessment Monitoring Program; (1) Monitoring plan; (2) Summarize 
test results. 

The permitee can use and is encouraged to use a rapid bioassessment monitoring program to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the stormwater management plan. The program will be implemented 
within one year of the effective date of the permit and an approvable program must be submitted within 
six months of the effective date of the permit (C.2). 

A probability‐based site selection sampling methodology was used to identify randomly‐selected 
stream bioassessment locations throughout Fairfax County. These sites were stratified and 
proportionally distributed throughout the county based on Strahler stream order applied to all 
perennially flowing streams in Fairfax County. This methodology eliminates any site selection bias 
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and is commonly used as a cost‐effective way of obtaining a statistically defensible determination of 
stream conditions at a countywide scale. 

A total of 52 sites were sampled for benthic macroinvertebrates in 2012: 39 sites randomly selected 
within Fairfax County as part of the annual probabilistic monitoring program; 11 Piedmont reference 
locations in Prince William National Forest Park; and two Coastal Plain reference sites in the Kane 
Creek watershed of Fairfax County. Of these 39 randomly selected sites, a total of 19 sites were also 
sampled for fish.  Multi‐metric Indices of Biological Integrity (IBIs) have previously been developed 
for both the aquatic benthic macroinvertebrate and fish communities within Fairfax county. IBI 
results from the 39 randomly selected macroinvertebrate sites suggest that approximately 85 
percent of the county’s waterways are classified as “fair”, “poor” or “very poor” condition (23 
percent, 31 percent and 31 percent, respectively) based on a decrease in biological integrity of 
streams. Of the 19 sites sampled for fish, 68 percent were classified as “fair”, “poor” or “very poor” 
condition for fish communities. The monitoring program is part of the framework to evaluate future 
changes and trends in watershed conditions. 

a.12. (f) Report on the Floatables Monitoring Program 

The permittee shall conduct surveys of floatables. The intent of the survey is to document the 
effectiveness of the litter control programs for the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. Surveys shall 
be done in accordance with the following procedures: c) The above may be accomplished through the 
“Adopt a Stream” program referenced in Part I.B.1.k.2 (C.3.c). 

In 2012 the multi‐agency trash workgroup (consisting of representatives from the Stormwater 
Planning Division, Division of Solid Waste, Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District and 
Clean Fairfax Council) continued to test and refine the Trash Assessment For Improved 
Environments (TAFIE) stream condition assessment protocols and data forms. As part of a 
cooperative effort to evaluate litter problems prior to a stream restoration project in Flatlick Branch, 
NVSWCD completed a TAFIE survey in a 100‐foot reach within the project site.  Surveyors counted 
193 pieces of trash, mostly plastics. Six bags of trash were removed. Valuable information about the 
types and probable sources of trash was also recorded. Phase I of this stream restoration project will 
be occurring in 2013. The workgroup plans to reach out to retailers/vendors located near the site to 
raise awareness of the litter issue and encourage support for the upcoming restoration project. 

Other TAFIE assessments conducted in 2012 included sites at Accotink/Royal Thomas Way (spring 
and fall), Providence REC Center (spring and fall), Huntley Meadows (spring) and Shaw Park Court 
(fall). 

During 2012 the workgroup outlined a public education plan for TAFIE for 2013. Requested TAFIE 
forms and guidance were provided to elementary schools and to individuals seeking volunteer 
services for the Virginia Master Naturalist certification program.  

The county continued to work with and support the following organizations that coordinate large 
and small‐scale volunteer cleanups: 

 Clean Fairfax Council 

 The Alice Ferguson Foundation (Potomac River Watershed Cleanup) 

 Clean Virginia Waterways (International Coastal Cleanup) 

Clean Fairfax Council documented the following metrics regarding litter and clean‐up activities that 
they organized: 
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 “Report a Litterer” reports (via anonymous fill‐in form at Clean Fairfax website or the 
“Report a Litterer” hotline – 106 

 Total number of clean up events either planned or supported – 67 

 Total number of volunteers at clean up events – 2,343 

 Total number of volunteer hours – 6,652 

 Cubic yards of garbage collected – 1,004 

The county continued to provide support and staff for various stream and river cleanup events.  In 
the spring of 2012 approximately 110 sites were established throughout the county for the Alice 
Ferguson Foundation’s annual Potomac River Watershed Cleanup. Cleanups were conducted at 
numerous state, county and local parks, schools, the county wastewater treatment plant and other 
locations. These cleanups were advertised in publications such as the Department of Solid Waste’s 
SCRAPBook and the Fairfax County Park Authority’s Parktakes Magazine, as well as on the internet.  
Staff from the Stormwater Planning Division, Division of Solid Waste, Wastewater Management 
Division, Fairfax County Park Authority and the Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation 
District participated in these cleanups. More than 2,270 volunteers removed an estimated 49,475 
pounds of bagable trash and 21,285 pounds of bulk trash. An estimated 11,315 plastic shopping 
bags were counted. 

According to Clean Virginia Waterways, a total of 801 volunteers participated in the International 
Coastal Cleanup in Fairfax County during September and October 2012. At 36 sites, 17,421 pounds 
of trash and marine debris were removed. Plastic bags, beverage bottles, food wrappers and 
containers, and litter from recreational activities and fast food consumption (i.e. cups, plates, forks 
etc.) were the most commonly collected trash items in the county. 

The Fairfax County Park Authority organized and/or assisted with a number of stream cleanups in 
2012: 

 Riverbend Park: three watershed cleanups with a total of 140 people 

 Fairfax Trails and Streams cleaned Pimmit Run stream valley on a regular basis along with 
two big cleanups spring/fall. 

 Burke Lake Park: High school cross country teams organized a lake shore cleanup day and 
collected approximately 50 bags of lake shore trash. Several patrons also collected lakeside 
trash. 

 Lake Accotink Park: Staff organized two Watershed Clean‐up Days on April 14 and October 
13, 2012. The two cleanup days attracted more than 130 volunteers. The Mobile Crew 
removed 17.9 tons of debris from the lake at the marina in April. They removed 40.5 tons 
from the lake at the marina in November. Throughout the year, the park supported 
numerous individual and small‐group volunteers who collected trash in the park. Friends of 
Accotink Creek organizes bi‐annual cleanups at twelve points along Accotink Creek, in 
Fairfax County and Fairfax City parks. Northern Virginia Kayak Club conducted an Earth Day 
clean‐up; they went out on their kayaks and removed litter from the lake. 

 Huntley Meadows Park: Over 100 bags of trash were removed from the park during five 
separate stream cleanups in 2012 that included Dogue Creek, Barnyard Run and Little 
Hunting Creek watersheds. 

NVSWCD and Division of Solid Waste assisted in a cleanup of Little Hunting Creek in April 2012 
where 139 volunteers picked up 245 bags of trash, 27 tires and 49 shopping carts. 
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The county continued to promote the “Adopt a Stream” program. The Stormwater Planning Division 
distributed copies of its Floatables Monitoring Program Brochure to various public offices and during 
educational activities and outreach events throughout the county. The brochure was also made 
available on the county Stream Litter website: 

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/streamlitter.htm 

Stream cleanup event organizers were encouraged to record their cleanup information on the 
Floatables Data Reporting Form (available in the brochure or on the county website) and return the 
completed form to the county. Cleanup data submitted to the county are entered in the Floatables 
database. 

b) Proposed Changes to the Stormwater Management Program 

Storm Water Management Program Review and Update (B.4). 

In 2009 Fairfax County and Fairfax County Public Schools proposed to the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation that the two jurisdictions be covered by the county’s Phase I MS4 
permit. The arrangement would be contingent upon the two jurisdictions submitting formal 
documentation to DCR outlining the commitments of each jurisdiction and upon DCR issuing a new 
permit. In 2009 the county and Public Schools drafted a memorandum of understanding outlining 
the roles and responsibilities of each jurisdiction that pertain to specific requirements of the MS4 
permit. In 2012 both parties continued to monitor changes in the county’s draft permit 
requirements which may impact specific terms of the MOU. 

In 2012 the county continued to implement the existing MS4 program per its current Phase I permit. 
Likewise, Fairfax County Public Schools continued to implement its existing Phase II permit 
(VAR040104). Public Schools completed and submitted its Annual Report to DCR in August 2012. 

The County’s MS4 Program was inspected by EPA on June 8 and 9, 2011 and received an 
administrative order (AO) from EPA on November 1, 2012.  The AO directed the County to take steps 
to address aspects of the Industrial and High Risk Runoff and Construction Site Runoff inspection 
programs.  The County responded to the AO on November 30, 2012 and identified the following 
steps that have been initiated to attain compliance with paragraphs 21.a. and 21.b. of the AO. 

21.a. The respondent shall immediately take steps to ensure that inspectors identify sources of 
pollutants, and assess management practices for controlling pollutants from Industrial & High Risk 
Runoff discharges that may enter the MS4. 

 A team comprised of the following County agencies has developed a draft standard operating 
procedure (SOP) to identify and control pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MS4 from 
Industrial High Risk Runoff (IHRR) facilities:   

o Department of Code Compliance 

o Department of Information Technology 

o Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 

 Land Development Services 

 Solid Waste Management 

 Stormwater Management 

 Wastewater Management 
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o Department of Vehicle Services 

o Fire and Rescue Department 

o Health Department 

o Office of the County Attorney 

 A database of industrial and high‐risk facilities that have the potential to discharge to the 
County’s MS4 has been developed and will be used to prioritize inspections associated with the 
IHRR program.  The database includes facility type, watershed, location, priority classification, 
contact information, existing permit information and proximity to an impaired waterway, and is 
geocoded so that all facilities have been mapped in a geographic information system (GIS) layer.   

 A spreadsheet has been developed and is being used to track discharge monitoring reports 
(DMRs) that are submitted to the County from facilities holding Virginia Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (VPDES) permits for discharges of stormwater associated with industrial 
activity.   

 As part of the Fiscal Year 2013 budget which began on July 1, 2012, the Board of Supervisors 
approved the addition of two new positions for the purpose of conducting IHRR inspections.  
The County is in the process of filling these two IHRR inspector positions.   

 New educational materials are being developed to assist other County agencies with recognizing 
and reporting IHRR during their inspections. 

21.b. The respondent shall immediately take steps to ensure that inspectors fully and accurately 
document their observations concerning compliance or non‐compliance and any changes they make 
to erosion and sediment control plans during construction site inspections. 

Item 18 of the AO states that the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook (VESCH) requires 
that inspection reports contain comments about compliance or non‐compliance.  While the VESCH 
does not specify how inspections should be documented, and DCR has found the County’s erosion 
and sediment control program to be fully consistent with Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law 
and Regulations, the County is taking action to ensure that erosion and sediment control inspections 
during construction are documented more consistently.  This action includes the following steps: 

 The site inspection database (Site Inspections 2000 or SI2K) is being updated to require an entry 
from the inspectors for location information and comments regarding compliance or 
noncompliance for erosion and sediment control inspections.   

 Chapter 2 of the Inspector’s Handbook (SI2K User Manual) will be updated to require 
documentation in SI2K of location information and comments regarding compliance or 
noncompliance. 

 Chapter 4 of the Inspector’s Handbook (Erosion and Sediment Control) will be updated to 
include the following: 

o Require documentation in SI2K of any verbal communications regarding erosion and 
sediment control inspections. 

o Require comments in SI2K and specify the content of the comments for erosion and 
sediment control inspections. 

o Require the inspector to revise his/her copy of the plan regarding any minor changes in 
the erosion and sediment control features made during construction.  Major revisions 
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currently require formal submission of a plan revision, and are reviewed by County 
engineering staff and appropriate outside agencies for compliance with state and local 
regulations. 

These revisions to SI2K and the Inspector’s Handbook will be followed by annual training with the 
inspectors to ensure that revisions result in a change in practice in the field. 

c) Assessments of controls and the fiscal analysis of the effectiveness of new controls established by 
the Stormwater Management Program 

As the county approaches build‐out conditions, it has become increasingly challenging to mitigate 
the impacts of impervious area and nonpoint source pollution on streams. Several efforts through 
the existing stormwater management program are helping to reduce or minimize water quality 
impacts. They include: the mandate of controls (BMPs) by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
Ordinance; development and implementation of Comprehensive Watershed Management Plans; 
development of a retrofitting program for existing developed areas; and ongoing changes to 
stormwater management codes, policies, ordinance, and guidelines. 

d) Annual Expenditures for the Stormwater Management Program and Budget 

The county has not tracked expenditures to meet permit requirements separately from its overall 
stormwater program administered by the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services, 
nor have other agencies tracked the resources they have expended on programs that contribute 
towards meeting MS4 permit conditions. For calendar year 2012, the total expenditures in the 
Stormwater Management business unit from January 1, 2012, through December 31, 2012, were 
$29.8 million. 

In FY 2006, the Board of Supervisors had dedicated the value of one penny of the real estate tax, or 
approximately $20 million annually to stormwater capital projects. As part of the FY 2010 Adopted 
Budget Plan, a new service district was created to support the stormwater management program, as 
authorized by Virginia Code Annotated Sections 15.2‐2400. As part of the FY 2013 budget, the Board 
of Supervisors approved a stormwater service district levy of $0.020 (two cents) per $100 of 
assessed real estate value to support both staff operating requirements and stormwater capital 
projects. The stormwater service district will generate approximately $39.7million in FY 2013 that 
will be dedicated to funding the entire stormwater management program. 

e) Identification of water quality improvements or degradation 

As the county approaches build‐out, we will continue to implement best management practices to 
control stormwater pollutants, meet regulatory requirements, and take a holistic approach to watershed 
restoration and preservation. Efforts include enhanced infrastructure maintenance and inspections, 
implementation of watershed management plans, a continued construction inspection program, and 
ongoing outreach efforts to increase public awareness. It is anticipated that these efforts will have a 
positive long‐range impact on the future health of county watersheds, will help to satisfy stream water 
quality standards and support the goals of restoring both local waterways and the Chesapeake Bay.
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Attachment 1:  Fairfax County’s Watershed Management Plans 

The following is a list of Fairfax County’s thirteen watershed management plans. The date of plan 
adoption is specified as well as the watershed or watersheds that were included in the watershed 
planning group. 

1. Little Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan (February 2005) 
 Included watershed:  Little Hunting Creek 

2. Popes Head Creek Watershed Management Plan (January 2006) 
 Included watershed:  Popes Head Creek 

3. Cub Run and Bull Run Watershed Management Plan (February 2007) 
 Included watersheds: Cub Run and Bull Run 

4. Difficult Run Watershed Management Plan (February 2007) 
 Included watershed:  Difficult Run 

5. Cameron Run Watershed Management Plan (August 2007) 
 Included watershed:  Cameron Run 

6. Middle Potomac Watersheds Management Plan (May 2008) 
 Included watersheds:  Bull Neck Run, Dead Run, Pimmit Run, Scotts Run, and Turkey Run 

7. Pohick Creek Watershed Management Plan (December 2010) 
 Included watershed:  Pohick Creek 

8. Sugarland Run and Horsepen Creek Watershed Management Plan (December 2010) 
 Included watersheds:  Sugarland Run and Horsepen Creek 

9. Belle Haven, Dogue Creek and Four Mile Run Watershed Management Plan (January 2011) 
 Included watersheds: Belle Haven, Dogue Creek, and Four Mile Run 

10. Lower Occoquan Watershed Management Plan (January 2011) 
 Included watersheds: High Point, Kane Creek, Mill Branch, Occoquan, Old Mill Branch, 

Ryans Dam, Sandy Run, and Wolf Run  

11. Nichol Run and Pond Branch Watershed Plan (January 2011) 
 Included watersheds:  Nichol Run and Pond Branch 

12. Accotink Creek Watershed Management Plan (February 2011) 
 Included watershed:  Accotink Creek 

13. Little Rocky Run and Johnny Moore Creek Watershed Plan (February 2011) 
 Included watersheds: Little Rocky Run and Johnny Moore Creek 

Print copies of final approved plans are available at the Stormwater Planning Division office, Fairfax 
County Public Libraries, and Board of Supervisors District offices. Digital copies are available upon 
request from the Stormwater Planning Division and are available online at 
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/watersheds.   
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Attachment 2:  Storm Sewer Infrastructure Management Plan and Schedule 

Year of 
Measurement 

2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  2011  2012 

Number of Tax Maps 
Field‐verified During 
the Year 

87  65  69  217  57  83  66  46  122  76  67 

Number of Tax Maps 
Digitized During the 
Year 

87  114  90  145  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Total Number of 
Updated Tax Maps 
(Field‐verified and 
Digitized) 

174  179  159  362  134  176  156  118  283  268  258 

Number of Tax Maps 
Remaining To Be 
Digitized 

349  235  145  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Number of 
Easements 
Completed (Tax 
Maps) 

N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  15  60  91  230  40  0  0  0 

Miles of Storm 
Sewer Pipes Videoed 
(by CCTV) 

N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  43  50  N.A.  10.1  67  17.1  56.8 

Tax Maps Reviewed 
for Storm Structure 
Maintenance Needs 

N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  N.A.  88  66 

N.A means “not applicable.” 

Zero (0) indicates that the task has concluded so no additional work was performed during the calendar 
year.   
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Attachment 3: 2012 Public Education Program 

Public Education Effort  Topics Addressed  Audiences Statistics Lead Organizations

Public events (incl. Earth 
Day/Arbor Day Celebration, 
Celebrate Fairfax, Fall For 
Fairfax Kidsfest, 4‐H Fair) 

Environmental awareness, 
watershed‐friendly 
behaviors, proper waste 
management and recycling 

General public Several thousand 
visitors 

Fairfax County

Stormwater and Solid Waste 
Management Presentations 

Watersheds, management 
of stormwater and solid 
wastes 

High school students 550 students (11 
presentations) 

Stormwater 
Management (STW), 
Solid Waste 
Management Program 
(SWMP) 

Sewer Science Laboratory  Distinguishing between 
storm drainage versus 
sanitary sewer systems 

High school students 1,219 students (12 high 
schools, 44 classes) 
Demonstrated Sewer 
Science lab at the three‐
day 2012 USA Science & 
Engineering Festival 
attended by more than 
150,000 people 

Wastewater 
Management (WWM) 

Meaningful Watershed 
Educational Experience 
(MWEE) 

Runoff, water quality, 
potable water, streams, 
soils, benthic 
macroinvertebrates, healthy 
watersheds, nonpoint and 
point source pollution, 
stewardship 

Elementary and middle 
school students; adults 
(including school staff) 

>2,000 students, >170 
adults 

Fairfax County Park 
Authority (FCPA) 

Homeschool Watershed 
Programs 

Watersheds  Students 30 children (two 
programs with 15 
children each day) 

FCPA 

“Rain On My Watershed” 
School Program 

Watersheds  Students 300 students (five 
programs) 

FCPA 

“Wetlanders” Summer 
Camp 

Watersheds  7‐ to 9‐year‐old children 14 children in week‐
long camp 

FCPA 

“Secrets of Soil” Class (two 
hours) at Green Spring 
Gardens Park 

Soils, effects of 
development on 
watersheds, Enviroscape® 
model, conservation 

Students 638 students from nine 
schools 

FCPA 

Johnnie Forte 
Environmental Grant 
Program 

Annual grants to support 
environmental projects 

Public schools 12 $500 Environmental 
Education and Action 
grants awarded to 
Fairfax County Public 
Schools (10 elementary 
schools and one high 
school) and one Girl 
Scout group. 

Clean Fairfax Council 
(CFC), SWMP 

“What’s That Stuff in the 
Stream?” Web Page Update 

Illicit discharge recognition 
and reporting 

General public Stormwater Planning 
Division (SWPD) 

Storm Drain Marking 
Program 

Stewardship, nonpoint 
source pollution, proper 
disposal of wastes 

General public 25 projects, 3,059 storm 
drains, 10,000 
households educated, 
500 volunteers 
contributing 2,500 
volunteer hours 

Northern Virginia Soil 
and Water 
Conservation District 
(NVSWCD) 

Podcasts (aired on Fairfax 
County website) 

Fats, oils and grease (FOG); 
pet waste, litter, fertilizers 

General public 350 listeners per 
program 

Department of Public 
Works and 
Environmental Services 
(DPWES) 

Public Service 
Announcements (County 
website, television and 
YouTube) 

Plastic bags, “Stormy the 
Raindrop” watershed 
education, cigarette butts, 
flood prevention 

General public 9,000 views DPWES, Fairfax County 
Channel 16 
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Public Education Effort  Topics Addressed  Audiences Statistics Lead Organizations

Fairfax County’s 
Environmental Facebook 
Page 

Water quality, trash in 
streams, “Friends of Trees,” 
water reuse, rain barrels, 
stream restoration 

General public 338 “Likes” DPWES 

SlideShare PowerPoint 
Presentations (online) 

Stream restoration  General public 425 views DPWES 

Staff Interviews (Local and 
National Media) 

Stormwater tax district, 
water quality, the sewer 
science program, 
Chesapeake Bay TMDLs, the 
MS4 permit, illicit 
discharges, industrial/high 
risk runoff, drinking water 
quality, trash and litter, 
completed projects, rain 
barrels and more. 

General public Approximately 40 
interviews by television, 
radio and print 
reporters 

STW, WWM, Urban 
Forestry 

Blogs  Pet waste, residential 
gardening, online quizzes 
and contests to promote 
readership 

Dog owners, gardeners 
in Metro‐DC area 

More than 88,000 blog 
and Facebook page 
views 

Clean Water Partners 
(CWP) 

Radio Ads  Pet waste, general 
stormwater pollution 
reduction measures 

General public 2 radio ads, aired on 3 
radio stations (incl. one 
Spanish‐language) 236 
times, 54,563 listeners 

CWP 

Onlyrain.org Website  Clean water messages General public 200 visits (as a result of 
radio ads) 

CWP 

Watershed Plan Public 
Meeting 

Watersheds, public 
involvement 

General public 40 to60 participants  SWPD 

Enviroscape® Model 
Presentations 

Watersheds  Children 196 students and scouts 
(eight presentations) 

NVSWCD 

Wetlands Awareness Day at 
Huntley Meadows Park 

Healthy watersheds  General public FCPA 

Stormy the Raindrop Activity 
Books 

Stormwater, watersheds, 
stewardship 

Children (Kindergarten 
through 4

th
 grade) 

1,000 books SWPD 

Stormy the Raindrop’s 
Watershed Journey Puppet 
Show (filmed) 

Stormwater, watersheds, 
stewardship 

Children (Kindergarten 
through 4

th
 grade) 

SWPD, Channel 16

Flood Protection Newsletter 
and Web Page 

Flood prevention  Residents 20,000 residents 
(newsletter) 

SWPD 

Volunteer Stream 
Monitoring Program 

Watershed awareness General Public 25 to 30 volunteers 
monitored 25 sites four 
times per year; 532 
residents attended 34 
workshops 

NVSWCD 

Conservation Currents 
Newsletter 

Stream health, stream 
monitoring, stream 
restoration, stewardship 

General public NVSWCD 

Stream Water Quality 
Monitoring 

Water quality, training for 
citizen volunteer monitors 

General public Several Resource 
Management sites 

FCPA 

Lake and Stream Valley 
Cleanup Days 

Litter, water protection, 
stewardship 

General public Hosted at five parks  FCPA 

Stormy the Raindrop 
Reusable Bag Giveaway 

Litter, stewardship  General public 30 distributed at Hunter 
Mill District community 
event 

SWPD, Hunter Mill 
District Supervisor’s 
Office 

Household Hazardous 
Waste Management 
Program 

Proper disposal of 
household hazardous 
wastes 

County residents Two permanent 
facilities where 
residents can dispose of 
waste at no charge 

SWMP 

Electric Sunday Program  Recycling  County residents 4,000,000 pounds of 
electronics collected 
over four years of 
operation 

SWMP 
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Public Education Effort  Topics Addressed  Audiences Statistics Lead Organizations

Solid Waste Management 
Presentations 

Solid waste and recycling Students, community 
groups, businesses 

52 presentations to 
schools, 45 
presentations to 
community groups and 
business leaders 

SWMP 

Solid Waste Management 
Recycling Web Content 

Recycling  General public SWMP 

Solid Waste Management 
Facility Tours 

Solid waste management General public 35 group tours SWMP 

Regional KnowToxics 
Program 

Federal and state 
regulations requiring proper 
disposal or recycling of 
spent fluorescent lamps, 
rechargeable batteries, 
computers and related 
electronics 

Business owners SWMP, Northern 
Virginia Regional 
Commission (NVRC) 

Rechargeable Battery 
Recycling 

Recycling  General public Collection boxes 
available at County 
Board of Supervisors’ 
offices and county 
government buildings 

SWMP in collaboration 
with industry‐funded 
Rechargeable Battery 
Recycling Corporation 
Program 

SCRAPBook  Compendium of resources 
dedicated to conducting 
environment education in 
schools 

Educators Schools/County 
Recycling Action 
Partnership (SWMP, 
Fairfax County Public 
Schools) 

SCRAPmail  Electronic resource 
available by email 
subscription (news, event 
announcements, updates, 
reviews of environmental 
education resources 
available to county schools) 

Teachers, students, 
school administrators 

Schools/County 
Recycling Action 
Partnership 

Annual Go Recycle Radio 
Campaign 

Recycling  General public Two weeks of 
announcements 
regarding recycling on 
five major Washington 
DC radio stations 

SWMP, Metropolitan 
Washington Council of 
Governments (Fairfax 
County is a major 
contributor) 

Technical Assistance Site 
Visits 

Drainage and erosion  Homeowners and HOAs 149 site visits NVSWCD 

NVSWCD Website  Managing land, protecting
water quality, controlling 
stormwater, preventing 
erosion, encouraging native 
vegetation 

Homeowners NVSWCD 

Earth Friendly Suburban 
Horse Farming Publication 

Stewardship 
 

Horse‐keeping 
community 

Distributed at events 
and online 

NVSWCD 

Conservation Planning  Nutrient management and 
composting 

Horse‐keeping 
operations 

Managers of 315.5 
acres received 
education. Fourteen 
conservation plans 
included instructions for 
4,020 linear feet of new 
vegetated buffer and 
6,395 linear feet of 
replanted buffers. One 
plan resulted in 1.5 
acres of damaged RPA 
planted with 
approximately 520 
plants and stream bank 
re‐vegetation using 175 
3‐foot long live‐stakes. 

NVSWCD 
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Public Education Effort  Topics Addressed  Audiences Statistics Lead Organizations

“Build‐your‐own” 
Composter Workshops 

Composting  General public 30 participants 
constructed 30 tumbler‐
style composters 

NVSWCD 

Watershed Friendly Garden 
Tour (June 2012) 

LID practices (that can be 
adopted at home or area 
schools) 

General public Nine sites were 
featured 

NVSWCD 

Rain Garden Workshops  LID practices  Residents and industry 
professionals 

Educated and trained 
59 people 

NVSWCD 

Rain Garden Design and 
Construction: A Northern 
Virginia Homeowner’s Guide 
(hard copy and electronic 
formats) 

LID practices, instructions 
and calculations needed to 
build a rain garden 

Homeowners Distributed NVSWCD, FCPA

Residential LID Landscaping 
Guide (hard copy and 
electronic formats) 

LID, design and installation 
information, sources of 
supplies, plant materials 

Homeowners Published NVSWCD 

Northern Virginia Rain 
Barrel Initiative 

LID practices  General public Eight build‐your own 
rain barrel workshops, 
four pre‐made barrel 
sales, one “train the 
trainer” event – 324 
participants total, 405 
rain barrels distributed 

NVSWCD 

Artist Rain Barrel Program  LID practices  Students 20 teams of students 
painted and decorated 
rain barrels for auction 
at an Earth Day event 

NVSWCD in partnership 
with Artistic Rain Barrel 
Program 

Clean Fairfax Council Online 
Information 

Litter, environment  General public 50,000 impressions (i.e., 
web hits, tweets, 
Facebook) 

Clean Fairfax Council

Clean Fairfax Environmental 
bookmarks 

Environment  Children 10,000 bookmarks 
provided to Fairfax 
County Library Summer 
Reading Program 

Clean Fairfax Council

Environmental Clubs Pilot 
Program 

Environment  Elementary school 
students 

Group of 10 attending  Clean Fairfax Council

Support to Fairfax County 
Visitors’ Center 

Environment  General public More than 10,000 auto 
litter bags, brochures 
and environmental 
bookmarks 

Clean Fairfax Council
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INFORMATION – 2 
 
 
Service Adjustments for Fairfax Connector Bus Service Effective March 2013 
 
 
This item is to notify the Board that the Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
(FCDOT) intends to make minor schedule and routing changes to Fairfax Connector 
service effective March 18, 2013. 

 
Service adjustments: 
 
Route 333 (Lee, Mount Vernon Springfield):  Modification to the routing and 
schedule to improve on-time performance. 
 
Route 334 (Lee, Mount Vernon Springfield): Modification to the routing and 
schedule to improve on-time performance. 
 
Route 372 (Lee, Mount Vernon):  Modification to the routing to serve the Patriot 
Ridge business campus. 
 
 

BACKGROUND: 
Beginning in September 2011, several service changes and adjustments were made in 
the I-95 corridor to accommodate an influx of new workers, improve ridership and 
improve service delivery. These also included changes made in support of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) changes at Fort Belvoir. Bus service 
changes made to several Fairfax Connector bus services were intended to help 
alleviate increased traffic; however, due to the secure nature of the installations, the 
changes did not provide service to the Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA).   
 
In the first few months following the BRAC-related service changes, ridership increased 
in the corridor overall.  However, the success of a few restructured and newly 
implemented routes negatively impacted the ridership on routes 304, 333 and 334.   
 
Staff conducted on-board ridership surveys on routes 304, 333 and 334 to determine 
the usage patterns of the riders and identify opportunities to adjust the bus service to 
improve ridership.  Two major opportunities were identified:   
 

1.  Provide transit service to the FBNA; and 
     2.    Provide express bus service from the Saratoga neighborhood to the Pentagon. 
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As a result of the successful implementation of security controls for the operation of 
Route 335 on the Fort Belvoir Main Post during the same period, the FBNA was open to 
Fairfax County providing similar direct public transit service to help accommodate the 
8,500 plus employees assigned during the BRAC personnel transfers.  Using the data 
collected, staff developed a plan to provide bus service to the FBNA, with minimal 
budgetary impacts while continuing to serve the largest ridership generators along the 
existing routes.  Changes were presented to the public during the summer, and in 
October 2012 the service changes were implemented on Routes 333 and 334 to allow 
Route 333 to serve the FBNA. 
 
During the public meetings, in addition to the service proposal for FBNA, a proposal was 
presented to combine the existing routes 304 and 395, connecting the Saratoga 
community and Gambrill Park-and-Ride Lot to the Pentagon. This service change was 
not supported by the riders of either Route 304 or Route 395.  It was determined that an 
exclusive express route to the Pentagon should be developed for the Saratoga 
community, utilizing the new Saratoga Park-and-Ride lot by modifying the existing 
Route 304.   
 
To accommodate a connection to the Franconia-Springfield Metrorail Station that would 
be lost due to the conversion of Route 304 into Route 394, Route 371 was split during 
the peak period into two routes; Route 372 and Route 373. This service change was 
implemented in January 2012.  Route 373 maintained routing along Rolling Road and 
Fullerton Road while Route 372 covered the service areas along Backlick and Alban 
Road no longer served following the change of Route 304 to express Route 394. 
 
The proposed service change to Route 333 modifies the routing to use the Franconia-
Springfield Parkway in the peak periods reducing travel time and improving the on time 
performance of the service.  The proposed service change to Route 334 modifies 
morning routing to travel southbound along Cinder Bed Road and northbound along 
Fairfax County Parkway; and afternoon routing to travel southbound along the Fairfax 
County Parkway and northbound along Cinder Bed Road.  The proposed service 
change to Route 372 diverts the morning southbound trips and evening northbound trips 
into the Patriot Ridge Office Campus providing peak period service. 
 
The service adjustments will improve service delivery by improving on-time performance 
through routing and schedule adjustment to routes 333 and 334; and connect a major 
employment campus to the transit network with a slight routing adjustment to Route 
372. 
 
 
Unless otherwise directed by the Board, the Department of Transportation will 
implement these service changes on March 18, 2013. 
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FISCAL IMPACT:   
There is no fiscal impact. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment 1:  Route 333: FBNA Connector Line (AM Peak) 
Attachment 2:  Route 333: FBNA Connector Line (Midday-Evening) 
Attachment 3:  Route 333: FBNA Connector Line (PM Peak) 
Attachment 4:  Route 334: Franconia-Springfield – DLA Circulator 
Attachment 5:  Route 372: Lorton – Franconia-Springfield Line 
 
 
STAFF: 
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive 
Tom Biesiadny, Director, Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Eric Teitelman, Acting Chief, Transit Services Division, FCDOT 
Christy Wegener, Fairfax Connector Section, FCDOT 
Paul Mounier, Fairfax Connector Section, FCDOT 
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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. 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) 

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

Virginia v. Jose E. Lainez, Case No. CL-2011-0013803 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mason 
District) 

 
3. Eileen M. McLane, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Jorge F. Landivar and 

Patricia J. Landivar, Case No. CL-2011-0006715 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville 
District) 

 
4. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Luis Alonso Cueva, 

Adan Francisco Castillo, and Blanca E. Lopez, Case No. CL-2012-0015862 (Fx. 
Co. Cir. Ct.) (Lee District) 

 
5. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. North Fairfax Drive 

Investments, L.L.C., Case No. CL-2012-0010273 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Sully District) 
 
6. 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) 
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7. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Ronald S. Federici, 
Case No. CL-2012-0013715 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Springfield District) 

 
8. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. BLC, Limited 

Partnership, Case No. CL-2012-0014277 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
9. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Robert H. Pearson, Jr., 

Case No. CL-2012-0016266 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
10. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Harold H. Loyd and 

Carol Loyd, Case No. CL-2013-0003086 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Mount Vernon District) 
 
11. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Carlomagno O. 

Katindig and Maria Rosalina G. Katindig, Case No. CL-2013-0003526 (Fx. Co. 
Cir. Ct.) (Lee District) 

 
12. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Hewa G. Sayers, Jr., 

Case No. CL-2013-0003257 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Lee District) 
 
13. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator, and Michael R. 

Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, Virginia v. 
Heirs of Dorothy E. Pounders, Darlyn Elaine Sandgren, and Dwight David 
Pounders, Case No. CL-2013-0003258 (Fx. Co. Cir. Ct.) (Dranesville District) 

 
14. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Truc Nguyen Mai, Case 

No. GV13-001115 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mason District) 
 
15. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 

Virginia v. Gordon F. Crago and Bernadine H. Crago, Case No. GV13-001749 
(Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Providence District) 

16. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Kangming Xu, Case 
No. GV13-001240 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Hunter Mill District) 

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

No. GV13-003213 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Providence District) 
 
18. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Nisar Faizi, Malali Faizi, 

and Daniel Faizi, Case No. GV13-003356 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Mount Vernon 
District) 

19. Leslie B. Johnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator v. Mohmmed S. Alam and 
Lutfunnessa P. Alam, Civil Case No. GV13-003793 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Lee 
District) 

(218)



Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
Page 3 
 

   

20. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 
Virginia v. Robert N. Jacobi, Civil Case No. GV13-004016 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) 
(Dranesville District) 

21. Michael R. Congleton, Property Maintenance Code Official for Fairfax County, 
Virginia v. Michael Clifton Kenney, Civil Case Nos. GV13-004015 and 
GV13-004017 (Fx. Co. Gen. Dist. Ct.) (Sully District) 
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4:00 p.m. 
 
 
Public Hearing to Convey Board-Owned Property to a Member of the Public (Braddock 
District)   
 
 
ISSUE: 
Public hearing to convey Board-owned property to a Member of the Public (Buyer). 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board authorize staff to convey Board-
owned property to Buyer. 
 
 
TIMING: 
On January 29, 2013, the Board authorized the advertisement of a public hearing to 
convey Board-owned property to Buyer. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Board of Supervisors is the owner of a parcel of land totaling 0.48 acres located at 
11538 Braddock Road and identified as Tax Map No. 56-4 ((5)) parcel 3.  This parcel is 
completely surrounded by privately-owned property.  Without access to sanitary sewer 
or a septic field, the parcel is currently considered undevelopable, and is classified by 
the Department of Tax Assessment as “nonbuildable”.   
 
The property was acquired by the Board during the expansion of Braddock Road in the 
early 1990’s when construction activities caused the existing septic field on the property 
to fail.  The house utilizing the failed septic field was demolished after acquisition.  The 
property is currently maintained as open space. 
 
Mr. David Green (Buyer) is the owner of the lots on either side of the property identified 
by Tax Map Nos. 56-4 parcels 1, 2 and 4.  He would like to buy the Board-owned parcel 
to create a contiguous property along Braddock Road.  The owner is aware of the 
developmental constraints on the site.  The Fairfax County Department of 
Transportation has indicated that they do not have a use for the parcel, and it has 
agreed that the parcel should be treated as surplus property. 
 
Since the parcel is no longer needed for road improvement purposes, and since the 
small size of the parcel and lack of access to public sewer facilities make it unsuitable 
for any other public use, the County will serve the greater public benefit by conveying 
the parcel to Buyer for fair market value.  If the conveyance is approved, staff will obtain 
an appraisal to determine the fair market value of the property. The Buyer will pay for 
the cost of this appraisal. 
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FISCAL IMPACT:   
The proceeds from the sale will be deposited in the general fund. 
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment 1 - Location Map 56-4 
 
 
STAFF:  
David J. Molchany, Deputy County Executive 
Jose A. Comayagua, Jr., Director, Facilities Management Department 
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4:00 p.m. 
 
 
Public Hearing to Consider Adopting an Ordinance Expanding the Oakton Residential 
Permit Parking District, District 19 (Providence District) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Public Hearing on a proposed amendment to Appendix G, of The Code of the County of 
Fairfax, Virginia, to expand the Oakton Residential Permit Parking District (RPPD), 
District 19. 
 
 
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 Oakton 
RPPD, District 19. 
 
 
TIMING: 
On February 12, 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 March 5, 2013, at 4:00 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. 
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Staff has verified that the requirements have been met to expand the RPPD to include 
Marywood Road from Sutton Road to the cul-de-sac; based on 2,000 feet walking 
distance from the pedestrian entrance to Oakton High School. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The cost of sign installation is estimated at $600 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 Expansion 
 
 
STAFF: 
Tom Biesiadny, Director, Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Karyn L. Moreland, Acting 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-19, Section (b), (2), Oakton Residential Permit Parking District, in 
accordance with Article 5A, of Chapter 82: 
  
           Marywood Road (Route 8849) 
           From Sutton Road to the cul-de-sac inclusive 
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Board Agenda Item 
March 5, 2013 
 
 
4:00 p.m. 
 
 
Public Hearing to Establish the Pickwick Community Parking District (Sully District) 
 
 
ISSUE: 
Proposed amendment to Appendix M, of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia 
(Fairfax County Code), to establish the Pickwick Community Parking District (CPD). 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The County Executive recommends that the Board adopt the amendment to the Fairfax 
County Code shown in Attachment I to establish the Pickwick CPD in accordance with 
existing CPD restrictions. 
 
 
TIMING: 
On February 12, 2013, the Board authorized a Public Hearing to consider the proposed 
amendment to Appendix M, of the Fairfax County Code to take place March 5, 2013, at 
4:00 p.m. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Fairfax County Code Section 82-5B-2 authorizes the Board to establish a CPD for the 
purpose of prohibiting or restricting the parking of watercraft; boat trailers; motor homes; 
camping trailers and any other trailer or semi-trailer, regardless of whether such trailer 
or semi-trailer is attached to another vehicle; any vehicle with three or more axles; any 
vehicle that has a gross vehicle weight rating of 12,000 or more pounds, except school 
buses used on a current and regular basis to transport students; any vehicle designed 
to transport 16 or more passengers including the driver, except school buses used on a 
current and regular basis to transport students; and any vehicle of any size that is being 
used in the transportation of hazardous materials as defined in Virginia Code § 46.2-
341.4 on the streets in the CPD. 
 
No such CPD shall apply to (i) any commercial vehicle when discharging passengers or 
when temporarily parked pursuant to the performance of work or service at a particular 
location or (ii) utility generators located on trailers and being used to power network 
facilities during a loss of commercial power or (iii) restricted vehicles temporarily parked 
on a public street within any such CPD for a maximum of 48 hours for the purpose of 
loading, unloading, or preparing for a trip or (iv) restricted vehicles that are temporarily  
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parked on a public street within any such CPD for use by federal, state, or local public 
agencies to provide services. 
 
Pursuant to Fairfax County Code Section 82-5B-3, the Board may establish a CPD if:  
(1) the Board receives a petition requesting such an establishment and such petition 
contains the names, addresses, and signatures of petitioners who represent at least 60 
percent of the addresses within the proposed CPD, and represent more than 50 percent 
of the eligible addresses on each block of the proposed CPD, (2) the proposed CPD 
includes an area in which 75 percent of each block within the proposed CPD is zoned, 
planned or developed as a residential area, (3) the Board receives an application fee of 
$10 for each petitioning property address in the proposed CPD, and (4) the proposed 
CPD must contain the lesser of (i) a minimum of five block faces or (ii) any number of 
blocks that front a minimum of 2,000 linear feet of street as measured by the centerline 
of each street within the CPD. 
 
Staff has verified that the requirements for a petition-based CPD have been satisfied. 
 
The parking prohibition identified above for the Pickwick CPD is proposed to be in effect 
seven days per week, 24 hours per day. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The cost of sign installation is estimated at $900 to be paid out of Fairfax County 
Department of Transportation (FCDOT) funds.   
 
 
ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment I:  Amendment to the Fairfax County Code, Appendix M (CPD Restrictions) 
Attachment II:  Area Map of Proposed Pickwick CPD  
 
 
STAFF: 
Tom Biesiadny, Director, Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) 
Karyn Moreland, Acting Division Chief, Capital Projects and Operations Division, 
FCDOT 
Selby Thannikary, Section Chief, Traffic Operations Section, FCDOT 
Maria Turner, Sr. Transportation Planner, FCDOT 
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Attachment I 
 
 

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT 
 

THE CODE OF THE COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 
APPENDIX M 

 
 
M-78  Pickwick Community Parking District 
  
 (a)  District Designation.   

(1)  The restricted parking area is designated as the Pickwick Community 
Parking District. 

(2)  Blocks included in the Pickwick Community Parking District are 
described below:  

 
Braddock Road (Route 620) 

From the northern boundary of 13940 Braddock Road to 
Willoughby Newton Drive, along residentially zoned areas. 

 
Pickwick Road (Route 1021) 

From the southern intersection of Willoughby Newton Drive to 
Wharton Lane.  

 
(b) District Provisions. 

(1)  This District is established in accordance with and is subject to the 
provisions set forth in Article 5B of Chapter 82. 
(2)  Parking of watercraft; boat trailers; motor homes; camping trailers; any 
other trailer or semi-trailer, regardless of whether such trailer or semi-
trailer is attached to another vehicle; any vehicle with three or more axles; 
any vehicle that has a gross vehicle weight rating of 12,000 or more 
pounds, except school buses used on a current and regular basis to 
transport students; any vehicle designed to transport 16 or more 
passengers including the driver, except school buses used on a current 
and regular basis to transport students; and any vehicle of any size that is 
being used in the transportation of hazardous materials as defined in 
Virginia Code § 46.2-341.4  is prohibited at all times on the above-
described streets within the Pickwick Community Parking District. 
(3)  No such Community Parking District shall apply to (i) any commercial 
vehicle when discharging passengers or when temporarily parked 
pursuant to the performance of work or service at a particular location or 
(ii) utility generators located on trailers and being used to power network 
facilities during a loss of commercial power or (iii) restricted vehicles 
temporarily parked on a public street within any such District for a 
maximum of 48 hours for the purpose of loading, unloading, or preparing 
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for a trip or (iv) restricted vehicles that are temporarily parked on a public 
street within any such District for use by federal, state, or local public 
agencies to provide services. 
 

(c) Signs.  Signs delineating the Pickwick Community Parking District shall 
indicate community specific identification and/or directional information in 
addition to the following: 

 
 

NO PARKING 
Watercraft 

Trailers, Motor Homes 
Vehicles ≥ 3 Axles 

Vehicles GVWR ≥ 12,000 lbs. 
Vehicles ≥ 16 Passengers 

 
FAIRFAX COUNTY CODE §82-5B 
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