County of Fairfax, Virginia

MEMORANDUM

OCTOBER 20, 2014

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Jill G. Cooper, Executive Director %Q
Planning Commission Office

SUBJECT: Residential Studio Units

At its July 30, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission moved to: 1) endorse the
recommendation of the Residential Studio Committee to discontinue consideration of the
proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment regarding Residential Studios; 2) to disband the
Residential Studio Committee; and 3) to forward a recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors to discontinue consideration of the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment
regarding Residential Studios and to recommend that there be a broader community dialogue
about affordable housing, including a discussion on how best to provide for a range of housing
opportunities, including Residential Studios, that will serve the County’s current and future
residents at all income levels.

A copy of the verbatim transcript from this portion of the July 30, 2014 meeting is attached, as
is a memorandum dated July 28, 2014 from Donna Pesto of the Zoning Administration
Division summarizing the issues, public outreach, and comments received on this matter.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Attachment (a/s)

cc: Edward L. Long Jr., County Executive
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive
Peter F. Murphy, Chairman, Planning Commission
Timothy J. Sargeant, At-Large, Planning Commission
Fred R. Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ)
Donna Pesto, Zoning Administration Division, DPZ
Catherine A. Chianese, Assistant County Executive and Clerk to the Board of
Supervisors

Fairfax County Planning Commission

12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 330

Fairfax, VA 22035-0001

703-324-2865, TTY 703-324-7951, FAX 703-324-3948
www.fairfaxcounty.gov/planning




Planning Commission
Verbatim Excerpt
July 30,2014

RECOMMENDATION OF THE RESIDENTIAL STUDIO UNIT (RSU) COMMITTEE TO
THE PLANNING COMMISSION

During Commission Matters

Commissioner Sargeant: Mr. Chairman. In July of 2013, the Board of Supervisors authorized a
proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment for residential studios, with a directive that additional
outreach be conducted to receive more public input on the topic prior to conducting public
hearings. The Residential Studio Committee of the Planning Commission has considered the
proposed amendment for the new residential studio use since October of 2013. Through the
efforts of staff and the Planning Commission, more than fifteen public meetings were held in a
wide variety of locations and venues across the county, and the Planning Commission’s
Residential Studio Committee conducted seven committee meetings to consider the proposal.
However, it was unlikely that the Residential Studio Committee would reach consensus about the
proposed use. There were several unresolved issues, such as the districts in which RSUs should
be permitted, the potential scale of the use, potential modifications and waivers under the special
exception process, and the potential for impacts on surrounding properties. In addition, it
became apparent that additional dialogue is necessary regarding affordable housing. As a result,
on June 9™ of 2014, the Residential Studio Committee voted to report back to the Planning
Commission with a recommendation to adjourn the Committee and its review of the currently
proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment regarding residential studios. The Committee also .
voted to direct staff to prepare for the Committee a report to the Planning Commission and the
Board that summarizes the public outreach and the issues raised by the community and the
Commission. The staff report has been completed and adopted by the RSU Committee. Iwould
very much like to thank Donna Pesto, who has served so well as out subject matter expett,
regarding the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment and affordable housing. Her guidance,
diligence, and support have been invaluable. Along with Donna, Leslie Johnson and Michelle
O’Hare served as the foundation of our efforts to engage citizens across the county with
information sharing and dialogue. Several other members of county staff have contributed to the
process as well. It has been a challenging and, at times, contentious process and Donna, Leslie,
and Michelle have met the challenge with professionalism and grace. I also would like to thank
the many citizens who participated in the dialogue regarding the residential studio amendment.
Whether you supported or opposed the amendment, it was important for us to hear from you.
While the end result is a recommendation to discontinue the process, each meeting has
contributed to a better understanding of the issues surrounding affordable housing. It is not an
casy decision, but it is necessary. Our region and county population continue to increase and our
workforce economy continues to change. The discussion of affordable housing is likely to come
up again as we continue to look for ways to manage growth and meet the housing needs of future
generations. And with that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make the following motion. On June
9th, 2014, the Residential Studio Committee voted to forward a recommendation to the Planning
Commission to discontinue the consideration of the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment
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regarding residential studios, citing the unlikelihood that the Residential Studio Committee will
reach consensus on the proposed use, as there remain a number of concerns about the districts in
which the use should be permitted, the potential scale of the use, the special exception process
and the potential for modifications and waivers of the standards, the nature of services which
may be provided at the development, and the potential for impacts on surrounding properties. In
addition, it was recommended that there be broader community dialogue about affordable
housing, including a discussion on how best to provide for a range of housing opportunities,
including residential studios, that will serve the county’s current and future residents at all
income levels. Based on the Summary Report dated July 30", 2014, and the June 9™ 2014,
recommendation of the Committee, ]| MOVE THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
ENDORSE THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE RESIDENTIAL STUDIO COMMITTEE TO
DISCONTINUE CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE
AMENDMENT REGARDING RESIDENTIAL STUDIOS.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Is there a second?

Commissioner Hedetniemi: Second.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Seconded by Commissioner Hedetniemi. Any discussion? Iwould just
like to comment. I didn’t know whether to do it after the first motion or the last motion, but I
want to commend Mr. Sargeant and all of the members of the Committee as well as the staff.
This has been a long and arduous process and we — we thank you on behalf of the Commission

and the citizens for the work you have done.

Commissioner Sargeant: Well, thank you, sir. Let me thank my fellow committee members who
‘have served to ably and patiently and provided great input.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Any further discussion? Commissioner Hedetniemi.

Commissioner Hedetniemi: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T—1 just wanted to say that this is a
beginning, not an end. It’s an important discussion; it’s a critical topic for the county for your
professionals and for people of limited income. And I hope that we will not just allow the report

to languish, but we will somehow or other find a way to make these concepts reality. Thank you.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Thank you. Further discussion? Hearing and seeing none, all those in
favor of the motion, please signify by saying aye.

Commissioners: Aye.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? The motion carries unanimously.
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Commissioner Sargeant: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Do you have a motion to do?

Commissioner Hart: That’s it.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: That was it? Okay, there were — what we had gotten, there were
different draft motions, but — "

Commissioner Hart: That would be it.

Commissioner Sargeant: Hold on a second. Do I need to do all of these?
Vice Chairman de la Fe: We do need 6ne to disband the Committee.
Commissioner Hart: Okay, I guess we have to do all three motions.

Commissioner Sargeant: We’re on a roll. Let’s do another one. Mr. Chairman, I further MOVE
THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION DISBAND THE RESIDENTIAL STUDIO
COMMITTEE.

Commissioner Hall: Second.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Seconded by —seconded by Mrs. Hall. Any discussion? I would just
like to comment that if this passes, for those of you who don’t think the government doesn’t end
things, this will end a committee. All those in favor, please signify by saying aye.

Commissioners: Aye.
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? The motion carries. Number three.

Commissioner Sargeant: Mr. Chairman, based on the Summary Report dated July 30th, 2014,
and the recommendation of the Residential Studio Committee, | MOVE THAT THE
PLANNING COMMISSION FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS TO DISCONTINUE CONSIDERATION OF THE ROPOSED ZONING
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT REGARDING RESIDENTIAL STUDIOS. IFURTHER MOVE
THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS THAT THERE BE A BROADER COMMUNITY DIALOGUE ABOUT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING, INCLUDING A DISCUSSION ON HOW BEST TO PROVIDE
FOR A RANGE OF HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES, INCLUDING RESIDENTIAL STUDIOS,
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THAT WILL SERVE THE COUNTY’S CURRENT AND FUTURE RESIDENTS AT ALL
INCOME LEVELS. '
Commissioner Hedetniemi: Second.

Vice Chairman de la Fe: Seconded by Mrs. Hedetniemi. Is there any discussion? Hearing and
seeing none, all those in favor, please signify by saying aye.

Commissioners: Aye.
Vice Chairman de la Fe: Opposed? Motion carries.
/

(Each motion carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners Litzenberger and Murphy were absent
from the meeting.)

JN
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9 County of Fairfax, Virginia

MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 28, 2014

TO: Residential Studio Committee of the Fairfax County Plahm'ng Commission
" FROM: Donna Pesto

Senior Assistant to the Zoning Administrator

SUBJECT: ' Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding Residential Studios

The proposed amendment was authorized by the Board of Supervisors on July 31, 2103, with the
directive that the Planning Commission conduct additional public outreach on the proposal. The
Planning Commission subsequently established a Residential Studio Committee to lead the
public outreach and discussion on the proposed amendment. As set forth in Attachment 1, the
_Planning Commission held two public work sessions. and the Residential Studio Committee held
an additional nine public meetings. In addition, staff conducted 15 citizen input meetings since
authorization. On June 9, 2014, the Residential Studio Committee passed a motion to report
“back to the Planning Commission with a recommendation to discontinue consideration of the
proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding Residential Studios. A copy of that motion is
provided as Attachment 2. The motion acknowledges that it is unlikely that the Committee will
reach consensus on the residential studio use in I{ght of a number of outstanding concerns related
to the districts in which permitted, the scale of the use, and the potential for impact on
surrounding properties. Additionally, the Committee asked that staff prepare a summary report
that outlines the issues that were discussed by the Committee, the public outreach efforts, and
identification of comments received on the proposal. » '

_On July 24, 2014, the Planning Commission’s Residential Studios Committee met to consider
staff’s Summary Report of the review process. The Committee indicated a desire for some
modifications to that report, which changes have been incorporated into the Summary Report
dated July 30, 2014 set forth in Attachment 3. Topic areas of the discussions were varied and
broad and, as such, the summary should not be considered to be an exhaustive list of all of the
comments made or issues discussed and it does not make an assessment of the degree of
importance or Committee member support for each of the issues and topic that were discussed.
In addition, staff was asked to prepare a draft motion for the Residential Studio Committee to
forward their recommendation to the full Planning Commission, a draft motion to disband the
Residential Studio Committee, and a draft motion to forward the recommendation from the
Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors. These draft motions are set forth in

. Attachment 4.

Department of Planning and Zoning
Zoning Administration Division
Ordinance Administration Branch j
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" Residential Studio Committee
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Attachments:

. Attachment 1 — Summary of Outreach Activity

Attachment 2 — June 9, 2014 Residential Studios Committee MOthl’l
Attachment 3 — Summary Report »

Attachment 4 — Draft Motions

"cc:  Fred Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ)
Leslie B. Johnson, Zoning Administrator, DPZ
Michelle M. O’Hare, Deputy Zoning Admnnstrator for Ordinance Administration,
Branch, DPZ
Jill G. Cooper, Director, F airfax County Planning Commission
Laura S. Gori, Office of the County Attorney



‘ ATTACHMENT 1-
Activity/ Outreach Summary ‘ ‘
Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding Residential Studios

August 1, 2013 -Mount Vernon Council of Citizens Associations
September 25, 2013 - Planning Commission Work Session# 1in the Board Auditorium
October 2, 2013 - Planning Commission Work Session # 2 in the Board Auditorium
September 16, 2013 ~Reston Planning and Zoning Committee
October 7, 2013 ~Northern Virginia Association of Realtors '
October 21, 2013 ~Goveming Board of the Fairfax-Falls Church Commumty Partnership to Prevent and
End Homelessness
October 28, 2013 - Planning Commission Res1dent1al Studio Committee meeting
October 30, 2013 -McLean Citizens Association
November 6, 2013 - North Springfield Civic Association
November 12, 2013 - South County Federation
November 14, 2013 - Northern Virginia Building Industry Assoc1at10n and National Association of
Industrial and Office Parks
November 14,.2013 - Mason District-Council
November 14, 2014 - The Planning Commission, at its regularly scheduled pubhc hearing, ; recommends
that the single family districts be excluded from consideration in the proposed amendment
November 17, 2013 - Providence District Council
November 19, 2013 - The Board, at its regularly scheduled public hearing, directs staff to remove the
single family residential districts from consideration of the proposed amendment
November 20, 2013 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeung
December 4, 2013 - Springfield District Council
January 6, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeting
January 8, 2014 - Braddock District Council ‘
February 11, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studlo Committee meeting
February 21, 2014 - Northern Virginia Building Industry Association
March 18, 2014 - Faitfax County-Fair Housing Task Force
March 26, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee rnectmg (notes 3 maeetings
previonsly cancelled dye to suclement weatber)
March 28, 2014 - Affordable Housing Advisory Committee
Apnl 9, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeting
May 27, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeting
June 9, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeting
July 24, 2014 - Planning Commission Residential Studio Committee meeting

(Planning Commission Committee meetings in Bold)



ATTACHMENT 2

FINAL

Motion to Forward Recommendation of the Planning Commission Residential

Studio Committee to the full Planning Commissipn and Board of Supervisors
June 9, 2014 :

The Board of Supervisors authorized a proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment
for residential studios in July of 2013, with a directive that additional outreach be
conducted to receive more public input on the topic prior to conducting public.
hearings. Since October of 2013, the Residential Studio Committee of the
Planning Commission has been considering the proposed amendment for the new
residential studio use. Through the efforts of staff and the Planning Commission,
more than fifteen public meetings were held in a wide variety of locations and
venues across the County and the Plannmg Commission’s Residential Studio
Committee conducted seven’committee meetings to consider the proposal

At this point, however, it is unlikely that the Residential Studio Committee will
reach consensus on the proposed use, as there remain a number of concerns
about the districts in which the use should be permitted, the potential scale of the
use, the special exception process and the potential for modifications and waivers
of the standards, the nature of services which may be provided at the

- development and the potential for impacts on surrounding properties. In
addition, it is recommended that there be a broader community dialogue about -
affordablé housing, including a discussion on how best to provide for a range of
housing opportunities, including residential studios, that will serve the County ‘s
current and future residents at all income levels.

As a result, | MOVE that the Residential Studio Committee report back to the
Planning Commission with a recommendation to adjourn the Committee and
their review of the currently proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding
residential studios. | further move that staff be directed to prepare for the
Committee a report for the Planning Commission and the Board that summarizes
the public outreach and the issues raised by the community and the Commission.

- END -
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County of Fairfax, Virginia

RN

DATE: - July30,2014
TO: Residential Studio Committee of the Fairfax County Planning Commission
FROM: Donna Pesto

Senior Assistant to the Zoning Administrator

SUBJECT: " SUMMARY REPORT - Residential Studios

Pursuant to the Residential Studio Committee of the Planning Commission’s review of the
proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding Residential Studios, the following sets forth a
summary of comments and discussion. Topic areas of the discussions were varied and broad
and, as such, the summary should not be considered to be an exhaustive list of all of the
comments made or issues discussed and it does not make an assessment of the degree of
importance or Committee member support for each of the issues and topic that were discussed.
Attachment 1 sets forth a detailed list of public and Committee comments regarding this '
proposal. Major discussion areas were as follows:

e Impadts on Single Family Residential Districts — Many comments were specifically
- directed at the original proposal that would have permitted residential studios in most
residential, commercial, industrial and planned development districts. Subsequent to
authorization, both the Planning Commission and the Board directed staff to amend the
‘proposal to exclude the single family residential districts from further consideration in the
amendment. Regardless of the removal of the use from single family districts and certain
P-Districts, the impacts on existing single family areas remained the focus of many of the
individuals who commented. Multiple issues associated with compatibility were noted.
There were also comments primarily from individuals associated with a variety of non-
profit housing groups who supported the amendment in the single family residential
districts. -

e Parking — Varied comments were received, predominantly indicating that the use would
exacerbate parking problems in neighborhoods and that the current multiple family rate
_of 1.6 spaces/unit would be more appropriate than the proposed minimum of 1.0 space
per unit; Individuals in support of the amendment favored the 1.0 parking space rate, as
the cost of parking was cited as a primary obstacle to the development of affordable
housing. :

MEMORANDUM

Department of Planning and Zoning

Zoning Administration Division

Ordinance Administration Branch

12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 807

Fairfax, Virginia 22035-5505

Excellence * Innovation * Stewardship Phone 703-324-1314 FAX 703-803-6372
Integrity * Teamwork* Public Service = - www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz
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\
i

Proximity to Transportation Opportunities— The proposed use included a standard that
addressed proximity to public transportation and access from roadways other than local
streets. However, some comments reflected a desire to specify a maximum distance from
light rail service and some stated that land within walking proximity to Metrorail would
be far too expensive and, thus, would prevent development of any residential studios. -

- Some comments reflected a desire to base the parking rate on the distance from a

Metrorail and/or bus stop, indicating that a further distance should have a higher parking
rate. Other comments noted that the collector street roadway classification was

~ insufficient to preclude residential studios in established single family subdivisions.

Occupancy, Enforcement and Property Management — Many individuals stated that the
maximum permitted occupancy allowed under the building code of three people per unit
would be standard and that over-crowding beyond three people would likely also occur
with regularity. Further, it was stated that current over-occupancy complaints are neither
adequately investigated nor resolved: Substandard property management was stated as a
potential problem for surrounding properties/residents, given the perceived characteristics
of the occupants.

Modifications of Additional Standards — As is the case with all special exceptions, unless
expressly precluded, the additional standards may be modified on a case-by-case basis by
the Board upon adequate justification by an applicant. It was indicated that modifications
would eliminate any assurance that the use would meet the minimum standards and, thus,

. would negatively impact surrounding areas. There was considerable discussion regarding -

whether there should be limits on the Board’s ability to modify the additional standards,
with those opposed to the amendment preferring that no modifications should be allowed.
Those in favor of the amendment preferred that case-by-case modifications should be -
considered. ' R

- Income Limits and Mixed Income — Some individuals in support of the amendment stated

that the income limit of 60% of the Area Median Income was too high and somie

" individuals in opposition to the amendment believed that the income limit was too low.

‘Many comments suggested that a more mixed income development would better serve

the need for affordable housing and would enable higher priced units to help offset the
lower priced units. Staff addressed this concern by recommending that not less than 80%
of the units be subject to the 60% AMI income limit and allowing that not more than 20%
of the units could serve a higher income bracket.

Housing Needs — Some individuals stated that there is no demonstrated need for
affordable housing of this type and that the market will provide whatever housing is
required, such that if units are not being built, then the units are not needed. Other
individuals stated that the need for affordably priced housing goes well beyond the
proposal for just efficiency units at the proposed income limits. Some individuals, as
well as several guest speakers representing organizations in the businesses of providing
affordable housing, providing support services to persons with special needs, and by
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demographic/economic analysts, stated that multiple studies have indicated an urgent
need for more affordably priced housing in Fairfax County over the coming decades to
address the projected incomes of future citizens. Some individuals stated that the
proposed housing product should be broken down to specifically serve tenants with
specific characteristics (elderly, handicapped, mentally ill, etc.) and that each category of
housing should include the respective appropriate limitations on‘location and operation.
Some comments related to whether or not services, including counseling, mental health
care, employment training, etc., should be a required component of the use. Other -
comments indicated a pressing need to provide affordable housing optlons and that the
residential studio proposal was a step in the right direction. -

General — There were a variety of comments regarding the proposed maximum unit size
of 500 square feet. Some stated that the unit would be too small, particularly given the
Building Code standards for minimum unit sizes (which could permit a unit of
approximately 300 square feet.) Some individuals stated that the zero
bedroom/efficiency unit size was too limiting and would not serve families. Other
comments.included that the use should be by right; that developments should not be
located too closely together or too far from retail/medical/recreational/employment uses;
that schools could become overcrowded; and/or that revitalization efforts might be
compromised if older buildings, such as hotels, weré converted to residential studios.

The Committee heard from a variety of supporters of the proposal, including several-
affordable multiple family housing developers, support service providers, individuals -
with a personal interest in such housing (for themselves or for family members);
however, I was the sense of the Committee that there remains considerable opposition to -
the proposed use, perhaps reflective of misperceptions regarding the residential studio use
and affordable housing, in general. For some, the opposition is directly related to their -
dissatisfaction with the special exception process in that they believe it does not
adequately address compatibility issues between a proposed use and adjacent existing
uses or ensure that development conditions will be met and enforced. Some individuals
noted that the proposed use could still have a place in association with a place of worship -
and other non-profit organizations and others noted that residential studios may be more
appropriate if confined to commercial and industrial districts.

Attachment: A/S

cc: Fred Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ)
Leslie B. Johnson, Zoning Administrator, DPZ
Michelle M. O’Hare, Deputy Zoning Administrator for Ordinance Adrmmstratmn

Branch, DPZ

Jill G. Cooper, Director, Fairfax County Planning Commission

Paula Sampson, Director, Department of Housing and Community Development
Laura S. Gori, Office of the County Attorney

Dean H. Klein, Director, Office to Prevent and End Homelessness



ATTACHMENT 1 to Summary Report

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC AND RESIDENT>|AL STUDIO COMMITTEE
COMMENTS REGARDING RESIDENTIAL STUDIOS

Residential studios in single family residential districts

Q

Use should be excluded from low density districts. “Low density” was variably identified by
commenters as any zoning district below R-20, R-16, R-12, or R-8 4
Compatibility concerns regarding traffic on subdivision streets, crime, change in
neighborhood chéracter, negative impact on property values, and overcrowding.

As believed by several commenters, other jurisdictions in Virginia have excluded residential
studios from low density residential districts and have limited the unit count to 60, so
Fairfax should also. _

Conversions of single family houses should be precluded. Additions or attachments to
existing houses should also be precluded. ’ ‘

The conversion of accessory buildings, like garages, to residential studios will negatively
impact neighborhoods. : o 4

Developers should just use housing types that are already permitted in the various zonmg
districts to provide housing for the homeless, elderly and persons with disabilities instead of
creating a new use. ‘

The density of the residential studios should be subject to the density limits of the
applicable zoning district.

Allowing multiple family bu1|dmgs in the low density residential districts contradlcts the land
development 1 recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. '

The use should only be allowed where there is a walkable rail transit station in proximity.
Some commentérs specifically noted that residential studios should be within % mile to a.

_transit stop. Some indicated that transit should only imply light rail and not buses, since bus

stops and routes are more subject to chahge.
A good opportunity might exist to add residential studios to an existing non-residential use

'in a low density residential district, such as a church or public use.

Excluding residential studios from low density residential districts in areas that do not have
public water and sewer service is the same as excluding them from the higher priced
housing areas of the county. This concentrates the use in already low to moderate pficed
areas. ' ‘ A

Some subdivisions have main roads running through them that are designated as collector
streets, so any lots that front on those streets would be eligible for application for a
residential studio building, which should not be permitted.

Residential studios should not be permitted on any lot that is part of a residential
subdivision. o '
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ATTACHMENT 1 to Summary Report
Single family residential districts present the best opportunity to develop residential studios
because of the relatively lower cost of land. : :
As is currently the case, the special exception process will ensure compatibility of any
proposal with any surrounding uses. Other commenters expressly stated that the special
exception process is insufficient, as there was an expressed distrust of the Board to consider
neighborhood impacts of proposed development '
Proposal was amended to delete districts R-E through R-8; however, public concern
regarding nelghborhood impacts remained.

.Pa rkihg

Parking issues already exist in many neighborhoods, inciuding overuse of on-street parking.
Parking should be the regular multiple family rate of 1.6 spaces/unit. |

The minimum parking standard should not be modified by the Board in conjunctlon with
special exception review. .

Reductions from the recommended 1.0 spaces per unit should be permitted to allow for
populations who do not drive and to reflect public transportation opportunities.

Parking for multiple family units should be higher than 1.6 spaces/unit and/or should be
based on occupancy, not type of unit.

Concerns that residential studios will impact existing parkmg districts.

Parking is a large expense when constructing multiple family buildings and excessive parking
contradicts the intent of affordable housing.

Occupancy, Enforcement and Property Management

o

Unit occupancy should be limited to only one person. No unit should be occupied by more
than two people, regardless of Building Code regulations.
Occupancy should be subject to various factors, including current Fairfax County re5|dency,

_proper immigration or citizenship status, appropriate credit check, prohibition of individuals

with a criminal history, and other appropriate screening practices.

The County currehtly either doesn’t do any or doesn’t do enough enforcement of
overcrowding violations. -

Allowing only single person occupancy works to deter or preclude people from getting
married. 4 '

Concerns regarding how income and rent levels be monitored and enforced
Occupancy is appropriately regulated by the Building Code for multiple family units based
on unit size and no additional limitations can be placed on residential studios simply
because they are designed as affordable efficiency units.

Residents should be carefully monitored and should have to sign a Code of Conduct
agreement. A



. ATTACHMENT 1 to Summary Report
°  Extensive concern expressed about safety in Ilght of the perceived characteristics of
individuals who might live in these units, believed to be inclusive of sexual predators,
pedophiles, other criminals, alcoholics/drug addicts, persons with anger management
issues, mental ill mdnvnduals etc.
.°  Property management and prevention of blighted buildings should be addressed with each
application. '

Modifications . »

° Multiple concerns regarding which of the additional standards and/or characteristics of the
use the Board would be able to modify, citing that some should be un-modifiable.
Comments identified unit size, parking, occupancy, income levels, number of kitchens,
number of bathrooms, minimum or maximum number of units, efficiency de5|gn collector
street/major thoroughfare frontage and access, yard, reqmrements, open space and building
height. ' ' ‘

°  Complete dlstrust of the Board of Supervisors to appropriately review a specific appllcatlon
in light of any impacts on the surrounding nelghborhoods

° Modifications permit the Board to appropriately tailor a use to the speCIﬁc circumstances of
the property and proposed development and, as such, should be allowed.

Income Limits and Mixed Income

°  The income limit of 60% of AMI is too high.

°  The income limit of 60% of AMI is too low. Units with higher rent and market rate units are
needed. More than 20% of the units should be allowed to be higher than 60% AML.

° Residential studios should not be Iocated in neighb_orhoods with significantly higher priced

homes.
°  Developments should allow a full mix of incomes so that people don’t have to move out of
~ the community once their i income goes up, to allow higher priced units to help subSIdlze
lower priced units, and to create a mixed i income commumty

. Housing Needs A :
°  Some parties believe there is no need or demand for these units, or the market would have

already addressed the issue.

°  Some parties believe that there is already sufficient land zoned to permit multiple family
housing and no additional property should be rezoned or subject to a special exception for
the use. 4 -

°  Units are essential to address housmg issues faced by homelessness individuals, adults with
disabilities, Iow-wage earners, etc.



ATI'ACHMENT 1 to Summary Report

° Regional studies indicate a future need for tens of thousands of new units to serve future
populations that will earn in the lower income brackets (in the fields of service, health care,
retail, eté.)

° There are no practical benefits derived from the propoéal‘to address affordable housing.

°  The proposed use doesn’t address family housing needs.

° The amendment proposes to address the housing needs of too many categories of tenants
and should be divided into housing for low income workers, housing for low income
workers requiring services of any kind, housing for low income elderly, etc. A

°  The amendment only addresses housing affordability and does not make distinctions
regardmg the characteristics of the tenants, as is appropriate under Fair Housing laws.

° (Creating affordable housmg will encourage low income: individuals to come to Fairfax. If a
person cannot afford to live alone i in Fairfax, such individual shouldn t move here or should
live in a roommate situation. ,

°  The future employment sectors will predominantly include lower income wages, so housing
should be commensurate with such wages.

° Residential studios offer the opportunity to accommodate the Housing First model for
housing formerly homeless individuals. '

°  Persons with disabilities who are of low income want to live in reSIdentlal settings, not in
institutions. Parents with adult children with disabilities want safe, appropriate, affordable
housing for their children. '

General

°  Use should be by right, as special exceptions are too expensive and onerous.

° Residential studios should be located proximate to retail, medical, recreational and other
uses necessary to support the residents. '

o Residential studios should be located at least 1000 feet from any other building with a
studio unit.

°  Proposal nullifies protections for residential districts currently prowded by law.

°  Concerns regarding how HOA regulatlons could impact the Iocatlon of reSIdentlaI studios.

° Concerns regarding’ overcrowdmg of neighborhood schools.

' o Concern that revitalization areas could be targeted areas for residential studlos which may
impact the long-term revitalization efforts for the area.

°  Units with one or two bedrooms should be allowed.

°  Units of 220 square feet (plus kitchen and bathroom) as permitted by the Building Code are
too small. :
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| DRAFT Motion #1 — Forward the Recommendation of the
Residential Studio Committee to the Planning Commission

On June 9, 2014; the Residential Studio Committee voted to forward a
recommendation to the Planning Commission to discontinue the consideration of
~ the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding Residential Studios, citing
the unlikelihood that the Residential Studio Committee will reach consensus on
the proposed use, as there remain d number of concerns about the districts in
which the use should be permitted, the potential scale of the use, the special

- exception process and the potential for modifications and waivers of the
standards, the nature of services which may be provided at the development and
the potential for impacts on surrounding properties. In addition, it was
recommended that there be a broader community dialogue about affordable
housing, including a discussion on how best to provide for a range of housing
opportunities, including residential studios, that will serve the County ‘s current
and future residents at all income levels. ‘ '

Based on the Summary Report dated July 30, 2014 and the June 9, 2014
recommendation of the Committee, | MOVE that the Planning Commission
endorse the recommendation of the Residential Studio Committee to discontinue
consideration of the proposed Zoning Ordmance Amendment regardlng
Residential Studios.

DRAFT MQtion #2 — Disband the Residential Studio Committee

| MOVE that the Planning Comr‘nissionAdisband the Residential Studio Committee.

DRAFT Motion #3 — Forward the Recommendation of the
Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors

Based on the Summary Report dated July 30, 20115r and the recommendation of
the Residential Studio Committee, | MOVE that the Planning Commission forward
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a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to discontinue consideration of
the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding Residential Studios.

'L FURTHER MOVE that the Planning Commission recommend to the Board of
Supervisors that there be a broader community dialogue about.affordable
housing, including a discussion on how best to provide for a range of housing
opportunities, including residential studios, that will serve the County ‘s current’
and future residents at all income levels. '



