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FAIRFAX COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2009 
                                                                                                    

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:     
 Walter L. Alcorn, At-Large                                       
 Frank A. de la Fe, Hunter Mill District                                   
 Jay P. Donahue, Dranesville District 
 Earl L. Flanagan, Mount Vernon District 
 James R. Hart, Commissioner At-Large, Chairman 
 Kenneth A. Lawrence, Providence District 
  
COMMITTEE MEMBER ABSENT: 
 Timothy J. Sargeant, At-Large  
 
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES STAFF PRESENT: 

    Michelle Brickner, Director, Land Development Services (LDS) 
 John Friedman, Director, Code Analysis Division (CAD), LDS  
 Judith Cronauer, CAD, LDS  
 Shannon Curtis, Stormwater Planning Division 
    
OTHER STAFF PRESENT: 
 Noel Kaplan, Planning Division, Department of Planning and Zoning 
 S. Robin Ransom, Assistant Director, Planning Commission Office 
 Kara A. DeArrastia, Deputy Clerk to the Planning Commission 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
 Ada Benitez, Student from George Mason University 
 Laura Giese, Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI) 
 Mark Headly, WSSI 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 

(1) February 23, 2009 Board Summary 
(2) PowerPoint Presentation on Riparian Buffers and Next Steps 

 
// 
 
Planning Commission Vice Chairman Walter L. Alcorn constituted the meeting at 7:00 p.m. in 
the Board Conference Room at 12000 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia, pursuant 
to Section 4-102 of the Commission’s Bylaws & Procedures and indicated that the first order of 
business was to elect a committee chair. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe MOVED TO ELECT JAMES R. HART AS CHAIRMAN OF THE 2009 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE. 
 
Commissioner Lawrence seconded the motion which carried unanimously.   
 
// 
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Commissioner Alcorn MOVED THAT THE ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES OF 
DECEMBER 10, 2008, BE APPROVED. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 
 
// 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CORRIDOR POLICY AND TRADEOFFS 
 
Noel Kaplan, Planning Division, Department of Planning and Zoning, indicated that on February 
23, 2009, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) had approved PCA 78-S-063-06 and SE 2008-SU-026 
by The Aerospace Corporation.  He said the case had raised questions about how the County 
should deal with trade-offs in Environmental Quality Corridors (EQCs).  He explained that at the 
conclusion of the Aerospace case, BOS Chairman Sharon Bulova had moved that staff, in 
conjunction with the Planning Commission, Environmental Quality Advisory Council (EQAC), 
and other stakeholders, conduct a thorough review of the EQC policy to ensure that it remained 
functional and adhered to the County's environmental preservation and restoration objectives, as 
shown in Attachment (1).  Mr. Kaplan asked for guidance from this Committee on the procedure 
and timeline he should present to the BOS Environmental Committee on Friday, March 6, 2009.   
 
Mr. Kaplan suggested that the Committee hold a meeting to address the details of this process, 
such as the scope of work, the schedule, and the role of the stakeholders.  He also requested that 
the Committee take into account the potential impacts on staff resources caused by the proposed 
FY2010 budget cuts and increased workload. 
 
Chairman Hart said he and Stella Koch, At-Large, Chair of EQAC, agreed that this should be 
handled similar to the riparian buffer process.   
 
Commissioner Hart presented possible questions for consideration in the EQC policy review:  
  

 Should there be tradeoffs and if so, under what circumstances?   
 Are there certain EQCs that are more susceptible to evaluating these tradeoffs?   
 What exactly is an appropriate tradeoff?   
 Is stream restoration required, or is a certain amount of reforestation required?   
 Do financial contributions factor into the tradeoffs?   

 
Commissioner Alcorn recommended that staff consider an overall framework for analyzing 
tradeoffs to determine the significant net environmental and ecological benefit associated with 
the tradeoff and establish a system for measuring the ecological services or aspects provided by 
the EQC property. 
 
Mr. Kaplan commented that the challenge was to determine how to quantify something that was 
not inherently quantifiable.  Commissioner Alcorn said he encouraged staff to consider how to 
quantify the ecological services provided by EQCs.  
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Commissioner Lawrence suggested that staff apply the experience gained in working on the 
riparian buffers project to form an estimate of the number of staff hours needed and the number 
of staff hours available to complete the EQC policy review.  He said these data should be 
recorded in a "table of experience" to enable staff to derive a realistic time schedule.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Donahue, Mr. Kaplan said he would verify 
whether there were any pending cases that could be impacted by a possible change to the EQC 
policy.   
 
Commissioner Donahue said he agreed with Commissioner Alcorn's suggestion for quantifying 
results.  He commented that subjective considerations could be based on the specific outcome 
from the quantifiable formula. 
 
Commissioner de la Fe said he was in general agreement with what the Committee members had 
said so far.  He commented that quantification could have unintended consequences and 
suggested that each situation be evaluated on its own merits to determine the specific benefits.  
Chairman Hart suggested that it be made clear that the County was not opening the EQC to 
development simply due to the provision of tradeoffs, but in recognition of extraordinary or 
exceptional circumstances under which limited intrusions might be acceptable given significant 
benefits.   
 
Responding to questions from Commissioner Flanagan, Mr. Kaplan explained that the BOS 
request for a "thorough review" would focus on the flexibility of the EQC policy to allow for 
considerations of tradeoffs and that it was not intended as a response to Commissioner 
Flanagan's broader concern about the difficulties in attaining restoration goals for the 
Chesapeake Bay.  He suggested that no single ordinance or set of regulations would lead to the 
complete restoration of the Chesapeake Bay and noted that the EQC policy and the Chesapeake 
Bay Preservation Ordinance were distinct in that they were applied and defined differently. 
 
Commissioner Flanagan commented that the EQC policy review should produce results that 
could be explained to County citizens in a comprehensive way.  
 
Commissioner Lawrence said he agreed with Chairman Hart's earlier suggestion that tradeoffs 
not be considered in a given case unless they were triggered by specific extraordinary 
circumstances.  Mr. Kaplan said a baseline assumption to initiate discussion on tradeoffs would 
need to be identified. 
 
Commissioner Alcorn proposed a five-to-one or ten-to-one replacement value, which would 
make it difficult for an applicant to meet this type of tradeoff, although extraordinary 
circumstances could be considered.  He also recommended that tradeoffs only be considered in 
connection with a specified maximum land area of encroachment.   
 
Chairman Hart suggested that staff present to the BOS Environmental Committee a summary of 
this Committee's general observations on the EQC policy review project.   
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Referring to the Aerospace case, Chairman Hart asked whether there were other properties in the 
County where staff had been prevented from mapping the perennial streams on-site.  Mr. Kaplan 
said he would forward this inquiry to the Department of Public Works and Environmental 
Services (DPWES).  
 
In response to a question from Chairman Hart, Mr. Kaplan noted that he would review the 
Committee's input, develop questions that would define the scope and direction of the EQC 
policy review effort, and present his finding to the Committee at its next meeting. 
 
RIPARIAN BUFFERS 
 
Judith Cronauer, Code Analysis Division, Land Development Services (LDS), DPWES, 
delivered a PowerPoint presentation on riparian buffers, as shown in Attachment (2).  She 
clarified the following issues that had been previously raised by the Committee: 
 

 The County could require wider buffers in specific areas, such as the Water Supply 
Protection Overlay District, as long as there was a justification like a better water quality 
benefit.   

 If implemented as a Resource Management Area (RMA) requirement, the County could 
not require reforestation, even if encroachment occurred in the buffer area. 

 The performance criteria for RMAs did not apply to development or redevelopment 
resulting in land disturbances of less than or equal to 2,500 square feet. 

   
Ms. Cronauer reviewed the revised numbers regarding miles of stream protected versus drainage 
areas and the types of buildings encroaching into a 35-foot wide buffer by drainage area and by 
watershed. 
 
Ms. Cronauer presented images and described the impacts of certain structures encroaching in 
the following watersheds: 
 

 Pimmit Run Watershed (High Density) 
 Horsepen Creek Watershed (High Density) 
 Dogue Creek Watershed ( High Density) 
 Difficult Run Watershed (Moderate Density) 
 Johnny Moore Creek Watershed (Low Density) 
 Wolf Run Watershed (Low Density) 

 
Ms. Cronauer reviewed the estimated level of staff effort to implement the riparian buffer 
regulations, including the hours needed for mapping, review, inspections, and enforcement 
annually.  She pointed out that it would take a significant effort to map all County properties 
within a 35-foot wide buffer and that one staff member was equivalent to 2,080 annual hours. 
 
Ms. Cronauer presented a synopsis of the workgroup's consensus to-date and the next steps in 
this process before a decision was made, as listed on the last two slides of the presentation. 
 



 5

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE            February 26, 2009 
 
 
Referring to the "Next Steps" slide, Chairman Hart said he hoped that a recommendation would 
be ready to present to the BOS Environmental Committee by June.  He pointed out that the 
advertising of the proposed riparian buffer regulations should include a range of factors 
regarding the unresolved issues and that the final decision should incorporate input received 
from citizens and industry representatives.  He commented that some industry representatives 
and homeowners would probably express reservations about the regulations.   
 
Responding to questions from Commissioner Alcorn, Ms. Cronauer explained that the riparian 
buffer regulations would be subject to an exception process, similar to the one involving 
Resource Protection Areas (RPAs), which would permit a developer or homeowner to appeal the 
regulations.  She said, however, that the regulations should not be construed as taking property 
from homeowners or developers.  She noted that any stream with an RPA designation would 
need to have an associated buffer area at least 100 feet wide along each side of the stream and 
associated wetland areas. 
 
Commissioner Alcorn expressed concern that many people would be opposed to the new 
regulations.  He recommended that the potential environment improvements be weighed against 
the difficulty of implementation.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Flanagan, Ms. Cronauer said approximately 8,882 
properties would be affected by a 10-acre drainage area.  John Friedman, Director, Code 
Analysis Division, LDS, DPWES, pointed out that this figure did not take into account properties 
encumbered by the RPA.  Commissioner Flanagan said it would be valuable to know if the 
number of affected properties, out of a total of 300,000, would be considered a minimal invasion. 
 
Replying to questions from Commissioner Lawrence, Ms. Cronauer and Shannon Curtis, 
Stormwater Planning Division, DPWES, explained how potential environmental benefits could 
be quantified.  
 
Chairman Hart said that in order to persuade industry and landowners of the need to add these 
regulations, the County should demonstrate the benefits of imposing riparian buffers with 
convincing scientific evidence.  Commissioner Alcorn concurred and said it was important to 
provide justification for the requirement.   
 
Michelle Brickner, Director, LDS, DPWES, also expressed concern that if the regulations were 
incorporated into the performance criteria for RMAs, a homeowner or developer filing a building 
permit could still clear vegetation on the property 2,500 square feet at a time.   
 
Commissioner Alcorn suggested that an alternate plan be developed that would achieve at least 
as significant environmental outcome in case the current plan was not achievable.  Commissioner 
Lawrence pointed out that an alternative could include other methods of producing best 
management practices. 
 
Chairman Hart explained that it would be easier to decide the width of the buffer in certain areas 
if the exact environmental benefit was known.  
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Commissioner Flanagan said the County needed to be prepared to demonstrate the benefits to 
impacted property owners.  Commissioner Alcorn commented that riparian buffers would be an 
overall public benefit since they addressed downstream environmental issues.  
 
In response to a question from Chairman Hart, Ms. Cronauer noted that at the next Committee 
meeting, staff would present more information on quantifiable benefits.  Chairman Hart said the 
Committee should also consider how the regulations should be presented to the citizens and 
developers, the specific objectives of the regulations and how to achieve them, and the specific 
benefits of implementing such regulations.  Commissioner Alcorn added that the Committee 
should also compare the benefits and costs of the primary plan with an alternate plan. 
 
Commissioner Alcorn recommended that staff consult with the County Attorney's Office to 
define the County's authority in the new regulations, the potential outcome, and other ways to 
achieve reforestation outside of the RMA.  Chairman Hart added that staff should also inquire as 
to whether the County had the authority to require reforestation for other reasons.  
 
Chairman Hart announced that the Committee would meet on April 16 and 30, 2009, at 7 p.m., in 
the Board Conference Room, and would decide later which meeting would focus on the EQC 
policy and which meeting would focus on riparian buffers. 
 
// 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m. 
James R. Hart, Chairman 
 
An audio recording of this meeting is available in the Planning Commission Office, 12000 
Government Center Parkway, Suite 330, Fairfax, Virginia 22035. 
 
 
  Minutes by:  Kara A. DeArrastia 
   
  Approved:  April 16, 2009 
 
 
  _____________________________ 

Linda B. Rodeffer, Clerk 
      Fairfax County Planning Commission 

 
 
 
 













PC Environment
Committee Meeting
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Agenda
• Clarification of issues raised by the Committee

– Different requirements for different areas
– Does the use have to encroach into the buffer area before 

reforestation requirements would apply?
– Does the land disturbance have to be greater than 2500 square feet 

before the buffer requirements activate, if the requirements were 
incorporated into the performance criteria for RMAs?

• Revised numbers regarding miles of stream protected versus 
drainage areas

• Types of buildings in buffer area (single family residential, 
outbuildings, commercial)

• Estimation of increased level of effort for staff
• Workgroup consensus thus far
• Next steps



Miles of Stream Protected

Updated Estimates 

Watershed (Pilot Area)
Difficult Run 23.49 56.3% 12.71 30.5% 6.27 15.0% 1.39 3.3% 41.70 100%
Dogue Creek 7.66 54.2% 5.63 39.9% 4.42 31.3% 1.70 12.1% 14.12 100%
Horsepen Creek 5.40 59.3% 3.79 41.6% 2.60 28.6% 0.79 8.7% 9.10 100%
Johnny Moore Creek 6.49 60.0% 4.02 37.1% 2.43 22.4% 0.93 8.5% 10.82 100%
Pimmit Run 5.72 52.0% 3.39 30.8% 1.72 15.7% 0.60 5.5% 11.00 100%
Wolf Run 7.87 58.4% 3.22 23.9% 1.40 10.4% 0.45 3.4% 13.46 100%
Total 56.62 56.5% 32.76 32.7% 18.84 18.8% 5.86 5.8% 100.20

Countywide Projection 333.09 192.72 110.83 34.45 589.40

50 Acre All Cleaned10 Acre 20 Acre 30 Acre
Length of Stream (mi) per Drainage Area

Original Estimates

Watershed (Pilot Area)
Difficult Run 17.82 43% 4.73 11.4% 0.92 2.2% 41.70 100%
Dogue Creek 7.55 53% 3.84 27.2% 1.27 9.0% 14.12 100%
Horsepen Creek 4.63 51% 1.64 18.0% 0.25 2.8% 9.10 100%
Johnny Moore Creek 5.45 50% 2.01 18.6% 0.61 5.7% 10.82 100%
Pimmit Run 3.45 31% 0.85 7.7% 0.32 2.9% 11.00 100%
Wolf Run 6.38 47% 1.24 9.2% 0.35 2.6% 13.46 100%
Total 45.28 45% 14.31 14.3% 3.73 3.7% 100.20

Countywide Projection 266.38 84.15 21.95 589.40

50 Acre All Cleaned
Length of Stream (mi) per Drainage Area

10 Acre 30 Acre



Types of Buildings in 35-foot Buffer Area

Building Type 10 20 30 50
Pilot Study Area Institutional 1

Multi Family Residential 6 1 1

Other/Outbuildings 7 3

Single Family Residential 235 150 96 39

Pilot Study Area Total 249 154 97 39

Countywide Projection 1465 906 571 229

Buildings Intersecting 35ft Buffer by Drainage 
Area (acres)

Bldg Types:
SFR = Single Family Residential
MFR = Multi Family Residential
I = Institutional
O = Other/Outbuildings



Types of Buildings in 35-foot Buffer Area
(By Watershed)

Watershed Bldg Type 10 20 30 50
Difficult Run MFR 3

O 2 2
SFR 57 29 15 6

Difficult Run Total 62 31 15 6

Dogue Creek MFR 3 1 1
O 5 1
SFR 84 55 35 14

Dogue Creek Total 92 57 36 14

Horsepen Creek I 1
SFR 21 16 14 6

Horsepen Creek Total 22 16 14 6

Johnny Moore Creek SFR 3 2 1 1

Pimmit Run SFR 66 46 30 12

Wolf Run SFR 4 2 1

Grand Total 249 154 97 39
Bldg Types:
SFR = Single Family Residential
MFR = Multi Family Residential
I = Institutional
O = Other/Outbuildings



PIMMIT RUN 
WATERSHED
(HIGH DENSITY)



Legend
Structures (red)
Contributing 
drainage area 
10 acres (beige)
30 acres (purple)
50 acres (green)

PIMMIT RUN 
WATERSHED



30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

10 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

PIMMIT RUN 
WATERSHED



50 CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA PIMMIT RUN 

WATERSHED



10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING  
DRAINAGE AREA

PIMMIT RUN 
WATERSHED



HORSEPEN 
CREEK 

WATERSHED
(HIGH DENSITY)



HORSEPEN 
CREEK 

WATERSHED

50-ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30-ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

10-ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREAS



HORSEPEN CREEK 
WATERSHED

10-ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30-ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



HORSEPEN CREEK 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



HORSEPEN CREEK 
WATERSHED

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DOGUE CREEK 
WATERSHED

(HIGH DENSITY)



DOGUE CREEK 
WATERSHED

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DOGUE CREEK 
WATERSHED

50 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

(MODERATE 
DENSITY)



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



DIFFICULT RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
WATERSHED



JOHNNY MOORE 
CREEK WATERSHED

(LOW DENSITY)



JOHNNY MOORE 
CREEK 

WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

50 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



JOHNNY MOORE CREEK 
WATERSHED

30 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



JOHNNY MOORE 
CREEK    

WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



JOHNNY MOORE 
CREEK 

WATERSHED

30 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



WOLF RUN 
WATERSHED
(LOW DENSITY)



WOLF RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
DRAINAGE AREA



WOLF RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE 
CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



WOLF RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA

30 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREA



WOLF RUN 
WATERSHED

10 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREAS

30 ACRE CONTRIBUTING 
DRAINAGE AREAS



Estimated Level of Effort (hours)
DRAINAGE 

AREA IN 
ACRES

NOTIFICATION
($)

MAPPING
(one time effort 

in hrs)

Review
(annual 
effort in 

hrs)

Inspection
(annual 
effort in 

hrs)

Enforcement
(annual 

effort in hrs)

TOTAL 
ANNUAL 
EFFORT

(hrs)
10 $3,900

$1,400

$450

8,400 1,332 1,599 2,534 5,465

30 3,200 474 570 917 1,961

50 1,300 153 183 285 621

• Assume 5% of all effected properties would propose development.
• Assume 1% of effected properties are involved in an alleged 

violation.
• Assume 35-foot buffer width throughout the county.
• Does not account for updates to maps.



Workgroup Consensus to-date

• Use drainage area to establish how far upstream (XX acres)
• Permit the following uses in buffer area

– Minor additions (similar to RPA requirements).
– Loss of buildable area (similar to RPA requirements)
– Other exceptions, exemptions and allowed uses provided in the 

RPA requirements.
– Better water quality benefits (with reservations, accommodate 

other functions of riparian buffer as well).
– Tree preservation (mature stand of trees can be saved in lieu of

buffer).
– Trails and paths.
– Accessory uses to residential structures that do not require a 

building permit (small sheds, fences).
• Buffer width should be a minimum of 35 feet, but consider wider 

width in certain areas such as the WSPOD (how wide?)
• Reforestation (not possible as an RMA requirement)



Next Steps

• Any reservations about establishing riparian 
buffers upstream of RPA’s as a regulatory 
requirement?

• Process by which the Board will receive this 
information 

• Board’s Environmental Committee Meeting 
(June timeframe?) 

• Additional PC Environment/EQAC meetings
• Staff to present process by which PC 

Environmental Committee and EQAC developed 
recommendation and the final recommendation.
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