% County of Fairfax, Virginia

MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 2, 2016

TO: Fairfax County Planning Commission
' Land Use Committee — Meeting Date: March 10, 2016

FROM: Leslie B. Johnson 3;;/57‘
Zoning Administrator

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regardlng the PDC/PRM
Districts and Other Changes

On December 8, 2015, the Board of Supervisors (Board) requested that the Planning
Commission conduct a public input session to receive comments regarding the proposed
Zoning Ordinance Amendment related to the PDC and PRM Districts, among other changes.
The Planning Commission held this public input session on January 20, 2016 and received
verbal testimony from eight speakers and received written comments from several other
individuals and/or groups. Copies of the written comments are attached hereto. The comments
received were varied, some of which were favorable and others were in opposition to the

© changes. Responses in favor of the development focused generally on the effective use of
resources (transportation, environmental quality, quality of life) brought about by mixed-use
development at higher intensities and responses in opposition of the amendment generally
raised concerns that the changes will allow for excessive development and that the public
hearing process is ineffective in considering public input by granting the Board too much
discretion to approve applications when there is opposition. Specific comments include:

Density/Intensity — 5.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

1. The amendment proposes sweeping changes to land use policies by allowing
excessively high FAR in the selective areas without appropriate public input and
without demonstration that such intensity is warranted in any geographic location in the
county.

2. The changes rely too heavily on the comprehensive plan, which doesn’t currently
permit such high intensity. Additionally, the comprehensive plan is sometimes
changed without adequate public input or without regard for impacts on existing
neighborhoods.

3. High FAR is a disincentive to consolidation of smaller parcels,
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4. Changes may permit one developer to obtain a high FAR on a single parcel within a
Jarger land bay, while leaving the remaining parcels in the Jand bay with a diminished
opportunity to achieve a higher FAR. (Essentially, the “hoarding” of intensity by the
development that receives rezoning approval first.)

Parkin

p—

Parking reductions should not be permitted for residential uses.

2. Any parking reduction request should include an analysis of potential impacts on
adjacent streets and neighborhoods.

3. Objection to eliminating the provision of structured or below surface parking as a
criteria for allowing the Board to increase FAR in the PDC District, from 1.5 up to a
maximum of 2.5 under the current regulations. -

4. The county should develop shared parking reduction standards for mixed use
developments and revise current review processes to be more time effective and less
cumbersome. '

5. Parking reductions at all Metro station areas should be by-right and reductions in other
areas should be permitted subject to a case-by-case review. '

6. Interim parking standards should be developed to accommodate parking during

redevelopment.

Traffic
"7 1. Increased FAR creates more development without regard for traffic impacts.
2. Implementation plans are needed for redevelopment areas and arcas around mass transit
to make sure development only occurs with the corresponding road improvements
needed in the region.

Environmental
1. Changes will be positive, as they encourage revitalization in older areas of the county
and will effectively plan for mass transit and protection of environmental quality by
focusing development in nodes.
2. Concerns that permitting a higher FAR will lead to the creation of more heat islands
and high nutrient runoff caused by lack of green space to accommodate pets and pet
waste.

Staff is proposing changes to the text of the amendment to address some of the concerns that

~ have been expressed. Attached is a revised draft of the proposed text changes. A more
detailed analysis of these changes and the other topic areas related to this proposed amendment
will be provided in the Staff Comment section of the Staff Report. The full Staff Report will
be prepared as part of the package to be provided to the Board for the authorization to conduct
the public hearings for the amendment. The text changes proposed by staff are:
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1.

Include an option for maximum FAR of up to 5.0 in Transit Station Areas and a
maximum of up to 4.0 in Community Business Centers and Commercial Revitalization
Districts, as an alternative to staff’s current proposal to permit a maximum FAR of up
to 5.0 for all of these areas. “

Eliminate the phrase “at the discretion of the Board” in reference to the Board’s ability
to approve an increase in FAR for the identified selective areas. This change is in
response to concerns expressed by some at the public input session that the proposed
language gave too much discretion to the Board coupled with the perception that there
would be limited opportunity for public input into the decision making process.
Include a new provision to allow for the approval of a temporary parking reduction
and/or relocation plan by the Director of the Department of Public Works and
Environmental Services (DPWES) in conjunction with a site plan or by the Board in
conjunction with a rezoning to accommodate on-site redevelopment and construction.

Subject to Planning Commission concurrence with these changes, staff recommends that the
Planning Commission forward this summary memorandum to the Board in support of moving
toward the preparation of the full Staff Report and the Board’s authorization of the amendment
for public hearing. Staff recommends an April timeframe for the authorization, with the
Planning Commission public hearing in May and the Board public hearing in June.

LBJ/DP

cc: Fred Selden, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning

Attachments; A/S
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Amend Article 2, General Regulations, as follows:

Amend Part 4, Qualifying Lot and Yard Regulations, Sect. 2-418 Waiver of Yard
Requlrements in Selective Areas, to read as follows:

Waiver Reduction of Yard Requirements in Selective Areas

; 8 Except in a Commercial
Rev1tahzat1on D1strlct the minimum yard requ1rements and other required distances from
lot lines set forth in this Ordinance may be waived reduced for developments located in an
area where specific design guidelines have been established in the adopted comprehensive
plan, such as in Community Business Centers (€EBGs), Commercial Revitalization Areas
and areas-around-transit-facilities Transit Station Areas, in accordance with such '
recommendations. Such waiver reduced yards or other required distances from lot lines
may be approved by the Board, in conjunction with the approval of a rezoning or special
exception, or by the Director in approving a site plan, when it is determined that such
swaiver reduction is in accordance with, and would further implementation of, the adopted
comprehensive plan. Yard requirements in a Commercial Revitalization District and any
allowable reductions thereof, shall be previded in accordance with the provisions of that
district.

‘Amend Part 5, Qualifying Use, Structure Regulations, Sect. 2-505, Use Limitations on

Corner Lots, by adding a new Par. 2 as follows:

2. Notwithstanding the above, the Board, in conjunction with the approval of a rezoning or
special exception application, may modify the sight distance requirements on a corner lot
based upon an evaluation of the specific development proposal which shall consider the
demonstrated compliance with sight distance requirements of the Virginia Department of
Transportation and a specific sight distance analysis and/or any other relevant design
ouidelines that would demonstrate safe and adequate vehicular, bicycle and/or pedestrian
movements at an intersection.

Amend Article 6, Planned Development Districts, as follows:

Amend Part 2, Planned Development Commercial District, as follows:

- Amend Sect. 6-203, Secondary Uses Permitted, by adding a new Par. 4D and
reléttering the subsequent paragraphs accordingly, as follows:

4. Commercial and industrial uses of special impact (Category 5), limited to:

D. Commercial Recreation Restaurants, limited by the provisions of Sect. 9-506

|
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- Amend Sect. 6-206, Use Limitations, by revising Paragraphs 9 and 10A and by
adding a new Par. 16, as follows:

9.

10.

Notwithstanding the provisions of Par. 5 and 6 above, heusingfor-the-elderly
independent living facilities, assisted living facilities and/or nursing facilities as a
secondary uses need not be designed to serve primarily the needs of the residents and
occupants of the planned development in which located but shall be designed so as to
maintain and protect the character of adjacent properties. The gross floor area
devoted to heusingfor-the-elderly independent living facilities, assisted living
facilities and/or nursing facilities as a secondary uses shall not exceed fifty (50)
percent of the gross floor area of all uses in the development.

Fast food restaurants shall be permitted only in accordance with the following:

A. Fast food restaurants may be permitted as a secondary use when shown on an
approved final development plan, and provided such use is located in a residential
and/or nonresidential structure containing at least one (1) other permitted
principal or secondary use, in accordance with the following:

(1) Such fast food restaurants shall be oriented to cater primarily to occupants
and/or employees in the structure in which located, or of that structure and
adjacent structures in the same building complex which are accessible via a
clearly designated pedestrian circulation system; and

(2) Such use(s) shall comprise not more than fifteen (15) percent of the gross floor
area of the structure.

(3) No drive-through facilities shall be permitted when such fast food restaurant is
located in a building with any residential uses.

16. Off-street parking and loading facilities and private streets shall be provided in

conformance with the provisions of Article 11, to include any possible parking
reductions or alternate locations set forth in Sect. 11-102. Any such parking
reduction may be approved by the Board as part of a rezoning and/or special
exception when it is demonstrated by the applicant and determined by the Board that
any such reduction(s) meets all applicable requirements of Sect. 11-102 and is/are in
furtherance of the recommendations of the adopted comprehensive plan, It is
intended that a substantial portion of the required parking should be provided in
above and/or below grade parking structures.

. Amend Sect. 6-207, Lot Size Requirements, by revising Par, 1C, as follows:

1. Minimum district size: No land shall be classified in the PDC District unless the Board
finds that the proposed development meets at least one (1) of the following conditions:
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A. The proposed development will yield a minimum of 100,000 square feet of gross

B.

floor area.

The proposed development will be a logical extension of an existing P District, in
which case it must yield a minimum of 40,000 square feet of gross floor area.

The proposed development is located within an area designated as a Community
Business Center, Commercial Revitalization Area or Transit Station Area in the
adopted comprehensive plan or is in a Commercial Revitalization District and a
final development plan is submitted and approved concurrently with the conceptual

- development plan for the proposed development. The conceptual and final

development plan shall specify the uses and gross floor area for the proposed
development and shall provide site and building designs that will complement
existing and planned development by incorporating high standards of urban design,

to include provision for any specific urban design plans in the comprehensive plan

for the area and for safe and convenient pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular movement
and access.

- - Amend Sect. 6-208, Bulk Regulations, by revising Par. 3 and adding a new Par. 4 to
read as follows:

3.

Maximum floor area ratio: +-5-which-may-be-increased-by-the Board:-in-itssele

2.5. Option 1: However, the Board may approve an increase up to 5.0 for

developments located in a Commercial Revitalization District, Community Business

Center Area and/or Transit Station Area only when the proposed development is

implementing the site specific density/intensity and other reqommcndations in the
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adopted comprehensive plan,

Option 2; However, the Board may approve an increase up to 5.0 when the property
is located in a Transit Station Area, as identified in the adopted comprehensive plan,
and when the proposed development is implementing the site specific
density/intensity and other recommendations in the adopted comprehensive plan, For
developments located in a Commercial Revitalization District and/or Community
Business Center Area, as identified in the adopted comprehensive plan, the Board
may approve an increase up to 4.0 when the proposed development is implementing
the site specific density/intensity and other recommendations of the comprehensive
plan.

(The advertised range for maximum FAR in both options is 2.5 to 5.0 for areas
within any or all of the Selective Areas)

The maximum floor area ratio permitted by this Part shall exclude the floor area for
affordable and bonus market rate dwelling units provided in accordance with Part 8 of
Article 2 and the floor area for proffered bonus market rate units and/or bonus floor
area, any of which is associated with the provision of workforce dwelling units, as
applicable.

. Notwithstanding the definition of gross floor area, any cellar space shall be counted

as part of the gross floor area and shall be included in the calculation of the floor area
ratio for any rezoning to the PDC District approved by the Board after [date of
adoption], except when such cellar space:

A. hasa structural headroom of less than six (6) feet, six (6) inches and is
specifically identified for mechanical equipment; or

B. is specifically identified for storage and/or other uses that are accessory to the
principal uses in the building; or

C. is specifically identified as a loading space, including any associated travel way
providing access to the space, as well as the loading dock utilized for the
temporary loading and unloading of goods; or ‘

D. is specifically identified to house an unmanned datacenter or other similar
telecommunication or electronic equipment.

- Amend Part 4, Planned Residential Mixed Use District, as follows:

Amend Sect. 6-401, Purpose and Intent, as follows:
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1 The PRM District is established to provide for high density, multiple family residential
2 development, generally with a minimum density-of 40 dwelling units per acre; for mixed
3 use development consisting primarily of multiple family residential development,
4 generally with a density of at least twenty (20) dwelling units per acre, with secondary L
5 office and/or other commercial uses. PRM Districts should be located in those limited {
6 areas where such high density residential or residential mixed use development is in -
7 accordance with the adopted comprehensive plan such as within areas delineated as : :
8 Transit Station Areas, Community Business Centers, Commercial Revitalization Areas
9 and Urban and Suburban Centers as well as developments located in Commercial
10 Revitalization Districts. The PRM District regulations are designed to promote high
11 standards in design and layout, to encourage compatibility among uses within the
12 development and integration with adjacent developments, and to otherwise implement the f
13 stated purpose and intent of this Ordinance.
14 To these ends, rezoning to and development under this district will be permitted
15 only in accordance with development plans prepared and approved in accordance with
16 the provisions of Article 16.
17
18 - Amend Sect. 6-403, Secondary Uses Permitted, by adding a new Par. 5A and
19 relettering the subsequent subparagraphs accordingly, and by adding new .
20 Paragraphs 13 and 23 and renumbermg the subsequent paragraphs accordingly, as
21 follows: P
22 :
23 5. Commercial and industrial uses of special impact (Category 5), limited to:
24
25 A. Commercial recreation restaurants, limited by the provisions of Sect. 9-506
26
27 13. Kennels, limited by the provisions of Sect. 406 below.
28 :
29 23. Veterinary hospitals, limited by the provisions of Sect. 406 below.
30 f
31 - Amend Sect. 6-406, Use Limitations by revising Par. 9 and adding new Par. 13 to
32 read as follows:
33 9. Off-street parking and loading facilities and private streets shall be provided in
34 conformance with the provisions of Article 11, to include the any possible parking
35 reductlons or altemate locatlons as may be permltted in Sect. 11- 102 baseéeﬂ—heuﬂy ;
36 3 ; 'f
37 tfaﬁsﬁ—staﬂeﬁ— Anv such parkmg reducnon may be approved bv the Boa.rd as part of
38 a rezoning and/or special exception when it is demonstrated by the applicant and
39 determined by the Board that any such reduction(s) meets all the applicable
40 requirements of Sect. 11-102 and is/are in furtherance of the recommendations of the
41 adopted comprehensive plan. It is intended that a substantial portion of the required
42 parking should be provided in above and/or below grade parking structures.
43 '
44 13. Kennels and veterinary hospitals shall be located within a completely enclosed P
45 building which is adequately soundproofed and constructed so that there will be no
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emission of odor or noise detrimental to other property in the area. In addition, the
Health Department shall approve the construction and operation of all veterinary
hospitals prior to issuance of any Building Permit or Non-Residential Use Permit.

- Amend Sect. 6-408, Bulk Regulations, by revising Par. 2 and adding a new Par. 3, to
read as follows:

2.

!w

Maximum floor area ratio: 3.0,  Option 1; However, the Board may approve an
increase up to 5.0 for developments located in a Commercial Revitalization District,
Community Business Center Area and/or Transit Station Area only when the
proposed development is implementing the site specific density/intensity and other
recommendations in the adopted comprehensive plan,

Option 2: However, the Board may approve an increase up to 5.0 when the property
is located in a Transit Station Area, as identified in the adopted comprehensive plan,
and when the proposed development is implementing the site specific
density/intensity and other recommendations in the adopted comprehensive plan. For
developments located in a Commercial Revitalization District and/or Community
Business Center Area, as identified in the adopted comprehensive plan, the Board
may approve an increase up to 4.0 when the proposed development is implementing
the site specific density/intensity and other recommendations of the comprehensive
plan.

(The advertised range for maximum FAR in both options is 3.0 to 5.0 for areas
within any or all of the Selective Areas)

-provided+t The maximum floor area ratio permitted by this Part shall exclude the
floor area for affordable and bonus market rate units provided in accordance with Part
8 of Article 2 and the floor area for proffered bonus market rate units and/or bonus
floor area, any of which is associated with the provision of workforce dwelling units,
as applicable.

. Notwithstanding the definition of gross floor area, any cellar space shall be counted

as pait of the gross floor area and shall be included in the calculation of the floor area
ratio for any rezoning to the PRM District approved by the Board after [date of
adoption], except when such cellar space:

A. has a structural headroom of less than six (6) feet, six ( 6) inches and is
specifically identified for mechanical equipment; or

B. is specifically identified for storage and/or other uses that are accessory to the
principal uses in the building; or
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C. is specifically identified as a loading space, including any associated travel way
providing access to the space, as well as the loading dock utilized for the
temporary loading and unloading of goods; or

D. is specifically identified to house an unmanned datacenter or other similar
telecommunication or electronic equipment.

- Amend Sect. 6-409, Open Space, by revising Par. 1 to read as follows:

1. Not less than 20% of the gross area shall be landscaped open space, unless modified
by the Board in accordance with the provisions of Sect. 9-612. Not more than one-
half (1/2)-of the minimum required landscaped open space shall be permitted above
the street level, unless otherwise modified by the Board upon specific request.

- Amend Part 5, Planned Tysons Corner Urban District, by amending Par. 5 of Sect. 6~

. 505, Use Limitations, as follows:

5. Notwithstanding the definition of gross floor area, any cellar space shall be counted
as part of the gross floor area and shall be included in the calculation of the floor area
ratio, except that space used for mechanical equipment with structural headroom of
less than six (6) feet, six (6) inches; and that area that is specifically identified and
used for storage and/or for accessory uses and/or loading space and associated
loading docks; and that area specifically identified and used for primarily an
unmanned datacenter or other similar mechanical, telecommunication or electronic |
equipment. '

Amend Article 9, Special Exceptions, Part 5, Commercial and Industrial Uses of Special
Impact, as follows: ‘

- Amend Sect. 9-506, Additional Standards for Commercial Recreation Restaurants, by

deleting Par. 2 and renumbering subsequent paragraphs accordingly, as follows:

- Amend Sect. 9-518, Additional Standards for Vehicle Sale, Rental and Ancillary Service

Establishments, by amending Par.7 and adding a new Par. 9, as follows:

7. In the C-3, C-4, I-3, I-4, I-5, PBC; and PRC and-PRM Districts, only vehicle rental
establishments may be allowed and such use shall be subject to Paragraphs 1 through
6 above and the following:

A. Vehicle rental establishments shall be limited to the rental of automobiles and
passenger vans and the rental of trucks or other vehicles shall not be permitted.
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B. There may be a maximum of twenty-five (25) rental vehicles stored on site and
such vehicles shall be stored in a portion of the parking lot designated on the special
exception plat for the storage of rental vehicles.

C. There shall be no maintenance or refueling of the rental vehicles on-site.

9. Inthe PDC and PRM Districts, vehicle sale, rental and ancillary service
establishments shall only be permitted when specifically identified on an approved
final development plan and provided there shall be no outside display or storage of
vehicles. All vehicle display or storage shall occur within an enclosed building or
parking garage and any ancillary service establishment use shall occur within a
completely enclosed building.

Amend Article 11, Off-Street Parking and Loading, Private Streets, Part 1, Off-Street
Parking, as follows:

- Amend Sect. 11-101, Applicability, by amending Par. 1 as follows:

1. Except as provided for in a Commercial Revitalization District, in any R, C or
district, all structures built and all uses established hereafter shall provide accessory
off-street parking in accordance with the following regulations, and in the PDH, PDC,
PRC and PRM Districts, the provisions of this Part shall have general application as
determined by the Director. However, for the redevelopment of an existing property
that includes the retention of some uses/structures and the elimination of some on-site
parking during the redevelopment process, the Board, in conjunction with a rezoning
or special exception, or the Director, in conjunction with a site plan, may approve a
temporary reduction and/or relocation of the minimum required off-street parking
spaces subject to time limits and conditions appropriate to ensure the continuation of
safe and adequate utilization of the property.

In the PTC District off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with Sect. 6-
509, and Sect. 11-102 below shall have general application as determined by the
Director. Additionally, subject to the approval of a parking redesignation plan
pursuant to Par. 12 of Sect. 11-102, for an existing use located in the Tysons Corner
Urban Center but not in the PTC District an owner may voluntarily elect to reduce the
number of off-street parking spaces required pursuant to Sections 11-103, 11-104, 11~
105 and 11-106 for the site to a number between what is currently approved for the site and
the applicable minimum parking rate specified for the PTC District. However, this voluntary
parking reduction is not an option if the currently appfoved number of parking spaces on the
site is specified by a special permit, special exception or proffered condition,

- Amend Sect. 11-102, General Provisions, by revising Par. 5, as follows:

5. Subject to conditions it deems appropriate, the Board may reduce the number of off-
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street parking spaces otherwise required by the strict application of the provisions of
this Part when a proposed development is within reasonable walking distance to;
Within-the-an-area in-proximity

A. amass transit station and/or within an area designated in the adopted
' comprehensive plan as a Transit Station Area wherein the whieh-station either
exists or is programmed for completion within the same time frame as the
completion of the subject developments; or :

an existing transportation facility consisting of a streetcar, bus rapid transit, or :
express bus service or wherein such facility is programmed for completion within
the same timeframe as the completion of the subject development and will

provide high-frequency service; or-along-a-corridorserved by-a-mass-transit

|

ententis o o 1 thao edyse ava

offers-a-regularseheduledservice;, Or

. a bus stop when service to this stop consists of more than three routes and at least
one route serves a mass transit station or transportation facility and provides high-
frequency service,

@)

fa¥a oV W ) h
-

a' o abda

. Such reduction may be approved when the applicant has demonstrated to
the Board’s satisfaction that the spaces proposed to be eliminated are unnecessary
based on the projected reduction in the parking demand resulting from the proximity
of the mass transit station or mass transit-transportation facility or bus service and
such reduction in parking spaces will not adversely affect the site or the adjacent area.
For the purposes of this provision, a determination regarding the completion time
frame for a mass transit station or transportation facility shall include the funding
status for the transportation project.

oo

Amend Article 13, Landscaping and Screening, Part 3, Transitional Screening and Barriers,
by revising Par. 11 of Sect. 305, Transitional Screening and Barrier Waivers and
Modifications, as follows: '

11. Transitional screening and barriers may be waived or modified where the subject
property abuts a railroad, er interstate highway right-of-way, exeept the right-of-way
of the Dulles International Airport Access Highway or the combined Dulles
International Airport Access Highway and Dulles Toll Road.

Amend Article 16, Development Plans,

- Amend Part 1, Standards for All Planned Developments, by revising Par. 1 of Sect.
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16-102, Design Standards, as follows:

Whereas it is the intent to allow flexibility in the design of all planned developments, it is
deemed necessary to establish design standards by which to review rezoning applications,
development plans, conceptual development plans, final development plans, PRC plans,
site plans and subdivision plats, Therefore, the following design standards shall apply:

1. In order to complement development on adjacent properties, at all peripheral
boundaries of the PDH, PRM, PDC, and PRC Districts the bulk regulations and
landscaping and screening provisions shall generally conform to the provisions of that
conventional zoning district which most closely characterizes the particular type of
development under consideration. In a rezoning application to the PDC or PRM
District that is located in a Commercial Revitalization District or in an area that is-
designated as a Community Business Center, Commercial Revitalization Area or
Transit Station Area in the adopted comprehensive plan, this provision shall have
general applicability and only apply at the periphery of the Commercial
Revitalization District, Community Business Center, Commercial Revitalization
Area, or Transit Station Area, as necessary to achieve the objectives of the
comprehensive plan. In the PTC District, such provisions shall only have general
applicability and only at the periphery of the Tysons Corner Urban Center, as
designated in the adopted comprehensive plan.

Amend Appendix 7, Commercial Revitalization Districts, as follows:

- Amend Par. 3A of Sections A7-109, A7-209, A7-309 and A7-509, Additional
Provisions, as follows: ‘

3. The off-street parking, loading and private street requirements of Article 11 shall
apply, except as set forth below:

A. The minimum off-street parking requirements for any non-residential uses may be
reduced by up to twenty (20) percent by the Board when it is demonstrated by the
applicant and determined by the Board that such reduction is in furtherance of the
goals of the Commercial Revitalization District as set forth in the adopted
comprehensive plan. Such request may also be considered in conjunction with a
rezoning and/or special exception application. The fee for a parking reduction set -
forth in Sect. 17-109 shall not be applicable.

In conjunction with a rezoning to a mixed-use development in a PDC or PRM
District, the minimum off-street parking requiréments for residential and non-
residential uses may be reduced by up to twenty (20) percent by the Board when it
is demonstrated by the applicant and determined by the Board that such reduction
is in furtherance of the recommendations of the adopted comprehensive plan for -
the area and that such reduction will not adversely affect the site or the adjacent
area. Such parking reduction shall be subject to the fee set forth in Sect. 17-109.
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- Amend Par. 3A of Sect. A7-409, Additional Provisions, as follows:

3. The off-street parking, loading and private street requirements of Article 11 shall
apply, except as set forth below:

A. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 11, the minimum off-street parking

requirements for all non-residential uses shall be reduced by twenty (20) percent.
In conjunction with a rezoning to a mixed-use development in a PDC or PRM

District, the minimum off-street parking requirements for residential and non-
residential uses may be reduced by up to twenty (20) percent by the Board when it
is demonstrated by the applicant and determined by the Board that such reduction
is in furtherance of the recommendations of the adopted comprehensive plan for
the area and that such reduction will not adversely affect the site or the adjacent
area. Such parking reduction shall be subject to the fee set forth in Sect. 17-109.




6677 Richmond Highway
Second Floor
Alexandria, VA 22306

SOUTHEAST FAIRFAX info@SFDC.org
DEVELORMENT CORPORATION 703.360.5008
January 20, 2016

Fairfax County Planning Commission
12000 Government Center Parkway
Fairfax, VA 22035

Re: Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment for Modifications to the Planned Commercial Disi:rict
(PDC) and Planned Residential Mixed Use (PRM) District and Related Changes

\

Dear Planning Commissioners:

The Scutheast Fairfax Development Corporation (SFDC) received a presentation at its September 2015
Board of Directors meeting from Zoning Administrator Leslie Johnson regarding this proposed Zoning
Ordinance Amendment. Subsequently, county staff has participated in discussions of the proposal with
the Mount Vernon Council of Civic Associations, which has a representative on the SFDC Board.

At its meeting earlier today, the SFDC Board voted to generally endorse the proposed Zoning Ordinance
Amendment. While there are some issues remaining, such as the change to the method of calculating
FAR, we support the intent of the Amendment to provide a legal mechanism in the Zoning Ordinance to
implement the Comprehensive Plan in areas that are planned for higher density development than that
currently allowed in any Zoning district.

The SFDC Board of Directors took this action under the provision‘s of paragraph B4 of our Memorandum
of Understanding with the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, which calls for SFDC to review initiatives
and projects and formally support those that SFDC deems supportive of revitalization objectives.

Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact me if you
have any questions regarding SFDC’s position on this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Walter €. Clarke
President

cC: Supervisor Dan Storck
Supervisor Jeff McKay
Jill G. Cooper, Planning Commission
Leslie Johnson, Zoning Administrator
Barbara Byron, Office of Community Revitalization
SFDC Board of Directors
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From: Fred Costello [mailto:facinc@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2016 10:21 AM

To: DPZ ORDADMIN

Subject: Additional testimony re: WORKSHOP ON ZOA PDC/PRM AMENDMENTS

Testimony submitted to the Planning Commission
January 22, 2016
Frederick A, Costello, 12864 Tewksbury Drive, Herndon, VA 20171

This is a follow-up to my presentation at the Planning Commission workshop on January 20,
2016. These additional comments are conditioned by the comments made by the Commissioners at the
workshop.

I was happy to hear Commissioner Hart voice his concern over the phrase “in the discretion of the
Board”. | think that he and I both hope this will be deleted. | was also happy to hear Commissioner
Sargeant say that the Planning Commission does want stable neighborhoods. Stability would be better
ensured if the neighborhoods, rather than the central planners, had control of their

redevelopment. Developers can continue their practice of offering to buy neighborhoods if
redevelopment is economically warranted.

| remain concerned about the decreased opportunities for the citizens to influence proposals before
they are submitted to the Planning Commission. Many citizen concerns might be allayed if they had
time to study the staff report. Perhaps a preliminary copy of the staff report could be made available to
the public. The Planning Commission could insist on having more time for the citizens to review the staff
report.

| also remain concerned that, with no stable long-range plan, the county is unable to plan for long-term
increases in traffic, perhaps not allowing enough easement space for widening roads. Without a long-
range plan, the county also may not allow for park space, open space, and schools. The Comprehensive
Plan is too easily changed to be considered a long-range plan. The Planning Commission could require
all changes to the Comprehensive Plan be tested against a long-range plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak and to submit this addendum.

Fred Costello
703-620-4942

P
|
i
1
!
i
{




McLean Citizens Association

One Hundred Years and Counting

January 21, 2016

Fairfax County Planning Commission
12000 Government Center Parkway
Suite 330

Fairfax, VA 22035

Re:  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding the PDC and PRM Districts
Dear Commissioners,

The McLean Citizens Association (MCA) opposes the proposed amendment to the
County’s Zoning Ordinance, The amendment (ZOA) addresses Planned Development Commercial
(PDC) and Planned Development Residential Mixed Use (PRM) districts. In sum, the proposed
revisions to the Zoning Ordinance would permit major changes in land use in Commercial Revi-
talization Districts (CRD) and Commercial Revitalization Areas (CRA) and transit station areas on
the Silver Line outside of Tysons. The ZOA would enable increased density as high as 5.0 Floor
Area Ratios (FAR). For the reasons explained herein, the MCA must oppose this proposed amend-
ment.

While the proposed increase in FAR of up to 5.0 would be appropriate for the Silver Line
station areas in Reston and beyond, such densities in the cited revitalization districts, well-distant
from any rail station, would be inconsistent with the County’s existing Transit Oriented Develop-
ment (TOD) policies. These densities would also contrast sharply with the County’s goals and
adopted Comprehensive Plan for Tysons. Moreover, enabling such high densities outside of rail
stations would unfairly discriminate against Tysons landowners that are located beyond the ¥4 mile
TOD area and against all Tysons landowners that are paying additional taxes to support non-rail
transit, road improvements and bike and pedestrian facilities.

While the MCA supports reasonable revitalization plans, this ZOA is fundamentally un-
sound. The County’s well-vetted TOD policy was adopted after months of study and debate by af-
fected stakeholders. The existing policy correctly limits high density to the quarter-mile ring
around heavy rail stations. The County specifically rejected high density (including FARs up to
5.0) around non-rail transit stations. The ZOA would, without proper explanation, turn the TOD
policy on its ear by allowing high density at locations served with only bus transit—something the
TOD policy rejects. The County specifically and properly rejected granting additional density to
Tysons landowners located outside the quarter-mile TOD rings and served only by bus transit. In
fact, the proposcd densities ranging from FAR 2.5 to 5.0 would not be permitted in 75% of Ty-
sons, the County’s designated Urban Development Area. ' '

When re-planning Tysons, the County conducted Consolidated Traffic Impact Analyses to
determine the impact of significantly higher densities on the road network within Tysons and in
the adjacent communities. This ZOA would allow piecemeal rezoning of parcels to the higher in-
tensity PDC/PP.M districts that would each be independently assessed for traffic impacts and miti-
gation measures. The ability of many of these revitalization districts and their concomitant road
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networks to absorb the increased vehicle trips and support high-quality bus transit is limited. The
lack of a comprehensive assessment of the transportation impacts would result in the higher den-
sity being awarded first-come, first-served until the road network becomes saturated -- and aggres-
sive TDM measures and bus transit reach their maximum effectiveness. A key design principle of
the County’s TOD policy is that a non-degradation policy should be applied to areas immediately
adjacent to a TOD area and to arterials serving the TOD area. This policy requires that traffic flow
in these adjacent areas and on arterials perform no worse after development of a TOD takes place.
* While the County’s revitalization areas are not, per se, TOD areas, the proposed ZOA would fun-
damentally allow TOD densities. The MCA believes that a non-degradation policy should be an
essential requirement for substantial increases over the current FAR limits in PDC and PRM dis-
tricts. '

The ZOA’s proposed range of density would also adversely affect the planned redevelop-
ment of the McLean Community Business Center (CBC), a Commercial Revitalization District.
Given that an FAR of 2.5 to 5.0 would not be permitted outside the immediate station areas within
Tysons, it would behoove a developer to purchase property in the nearby McLean CBC, then sub-
mit a rezoning application and concurrent Comprehensive Plan Amendment for TOD densities un-
der the guise of CBC revitalization. The premise of designating Tysons as the County’s Urban De-
velopment Area was to concentrate the higher intensity redevelopment in Tysons proximate to the
Metro stations and to protect the surrounding suburban residential communities from density
sprawl. MCA’s support of the 2010 Tysons Comprehensive Plan Amendment was predicated on
~ this protection.

Moreover, the redevelopment of the McLean CBC already faces headwinds in the form of
traffic congestion resulting from both the urbanization of Tysons and regional growth. Notwith-
standing the continuing efforts of the Fairfax County Department of Transportation to mitigate the
future traffic impacts of Tysons’ redevelopment on the McLean CBC, clearly these added vehicle
trips and travel delays will set an upper limit on the amount of density the CBC can absorb while
maintaining a well-functioning transportation network. The ZOA’s higher permitted density,
which the County appears to be encouraging, would undermine the balance between redevelop-
ment and infrastructure in McLean.

The ZOA further proposes a relaxation of landscaping and transitional screening in the
PDC and PRM districts in a CRD and would establish a design standard that such landscaping and
screening should only apply at the periphery. This is ill-advised; redevelopment of revitalization
areas may occur ovet a long time horizon, Interim landscaping and transitional screening may be
more appropriate to buffer sharply disparate levels of intensity. In addition, the ZOA would mod-
ify the bulk regulations of the PDC district by eliminating the criteria by which developers can be
awarded increased density by providing certain urban design elements within a development.
These changes would conflict with the planning objectives of the McLean CBC Comprehensive
Plan and would impede its implementation.

At the same time, the MCA notes the background information published with the draft
ZOA does not include any discussion of the potential need for similar tax or service districts in
PDC or PRM areas. In the event the County does not tax landowners in these zoning areas for the
costs of the infrastructure necessary to allow higher densities, the County will be discriminating
against Tysons landowners, businesses and residents that are paying higher taxes. Every local tax
dollar spent on transportation facilities not funded by PRC and PRM landowners receiving addi-
tional density must come from county taxpayers, either in the form of higher taxes or reduced ser-
vices. :
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For these reasons, the ZOA should not be recommended by the Planning Commission nor

adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

In the event you cannot shelve the entire proposed ZOA, we request the following specific

changes:

Remove the McLean CBC from the list of applicable Selective Areas; ,
The Comprehensive Plan should amend the planning objectives of the Revitalization Dis-

[
tricts:’

o 45 with Tysons, strongly encourage consolidations of property that enable land
dedication for transportation improvements and public facilities.

o Recommend the establishment of a financing plan for road and transit improve-
ments, including roads and intersections in neighboring communities, to mitigate
any degradation resulting from sharp increases in density in a CRD.

o Recommend the establishment of a tax or service districts in each specific CRD
similar to those created in Tysons and the Dulles Corridor.,

o [zcommend transportation modeling and analysis on large-scale areas to test the
«f"icacy of planned transportation improvements.

e Add Fairfax Forward program items for Comprehensive Plan amendments for each af-
fected I'UC or PRM area receiving significant increases in density in a CRD.
e Create o tier of PDC and PRM zoning districts with maximum FARs of 3 and 5.
e Retain the deleted text in section 6-208 A through D.
o Insection [6-102 (1) pertaining to landscaping and screening in the PDC/PRM districts,
change i word “shall” to “may” (page 14, line 32).
Thank you for considering the MCA’s comments.
Sincerely,
I
Sy Bend
Jeff Barnett

President, Mcl.can Citizens Association

CC:

John T ist, Dranesville District Supervisor

John Ulfzider, Dranesville District Planning Commission

Benjamin Wiles, Staff '

Fred Selden, Director, Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning
Leslie Jotnson, Fairfax County Zoning Administrator

Donna Pesto, Fairfax County Department of Zoning Evaluation
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Ms. Leslie Johnson, Zoning Administrator
Fairfax County Department of Planming & Zoning
Zoning Administration Division
12055 Government Center Parkway
Suite 807

Fairfax, VA 22035

RE: Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding the Planned Residential Mixed Use (PRIM)
District, Planned Commercial District (PDC), Commercial Revitalization Districts (CRD) and
Other Changes

Dear Ms. Johnson:

5al to amend

We would like to commend you on your diligent work in preparing a thoughtful pro,
the PRM, PDC, and CRD districts to allow for the vision of development around ¢
planned Metro stations in Fairfax County. After the extensive time, effort, and putience that the
County, citizens, and landowners have put in to the Silver Line extension, it is exciting to be
~ discussing land use changes that can continue the success of Metro’s arrival. While we think the
draft proposal is a very good start, we think additional parking provisions are critical to fulfill the
vision of walkable neighborhoods surrounding the Metro stations.

Specifically with respect to parking, though the draft amendment clarifies instanaces where a
parking reduction is permitted within a reasonable distance to transit and provides for a 20%
parking reduction for residential uses in CRDs, overall the draft doesn’t address the realities of
parking in redevelopment projects:

» First, the County should allow for reduced parking ratios in all Metro station arcas (within a %
mile) on a by-right basis like in Tysons. Under the PTC zoning district, ovners can. take
advantage of lower parking requirements in Tysons without a legislative zoning application or
a lengthy parking study review process. The ability of Metro station areas to support far less
patking has been widely demonstrated both nationally and in the broader Washington
Metropolitan area, and is a strong mitigant of traffic. As such, we strongly encourage the
incorporation of lower minimum parking ratios in those PRM, PDC, and CRD districts
supported by transit.

R

»  Second, we strongly encourage the incorporation of standard shared parking ratios for mixed-
use projects that applicants could propose within their applications and/or site plans, Similar
to lower transit-related parking ratios, the merits of shared parking have been clearly
demonstrated broadly and within the County. However, the process to secure such approvals
has become cumbersome and time consuming. The ULI publication, Shared Parking, has

4445 WILLARD AVENUE, SUITE 400 CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815-36%0  (240) 333-3600 TELEF AX: (240)333-3610  TBGu.com
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successfully served as the basis for the County’s review and approval of shared parking
reductions vr decades and would provide a good framework for such a modification to the
zoning ordirance, '

Third, the Ccunty should provide greater flexibility for parking reductions, with Board
approval, b properties that can demonstrate a lower parking demand than zoning
requiremer‘s. Currently property owners have no option to justify a parking reduction except
through tre ¢3!, implementation of TDM programs and/or shared/mixed use, There should be
an opportu- v for a parking reduction based on site-specific characteristics and demonstrated
parking dervvrid, especially in light of limited County resources.

Fourth, ther: rceds to be much greater flexibility to accommodate interim parking conditions
during red opment. Several projects, including our Reston Heights and Elm Street projects,

have high''oiited a major issue with the County’s parking regulations — most of the
redevelopr~nt sites subject to these zones are infill sites, and as such, have current uses that
will remain 1 such instances and in order to facilitate redevelopment, surface parking may
be reduced - will result in an interim condition where zoning-required parking is not feasible

and/or praciicil, This issue is certain to occur for infill residential development on existing
office sites 'n Reston. Applicants should be given the ability to develop a plan in partnership
with the €~ iy to meet interim demand by looking at actual parking needs, tandem/valet
plans, and »:=: of off-gite under-utilized spaces despite zoning required minimums and without
meeting Pi- 4 standards.

Lastly, it ¢ ~uld be clarified that previously zoned projects can take advantage of the 20%
parking rec = ion for residential uses in the CRD zone. The draft clearly would allow it for a
new rezon': 7 application, but the provisions should to be flexible enough that the Board can
approve a ! tion after the rezoning stage.

We appreciatc - irconsideration of these comments, and are available to discuss further or help

in any way. V= Isok forward to working closely with you to facilitate redevelopment in Fairfax

County.,

Sincejely,

/‘ / /
0 A —

n‘e Trimmis:
Principal
The JBG Com wrizs

Tom I’ »ndny, FCDOT
James “iicson, DPWES
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Statement Opposing Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendme
Regarding PDC and PRM Districts in Selective Areas

Planning Commission Information Meeting
20 January 2016

Clyde A. Miller, President
Holmes Run Valley Citizens Association

Thank you for the opportunity to speak.

This statement opposes the proposed amendment in its current form. I have sub: ..v:cd a 9-page
paper dated 13 Jan that explains the comments that follow.

The amendment advocates that zoning ordinance requirements for PDC and PR~ istricts in
Selective Areas should be relaxed and the Board of Supervisors given latitude 2.~ lizcretion to
make the appropriate decisions in response to rezoning applications. The implic: - ssuinption is
that the Board and all future Boards will make the “right decisions.” But county  ©vernment is
not based on the assumption that elected officials will do the right thing. Our gcv:nment is
based on transparency and due process that limits the power of elected officials . ensures
adequate involvement of residents in decisions that affect their communities. I‘z“ uoh of the
opposition to the proposal is based on the conclusion that the amendment ¢ :id give the
Board unnecessary and undue power to impose land-use decisions.

The conclusion is supported by the fact that the Board’s public hearing process ... ‘GT a reliable
means for assuring adequate community engagement. The hearing process imp:i-iily assumes

that land use proposals are thoroughly vetted at the district level prior to publicaiion for hearings.

But Mason District Supervisor Penny Gross, in Board hearings, commonly recosiimends
approval of land-use proposals that have NOT been reviewed by the communit . One example
is last week’s hearing regarding a real estate exchange agreement for Bailey’s, © ¢ qd in the
13 Jan 2015 hearing on a concurrent plan amendment for Bailey’s. In Mason . i
NO expectation that Supervisor Gross will vet land-use proposals with the .
prior to submitting them for Board approval.

The proposed amendment would give the Board unnecessary and unwarrz: d power to
impose land use decisions absent community participation.

A second principal issue is that existing comprehensive plans are based on the «1+ting
regulations for PDC and PRM districts. Modifying these regulations easily cou = [2ad to
approval of developments very different from those intended by the communiti-. ‘hat developed
the plans. If the amendments were adopted, it would be necessary to revisit and :-vise these
plans to take the changes into account. ' '

Regarding CBCs: Community Business Centers should NOT be designate.: & clective
Areas. They are locations that provide neighborhoods necessary commercial scrvices and retail
outlets. Designating them Selective Areas would mean that the community int:i.os to redevelop
every one of them as a high-density residential district, effectively a revitalizath. i ‘hsmct, in
which case neighborhoods likely would be deprived of necessary services. If acl t.onal areas are

Page 1 of 2
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revitalization districts, the Board should make those determinations after
adequate public »

CVIEW,

¢+ Transit Station Areas should be in an overlay district separate from
revitalizatior - " (i

2t
i

. TSAs are limited areas surrounding heavy rail stations. As such, they
“more intensive development than would be appropriate for revitalization
ould be in a separate category.

. Opposition to the proposal to allow elevated FARs is based, in part, on the

2y are unnecessary. The existing comprehensive plans for revitalization

districts can be rhieved with current FARs. Furthermore, attempts to apply the elevated FARs

‘»+ Annandale and Seven Comners, as examples, could produce unintended
=commends site-specific FAR ceilings at the parcel or development project

nt would allow “other recommendations™ of comprehensive plans to be used as
soted FARs. This begs the question, what “other recommendations” in:

= plans would justify elevated FARs.
Finally, as me

n=d earlier, allowing elevated FARs could lead to unintended consequences in
trcas, and it would be necessary to re-plan these areas to account for the

74 Rs should NOT be allowed in Community Business Centers or in
‘ricts or areas,

- “nace: The proposal to limit open space above ground level to 50% of the

-~ mplies that 50% of open space above ground level is acceptable to the
~xpected, and it is NOT. The open space amendment is not helpful and
“oted,

ot Parking: There is no reason to expect that PDC or PRM districts in

iricts would require less parking than those outside revitalization districts.

“r= is no basis for the proposed 20% blanket reduction in off-street parking. The
-ondment should not be adopted.

“tandards Modifications: The amendment proposes to relax Sect. 16-102
've Areas to eliminate the requirement that they complement adjacent
“nteriors. Revised language is proposed in the 13 Jan paper to better protect

- zhboring properties within Selective Areas.

= Zoncurrent Plan Amendments in Revitalization Districts: Ethics require

- acknowledge the Board’s policy of accepting concurrent plan amendment
ring applications for developments in revitalization districts and areas. The
illifies the authority of current comprehensive plans to impose any
. nuidance whatsoever, including their ability to limit FARs. The amendment
'+ ond explain this fact. Anything less would be dishonest.

» enportunity to speak. I would be happy to answer any question.

Page 2 of 2




HUNTQON & Wi
1751 PINNACLL 5
SUITE 1700

MCLEAN, VIRC.i . 2 ain

TEL
FAX

703 40t

703 - /1

FRANCIS AL M
DIRECT DLAL: 77
EMAIL: fncden

February 29, 2016

FILE NO: $2458 7

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

The Honorable Timothy J. Sargeant and

Members of the Fairfax County Planning Commission
Government Center

12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 330
Fairfax, Virginia 22035

Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding the Plo
Residential Mixed Use (PRM) District, Planned Developmeut Comme.
Commercial Revitalization Districts (CRD) and Other Char -

Dear Commissioner Sargeant and Members of the Fairfax County Planning C

This lctter is to request consideration of two additional clean-up changes to 1.,
Zoning Ordinance Amendment (ZOA) regarding the Planned Development €
(PDC) District, Planned Residential Mixed Use (PRM) District and Commer«
Revitalization District (CRD). The ZOA proposes changes to the maximum ..
PRM and CRD Districts in certain geographic arcas of the County along with: -

text changes, including the addition of uses that can be appropriate and desire [ -

developments.

A. PDC Fifteen (153) Percent Limitation on '"Fast Food'',

One of the changes in the draft proposal prepared by County Staff dated Octo

an amendment to the use limitations in the PDC District to allow fast food reciu

located in a residential building with the approval of a Final Development Plo:

than as a separate Special Exception (SE) application. Currently, fast food rest

permitted within non-residential structures in a PDC District when shown on

FDP but cannot comprise more than fifteen (15) percent of the gross floor ar= . {
structure. Fast food restaurants are permitted in residential buildings and/or 1.
fifteen (15) percent of the GFA in non-residential buildings with approval of «

Exception. Specifically, Par, 10 of Sect. 6-206, Use Limitations, states the fci!
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The Honor: - ¢ Timothy J. Sargeant and

Members o e Fairfax County Planning Commission
February 70, 016

Page 2

10.  Fast food restaurants shall be permitted only in accordance with
the following:

A. Fast food restaurants may be permitted as a secondary use
when shown on an approved final development plan, and
provided such use is located in a nonresidential structure
containing at least one (1) other permitted principal or
secondary use, in accordance with the following:

(1 Such fast food restaurants shall be oriented to cater
primarily to occupants and/or employees in the
structure in which located, or of that structure and
adjacent structures in the same building complex
which are accessible via a clearly designated
pedestrian circulation system; and

2) Such use(s) shall comprise not more than fifteen
(15) percent of the gross floor area of the structure.

B. Fast food restaurants not permitted under the provision of
Par, A above may be permitted as a secondary use by
special exception, in accordance with the following:

) The structure containing the fast food restaurant
shall be designed as an integral component of a
building complex, and shall be reviewed for
compatibility with the approved PDC development;
and '

(2) © The fast food restaurant shall be safely and
conveniently accessible from surrounding uses via a
clearly defined pedestrian circulation system which
minimizes points of conflict between vehicular and
pedestrian traffic. Pedestrian ways shall be

|
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The Honorable Timothy J. Sargeant and

Members of the Fairfax County Plarining Commission
February 29,2016

Page 3

prominently identified through design features «
as, but not limited to, the use of special pavemc:

treatments for walkways and crosswalks, and/c:

use of consistent and distinctive landscaping.
Vehicular access to the use shall be provided v
internal circulation system of the building com -
and no separate entrance to the use shall be

permitted from any thoroughfare intended to cu. -

through traffic.

We support the proposed ZOA to allow fast food restaurants in residential st

PDC District with approval of an FDP as it will further the objective to creat:
live, work and play environments in the mixed-use commercial areas throug
However, the use limitation set forth in Par. 10.A.(2) above which restricts f:
restaurants to no more than fifteen (15) percent of the gross floor area of eith:
residential structure (or residential structure as proposed with the ZOA) shou
Inexplicably, this use limitation is only applicable to the PDC District and is

all other Planned Development Districts. Specifically, the Planned Resident::
(PRC), PRM and Planned Tysons Corner (PTC) Districts permit fast food rest--

any use limitations, as either a permitted or secondary use when shown on a» -
development plan, Furthermore, fast food restaurants are also allowed in the
Development Housing (PDH) District with approval of a Special Exception,
limitation on the amount of gross floor arca devoted to such use.

For background purposes, fast food restaurants were added as a permitted us:
District pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Amendment 88-159 ("1988 ZOA"). 1=

was primarily related to allowing "food courts" with approval of a special exce i

PDC District but also addressed the need to permit other fast food restaurant -
sandwich shop or delicatessen in a building in PDC office complexes, with U
limitation. As the County has evolved and adopted initiatives to revitalize a
investment in commercial areas to accommodate more mixed-use and higher

environments, the restriction on the amount of gross floor area devoted to fac. |
in the PDC District unnecessarily and artificially limits the ability to meet cou:

and to create the desired mixed-use envirenments.
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The Honorz!le Timothy J, Sargeant and

Members of the Fairfax County Planning Commission
Februery 202016

Page 4

The restaursat industry has evolved from what was typically associated with fast food chains,
with primarily carry-out, paper-packaged, pre-cooked food, to what is now known as "fast
casual” resrants, which tend to provide more disparate menus and a higher quality food and
atmosphere 1an traditional fast food. Fast casual customers may still order at a counter and
restawan : - nd to be smaller, but the food is typically served with real plates and cutlery
rather than < sposable implements. These types of restaurants typically have visually
appealing = hitecture, and contribute towards creating a sense of place, often with wi-fi
capability, i~viting people to gather and linger, which can further enhance the mixed-use
environnic . Combined with the evolution away from classic strip commercial designs to
today's morc interesting, more successful smaller building, pedestrian and plaza integrated,
multiple b1l Jing retail designs, the 15% limitation per building is long outdated and
counter-preuciive,

' B. P Twenty-Five (23) Percent Limitation on Non-Residential Secondary Uses.

Similarly, ¢ ction 6-206.5 of the PDC District limits the amount of GFA that can be devoted

to all otlicr :condary uses besides residential: . . . the gross floor area of all other
secondlary 25 shall not exceed twenty-five (25) percent of the gross floor area of all
principle v« in the development. ., ." While restaurants are principal uses, fast food
restaviani . o secondary uses. The application of an outdated definition of "fast food" to this
more cur - "fast food casual" genre is imposing an artificial impediment to accomplishment

of the vit -t mixed-use environment envisioned and desired today. That limitation should
be changed 1) 50% and modifiable by the Board in conjunction with its approval of a CDP or
CDPA, cornoarable to secondary residential uses in the PDC.

The fizv o ted by these two limitations is personified in the recently approved

Comypicho v Plan Amendment and PCA/CDPA/FDPA at Commonwealth Centre, enabling
the add it ¢ 2 mixed-use commercial component anchored by a Wegmans to what was
essentiz’ -+ office park. ZED and OCP Staff spent considerable time with the Applicant
and its cc . |nts to create a pedestrian-oriented, small building retail complex in addition to

the Wegr. s, taking care to provide substantial plazas, pedestrian walkways, and outdoor
seating in ¢ ~ajunction with those walkways as well as restaurants, Classification of the "fast
food casual " components as secondary uses rather than principal restaurant uses will

unnec s ¢ and inordinately restrict this critical design component, The twenty-five (25)
percer’ ~idential secondary use cap in the PDC District will also disincentivize

i
|
!
i
i




W]LLIAMS

The Honorable Timothy J. Sargeant and

Members of the Fairfax County Planning Commission
February 29, 2016

Page 5

conversion of the all-office L.and Bay D to a residential and retail mixed-use arc:
urged by Staff in furtherance of the Comprehensive Plan vision that the imbala.:
and transportation impacts, created in the Dulles Suburban Center by the overv. .
predominance of office and industrial uses, be corrected by the infusion of mix:
residential and retail components — there will not be adequate principal use FAL
Commonwealth Centre to accomplish a meaningful non-residential, non-office «v.ix
element in Land Bay D. And that cap will also deny realization of the anticipate

casual" component in the recently approved Wegmans Application.

In order to correct these inconsistencies in the Zoning Ordinance among the P-/ 1.

as strongly
-.of land use
ning

use
remaining in

ed-use
"fast food

fricts, we

urge (i) that the PDC 15% use limitation on the amount of fast food located witn:na |
non-residential or residential structure be deleted as part of the several other mi:-ur clean-up

text changes in the proposed ZOA, and (ii) that the PDC25% secondary use liv::
increased to the same 50% as residential. Attachment A reflects in red (page 7,

iafion be
suggested

edits to the Staff Draft PDC District necessary to accomplish correction of the cuirent

inconsistent treatment of the PDC D15Lr1<,t
Very truly yours,
Francis A, McDermott

Attachiment
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“onding any-otherprovision-ofthis-Ordinance-and Except in a Commercial

SDITIZUAL CLEAN UP CHANGES TO THE STAFF DRAFT FOR THE PDC DISTRICT
February 29, 2016 .
PRM, PDC, CRD Proposal
October 29, 2015

Proposed PDC, PRM CRD District Text Changes

+2, General Regulations, as follows:

vt 4, Cualifying Lot and Yard Regulations, Sect, 2-418 Waiver of Yard

-ats in Selective Areas, to read as follows:

_of Yard Requirements in Selective Areas

tion I i«trict, the minimum yard requirements and other required distances from
=t forth 1n this Ordinance may be swarved reduced for developments located in an
= specific design guidelines have been established in the adopted comprehensive

" as in Community Business Centers {CBEs), Commercial Revitalization Areas
-areund-ansitfaecthities Transit Station Areas, in accordance with such

vdations. Such svasver reduced vards or other required distances from lot lines

sproved by the Board, in conjunction with the approval of a rezoning or special
+, or.by the Director in approving a site plan, when it is determined that such

netion s in nccordance with, and would further implementation of, the adopted
isive plan. Yard requirements in a Commercial Revitalization District_and any
~eductions thereof, shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of that

t 5, Cenlifving Use, Structure Regulations, Sect, 2-505, Use Limitations on
3, by a< vz a new Par, 2 as follows:

P oatandive ‘,Jﬁ“”‘ig‘fbove, the Board, in conjunction with the approval of a rezoning or

xcept o application, may modify the sight distance requiremnents on a corner lot
“on an évnhyvhon of the specific development proposal which shall consider the

ated o iince with sight distance requirements of the Virginia Department of
tation 2nd a specific sight distance analysis and/or any other relevant design

1 demonstrate safe and adequate vehicular, bicycle and/or pedestrian
rorsection.

5; Plomned Development Districts, as follows:

2, Piooned Development Commercial District, as follows:
Sect, 72077 Secondary Uses Permitted, by adding a new Par. 4D and
: ﬁng the ihoequent paragraphs accordingly, as follows:
merci~: and industrial uses of special impact (Category 5), limited to:
6

(Afttachment A
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PR, PD

D. Commercial Recreation Restaurants, limited by the provisicis ol

. Amend Sect. 6-206, Use Limitations, by revising Paragraphs 5, 9, 10.
adding a new Par. 16, as follows:

5. Secondary uses shall be permitted only in a PDC District which cont:..
principal uses. Unless modified by the Board in conjunction with the -
conceptual development plan in order for further implementatico o
comprehensive plan; (i) the gross floor area devoted to dwellings «o o
shall not exceed fifty (50) percent of the gross floor area of all prici;
development, except that the floor area for affordable and market i
which comprise the increased density pursuant to Part 8 of Article
from this limitation- and (ii) Fthe gross floor area of all other seconl.
exceed twenty-five (23) percent of the gross floor area of all principz
development; unless madified by the Board and In canjunation with the approval of a cone;

The floor area for dwellings shall be determined in accordui.
floor area definition except the following features shall not be duzi.s
area: balconies, porches, decks, breezeways, stoops and stalrs which 1
but which have at least one open side; or breezeways which may be .
have two (2) open ends. An open side or open end shall have no n s
percent of the total area between the side(s), roof and floor encluse..
walls, or architectural features.

9. Notwithstanding the provisions of Par. 5 and 6 above, heustg—for s
independent living facilities, assisted living facilities and/or nursing 0
secondary uses need not be designed to serve primarily the needs of tr
occupants of the planned development in which located but shall be .
maintain and protect the character of adjacent properties. The gross

devoted to heusingfor-the-elderly independent living facilities, ass.o

facilities and/or nursing facilities as & secondary uses shall not excee. ©.«, )

percent of the gross floor area of all uses in the development.

" roposal
., 2015

.4 by

suded

=hall not

L he ity (50)

lxpment plan in ordal;
1088 to further implemen-

sor tation of he adopled
= vootad Comprehensive Plan.
tvwoaich
v (50)

sl

'\LM 1its al’ld
ced soasto

10. Fast food restaurants shall be permitted only in accordance with the . .

A. Fast food restaurants may be permitted as a secondary use when :!
approved final development plan, and provided suchuse is locared
and/or nonresidential structure containing at least one (1) other
principal or secondary use, in accordance with the following:

(1) Such fast food restaurants shall be oriented to cater primarily (o
and/or employees in the structure in which located, or of that si

adjacent structures in the same building complex which are acc-2il

clearly designated pedestrian circulation system; and

{%}Sﬂehﬂse{s-)~s)frec}1-eﬁmpfisetnof»moreﬁthan~ﬁfteen—(~}5)~perec;’1 TR
area-of the-structure:

sz viaa

DS sfloer
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PRM, PDC, CRD Proposal
October 29, 2015

o rive-through facilities shall be permitted when such fast food restaurant 1s
loc - fec in a building with any residential uses.

els ol veterinary hospitals shall be located within a completely enclosed
i ing o ichis adequately soundproofed and constructed so that there will be no
uszon - olor or noise detrimental to other property in the area. Jaadditions-tie

Vorees arlking and loading facilities and private streets shall be provided in

o2 enyith the provisions of Article 11, to include any possible parking
v = o1 +lternate locations set forth in Sect. 11-102. Anv such parking
.~ 1 be approved by the Board as part of a rezoning and/or special

hen it is demonstrated by the applicant and determined by the Board, in
', that any such reduction(s) meets all applicable requirements of Sect.
's/are in furtherance of the recommendations of the adopted

Bh - ive plan. Itis intended that a substantial portion of the required parking
+ v I~ rovided in above and/or below grade parking structures.

~¢. 7-277, Lot Size Requirements, by revising Par. 1C, as follows:

am rict size: No land shall be classified in the PDC District unless the Board
thoo - aroposed development meets at least one (1) of the following conditions:

~sed development will yield a minimum of 100,000 square feet of gross

sed development will be a logical extension of an existing P District, in
=it must yield'a minimum of 40,000 square feet of gross floor area.

oo o sed development is Tocated within an area designated as a Community
amee Ceater, Comimercial Revitalization Area or Transit Station Area in the
oo omprehensive plan or is in a Commercial Revitalization District and a
+ ¢ lopment plan 1s submitted and approved concurrently with the conceptual
selo;  ent plan for the proposed development. The conceptual and final
=’ ent plan shall specify the uses and gross floor area for the proposed
vt and shall provide site and building designs that will complement
. ¢ planned development by incorporating high standards of urban design,
~: provision for any specific urban design plans in the comprehensive plan
1 1nd for safe and convenient pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular movement

o

~-208, Bulk Regulations, by revising Par, 3 and adding a new Par. 4 to

|
p
|
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3 Maximum floor area ratio; 2.5. However, the Board ini w0

coposal
o0, 2015

- upto

5.0 onlv when, in the digcretion of the Board, the propo:—« i velopn
implementing the site specific density/intensity and othe. . ..

adopted comprehensive plan for developments located 1. -
Revitalization District, Community Buginess Center, Ccin ool 1o
and/or Transit Station Area. (Advertised range for max.
areas wztlzm the Selective Areas) 4—§-—wh}eh—ma¥-b&1

cre-then
Lo
33
EAE
The maximum floor area ratio permitted by this Part shiil et o Tor
affordable and bonus market rate dwelling units provide| ..+ «ocords & art 8 of
Article 2 and the floor area for proffered bonus market . : floor
area, any of which is associated with the provision of werio o 22 ¢ i, as
applicable.
Notwithstanding the definition of gross floor area, any ¢-. «~ .seu . ued
as part of the eross floor area and shall be included in the - lation ot area
‘ratio for any rezoning to the PDC District approved by t. -~~~ ol or
adoption]., except when such cellar space:
A. has a structural headroom of less than six (6) feet, i (0 nches o
specifically identified for mechanical equipment: or
B. is specifically identified for storage and/or other nuses | i e acce. o i ihe
principal uses in the building; or
C. is specifically identified as a Joading space, includin® Coiwa

providing access to the space, as well as the loading ~'c viili

temporary loading and unloading of goods: or

9
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PRM, PDC, CRD Proposal
October 29, 2015

. allv identified to house an unmanned datacenter or other similar
- nication or electronic equipment.

7. -ned Residential Mixed Use District, as follows:

-401, Purpose and Intent, as follows:

-+ is estalilished to provide for high density, multiple family residential
- zrally with a minimum density of 40 dwelling units per acre; for mixed
¢ consisting primarily of multiple family residential development,

. density of at least twenty (20) dwelling units per acre, with secondary

er commercial uses, PRM Districts should be located in those limited -
‘h high density residential or residential mixed use development is in
' the adopted comprehensive plan such as within areas delineated as

\eas, Corymunity Business Centers, Commercial Revitalization Areas
surban 7 2nters_as well as developments located in Commercial
tricts, The PRM District regulations are designed to promote high
-1 and loyour, to encourage compatibility among uses within the
J integration with adjacent developments, and to otherwise implement the
nd intent of this Ordinance. ' .
+ ends, rezoning to and development under this district will be permitted

- nee with development plans prepared and approved in accordance with

 Article 16.

3, Sec(ary Uses Permitted, by adding a new Par. 5A and
sseque i subparagraphs accordingly, and by adding new

“ - ad 23 234 renumbering the subsequent paragraphs accordingly, as

| and indu-trial uses of special impact (Category 5), limited to:

-+ arcial rr-reation restaurants. limited by the provisions of Sect, 9-506

“sd byt provisions of Sect. 406 below,

- nepitals, limited by the provisions of Sect. 406 below,

406, Use 7\ mitations by revising Par. 9 and adding new Par. 13 to

10







