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and emails removed.

1.  Should the County explore zoning changes to expand opportunities for ALUs?

Yes 1046 v
I'm not sure 147 v

1,796 Respondents



2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community? (select up to
3 benefits)

Flexibility in living options for family 1154 v

61% Aging in place 1040 v

Affordable rental opportunities 619 v
Added income for homeowners 432 v
No benefits 334 v
Other 63 v

1,706 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 2 “other” responses (see below for all
comments)

¢ Family support: Many comments referred to caring for elderly parents, caregiver
housing, grandparents assisting with grandchildren, special-needs family
members, and extended family staying together.

¢ Housing supply and affordability: Comments also noted the financial aspect of
ALUs in providing supplemental income to keep homes affordable, providing
affordable housing for extended family, and helping those wanting to start a
family. Comments included creating more housing opportunities and the
environmental benefit of redeveloping existing land.

¢ Flexibility: Some comments focused on the flexibility and freedom to use their
own property.

¢ Impacts: Some comments noted concerns, including increased density, noise,
traffic, and parking.



3.

What are your primary concerns with ALUs? (select up to 3 concerns)

Parking 914 v

Neighborhood character 777 v

Impacts of additional construction with an addition to a dwelling or a detached

770 v

ALU (loss of trees, stormwater, etc.)
28% Traffic 484 v
26% No concerns 440 v
8% Other 134 v

1,716 Respondents
Overview of comments for Question 3 “other” responses (see below for all
comments)

¢ Density and property values: Many comments expressed concerns about
increased density and overcrowding. Comments noted concerns about
declining property values, and appearance/aesthetics that are inconsistent with
the neighborhood.

¢ Infrastructure impacts: Many expressed concerns about impacts on schools,
roads, and other infrastructure, leading to increased taxes.

¢ Parking: Many noted the lack of sufficient parking.

e Enforcement: Some comments identified difficulties in monitoring occupancy
and other enforcement, including unsafe construction. Concerns were also
noted about short-term rentals and investors buying homes.

e Safety concerns: Concerns about safety, including fire safety and transient
populations were noted.

¢ HOA rules: Comments included that ALUs can conflict with HOA rules and
HOAs are not equipped to regulate ALUs.

e Environmental impacts: Some comments noted stormwater impacts, loss of
tree canopy, and overuse of wells and septic systems.



4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?
No 50
Yes 466 v

Maybe (for example, if additional parking is required or if there's a smaller size
limit for the ALU, etc.) Please explain in the comment box.

361 v

1,714 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 4 “maybe” responses (see below for all
comments)

o Parking: Many comments note insufficient townhouse parking and concern of
spillover to nearby streets/visitor spaces, such as: “Parking is already an issue...
ALUs would make it worse.”

e Added density/overcrowding: Many note that townhouses are already dense,
and express concerns that ALUs would increase population, traffic, and strain on
shared facilities.

e HOA authority & community rules: Some comments note that HOA approval
should be required or indicate that HOA covenants/codes already constrain
ALUs; some prefer HOA discretion on parking and architectural compatibility.

+ Physical feasibility & size: There were questions about square footage limits
(e.g., 800 sf). Some suggest smaller caps for townhouses, but others note that
some townhouses are large enough to make ALUs feasible.

e Separate entrance/egress, fire & building code: Some express that dedicated
access, egress, and strong fire safety standards are needed; several cite
basement apartments with exterior doors as workable examples.

 Noise & privacy: Some comments mention acoustic separation and concerns
about sound transmission across shared walls/floors.

¢ Rental/short-term & owner-occupancy: Some support family/caregiver only or
owner-occupied ALUs, others express concerns about short-term lodging or
boarding-house scenarios and commercialization of neighborhoods.

o Affordability & family benefits: A notable group supports ALUs to offset
mortgage/taxes, help young adults/educators, or provide space for aging
parents/caregivers—often citing finished walk-out basements.

o Transit/walkability nuance: Some suggest parking waivers near Metro/bus,
others argue Fairfax is car-dependent and parking is still necessary.

e Enforcement & existing illegal units: Several claim unpermitted lower-level
rentals already exist, urging code enforcement and tracking



5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

No 853 v

Yes 579 v

Maybe. Please explain in the comment box. 249 v

1,680 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 5 “maybe” responses (see below for all
comments)

o Tie ALU size to principal dwelling or lot size: The most common suggestion is
to tie ALU size to the size of the principal dwelling or lot.

e Basement/one-floor exception: Many support allowing the full footprint of a
basement (or one entire floor) even if it exceeds 800 sq ft, provided safety and
parking are addressed.

e ADA and multigenerational needs: Some comments note that 800 sq ft can be
too small for aging parents, caregivers, wheelchairs and two-bedroom layouts;
some cite 1,000-1,200 sq ft as more functional in those cases.

e Size: Some express concerns that increasing the size could convert single-
family homes into duplexes, drive over-occupancy, and impact parking, utilities,
and schools.

6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Yes 444 «

Maybe. Please explain in the comment box. 207 v

1,661 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 6 “maybe” responses (see below for all
comments)

o Tie ALU size to principal dwelling or lot size: The most frequent suggestion is
to tie detached ALU size to lot size and/or principal dwelling size (e.g.,
percentage caps or lot-tiered maximums) rather than a flat 1,200 sq ft cap.



Accessory scale vs. “second house”: Some comments note that >1,200 sq ft

begins to function as a second primary dwelling—risking neighborhood
character changes, density, and land-use impacts—and therefore should not
exceed 1,200 sq ft (or should be proportional and clearly subordinate to the
main house).

Environmental & stormwater concerns: Some note that larger detached units
can lead to impervious surface, runoff/flooding, tree loss, and Chesapeake Bay
considerations. Some suggest site-specific environmental review and
footprint-focused rules.

Infrastructure & parking: Concerns include septic/well capacity, utilities, and
parking with some comments noting spillover parking, especially on small or
cul-de-sac lots.

Use & enforcement: Some comments express concern about
commercialization (boarding houses or short-term lodging), and suggest
owner-occupancy, occupancy/vehicle caps, and clear enforcement; some point

want tighter, predictable rules.

Accessibility & multigenerational living: Some comments highlight
aging-in-place, ADA-compliant layouts (wider halls, accessible baths), and
family/caregiver needs as reasons to allow >1,200 sq ft on suitable lots,
sometimes noting two-story configurations above garages to minimize footprint.

7. AnALU is currently limited to no more than 2 bedrooms and occupancy by 2 people.

Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

No 808 v

Yes, a maximum of 4 people 333 v

Maybe (for example, if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by 303 v
persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not
counted as part of the occupancy, etc.). Please explain in the comment box.

Yes, a maximum of 3 people 205 v

1,648 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 7 “maybe” responses (see below for all
comments)

Conditional flexibility: Many respondents indicated that more than two
occupants should be allowed in certain circumstances if parking, size, and other



concerns are addressed. Some suggested that occupancy should be tied to the
square footage or number of bedrooms.

Families: Some commented that two adults plus one to three children under a
certain age should be allowed.

Caregivers: Some would allow a three-person cap to allow one or two older
adults with a caregiver.

Parking and enforcement: Some commented that more occupants would
result in added vehicles and parking overflow, and challenges with enforcement.
Concerns with increased occupancy: Some expressed concerns about
overcrowding, and impacts to neighborhood character, schools, and
infrastructure.

8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Yes 1065 v

I'm not sure 194 v

1,637 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 8 “I’m not sure” responses (see below for
all comments)

Support for owner-occupancy: Many comments expressed that owner-
occupancy helps with accountability, property upkeep, and neighborhood
cohesion and prevents investor situations.

Certain exceptions: Some supported exceptions for required owner-occupancy
for military and federal deployments and temporary job relocations with
guardrails, such as a local property manager, one rental agreement per lot, and
long-term leases.

Standards: Some comments expressed that standards such as maintenance,
parking, and lease terms are preferred over residency mandates, since owner-
occupancy is hard to enforce.



9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

25%

Yes 807 v

Maybe not (for example, don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't

417 v
require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.). Please explain in
the comment box.
No 398 v

1,622 Respondents

Overview of comments for Question 9 “maybe not” responses (see below for all
comments)

Concerns about parking: Many respondents described parking as a concern,
even the number one issue associated with ALUs. It was noted that parking is
already tight in many neighborhoods, and that most ALU occupants will have at
least one or maybe two to three extra cars.

Site-specific: Some respondents indicated that various factors matter, such as
lot size, garage and driveway size, street width and whether parking is
unrestricted.

Transit: Many commented that additional parking should not be required near
Metro or frequent bus routes, or in walkable or mixed-use areas.

Parking impacts: Some expressed concerns about the impacts of requiring
parking, such as increased pavement, environmental impacts, financial and
physical constraints, and that some ALU occupants (e.g., elderly parents,
caregivers, nannies, and students) would not have cars.

Townhouses: Townhouses were highlighted as already having insufficient
parking, which can result in overflow into other neighborhoods.

10. Should a detached (freestanding) ALU that meets all required standards be allowed
without a public hearing?

6%

Yes 819 v
No 706 v
Maybe. Please explain in the comment box. 94 v

1,619 Respondents



Overview of comments for Question 10 “maybe” responses (see below for all
comments)

e Public hearings are important: Some comments expressed that public
hearings should be required because detached ALUs could change
neighborhood character and hearings allow neighbors to comment and provide
transparency, and standards cannot cover every site-specific variable.

e Public hearings should not be required: Concerns expressed include delay,
cost, unpredictability, NIMBY opposition, and housing shortage. Administrative
approval should be based on clear, objective standards, such as height,
setbacks, parking, stormwater management, and tree preservation.

e Notification: Even without a public hearing, some commented that neighbors
should be notified.

e Context: Some suggested that hearings should be required for certain
situations, such as small lots, when visible or close to property lines, 2+ stories,
neighborhood concerns.

e Scale and design: Some comments suggested consideration of the height and
bulk, design, and architectural compatibility.

e Enforcement and review: Some comments expressed concern about
administrative oversight.

11a. For Scenario 1, should an ALU be:

Allowed with administrative approval (public hearing is not required) 791 v

Not allowed 466 v

Allowed with Special Permit (public hearing is required) 331 v

1,587 Respondents
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11b. For Scenario 2, should an ALU be:

Allowed with administrative approval (public hearing is not required)

21% Allowed with Special Permit (public hearing is required)

Not allowed

1,579 Respondents

11c. For Scenario 3, should an ALU be:

Not allowed

Allowed with administrative approval (public hearing is not required)

Allowed with Special Permit (public hearing is required)

1,569 Respondents

12. Do you have an ALU?

&3 -

Yes

1,532 Respondents

626 v

614 v

339 v

738 v

517 v

314 v

1502 v

30 v

13. If you answered “Yes” above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special
permit, please enter your email address below if you are comfortable with staff

contacting you to discuss the process.

See below for comments.



14. Would you like to establish or live in an ALU?

Yes 551 v

1,523 Respondents

15. What’s your relationship to Fairfax County? (select all that apply)

| own a home and live in Fairfax County 1393 v

| work in Fairfax County 197 v

2% | own a home, but don't live in Fairfax County 23 v

| rent in Fairfax County 81 v

1,516 Respondents

16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Overview of comments for Question 16 responses (see below for all comments)

e Support for ALUs as a housing solution: Many respondents view ALUs as an
important tool to address the County’s housing affordability crisis, increase the
supply for young adults, workers, and low-income residents, and help residents
remain in the County despite rising living costs.

e Agingin place, caregiving, and multigenerational living: Comments
addressed housing for elderly parents, allowing seniors to downsize on their own
property, and providing space for adult children, people with disabilities, and
caregivers, preventing costly institutional care and strengthening family
networks.

¢ Neighborhood character: Concerns were expressed that ALUs will change
neighborhood character and about eyesores, oversized additions, loss of
privacy, and mismatched architecture.

12



Parking and infrastructure: Many express concerns about streets that are
already overcrowded with cars, narrow roads and cul-de-sacs that are not
designed for more vehicles, and the lack of capacity in schools and other
infrastructure.

Owner-occupancy: Concerns were noted about corporate landlords, investors
adding rental units, and short-term rentals.

Environmental impacts: Some expressed concerns about the loss of tree
canopy, increase in impervious surfaces, septic systems, and impacts on the
Occoquan watershed.

Clearer rules and enforcement: Some respondents noted the need for
consistent design standards and clarification of definitions. There were
comments about the need for public hearings for detached ALUs or large
additions, while others requested easier permitting for family-based ALUs.
Improved outreach, education, templates for homeowners, and enforcement
were requested.

17. Demographic questions

What is your race:

1%

5%

4%

3%

White 623 v

Unknown or Prefer not to answer 123 v
Asian 46 v
Two or more races 34 v
Black or African American 23 v
Other 23 v
American Indian or Alaska Native 3v
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 2v

876 Respondents
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What is your ethnicity:

78%

17%

5%

Not Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin

Unknown or Prefer not to answer

Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin

What is your age:

22%

21%

19%

12%

1%

1%

S S N N
X X X X

65 to 74 years

55 to 64 years

45 to 54 years

35 to 44 years

75 to 84 years

Unknown or Prefer not to answer

25 to 34 years

Over 85 years

18-24 years

Under 16 years

16-17 years

673 v

145 v

43 v

860 Respondents

202 v

190 v

170 v

13 v

96 v

66 v

51 v

909 Respondents
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Do you think of yourself as:

51%

40%

8%

1%

0%

0%

0%

Female

Male

Unknown or Prefer not to answer

Transgender

Non-Binary

Two or more genders

Another gender

892 Respondents

458 v

355 v

69 v
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Question 2 comments:

2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community?

Extended family and care of elderly

Increases density

Companionship

Affordable housing for one’s extended family

Impossible to start a family otherwise; More people can be taxpayers in Fairfax Co

Possibly all of those

grandparents

I don't believe added income captures the real picture, while true, the actual reason is that many homes have become unaffordable without an income
supplement. ALUs provide a means to make the home affordable for buyers and provide an affordable space for renters.

cargiverhousing

Elderly options.

Flexibility in land use

Parking gets sticky

Owner’s rights

Family members living near each other

CreatingMoreHousingOpportunitiesInNeiborhoodsThatDon'tHaveMuchHousingVariety

Regulation of existing unpermitted ALUs

Caring for elderly parents

Caring for sick or elderly family members while allowing them decency and autonomy

Includingtownhomes

Mixedsocioeconomicneighborhoods

Environmental benefit to build on already developed land instead of razing woodlands

Allow for live-in caretaker

Freedomtouseproperty

Multigenerational Living

Strategic Lot Usage

16



2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community?

Housing for disabled adults

Disability

Private property rights

Letting people do what they want with their own property

Livewhereworkoption

For special needs family members

Increased Noise Traffic

Age and disability restrictions should be brought back to retain the home as a private home and not for open market use

Extended familiy can be together

Opportunity for grandparents to assist in raising grandchildren

Property_Owner_Freedom

Caregiving

Lower cost of housing

17




Question 3 comments:

3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?

Code Compliance & Minimum Standards

Enforcement

Density

SATURATION

Inadequate

Turnoverofrenters

Zerolotline

The county does not have the resources to monitor for short term rental or enforce expended eased guidelines

Septic

Increased population and traffic density

misuse_for_short_term_rentals_or_otherrental

Appearance

Violation personal property rights

propertyvalue

Lower property values

Burdenonschoolsandotherinfastructure

Should not be

Setbacks are still too close to property lines. I'm referring to the current issue our neighborhood is dealing with on Marble Ln. In Greenbriar.

Single family communities will no longer be just that. Communities will suffer and values will go down.

Safety

liveincare

ViolatesHOAbylaws

overcrowding

populationdensity

Sizeandapoearsnce; Size&aesthetic

Short-Term Rental Use

18



3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?

Safety

poorneighbors

unlimitednumberofdwellers

Asthetics

trash

Theyshuldberestrictedto; renters

Height-over-neighborhood-standard

ALUs

ALUs should be considered only with wider consideration of overall transportation. If the plan is expected to be carried out with full reliance on car
infrastructure, then things will get worse. If it's instead undertaken along with marked improvements to public and alternative transportation
infrastructure, it would overall be a net benefit for the community.

desnety

Needmore

Schoolsize

Private_equity_and_large_developers_building_them_instead_of_small_local_developers_Llike_the_homeowners_themselves

Scams/ShadyLandlords/abuseofsystem

Can lead to more properties being bought by REITS or developers as the propertires become more attractive and the owners could potentially rent
out to several familiaes in one lot

Increase School population

Increaseinrental/airbnb

Density

Existingpropertieswerezoned,designed,andbuiltaspartofaplanandresourceslikeparkingschoolsutiliesroadsetc.werepartofthatplanTonowchangeane
ssentialelementofthstplanoverwhelmsotheraspectsoftheplanning,zoningandresources.

illegalmigranthousing

WeneedmoreALU's!

Strain on public infrastructure

Nonresident_Property_Owners

Unpermitted ALUs exist throughout the county. Your investigation should take these into account. The home next to me has one of these which has
resulted in parking issues, hoarding of items on the property, and trash strewn about the property, neighbors yards, and the adjoining street.
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3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?

Stormwater warrants its own category

Overloading septic

Rentingmarket

Septic/well-strain

HOA's

septic&wells

safety

Toomanyarebootlegged

Impact

Security

Ugly!!!

Impact_on_the_watershed

Will further divide neighbors

Crowdingclosetopripetylines

unlicensedcontractors,unpermittedwork,

zoning density

Schoolovercrowding

increased-taxes-from-city; increased-county-taxes; Increased-taxes; Increased-taxation

Increased-taxation

Increased-taxation

Lowincomeinflux

Varying strangers living nearby

BadDenstiy

Water

Excessive number of people

Decreasedpropertyvalues

Toomanyadditionalpeopleintheneighborhood

Crime

Propertyvalues,&additionalconstructionimpacts

20



3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?

Increasing density in areas not planned for the density affecting schools, parks, parking waste services infrastructure; single family zoning should
not have open market apartments in them

ImpactofconstructionSEWER

School-capacities

Materialrequirements,proximitytomainhouse

Additional kids added to school districts with infill development

Oiutdated-infrastructure

Respectforenviroment

Entire system for support of existing housing is designed for single family, Water and sewer all old and out of date, also parking is become more a
problem.

Unpermitted-units

Abuse as AirBnB and other monetary uses, and Impacts of additional construction with an addition to a dwelling or a detached ALU (loss of trees,
stormwater, etc

Crime

Poor oversight of rules possible

Singlefamilyhomesarenotmultiunitrents

Propertyvaluedecrease

noise,crime,overcrowding

Adminperiod

These commercial apartments don’t belong in single family neighborrhoods

Becomingmultifamily

Crime

Safety, utilities support systems, that come with over-crowdedness.

A dozen Unrelated People Living Together Like My Neighbors Do

Transients
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Question 4 comments:

4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

As long as it meets the appropriate setback requirements, stormwater requirements, and has adequate parking

| am not aware of a single townhome community that has enough parking for its residents and guests--it always overflows to nearby public streets.
Unless this is within a very short distance to a metro station and they sigh something acknowledging they won't have a car it will worsen what is already a
bad situation in existing townhome communities. Just look at Ridge Top Road/Government Center Parkway near Wegmans--the streets are full of
overflow vehicles.

No

Townhouse communities are already very short on resident and visitor parking. More adult drivers just adds to the problem. Also, many townhouse
communities have HOA amenities, and interior ALU's means additional adult residents who are not financially contributing to those amenities or
community upkeep.

I honestly think the 800sqgft Llimit for an ALU sounds crap. These are often represented as apartments for rent and a 2-bedroom apartment with an 800sqft
limit could be mid. That said, my main concern is how bad the noise isolation is between any primary residence and any ALU (and I'm not up to date on
residential fire code between levels, because for some reason we don't regulate good acoustics for our living spaces and allow crap construction to
permeate our residential spaces), as well as how well separated the spaces are - is there a basement door the primary owner has weird control over or
are they properly separated just under one roof? This may be in the vagaries of the code, | only read it the once.; Get over your inappropriate language
filter.; Testing; Hopefully that first one shows up. Primary things: We should be regulating acoustical separation, current residential construction
standards are terrible. People should not hear their neighbors and we shouldn't be relying on knock-on effects from fire codes for this. My main concern
with ALUs when | was looking at places to rent (I'm in old concrete construction and it's wonderful) was that | would be able to hear the primary residents
walking around and possible talking and such above me all the time. | don't think a typical basement floor/ceiling assembly is a proper for a livable
situation. But | don't do residential design.

Townhouse developments lack adequate parking already

There should be sufficient square footage and parking

Townhomes are already dense development. ADUs in townhomes would just increase density.

More parking space is required.

no comment

Why not?!
Family should be able to help others, this county housing costs has out priced most salaries!!
We need to be able to help younger and older generations of those in our circle.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

In the Fairfield neighborhood, we are oversaturated with cars and people we can’t move over here. It would be ridiculous to add more! So much of an

10/12 people deep in atwo & three bedroom home! PLEASE do something about this before you put us in a situation where there’s even more of a
problem. Have some consideration for the people that live legally! The LEGALS (meaning those of us abide by the laws) pay our fair share of taxes, not go
across the state line get tags and then bring your children to Fairfax County schools! The list will and can go on! PLEASE HELP!!! | invite you to come live
with us!!!!

would need to essentially be treated like stacked townhome unit for parking. Also have concerns about firewalls, ratings, etc. between units.

No, not unless there are rigid requirements, such as no dwelling is behind the townhouse.

Do not add parking. Too much parking now.

It shouldn't be noticeable at all. However, | think it depends where it is. If the TH is in a denser area, and it just fits with other aesthetics, street design,
etc., that works. However, if it's a nicely manicured, planned, and walkable more spread out area, that may clash with the design/infrastructure.

The middle class can’t afford single family home so townhouse are the way to afford homes with roommates or ALUs.

One way for folks who currently own townhouse to continue to afford them would be ALUs as all costs are up including repairs that are needed to keep a
safe home.

I’m an empty nester, the kids are gone, and we don’t use our walkout basement. It would be wonder to be able to rent it out so we can stay in our home
without worrying about bills all the time.

Need to consider parking, traffic, number of additional people

Parking is already an issue in most Fairfax townhome communities. I'd let the HOA's decide to give approval. Automatically a no unless the HOA gives
permission.

Parking is such an issue at townhouses, the community would have to meet certain standards. limiting size and property line buffers - this would be
tricky, but something to explore.

Some already rent the lower floor of their townhouse so it’s a surprise to me if it isn’t allowed.

Parking MUST be available

Not clear how that would work with a townhouse.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Since existing ownhouses have limited yard space to accommodate ALU, this may be a consideration for design of future townhouses where a minimum
plot size is required if ALU is to be an option.

only if the parking can be provided to exceed the minimum parking required by at least one entire parking space.
i.e. if 2.7 parking space/unit is required then 3.7 (4 parking spaces= 2 car gar plus 2 car driveway) is provided.

If there is a separate secure entrance and no need to double use area such as laundry if renting to stranger.

It would depend on size. Some townhomes are very small not really giving the space needed for an ALU and parking will be an issue:

Only if the townhouse has separate egress for the interior ALU

Parking concerns

Only if parking is available.

Town houses are too small for ALUs

It depends on an association's covenants, conditions, and restrictions. It's unlikely that ALUs are allowed in the first place. Amending the document to
allow them is a significant undertaking. The County cannot demand that accommodations be made.

It will depend on the townhouse. Some are large enough that it would work, some are much older that would not likely accomodate that. Square
Footage, parking, and the like should all be considered.

Current ALU rules look sufficient, including the parking requirement. Which is why we do not need to expand the ability to create ALUs.

How do you provide "extra parking" in an established townhome community when on-site parking places are determined by the developer?

Not reasonable given the average size of a townhouse. Much less parking-- which townhouse communities never have enough of!

As a general rule if the dwelling can have ordinary renters then ALU's should be allowed and with the exact same parking requirements - why should
ALU's draw more onerous parking requirements than the same overall occupancy within the same dwelling?
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

if the townhouse is big enough, set a size limit as you did with the 2 acres for a detached ALU

Issues to consider would be parking and noise.

townhomes have very limited parking in this area

Recent changes reducing parking space requirements make ANY additional parking in town home developments problematic.

Size limits are relatively unimportant. Less so than Fire safety regs, sufficiency of utilities, and available parking.

Most townhouses are governed by HOAs that have prohibitions on their bylaws and covenants

Likely to lead to overcrowding in the home/neighborhood because their is not much land

Too small living space

There must be parking available.

ALU will be abused. You already have a problem with multiple families in one house. You will now have even more extended family clans on one property,
with cars, trash, volume. Our neighborhoods are supposed to be single family for a reason.

Depends. But people should be allowed to add a casita should it meet reasonable size limitations.

Listened to staff briefing on 21st. Proposed changes look like back door elimination of single family neighborhoods.
This survey is what Clyde expressed concern about. Somewhat biased and not enough opportunity to express a counter position.

Increasing size of ALU, smaller lot for detached dwelling, no owner occupant required, eliminated off street parking, etc. All will commercialize
residential communities.

No ALU.

| am not sure.

no problem

If it has a separate entrance and doesn't require additional modifications for parking

This is a concern of the homeowner and not a matter for Fairfax County to meddle in.

Bad ideas, as townhouse living is already cramped/too dense.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Overcrowding impact to all public services

Townhouses would be a perfect opportunity for ALUs. A townhouse ALU can be used as a rental for young families to offset the mortgage expense of
moving up to a townhouse (which provides a more affordable rental unit for the tenants), it can be used for family or live-in child care provider (such as a
nanny or au pair), and it can be used for aging parents to live with family. This is a fairly common practice for townhouses in Washington, DC. There are
townhouse basement apartments throughout many neighborhoods. They provide significant benefits for the townhouse owners and their families, and
they also provide a great stock of more affordable rental units. It's an easy way to provide a diversity of housing options without having to build new
housing stock. Plus, it adds to the vitality of neighborhoods and makes them less economically homogeneous.

Atownhouse in which a finished basement has it's own back door, for example, could house a parent in a basement apt. that has it's own bath,
kitchenette and bedroom.

People choose where they live considering single home occupation and changing the rules is WRONG. LEAVE THE CURRENT ZONING RULES ALONE.

Most townhouse communities have very limited parking, but assuming no parking issues, it could be considered.

We have enough density already. Quit trying to pack in more Democrat voters.

Additional parking should be available in order to to qualify.

| would have to understand more about the ALU to decide.

Parking should be a condition.

Too crowded; not needed

Townhouse community must have sufficient addl parking to accommodate ALU resident(s).

Not sure how this would work in the a townhome. One is not able to redesign the construction of the townhome and from my experience, the ability to
have a separate kitchen and separate entrance would be a challenge.

Not certain; need more specific informtion

Townhomes are small, an extra dwelling within would be hard to make. | think there is the potential to create a slum. There never seems to be enough
parking in a Townhouse development even without extra residents. It seems like it would create added pressure on all the residents competing for
parking spots. | have lived in an environment like that and having to park your car several streets away from your home is not pleasant. In an existing
development it would be hard to make more places available.

Parking is an issue in townhome communities so not if additional parking is required.

Never
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Only if parking is already available.

ALU’s should not be permitted in townhomes communities as parking in these communities is already a bigissue. Townhome living means you are in
very close proximity to a neighbor on either side. Most townhomes are small, and this could easily lead to overcrowding.

Do not change the zoning laws for a “few”

Again, parking, parking, parking.

Unsure

If it doesn’tinterfere with the outside design

The current density and minimal spacing between the existing townhomes may impose constraints on the construction process and structural layout of
the proposed townhome.

Townhouse parking was zone for a certain number of residents allowing additional residents will cause already limited parking issues and clog the
already small streets

If parking and traffic aren't going to be impacted, yes.

will create major parking issues since there is already limited parking in townhouse developments

Maybe if restricted to 1-2 people.

There are not enough parking in the townhomes, shopping, medical buildings, etc for this. This is nothing but a power grab for more property taxes

No. Too much density for our neighborhoods.

Depending on parking

As long as it's not for the purposes of being a rental

If good/good parking is available.

None

Parking is perhaps the biggest consideration.

depends on the size of the townhouse

Only if there is enough parking

Yes to additional available parking and size limitation

Townhouse lots are generally too small.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Increasing the population density presents an issue given already overcrowded roads and public facilities.

most townhouses already have a car limit; could restrict caregiver car to more distant spot

Townhouses are already high density living.

As long as the ALU doesn't create more parking or noise issues for the townhouses bordering the ALU, it should be fine

No to ALU in Great Falls

Townhouses are already way too crowded.

Require additional parking option for Ali

Fairfax county is already at very high occupancy.

Parking is a nightmare in all Associations. Adding this and trying to enforce it in any community detroys the community and would have many individuals
selling and moving elsewhere. This is not a good idea even if on just a sigle family home unless the home is on an acre to two acres.

Yes, this would allow two people to share a townhouse.

Absolutely not. This is CRAZY! Townhomes have no or limited yards already. Allowing ALUs would make Townhomes like condos. Increased fire risk,
parking problems, infrastructure over-load - water sewer - STUPID STUPID STUPID idea. Do the idiots proposing this know anything about engineering or
safety ?

Inside a townhouse? Isn't that just having a roommate?

Townhouse basements with exterior entrances and full bathrooms would make an excellent living space for 1) an aging parent who may not want to live
alone but wants a private space to call their own; 2) a college student or young professional who cannot afford to live in Fairfax County otherwise; 3) a
public educator who wants to live near to their school but their salary limits their options. These are just a few examples of how an interior ALU in a
townhouse could benefit Fairfax County residents.

Fine with me

Private access to townhouse ALU and parking.

It depends on the townhouse. If there is a separate ground floor with its own entrance, for example, that might work.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

We don't want to change a single-family house into a multi-family house; Is it allowed now? | scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not
explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to do.

Parking, noise, and privacy issues for other residents.

Don’t need more people in single family homes

It depends on the size of the backyard.

Size would be a major feature. A basic three story Town House (TH) might not have enough room. Also, parking would be subject to HOA
rules/county/Town gov't rules, For example, a two garage TH might not be allowed to have one half converted to an ALU.

Parking is already difficult in most townhouse parking areas

Townhouses are usually already very crowded in terms of parking. In addition, extra tenants create extra noise for those sharing walls.

How would that work? It's okay to rent out a basement room or apt. if thats what you're talking about, but i would limit it to2 related people. the potential
problem with ALUs is enabling unrelated families packing in together in a small building or apt.

Some townhouses are quite large, so having an ADU in them seems very much like an ADU on a single family home.

It's already happening, especially in townhouse lower levels. So this just admits reality.

I think it’s a great idea! Definitely include townhomes

An interior ALU in a townhouse should be allowed provided that (i) there is either an additional dedicated parking space or the townhouse is within
walking distance to mass transit (ii) approval from the townhouse HOA is secured.

Parking issue

I would not say a categorical no, and would allow some discretion.

| guess this is just sub-dividing townhouses which is pretty normal in most communities that are not hell bent on single family housing only.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Are you joking? Townhouses are purposely built to accommodate a given population density. Why would any county want to allow construction to
increase THAT density? In fact, that's what zoning ordinances are for--in the end, to maintain community harmony. An interior ALU in a townhouse
would throw a huge wrench in our community harmony.

There is insufficient parking now in most townhouse clusters.

Absolutely! We must do anything and everything to help out prospective individuals who wish to live in our great county. We need to expand ways to have
affordable housing in many different ways and through various means.

Additional parking and not visible from exterior

My sister is autistic and has intellectual disabilities and currently lives with my aging parents. An ALU attached to the townhouse my husband and | own
would provide a potential solution for her in terms of housing as we look into future planning for the day when my parents would no longer be able to
support her. We would prefer an arrangement like that to having to explore options like a group home - which is much less desirable and more costly to
the community.

ALU must be a commersurate size to the townhouse sq feet that is allowed in a single family home. Parking should be off premise, as parking is already
assigned in these communities. Visitors spaces are currently minimal.

limit rentals vs. in-law/en suite family dwelling arrangements.

ALU should match character of neighborhood and additional foot traffic and parking should be taken into consideration

Probably would depend on the size of the t'house.

If it's a larger-style townhouse such as the properties you might see in the District, or the houses they call brownstones, it would not be out of character
for the property OR the community for such a townhouse to have an English basement with a separate entrance door, one where the steps go down to
the door and one where the steps go up to enter the main townhouse. | would have absolutely no problem with those types of ALUs in a townhouse, even
ones in the suburbs.

Most townhouse communities are in homeowner associations (HOAs) and only provide 1-2 assigned parking spaces for vehicles. ALUs bring additional
residents in HOA neighborhoods that already have current parking problems due to overcrowding within some townhouses. ALUs essentially will create
more quality of life problems for other residents.

Allowing an ALU in a townhouse could greatly increase the density of the community.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

there is not enough space this overburdens the people who live next to them.

If sole purpose is rental income, no.

Maybe, if the unit can occupy an entire floor, e.g. the top floor or bottom floor, and if there are sufficient parking spaces allotted to that unit.

Fairfax County is already crowded enough and adding ALUs would make it even worse. Traffic would become terribly affected and property values would
go down. Not a good idea.

unsure

Considerations -- If parking is available for the extra people.

Parking availability must be part of the equation

Doubling the number of family units in a town house will add to parking issues and overload of infrastructure that was not designed for this.

Depends on the size of the townhouse - there should be basic amenities to be considered an ALU, including a full bathroom, to distinguish it from a
studio apartment or an "efficiency" (smaller than studio) dwelling.

Additional parking needed

I don't understand maximum size limits for any practical purpose (I could understand minimum). Parking is tricky, if the area has permitted or reserved
parking, its a non issue. Many people also dont have cars, so requiring a parking space is pointless in those cases. The only use case is when a tenant
has a car and there is not permitted or reserved parking. However, in that case, its the same issue as someone who doesnt live there parking there.
Townhouses have HOAs and have their own methods of enforcing parking.

None

If there is adequate parking and a limit on number of occupants. And, strict oversight on safety /codes to ensure safety issues —personal and structural
are not compromised.

A live in caregiver or aging parent may not necessarily have their own vehicle. Limits can be placed on vehicle parking.

If there’s a separate entrance in rear and parking is dealt with
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

1. Allowing ALUs in townhouses introduces density into areas already designed for close living quarters and shared infrastructure. 2. It sets precedent
for allowing ALUs in attached housing,, which could later bleed into existing policies for R-1 density increases. 3. Many townhouses have limited parking
and no private yard space.

when my dad passed, | brought him to my house in reston. He used my son's bedroom, watched TV with us. Made some dinners we shared and was part
of the family. We did the same thing with my wife's mother. |do not think this is as you characterize an ALU.

Parking is a major consideration - particularly when/if there is spill-over into adjacent neighborhoods where there are public roads/parking available.

no parking in townhouse areas is too limited

Maybe if no additional vehicles are involved, such as elderly parents who don't drive. Otherwise, no, because townhouse parking is already a problem.

Why not? This would simply be recognizing what many owners already are doing when it comes to renting out their lower level.

Re: #4 Duplex or other semi-attached single family homes may accommodate an ALU.

Due to high density already in that footprint, special care should be taken to the increased burden on utilities and infrastructure, school population, and
emergency and fire safety.

As long as they are up to code, don’t expand the footprint/encroach on neighbors, and there is adequate parking for all residents

Parking

If it doesn’t take away parking spaces from unit owners. Most townhouses don’t have enough parking as is.

Cars parking blocking roads and hindering means for safe driving, including fire trucks and ambulances. Cars and trucks parked along regular driving
roads beside houses create a road obstruction issue/problem; only if the owner is inside the townhome and there is adequate parking for safety reasons
(Fire and Ambulance ease of access). Vans with equipment present access limitations.

People using them as rentals

Parking and stress on schools and other public facilities would be a major issue.; We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current
home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives
based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings"
issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

If there is defined size minimum and maximum and safety features required, | think it would be appropriate. Parking might be an issue, depending on the
individual townhouse complex.

As mentioned in the example, additional parking. The ALU should be proportional to the size of the townhouse and follow strict building codes.

Parking utility and other common area capacities should govern also HOA implications

Yes - a person should be allowed to rent out their basement or attic no matter the size/design of the home. Itis happening already. A size limitis one
strategy but some town homes are very large, so they could accommodate a larger ALU.

Some townhouses are 3 levels. A small studio apartment or 1-bedroom apartment on the lowest level could be used as long as there is a separate
entrance to the lowest level. Street parking would have to be available but not mandated.

Let people have a wide range of options in housing!

Adequate parking requirements should prevail in decision making.
Maximum occupancy requirements should align with Fire Code and Health Department standards.

These would be extremely beneficial for supporting both young adults and elderly who can’t afford homes in Fairfax County due to the cost of living to
reside here

Increasing population density in an already population-dense environment makes no sense.

Parking in townhouse communities is already a huge issue. This will make it worse

More than 50% townhomes basement have tenants living in them . So parking is not an issue

Parking also has to be taken into consideration. Many townhouses have limited parking meant for the primary residents. More occupants likely will
mean more vehicles, which the townhouse developments weren't built to accommodate. This results in spillover parking that causes problems for
others.; d; Hard to agree to this when no justification for this proposal is provided. Largest concern in parking. Most townhouses have limited parking. If
the ALU results in additional vehicles beyond the townhouse tenants, it only adds more parking issues either within the townhouse complex or nearby
community and streets.

| feel this will simply lead to more 'boarding house' type situations in the county; where non-related people live under one roof for short or long periods of
time.

Some townhouse communities have sufficient parking for an ALU in townhouses, most do not. If they are to be allowed, then there needs to be a means
for validate the availability of sufficient parking. Perhaps approval by the local community association could be required.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

I live in a townhouse community and parking is dreadful already. Also, the neighborhood already has so much litter and dog poop. We certainly don’t
need ALUs that would probably be airbnbs.

Yes, interior ALUs inside townhomes is a great use of the space in 3 and 4 level townhomes.

In townhouse developments parking is very often an issue. Therefore, parking would be of great concern.

Never that is really asking for trouble. Will ruin the county over time.

Depends on the size and layout of the Townhouse

No firm opinion on this question.

If allowable in townhouse, need to consider impact to adjacent homeowners for parking and access to the ALU.

Ok as long as townhouse community parking spaces are not used.

ALU should only be allowed for SFHs.

if there's adequate parking available

With usually limited parking in townhouse communities and smaller backyards, that seems to be a large interruption to the community

No, a Townhouse is a unit, we should not be creating mini condo buildings, parking is already a nightmare and this will lead to corporations just creating
mini condominiums in nieghborhoods.

Smaller size limit, additional parking should be required

Should be allowed by rights. HOA should not be allowed by law to interfere.

The parking of the development should accommodate the vehicle of renter.

Townhouses should not have ALUs

I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.

Townhouses were designed and build as SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS. Townhome build infrastructure (electrical, water, sewer, gas) does not support
multiple families, nor does the community surrounding them.

if the TH and parking has capacity

Townhouses yards are small and parking is usually very limited with few options for expansion.

Impact on infrastructure (traffic, parking, law enforcement, etc) must be factored.

Parking must be considered
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Parking is an issue

Allowed if there is ample parking to support additional residents

English style basements are not uncommon across the region and can provide affordable options for adults early in their careers or other moderate-
income households

Limited parking

Allowing 1200 sq ft detached additions would effectively double the housing capacity of many residences here. It would make our already overcrowded
streets practically unusable.

| believe it should not be allowed for townhouses, only for SFH. Townhouses by their very nature are limited in terms of internal and external space,
additionally the possible disruption to the adjoining properties and the limited amount of parking space availability.

In general, | believe if it has no impact on the other townhouses (ie. there is sufficient parking, etc.) then there's no reason not to allow them.

Parking is a consideration.

Depends on how big unit is & if there is available parking.

there is no space or land for townhouse. not even think this is a question.

Provided additional dedicated parking can be acquired.

There are almost no exterior effects, parking being the only one. This is usually controlled by the homeowner association.

Should be allowed if owner wants.

Need appropriate parking

If it doesn't change the footprint of the townhouse and there's substantial parking.

Most townhouses don't have the space required but ones with large yards or garages could accommodate an ALU

Definitely should require additional off-street parking, have limited size limit such as a built-out basement, should not exceed one floor, should its own
full bathroom and kitchen area, should have a separate entrance and no entrance to the rest of the townhouse.

Sufficient parking should be required without reducing guest spots. ALU should have minimum and maximum size requirements as well as meet fire
code, etc. Permits should be required if itis a rental space.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

The minimum requirements should conform as closely to an ALU in a SFU/SFH.

If for only 1-2 people and if parking is sufficient

If parking permits the added occupant load for the property.

Don’t understand how this would work in a TH. Thought ALUs are intended to be external to a properties primary living structure. Would not be
conducive to have an ALU outside of a TH.

Yes, things like parking, square footage, etc need to be fully disclosed

You would need to have parking for the unit

Because this type of housing has shared walls

Depends on size of townhouse

Only if enough parking and with limit size and proper noise ordinance.

A basement apartment might be fine, but renting out bedrooms is not.

These attempts to provide “low income housing” will simply have wealthy people take advantage of poor people, put too many people in one dwelling,
increase numbers of Airbnb and the like, with no real benefit of the community. Unless you are proposing additional taxes? Which really aren’t a benefit
that outweighs what this will do to Fairfax County; We don’t need to push even more people into small town houses. This entire concept will result in
people who need money/and/or want money, overcrowding dwellings to get money.

Absolutely depends a real plan and availability of parking

No strong opinion either way on this.

This is insane. The County needs to focus on redevelopment of the 1940 a d 1950s housing stock in "affordable" neighborhoods and improve the housing
stock. BUILD UP, in areas around transportation hubs. Areas near Springfield mall is prime for high rises and has metro. Families need high quality single
family residential homes, so encourage infill redevelopment

These are all terrible ideas and will impact other community members even if they have not elected to add ALU's to their property. Imagine in a
community the impact on parking, uniformity of structure bylaws, environmental impact, wildlife impact, etc, if every single home decided to add an
ALU. It would have a major impact on all aspects of a community and while thinking that you're making housing more affordable, you also are potentially
destroying real estate potential for certain communities because no one wants to live in an overcrowded community and it will make property values
decline for everyone.

Not enough parking already in most townhouse communities

Allowed if there is a separate entrance to the ALU, and there is a designated bedroom (not a single room studio set-up with a combined bedroom/living
space).

It depends on the parking
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

I don't have enough information to weigh in on this

Please consider parking issues with respect to ALU in a townhouse development. Some townhouse developments do not have driveways and the on the
street parking is already at a premium.

Townhouses are an already condesned neighborhood. It would add congestion and parking issues

When areas were zoned, planned and built it was done with careful consideration of the community,its resources, parking, schools, utilities, roads and
much more. To increase the density in this manner disregards that overall plan and will result in existing communities being overwhelmed with problems
because only one aspect of the larger plan - density of population- is changed. This type of change is better done by applying it to new development
which can consider the larger impact on the community and its resources and incorporate that into the new development.

Townhouse parking is already too tight.

Parking can be an issue. Where | live, usually people are respectful on visitor spaces, but right now one townhouse has added a personin an interior
separate space and this person has commandeered the visitor spot near the house. That is not fair for residents who might have a temporary guest. So
parking must be addressed.

Fire hazard, no egress

If the ALU can also obtain an assigned parking space, it should be ok.

Parking will be difficult to manage for townhomes ; Townhomes are attached and it’ll be a bit more complicated adding structure without impeding
connecting properties

It does not make sense. Usually, townhouses are already governed by their HOAs, which won’t allow such construction. Plus, if one TH does it, the rest
will do it. This ALU advantages should be allowed only for single family homes with sizable lots.

Basement apartments in townhomes in particular are a common type of living arrangement in cities across America. Brownstones in Brooklyn are
universally loved, and almost all of them have basement or top floor apartments with separate kitchens and often separate HVAC. Please allow them in
Fairfax!

Interior ALUs just seem like a roommate situation. What's the difference?

Townhome neighborhoods already have parking shortages. This would compound the issues.

Without including interior ALU in a townhome, county is merely indulging in lip service rater than addressing the supply equation in any meaningful way.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Interior living space can be available and should be offered.

If a basement or garage can be converted to an ALU, it might work for a townhouse

If the townhouse can support parking for the extra person. Limit the total number of people living in the townhouse. Example: If a family has a single au
pair or caregiver for an elderly person, it would be helpful to allow for separate (but shared in the same home) living situations.

Townhouses are typically in part of a HOA due to the multiple shared and common elements. Parking lots are such common elements. Requiring new,
additional parking spaces will be too cumbersome and expensive for individual homeowners, especially after taking into consideration the lack of
buildable space in many townhouse communities.

We need more detached ALU's! Please quit thinking that the solution is stuffing separate families into high density units all under under one roof. We
want to be in our own quiet tiny houses rather than "apartments”

Some townhomes depending on parking availability, entrances, etc may be better able to handle more than one family or family unit living in them. The
rules around this may need some tweaking.

There are townhouses bigger than my house-why not?

There would need to be stick parking laws & fire code laws with required updates as the code is updated. Also concerned about the amount of people
living in a small space.

Townhouse communities hardly have enough land and parking as-is

I’m open to the idea, but only with clear limits and safeguards. Interior units raise questions about parking, crowding, and neighborhood impacts that
would need to be carefully addressed.

needs additional parking

People should be able to do as they please inside their own property

Please allow detached ALUs to be built on smaller lots. Other municipalities allow ALU/ADU to occupy up to 1/3 of the main house footprint, up to 33%
total lot coverage. This would increase the overall availability and quality of housing stock, hopefully making rents more affordable in this region. Pay
can't seem to keep up with skyrocketting housing costs. It would also allow more seniors to age in place, as they carve out available space in their homes
to offer more housing options to younger, less affluent workers
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Should be dependent on whether or not the dwelling can support the addition of an ALU. There is no way a smaller, 1200 sqg. ft. dwelling could support
an ALU but splitting a larger dwelling into two equal sizes is no different than that of a duplex.

As long as parking requirements are met - Each ALU should not be allowed to make use of the visitor parking for long term residents.

| see parking issues, noise issues and limited space for another dwelling.

Needs adequate parking and maintain exterior character of the neighborhood.

Parking is already too limited in townhouses

If parking isn’t affected for neighbors

Yes, anything to help improve supply helps improve costs for both tenants and helps future homeowners subsidize the extremely high mortgage costs.

There are little to no downsides to internal ALUs.

No more renters to add traffic into the area

Some people can afford only a townhouse but still have relatives with disabilities that need their help

Parking is already tight at many townhome complexes to the point where people cannot visit and this may exacerbate that problem. This could
potentially cause adjacent property issues, requiring increased parking enforcement and neighbor disputes.

It depends on the size of the townhome

I’m just not sure how many townhouses can accommodate an internal ALU.

Not allowed

Parking is already an issue in townhomes, and modern design without a driveway leads to people violating the fire lane, and there are not enough FTEs to
address that.

Parking would be an issue

There needs to be a standard of square footage per person for fire safety.

ALU's, especially forimmediate family, should be available in both single-family houses and townhouses.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

I think the impact on the other attached townhouses and/or development would be the main consideration. Changes that affect the exterior could be
considered separately from interior.

Must address parking

I think it should be considered. Has this idea been tried in other places in the U.S. or the world?

Parking and traffic concerns.

Would the ALU have their own parking space, or would it take visitors parking, which already is few and far between?

As a default, people should be able to use the property they purchase as they choose. We should be striving to eliminate restrictions at the county level.

Parking in crowded townhouse communities would be my biggest concern. | know an owner can theoretically have as many cars as they want. Butin
reality, adding an extra unrelated person/family would likely mean at least 1 more car vs without an ALU.

Only if there is dedicated parking for the ALU

As long as there is adequate parking

Restrictions like parking

Only single family homes

Townhouse Associations would need to determine if ALUs would be feasible due to parking limitations, traffic, use of common areas, etc.

Already dense housing in townhomes. Don’t need to make it even worse. ; Townhomes are already dense enough. Don’t make it worse!

Most 3-level THs have a lower level that can be easily converted into an independent unit

Townhouse communities are over populated already and parking is a major issue.

Sharing unit costs is helpful. But concerned about parking and should be limited to two additional adults

I don't think just because you are living in a ALU place or a regular house. That it should matter about parking or anything just so everyone is treated fairly

Adequate parking must be available

Parking is critical but would be dependent on the situation at each individual townhouse complex
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Current townhomes often have lower levels with a bedroom, bathroom, kitchenette and living area. Parking could be an issue.

An ALU should be allowed if there is a 1 car limit that comes along with the extra occupants.

As people get married later in life, townhouses provide a convenient way for young adults to share the costs of living together without dealing with the full
costs and maintenance of a single family home. Townhouses being divided up further would only do more to help this vital demographic that contributes
to the finances and future of our county.

It would allow parents to be cared for w kids

Maybe.

Parking is the main concern.; Maybe (for example, if additional parking is required or if there's a smaller size limit for the ALU, etc.) Please explain in the
comment box.

If additional parking is required

Parking is a nightmare- so many undocumented ALU’s already- County data is totally inaccurate and unreliable

Depends on the size of the townhouse.; Depends on the size

potentially too dense for parking, adherence to HOA rules, differing contracts making enforcement difficult.

If there are provisions like a walk-in basement and additional parking, then an ALU for a townhouse is possible.

In my townhouse community in Fairfax, we only have one assigned parking space. The visitor spaces have all been taken over by people who have three
or more vehicles per household. Already, we have humerous homes where multiple non-family members reside in the same townhouse which is
overwhelming the community that was built for this level of density. Already, with the current living conditions in some of these townhouses, there is
little to no oversight from the county. How are you going to oversee the rules put in place for the ALU's once they are built and occupied? ; Will the
townhouse and single-family communities with HOA's be allowed to count the ALU as an additional residential unit? HOA's should be allowed to charge
HOA dues to all ALU residential units because they will be using all of the amenities provided to paying HOA members (use of rec. facilities, parking,
trash pick-up, grounds maintenance, litter removal, cleaning of dog waste stations, repair and replacement of worn and/or broken community
amenities, sidewalk and road repairs/replacement, snow removal, utilities such as water, use of car wash stations, etc.)

| tend to think that a flat prohibition would be unwise.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Ifit's an AIR BnB, minimum rental should be 6 months so it adds to housing stock, not to hotel-room stock. ; But limited to maximum one third of
finished space in the unit.; limited to a maximum size of less than one third of thee finished space in the townhouse.

There could be a benefit to having a caregiver apartment within a housing unit.

With limitations to parking/additional vehicles and reasonable limitations on the total number of occupants in the townhouse.

ALUs help offset the high cost of living in FFX County. With property taxes increasing, the new meals tax that just started in 2026, we should be doing
everything we possibly can to make living in FFX Cty as affordable as possible. And that includes flexibility with ALUs.

I’m not sure how this would look.

Parking is the primary concern. So many townhouse neighborhoods are already so limited for parking that to have guests over is a challenge.

The County has already created many parking problems off-site for TH developments and this will only make it worse.

If an owner lives there and their basement has a separate entrance and they'd like to rent it out -- as long as there is an extra parking space for the
potential tenant, | don't see why an owner occupant shouldn't be allowed to do this.

Townhouses are already people in condensed space with limited parking. ALU is not appropriate. ; | don't know why you don't record my responses. The
THIRD time | am saying that an ALU in a townhouse is adding more people and cars to an already high population area.

Yes but parking would need to be expanded

Adjacent homeowners' concerns should be part of the decision-making process.

We need to consider all options to increase affordability. ; no comment

Parking is limited now so if ALU are allowed then in places where there is possible street parking. | have client who has 4 working adults in a one car
garage home. They struggle with parking and have to park far on the streets---but they are willing to do this to have a nicer townhome in Fairfax County
(previously Manassas Park)

No no no

Only if it doesn’t encroach on the neighbors resources such as parking.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

This is already occurring in areas with insufficient parking and lack of owner presence. We're dealing with significant parking inadequacy and
overcrowding. Property owners are dividing up small units into multiple rentals,come with high turnover.

There is not enough parking in townhouse communities already. On top of that there would be too many people using the amenities and making it
crowded.

If there is sufficient and liveable interior space. Not in the "backyard" of a townhouse.

Reduce impact on resident parking availability

Only if parking available. Need limit on humber of residents.

We've lived in a townhouse community where someone had many extended family members living with them (unlikely that it was a permitted ALU...more
likely just rooms in the basement) and they had five+ cars hogging all the visitor parking on our street. [t was a nightmare. At least when what they were
doing was illegal we could report them and have it dealt with. But if they're allowed to have all those people living in their home legally, they will likely
need many more cars in townhouse communities do not have the space for that.

Parking needs to be considered. Occupancy would need to be limited.

Parking is already incredibly limited and difficult in town house communities. ALUs should not be allowed in townhouse communities.

As long as there is parking available without disadvantaging other townhouse owners

Townhouses are already at capacity in Burke and the street parking is horrendous.

| can think of several friends' houses that might be well-suited to this since there is a front door as well as a back/patio entrance. They could rent
out/have family stay with them longer-term with a small kitchen and full bath setup in that additional area.

Provides an equal optic for townhouses as single family dwellings.

It really depends on the townhouse location, space, and parking availability.

People can rent out aroom in their TH already.

idk

| would need to learn more.

Dependent on townhouse size and parking availability. Ex, 2500 sq ft and above, 2 car garage/2 parking spaces, etc.

43




4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

I’ve seen illegal ALU’s built in townhouses when shopping for a home and it looks dangerous and fire hazard

In a townhome parking should
Be considered

Personal experience with ADUs, DADU’s, ALUs in the Seattle area has shown how once beautiful and safe neighborhoods can be de stroyed. Survey
omits increased trash/garbage generated and seemingly endless flow of removal trucks. Makes neighborhoods more like hotels/motels. ; Actual
experience in Alexandria, VA area where single family houses are being turned into five efficiency apartments. Do not do any ALU zoning changes.

Currently, most townhouse communities offer insufficient parking for owners/renters with more than two cars resulting in additional cars being parked
on adjacent streets. Addition of ALUs would only worsen that problem.

Townhomes already have parking problems. More occupants would only make it worse.

Parking of concern.

They are already too small where would you add something? Just remodel if you need another room.

Townhouse size would be a factor. Have to be a very large townhouse with garage.

Parking must be considered and plans must be made to acc

Not for this at all!

Townhouse neighborhoods are already too dense.

If the townhouse has separate access to the ALU and sufficient parking options

Need more research

Parking would be a concern. Access via the exterior would also be a concern.

I think it depends on the size and how many people live there.

If there is parking space

If there is enough power/water to support the number of people

Parking and access

Currently their are two or more homes in my neighborhood that have more than 5 adult residents and they do not have ALU. The county should enforce
the existing codes, and encourage people to rent on their own, not just pay they buddy for a bed.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Depending on the size of the townhouse and available parking - maybe other concerns. If there is a Homeowners Association, allow the HOA to exclude
them.

A basement for instance in atownhouse can be potential used as a ALU space.

Unfortunately, Fairfax County is now known for a policy of exclusionary zoning.

Having been to many public meetings about ALUs, | can say that some opponents can be loud, aggressive and not always rational. | heard one fellow
demand that he be allowed to approve any renter his neighbor chose as a tenant.

There does not seem to be any logical reason for limiting exterior units to lots of 2 acres or more.

There should be no limits except for the necessary setbacks. Interior, the same, very few restrictions.

Most likely, the current regulations are so onerous that people just do the ALU on their own and don't bother with the layers of getting a project through
the County process.

Definitely need to look at parking accommodations. Single-family dwelling neighborhood streets are already becoming overcrowded with cars parked on
the streets. Families are acquiring more cars, "live-ins" increase the number of driving age people with their own cars living in homes, and use of garages
as storage areas preclude their intended use for parking cars. Townhome developments with inadequate parking face similar issues as overflow from
their parking areas is already moving out into surrounding neighborhood streets to add to the congestion. The recent snow highlighted problems this
already causes as snowplows were unable to adequately function as cars were left parked on the streets.

Why not?

Many townhouses are located close to transit (bus and metro) services. If they are modified to have an ALU the owners can receive rental income while
the additional occupants can commute without having to own an automobile.

Square footage minimum requirements should be reviewed and approved. Also parking should be reviewed and approved.

TH parking is already a problem in Fairfax county. Potentially adding another car to each unit would be a disaster.

Parking may be a concern

Interior ALUs in townhouses should be permitted if they remain fully within the existing building envelope and meet reasonable size and parking
standards. This approach provides flexibility without changing neighborhood character.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Interior ALUs in townhouses could be appropriate if parking impacts are addressed and size is limited appropriately. Administrative approval should be
sufficient if standards are clearly defined.

we have a horrible traffic problem in Mount Vernon! More housing will make it worse.

Directly related to number of assigned parking spots. Include language about number of cars.

Size of the townhouse makes a difference. So does the amount of parking available. We already have a problem with townhouse communities not
having enough parking and it spills over into our neighborhood with unrestricted on-street parking.

it's always parking.

Most townhouse communities | have been in already have parking issues. Without additional parking arrangements it will make things worse. And they
won't be expanding parking no matter what they say.

The HOA would have to enforce parking rules

Atownhouse, no matter what size, shoul be allowed to have a ALU. It would be impossible for an HOA to enforce it's architectural guidelines and County
rules about the number of unrelated people allowed to live in a residence if an ALU was allowed.

Yes if the parking allowance for the residence remains unchanged.; The parking allocation for the residence with an interior ALU should not change.

Deregulating this restriction on ALUs will allow more people more flexibility to live in Fairfax Co. more affordably.

Because of nature of the townhome, an ALU may create more negativity in the community.

Parking

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

Limit the occupancy and size. Already have unrelated people living in a townhouse and many already have some sort of kitchen in the basement. Parking
will always be an issue in townhouses. People surviving today adding interior ALU won't make that much difference. Also, HOA could regulate

Parking would be a concern, also making sure proper safety for connecting houses (with multiple kitchens)
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7.
Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad density, Bad noise, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.

Parking is going to be anissue

Parking is the main concern but available or even expanded public transit can reduce the number of vehicles required at a residence with an ALU.

If the space allows for an adu and if parking also allows then it seems like a viable option

I don’t understand how you would add on internally to a townhouse?

If additional parking is required.

If ample parking is available. Otherwise, no.

If one could be made in the basement

Atownhouse is already 'affordable' housing. To increase affordable housing, you must decrease mc-mansion-ism.

Only because of parking issues and fire hazards

if impact on neighboring townhouses is minimal (e.g. parking availability)

Townhouse with ALU must be owner occupied at all times. Walls must be made noise proof if an ALU is added to a townhouse. Additional parking for
ALU's must not take over any existing green space in the development.

townhouses do not have enough parking without ALU

Factor in parking and other considerations

You will end up with five families living in one unit. This is a burden on local govt services.

Parking is already a problem in most TH developments. Requiring added parking will not eliminate the problem.

This is so stupid anideal!

Townhouse living is already dense and typically resident/guest parking is already an issue.

Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County

Should not have multiple families residing in homes designed for single family occupancies.

Wouldn't that just be like having a roommate?
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Only if the changes don't require additional parking for occupants

Atownhouse is already more of a confined space. Thisis a bad idea. Itincreases congestion. Further, townhouses are part of an HOA. A sub-renter
may not follow HOA guidelines like the owner. Further again, the reason for putting in an ALU in a townhouse (or any other place) is mainly because the
owners need the extra money. Thus there is already an existing risk of bringing down the neighborhood.

Reduce, not increase pop density and crowding.

No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.

Absolutely not

Itis not clear why Fairfax county wants to do this. Please provide the reason in a clear concise manner.

townhomes in fairfax are already parking space restricted--this would worsen it.

I think this would depend on the parking situation. Most townhouse communities don't have enough parking to add additional residences

Parking would be main concern. My mother lives by herself in a townhouse with a walkout basement and two reserved spots. This type of TH would be a
good fit for a ALU.

If TH has separate entrance and enough parking.

Would need ample parking available.

I live in a townhouse parking would and is a problem. People have more car my neighbors have 4 cars. They park in reserved spots and in visitor spots. My
neighbors are renters.

Townhouse communities are already high density communities

no way! not even enough land to satisfy single family livingin TH.

Depends on the size of the TH. Ifit's a small 1 or 2 BR it doesn't make a lot of sense. There are also potentially significant parking considerations.

same concerns with single family dwellings: parking, school capacities, safety (routes for fire escape) minimum size for safe living.

Yes, this makes sense.

never

Should consider square footage and limit to one per townhouse
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

never

Some townhouses are quite large and could accommodate an ALU. Note that some units are assisted living facilities are only 450 sq ft.

This is a building type common throughout Washington DC. Why would we not want to allow them in FFx?

Some town homes are very big. Our ancestors lived in brownstones in cities which were often one flat to a floor.; yes,; Yes. Our ancestors lived in
brownstones in cities. They had large rooms and could hold 4 flats.

NA

If there’s smaller size limit

If there is existing sufficient parking and is already conducive to separate living areas (basement with walkout access)

Squeezing more people into a designated space adds problems of all kinds.

Allowing townhome owners to create self-contained ALUs through attic or basement conversions can enable them to maximize small, often unused
spaces.

No comments

Townhouses are too small and would cause neighborhood disruption.

ADU would need to be smaller in a townhouse and would need additional parking.

We already have a problem with existing houses in the neighborhood being occupied by multiple families and unrelated individuals with entire families
living in each room of the house, parking their cars and utility vans all over the front, side and back yards, as well as the street. Enough is enough.
Approving ADUs will make this problem explode.

If they have spare rooms, the place isn't overcrowded, and they don't need extra parking, why not? Most of the time, visitor parking is occupied because
of extra people in houses, and when you have a visitor, there is never an empty spot to park.

Sure, if possible.

Parking in our single family detached home neighborhood is becoming difficult now. The streets are lined with cars on both sides already despite living
near a transit station.; No room for additional parking.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Townhouse not enough parking

if there is adequate parking to support additional vehicles.

Some areas are already dense enough and builders putting large, three story houses in neighborhoods with one-level homes. Also putting two houses on
lots originally one house. Horrible IMHO

Adding rental rooms in a condo is akin to bringing back tenements (think old NYC). It will also open the door to carving up houses into rooming houses. ;
NO.

Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)

Single family homes need to be single family homes.

I'm not sure townhouse communities have enough parking for this.

Planners are living in today. They forget the Entire system will need upgrading, All sewer and water, electrical grids will need complete overhaul.
Including water treatment plants, and also sewage treatment plants. All facilities which are now on verge of capacity. The county will be spending
ENTIRE BUDGET on these systems as they fail due to age.

The proposal to allow ALUs will not only increase density, it will introduce issues that will change the character of neighborhoods. | do NOT refer to
ethnic/racial composition of communities; while | do not think that deliberate efforts to change the makeup of an area are a good thing, | DO think that
policies should be color blind and offer opportunity for all regardless of ethnicity etc. | mean in terms of density, traffic, parking, and tangential matters
such as garbage, upkeep, cleanliness, and perhaps even crime. It will create additional strain on school systems, which will have other effects. It will
decrease the attractiveness of an area. It is a backdoor way to transform a suburban area into an urban one.

As areal estate broker, | would say parking is already a huge issue in attached communities. Egress from the home for lower level adus is another big
issue.

Multi generational homes would be a good example of being allowed. Commercial ALUs would require different rules

With a smaller size limit for townhouses.

Ar we trying to convert our neighborhoods into slams?

Parking parking parking

Unsure.

People need more affordable housing options.

Would need to ensure parking available
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

It would cause parking problems, traffic problems

Put your emphasis on improving mass transit, bring the metro system down Columbia Pike, and build high density near Metro stations. Do not ruin our
single-family communities.

We need as much housing as we can get, providing it adds to a tax base.

ALU's is a townhouse will cause increased traffic in already crowded townhouse parking lots. Also townhouses are of high density why add to the
problems by allowing someone to rent out a room or basement?

if zone is single family now it should say single family and fairfax county should enforce existing parking laws like they did in the past.

If all other current requirements can be met in existing townhouse

parking would be bad.

No.

At least one of the home's parking spaces need to be designated for the ALU. ; If the home is close to mass transit, they may not need the additional
parking.

Parking problems and overcrowding

No reason to destroy single family units and single family residences.

At what pointis that just apartments?

Negative impacts altogether.

Not sure about townhouses. | can't see how they would have the yard space

There needs to be sufficient off street parking to support the primary residence and ALU.

No space

With additional parking.

Only if parking is adequate.

Townhouse is already limited in size as a non-detachable dwelling so ALU is not appropriate.

Too much saturation and possibility for home to be abused

The townhouse needs to be big enough to allow for the square footage of an ALU, plus space for parking.

OK only if limited to immediate family members OR ONE live-in-caregiver

Townhouses already have parking challenges.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Only if additional parking is created to go with the ALU and only a small amount should be allowed per neighborhood to prevent congestion.

Additional parking needs to be available. Additional concern would be difficult to have separate entrances in most townhouses so it would be more like
roommates than a separate living space.

Itis worth considering allowing larger interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.

Yes, if the infrastructure burden of increased occupancy is supported (primarily parking).

Maybe on a case by case basis

I thought there was a requirement that the lot be 2 acres? | am comfortable with that requirement and don’t see how a townhome would fit into that
requirement.

Many townhomes limit parking assigned to the home residents to, for example, two spaces. When the parking is over burdened, extra drivers will walk
out to a car or work truck parked on a public street nearby or in a nearby neighborhood which makes less parking availability for those who live there.

Too much density.

For a relative and not rental

No parking on the street for any of the residents/potential residents. Some streets are effectively one lane already. You really need to figure something
out about that whichever way you go with ALU's.

Due to the parking issue and other foreseeable issues, it doesn't seem reasonable to include townhouses.

There is no space for that.

Generally townhouses get only two reserved parking spaces. If a lower level was rented by a couple, each with a car, that would add to the parking issues
that already exist when the owner’s children begin to drive and get cars. Then owners without ALU’s would be shut out in the over burdened parking lot.

Many town home communities don't have enough parking. If the resident of an ALU is not a driver, or if the unit has multiple parking spaces assigned, it
might not be an issue.

Parking, Parking Parking
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Unsure

In my experience, townhouse associations have limited parking. Perhaps they are/were designed with too little, but if there are now 2 parking spaces per
townhouse and an ALU is added, it is very likely that one or two additional spaces are needed. The public roadways that exist do not provide this
additional parking. | know of a townhouse community that already has a lot of its lower levels rented out separately and it is choked. | do not know
whether these are approved ALUs or non-approved ALUs. How does a citizen obtain that information? (It would be helpful if the Fairfax County property
lookup would provide information on approved ALUs.

NO ALUS!!

Not my concern, let them & keep them away from me. What's wrong with 3 unrelated people sharing a kitchen & all??

Townhouses already do not have enough parking. Residents are using other streets to park on in front of other single family homes.

Insufficient parking as is. This will make it worse, as spillover parking will take place on nearby residential streets. Negative impact on home values as a
result. That’s not the way to make housing more affordable.

Parking in townhouse communities is already taxed to the point that occupants are parking outside of their communities in adjacent neighborhoods.

| agree with the examples of additional parking and a smaller size limit.

Only if it does not adversely affect the community through additional parking etc

Entirely dependent on situation, design, and neighbourhood context. This will require greater scrutiny, not less.

Townhouse areas are already too densely populated/congested - ALUs might disproportionately impact the area

No; If separate entrance and appropriate parking spaces required

They need to move further out instead of messing up our lives and devaluing our property that we worked for; Too many people in one house, too many
cars

Parking always seems to be a problem in townhouse and duplex communities. Although some people do make use of public transportation, in Fairfax
County, you are going to need a car.

Parking is always a problem in townhouse communities

Must require appropriate parking and limit the size of ALU based on townhouse size.
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4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?

Not the purpose of ALUs in my opinion. Must be a family member living there. Splitting inside essentially creates a duplex for renting

Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.

Size of available space in townhouse doesn't seem possible for a suitable ALU. Limited parking is a concern.

Townhouses are much smaller than single family homes. An ALU inside a townhome would give the home more of a boarding house feel. Additionally,
townhome parking is often limited for current residents.

no

I do not live in a town house community so this is grey to me

Must have parking
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Question 5 comments:

5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

depends on the primary dwelling size

If a basement is proposed for an ALU and it's 900 square feet, that would be okay. It's a contained, existing unit. If it's new construction and someone is
building a separate unit that's 1,500 square feet, no. That's the size of a full house. It may be accessory to the huge house someone is building, but is not
what | would consider "accessory." 1,500 square feet would accommodate a family of four. It's like adding a second full-size house.

2-persons limitation already assumes 1bdrm/efficiency apartment. No need to create an already unenforceable sizing that allows larger occupancy.

See above; interior ADUs are not a good idea.

Hard to evaluate without understanding why it's currently set at 800sf maximum. Likely should be expressed as a factor to existing or newly proposed
size of primary structure.

why not if the space is available...we should have this freedom and right.

If there's a 2,000 sf home, and the owner wants to downsize, and only use half, that seems like a fair option. While I'm not promoting duplexes, some of
designs are so subtle you'd have to be an owner/occupier to know the difference.

I’m not sure but most two bedrooms apartment are usually more than 800 feet so it makes sense.

Bit thenitis closer to being another house.

Not sure the reason for the limit. If the house has the space then sure.

If the goal is affordable housing size must allow families to live in them and 800 feet is not enough.

With space for handicap accessibility and a caregiver accommodations being an important component, increasing the square footage to afford a better
living space will be extremely beneficial and will improve the quality of space and life of the occupants.

this would be only appropriate on larger lots where lot coverage is not overwhelmingly impervious. a 2 acre lot requirement is very high. a 0.5 acre lot
could probably handle an addition that is over 800sf without too much impact to the lot. perhaps the simplified method of stormwater management
could be an appropriate mitigation.

It should be calculated considering the lot area

It really depends on the size of the home. Homes that are greater than 2000 square feet could accommodate a larger AlILU but smaller homes would not
or would be duplexes
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Only if it is to serve a family member

Tie ALU sqft to acreage above a certain threshold. .25 acres and under 800 sqft ALU limit. Above .25 acres 1200-1500 sqgft limit.

Depends on size of original home.

No comment

800 sfis barely enough for a 1 bedroom unitin modern standards

Where does a townhome have that extra space?

It should be increased to 1,000 square feet at least. When itis so small, no one wants to live there, which defeats the purpose. 1,200 would be ideal.

Goalis not to turn single family homes into duplexes but to create small, lower-cost housing options in our expensive county.

ALU should not be allowed

As noted, there is a boarding house problem so increasing the area only invites cramming more bodies into what were intended to be single famly
homes. As long as they claim to be related there is no enforcement. So don't create conditions that invite abuse unless there is an on-going licensing
regime to police the actual usage.

I am inclined to say no- because then you're talking about basically adding on the square footage of what is a normal 'house'/living space in many
casesp- so why callitan'ALU'? But | don't know enough about this and what examples may be out there that show a need to increase the square
footage.

I don't understand why the County or neigbors should care how a dwelling inside is allocated. Hence | don't understand why there is a size restriction
'inside’ the dwelling.

People are already renting out whole basements all over Fairfax County. How is this any different?

Don't know.

For some houses there would be no difference on the outside. Also if it was no more occupants, the impact is unchanged.

Don't know enough to comment.

no comment

maybe limit to the footprint of the building (i.e. basement apartment)

There needs to be flexibility for unique conditions.

The County should not place a maximum size limit.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

If you have a split foyer house with total square feet of over 2,000, that creates a problem, as the ALU would be 1,000. It needs to be raised.

Depends on the lot size. For existing R-3/R-4, probably not.

Not sure why you don't provide a 'Not Sure' option.

Size limit of ALU’s should not distract from the cosmetics of the primary home/ neighborhood nor resources

800 feet is spacious!

We have 750 square foot condo, it has everything

Absolutely not. It will just encourage more people and ultimately less space.

Site specific determination through an SE

Situational depending on neighbor impact, it becomes a second home very quickly vs an accessory cottage.

No.; Too much people density.

| am not sure.

The county does not currently enforce occupancy restrictions in single family homes. This will just add another building on a property with more renters
and overcrowding. If the county was responsive and followed the current rules on occupancy than maybe the accessory unit would be ok. However,
Fairfax county is not enforcing the current zoning laws.

To provide the ALU with kitchen, other amenities and a comfortable space for up to two people.

it should probably be proportionate to the total home's sq footage

Why 800 Ft2? Most basements are well above that square footage.

Bad idea.

The maximum size of an interior ALU should be allowed up to the footprint of one floor of a single family detached house or townhouse. It doesn't make
sense to artificially limit the size of an interior ALU to less than one floor, especially in the case of townhouse basement ALUs.

If more room is needed --MOVE. Do not impose the needs/wants/greed of a few to impinge upon the majority.

I'm not sure a maximum size is relevant. Other factors, like parking impacts, are more important.

Assuming the owner of the house lives in that house, they
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

I think it’s important to consider that all homes are not created equal. The interior of a home that is fit to be converted to add an ALU might be 805 square
feet, an arbitrary amount. Either increasing it or building in a simple, not complex, process for variances of say 100 square feet would include more types
of homes.

I don't know enough to have a stance.

If needed to make the dwelling ADA compliant. Additinal space may be needed for wheelchairs, etc.

Can be explored. “Explored” should convey a neutral view of the topic.

It should be determined based upon the overall square footage of the house.

If the lot is large enough to accommodate a structure and it is not too close ( proper easement) from neighboring property. ; Ifthe lotis large enough to
accommodate a structure and it is not too close (proper easement) from neighboring property.

Depends upon the property size and whether it could work with its surroundings.

Yes, if it’s the basement

Too large already

ParcReston, for example, has 690 SF apartments that are very spacious: dining area, living room, kitchen, bedroom, and utility room. Increasing the size
only increases the likelihood of more people.

The size of the ALU above 800 Sq ft should depend on the size of the lot 2 acres or more. ; It really depends on the size of the primary house and the size
of the lot.

Depends on the lot size

It should be in proportion to the size of the interior existing space.

Four additional people in an interior ALU is plenty, as per the current regulations.

Never

Could be a percentage of the finished Square Footage in a home?

People deserve adequate space for living, which may vary depending on specific situations. ALUs may be for young couples with preschoolers or
grandparents who deserve more than a converted garage

How can size ever be enforced inside an existing dwelling unit?

Max 900 sq ft
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

The maximum size of an interior accessory living unit should not be increased beyond 800 square feet. Townhomes are already built in very close
proximity, and enlarging interior ALUs could create structural, safety, and design challenges within these tightly spaced buildings. The current
800-square-foot limit maintains the intended accessory scale of these units while preventing additional strain on parking, utilities, and shared
infrastructure. Increasing the size would shift ALUs toward full secondary residences, altering neighborhood character and placing unnecessary
pressure on an already dense environment.

Probably depends on the size of the primary lot

The original structure, plumbing, heating and parking were all based on the original capacity. Adding more residents only causes more issues.

Whatever gets the most housing built

Wouldn't this be entirely dependent upon to livable square footage of the home? It should be a size that's a percentage of livable space rather than a flat
number.

Should depend on the size of the dwelling in which it will be established.

Zero

Depends on size of house. There are some huge houses in the county

Proportionality to the SF of the main house and/or the lot size makes more sense to me than one/same limit for every situation.

No opinion.

don't know

The issue remains of turning single family into multi-family, increased density and related impacts on environment, roads, schools and community
character.

who cares; if kids want a big ADU for mom it is none of our business

If the original home is large enough to accommodate and it doesn't impact parking or noise for the neighbors

No to ALU in Great Falls

If the site and residence are already large, an ADU larger then 800 seems reasonable.

| believe that an entire basement, regardless of size, can be acceptable -- keep this in place. That's my bigger concern.

No ADUs

We already have a traffic problem on the roads putting ALUs only increase the problem. How about lowering our taxes and putting your efforts onto other
areas badely needed.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Anything greater than 800sfis NOT an accessory unit - it is a primary functional unit. The concept of an ADU is defined by its description - "accessory" to
the primary unit.

If the ALU is part of a large single family dwelling, say 3000 sf, then a proportionally larger ALU should be considered.

Agree

Only if this is for a full basement ALU that is already an existing basement--something that only needs finishing to make an ALU

Only if the size is equal to the existing basement of the home.

Would depend on layout and location in house

There is not enough information to make a decision. These ALUs are not a from scratch idea so a little history please

It depends on the house. If there is a ground floor that can serve as an ALU and happens to be over 800 square feet, that seems as if it should be allowed.

Is it allowed now? | scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to
do.

Possibly in larger single family house, such as basement level.

why is a limit needed?

Do not want

No sure

Would depend on what you come up with in relation to size of plot. For example, a 20,000 sq. foot lot might have space for more than an 800 SF ALU,
while 10,000, or smaller, might not support anything larger than 800SF. You would have to "game" this out--have a lot and place different size ALU's and
see if it fits.

Depends on the size of the townhouse

If per Google Al the average size of a one-bedroom in the US is around 735 sq. ft., and two-bedrooms about 1,097 sq. ft.. , one can see that 800 is a bit on
the smaller size.

YES. Many ALU's can be accommodated in a basement, and many basements follow the footprint of the home, and thus exceed 40ft x 20ft. To limitto
800 sfis arbitrary, and results in a weird walling-off of a portion of a basement just to check Fairfax County's box. What is the "reasoning" behind 800 sf?
It assumes fewer than 2 adults and denies the existence of children.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

The maximum size of an interior ALU should depend on the size of the house.

maximum 1000 feet

Trying to preserve neighborhoods.

No interior ALUs should be allowed. Full stop.

Whole houses use to be less than 800 SF.

Again, space depends but we should give flexibility for those providing these opportunities for living spaces.

Depends on the size of the property. Should be a reasonable proportion of the e tire property such as 1/3 of total Sq footage.

Depends on the sq footage of the existing space.

Don’t know enough to comment

The size of the ALU really should depend upon the size of the main house, the lot size, and the character of the community. An additional consideration is
well vs. municipal water, and municipal sewage vs. septic systems.

Interior ALUs should NOT be permitted at all. Current illegal ALUs are often impacting the availability of parking for other residents in neighborhoods.
Also, ALUs are frequently used at short-term rentals (e.g., AirBnBs, VRBOs). How would Fairfax County ensure that ACLs are not used as short-term
rentals (STRs)?

Must be proportional to the house and not an eyesore for neighbors.

many of our homes are barely 1100 sq feet

Depends on configuration and infrastructural and environmental impacts.

| do not know

Perhaps as a percentage of the overall size of the dwelling

Some houses and townhouses are large enough to hold a larger unit. With the increasing cost of housing, multigenerational families, especially those
with elder care, are becoming more common.

We live next door to a permitted ALU that is almost twice the size, but was allowed because it already existed as a family space. So effectively a single
family home has been turned into a duplex without appropriate infrastructure, drainage, parking etc.

if the other requirements - parking etc are met

Increasing size could encourage larger number of occupants.

800 sfis larger than a 2 bedroom apartment in the dc area, so that is large enough

Is there any practical reason to have a maximum size on living space? | can't think of any.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

I’m not sure of the implications.

But no larger than 1000 square feet

The 800 sq ft / 40% cap ensures that ALUs remain subordinate to the main residence, increasing the size could create de facto duplexes in areas not
zoned for that density, especially problematic in semi-rural communities like Great Falls.

Not sure about this - trying to envisage 800 sq feet

there is no answer that | can chose for this

Only if there is adequate space and adequate reasoning provided.

Can be up to the entire floor area of the basement

It seems to me in the McLean Planning District, ALUs have been built again and again inside the enormous McMansions that have replaced single-family
homes built in the 1940s, 50s, 60. This entire discussion strikes me as a bit odd when there are subterranean living areas that exceed, in some cases,
2,000 sq ft. These enormous homes sometimes have actual grandparents or adult children living in them, or they are rented out as short-term/long term
to help defray mortgage costs.

This should be studied. It depends on the size of the original dwelling - is it a townhouse or single family home? It also depends on where the ALU is in
relation to the rest of the dwelling. It also depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random SF or a specific type of room - bathroom, bedroom,
storage, kitchen?

There should be flexibility, or opportunity for exceptions; Flexibility or exceptions are needed

| am not sure on this question.

Depends on the size and land of the property. If ALUs are used for aging family it may be necessary to have larger bathrooms and hallways to
accommodate a wheelchair

BZA already approved some ALUs bigger than single family homes. You have the data, if you need me to detail it for you that in and of itself is a concern.
The ALU across the street is 2.5 times what is allowed by right. It is basically a duplex adding 2 additional cars into a cul de sac where there is already
very minimal curb parking (due to mailbox access). There are other examples as well. What you need to do is limit discretion of BZA .If you increase
ALUs by law, the exceptions by BZA will only get more out of hand. | submitted comments to you backin 2023 on the Proposed 2023 zMod. If you don't
have them, let me know. Same problems exist.

1200 SF allows for more functional living space and closets/storage areas.

For very large townhouses

People making them inyo rentals

It depends on the size of the original house.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

That depends a great deal on the site. Ifit's a large property, such as an acre lot or a McMansion basement unit, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it
would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other environmental or security concerns. ; That depends a great deal on the site. Ifit's a
large property, such as a McMansion basement unit, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage,
separate entry, and other environmental or security concerns.

Again it should be proportional to the size of the home in question.

| find it odd to define ALU size when homes vary so greatly in size. Wouldn't it be more reasonable to say an ALU should be either 800ft or no larger than
25% of the home - something like that? There are many homes equal to or >3200sf.

Entirely depends upon the size of the dwelling.

Not sure at this time. Depends on circumstances of ADU - size of entire home, property

Again, give people the option for larger or smaller ALUs!

800 sq. ft. easily represents a modest 2 bedroom home featuring a good size living room, kitchen, laundry/utility room, and 1 full bathroom. More space
than this turns an ALU into a medium size home.

1200 st; 1200 square foot; 1200 sf

Increased size means higher rents, which goes against the underlying purpose of ALU's, i.e., affordable housing. Increased size also can resultin
additional vehicles beyond the existing ALU's result in. Not all locations, e.g., cul de sacs or townhouses, are designed to handle addition street parking.
Expanding the size of the ALU goes against the spirit and intent of establishing ALUs. What's important is to enforce the original intent of ALUs in terms of
size and preferrable allowed rent. BZA exceptions are undermining the original intent and purpose of ALUs. The proposal to increase the size lacks
justification or reasoning. Hard to agree to something that lacks an explanation of why it is being proposed.

This would be dependent on the size of the lot that the ALU would be placed on. To give an example, if your single detached home sits on 2+ acres, the
house isn't already very large and there is lots of space, then increasing above 800 sqft may be acceptable.

However, if the single detached home sits on 1 acre, there is already a very large house on the lot, then it wouldn't even really be acceptable to add an
800 sqgft ALU.

Could depend on if it is attached or not, 800 square feet additional if attached or 1200 square feet if detached.

| think use of the entire basement should be allowed.

Allow adequate space

I am not informed enough to comment on this detail.

63




5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

It should not be a hard number but rather a percentage of the existing home. E.g. "cannot exceed 20% of original home sq ft."

It depends on the size of the original house considering adding an ACLU. For example, if the basement is greater than 800 sq ft then the ACLU would
appear to be reasonable to be above 800 sq ft.

Don't use a numeric limitation. Instead, use a percentage, or a combination of numeric and percentage. EG no more than 800 sq ft or 20 percent of total
living space, which ever is less.

If lot is large enough so that it is not a big impact on immediate neighbors and maybe the upstairs in a smaller foot print structure. With any accessory
unit, impact on immediate neighbors should be a priority in considering the approval. This should include visual and proximity and potential noise and
lights, privacy etc. They should be set back even more from property lines and designed to fit in with character of the homes next door. These criteria
should apply to accessory units of all sizes.

This should depend on the size of the whole lot in relation to the size of the existing structure plus the addition. The total size of the old and new structure
should not overwhelm the size of the lot.

No firm opinion but | suppose larger interior ALUs would be appropriate in some situations. Main reason for restricting size would be to discourage
occupancy by more than 2 residents.

Houses in Great Falls are large and getting larger. 800 ft2 is less than 5% of many of the new construction houses along Georgetown Pike, for example.

Depends on overall space.

I'm not informed enough to comment on this.

Depends on the size of the main house. If the home is very large, an interior ALU above 800 square feet may be reasonable.

There should not be a limit if over 2 acres.

That's plenty without creating overcrowding or overoccupation problems.

Yes if the basement is above 800 sq feet

Depending on area availability to build

I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.

In many cases, this would increase the space by up to 50%. Upgraded electrical service, water service, gas service and sewer would need to be
upgrades proportionally, and that would never happen.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

I think it should depend upon the size of the property. Certainly an ALU should not be as big or larger than the existing home on the property.

From what current standard??? 800sf is a substantial ALU.

Too much room for an additional person

many aging parents are downsizing into their chilldren's homes. they deserve to have ample space and not feel like college kids in a basement.

Depends upon the size of lot and original structure ; Depends upon size of lot and original structure

I’d like to understand the parameters around which maximum size is set. For example, 1000 ft.% exterior unit in someone’s bac kyard may not be
practical, but a 900 ft.? unit in the basement of one of Fairfax County's mansions might not even be noticed. ?

If interior ALUs are to be allowed, the size should be such as to limit the total occupancy of the dwelling. | have lived near such properties in the past and
there were a three or four generations numbering more than ten persons dwelling there. This created sanitation problems, parking problems, insect
infestations that spread to neighbor properties, and other similar issues.

I think a maximum interior ALU should be appropriate for the size of the primary dwelling. An English style basement ALU could be 750 SF if that's the size
of the main floor of the townhome above. A larger SFD home could have a larger interior ALU.

We should provide maximal options. ALUs are natural evolutions of neighborhoods.

This is problem that should have been thought of long ago before 10' set backs on .25 acre lots were decided on. That being said if someone wants to
build a room over a garage that should be okay. If a house has a sufficient back yard and possible off-street park that works. Houses on a full third and up
should require neighbor okay.

It depends on the size of the residence

See above. This would double the number of people living in some residences. With many residences already occupied by more people than permitted,
this would make an existing problem even worse.

There needs to be a limit as some percentage of the Primary residence.

The space should be large enough to provide adequate living space for an adult person.

If a person wants their basement to be an ALU and the basement is larger than 800 square feet?

for those in the larger land avail one can be flexible as much as they allow for at lease 1000-1200 square feet.

It should be able to go vertical no more than 2 levels
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Not important for the expansion of ALUs

The homeowner should decide this.

Whatever size the space can reasonably accomadate

My good-size 1-BR, 1-BA condo is only 792 sq. ft. | have a full bath and a full kitchen, a large living area, and a large bedroom. More than large enough for
two people limit.

Depends on size of home or addition to home.

Yes, as long as property set back requirements are met.

Are ALUs allowed to have more than 1 level? If yes would allow sgft to be >800 sqft; if not limit to 800 sqft.

My basement is 1200 square feet. Under current rules | could not turn it into a separate ALU without dividing it.

Not sure - Would need to spend time weighing pros/cons.

| need more information to comment

Perhaps tie the size to the size of the property/dwelling and consider setback from neighbors

Dependent on primary home sq. footage.

Larger house more people

Not sure not good with measurements but that sounds small.

none

There shouldn't be any limits

The maximum size should probably be the size of a house level, for example, the area of the basement. Some houses may have a larger basement than
800 square feet.

I’m against this concept altogether. If for some reason, it’s a good idea, then the ALU needs to be large enough to make it a living space. Prevent
preventing people from wrenching out basement with the bathroom and or part of their house.

I think yes provided the overall property is at least 2 acres. No larger for denser situations

800 square feet is a lot of space for 1-2 people.

It depends on who would be living there. If it’s for elderly parents it should have. Ore room.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

It no longer is an ALU when it becomes so large it is effectively another housing unit (AHU). Frankly, even 800 square feet likely is too large for the reduced
property sizes being considered. The concept of ALU’s is ok when you are talking about a limited suite for a family member which gives them some
autonomy and independence. It is hot ok when this becomes an artifice to change the zoning and planning to allow unfettered expansion of dwelling
units and changing the zoning, planning and character of communities.

Obviously, depends on the size of the entire space. Again, in our community the townhouses are three floors. People are turning the bottom floor into
living units to rent out. They are less that 800 ft and work for folks. Maybe the rule should be a percentage of the space rather than a number.

No. As more and more “residents” occupy a space, parking becomes a problem. It’s already a problem at my house

If space is available within existing structure.

Unsure about this one.

This is a must. The key is to take into consideration the proportion of the property compare to the ALU being built. Why would an owner would like to build
a 500 sf ALU in a property that barely has 700sf left to build on? Why would a 1-acre owner be constrained to only do 800 sf?

A better arrangement would be to inspect the setback and height limitations of different single-family zoned areas. This helps avoid the situation that
came up in Greenbriar, and would ease the transition for existing homeowners. Height and proximity are the two attributes that are most likely to upset
neighbors, not square footage. If it blocks the sunlight, it's too high, whether it is an ALU or just an addition.

The size should be based on the house size and parking availability. Street parking does not count. Whatever the size, the ALU should be taxed justas a
home is.

We have five acres and want to build an ADU for my parents, but the current restrictions are much too small for a home for two people that’s ADA
accessible and allows easy movement for a wheelchair or two.

I think 800 is likely sufficient to support the type of family situations where it would be helpful to encourage this type of building and space-sharing

Large and small apartments are already available in FFX. What is not available, are small detached homes! AllALU's should have their own separate
adresses- especially ALU's existing inside single family homes! Power companies should be forced to supply all ALU's with separate power services.
They should be submetered for sewer and water.

Only if required for ADA improvements
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

That would depend on the residency increase in people and the codes/space.

I need more information about the concerns regarding size limits

I don't know enough about the impact to feel strongly

800 square feet is already comparable to a modest two-bedroom condo and is sufficient for the intended uses.

People should be able to do as they please inside their own property

Thatis a large space for an ALU.

Increasing the size encourages for-profit investors to divide homes into mini apartments.

Yes, | see no reason for a restriction especially on large homes (2000sqft+). For example, a basement on a split level/ranch might easily be 1000sqft
below a 1000sqgft main floor.

If the dwelling is large enough and there is enough parking, then increasing the size might make sense.

1,200 is a better size to age in place; 1,200 sqftis a better size to age in place.

Maybe it should be a percentage of the home - a larger home can accommodate a larger ALU.

Necessary to allow for aging in place space for 2 adults.

Would be nice if the county had plans to choose from in 800-1000sq ft

No opinion

Square footage up to 1,000 ft. should be considered.

Should be smaller additional space for family members, not a huge new living space. Environmental concerns with water runoff and flooding. ; Should
be small additional space for family.

Interior ALUs that have high ceilings or other unusable space could be exempt.

| guess that should be up to the owner.

they will become huge second houses on the large lots in GF and certainky will not be affordable the bigger they get; many houses in Great Falls are
already more than 7,000 sq ft so allowing interior ALUs would make them ridiculously large. In addition in Great Falls, a large interior ALU that housed a
large group or family would oveetax the septic field that had been approved and built for the original house.

Why not if the lot has space

Should scale based on house footprint

Should be tied to lot size

No need. It’s meant to be an accessory, not another home

Depends on size of lot, size of primary parking and neighborhood character
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

It would depend on the size of the lot. Itwould be fine on larger properties.

Thatis plenty for a bedroom, bathroom, kitchen and living area

I don’t know the pros cons to assess

One of the advantages of ALUs is that they allow older adults to age in their homes even as it becomes more difficult for them to move throughout a
multi-story home. If such a person wanted to turn the upper and/or lower levels of their house into an ALU, even though for a 2000-square-foot-home
that would be larger than 800 square feet, it'd be silly to regulate against it and say the owner would need to retain areas they could no longer get to as
part of their unrentable space.

800 sq ft is barely sufficient for one person. I’'m much less a couple like aging parents

If it’s like a basement then I’m not sure why it wills be called an ALU

Depends on the size of the unit.; Depends on the size of original unit.

Size should be dependent on the lot size and primary dwelling size.

1000 is almost size of SFH

If for example the basementis larger then 800 square feet, then it.is possible to have a larger ALU

1200 sq ft seems resonable

If there is no strong policy reason for a 800-square-foot limit in all circumstances, then there should be no such limit; or at any rate the limitation should
not be absolute.

the size should be should not be more than 1/3 of the house's livable space. ; see prior caveat

Our well and septic systems will fail if more occupants are allowed on our land.

There should be a minimum square footage for the townhouse

Flexibility Flexibility Flexibility, | am in favor of any size ALU to help accommodate the high cost of living in FFX Cty.

Again, it would change the character of the property to almost a duplex type unit.

Would depend on the circumstances. If an owner has a large home and they want to rent the space above their garage and or in their basement and there
is plenty of parking, why shouldn't an owner be allowed to do this with their own home to make ends meet?

Thatis too large amount of space! ; Too large!

Let the homeowner determine what size works best. | am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety.

To accommodate families.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

There should be that allowance. In many family situations, two siblings purchase a home together to house their families under one roof so they can
afford a better school pyramid. One family will live on the upper level and the other on the lower level.

That’s large enough

Depends on how many people are trying to live in the ALU. Increasing it creates it's own issues with losing more nature and possibly bringing in even
more parking issues.

No limitin size. It is up to the person who is willing to live there or build it.

Depends on size of residence.; Depends on size of residence and available space.

I don’t have an opinion on size, but | wouldn’t limit size unless it was truly necessary. Families should have more autonomy over how they want to divide
up their space.

| feel like if this is going to be safe, builders will create more in-law suites with real kitchenettes if there’s more space allowed. Cooking plates are a fire
hazard

In some large SFDHs basement might have 2000+ sq ft, great for grandparents

Depends on size of structure.

It could be appropriate for a very large home to have a large interior ALU. Maximum ranges in size of interior ALUs could increase in increments with
ranges of square footage of the house.

As long as Total occupancy for the selling doesn’t significantly exceed the norm for the area.

Not sure

If they are used as intended, 800 square feet is sufficient

Two people (for instance, a newlywed couple living with parents until they can afford to live on their own) may have a hard time in 800 sq ft, depending on
how it's set up.

800 sq ft seems seal if all amenities are included: living area, dining area, kitchen, bath, bedroom and closet/ storage space.; 800 sq ftis not enough
for all requirements: bedroom, bath, kitchen, living room, dining area, closet / storage space.

idk

Not sure what the ramifications are.

It’s completely dependent on the layout of the home, lot, etc. A full basement ALU could be 2000 sq feet in a 4000 sq foot above grade home.

Building an ALU addition that is obnoxious looking /too big is rude to your neighbors

should depend on the size of the lot
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

| have been looking for ways for our family to use our house to help parents age in place, as well as affordable place for our adult children to live.

More people and kids equals more infrastructure impacts to include schools.

ALU’s inside single family homes is an absurd idea.

I think it could be up to 30% of the rest of the dwelling without a sq ft maximum

For lots over two acres, yes, but still limited.

not sure about this - does it meet our county requirements?

Density

Perhaps based on the size of the existing home and lot

Depends on parking, access and appearance

It seems 800 square feet is very small for a living unit that includes sleeping, eating, living, sanitation, ... Did you mean to ask if the MINIMUM size should
be increased?

If allowed, the size must be sufficient to minimize impacts of multiple small units

Thatis a silly question. It already has been. The BZA has driven a trunk through the limited exception permitted in the rules.

I don't know the answer to this. | don't have a good feel for how much "living area" can be contained in 800 sq ft.

Why not? And they should be allowed to be separate from main dwelling. This could literally double the amount of land available for housing. The rule
making it connected to main dwelling is such a farce. Did nothing. Allow tiny homes.

Many single family dwellings built during the last 20 years in Fairfax County have 3000 up to 700 square feet of space. An 800 square foot ALU effectively
limits ALU occupancy to 2 or 3 individuals. A larger space would allow families with two or more children to occupy the ALU.

Not sure

Modest flexibility above 800 square feet can be appropriate, particularly for larger primary dwellings where proportionality is maintained. An increase
should still ensure the accessory unit remains clearly subordinate to the main home and does not function as a full second dwelling. Size allowances
could scale based on the square footage of the principal residence.; Size limits for interior ALUs should allow reasonable flexibility in larger homes,
provided the unit remains clearly secondary and does not alter the external appearance or character of the neighborhood.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Size limits for interior ALUs should allow reasonable flexibility in larger homes, provided the unit remains clearly secondary and does not alter the
external appearance or character of the neighborhood.

800 square feet is reasonable in most cases, but modest flexibility above 800 square feet could be allowed when proportional to the size of the primary
dwelling.

no we don't need more trees chopped down and more traffic!

Depends on size of townhouse and/or home's land availability.

Oppose ALUs

The primary reason for an ALU should be inviting elderly parents.

Thatis avery large ALU. If more space needed a separate home should be required.

Ingteeior ALUs should never be allowed.

Congestion

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

800 square feet is bigger than some 1 BR apts. Still should be a significantly smaller unit, but people want amenity spaces especially for older parent who
may want a space. ADA requirements may cause need for bigger unit.

It should be dependent on the size of the house. For a smaller house, 800 is fine, but for a larger house, a larger ALU makes sense

NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Goingin and out 24/7.
Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.
Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.

; NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Goingin and out 24/7.
Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.
Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.

Prefer to have it at least 2 BR

| don't see any downsides to a larger interior ALU. It should be left to the homeowner to determine how much personal space they are willing to sector off
foran ALU.

Basement units provide family friendly, safe, environments as housing options. Newly graduated students, college students, and aging adults feel
comfortable and safe in basement units with families.

| would say depending on the lot and percentage to the existing structure
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Should depend on size of home that it is being built in.

Depends on other requirements

This just provides an excuse of further mc-mansion-ism.

depend on the size of the house

If the land/plot allows it in code, then do not restrict ppportunities.

ALUs should remain small additions. ALUs should not change the character of a neighborhood.

size should not be limited as the setbacks and structure size of houses should still apply

this may unnecessarily limit separating the upper and lower levels of a home for family and caregivers

The entire size of a basement should be allowed.

As long as the residence is large enough to accommodate more than 800 feet, why not.

Protection for turning existing SFHs and county-approved Mc Mansions into what will essentially duplexes is insane.

Should not allow ALU period !

It depends on the size of the townhouse

I think the footprint should be kept at 800 feet but you could have a second story with the same footprint. No overhangs

The ALU concept appears to be a way to have increased density as a way to resolve the affordability issue. Although thatis a noble idea, you can'truina
good neighborhood in order to help out the less fortunate.

Size does not matter to me.

ALU is an all around bad idea.

No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.

Explain why 800 sq ftis the limit

No response here until FC explains their rationale for this endeavor.

The maximum size should be less than 800 sf.

Seems to be a function of the overall size of the main dwelling

Rather than max size, consider max % of overall dwelling square footage.

The county can exempt areas from having to comply this where it doesn’t make sense depending on density, but we shouldn’t be making blanket
restrictions.

these need to remain small to limit number of people who use them
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

If the basement of a home allows for this, then yes. | think there should be exceptions.

It's not clear to me what the constraints on size of ALUs should be.

800 sq ft is smaller than my 2-BR condo. Size could depend on lot size. What is the point of the limit? number of cars? neighborhood aesthetics? Might
be a better way to address the issue rather than size of the ALU,

The 800 SF ceiling limits the ALU to essentially a 1 BDRM apartment. | can see instances where a 2 Bedroom unit would be preferable provided it can be
integrated successfully into the houses layout.

The max size should be capped but 800 sqgft may be too smallin some circumstances on larger lots like in Great Falls; Ignore my first comment, which
should be for detached

1000 square feet seems fine.

Many estates had huge garage apartments and cottages.

Situation dependent.

Depends on definition max 1000 not including bathroom of a specific max might be better?

Itis worth considering allowing larger interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.

ALUs should be treated as an extended family unit, not an opportunity to make boarding houses out of basements and additions.

No comment

ADU size should be proportional to the size of the main house.

No

Changing the size of the ALU only turns them into apartment buildings

800 square feet or less if fine; 800 square feet or less is fine

Again, neighborhoods are dense enough. This will ruin character of neighborhoods. Leave as is. Please look for other options if you want affordable
housing.

No

Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)

Depends on specifically who it is designed for. A disabled person may need more space depending on their specific situation.

Single family homes need to be single family homes.

800 sq feet is adequate -- think how Japanese use space.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

don't know enough to respond

Not sure

Cannot comment on size of ALUs without knowing size of master dwelling

Depends on lot size

I’ll defer to the experts here-unsure

Unsure.

It's a decent alternative to increasing zoning density in a residential neighborhood.

Depends on the purpose. In -Law suites may need to be larger.

These units will just get packed with more undocumented construction workers or used as storage for construction use. I’m already seeingitin my
neighborhood.

This increase in size prevents "slum" landlords that squeeze tenants into closets or tiny rooms.

Frankly, ALU concept will be misused to jam more people into the county who are at best marginal contributors to the county, this creating a greater
burden on taxpayers.

If current home and acreage can accommodate additional sq footagt

none/

Alu’s with the exception to family or live in care providers should be illegal.

Yes. The lower level of many homes is greater than 800 sq ft and it would make sense to just include the lower level.

We don’t want ALU’s.

| don't feel like this matters at all?

Most homes in Fairfax are very large where even the loss of 1,500 sq ft would be OK

Depends on the yard space.

I think it depends on the size of the home. This shouldn't be a program used by developers to exploit the laws, but if someone has a large enough home
and wants to have a larger ALU it shouldn't be a problem. | get that subjective rules like that are challenging from a policy perspective, but this seems like
a case by case type of situation.

ALUs will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.; Itis worth considering allowing larger
interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

Not much larger

Thatis big enough.

It should depend on the primary house size and be aratio

That's really hard to say. If the owners want to rent out an entire basement to one or two people, | don't see a problem.

Yes, 1200 +

Too restrictive and difficult to measure for a homeowner. | presume most would have a shared laundry room and one has to split hair to explain is it part
of the ALU or main house.

Again, it has been my experience after living in my neighborhood for 46 years, that enforcement of the number of people living even in single family
homes is not done, so 800 sq. ft. Was the size of my original home and a family of four was raised in the small rambler type homes. Can’t imagine how
many people would fit in a bigger unit and again the parking, sewage, trash and water infrastructure is not available in our small neighborhood. | moved to
the suburbs for single family living, not city living.

It depends on how big the house and lot is.

As was stated in the meeting, if it is a basement or other area that already exists, it may be reasonable to remove the square footage limitation.

Why is this asking for a comment when | say no?!? No is NO!! Must be written by a male...

Home structures in this area were not built for this purpose.

It might be better to have the maximum size limit of an interior ALU be proportional to the size of the home

This will increase family size thus more parking problems. Transient nature of these rentals will negatively affect neighborhoods. And eventually the
properties become trashier. Look at Fairfax city townhouses over by the safeway

If the ALU is a "stand alone" dwelling then yes. If the ALU is an interior unit then no.

No explanation was requested for the "no" comment.

Entirely dependent on design and contextual situation.

Consider variable max size proportionate to the size of the plot of land where it will be built

Not for interior

I don’t think they should mess up what we have and want to keep it that way; No not enlarge it, | like it as itis
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5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?

For a detached or semi attached ALU, many times it is difficult to design a plan that stays within 800 sqft and meets architectural objectives such as
retaining the character of the community. This can determine the shape of the building. Surprisingly just going to 900 or 950 sqft uselessly solves the
problem. There is no reason to go greater than about 950 sqft. This comment does not apply to interior ALUs such as basement conversions.

As an example, if we made our basement an ALU, it would be more than 800 square feet

Should be based on the size of the Townhouse square footage.

Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.

1,000-1,200 seems more reasonable to allow for extenuating situations requiring additional equipment.

The ALU size would need to be relevant to the size of the overall home. Perhaps adopting a percentage limit on the home’s overall square footage would
be the best course of action.

Depends on the size of the house
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Question 6 comments:

6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Same comment as above. If adetached ALU is 1,500 square feet, it's like adding a second house on a parcel, which is not allowed in Fairfax County. It
has the same effect as building a duplex. The units are both full-size houses.

Given parcel minimum sizing, and unenforceability, why not?

Depends on space available and how it fits in and appears.

If the purpose of ADUs is to allow for better aging in place and/or larger collection of families, allowing for larger detached ADUs will help with that.

Hard to evaluate without understanding why it's currently set at 1,200sf maximum. Likely should be expressed as a factor to existing or newly proposed
size of primary structure.

yes
find a way to collect water run of or rain...so it can be absorbed where it can. | live with a high blackjack clay density...and a larger unit will not interfere...
actually, the back fill with a better soil will help.

| am strongly opposed to detached ADU's other than where currently allowed per Ordinance.

As long as it's subordinate to the principal, but it should be capped to ensure there's no abuse, or a backdoor to setting up a second dwelling. Perhaps an
approach would be not including square footage for functional areas like kitchens and bathrooms, which may complicate things in the review.

That is another house in alot of neighborhoods. Thatisn't accessory living

If the lot has the space why not. This should be submitted as a waiver with justification - maintaining open space, tree cover, etc.

We have enough stormwater flooding issues. Stop encouraging unplanned impervious development by right! housing issues cannot be solved just by
allowing density to increase everywhere (at least not responsibly). Plan developmentin line with infrastructure upgrades!

units over 1200sf would likely only be appropriate on larger lots. perhaps 0.75 ac is a reasonable threshold.

Depending on the size of the existing single dettached unit

Lot size shouldn’t taken int consideration. Larger lots could accommodate but smaller lots would not
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

To increase the size would basically change the zoning for single family neighborhoods

Dependent on acreage of land available

The County's infrastructure (water and sewer particularly) is being challenged as is.

If the lot size will accommodate it.

The unitis supposed to be accessory. Larger units would potentially equal another primary dwelling - which could be placed close to or at zero line.
Two strikes against larger units

Given the building and rapid expansion this would impact larger zoning regarding single family homes, townhouses, this is not a viable solution to
housing shortages population density and necessary infrastructure such as roads, schools, access to public transportation

Same as comment for 7.

perfect!

Goalis not to put full-sized (expensive) second homes on properties but to create small, affordable rental units in our expensive County.

ALU should not be allowed

1200 square feet is the size of a small dwelling. If the minimum required acerage is reduced, this change would result in cramming 2 or more houses on a
lot sized for a single dwelling, destroying the quality of the neighborhood. The environmental and safety costs would be enormous.

Again, why callit an 'ALU' then- you're getting into the size factor of just additional outbuildings. The 2+ acreage requirement definitely needs to stand for
the detached units.

By special permit (as today) based on specifics of Lot and House and Surrounds

Not overcrowding areas, schools, and traffic as well as keeping up Single Home property values and neighboring property values must remain
paramount or residences declines from upper values to lower values very quickly

Don't know.

Think it should depend on the size of lot and neighborhood character.

Over 1200 sq seems too large for most suburban plots.

If detached units will be allowed on smaller lots there should be limits related to lot size to save open space on the lot
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

The 1200 sf limit is a good general limit, but there needs to be flexibility that would allow larger ALU's under certain conditions.

The County should not place a maximum size limit.

Rather than maintaining the counties current draconian restrictions, the default should be automatic approval of ALUs, unless specific limiting
circumstances are found to apply.

Thisis NOT HARD. the size restrictions of the ALU should be related in a straightforward way to the size and and situation of the lot - exactly like primary
residences already are.

Again, that is large enough.

No need for that size

See previous cmt.

Site specific determination by SE

You want to decrease the size of the lot size required for an ALU and increase the size of the ALU.

Do not want ALU.

Definitely not. We purchased single family homes because that’s the neighborhood we wanted to live in. Trying to crowd all single family neighborhoods
in to multi dwelling units does not respect our choices.

Most plans on the market these days are around 2000 square feet and allow a young couple with a child or two some privacy and space for the children
to play giving the parents some peace.

No way!

I'm not sure of the square footage of a typical two car garage, but it seems logical that a detached ALU that is a garage on the first floor and an ALU on the
second floor would make sense. The ALU should be allowed to be the size of the garage in that case.

| do not have any knowledge of ALUs. | do not have an informed response to your questions...

Changing the zoning laws imposes hardships on the majority, and since it is after the fact itis WRONG.

Perhaps it could be enlarged for larger lots.

Yes, again, not all lot sizes are created equal in Fairfax county. It’s very likely that on some lots, an exterior ALU can reach 1600 square feet and still fit the
lot both aesthetically and physically
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

No opinion.

Again, unless itis for ADA compliance.

The Chesapeake Bay still needs to be considered when moving g that much ground.

It should be determined based upon the overall square footage of the main house.

seems less likely to work well.

The whole structure can be more than 1,200 but | don’t think people need more as far as the living area goes. l.e. No need to count garage square footage

Ifitis larger, it becomes a second living structure bypassing zoning regs.

Don't allow

No. That's not an alu, that's the size of our house!

On a lot 2 acres or more, the maximum size could be increased proportionally the the lot size to a larger maximum

It should be in proportion to the available land and space of the existing housing unit.

Never

Yes, the detached ALU could be above 1200 ft. given the finish square footage of the surrounding homes and lot sizes. There are some lots that are .9 of
an acre that if they were 1 acre, could be subdivided but because of zoning regulations these don’t meet the minimum lot size requirements. In this
instance, a larger ALU makes sense. Also, the Sq.Ft.cost to build a 1200 ft.> ALU is much higher compared to the cost to build a 1500 ft.%

It's reasonable to tie ALU size to lot size, and locate in proximity to main dwelling. Do want to avoid turning neighborhoods into shanty towns.

No!

The maximum size of a detached accessory living unit should not be increased beyond 1200 square feet. A 1200-square-foot detached unit is already
comparable to a small single-family home, and expanding this limit would fundamentally change the purpose of an ALU from a modest secondary
dwelling to a full-scale standalone residence. Larger units would intensify land-use impacts, increase parking and infrastructure demands, and erode
the intended balance between primary and accessory structures. Raising the cap would undermine neighborhood character, strain shared resources,
and open the door to development that exceeds what these lots and surrounding communities were designed to support.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Depends on the size of the primary lot and environmental/drainage impact

No see other comments. Causes parking, plumbing, heating and electrical draw as original houses were approved on original design

yes, but with consideration to floor area ratio -- i.e. preserving a specified density

It depends on the amount of land it's on and whether that impacts storm runoff, tree cover, etc.

Whatever gets the most housing built

This too is entirely dependent upon to size of lot and the number of floors of the ALU structure.

Only if the SF of property remains as is presently mandated.

Depending on size of lot and encroachment on other lors

See prior comment.

Ataller ALU with a smaller footprint might be above 1200 sq ft. Perhaps an ALU's footprint is more important than square footage when considering
neighborhood / tree impacts.

don't know

1200 sq ftis plenty for aging parents or single children

have seen reasonable retrictions as to percentage of existing home or in Loudoun max is 2500 sq ft possible finished

Not unless the property is above 2 acres

No to ALU in Great Falls

Depends on the existing structure in comparison to surrounding houses on both sides. Out of scale and out of proportion hurts neighbors

None

No, this is a classic slippery slope that will have major storm water, sewer, fire safety, and quality of life impacts.

No ADUs

Same comment as above. Terrible idea you are turning what is a lovely state into a nighmare state.

Greater than 1200 sfis no longer and "accessory"; it is an additional primary living unit. No more than 1200 sf
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

This would essentially become multi-family housing where we've paid dearly to live in a single-family-home neighborhood.

Depends on design

Please see the above comment

Is it allowed now? | scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to
do.

Depends on lot size.

% of house size instead

If someone wants to install an ALU on a 1/4 acre lot, that should probably be a No. But, if someone has 2 acres or more and wants to install an 800sq
ALU, sure as long as current guidelines are met. I’m not in favor of building an ALU for income/rental. But, | do support ALU for aging in place, caregivers,
and more.

Again, lot size would be a major factor. Also, quibbling over whether the footprintis a couple of inches into a proscribed area--see the Greenbriar issue.
I've seen plans get caught up in encroaching into 10 foot setbacks.

Depends on the average of the property

Should depend upon lot size. Larger lots can have larger detached ADU.

Again, it seems that ALUs are really-anti family, or at least anti-families with children. If a family with children wants to live in an ALU--and that is what
they can afford--why are they not allowed to have more than 1,200sf, according to Fairfax County? Think about it: a detached ALU may be a family's best
chance to live in OTHER THAN dense multi-family housing.

Moreover, HOW MANY detached ALU's have actually been BUILT (not just approved!) since FF Co putit's Ordinance into place? This is a whole lot of
regulation for a very, very little yield because it has been made so difficult, time-consuming, costly, unpredictable (staff AND BOARD development
conditions) and illogical. A detached ALU was made by-right for every residential property in Arlington County. Arlington County. Which already has
much denser zoning. What is Fairfax County's great fear?

The size should be no more than a third the size of the principal dwelling unit. Furthermore, the height of the ALU should be such that it doesn't tower
over a structure/home on an adjacent property.

Thatis a very large addition. Anything bigger is like building a house.

No detached ALUs should be allowed. Full stop.

I don't think most people want a whole house built in their neighbor's backyard.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Should be on a sliding scale dependent on total square footage of original property and lot size. Detached ALU should not be as big as or exceed original
Property size and should not take up a set percentage of the total lot size (30%)

Only if the surrounding property can retain it's character and not feel like the exterior space is compromised.

Again, it depends upon the size of the land and existing improvements, the utilities hookups, and the character of the community -- as well as the needs
of the community for the availability of low-cost workforce residents.

Maybe, so long as within some proportional limits relative to primary dwelling and lot size.

Fairfax County has over 1,500 HOAs with governing documents that don’t allow ALUs. The County must continue to respect HOA governance rules.
Detached ALUs also run the risk of of being converted to short-term rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs and VRBOs.

many of our homes are barely 1100 sq feet

It depends on the setback from the property line. With sufficient serback, a unit could be larger.

Depends on lot size, parking, size of main building

With the increasing cost of housing, multigenerational families, especially those with elder care, are becoming more common.

Increasing size would encourage larger number of occupants.

Only if the lotis at least 2 acres and the lot can support an additional driveway for off street parking, while also keeping with the character of the
neighborhood, ie., not looking like a drug den.

Maximum size should not be an arbitrary number. It should be determined by the property it's built on and should be determined by footprint size on the
property, not sqft.

None

It would have to correlate with the size of the home/property. | don’t think it’s a good idea to compromise neighborhood value/ character.

It should be allowed if there is adequate room on the property. This provides more opportunity to age in place, families staying together, etc.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Detached ALUs already pose serious risks to Great Falls' environmental and zoning charter. Increasing the size beyond 1,200 sq ft would effectively
allow the construction of secondary houses, threatening open space, septic capacity, and rural aesthetics.

| cannot support and would more like work against this

Maybe, depending on lot size.

Acreage dependent

Similarly to the answer above, have County staff and inspectors paid close attention to some of the "pool houses" they've approved over the years in
McLean District that are on less than an acre? How were they approved with full kitchens, living spaces etc on less than one acre let alone two acres?
One such "pool house" in Franklin Park is larger than my entire house. The County is already approving these structures, just not calling them ALUs.

No. the size of ALU should be limited.

This would seem to depend on the lot size and meeting property set-backs requirements.

It depends on the size of the original dwelling and lot - what is the proportion of land devoted to structures, what are height limitations, can the ALU be
multi-storied, how is slope and water drainage affected, how does shadow affect neighbors? It also depends on where the ALU is in relation to the rest of
the dwelling. It also depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random square footage or a specific type of room (bathroom, bedroom, kitchen,
etc.).; This should be studied. It depends on the size of the original dwelling and lot. Are multi-stories allowed? It also depends on where the ALU is in
relation to the rest of the dwelling. Slope, water drainage should be considered. Shadow effect on the neighbor should also be considered. It also
depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random square footage or a specific type of room (a bathroom, bedroom, kitchen?)

ESpecislly not if the required lot size is lowered

Only if on a very large piece of land.

Vans and cars obstructing roads are the main issue. Parking on the grass potentially harms underground utilities and may actually increase costs for
unintended damage (due to parking on the front lawn grass) that will necessarily affect county costs and therefore, potentially increase costs. Front
lawns with parked vans or cars are visually unappealing for sellers and will eventually lower housing values.

| am not sure.

Depends on the size and land of the property. If ALUs are used for aging family it may be necessary to have larger bathrooms and hallways to
accommodate a wheelchair
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

homeowner at the expense of the population needing affordable rent, and the neighbors who have to deal with the extra traffic, parking and noise. (I
work with people who need affordable housing, | know these ALUs do not solve the problem!!!) Also, you are talking about increasing the size, without
putting a condition on the size of land needed for a detached ALU to be that size? You are missing part of the equation. NOTE: The BZA has more than
once approved an interior ALU well over this proposed detached ALU size. Again, if you are going to allow bigger ALUs you MUST take away the BZAs
discretion because it will only make their exceptions more egregious. (They will allow bigger and bigger even on interior ALUs.....)

Once a certain size threshold is exceeded, the second dwelling will increase potential occupancy opportunities. This will create parking concerns,
overpopulating a residential lot, more risks for fire and police activity.

Depends on lot size

No, I meant to respond with No. If increased, it would be more apt to become a rental property

As long as it adheres to the land requirements (# of sq feet of ground on the property)

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted
and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,
and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now
would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

Same answer as above. That depends a great deal on the site. If it's a large property, such as an acre lot, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have
to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other environmental or security concerns.; Same answer as above. That depends a great deal on the
site. If it's a large property, such as an acre lot, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other
environmental or security concerns. However, there should also be a restriction on placement and height. No one wants a new gigantic or poorly placed
building.to drastically change the sunlight / privacy of a neighbor's yard/home. Although | don't think a public hearing would be required, the owner
should have the consent of the neighbors on 3 sides that would be the most impacted. (Like a recent story in the news, where an addition was approved
for a home, but it was 2 stories tall and completely overshadowed the neighbor's house / yard.)
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

This would depend on the size of the yard, Fairfax County has mostly properties with small yards which would make a 1200 square foot unit take up too
much land. Meanwhile there are older neighborhoods with real yards that could handle a detached unit over 1200 square feet. It should be proportional.

This depends greatly on impervious surface maximums and would vary by lot. Again, suggest a percentage or other metric rather than a straight number
of sf.

See above

If there’s a demand for it, let people have it

1,200 sq. ft. is the equivalent to a 30' x 40' home. A footprint of this dimension would be larger than the existing primary residence on many of the
neighborhood lots in Fairfax County.

Most basements are 1200 sf

See comments above. Difficult to respond to as it depends in part on the ALU. A possible exception could be if the ALU is on a property with acreage and
requisite infrastructure to support the increased size. Townhouses, homes on cul de sacs, and many residential homes do not provide this type of
acreage. While this would require more research, an acre of land would seem to be a reasonable condition assuming the ALU footprint is no larger than a
certain percentage of the main property. Also, in keeping with the intent of the ALU in terms of affordable housing, price limits would seem to be
appropriate. Otherwise, the larger ALU with larger rents that may be unaffordable by those in need goes contrary to the intent and purpose of providing
ALUs.

If itis multi-leveled, like an above garage or could have a secondary use then more square footage would be applicable.

I am not informed enough to comment on this detail.

Same as previous. It should not be a hard sq ft allotment. That makes zero logical sense. Should be related to the original size of the home and a
percentage growth of the home. E.g. 20%

Above 1200 sq ft you are talking about a whole second home on the lot.

Don't use a numeric limitation. Instead, use a percentage, or a combination of numeric and percentage. EG no more than 1200 sq ft or 20 percent of
total living space, which ever is less.

This should depend on the size of the whole lot in relation to the size of the existing structure plus the new structure. The total size of the old and new
structure should not overwhelm the size of the lot.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Depends on the size and layout of the principal residence. Some GF houses are 12-16K SqFt and could easily have ALU sections larger than 1200 SqFt

Main reason to limit would be to discourage permanent occupancy by more than 2 related permanent occupants.

Yes, likewise to the answer to #5, if we are permitting 28,000 ft2 main houses, a 2,400 ft2 ALU would not be out of character for the neighborhood.

Depends on overall space

A detached ALU above 1200 square feet would be more like a second house and would potentially detract from the neighborhood etc.

There should not be a limit if over 2 acres

That's plenty without creating overcrowding or overoccupation problems

These structures should only allow 1-2 additional residents residing..any structure larger than this would be prone to increased number of residents and
overcrowded living

If the lot on which it is built can handle it and if it does not impact the view or line of sight of surrounding properties.

Yes if they stick to the 2+ acre requirement

See previous comment

I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.

More space

Such drastic increase in human density destroys the character and look and feel of a neighborhood, stresses the infrastructure, usually increases crime
levels, and violates the initial specification people buy into at time pf purchase.

if the property has the capacity for it

1200 sq ft it the size of many existing homes. Once above 1200 ft you are actually creating 2 main houses on the same property, and not adding an ALU.

From what? On what size property? Set backs? Height?

Crowding the neighbors
Changing the character of the neighborhood

Depends upon size of lot and original structure
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

I’d like to understand the parameters around which maximum size is set. | worry that going bigger changes it from being an ALU (which | perceive as
supplemental housing) to being a (more commercial?) multifamily housing unit, like an apartment building or a condo building. That changes the nature
of the Neighbourhood too greatly | think.

It makes more sense to define maximum ALU size by lot size. Larger lots can have larger exterior ALUs.

Unless it's a couple, then most efficiencies are just over 800 and most times right at that. 1,000 should be the max.

Besides the traffic and parking issues, providing water/gas/electricity to these larger structures could easily overwhelm our aging utilities.

1,200 sqftis almost the size/foot print of some of the existing properties, therefore it'll just be another (or 2) SFHs on a lot designed for 1 SFH. No they
must be smaller than the existing property.

why not 1600 if its 2 stories

Increasing size may encourage alternate commercial uses that stray from the original spirit of an ADU, which is conceived along the lines of support an
ailing family member vice marketing as a rental for purely profit/rental income.

Not important for the expansion of ALUs

The homeowner should decide this.

whatever size the property can accomodate

Perhaps tire it to land size available

I think it would depend upon the lot size

1,200 sqg. ftis too large. It's a typical size for a small 3-bedroom, 2-bath house. Keep limits to two people with at most two bathrooms and one bedroom -
900-1000 sq. ft. at most

It would depend on the size of the lot.

Yes, as long as property set back requirements are followed.

1200 is probably adequate but | don’t really understand why the county cares how big it is if there is space on the lot and no environmental concerns.

Is this total square feet? 1200 feels like enough for a footprint, but an extra level or basement should be permitted
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Over 1200 sq ft seems excessive, but for large properties may be possible. But | think current infrastructure and what can be supported at the location
(sewer, utilities) and also setback/privacy for neighbors being impacted. Additionally, consider what can be enforced. Don’t allow large structures if
you’re worried that would lead to abuse of the system and there is no way to ascertain if the larger structures are being misused

Dependent on lot size. If wanting larger than limit, this would require exemption, county impact review and approval from county board.

If the lotis huge over 2 acres maybe otherwise changes neighbothood

Not sure not good with measurements but that sounds small.

There shouldn't be any limits. It's private property. If people want a larger ALU, let them build one.

Larger than 1200 square feet would be like having two houses on the same property.

If the alu sits on a larger property, such as 2 or more acres then you could have a bigger one. Also tiny homes should be allowed.

Provided the property size overall is 2 acres or more, then yes.

I would like the county to follow what Montgomery County, MD has done with ASUs. The program is successful. | believe that have a 1200 ft. Limit.

ALUs should not be expanded in Fairfax County, but eliminated unless under very specific guidelines that have oversight and governance by multiple
sources and agencies within Fairfax County, not just the board of supervisors, whose policies often seem to be driven by a political agenda rather than
common sense solutions that will benefit all residents of the county and all taxpayers.

I don’t want our neighborhoods to look like California, where there are two entire houses on one lot.

Unsure

1200 sq feet used to be the size of a starter home. It's big enough for an ALU.

It no longer is an ALU when it becomes so large it is effectively another housing unit (AHU). Frankly, even 800 square feet likely is too large for the reduced
property sizes being considered. The concept of This is as big as a single family house. When | was born we lived in a 3 bedroom one level house in Fairfax

County about this size. There were 4 of us living there, Mom, Dad, and 2 children. ALU’s is ok when you are talking about a limited suite for a family
member which gives them some autonomy and independence. Itis not ok when this becomes an artifice to change the zoning and planning to allow
unfettered expansion of dwelling units and changing the zoning, planning and character of communities.

90




6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

If owners also build parking lots in back yard, this would be OK. However, at least on my street, street parking is already a problem.

Ruins neighborhood esthetic, turns neighborhoods into rentals, transient inhabitants, overcrowding, no parking, noise increase,

Infrastructure would need to support it.

PRIVATE single family homes are more suitable for this. How would you want to create house affordability if you cannot expand such opportunities by
being constrained with 1200 feet? How can an owner combine an ALU with other amenities like a garage with just 1200sf?

Same as above. Setbacks and height are most important than square footage. If it fits on the lot, let it build. If an ALU cannot be built to accommodate a
modest "granny flat," many property owners opt to tear down and rebuild, and that leads to a far more disruptive project for trees, stormwater, and
neighborhood character.

depends upon the size of the lot a 5acre lot could accommodate more square footage than a 0.25 acre lot

Should have a sqft per person limit

The size should be based on the house size and parking availability. Street parking does not count. Whatever the size, the ALU should be taxed just as a
home is.

n

I thought the requirement was a percentage of your existing home? When | did the calculations | could only do 800 sq ft even as a stand alone property.
1500 would be reasonable.

Most 2-bedroom apartments are around the same square footage. Increasing the maximum allowable ALU square footage will make them more
competitive since they are ultimately pooling from the same customer base.

| have built 3 ALU's/ADU's and they don't need to be large. They need to be detached and allowed to be wedged onto lots with less setback
requirements. PLEASE get rid of all the storm water boondoggle UPB's and UPD systems that are outrageously expensive and difficult to install!

Footprint as opposed to see ft -loft or creative space use shouldn't count against the limit.

Again. It’s size, number of people, parking etc

Permitting should be done on a case-by-case basis
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Larger detached units increase neighborhood and infrastructure impacts and move beyond the original intent of accessory housing.

Depends on the lot size. a five acre lot could support a larger dwelling where a smaller lot couldn't. | would encourage some type of ratio to guide
permitting, with a ultimate maximum size.

some apartments and condos don't even have that much square footage. costs to rent larger units would defeat the purpose of adding affordable
housing options.

These are a smaller concern because the lot needs to be 2 acres plus.

| see no reason to prevent total square footage of an ALU on someone's own property. It is reasonable to have some minimum distances to edges of lot
probably though to not interfere with neighbors. Also, anything talking in absolute numbers like this is absurd. A 1300sqgft ALU on 0.5 acre is completely
different than on 0.25 acres.

Maybe link maximum size to a proportion of the lot size.

Maybe, if the property is large enough and it doesn't obliterate the green space, which is growing more and more scarce in many parts of Fairfax.

Relative to size of lot (establish formula) and required comprehensive involvement of county in assessment (and rules) for determining whether existing
sewer, electrical, parking, etc. can be modified to support ALU(s). For example, my home is on 3/4 acre and seemingly appropriately sized for an ALU.
BUT effect on neighboring properties and neighborhood structural integrity (from sewer to electrical to traffic to tree preservation, and more | am mot
even thinking about at this moment).

Tear-downs on my street have not been well supervised - | have watched out-of-neighborhood investors skirt tree preservation requirements over and
over again .. . this is just an example of my experience in observing the County supervision of construction that informs my opinion about the need for
enforceable rules for ALUs.

Should be in relation to the size of main building / house

If the lot can accommodate it, then yes.

It depends on the size of the lot.

Larger sqare footage would permit a second strory while keeping a moderate footprint, and would allow realistic aging in place (i.e., room for a guest
room)

On lots of one acre or larger there would be little community impact compared to subdivided lots at 10,000 sf. Utilities could be complicated
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

There should be enough space for 2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, small kitchen, dining space, living room, and storage.

The maximum size of a detached ALU should probably be dependent on the size of the lot and/or available land on a lot.

environmental concerns about water runoff and flooding if too much of a properties footprint is developed.

Get a house at that point

Exterior ALUs with high ceilings, gardens, or other unusable space could be exempt.

Maybe depending on lot size

Great Falls has large lots in many places so expanding that ALU size would lead to the the construction of huge second houses that would not be
affordable in any way, but they would wreck the semi-rural character of this community. | am aware in other places that ALUs have become Airbnbs and
this would certainly happen here leading to further neighborhhod deterioration with a steady stream of transients who care nothing about neighbors.

If the lot allows for it

Max size should scale based on property size

No

THis would be a good size for a family or 2 people who have grand kids that like to visit

If the lot is large enough without impacting tree cover and stormwater.

Depends on the space available on the property.

This has not been proven/shown to be necessary.

Provided they can match setback requirements, avoid significant adverse environmental impact, and so on, | can see no reason why any given size would
be prohibitive. It's situational, not something that needs a flat max.

It’s a small space. Too small for at least 2 baths which would make things convenient for whoever has to live there.

Looking forward, there's a lot of very large housing stock being built in the area - in my neighborhood (Little River Hills) many original houses are being
razed and rebuilt as 5000+ sq.ft. units. Providing the ability to reconfigure those in the future will help affordability the area.

Depends on the size of the lot and the size of the primary residence.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Should be related to the size of the lot.;

should not compete with SFH size

If adetached ALU is already built and it is larger than 1200 square feet, then itis possible. Parking should be available of course.

depends on lot size, parking, etc.

If there is no strong policy reason for a 1200-square-foot limit in all circumstances, then there should be no such limit; or at any rate the limitation should
not be absolute.

Our septic systems were not designed to accommodate more occupants.
Our well water will run out. Is the county going to provide water and sewage service when we have problems?

My same respons as above: Flexibility Flexibility Flexibility, | am in favor of any size ALU to help accommodate the high cost of living in FFX Cty.

See 5 comment

If the lot size is large, why not?

Thatis a very large space and any ALU should be much smaller.

Let the homeowner determine what size works best. | am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety

Depends on the size of the home.

I think there should be the flexibility of it.

That’s large enough

Thatis basically two houses on one lot. That takes away too much nature and brings in too many people increasing traffic and parking issues.

Size shouldn't be taken in consideration whether is too large or small.

Depends on size of residence and available space.

Again, | wouldn’t restrict size unless it was truly necessary. Families should have more autonomy over how they want to use their space.

Same comment as above

Depends on size of main structure. The ALU should be proportional to main home and lot.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Why is there a maximum?

The maximum size of the detached ALU could increase in increments according to the size of the main house ans well as size of the property.

Only on multiple acre parcels.

Same as above

I think 1200 is more than sufficient if only one or two people will be living there. | think the look and feel of most neighborhoods would be drastically
different if many houses also had >1200-sq ft detached ALUs. I'm also guessing most houses also don't have backyards big enough to support a separate
structure bigger than that. (Will there be a height limit so there aren't 3-level ALUs?)

above 1200 sq ft is approaching the size of a townhouse as an add on to a single family home. Too big.

With consideration of lot size and setbacks.

Depends on the neighborhood and lot size.

Dependent on lot size.

Shrink it

Dependent on property size

depends on the size of the lot and the number of stories of the existing home and the ALU. could be 2 stories or above garage.

I am in favor of this as long as it stays within the setbacks for the property line. For example, our primary dwelling must be set 25 feet back from our back
property line and 10 feet from the side. | think any new dwelling should also need to be that far from the lines to avoid overcrowding and along green
space.

More infrastructure needed. Is the motive to generate more taxes? Change Fairfax County to “Fairfax Motel”?

ALU will ruin the character of a single family community.

Especially since the lot acreage is 2 acres

If you have over 2 acres

Density

Again, depending on the size of the lot
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

While the footprint should be limited, not allowing for basement or upper flooring. Perhaps the ALU can not exceed 1/2 the size of the main dwelling.

The size allowed should expand as the size of the baseline property is increased

Anything larger is a real house or apartment.

It should be relative to the lot size.

Probably yes. 1200 square feet seems small to be the maximum sized allowable.

Any detached ALU should be 1-2 small bedrooms [2nd for single bed or den], 1.5 baths and that could be done in 700 sq feet. A 1200 sq foot house is the
equivalent of the 1950's 3 bedroom 1,5-2.5 bath split level.

Bigger the better

I don't know the answer to this. | don't have a good feel for how much "living area" can be contained in 1,200 sq ft.

Sane as above.

Not sure

Itis nota home. | have seen single family starter homes 1200 sq feet. So basically this could be another single family home on a lot increasing the
density to 2 per lot.

Modest flexibility may be appropriate on larger lots, but detached units should remain secondary in scale and subject to clear design and setback
standards.

Modest flexibility may be appropriate on larger lots, but detached units should remain secondary in scale and subject to clear design and setback
standards.

It depends on the situation

no!l

Depends on size of townhouse and/or home's land availability.

Oppose ALU

The primary reason for an ALU should be inviting elderly parents.

1200 is huge!!

Itis the right size.

Depending upon lot size

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

If detached units are allowed on lots smaller than 2 acres, then size and height should be regulated. My 2 bedroom/2and 1/2 bath townhouse condo with
a loft was 1400 square feet. Could there be some type of sliding scale based on size of lot.

No, at that point it's almost another house!

NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Goingin and out 24/7.
Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.
Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.

Size for 2 BR apt

Maybe allow for easier lot separation depending on lot size.

Should depend on lot size.

Depends on how much space there is

This just provides an excuse of further mc-mansion-ism.

If the land/plot allows it then afford the opportunity. It’s the homeowners decision to do what they want with their vacant space, within code.

ALUs should always be smaller and as much as possible unnoticeable to the main dwellling. The look of the neighborhood should not change.

size should not be limited as the setbacks and structure size of houses should still apply

If sufficient space exists on the property and it doesn't adversely affect view lines, etc of neighbors why not?

Overly large for lots under 1 acre.

Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County

Depends on what the maximum size is increased to.

Depends on underlying acreage. More acreage, more square footage.

Too big for most lots and looks like a second home

I think there should be an upper limit. It wouldn't make sense for an ALU to be larger than the primary home.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

| believe the ALU should not exceed 50% of the primary dwelling and should adhere to the neighborhoods architectural standards for the sake of
aesthetics and consistency.; 50% of the size of the primary dwelling if the ALU will fit within setbacks and lot dimension. ALU cannot exceed height of
primary dwelling

All these proposals are designed to have people pack into a building and live like rats. Why don't you take an existing underused office building and
convert it to housing.

ALU is an all around bad idea.

No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.

same as above

Consider max % sq ft related to main dwelling and max footprint based on a % of property sq ft

This is especially important because Fairfax county has bigger lot sizes than in city centers and way more than in DC. This is a great way to solve the
housing affordability and availability crisis.

Yes, if the lot is sufficiently large and it does not negatively impact neighbors.

ALU construction should be compatible with community housing.

See answer to Ques 5. ALU should probably be smaller than the house where it is built.

Absolutely, but this alone won't solve the issue. The County's max coverage (lot occupancy) is too low and so that ends up restricting what can be
accomplished - at least in my SF zoning district. | explored an ALU on my own property but gave up. The unit was too small (at 1200 SF) and | was going to
exceed my lot coverage.

The max size should be capped but 1200 sqft generally but in some circumstances on larger lots like in Great Falls, a slightly larger detached ALU should
be permitted

See what California lists for their ADUs.

Can maximum unit sizes exceed 1,200 square feet for ADUs?

Yes. Maximum unit sizes can exceed 1,200 square feet for ADUs through the adoption of a
less stringent local ADU ordinance. State ADU Law does not limit the authority of local
agencies to adopt less restrictive requirements for the creation of ADUs. (Gov. Code, § 66325,
subd.

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/policy-and-research/adu-handbook-update.pdf
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

My former condo was above that. It was not that big. If an elderly person in a wheelchair needed an inlaw suite it would need to be big enough to
accommodate a wheelchair and maybe a larger bed.

Yes, let homeowners use their property how they see fit as long as it’s reasonable (not a full sized additional home on property).

| think this would depend on lot size in connection with other space considerations (tree removal, etc.). With detached ALU's the question arises of at
what point does a structure go from being an ALU to a simply a second full-sized home. | imagine their might be property tax implications involved in this
that go beyond my knowledge.

It should depend on the size of the lot.

ALl ALUs in Fairfax must be “subordinate,” or visibly smaller than their primary dwellings, no matter the maximum square footage the county allows.
It’s worth considering larger detached ALUs that are in proportion (and still subordinate) to the larger home and lot sizes in Fairfax, especially as ALUs
will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.

No comment

Above 1200 makes it a second house on the lot. At that point, should the lot be subdivided and multiple units built. | foresee a real mess.

ADU size should be proportional to the size of the main house.

Absolutely NOT!

This is a redundant question

Doesn’t need to be above 1,200 square feet

If we wanted this, we'd still live in DC!

Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)

Single family homes need to be single family homes.

Above 1200 square feet, maybe have restrictions on placement and additional parking.

size of existing lot and building on it was argued many times before and now being ignored again. Money directs the supervisors again.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

I would allow increase If and only if an additional 230 square feet permitted a single car garage and another 150 sf for two baths. | personally would hope
to have an adu to house two carers to permit aging in place and avoid assisted living / memory care costs which are very high.

The current trend of maxing out the space to fill the entire lot is terrible. Neighbors in the normal sized older homes wake up to find enormous buildings
looming over their properties. Buildings that are too big change the character of the neighborhood.

Bigger is now a full house.

See no reason for this ; | see no reason for this

Unsure.

The impact would be minimal, as only a handful of property owners would build in this way.

Ditto to the answer above

I am completely opposed to detached ALU.

See my prior comment.

If there is enough sq.footage

how big will this get and ruin the community and parking.

Detatched structures for the use of rental on a residential property should be illegal.

I will depend on lot size and layout. A detached garage conversion could easily end up over 1200 sq ft over 2 floors with the downstairs containing
parking or laundry or another entry room and the full upstairs being the bulk of the ALU.

ALUs already need to be smaller than primary dwellings, so this limit is redundant

Depends on the design. A "tiny house" should absolutely be allowed on ANY parcel of property.

Too big unless on 5 acre lot or more

Depends on the nature and location of the ALU

Similar to my last response - if there is enough acreage to support a larger ALU, it is probably not a huge deal to increase max size, but it probably isn't
wise on a smaller lot.

1200 square feet seems large. A single level 3 bedroom house could be 1200 square feet.

ALUs will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.

Not much larger
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

After a point, it becomes two houses on a single lot without division rights or family division rights, which seems like it pushes outside of the initial goals
of aging in place, providing for elderly family and friends, and some options for rental income without negatively impacting neighbors. There does need to
be some occupancy limit to limit traffic, parking issues, trash collection issues, and eventual stresses on other services like fire and rescue.

It makes a suburban area look like a big city.

Neighborhood character.

It should depend on the primary house size and be a reasonable ratio

It depends on how big the yard is, how close it will be to the property line, how many residents can legally live there. You need to be concerned about
environmental issues before you allow more structures to be built.

Maybe 1500

Don't know.

Again, same issue as above. Every house would turn into a McMansion. Right now we have a zero lot line approved from several years ago. With 1/4 acre,
a house course take the entire footprint of the property. In the recent snow storm, the county did not plow our street curb to curb. Those that were parked
in the street made it impossible for two cars to pass each other. Also, the school buses could not pass each other and drivers who were behind the
buses had to turn around and hope there was an open driveway to maneuver around the buses. What would happen if there were cars parked on both
sides of the street filling the entire block and a fire truck or ambulance need to provide services on our street?

1200 square feet is more than enough for an age in place situation.

Depend on lot size

The maximum size of a detached ALU could depend upon the lot size and primary dwelling size. In our single family housing community, | can't imagine
including large detached ADUs on our small lots.

| don’t believe that detached ALUs should be allowed.

It might be better to have the maximum size limit of an exterior ALU be proportional to the lot size, with no ALUs allowed in lots under .75 acres

Most R1, are too small as it is for a shed or garage: how fit a whole new bldg?

Living space capped at 1200 sqf, but increase total space of a "stand alone" ADU to allow for garage space below the unit.

Yes. If we want to enable them to be used for people to have children, that would make sense.

| have no opinion on this one.
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6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?

Same comment as previous. This does require due diligence by staff to adhere to the criteria you so espouse, which we so far have not. There is a lack of
trust that needs to bridged before going forward.

Consider variable max size proportionate to the size of the plot of land where it will be built

I like it asitis, let them work two jobs so they can work for what they want, don’t hand it to them

Please see my comments to question #5.

It is difficult to design a floor plan with all the elements of a home within 1200 square feet, and to make the result look compatible with the primary home
and neighboring houses.

If the lot is of appropriate size. This should not be a set value for all properties as proportion matters.

Dependent on lot size.

Family usage only.

Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.

The ALU size would need to be relevant to the size of the property.

Depends on lot size
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Question 7 comments:

7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

3-4 if it's they're related children

Maximum of three people, and children should count as part of that number.

That would depend on the intended use. The county may legitimately restrict the size and occupancy levels of rental housing. However, seniors requiring
living assistance on order to age in place should be free to get that assistance from multiple individuals or a whole family living on site. The old Code
seemed to allow for this by right for owners (or relatives) over a certain age, even if they occupied the new unit and live in help occupied the existing
dwelling. | can'timagine why that consideration was removed by the new Code.

Why do we legislate who gets to live together? Weird puritanical stuff. If four bros are cool double bunking and there are no health or safety concerns with
cohabitating like that (why would there be, it's fine if they're in relationships with each other or with women, right?). Right now the zoning regulation says if |
have a roommate in a 2-bedroom ALU neither of us is allowed to have a significant other move in? That's weird.

Unenforceable anyway; unless there are financial penalties that are substantive.

Again, if this is just a backdoor way to increase density, itis a bad idea.

Maximum 2 bedrooms, consisting of maximum 2 adults and 2 children, all occupants to be related by blood, marriage and/or legal means (adoption,
fostering etc).

It could be for my adult kids and grandchildren...

Again, strongly opposed to any ALU's other than those already permitted by Ordinance.

No comment

This is tied to previous questions, but generally if the area can sustain that, it should be fine. Additionally, the ability to have more than two could be tied to
land area (1 acre or more).

Kids and a pet. | count the pet as another body.

I think 3 in terms of a family. But 3 young men in their 20s is probably not what i would want in a neighborhood

In addition to the examples provided, a live in nurse might be one.

If an ALU is big enough, a family should be able to live inside

The example is reasonable. I'd suggest a max of 2, with a bonus occupant of 1 (for max of 3) if all occupied related by blood or marriage.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Families should be allowed up to 5 persons total

Caregivers sometimes could be 1-2 individuals if it's care for two people. Do this should be factored-in.

larger lots should be able to park and handle more residents

Limit to 3 people, but limit to three or four if related, counting children.

An elderly couple may have a live-in caretaker

FFX Co. has NO extra $ to supply necessary added services/infrastructure such as schools, fire/police, parks, roads, etc to SERVE a huge increase in
population. In arush to provide more AFFORDABLE housing, all of the infrastructure noted above is being ignored at the expense of EXISTING populations.
This is incredibly short-sighted and damaging to quality of life of EVERYONE in FFX Co. Therefore changes to ADU guidelines MUST be carefully crafted to
prevent permanent damage to our physical ecology and social 'amenity' infrastructure. Global warming is being ignored at peril to all.

It's virtually impossible to regulate occupancy.

Perhaps 3 persons if one is a fulltime caregiver for the other 2 persons

Only if off street parking for each adult is available.

it should be a ratio to the square feet of the unit. But yes, in general it should be expanded, but you don't want 3 people living in 800 square feet.

3 people could be fine, especially in the instances of elderly parents with a non-independent adult/young child (either requires constant care or the instance
of a grand child being under grandparent care.) However, the question becomes

1 adult with 2 children or 2 adults with one child. Want to help house children. Not 3 or more adults.

ALU should not be allowed

There is no effective zoning enforcement. So all unrelated boarders have to say is they are related and that ends the matter. In reality, that turns into 3 or 4 or
more vehicles. The problem with reasonable sounding changes is that the liberalization will be abused. Part of the shortage of affordable housing is more
money can be made by renting to groups rather than selling or renting to younger buyers eagar to get a home for their family.

Again, not sure- don't know enough about this but could see children being the issue here.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

I think ALU's should aim for being accomodation also for young and starting families. ALU occupancy should permit two adults and their children. There
would be a concern about how many children so not sure how to regulate that. Maybe at start of each individual occupancy have a limit of say 2 adults and
up to 3 children and then assume that either by birth, adoption or subsequent marriage additional children need an adminstrative permit?

Fairfax County is heavy in international transplants that already live with more individuals in a house than is within code, with many renting each room to
non-family members, vastly decreasing value single home neighborhood. Control for single home neighborhoods must remain intact. HOAs should have
the option to decline ALUs per home. For example, at 8206 Frye Rd, the owner built a wall between two parts of their house for a daycare, without permits or
code compliance. All water, gas and electrical / circuit panel still remain on one side of the house. Then they decided to rent out two halves of each house
with kitchens on both sides on the same circuit breakers, but only access on one side. Then the front part of the house started renting out rooms to
unrelated migrant Honduran families. At any given time, there are 5 bedrooms between both sides and no less than 7-8 cars. It's bad for the neighborhood
and contributed to decline. Across the street, an HVAC business runs out of the basement and two latino families live upstairs. A commercial parking lot
was created in a residential zone, with non compliant parking of commercial vans and trucks in a residential zoned area. All of these are happening within
Fairfax County now, without control or oversight, mostly because immigrant families are willing to live multiples to one house and Fairfax County is loaded
with immigrant families. I'm all for immigration, but | don't approve of decimation of single family home neighborhoods.

If aging in place, one might wish for a family, or two nurses to live in the ALU - so that 24/7 hours are covered, so | think it could be flexible, again depending
on the neighborhood character and size of lot/ALU.

limit to two adults, but allow additional children

ALU occupancy should be limited to 4 persons if they are all directly related by blood or marriage (husband, wife, father, mother, son, daughter, grandchild)
to the primary owner of the property. Occupancy should be limited to two persons if they are not directly related to primary owner of the property. A limit of
no more than three bloodlines total per residential property should be in place.

There needs to be some kind of limit set. Yes, if all the occupants of the house and ALU are related, there should be no max. If that's not the case, then
young children, possibly 6 and under (not school aged yet), should not be counted. For example, a young couple that has a baby or one or two small children
I don't think should not be disqualified.

The County should not place a maximum limit.

Has the County forgotten the problems with group homes from 20years ago?

YES. Occupancy should be determined by size. See answer to 6.

2x adults and one child under age 5. Older children may require more living space

Site specific determination through SE
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Children should be counted regardless of the number of occupants allowed in an ALU: they require space, use water/energy, attend schools, play in parks
and playgrounds.

Do notwant ALU. No to ALU.

We have single family homes in our neighbors that are already renting out rooms and cars parked on lawns because of lack of parking space. Now you
proposing to add another structure on the property that will just add more renters. I’m not sure why the County is intent on destroying single family
neighborhoods!

A young couple will need space for two children

Absurd idea.

For visitors, grandchildren, not renters

Wording should be changed to "no more that 2 adults" and define children as 12 or under.

AWl ALU Zoning Ordinance Amendments should be denied.

Increasing the number to more than two will most likely lead to increased enrollment in schools (the extra people will most likely be students). Unless there
is a plan to proffer to finance these additional students, | do not think the number should go above 2 people.

Occupancy above 2 only within same family

Destabiless single family neighborhoods.

Too large already

This type of arrangement would work well for senior citizens or for young couples or single parents. So the maximum could be increased to include children.

Depends on the size of the ALU, who is dwelling in it etc

Why are we setting a maximum at all? If a family with one child (3 people) live in an ADU and eventually have a 4th child, why should they be kicked out?

Yes, children should be a separate consideration.

Ayoung couple with children may need to be in the ALU. In Germany, generations switch living areas as time goes on.

Do not change the current zoning laws,

Family only if above 2 people
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Occupancy should not be increased beyond three persons. Allowing more than three occupants would place unnecessary strain on parking, utilities, and
shared infrastructure, and it would intensify the use of a space that was never designed to support higher density. A three-person limit maintains safety,
preserves livability, and ensures that the unit remains consistent with its intended scale and purpose.

Only if blood/marriage are the two residents and their children do not count against the occupancy limit

Again original design was approved for certain numbers and size adding more people cause streets to be clogged, more traffic, less parking. It only hurts not
helps.

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the
occupancy.

There currently is no enforcement on the number of people renting basements especially to non-related families. This is a major practice in immigrant
communities. This cause major parking issues and also increases the possiblity of spreading disease due to over crowding. Also increase issue with trash.

Maybe, if ALU occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and maximum of 3 children.

Perhaps if extended family.

| like the idea that family members could live there with 1-2 children. If this were a married couple, occupancy would need to support 3 or 4 - or not count
children in occupancy. | think more than 2 children would be too many, even for this family scenario, so it still makes sense to me to count the children and
allow max 2-3 adults and max 1-2 children, however you want to do it to end up at 4 max.

none of our business as long as not renters; could have caregiver with a husband and 2 kids; or starting couple with mom and dad and 2 little ones; none of
our business if related;
is this prejudice against same sex couples? could be

As above

As long as the size of the ALU is compliant, and there's no impact to neighbors regarding parking

No to ALU in Great Falls

No comment

Again, this is another slippery slope that will have ramifications on many fronts.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

No ADUs

ALU's are a very bad idea onless on a property of two or more acres.

No. again this is supposed to be an accessory unit - not an an additional primary unit.

This could depend on the circumstances.

If and only if the principal dwelling and ALU residents are related by blood or marriage *and* their children are included. Should NOT allow more than 2
adults to live in ALU.

Only if the homeowner stays in the home *and* is related by marriage or blood to the ALU occupants *and* there are no more than 2 adults in the ALU--
children of the adults in the ALU would be the only justification for exceeding the capacity of 2.

What about maybe examined and expanded. | am beginning to think this survey worthless.

"if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the
occupancy" -- these are good examples

We don't want to change a single-family house into a multi-family house. | lived in a neighborhood that rented out rooms to unrelated people. Lots of
problems. The County eventually took action to disallow such rental.

Depends on attached or detached and size of lot.

Depends on demand and individuals’ needs.

It all goes back to: size of lot, size of existing housing that would have an interior rework.

Dont like multiple extended families traffic/parking concerns

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children

3 or4related people based on number of bedrooms. | cantimagine a one bedroom apt. or detached unit serving more than 4 related people. Key word is
'related' like a family. You dont want a bunch of unrelated migrants in ALUs
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Current limit of 2 people and 2 bedrooms seems low. I’d suggest at least 3 (like parents who have a child, and parents are children of the home owners).

Until Fairfax County is a housing maximalist, not another taxpayer dollar to FCRHA.
Moreover, Fairfax County doesn't enforce housing maximum occupancy in the many townhouses with addresses in the Langley School pyramid and the
McLean School pyramid. Why the laser focus on housing max occupancy in ALU's?

The county doesn't have the manpower or time to be policing who is occupying an ALU and whether they are related. That being said, there should be a bit
more leeway...maybe up to 3 people with no more than 2 adults.

Three people max

Family ok. May help with home caregiver ie. caregiver, spouse and child?

More people will just mean more cars with no place to park.

The more the merrier or however many the homeowner is willing to accept. Plus, we must be flexible with this. Whatever option brings in the most
affordability is the best option.

I think the maximum should be calculated differently for families with children. It is imperative in our expensive county that we have flexible options for
working families.

Only if the residents are under the age of 18. 2 adults only.

Occupancy and number of bedrooms should be commiserate with allowed sq footage and sq footage should be relative to total lot size and total sq footage
of primary residence. The bigger the lot and primary residence the larger allowable ALU, bedroom max, and occupant max.

More could be allowed if the occupants are related by blood or marriage.

Again, it really depends upon the needs of the inhabitants of the principal dwelling, the size of the land and improvements, the needs of the community, and
the potential impact on traffic, schools, and other elements affected by increased density.

Maybe, if family, or if minor children aren't counted.

Many HOAs don’t want higher density ALUs in their communities. Residents bought their homes knowing the type of neighborhood they wanted to purchase
and live in. It’s WRONG to change existing neighborhoods with ADLs - especially if they are ever converted to short-term rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs. Parking
is also a concern.; Fairfax County HOAs do NOT need more people living in their neighborhoods that will create more parking availability problems. We
don’twant ALUs!!!
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

As long as children are NOT included.

Includes space for caregiver

you are just going to allow people to move in 200 people

Multi-generational living includes younger generations living in the home of the parent/grandparent generation (not just the other way around). Need to let
younger generation to live in ALU with children.

A maximum of two adults makes sense. The rule might be two adults and two children under 18, if there are places for two cars.

For example, if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as
part of the occupancy, etc.

| could see a young family with one or two small children in an ALU.

Proportionality matters. Two smaller homes in a single lot might work fine. But that is not what is happening. A large home just adds another slightly smaller
home and it doubles the population without the appropriate design elements. Drains cannot cope, runoff is awful, parking is a problem unless you are
extremely close to public transport etc.

No more than 2 people (including children) per bedroom

The ALU should have occupancy limit determined by living space and hygiene facilities, not an arbitrary number. l.e. are there enough bathrooms, is there
enough bed space, etc.

Why does there need to be a maximum number of people allowed? A family should be able to stay in the ALU. What if the parents have more than 2
children?

If the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage or if children are not counted as part of the occupancy— even then,
should be no more than 2-3 kids

The 2-person limit maintains ALUs as modest, family-supportive units. Increasing occupancy could lead to overcrowding, parking overflow, and
environment strain -- especially in low-infrastructure zones like Great Falls with wells and septic systems.

N.A. - | cant support this.

limited number of children should be two in a two bedroom unit
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

OK if children are not counted as part of the occupancy.

Limitto 2 people; limitto 2 people.

More than 2 bedrooms and more than 2 occupants seems to go beyond the concept of an "accessory" or "auxiliary" unit. This could change the character of
the neighborhood and zoning (such as 4 or 5 homes per acre).

Yes, only if blood related/family.

If the lotis 3 acres like in great falls, then maybe, but overall an ALU needs to be kept very simple with no more than 2 people with one bath otherwise there
will be excessive issues on water and sewer as well as power.

Agree, if children are not counted. | would not want to see an ALU with a half dozen adults.

Yes if there are children they should not count in the total. Also, With an aging couple, they may also need the help of a caregiver so having at least 3 adults
in 2 bedrooms may be necessary

Having lived with a 2 person ALU across the street and seeing how crowded the street s, the extra traffic, etc, allowing more than 2 people does not
acknowledge that the infrastructure does notincrease on these small streets. Mostimportantly --- it is a very slippery slope to say children okay -- 7 kids
okay? 2 kids okay? Do they need to be related by blood? Foster children okay? You really need to think about what you INTEND. Very very slippery slope.

Reduce parking needs

Again, concerned with it becoming a rental property

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and
that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and
alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we inve sted in, and now would be
taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

It depends on the size of the unit. | think more than 2 people if they're relatives is fine. Or for a larger unit, perhaps 2 adults and 2 children max. But there
should be a limit on square footage/person. | don't think anyone wants to see overcrowding, parking shortages, etc. Where | live, there is already a limited
street parking in a residential neighborhood, as well as increase in sewer line sizes needed for McMansions that may have an effect on the nearby Lake
Accotink watershed. Too many ALUs added might overwhelm the capacity.

111




7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

An ALU should be able to accommodate a family. Additionally, | heard discussion about age limits at the BOS meeting. Thatidea is unfair. An 18 yearold is a
senior in high school. A 20 or 25 year old is living with parents to save money while finishing college. Do we want to have these people sneaking around? No.
We need to have as many safe, legal, affordable housing options as possible!

A variety of situations, reasons, circumstances need to be explored. Have rules about this been studied from other places in the country?

This limitation is near-impossible to regulate, much less enforce. Keep the standard 2 bedroom, 2 person occupancy.

No comment

Adding more people means larger ALU size and higher rents and possibly more vehicles, which goes against the original intent of ALUs. No justification is
provided for why the number of occupants should be increased. Lacking a justification, | see no reason to support such.

Again, my preference is to ensure families and their blood relations can have suitable affordable housing; but not at the expense of neighborhood character.

I think two arrangements should be considered: 1) a couple and a caregiver and 2) a couple, an adult child who needs care, and a caregiver.

If the ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children then it seems that up to four would be appropriate.

Only forimmediate family members and for a limited time. | don't want to see a situation where we essentially have two permanent units occupied by two
families on one lot. | think that would eventually lead to a slummy situation down the road. If two related families want to live together then they should add
on to the house rather than have an ALU.

Increasing it to three or four people changes the character of the ALU entirely. Itis no linger for parents, caregivers, or an adult child; it becomes a multi-
family dwelling.

Depends on size of the ALU. Children under driving age should not count as part of the occupancy number

I'm not clear on the difference between an ALU and a "guest house." What is a "guest house" and what are the regs that apply? | can see that if something
were constructed as an "in-law" suite, that it might later be used as a guest house, in which case temporary occupancy by 1-2 adults and 1-2 children might
be quite reasonable.

| think it should be limited to occupancy by no more than 2 adults and their children
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, no limit.

Should be no limit for familiar/related persons within the ALU

If the 2 adults have children no older than 18 living with them. Max 2 children then

I am in favor of this opportunity for | think a single parent with 2 dependents or a couple and a child.

Absolutely not. See stated rationale in the previous comments provided.

there would have to be a family or caretaking reason for this

The impact of occupancy is tied to the stress placed on traffics, schools, law enforcement, etc.

yes for families. no for just renting to strangers. although | would err on the side of approving these things. nothing is more important than families being able
to house and care for their relatives.

3 would be good, with exceptions for minor children of related family members

I would say no more than two persons per bedroom. And there needs to be ample parking to support any ALU residents. For example, one car for a couple
with two kids could probably be accommodated. Or 3 to 4 adults (roommates) who do not have a car or rely on public. Transportation could potentially be
accommodated to allow an affordable housing option for people with limited financial means. But four adults with four cars, no! And unfortunately, even
though the rules may say something like that, Enforcing it and preventing adverse impact on the neighborhood is really really really hard.

Elder care is a reasonable accommodation, but two persons are enough for that .

maximum of 4 and only if the additional people are minor related children.

For family members with small children

Occupancy should be increased beyond 2 people in case of children; it's possible that one household could have 3 children (twins and a sibling, for
example) so occupancy should not be limited to 4 people. Two people is too restrictive.

There should be no limit. People are already crowded into housing, beyond normal capacity. | think this is an arbitrary and unreasonable barrier to housing.

ALU should be for those need care and retired who want to be taken care of by family. It should not be a rental etc.

Maximum of as many as the owner wants.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

children should not be counted

It will lead to overcrowding and as mentioned, if an ALU can accommodate 3- 4 people it's a single-family home, not an ALU.

| believe familial relationships should form the basis for higher occupancy levels. If the occupants are related to the primary owner(s) then a 4 person limit is
reasonable.

The number of people living in a dwelling only matters when we assume that one person = one car. Everything that people complain about regarding density
in the DC suburbs is really them complaining about the externalities of car-centric planning.

Again, the homeowner should decide.

Allow for more people if they are a part of a family

allow more if minor children

Minor children should not be considered as part, to allow families, but more than two adults is too high a density-- for traffic, etc.

Should be allowed for two people and their children or 2 allowed if chosen are not counted. It seems like this would be useful for a young couple with a
young child.

l used to own an ALU in a different city. When | rented it out, rather than the two people | expected, there were at least 6 people from two families in the unit.
Given the demographics of Fairfax County, this is exactly what will happen. You'll be turning middle-class neighborhoods into slums.

if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the
occupancy

There should be no maximum. Why is the government regulating this?

I think it is reasonable to allow 2 adults and their dependents. Maybe include an upper limit on dependents to protect them from unlivable conditions.

Dependent on ALU sq. footage and lot size. Not on blood relation because the structure of “family” has evolved.

Encroaching on neighborhood once again. Become overcrowded and unattractive

Sometimes families need to keep parents and disabled siblings close by.

none

No maximum should be in place. And if one is, children shouldn't count.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Only if blood or relative by marriage. Young children should not be counted.

If it were increased to 3 or more persons, these people should be related - for example, a couple and their children should be allowed in the ALU. For
unrelated people sharing an ALU, the limit should stay at 2.

3 total either all adults or mix of adults and children

only if comprised of two parents and their two children

Children should not be counted

Three people would allow an elderly couple and a liv-in caregiver. If more than 3 people want to live together, | think they should be in the house, not the
ADU

Another terrible idea. As a resident of a townhome community that already has far more residents living in each dwelling than should be, | have witnhessed
how my community no longer has available parking. Imagine if every residence expanded their capacity by just one or two residents. That has massive
impact on a community. These ideas are driven by people who do not live in communities where these policies are being implemented, therefore, they are
not the ones having to live with the impact of these policies.

Up to 2 adults, and up to 3 children of the occupying adults.

There should be accommodations for parents with children, particularly single parents with multiple children in need of affordable housing options

Agree with the provided examples

ALUs should allow for family occupation, including parents and children.

Max of 1200 square feet is a good size for a small family or related persons. If they need more than that they should consider something other than an ALU.

Maximum 2 adults and two children. This would allow the primary residence to be occupied by Parents with the ALU occupied by children of the primary
dwelling unit and those people's children (grandchildren of primary residence owners)

ALU's should not be stuffed with people beyond the size. Three seems fine. Also may depend on the age of the people. A couple with a couple of small
children might be ok.

No way! ALU should not be another multi-person family unit.

No need to be in their business of determining relationships.

115




7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Why do you have to create a maximum number of people AND related by blood? Are you aiming at a religious community that believes in having lots of
children? Let students and young couples live in this ALUs once the in-laws pass on. The in-laws idea does not adjust to current realities. The county could
perhaps tax more when it is not related by blood and won’t tax at all those that are related. Allow a small family of 4-5 to dwell in these ALUs.

A maximum seems an odd thing to regulate. If a family of four moves into a 2 bedroom ALU and they get pregnant, do they have to move out? This would
worry me as an opportunity to encourage administrative housing discrimination.

if children are not counted as part of the occupancy

n

Maybe young children don't need to be counted

1-bedroom apartments are considered enough space for 2 people. There is no reason to limit the occupancy for ALUs if the goal is to be competitive with
rental apartments.

2 people for 1 bedroom units and 2 adults and 2 children MAX for 2 bedroom units.

Family may be allowing a couple and their two children and | think that is reasonable

What is the point of two bedrooms if only two people are allowed to live in an ALU? This rule makes no sense and is not realistically enforceable.

No more than 2 adults

Yes, children are a blessing. Max adult is a better guide

Higher occupancy increases pressure on parking, schools, traffic, and public services.

ifit's a child

| think the example defined in the maybe answer is sufficient.

Two people already can mean 2 additional cars. Increasing the number will lead to overcrowding of street parking. Ordinances should limit size in areas
where parking is already limited like on cul-de-sacs.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Yes, don't introduce any artificial limits as long as they building meets fire code.
Also remove any restrictions around "max 4 unrelated" when it comes to housing. Lots of people need affordability with roommates/renters. There is no
reason to have multiple empty bedrooms sitting in a large home for an artificial rule.

It should depend on the size of the total property for exterior units and the size of the interior for internal units. It should not be the case that many people
are packed into a relatively small space and that more and more cars are added to the parking situation.

Two people and caregiver only.

It depends on the size of the ALU

| believe minor children related to ALU occupants through blood or through legal arrangements should not count in the occupancy limit.
The occupancy limit for adult aged children or relatives through blood or marriage should be three persons.
The occupancy for unrelated adults should be limited to two.

| believe this accomplishes my preferences for ALUs to provide housing for aging in place, for family flexibility, and to ease the burden on younger adult
children who face an affordability crisis in housing.

4 people

ALUs should only be allowed on lots over 10,000 sf, or over 1/4 acre. Smaller lots are constrained in terms of setbacks, tree canopy, utilities, parking, and it
becomes a quality of life issue if there are effectively 8 dwelling units per every acre for four lots all under 10,000sf each. If a lotis over 1 acre there is no
reason to cap the square footage. The first few questions have prompted answers are skewed to yes/no/don’t know. | support ALUs on larger lots, with a
sliding scale of dwelling size corresponding to lot size.

The county’s lack of support for multi-generational housing is incredibly sad.

Children under 18 should be exempt

I think occupancy would be most fairly regulated based on the size of the unit. It might also be important to consider adults separately from children to
avoid discriminating against larger families.

Blood or legal family in primary and ALU

Must address parking

| believe raising the number of residents allowed would increase building sizes, leading to additional environmental, parking, traffic concerns.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

We should not be dictating how many people stay in a residence. It would, however, be perfectly acceptable to charge them for improvements to sewerage
needed to meet the increased size.

We don't want to create transient short term rentals. So yes to maximum of two people, but children should not count.

Not counting children under X age would also be a good change (maybe age 20, or 26? Don't want to be kicking a student out the moment they turn 18).

Dependent children could be exempt from the occupancy count. Parking statutes may be needed for excessive numbers of vehicles.

Family members should either not count or count less

Blood related to property owner and needs to be either working or in school.

see my responses above about septic capacity, non affordability and conversion to Airbnbs

If 2 of the those 4 are children under teen age

Yes no limit

I would advocate for a maximum of 3-4 adults (depending on working status, like a senior citizen/retiree shouldn’t count towards the maximum) with
children also not counting towards the maximum

if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children

Children should not be counted as part of the occupancy

I'd limit it to 2 adults but could be ok to have more if the others are minor children.

Not shown to be necessary.

It’s should be again because of flexibility in families

| don't think there should be a maximum.

If occupants are related

You know these will just become rental units in what was single family neighborhoods! We already have enough issues with illegal basement rentals!

not for permanent residents or leasee's
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

As long as spaces meet minimum standards under building code, no maximum.

yes, if related and parking is available

Accommodations should be made to benefit families. Of course policies and best practices regarding overcrowding should be taken into account. But
families (not just small families, but larger ones as well) should be accommodated.

Our septic and water systems will fail if more people live on the land. The Fairfax Station and Clifton areas were dedicated as 1 house per 5 acres in the
1970's to protect the Fairfax County water system. But if you allow these changes, we will run out of well water and our septic systems were not designed to
accommodate more people.

I only made that response, because it's the maximum response | could provide. What if there's a family with 3 children + 2 aduults, then you'd limit them from
living in an ALU? That doesn't make any sense. The ALU will naturally be limited by the size that's available. We won't have 10 people living in an ALU that
only has 3 beds, it should be managed similar to Airbnbs.

What you are saying is that your current limitation violates Fair Housing law.

There are larger extended families that should be allowed to live on their own property.

There is no oversight on who lives in ALU so limiting space and humber of occupants to 2 may still result in more occupants.

Let the homeowner determine what works best. | am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety and potential imapct on
neighbors.

Yes, some limitations are helpful.

Not sure the current ALU limit, but if it is 800sqft for then maybe 5 people max since many families of 5 exists.

Should be a maximum of 4 people in a 2-bedroom, but no more than 2 unrelated people.

Only more people of they are in same family

I supportthiis if the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children.

There shouldn't be a maximum.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Itis up to the people living there. It is also private property, not for us to choose how many people can live in there. Of course this could be a double edged
sword, but private property rights supercedes any down side.

Family only

Allow above 4 individuals if all individuals living in the ALU are legally one family unit.

Depends on size of residence and property size.

I don’t think these restrictions should apply, not do | believe there should be a requirement that they be related by blood or marriage.

Families may need larger number than 2

Number of residents should be proportional to size of ALU, available resources (such as parking and bedrooms), and size of lot.

Why are we limiting makes no sense. If you have family members or friends who are in need it is better to keep them nearby. Stop limiting county
homeowners. It will increase house values if it is all done with county permissions. Limitations prevent creative and smart building practices.

Depends on the size (acreage) of the overall property.

| could see allowing for a family. A husband and wife with their children. But random adults...that is different and should have stricter limitations.

If all are related by blood, marriage, or other legal relationship (fostering, etc.)

Also could be allowed if larger ALUs are permitted on multi-acre parcels.

2 aging parents and a caregiver

With my newlywed example above, this might be doable--newlyweds having young kids and not being able to live on their own yet. But 3+ adult people living
in a 1200-sq ft space might be challenging.

all ALU’s should be restricted to family members. Not turna residential neighborhood of single family homes into rentals. That permanently changes the
aesthetic of the neighborhood. Unilaterally starts to erode values. ; Limit should be limited to2 people only

With considerations.

Flexibility might be helpful.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

If children under 18 do not count; if family, etc. Also dependent on ALU size and location (interior vs separate structure, etc).

up to 2 adults on lease. Family status/fair housing. max 4 people (with 2 adults on lease) for 2 bedroom. Max 2 people for one bedroom.
If ALU resident related to the home owner and no lease....

I think having the flexibility for multigenerational living helps everyone. It makes it easier to age in place and care for elderly family members and helps give
young adults space and affordable housing.

I would think young families with small kids could exceed 2 people - up to 4 should be acceptable.

ALU’s ruin the character of single family communities.

Two adults, two children

Family or blood relatives should have a separate consideration.

Exceptions should be made for families that are blood related and limited to immediate family should more than 2 people reside in the home. 3 bedrooms
should be allowed now that many people work from home.

I think families (parents and children as described above) would work in a 2-bedroom situation, but do not think it should be more than 3 unrelated adults.

Related (or committed relationship) but no more than 4 in a two bedroom

Seems hard to get two bedrooms and living, eating, sanitation, etc in the maximum sizes you mentioned. Re the number of people, you'd need to increase
the max size to have more people - but then allow the number of people that can reasonably fit in that size.

The number of extra people living in a single dwelling needs to be limited to a reasonable number considering the size of the original structure. A smaller
structure might only be able to comfortably accommodate 2 persons while a larger dwelling might be able to accommodate more before it begins to
resemble a dormitory. The total number of occupants needs to be limited to a number that reflects the character and available space of the neighborhood.

Stop with the “related by blood” stuff. Sounds so Elitist and racist

Depends
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

A maximum of four people is reasonable for larger units, provided occupancy limits remain tied to square footage and building code standards.

A maximum of four people is reasonable for larger units, provided occupancy limits remain tied to square footage and building code standards.

Allowing up to four occupants provides flexibility for small families and multigenerational living arrangements while remaining consistent with the size
limitations of accessory units. Occupancy standards should align with health and safety codes and square footage.

traffic in our area is horrible lower real estate taxes and get rid of the car tax and property tax to make it affordable for middle class families to live here!!!

Oppose ALU

A familial couple with a couple of children are an excellent use of an ALU. Limitingto 3 people obstructs the utility for a small family subunit living with other
family

This would create problems with the environment, sanitation, parking and traffic etc

See above.

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

3 people would allow a couple with a child, or a single parent with 2 children or older parents and a live in caretaker. Would there still be a limit on number
of bedrooms or just people.

It's not supposed to be a completely separate house, | think 2 should remain the max

Absolutely NO by increasing you are crowding neighborhoods with additional cars and traffic that streets and communities were not designed to handle

NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Goingin and out 24/7. Vulnerable
crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking. Bad Drain on
power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.

Allowing 4 occupants opens the door for so many more families that are just trying to find affordable housing.

Children shouldn't count if with parents

If they are members of the same family that own the principal dwelling.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the
occupancy, etc.

yes if children/dependents are part of the increased number

There should be no limit set by the county. Every situation is different

No occupancy should be kept low for the small amount of space of an ALU. Two person occupancy is sufficient for most needs.

2 adults and 1 child.

availability for parents with baby

Increase only for families, but no more than 4.

We all know damn well that Fairfax county doesn’t enforce any home occupancy limits already on the books, so don’t further encourage overcrowding in
homes under the guise of “ALU”

Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County

Two adults only and up to two minor children. After that, it adds too much to the neighborhood. | would not want a couple with 3+ children living there. That
is more activity, more people on the streets, more traffic if some of them are teenagers, etc.

I think it should be specific to close family, related by blood or marriage and their children. We don't want these ALUs to become rental properties or
Airbnbs.

ALU is a bad idea. It should be eliminated entirely.

No ALUs.

OK under the conditions noted and the blood relationship is limited to parents and direct descendants as in probate matters and the marriage situation
must include a direct descendant.

You guys are questioning as this is a fait accompli. Itis not and shouldn't be until citizens / property owners have an opportunity to vote on it.

a couple with a child should be allowed.

I think family units should be treated differently, and children should be counted differently in general
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

Should be limited to 1 bedroom and one car. ; Should be limited to one beroom and one car

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children. Possibly with limited of 3 children.

Agree with the kind of reasoning resented by the example

Max 2 adults + 2 children/dependents.

This encourages flexibility depending on the surrounding neighborhood. Also restricting who can live in an ALU depending on relationship can get messy. It’s
not very inclusive of people with different family types, including queer people who are not married but otherwise partnered, or families related to each
other, but not formally through blood or adoption. For example, those related via common law marriage, but the validity of the marriage is disputed by
changing common law marriage requirements that vary from state to state.

No the occupancy should remain 2

Children should be allowed to reside with both parents in an ALU.

Yes, the reason cited in the "maybe" choice is reasonable.

2 adults and one child or 1 adult and 2 children

Not sure how the county can enforce occupancy rates of private homes. Probably when a complaint is filed. What are the occupancy rates for apartments
of the same size? You could match that.

This no doubt requires more thought than | can provide in the context of a survey. For example, if an ALU is occupied by a young couple and they have a
second child, they shouldn't have to move. On the other hand, four 20-something guys might be pushing it.

ALU should generally be for family members like senior parents trying to age in place. 4 people in an ALU is too many people for 1200 sqft and may cause
issues with parking and school boundaries.

Expand to children living with those in ALU.

I meant to check 4 people
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

AND, should be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage.; And the ALU be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children.;
Special exception:

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage, hence parents and two young children.; Correction:

Special exception:

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage, hence parents and two young children.

AND also, for two people, should be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage with owner living on property.

As long as they are all family, it should be allowed.

It depends on how much land you can build on. Many families help with their aging parents or a daughter or son’s family that needs support.

If related by blood to primary resident or less than 2 children

I would favor flexibility in the number of children allowed in an ALU with their parents or guardians.

My neighbor has 6 cars in front of their home. A side entrance for renters. So many people coming and going and parking in no parking areas causing risk. It’s
much too much for smaller older homes and communities.

To allow for a caregiver to occasionally stay overnight for an elderly couple

All other counties in Northern Virginia allow more than two people to occupy accessory dwellings. Relaxing this rule increases the level of impact this
housing strategy can have and gives flexibility to residents undergoing life changes, such as young couples looking to start families.

ALUs should not be modified to promote general rental facilities; single family homes are not the correct structure and zone for multi unit dwellings.

Xyz; You are tedious

Four would allow living arrangements for a small family.

If more than two people, all people living in ADU should be related by blood or domestic partnership.

The current occupancy limits in existing houses is already ignored, so | have no faith that the limits proposed above will be honored if approved.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

I live between two single family homes that already have more than the listed bedrooms and continue to deal with the crouding.

occupancy can be increased to maximum of 4 people okay.

If a family thinks they can live in that space comfortably they should be allowed to

This is a lazy way to avoid allowing more traditional construction and a quick way to ruin neighborhoods.

Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)

Unlimited number of people. Why is fairfax county government regulating how many kids people can have in a home? Who wrote these questions?

Single family homes need to be single family homes. There are too many people in homes as itis.

previous response is adequate

| could envision a family with child where one person works as carer and another as yard / trash/ maintenance person. There could be two carers who are
siblings with one child.

More helpful for families

Unsure. Not in favor of unrelated people co-dwelling in an ALU. Open to children co-dwelling with parents in an ALU of reasonable size.

This would provide options for families who cannot currently afford to rent or buy a home in Fairfax County.

When the County attorney changes his stupid attitude towards investigating multi family loading of single-family houses by people who say they’re all
related then we can talk about some sensible housing Alternatives, but until he’s fired, the answer is no no no!

Surely, you jest. You do not enforce occupancy rules now. Why would we think that you will enforce them in the future? | have called in the past (before |
finally gave up as | was wasting my time) and your enforcement people do things like go to the door and ask how many people live there. Once, when told
that only four people live there, they had to walk around seven cars for that house to get back to their car. | have zero confidence that you will enforce
zoning laws on this effort any better than you currently enforce zoning laws.

More than 3 people in an ALU contributes to overcrowding.
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7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

See prior comment. ALU will result in mire"hoteling" which already creating problems with parking, neighborhood upkeep, (possibly) crime and other things
will negatively impact the tax base.

Yes if all other rules are met and enforced

NO ALUs.

You should not be able to designate any portion of your home a separate private rental.

They should not be more restrictive than the county occupancy rules. AND, they need to be mindful of fair housing and familial status.

decisions, and our supervisor is not willing to even meet with his own constituents and address their needs.

There shouldn't be a maximum, but it should certainly allow for a family of 5,6,7, etc people. It's normal for families of 4 to share 2 bedroom homes.

Expand to maximum 2 adults per bedroom and children should NOT be counted. Unlimited size or total bedrooms.

Again depend on yard space

But there still should be some requirement that aligns with the number of bedrooms. For example a family of four could be in 3 bedrooms.

3ifoneis acouple.

A max of 4 if all are related by blood or marriage.

I think children should be considered an exception. The realities of our housing market are making young families make tough decisions, and increasing the
availability of ALU's would afford families who can't afford to buy a unique opportunity.

Limit to ONE bedroom and no more than 2 people who are immediate family members OR ONE live-in-caregiver

There needs to be a relationship- blood, marrriage etc. | believe 2 adults and children but max occupancy of 2 people per befroom

for relatives only

127




7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

No maximum. (Didn't give that option). All other counties in Northern Virginia allow more than two people to occupy accessory dwellings. Relaxing this rule
increases the level of impact this housing strategy can have and gives flexibility to residents undergoing life changes, such as young couples looking to start
families. The County should rely on its standards to ensure qualify of housing and to prevent overcrowding.

A max of 2 persons seems good for adults, but 3 or 4 might work if max number includes school-aged children.

But 2 of those people should be minors. Not 4 adults.

Itis common and useful to limit ALUs or even single family homes within a neighborhood to those renters and/or residents related to the family in the main
dwelling or those related as one family within a rental ALU. Limiting the ALU to one rental family of two without counting children, or two unrelated persons
(thus allowing for unmarried partners or two college roommates if desired) seems fair and flexible. What can and does happen with rentals without
limitations is a rental where a main signatory sublets or adds on additional roommates or two unrelated families will share, with each using one bedroom.
Limits not only protect neighbors but also the owner who may have difficulty expelling renters who have violated only the spirit of the rental agreement.

We don’t need even more density.

For family members and not rental

means a couple with one child could live in the dwelling

Everything needs to be practical and simple for the homeowner. Define "occupancy." | have an ALU where my 85 and 86 year old parents live. There may be
a time that | may need to have in home care for them. If so, the aid/nurse would need to stay in the same floor. Are the consider an "occupant"? They would
not reside there, but would potentially need to sleep there. See the issue? To me, we need to bifurcate the process, simplifying it for first degree family
member--parents, siblings, kids, with special consideration for elderly residents, children, children with physical and mental health issues.

Again, there is no policing of these homes. No trust in homeowners following the rules when they can collect rent.

The pointis an elderly person or couple, not a family.

If the ALUs are small, the occupancy should be small. However, how is the County going to monitor this anyway?
Particularly in a townhouse situation, | cannot imagine another whole family of 3 or 4 people not adding to the parking, traffic, noise, or general crowding
that the community experiences.

Only for blood relation after approval by ( whoever approves them now)

Yes. If we want to enable them to be used for people to have children, that would make sense.

128




7. Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?

| see potential problems with neighborhood character if the limitis increased above 2 people.

If a couple lived in the ALU and had kids, they should not have to move out just because they had kids

Yes, the number of people does not matter. It is the parking spaces and size of ALU building that is of more concern.

Young couple and first child...son/daughter, spouse, child

Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.

Unrelated individuals need a limit, and relatives should have a limit on the number of adults and children in some kind of combination (e.g., two adults and
two chikdren, two unmarried adults, etc.).

Limit to three (2 adults/1child)

Grey area

Max 2 adults, additional for children is ok
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Question 8 comments:

8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

ABSOLUTELY. The homeowner needs to have skin in the game. A property with an ALU and no owner present is a very small apartment complex with no
oversight.

This reminds me of Short-Term Lodging. Some were being used as rental property and rented to different people all the time. The owner did not live there,
so there was no accountability. If the property is owner-occupied, they are more likely to be careful to whom they rent. Yes, people can renttheir house,
butin this case there are two sets of residents on one lot, living in very close proximity. | think they would be sharing a driveway, a yard, perhaps other
amenities (washer-dryer, furnace, etc.). This creates more possibilities for conflict between both the residents and neighbors AND between the two sets of
residents.

The owner should be an occupant at the time the permitis issued, and intend to remain for the forseeabke future. Occupancy by the tenants should be
allowed to continue if the owner has to move to assisted living or hospice. But the county has limited (or no) means to enforce who can live there after that,
unless owner dies and the heir(s) request help dealing with the tenants.

Do not need Manassas as a few years back with four or more unrelated persons in a significant number of houses...so many got stripped and damaged.

non-negotiable

Without this requirement, it's a duplex, or a rental property. This would only encourage the buying up of properties to maximize profits for owners. It can't
always be all business all the time.

What happens when the owner sells or needs to move out for a temporary period. | see ALU as multi family homes so no the owner should not have to live
in the property.

Yes because | think one of our biggest housing issues are the investment buyers who are making it difficult for home buyers to compete. They don't care
about neighborhoods because they would just as soon tear the whole neighborhood down and get rid of single family housing. Anything for them to make
more money. The requirement to live there would assume the owner has more interest in the home and neighborhood.

This could easily lead to a transient resident and neighborhood degradation situation if owner is not on the property (some renters are respectful, others
not but the more transient short term renters present the less respectful they seem to be- | have experienced living next to a house with several rental
rooms in the basement). but maybe other rules could be putin place.

Already there are rental properties with more than 4 non family members living in them. With this and a proposal to no longer require continued permitting
is turning the character of SFD into multi family.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

ABSOLUTELY

Otherwise it's just another rental property.

This program needs to be flexible. | am personally looking at it, but there are so many restrictions that | don't want to violate, it gives me great pause, and
that is why | have not hired an architect etc.

| do think ALU's should be within primary residences. If the goal is to allow families more flexibility | do think we could see a situation where corporations or
landlords could take advantage of ALU's as a way to circumvent rental laws.

That said, there are situations where some familes have more than one property and one of their properties might not be their primary residence (vacation
home) and the ALU would work better in that home. Either way, | do think ALU's should be for properties owned by that individual.

Absolutely should remain a requirement. No absentee landlords.

ALU should not be allowed

| assume that the concern is that single family homes get bought up and turned in to multi-family homes. On the other side seems to me that the only real
benefit of requiring owner-occupancy is proximity to the renters and accountability. One would assume that owner-occupiers would act as some form of
restraint or oversight of renters. If that's the only real reason (nature of neighborhood can't really change if its owner plus renters or 2 sets of renters) then
achieving accountability can be seperate from on-site physical presence.

Absolutely, 100% otherwise you convert a single home neighborhood into a multi unit rent neighborhood and increase transitory residences and crime and
complaints. PROPERTY VALUES remaining high keeps the tax needs of the county in place. Reducing property values increases our taxes. So NO.; This
maintains condition of the property in neighborhoods and should be required. Too many locations rent two parts f their home separately and there is no
controlin the neighborhood and contacting someone for complaints in yard or parking becomes impossible and impossible to control. Itis too detrimental
to neighboring properties.

Could see that the character of the neighborhood could quickly become difficult - the only other thing | can think of is if the property is rented to a person
whose parents or caretakers live in the ALU. Then | think it would be OK.

Absolutely.

But owner is responsible for good order of conduct and property management - per a contract and aligned with HOA

Should guarantee better oversight of occupants.

If the owner does not occupy one of the units the “single family home” becomes a commercial rental unit.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Still, I say no to ALU.

I'm not sure how the county can enforce it, but | do property owners should be able to rent the entire house (including the ALU) as renters might be a family
that needs a ALU to support parents aging in place or housing for college-aged kids; Biut property owners should not be able to rent as two different units
to multiple tenants

An owner in the military often moves alot but eventually will be required to return to this area to serve in the numerous military or intelligence agencies.

That's the basic idea behind having ALUs.

I don't see why the property owner should be required to live on the property. In the case of a townhouse ALU, for example, the owner could rent a
basement ALU to one group of tenants and rent the top floors of the townhouse to another group of tenants.

No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.

I think 2025 put a microscope onto the issue of what happens when a property owner needs to move to a new place for a new job because their supposedly
safe career is obliterated. The requirement of the property owner to live on site is very restrictive, and is a further usurpation of their rights as a property
owner. It’s more amenable and would make properties more attractive to owners to not force them to live on site.

This may decrease the number if Air BNB type situations if the owner is required to live on site. ALUs can be very helpful for having a space to care for your
parents, or adult children who aren't quite ready to move out on their own yet.

Definitely, or else it becomes an apartment building!

Otherwise there is NO accountability

The question is whether this is an income producing arrangement or a way of accommodating extended family living situations. Not everyone should be a
landlord. The worst scenario would be to have real estate speculators buy up SFHs and rent out both units which could present real concerns for the
surrounding community.

This would probably alleviate concerns from neighbors or the community.

The intent is to support families, not circumvent zoning

It should only be foe families living together not a community of non related group. If the owner does not live there this negates the original need for related
families to live together.

132




8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

YES YES YES. We do not want to make the affordability crisis worse

Definitely yes.

Yes. Always.

I’d have to think more about this. My instinctis YES (in either main house or ALU), but | can think of many complexities that give me pause, such as being
transferred for a job, having a health crisis (or aging) that requires a different living space, etc.

could cultivate illegal renting; but
what if home in name of husband who is estranged and wife need live in help?

No to ALU in Great Falls

No comment

Simply creating more investment opportunities to crowd out single family sites is not acceptable. Owners need to live there.

Vested interest

Don't want ALU's and hope the idea will not go forward but if an ALU is on a two or more acre property yes the owner must live on the property

Yes the property owner should be required to live on the property. Allowing ALUs for non-owners (e.g. investors) is just making what was single family -
multi-family housing without proper zoning or infrastructure.

Absolutely require the property owner to live on the property if an ALU is added. Again, we don't want to change our single-family-home neighborhood into
a multi-family-dwelling neighborhood!

We live in a single-family-home (SFH) neighborhood. We want to maintain our neighborhood as a SFH neighborhood.

One rental agreement per lot.

I think the person living in the main house should have a need or a reason for the person living in the ALU, such as caregiving. | don’t support homeowners
just building places to make more money.

Would this mean the primary residence is turned into a rental? It seems that would defeat the purpose of housing. There are too many AirBnBs in this world
asis.

Rentals that meet the zoning/parking criteria should be allowed
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

To keep the character of established single family home neighborhoods, yes. Otherwise they become lots of rental properties, and it’s been my experience
in more urban Fairfax County neighborhood, large numbers of rentals detracts from neighborhood connectedness. And some rentals tend to not be as well
maintained.

If | move and retain ownership of my SFH which has an ADU, do | have to kick out the ADU occupant because | am moving? That's absurd. Why
unnecessarily uproot people like that? What if | have to move or get transferred or take an assignment elsewhere, whether short or long-term? Again, must
I compel the occupants of the ADU (or now leave the ADU empty if | as owner was occupying it) to move because | am moving? There go the "let's create
more housing opportunities." Moreover, there are this owner-occupancy requirement has simply not yielded many ALU's so one may discern that this
requirement, among the many many requirements, is already too restrictive.

There may be a need or not. | just feel like this is going to be a potential issue for neighbors.

Of course! If a one-off ALU is approved, the property owner MUST live on the property. Otherwise, you are simply opening up ALU construction to
homeowners who won't have to face the consequences of that bad decision (cutting down trees, increased parking problems, changing the character of
the neighborhood, increased crime and neighborhood blight from the tenant who moves in and doesn't care about the community or neighborhood).

Otherwise it just becomes an apartment building.

That decision should entirely be left up to the property owner.

So many properties in this area are not occupied by their respective owners. This should be debated.

| don't see why, but there may be well-recognized social or economic factors involved of which | have no knowledge.

I think this is critical to avoid commercial abuses, or unsupervised, over-populated rental properties.

Property owners MUST live in any property that is ever granted permission to have any type of ALU. Otherwise, they will be tempted to establish short-term
rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs.

But how would a house owned by a family trust be treated?

There should be a provision for property owners who are elderly and go into either nursing homes are some type of assisted living to continue to own a
home that has an ALU.; There should be an exception for seniors who move into nursing homes are assisted living and for families who are transferred
abroad or to another part of the country. No one should be forced to sell their home because they are no longer in the area.

The person would then rent their house and their ALU and there would be no one with responsibility on site.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

ALUs should not be a way to circumvent single family zoning.

Owner should have to experience close quarters living without just dumping it on a neighborhood. This is a truly terrible idea.

If property owner is not onsite, then the unit becomes an apartment complex and no longer is allowed in the zoning area

The purpose of ALUs is to make an affordable, accessible, and flexible living space. The owner being present is unrelated.

Owner occupancy is essential to maintaining accountability, minimizing misuse, and ensuring the ALU remains part of a family-oriented or support-based
living arrangement. This is especially importantin rural zones like Great Falls where neighborhood cohesion and environmental stewardship matters.

| cant support this.

| appreciate that more people (renters) could live in Fairfax County if property owners are NOT required to live on the property. However, | do not think we
should incentivize entities buying multiple properties for rent as it reduces the opportunity of homeownership for first-time buyers.

If the goal is to improve access to housing and homeowner wealth, they should be able to rent out both ALU and the main home if jobs call for moving to
another locations

Absolutely!

Absolutely

I'm actually not sure

less apt to become a rental property

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted
and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,
and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would
be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

I think someone on the property (main home or ALU) needs to be the owner or a close family member (parent, child, sibling). If yes, then | would agree.
Otherwise, it's just a rental turnover with no one necessarily invested in the area quality of life. Without someone who has a financial tie to the property, it
would change the oversight and dynamic of the neighborhood.

This question does bring up issues of investment properties. However, an owner might have valid reasons for needing to rent out both units so we should
not limit that.

Initially, | would say yes, but | have not studied the situation thoroughly. A comprehensive study and feedback need to inform this issue.

YES, the property owner must live in residence. Otherwise it is an investment property and becomes full fledged rental housing. Regulating the coming and
going of the number of people living throughout the property rather defeats the objectives of "Accessory Living Unit".

No comment

Owner occupancy is important to ensure that the ALU occupants abide with the norms and expectations of the neighborhood. The absence of an owner
possible means a lack of awareness if there are issues and likewise problems or concerns by the nearby residents. By creating the equivalent of multi-
occupancy housing, the situation is created where investors will buy up single family homes and change them into rental units. This changes the character
of the neighborhood but also takes away housing opportunities for those seeking to purchase a single-family home. As a result, they either become less or
unaffordable or the purchase costs are higher than what they would have been in an already tight housing market.

Family arrangements may vary.

If you dont require them to live there, its a duplex rental...or triplex.

An ALU should be able to be rented out in addition to the main property, so long as both are for long term rentals.

Maybe. | can see the reasons for the requirement but | can understand wanting to rent both the main and accessory unit for landlords to increase rental
incomes.’

Make it possible to waive this requirement. Generally, if the owner does not live there and there are two renters, then it is basically just a "rental complex"
instead of an "ALU". Howeuver, if, for instance, both the main and ALU properties are occupied by, say, relatives, then it would still intuitively fit the concept
of "ALU"
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Only the property owner will take responsibility for that the units do not become a problem and the rules are followed.

it shouldn’t matter at all if either the main unit or the ALU is occupied by the property owner. Many people want to rent homes that have a use for additional
family members. What matters is the size of the LLU in relation to the original unit and the lot, and how it’s used.

What's would be the objective of this requirement? My touchstone is not changing the "character of the neighborhood", especially by commercialization of
single-family-home neighborhoods. Is that the point of this requirement? If so, | would favor it (though | can imagine situations where, e.g., a family trust is
the "owner" but in fact both main residence and ALU are occupied by family members.)

We are looking at ALUs for aging in place, family groups, or income for a home owner. We are not looking for glorified rental properties.

If the owners have rented their property, and also want to include ALU-- they do not need to be required to live on the property.

Yes 100%, do NOT allow corporations to come in and ruin our neighborhoods, the ONLY way these should be allowed is if the homeowner lives on
premises!

I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.

Certainly not, nor would | think any sane owner would want to do so. Let it convert to a tenement slum and be done with it as a personal residence.

I think generally yes. But then | think of exceptions, like the owner moves and wants to rent out the house, without kicking out the occupant of the ALU.

This is fine as long as there is flexibility. For example, there are many households in the county with jobs overseas who need to rent out their home during
deployments or other international assignments. It does not make sense to require a primary property owner to always be on property. Owners should be
able to submit a request to not be on-property when a job or other family emergencies take precedent.

We need to increase the housing supply. Requiring the owner to live there will limit the construction of new housing. This is unacceptable since we have a
chronic housing shortage.

ADU's should not be used forincome producing...IMO they are used as independent on-site housing for a family member, however the property owner
should be required to live on the site that has an ALU.

The homeowner is really the one controlling the neighborhood impact.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Property owner should live in primary house OR ALU

Perhaps the best way to prevent abuses and help insure the property is maintained. See previous comment about how to create slums with ALUs.

| own two properties in Fairfax county and pay a crazy amount in property taxes. If | want to build an ALU to earn income on both why not? Furthermore, we
are frequently sent overseas so to not be able to maximize income in the periods we are gone and renting out the main house is very disappointing.

To avoid houses being bought up by REITS or similar investors vs used as a family residence

I don’t understand why this would be restricted | think it’s fine to rent them out so long as they are properly maintained. But | haven’t studied this issue and
could be missing something

none

Our area is transient and owners are often relocated.

I think the property owner should be allowed to live in either the house or the ADU. This requirement would prevent investors from buying houses, adding
ALUs, and renting both which would defeat the purpose of helping to solve the affordable housing crisis and could change the character of the
neighborhood.

The whole pointis for a residential owner to have an ALU on their property. The point is not for out of touch landlords and make more money.

Only property owners living at the property as their primary residence should be allowed an ALU. If the entire property is later rented out, separate rental of
the ALU should be forbidden.

It might be better so that the owner could make sure rules are kept.

Ensure adherence to codes, statutes, HOA's and be onsight to handle mechanical, electrical, and structural repair/maintenance; otherwise you are
creating 2 rental unit properties for an investor.

Stop with the absentee landlords

With that requirement, the county is taking away one more space for affordable housing. Plus, the county is creating some ghosts that “live” in the
residence when they really don’t.

Most of the community concern against ALUs in the last round seemed to revolve around fears that ALUs would be used as Airbnbs. Requiring the property
owner to live on site might be an easy compromise, but how would the county handle situations where the property is owned by a family trust and none of
the trustees live on site? It seems like a treacherous thing for the county to get involved in litigating.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Yes, to avoid constant rentals of both spaces and remove from the community feel of the neighborhood

Unless the intent is to not unleash the full potential of the ALU, it does not make sense to include living of homeowner as a requirement

How is this different from someone renting anything else in the county? The property owner doesn't have to live next door.

This seems like a good idea but when you go to sell the house it could be an issue. Perhaps those who build it have to live there for a certain number of
years OR sell the entire property.

Absentee landlordism has been a problem throughout most of U.S. history.

This is the silliest requirement. Who cares what the relationship is between the landlord and tennants- We need more detached affordable housing! If the
owner moves out the ALU must sit empty???? That's just dumb.

Either love on property or rent main and ALU to same tenant

Owner occupancy helps ensure the property remains part of the community and reduces the risk of ALUs becoming purely income-driven rental units.

| lean towards, YES. | worry about monitoring the unit if the owner doesn't live on the property, upkeep wise, care of the unit...

No, the average person only lives in a home for ~ 7 years. The cost to build most ALU's is in the $80-$120k range. If the owner can't rent it out when they
leave this is a HUGE risk and horrible investment. Most modern counties don't put this stupid restriction in place. Why would you encourage building an
expensive unit that might have to remain empty?

This is probably the only way to provide maximum assurance that properties will not be bought up by investors, will provide decent living conditions for
occupants and neighbors, and maintain the character of the neighborhood.

Yes, this will prevent ALUs built for the sole purpose of short term and vacation rentals, which negatively impact communitie s and housing availability.

Owner occupant on-site should be non-negotiable.

I think the owner should be allowed to live in the alu while their family lives in main house

Property owners should not be able to buy homes and then rent multiple areas out while living offsite. This can cause slumlord issues which already
happens in the county quite often.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Require the property owner to live either in ALU or the property.

| have seen this before ADU meets the requirements, was built and then “magically” it became AirBNB.

There are 2 big situations where | disagree with the owner occupancy requirement.

1) There are multi-generational families who might want/need to rent, and would like to rent a home with an ALU

2) Being able to rent out both halves of an ALU would help provide cheaper rent both by creating an extra dwelling in the county, and also by it being
cheapervs a SFH

Otherwise itis a rental property

Having absent land owners add ALUs when they are no longer part of the community is unfair. One of the advantages of suburban communities is long
term nature of relationships. Neigbor’s who have lived together for decades invested in the schools, upkeep of homes, and relationships. To allow people
who don’t live here to increase rental income without being here to live with added burdens of more traffic, less convenient parking, seems to be putting
profit over people.

In the beginning yes, but in cases of aging in place, etc. This change of maybe losing a loved one may change this. To avoid developers from just acquiring
property and maxing it out, then yes owner should have to reside

There should be no opportunity for off-site landlords to generate additional revenue at the expense of the surrounding area. ALUs should be for individual
homeowners to shelter relatives or generate personal passive income.

Depending on the number of unrelated occupants

why turn neighborhoods into transient places, in this case in both the main house AND the ALU? You will surely diminish this community

What if the property owner had adult children living in the residence and their parents living in the ALU, while the property owner lives elsewhere? All the
people would be related.

Am not sure but it would help if there was any problems with the ALU place or with anyone else

Someone on-site needs to have responsibility to his/her/their neighbors.

couple different scenarios: If the owner gets transferred elsewhere and wants to rent the property, only one renter for the house and the ALU should be
allowed, not 2 separate renters. If the owner lives on site, he could rent it out to 2 people or less. More than 2 people creates congestion with cars.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

It's important that new homebuyers be able to afford to live in Fairfax County, and the more houses become owned by landlords who don't live here, the
harder it becomes for the people who make the county a place worth living in. | can envision circumstances in which the property owner not living on the
property would be okay, but I'm worried about how regulations around this in particular could take away the opportunity for young people to buy homes.

This seems a silly requirement

responsibility/liability

ABSOLUTELY! Do not allow the system to be taken advantage of by investors.

| am against all ALU's - therefore the question is irrelevant.

The property owner should be responsible for the ALU, but these days you can live anywhere in the world and be 100% responsib le for your property.

Without this limitation, single family homes would become multi-family dwellings and | see enough of them already. | have not heard anything about
increasing staff for enforcement and the cost.

If the ALU is detached and a separate home, | don't see why the owner couldn't rent out both homes. Many people in our area go on temporary assignments
overseas or out of state but return to the area. By saying only owner occupants should be able to rent these dwellings, these owners would be forced to
leave them empty.

There are enough issues with renters in communities and if you have a rental home and rental ALU this can be a severe negative impact on the community.

Unnecessary regulations will increase costs to the government. How will this be monitored?

Sometimes they start living there then they move or such and keeps it as an investment. This is a typical wealth builder and should not be taken away.

Yes only if owner occupied

Someone has to be on property to make sure renters are following the rules

Of course not. Itis the property of the owner. The owner should do as he wishes with his property.

House becomes a rental unit if Owner does not live there. Then occupancy would be limited by other rules and owner's discretion and lease agreement.

Leaning toward probably

Maybe? Depends on setup.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

But the main property and ALU should not be rented separately, with a possible exception in the case of large lots.

Otherwise, you've just created a multi unit rental.

| don't want realtors snapping up houses and using them to rent out both main and secondary spaces. The housing market is bad enough without that
happening.

responsibility and accountability

Fairfax needs to make sure this ALU initiative doesn't become an investor-driven AirBnB invasion.

Not sure.

If you’re asking should one property be limited to having one rental agreement in place, depends on property size. But if the owners family lives in primary
and the other building is rented, but the “owner” lives in another state | don’t see that as an issue.

Unenforceable, where prone to issues.

If you have a designated rep to be on call you should be fine without being co dependent on the property.

Should the property meet all requirements and the owner ensures that the number of occupants in the principal and ALU are not exceeded, | don’t see a
reason to require the owner to live on the property.

Generally speaking | would say yes, but if a family if military for example and is transferred they should be able to do a long term rental and still maintain the
ALU. As just a business arrangement | would be against it.

I think we run more of a risk that the dwelling would turn into something that more resembled an apartment unit if the owner is not required to live on the
property, especially if the owner owns multiple properties.

How would that change the physical impact of the Alu? It’s the same number of buildings, same iMacs to parking, same number of people. Again, sounds
elitist and Harkins back to colonial perceptions of land ownership being so important. Knock it off.

ALUs if allowed should only be occupied by family members of the main housing unit.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Requiring owner occupancy would create unintended hardship for military families, federal employees, and others who may be temporarily reassigned.
Property owners should retain flexibility to maintain and rent their homes during deployments or short-term assignments. Appropriate property
maintenance and code enforcement standards can address concerns without mandating owner occupancy.

Requiring owner occupancy would create unintended hardship for military families, federal employees, and others who may be te mporarily reassigned.
Property owners should retain flexibility to maintain and rent their homes during deployments or short-term assignments. Appropriate property
maintenance and code enforcement standards can address concerns without mandating owner occupancy.

Requiring owner occupancy would create unintended hardship for military families, federal employees, and others who may be temporarily reassigned.
Property owners should retain flexibility to maintain and rent their homes during deployments or short-term assignments. Appropriate property
maintenance and code enforcement standards can address concerns without mandating owner occupancy.

landlords are renting to 20 people in one house all over Mount Vernon! This is against zoning laws! We are fed up with this being ignored and destroying our
family friendly neighborhoods

Oppose ALU

It's not really ALU if it's an investment property.

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

It should be their permanent residence. Allowing absentee ownership, except in the case of military and no one on site to manage the rental, could impact
the neighbors. People may see these as affordable opportunity but just a way for absentee owners to use as money making tool. Could charge 1,800 Per
unit and make money on the deal. Would probably get more units that way. If this is changed then there should be a registration of some sort required to
track what is happening to the housing stock.

Absolutely, to prevent people renting out multiple airbnbs from their home, or multiple renters that would disrupt the neighbors

Yes. Reduces increasing slum lord effect that is growing. Helps uphold property maintenance. Quicker response to neighbor’s complaints and known
violations. Quicker response to public safety, health department, police, garbage collection, and many other problems crammed renters create and say is
not renters’ problem.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Owners buying properties purely for rent and then squeezing ever last penny out of a property is part of the current housing crisis. Additionally, present
owners are much more invested in the quality of ALU residents that are welcomed than non-present owners.

Always. And they should be required to live there full time.

rental properties should not be expanded

This shouldn't be desighed to increase and create multi unit rentals, but to add space for the homeowner's use or potentially for one rental while
homeowner lives there (say an elderly couple wants to rent the basement to a caregiver or grandchild)

Let the on-site owners be the first to know if there are problems with an ALU tenant by requiring them to be on-site. Otherwise, doors are thrown open for
“investor slumlords” to be buying properties and operating in neighborhoods with SFH homes.

Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County

There should be no ALUs. Would open the floodgates to overcrowded multi-family residenses in traditional single family neighborhoods.

Hmmm, that would then be like having two rental units you are managing. Not sure about that and how carefully the homeowner would watch the
property.

| suppose it would be nice to have the flexibility if parents moved in, but then the owner (children) need to move away due to work or something similar. |
wouldn't want my parents to be forced to move out.

This is because there is a correlation between low income and crime as well as quality of life. The owner needs to be there to ensure that property values
do not fall.

ALU = RENTAL PROPERTY

No ALUs.; But your survey has been constructed in such a slanted, biased fashion it's criminal.

Same as above

I think that if owners are not living on the property, things often become overcrowded and they don't care because they don't have to live with it. years ago a
non resident owner converted many rooms in her home to be rented individually and our 4 bedroom family neighborhood had 8 individual single men living
there. The neighbors had to complain to the county regularly to get her to stop running a illegal boarding house. It would be easy to see this happening with
non resident owners
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

This will hopefully prevent investors from purchasing properties for creating ALUs. Maybe in 5-10 years can revise again but for now best to require owner
to live on property.

direct responsibility for use of, noise, care of by property owner - they have to "live" with any ALU exposure like any neighbor might have to...

We shouldn’t restrict what an owner can do with the rental property. The effect is the same whether or not the landlord lives on the property or not.

Owner occupancy helps with accountability and responsibility with their ALUs

Owner required to live on premises is good to help keep an eye on activity in ALU

Would be best if the property owner lived in the main house,but there may be circumstances in which they might have to relocate (e,g military), You don't
want equity companies buying lots of houses with ALUs but | don't think that is happening in Fairfax County, especially for homes big enough to support an
ALU,

Yes, although they should be able to travel extensively. In Texas there are casitas that are attached to the property where the owners may rent these out as
short term housing. Near airports, these dwellings could be used to expand affordable housing options to either pilots who need a crashpad for sleep per
FAA requirements or traveling nurses or doctors living near hospitals.

Do not need to be but needs to be a good landlord and do repairs, etc.

Yes, either the property owner or FAMILY MEMBER be required to live on the property ; Correction:
Yes, the property owner must live in the main residence and only family members can live in the ALU.

There are situations when people have to move. It would be unfair to make them sell the home or leave the ALU vacant.

| feel it would be beneficial to have the property owner live on the property if there is an ALU, but | would not want to place such a restriction on the property
owner.

Owner-occupancy requirements create another limiting factor in the ability of ALUs to be a truly effective housing solution. There are many circumstances
under which homeowners may not be able to occupy their primary dwellings, such as military or State Department personnel who spend long stretches of
time abroad.

Single family homes should not be divided up into multi unit rental properties for absentee landlords.

Of course
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

It would be hard to enforce. Many houses are rented out when people take temporary assignments for work.

They need to be fully cognizant of what the tenants are doing and held responsible for ignoring the law.

If they live on the property they can maybe control it better.

A landlord should be on sight to be responsible for overall property management to minimize impact to the neighbors. ; Please do not encourage investors
to buy up single family dwellings and convert them to multifamily. Investors are not as responsible as on sight homeowners. Apartment buildings are for
dense multifamily living.

owner should not be required to live on the property if there is an ALU

Also, consider the neighbors. Do they want to look at some ALU and have additional vehicles? | think not.

We all know there are plenty of owners who would become slum lords.

They need to be there to monitor their property.

It's not an ALU if the property owner doesn't live there, it's a rental

absolutely

Not having the property owner living there transforms a private residence into an apartment building. NO.

My thought is most likely. Otherwise the character of areas will change as investors turn places into rentals. Properties as a rule are better cared for when
owners are present.

The concern, though, is that single family homes become boardinghouses, where the owner doesn't keep them up and a variety of unrelated persons are
jammed inside and have a lot of cars outside.

Yes. They would have a vested interest in making sure the additional tenants are not causing an impact to the community. Hopefully that would also
disincentivize the purchasing of property for investment purposes, rather than people just looking for a home.

Itis important for the property owner to live on the property as the responsible party for conforming to rules and character of the community.

Otherwise too little oversight and accountability
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

Not in favor of ALUs of any kind that encourage absentee landlordship. Not even in favor of absentee landlords in main (non-accessory) homes.

I would be okay with a property owner living off site, as long as it's owned by an individual and not a corporation. But the County likely does not have the
authority to treat each differently.

| would like to rent out part of my house if | can.

Absolutely! The property owner should monitor their ALU and its effect on the neighbors.

Yes. Absentee owners result in issues such as hoteling, parking scarcity, neighborhood upkeep and (possibly) crime increase.

take the pain and no parking.

Lives changes, people need to be able to move and not suddenly make the ALU occupant homeless.

Yes

This should be a hard rule to help keep the character of the neighborhood and force some accountability on the property owner.

ALU should serve some immediate, family related need such as care for member of a family due to various circumstances, to include aging in place, or
long term care of disabled person.

This is a very nice neighborhood. People will take advantage of ALU's. Air BnB etc. will for sure happen whether you allow it or not. People will take
advantage of this. Bad idea.

You would be less likely able to sell your house with this requirement.

Again, these units should be for the benefit of homeowners, not for people trying to exploit loopholes in zoning laws.

Only if owner is moved out of the residence for health reasons

Owner-occupancy rules inhibit the development of new housing with ALUs that are intended to be sold to an owner occupant. There are also many
circumstances under which ALUs may be beneficial but the primary homeowners may not be able to occupy their primary dwellings, such as military or
State Department personnel who spend long stretches of time abroad.

Property owner should take full accountability and responsibility of whole Property whether they live there or not
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

If there is an occupied ALU, the property potentially becomes a source of multiple rentals for the owner, and enforcement of rules, standards, or protection
of neighbor rights falls to the neighbors themselves who derive no benefit from the ALU.

This will prevent rundown properties.

Owners take better care of property.

Yes, but with reasonable exceptions, lite the primary owner's job

That would be the first choice, but in some circumstances it may not be necessary.

Again bifurcate the process, steamline it forimmediate family. It is not an ADDITIONAL/SEPARATE dwelling, it is ONE family, living with more flexibility.

I don’t support ALU’s however, | know we have a few 8n our neighborhood and yes the homeowner should not use their main home as a rental. Should be
owner occupied.

Otherwise it becomes a boarding house.

Don't want non-family living together.

Again, as was mentioned in the meeting, people move and return. And the County isn't really going to be able to track whether an owner moves in or out.
The use of the ALU also may or many not change in the process.

That’s the only way to control; Absolutely. That will provide some control over behavior, following the requirements and minimizing problems

The presence of the property owner is essential in order to preserve neighborhood character.

They need to see the problems they want to mess up

An example of an exception is if the property owner spends the winter in Florida and one of the residences is vacant.

The property owner should live either in the primary house or the ALU. For example, the owners could move into the ALU and their children occupy the
primary house.

No, if I'm renting my property to a family and they want their family members to live in an ALU that should be allowed.
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8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?

It helps offset current poorly planned density that will by bringing in those whom are not fully working into a working community that is a massive out of

control apartment growth, and whom are not invested into the community. owner occupant statistically uphold property maintenance far better than
renters.
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Question 9 comments:

9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

I think they just need a designated parking spot or there needs to be available on street parking. If the primary homeowner is willing to dedicate one spot to
the ALU in perpetuity that should be sufficient.

maybe not if it's super-close to metro but most everyone drives here--let's not pretend we are not in the suburbs. Otherwise, yes.

Northern Virginia is a community of drivers, and it's exceedingly unlikely an ALU resident would not have a car. It's not fair to put the burden of a place to
park that car on neighbors.

Parking is already tight in many established neighborhoods. Adding an additional renter (or 2), who is likely to need a car(s) to get around most places in
the county, adds to that. Someone said in the meeting that there is no limit on the number of cars for residents of a house. So if you take the 5 or 6 cars
those people have and add two more to the house, it makes it unmanageable for the rest of the residents on the block.

Maybe not additional, but one should be provided from whatever parking has already been provided for the residence. We don't need to add parking but the
ALU should include a parking space.

Unless in walking distance to Metro, yes for in-dwelling ALU.

Combined with what appear to be proposals for increased density generally, failure to require additional parking for ADUs will simply strain on street
parking and other car-related issues.

Lot size dependent, dependant on street parking availability / typical road congestion and proximity to public transportation

Depends on the area/neighborhood.

Depends on the house and neighborhood

Many areas already fight for parking, this would make sure it doesn't cause issues.

In certain cases yes, but | think generally speaking parking should not be required, especially when close to the metro or when the lot already has a lot of
parking room

Depends on proximity of the property to sources of trip generation, metro/transit, mixed use developments

The answer is YES with the sole exception for when located in a TSA.

Yes, when in a residential district outside of a metro adjacent area at least one parking should be required.

Allowance for not requiring additional parking in proximity to transit.

Another nightmare issue which will be a problematic enforcement issue particularly in a townhouse development where adequate parking is already a
major annoyance
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Only if there is inadequate on-street or off-street parking. The location to a Metro should be irrelevant.

Even people living near metro have cars. Additional parking spaces A MUST.

For townhomes refer to the covenants, conditions, and restrictions.

| personally have plenty of parking, but | am not sure for townhouse communities etc.

In many areas Parking is at a premium and ALU's should have desighated parking spots. In particular in Townhome communities where families have 4-5
cars and adding more without regulation will create a untenable situation.

ALU should not be allowed

I'm in favor of parking restrictions being fair and lining up with those for renters within a single family home. It's unreasonable for internal ALU's to come
with parking restrictions more onerous than the same occupancy in the same dwelling absent an ALU.

Without additional parking beyond what was originally approved when house built, it should not be allowed. Forinstance, the house in Greenbriar on
Mabel Street that was halted because it was too close to neighboring house.... it is also substantially too big for the property values of the neighborhood
and has NO additional parking for that many rooms. It should never have been allowed for that reason alone.

Yes, if it makes sense.

Locations dependent but if going to cause issues for current residents of area then limit parking

Think this would be a case by case basis. But there should be off street parking for visitors at the very least | would think. On large lots, | assume the parking
would be included within the lot. But would not want to live next door to a lot that had tons of cars parked on a driveway either.

Especially if public transit or off-street parking is readily available, there should not be any parking requirement.

this could be a requirement but waivable if they can demonstrate sufficient parking (or lack of need) based on site specifics.

The fundamental issue here is the need for more housing. Which will result in higher densities throughout the County. Which also means that parking for
EVERYONE needs to be reviewed. It's a waste of time, and counterproductive to try and come up with an 'ALU-specific' parking policy.

Many residential street are already over parked, especially in older communities built before everyone had their own car. Many were built with one off
street parking space.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

There is currently a single family home across the street from my home that put an apartment in the basement. There are frequently 5 vehicles parked
between the driveway and street. Occasionally with visitors to the home there have been additional cars parked on side streets. It makes navigating the
street challenging.

Seems like common sense.

Absolute must - if approved.

It might make sense to require one parking space for an ALU in certain circumstances or areas of the county, but it doesn't seem necessary in Metro station
areas, places with good bus access, and walkable places more generally. Overall, | think a requirement to have a parking space will severely limit the
opportunity for townhouse ALUs, especially in already developed townhouse neighborhoods that were designed with a specific parking requirementin
mind and do not have any opportunity to add parking spaces. In those conditions, requiring a parking space would have the effect of essentially prohibiting
ALUs in many developed townhouse communities.

In size-limited communities, e.g., townhouse communities

No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.

Maybe not (for example, don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.). Please explain
in the comment box.

I don’t think it should be required unless you start going around to every SFH and requiring additional parking for every driver in the house. Homes in Fairfax
county, especially in the neighborhood | stayed in Chantilly, would sometimes have five or six cars once children in the household reached driving age.
Forcing ALU owners to add parking when you don’t force other homeowners to add parking when they have so many licensed drivers in the house or just
own multiple vehicles is unfair.

Not all people using ALU will need a parking space. If there are assigned parking spots, then yes, there should be additional parking spots. Perhaps partner
with Zipcars to give people access to cars when they need them

| don’t want to encourage paving more lawns. We need to preserve absorbent ground for many ecological reasons.

It depends upon the width of the street, whether there's street parking nearby, etc.

Individual circumstances will determine the requirements.

Depends on the property.

Of course, otherwise creates crowding in most cases
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

There needs to be consideration toward TOTAL number of cars at a property with an ADU. Currently, too many of the modest SFHs in our neighborhood
have more than 1 car per resident homeowner, causing problematic and unsafe extended parking on roadways. Adding ALU autos will exacerbate this
issue.

Depends on where the ALU is, how much parking is already available etc

Why are we requiring parking at all? Whether the ADU has or doesn't have parking is for the individual owners to decide. If they are willing to host an ADU
that has no parking space, then as long as they clearly advertise that and the renter is fully aware of that, why should that be illegal?

Depends on the availability/proximity of public transit.

If mass transit is available additional parking would not be necessary.

Parking should be required in areas where it only makes sense to travel by car.

Only if the persons residing drive or have a car

Cannot be road parking as it hurt the whole community

Only "yes" if the occupant(s) will be driving.

Not if walkable to Metro

There should be sufficient parking (driveway or street) within the existing property footprint.

if anything there should be maximums considering how cars are a negative externality and how Fairfax county is reasonably bikeable and navigable by
transit

Yes with number of additional parking spaces regulated by number of drivers in the household.

depends upon the availability of on street parking.

Depends on lot size & available parking. Definitely yes if in congested area

I think ALU parking needs to be approached in context of the overall neighborhood fabric and parking needs and norms.

If there is ample parking already, don't need more.

If there is enough existing lot space for vehicles then its not necessary.

perhaps in tight situation like TH but not on larger lots

If it doesn't require additional parking on the street, or if located close to Metro or other public transportation

don't require when built on large lots that already are able to accomodate parking for an ALU, and when near a metro when a car is optional

No to ALU in Great Falls
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Some ALU residents may not need a car, e.g., elderly, nanny, etc. If the ALU occupant has a vehicle then an additional parking space should be required.

Depends on how close public transitis.

Encourage public transit

The only way | said yes is because this terrible idea that is the only answer

Absolutely additional parking should be mandatory. If there is no room for parking, they have no business having an ALU. There is no way to force an
individual occupying such a unit to not have a car - and in this area - especially in suburbia they will need a car because the transportation infrastructure
does not serve suburbia well. So allowing an ALU without forcing on-site parking just burdens the neighbors without any benefit to them - not equitable.

This depends on the individuals expected to be occupying the ALU. If the occupants are dependent family members, no additional parking should be
required. There can be no standardized regulation for this requirement.

Living near a metro does not automatically constitute "no additional traffic" or "no additional need for parking." Our streets are already too crowded and
limit the ability of 2-directional traffic to safely pass due to the existing congestion of on-street parking.

Depends on type of home and type of ALU and hoa rules, etc.

Depends on setting and needs of individuals.

| presume a bright line (yes or no) would be easier to implement, but it seems like the real need will be site specific, so a site specific decision would seem
to increase housing supply at the lowest cost

Parking is a "third rail" issue no matter where you are.

Parking is a problem in Townhouse developmentS

don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro

Requiring a parking space, de facto, every time seems inconsistent with Fairfax County's Parking Reimagined! Where is the inquiry if the existing parking
spaces in the SFH even used (eg. two in garage, two in driveway)?

See comment to prior response.

Yes

If it's approved, of course! But | would not approve any ALU.

See townhouses.

Absolutely not! We do not want to add more terrible parking minimums.

If four cars or more can already park on property, then probably ok.

If fewer can park on property, require more.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

It shouldn't require additional parking if there is easy access to public transportation (either metro or multiple bus lines.)

Yes, if the resident living in the ALU has a valid driver's license ; Yes, if the resident of the ALU has a valid driver's license and a car registered in any state.

Depends on street parking availability, distance to metro and size of lot.

No part of the County is yet a truly urban environment, although it is moving in that direction in a few places. My opinion is that we are years away from not
requiring additional parking, but my opinion could change with as more and more citizens forfeit their vehicles in favor of mass transit and ride share
transportation.

Maybe not, if the additional parking capacity can be accommodated off-street/on-property.

Any property granted an ALU must have the ability to handle additional parking needs on the property. It must NOT spill over into the neighborhood’s
limited parking on the streets. We already have multi-generational families living in communities that end up monopolizing street parking in
neighborhoods.

Depends on nature of neighborhood and location of neighborhood.

Depends on availablilty of existing parking to meet demand

1 space per bedroom

Depends upon the accessibility of Metro and other public transportation nearby. Neighbors in single family home neighborhoods may object to seeing
extra cars on the property, so visibility of parking spaces from the street may matter.

If not needed then an additional parking spot isn’t needed

Depends on the density of the neighborhood and overall parking availability

depends - don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.)

Yes, as an off street spot, such as an additional or enlarged driveway

Exceptions as described in the question.

depends on the overall parking situation - if adding the ALU would impede the parking then yes

Ideally yes (with caveats), realistically no. Some people dont have cars, requiring parking spaces dont make sense in those cases. Most houses if they dont
have a driveway, dont have an actual designated parking space anyway. Outside additional parking enforcement, nothing stops a random person from
parking in front of a house that isnt theirs. Requiring parking when parking isn't enforceable to begin with is asinine. The only time a parking space should
be required is when parking in the neighborhood is enforceable, and the occupants have cars.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

There definitely needs to be “adequate” parking so we don’t adversely affect surrounding neighborhoods with people parking where they don’t live.

Great Falls lacks sidewalks, street lighting, and public transit. Requiring at least one additional off-street parking space for each ALU is essential to avoid
overflow parking on narrow, rural roads. Thisis not a Metro-served community and should not be treated like one.

| cant support this

Any needed additional parking space as required by Article 6, B(9), Table 6100.2 should be accommodated by the existing driveway, and prohibited on the
street. Most two-car garage driveways can accommodate at least four cars in addition to the two garage spaces. That is, widening the driveway to create an
additional space, as shown in the survey photograph of the pickup truck occupying an additional driveway lane, should be discouraged.

A further example would be if the driveway will accommodate all vehicles.

If occupants take up more parking space than available in the current garage, driveway or adjacent curb or allotted parking lot spaces, then ordinances
must be putin place to regulate where driveways and parking may be installed and/or cars may park.

Parking vans and cars obstruct road access. Having ALU"s means having a lot more cars and vans with equipment along simply housing roads. This creates
a problem driving through and also may hinder safety access for Firetrucks and Ambulances. Safety and ease of driving access for homeowners needs to
be the priority.

I've seen homes that have 5 cars without parking regulations. My family is a 1 car household. People will adapt to using less cars. As long as the county also
looks into public transit in more populated areas, | don't think it will be a problem.

YES. We have an ALU across the street. 2 extra cars. BZA said the tenants cars must be on driveway -- that only means the owners cars now take up the
very very limited cul de sac curb parking full time. (With mailbox placement and access required to them, there are only a few street parking spots). On
trash days cans needs curb space too. With this snows storm the small street could not be fully cleared do to their car in the street!

Actually depends on lot size or metro access

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted
and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,
and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would
be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

156




9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

It depends on what parking is available - is there garage space or are there extra parking spaces available / space to create them so there isn't an impact on
other residents?

If the ALU is designated as an aging-in-place apartment for elderly parents, perhaps a waiver? What if private property has plenty of parking space already?

No - that's ridiculous and immediately makes it unaffordable/unattainable for many.

Again, hard to make a sweeping overall requirement. Needs study and input.

Expand public transit options so cars and parking aren’t a necessity

Parking in residential neighborhoods is already problematic. Adding more vehicles per property without adequate space for parking will create safety
issues for people walking, driving, delivering, and for school buses and children to and from school.

Many neighborhoods have been forced to obtain RPPD's to aid in resolving parking problems associated with commuters, commercial vehicles, and
visitors.

Adding an unregulated numbers of cars associated with an ALU will cause additional burden on neighborhood streets.

Please require additional parking spaces as a requirement for an ALU.

No comment

This is especially true if the ALU is located at the end of a cul de sac, townhouse community, or other similar situation where parking is limited.

because there will always be a possibility that a family member or tenant will have a car, parking must be planned for. all apartments and town houses
require a certain number of space(s) per unit. an ALU should be required to have parking no matter how close it is to public transportation. Fairfax County
is not a major urban city, think NYC Boston, Chicago, by an large | would estimate that 90% of people have cars by necessity.

Might not, for example if an elderly individual would not be driving anyway, the extra parking is a waste. Metro accessibility could also lead students or
young renters to rely on that plus a bike/scooter.

Required documentation of why there is no need for an additional space.

Additional parking needs to take into account the number of occupants and who owns a car or has a drivers license. For instance, if there are 4 people in
an ALU, there could be a couple neither of whom drive anymore, an adult child who never had a license, and their caregiver who has a car and does all the
driving. This would cause less concern for parking impact.

Parking requirement should be sufficient off-street parking for all occupants of the house and ACLU.

At a minimum, required parking should meet the county's minimum requirements for residential. This means it might require more than 1 parking space.

157




9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Additional unless they can show parking is already adequate or not needed. Must consider that even if metro is nearby or a person does not drive,an ALU
will generate more need for parking for deliveries, maintenance vehicles, visitors, etc.

This completely depends on the parking situation in the neighborhood. If it’s a single-family home with a driveway and a garage and ample street parking,
then it doesn’t matter at all. If it’s a neighborhood without enough street parking for the existing residents, or with limited designated resident or guest
spaces, then yes, it should require some kind of accommodation for an additional parking space.

Not if there is adequate off-street parking for multiple cars at the existing structure.

If family is involved.

Only if needed.

No additional parking may not be available in communities throughout Fairfax County. Some townhouses community already struggle with parking for their
residents already-- making additional parking would be difficult to do.

As above this should only be undertaken with wider consideration of improved public and alternative transportation options. Trying to expand residency
density only with car infrastructure in mind will continue to be the fools errand.

Create greater flexibility depending on location.

There must be vast amounts of flexible options.

No, as long as there is plenty of street parking or safe parking nearby. We do not a monster of a driveway expansion

Absolutely. If you add persons, you must add space for the additional vehicles. Where that space comes from in an already b uilt out neighborhood is
problematic. This entire ALU concept creates fighting over existing parking spaces, too many cars parked on the street, in the front yards, and public
parking lots nearby.

if the ALU parking doesn't inconvenience other residents in a suburben setting, no.

I think this is tricky. Depends on the area or what parking is associated with the property in the first place.
If required, what if the person does not have a car or something.

More visitors will need parking
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Not sure. | guess this is an issue in some places, but seems like most Fairfax suburbs have plenty of parking. Whether in driveways, garages, or on street.
Plus a lot of the elderly moving in with their adult kids don't actually drive

Generally yes. For homes that use street parking i’d say a max of one car allowed for the ALU.

Not if near metro

Near transit, this requirement should not be required.

No need if bus or metro is available

No additional parking space IF the ALU is located on a major bus route and/or within a mile of a metro station

Yes, to negate the adverse impact when there's limited neighborhood parking available.

Additional parking should be required in situations where parking spaces are marked (townhouses, etc.) | believe there should also be an option to waive
the need for additional parking for ALUs being used by occupants that can't/don't drive a vehicle.

Additional parking should only be a consideration where parking is limited and options to increase parking are not feasible.

There should be no ALU and therefore no need for additional parking.

If the house has a sufficient parking area for ALU, this is good enough not to add a parking space.

The homeowner should control this.

Depends on the area.,

ALU should not be permitted to park on street, nor should homeowners park on street when garage and driveway are available

parking is a potential concern, but lots of street parking is available some places; some places are close to the metro or busses, etc.

Sufficient parking for each dwelling

Any ALU near frequent bus service probably doesn't need extra parking, especially not for ones near metro rail or VRE

Should depend on how many parking spots are already available for the primary dwelling.

Without required offstreet parking, you'll create serious traffic congestion in those neighborhoods. Just drive around any lower middle class neighborhood,
say in Sterling, far outside the Beltway, and you'll see what | mean. Trucks, vans, multiple cars in the yard and in front of one house, etc.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Don't require additional parking if located close to publicly available parking, don't require additional parking if street parking is greater than the number of
adult occupants in the unit.

If located in a neighborhood with open street parking, this doesn’t seem like a reasonable requirement

Yes if there is adequate space to add more parking.

People can live in it if they choose regardless of whether or not there is a parking space

I’m not sure if can depend upon the area—in my neighborhood there is plenty of street parking but in denser areas that could be a real problem to add
people and no parking

Dependent on ALU size and lot size.

No if there is plenty of parking spots for the house and on the street, or if the home is near main commuter lines, metro, etc

If the single family home has a larger lot or the house sits far off the road, meaning the driveway is rather large and can accommodate more parking, it
should not be an issue.

none

Off street parking should absolutely be required.

| meant to select “maybe”

Many places have no way to provide a parking space, such as a townhouse.

If someone elects to have an ALU, which must adhere to guidelines of community homeowners association bylaws (the county should never have the right
to supercede these), then they must provide additional parking and not allow their new resident to steal parking spaces from other residents. Also, Metro
parking is only for commuters using Metro as a form of transportation. That should not even be considered as overflow parking for residents in an ALU.

This seems like a case by case decision

Agree with the provided examples

Take into consideration the lot size and if there is off street parking for the main residence occupants

I don't think it should be required, but it should be available. For example, in an HOA that only provides one parking space per household, an abundance of
ADU's in that community would not be fair to the homeowners who need parking space for guests.

Itis dependent on the neighborhood density and the living situation. If a child or caretaker of an elderly primary resident lives in the ALU, the primary
resident may have already given up their car.

As mentioned before, parking has to be considered.

shouldn't be allowed to take away from other property owners or allow for more use than everyone else. (TH complexes have resident limit parking.)
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

There are too many cars without enough parking space as is. Do not make it worse

Maybe not if located close to public transportation or if the existing parking is adequate to accommodate additional vehicles.

Let the market and the space of the property decide that. Don’t require anything. Don’t complicate things if all the county want is affordable housing.

Requiring additional parking is a non-starter. Many property owners in our neighborhood own 5+ vehicles for personal/recreational use and have no parking
requirements. Would the county propose that if they have a family member living in the basement they would have a parking restriction? Parking
restrictions on ALUs is out of step with other county initiatives like Parking Reimagined. It should be ditched for any ALU discussion.

It depends upon lot size. For many, an additional car and parking may not be needed

don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.). Elderly inhabitants or younger
inhabitants don't drive and won't need a parking space. Or for live in nanny.

Cities like alexandria or arlington clearly do not have as much parking, but people adapt to the available parking --- primarily through invisible hand of
market forces that change the costs. May be transit use will get a boost as you see in these cities/counties will not as much parking

This depends if there is space to allow this. Large lots no.

Make it flexible enough to allow for different situations. For example if | have my elderly parents living with me and they don't drive we don't need an
additional parking space.

Depends on circumstances, for example, a senior who doesn't drive or a caretaker may not need a car

It should be based on lot size and ALU size.

I live on 5 acres - we already have 40 parking spots. Many ADUs are for elderly parents who can’t drive.

Additional parking is only required if there are additional cars. These days, we have transit options and not every adult owns it needs to own a car.

Parking should not be the limiting factor for ALUs. Reasonable alternatives should be taken into consideration, such as proximity to transit (e.g. Buses or
MetroRail) or ability to accommodate ALU parking by expanding driveways.

VDOT has choked us on separate and enlarged driveway entrances!! Free up the access points onto lots and allow more impurviouse off-street parking
without storm water cost/ punishments!

What is additional? In our neighborhood the same size houses may have driveways for 2 or 4 people
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Intownhome areas and small lots where street parking is difficult

We have excellent public transportation, so many people may not have a car.

Parking impacts are a real concern in single-family neighborhoods.

Many people use Uber or public transportation

I think a certain amount of parking should be available however | think this requirement should be able to be met through on street parking or other
mechanisms such as local parking structures. Having this firm requirement doesn't give considerations to bike friendly or mass transit supported areas.

Default should be yes, but exception if in a high density area with easy access to Metro rail and bussing

Not necessary if its a large lot

No, parking regulations have continually burdened counties with excessive higher housing costs. Suburbs tend to have plenty of street parking, and closer-
in exurbs or higher volume areas tend to have better public transportation via metro or bus. Do NOT add any parking requirements. Fire code on homes
should be sufficient to keep total # of cars down.

Many elderly and people with disabilities don't drive so it shouldn't be a requirement.

I think it depends if the current property can accommodate the ALU parking

| agree with your example- not if there is a metro nearby or if there already exists a large parking area.

In a neighborhood that already requires permitted parking, yes, but not in a private neighborhood such as someone on a large lot with tons of on and off
street parking

Not for large lot

Require inspection for lots including for parking. ALU inhabitants might not own cars so additional parking might not be needed. Don't require on large lots.
More driveway means more impermeable area.

All adequate public facilities minimums should be met to prevent strain on existing infrastructure.

No additional parking space when located close to metro or R-1 lot.

If near transportation like reliable metro it may not be necessary

In areas with limited street parking, parking needs to be addressed. .

There are already parking concerns in many areas of Fairfax County, especially apartment in townhome complex complexes. With more adult children,
living at home, teenage drivers, people owning multiple vehicles, etc. This is already an issue, allowing multiple other drivers to live in additional dwelling
on properties will only exacerbate this issue.

It depends on the other restrictions the county has already placed on the property such as set-backs and usage limitations.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

We have enough parking on streets because average car per home have increased without adding parking. We should not allow ADU unless parking on site
next to the ADU is provided that is dedicated to the ADU

This feels hard to make a rule on. It really depends on how tight parking is in a particular community already, which isn't something easily setas a
prescriptive rule. | would be fine either way on this rule.

There is very limited parking on my street. Parking is the number one concern | have with ALUs.

Many people don't drive now. They may bike, walk, or take public transportation

In areas where parking is limited and the number of vehicles may overwhelm capacity, additional parking should be arranged during construction of the
ALU.

Taking into account the neighborhood and lot size

On smaller lots in Great Falls, failure to require additional parking would lead an ALU to turn a backyard into a parking lot with 2-3 cars for the ALU and a
similar number for the homeowner. | know a lot in Great Falls just like that now, where the owners propose an ALU and it would resemble a Tysons parking
lot.

What if there is street parking available in front of the residence?

It depends on the lot size

Proximity to public transportation

No additional parking required when other public transit options are accessible (Metro, etc)

Site-specific, but we don't want more cars trying to park on neighborhood streets if there is insufficient parking already.

Not necessarily. A lot of ALUs would be meant for seniors who may not be driving any more.

Large lots need to provide off-street parking. If near Metro or if walkable to stores, no need to require addition parking.

With enough street parking, or proximity to public transit, this doesn't seem like a problem. In townhouses with highly limited parking, it could be.
Residency of the household with the ALU is also relevant - if there's one original resident and one ALU resident, that doesn't inherently need more parking
than if there were two original residents.

A lot of alus are for aging parents. They may not need it

or specific clause signed by ALU occupant and owner of main home stating that another space is not needed

Don't require additional parking on large lots or near metro

If renter agrees not to have a vehicle, or if ALU is close to a Metro (in locations like Tysons), then parking may not be necessary.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Depends on lot size and available parking space. May be an issue in more congested, smaller lot size sections of the county.

Arigid requirement would probably be imprudent.

I am against all ALU's

Again flexibility!!

Parking is the number one problem with ADU's.

In our community there is an ALU and street parking is already crowded and now 2 cars have been added.

Occupants may not need parking spaces. Unnecessary burden on the homeowner. Undue regulation.

No is my initial thought but it depends. if within a certain distance to public transportation, it would be cost prohibitive to build the ALU and the resident
may not need it. | can't think of why there is a need to mandate.

Yes

Not if there is enough on-street parking already available. | don’t want to create a situation where people end up paving over their yards to meet this
requirement.

Up to the home owner and whoever lives in the ALU.

Depending on existing parking arrangements

Maybe on a case-by-case basis. Parking should not be required if there is ample street parking, is close to public transportation, or is located in a walkable
area. Not everyone owns a car.

There’s nothing tackier than a lawn with cars parked oniit.

In some circumstances

Depends on neighborhood and availability of parking in general.

The ALU should have a designated off-street parking spot.

Why should you require anything for parking?

It should be addressed. When applying for a permit for an ALU, the applicant should be required to explain provisions for parking. Just because a dwelling is
near metro, does not mean the occupant of the ALU won't have a vehicle.

In communities where parking is allotted to homes and/or has to be purchased/rented, a space should be required if the ALU resident has a vehicle. (“Has”
being defined as a vehicle available for their regular use that is present at the property when they are there, not necessarily “registered to.”). There should
be an exception if the ALU resident is a member of the immediate family living in the main home who reasonably would be living in the main home if not for
the existence of the ALU (ie - a college student still living with their family).

Yes, yes and yes
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

In theory, many houses have a driveway for use (although I've driven by many detached homes with driveways where people still park in the street). This
would be especially challenging in a townhouse neighborhood though where spots are already at best 1 or 2 per household.

Just takes up more green space

Depends on the size of the lot and if it's located on a busy street or in a townhouse development.

Depends on the neighborhood.

Depends on neighborhood I think.

Simple validation—overhead shot of the property highlighting number of parking spaces. Should be at least one parking space available per bedroom.

Parking encroaching on neighbors should not be allowed

Ifit’s in a townhouse yes, but neighborhood with street parking available no.

Don't see a need if the ALU is located near Metro or on a large lot, particularly that already has ample parking to accommodate. And as long as an
additional parking space can include street parking that is available.

if close to public transportation or already have sufficient parking.

Parking will be a big problem.

Depending on location. If street parking is available then there is no need for additional parking

Depends on the circumstances of the particular property

Not for lots 2 acres or more

This can be case by case basis.

Not for large lots which have plenty of space, but in a situation where limited parking is available, this may cause issues

I don’t think one needs to be required if it is close to public transportation.

Depends if it’s an area in which parking is challenging already, or not

Depends on location and if there is street parking

Depends on lot size and existing provisions

If a couple or 2 singles are in the ADU that might be 2 vehicles so you need 2 additional spaces
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Definitely need to look at parking accommodations. Single-family dwelling neighborhood streets are already becoming overcrowded with cars parked on
the streets. Families are acquiring more cars, "live-ins" increase the number of driving age people with their own cars living in homes, and use of garages as
storage areas preclude their intended use for parking cars. Townhome developments with inadequate parking face similar issues as overflow from their
parking areas is already moving out into surrounding neighborhood streets to add to the congestion. The recent snow highlighted problems this already
causes as snowplows were unable to adequately function as cars were left parked on the streets.

Pretty much everywhere in Fairfax has plenty of room for driveways and we have over engineered streets that are more than capable of accommodating
additional cars parking.

When the property is located within 800 meters of transit options (bus and metro) parking should not be required.

Additional parking should not be automatically required in every case. Parking standards should be context-sensitive and consider lot size, driveway
capacity, proximity to transit, and existing on-street conditions. A universal mandate may unnecessarily restrict housing flexibility without reflecting actual
neighborhood needs.

Additional parking should not be automatically required in every case. Parking standards should be context-sensitive and consider lot size, driveway
capacity, proximity to transit, and existing on-street conditions. A universal mandate may unnecessarily restrict housing flexibility without reflecting actual
neighborhood needs.

Additional parking should not be automatically required in all cases. Requirements could be tailored based on lot size, existing driveway capacity,
proximity to transit, and on-street parking availability. A one-size-fits-all mandate may unnecessarily limit housing flexibility while not reflecting actual
neighborhood conditions.

No more building!! Save our trees

Oppose ALU

How does anyone, as an individual, "create" an addition parking space?

Per household parking allocation as set by local ordinances should not change/increase if an ALU is added.

No need for additional parking spot when on a large lot or there are already 3 or more spaces on the property.

Depends on neighborhood EXISTING DEMANDS.

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

If you increase the occupancy, would have more parking. Could leave up to the property owners and/or the HOA to regulate parking. Parking is allowed on a
public street. Or within a distance to metro or other type of transit.

Only in places that have limited parking and it would affect others in the neighborhood; For places where there is limited parking (like on the street, or
designated visitor parking). We wouldn't want it to affect others in the neighborhood

There must be enough property to allow for additional cars space

Yes, on ALU site. Not in front of neighbors’ place. Many ALU sites along with existing dwelling have more than one vehicle. Trucks, vans, sedans,
construction vehicles, storage vehicles, etc. Ease fill up the neighborhood with rental vehicles and the common

Situationaally dependent. The permitting body should use discretion.

Limit parking spaces

If ample street parking no

Depends on the circumstances, some neighborhoods have plenty of parking while others do not.

don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.

Many houses in Fairfax county were built with limited parking in the first place

This is a big problem for townhouse developemnts as there will not be enough room for additional full time parking of residents, resident ALU people and
guests of all of those occupants.

there will be issues in most locations regardless of public transportation availability

I am not pro
alu.

Yes. Not on the street or the front lawn but an actual parking space.

Not if the ALU is within walking distance to public transportation.

Depends on existing parking.

No ALUs!

Otherwise, our streets become clogged with cars. And the ALU should be limited to one car.

I think it highly depends on the situation. My mother doesn't drive at her age, so requiring additional parking wouldn't be reasonable in out situation.

not required for large lots
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Eliminate ALU.

No ALUs. This is Fairfax County VA.; What analysis is driving this current attempt at changing rules that have been in place for decades and resulted in the
development of a prosperous county with relatively low crime and high education metrics?; Take your socialist agenda somewhere else. Goruin a
different county.

Depends on the resident

Property should be evaluated to see if enough parking already exists. Metro etc should not be considered. Any additional parking required must be on
property.

same as above

Depends on existing parking circumstances

Only if garage is converted or if not close to public transportation or reserved parking in a townhouse community.

OFF STREET but not rear yard - adding MORE CONCRETE to any lot is only adding to our CLIMATE CHANGE Problem. Thisis on COUNTY ZONING if
accepted/recommended ALU extension passes.

It depends on the existing density. Off street parking options, or cul-de-sacs can probably support additional cars without issues.

Parking is not an issue with lots big enough to allow ALUs

parking is necessary to prevent overcrowded streets in most neighborhoods

If the area has convenient access to public transportation, maybe not.

not enough parking on public streets in our neighborhoods for additional tenants

Maybe recommend a parking space, but do not require it. Give some points for it on the application. A parking space is an amenity that can be reflected in
the rent charged for the ALU.

Lots of possible tenants may not have cars e.g. students, grandmas, live-in caregivers.

Should be required unles there is sufficient area for parking already on the lot (driveway) or the lot is very very close to metro.

If the property is a single family home that has adequate garage parking or a driveway it shouldn't be an issue. In smaller denser areas, like in townhome
developments, additional parking will need to be added.

Not necesarily.

Don't require if property has a garage/driveway that meet main dwelling requirements, and street length in front of house can accommodate extra car.
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Limit additional parking spaces in neighborhoods. The new occupants of ADU should rely on owner or public transportation

I think this depends on location. | generally think having ample parking, either on the lot or street parking, is essential, as the majority of workers who live in
Fairfax currently commute by car. | can only see the option of not providing extra parking working in areas that not only have walking access to the metro
and/or bus stops but also to shopping options (such as grocery stores).

I'm not sure about this since having a car is almost essential in Fairfax County even if one dwells near a Metro Station. Also parking is a sore spotin some
neighborhoods, and may be a reason some residents would not support
ALUs in their neighborhood if an additional parking space is not required.

Sufficient parking should be on the property to accommodate all vehicles used by all occupants on the property.

As believers in smart growth principles, we see mandatory parking as mandatory paving. Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home
production while increasing impervious surface areas that degrade our environment.

If you are uncomfortable with fully removing this requirement, we encourage you to offer a compromise that would notimpose a mandate for an additional
parking space for ALUs within a 1-mile radius of transit stations, or the county’s suggestion of not requiring an additional space on large lots.

Adequate parking must be mandatory.

God forbid ADUs are approved but if they are, they must have enough parking for every adult living there. So, if the ADU is actually lived in by 7 adults or
more, there has to be enough parking for 7+ cars or the ADU permit request is rejected.

Absolutely. We are close to a metro, as the number of adults that live in a household increase so do the number of cars. That's now! It is not fair to
neighbors without ALU's to have tenants competing for street parking in front of your home. 1950's streets & lot sizes are not built for this. You need to
regulate by street width & lot size otherwise older neighborhoods will suffer compared to newer.

Parking can be on the street or near metro or large lot.

Public transportation close by, large lots should not require extra parking

It's a myth that people have fewer cars.

No parking minimums anywhere for adus

If we're going to turn homes into apartments then yes there needs to be the accommodations for additional people
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

Dependent on zoning and surrounding parking/transport options.

It depends on how much parking is already available.

It seems lowering acreage is ok but still have an acreage requirement - maybe .6 or .75 acre. Parking for adu occupants is necessary in my opinion.

Consider the situation in the neighborhood. If there is not sufficient parking, require parking be provided as part of the ALU.

If during the review process it can be determined that the property already has a large enough parking area/driveway etc., to accomodate more vehicles, it
is okay. Don't require additional parking when close to metro.

Parking is an issue county wide. Eliminating additional parking requirements will make it significantly worse.

This worries me - in most circumstances YES it should be required

The parking issue seems significant. Unsure what the best solution is, but not in favor of large increases in unregulated on-street parking.

The problem is people are turning their front lawns into Home Depot parking lot so the answer is no to this stupid idea. Everyone who is proposing. This
should go live in the ghetto, which is what they’re turning Mason District into.; My answer is no because people are already turning their front lawns into
large parking lot with parking lot spotlights so they can maximize the number of people they can rent to in their single-family homes. This is a bad idea
needs to be terminated.

Again, | am completely opposed to an ALU.

In certain parts of the county, so more people live in "hoteling" situations that the large number of cars, trucks, work vans, etc., create parking and driving
issues. During the last large snow, plows gas difficulty plowing adequately around the many cars parked in the streets. This was a safety issue

Absolutely. It cannot contribute to additional street parking or transportation infrastructure negatively. Another reason they should be banned entirely.

It completely depends on the location and layout of the property. There may be ample street and driveway parking. The home may be on mass transit.

Overcrowding on streets now. If you go out in the neighborhoods in the evening and drive around, you would see for yourselves.

Not if located close to public transit

This just isn't necessary; most renters for these ALUs won't rent unless there's adequate parking space OR it's also possible they don't need it: i.e. if they
take transit or bike
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

This is thorny for me. | think there are places/areas where ALUs could serve people that are car free. In places with parking pressure where the ALU is not
walkable parking should be a consideration. There are also places where there is plenty of street parking and space is not required.

Depends on the total available parking on property

Large lots and near metro should not hav

If existing driveway is able to handle additional vehicles, then no additional parking space is needed to be built.

Living near a metro is not enough incentive for an ALU resident to not have a car. Until we change transportation accessibility, everyone will still have a car.

I think this is location dependent. In certain areas, it doesn't make sense to have an ALU without additional parking, but if you're closer to an urban center
where transit options are available, it isn't as necessary.

Should require off-street parking capacity or increase if necessary.

No; Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home production while increasing impervious surface areas that degrade our environment,
especially when they are not necessary. We encourage flexibility for those that are near transit stations or options, or the County’s suggestion of not
requiring an additional space on large lots.; No; Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home production while increasing impervious surface
areas that degrade our environment, especially when they are not necessary. Habitat for Humanity of Northern Virginia encourages flexibility for those that
are near transit stations or options, or the County’s suggestion of not requiring an additional space on large lots.

Depends on each case

It really depends on the number of people in the house and number of additional cars.

It would be possible to address those options by requiring a rented ALU include a statement of number and type of vehicles within the rental contract,
which could be tied to the number of adults. This might also prohibit certain types of work vehicles when not the vehicle used by the renter for personal
transport during non-working hours.

For example, if the number of bedrooms of the house remain the same [eg it was a 6 bedroom house, and now it is a 4 bedroom primary residence with a 2
bedroom ALU] additional parking should remain the same.

Avoid parking problems.

Under certain circumstances, like if available parking is restricted.

Let's use common sense here. One can have a 5 cars and live in a 2 bedroom house. There are no laws that prohibit that. HOAs may limit that, so it is take
care of. Therefore, why are we questioning parking spaces with ALUs?
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9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?

On street parking will be where the renters park. Our driveways are not wide or long enough to accommodate renters cars that is why this idea will turn our
neighborhood in a city. No thanks. If this happens, | will be moving.

Even if the first resident of an ALU is not a driver, that may not always be the case.

The parking needs to be accounted for somewhere. If there is space on a large lot, perhaps it can be accommodated there. In our single family
neighborhood, we have some cul de sacs where parking is already in short supply. In our rental townhouse association, parking is limited to 2 parking
places per address. What would the residents of the ALU have, or would no parking be provided? That could be a burden on the rest of the community.

Absolutely. And no decrease in required street footage (80 ft | think now). Must have off street parking that is enforced. We have 1 ALU in our
neighborhood and I’m told owner refuses tenant to share the driveway. So dedicated off street parking is necessary

| agree with the examples cited above.

Depends on neighbourhood context.

Depends on the baseline availability of parking spaces associated with the primary building -- driveway vs street parking

Let them park farther than they want.

Two spaces.

Yes, two parking spaces. Parking is always a problem.

This is not a yes/no answer. The county needs to consider various scenarios as the county properties are very diverse. If the people living in the ALU do not
have a car then why require additional parking. If they do have a car then parking should be required based on existing parking availability, such as driveway
and street. The location to a metro should not be a determining factor, the person(s) living in the ALU having a car or not having a car is the consideration.

It depends on the lot size

Circumstances dictated

Failed planning for parking and approval of construction without adequate parking has led to voluminous parking complaints in the County.

Depends on available driveway size
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Question 10 comments:

10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

We've seen what happens when the public is not allowed to weigh in on what gets built in their neighborhoods - county staff seems to rubber stamp
anything that looks good on paper without considering the real life impact of new construction in an established community.

They would have to meet setback requirements (which should be greater for a residence than for a shed, for example), yard coverage limits, height limits,
as well as size limits. They need to provide parking without paving over the front or side yards. If they are in compliance, it could be administratively
approved.

You're the zoning guys. What if it's gonna be ugly? Idk what other tools are in your box and what your review consists of.; I'm sorry was ugly considered
inappropriate? This is absurd.; WHAT IF IT DON'T LOOK TOO PRETTY

Reasonable

How do we know it is meeting standards and when do neighborhoods get a chance to comment

The tricky part is potential neighbor impact. They should have an opportunity to speeak. There may be an issue not thought of. At least for the initial round
of changes. Maybe in a couple years, after X amount have been processed, the requirement can be removed. Consider it a pilot program.

This is the most important change. Having every ALU be subject to a public hearing is intrusive and slows the process down significantly. The county should
have pre-approved models and plans that people can rubber stamp into their homes.

This indicates ALUs are currently allowed - set a standard and make the planning department or LDS actually go by the comprehensive zoning and county
ordinances before approving building.

public hearings are expensive and make the ALU cost prohibitive in a lot of situations. Provided that it meets the requirements, the county should not add
additional cost and time

HELL NO.

it would be worth hearing discussion points from both sides of this issue.

The neighbors should be notified first.

Neighbors should know what will happen and have a say. There may be stormwater and property impacts to detached ALUs.

I've changed my answer to "yes"
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

Yes, a detached ALU that meets all required standards should be allowed without a public hearing.

The ability to place an ALU at a lot line is a VERY BIG PROBLEM

Pre-notification to all neighbors that share property lines.

Neighbors should have a say. Speaks to the character of the community.

If a public hearing means their plans can be nixed, then no there should not be a hearing. But if this is to voice constructive design changes etc., then yes
you can mandate it. But it should be quick, to speed up reform.

An Expedited approval should require at least three county inspections during the building process. Otherwise, there should be a public hearing.

Should be regulated, requiring application, inspection, and approval with consideration of how many ALUs are in the vicinity, to assess impact on
infrastructure that was designed for less density.

The amendments would have a cumulative effect-- smaller lot,more square footage, more occupants, and intended use. This calls for 1) evaluation of the
affect on the surrounding neighborhood; 2) an ongoing permit process to make sure the use remains as stated in the application; and 3) effective
enforcement. Once somethingis built itis hard to undo.

I would have to review this more. | would say probably at this point.

One has to assume that the 'required standards' would cover the main areas of concern.; In the following questions #11 the 3rd case is really only a 16x16
structure on two levels (256' x 2'). Today, a 16 x 16 shed or workshop can be built with no permit so lonng as setbacks (and height) are within the allowed
ranges. This case only really removes the height restriction to add a second level to that...Assuming all setbacks remain the same.

Case in point, any change to a house in an existing neighborhood should require notice and a period of complaint or inquiry if it is changing the structure to
allow more people or vehicles to live in the neighborhood or significantly alter the neighborhood aesthetic. For example, Mabel ln in Greenbriar. What an
atrocity!

If the standards are robust, yes. Time and tax dollar saver. But hopefully robust standards so people cannot wiggle around the edges of it, as harder to get
rid of an ALU once built not to standard | would imagine.

I think public notice should be provided but not a hearing.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

A property owner's ability and interest to build an ALU should not be subject to nosey NIMBYs who have nothing better to do than go to hours of County
hearings in the middle of work days.

Too many variables to account for without a hearing.

You need to put this to a vote on a ballot.

No by-right. Should always have an SE

It's an additional structure/home. Needs public hearing.

As long as the ALU meets residential building code, there is no need for a public hearing. The approval should be part of the normal permitting process.
Home owner associations, town house associations are also another barrier for the construction of an ALU. The home owner will be required to get the
approval of these associations.

Too many variables need to be considered in each case - must have a hearing.

Depends on where the ALU is located on the property. When in the back and not that visible from the street/neighbors, public hearing isn't needed. But
when visible, eg facing the street or doesn't conform to esthetic of the existing house and neighborhood, neighbors should get a chance for public hearing.

It should conform to the "feel" of the neighborhood and not be taller that any surrounding structures.

No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.

Many homeowners who seek to add an ALU are not going to be experts in navigating permits and such, they just have a problem to solve. Making it by right
allows them to have their builder file necessary permits instead of having to build an entire campaign to convince their entire neighborhood and any
resident of Fairfax county that they deserve to build an ALU.

If it meets the standards, save the time of a public hearing

Adding a free standing building and people to a neighbor is a major change in neighborhood character, times how many people decide to do this. NO!
There needs to be a stop valve to give some control over an allowance like this.

I think so. Maybe just add regulations that the public hearing body is supposed to address into the ordinance

Neighbors MUST have a say in something this significant that can impact an entire neighborhood and is something they did not anticipate/expect when
they moved there
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

Public hearings are costly, inefficient, and lead to nothing good when it comes to small-scale construction.

As long as the owner of the property resides on the property

Nobfeee standing buildings

Yes, provided neighbors are notified well ahead of time and unless someone with reasonable standing in the matter writes in as a result of the notification
and before a preestablished deadline to request the hearing.

Depends on how it affects neighbors

If it meets standards don’t add more red tape. Nothing will get done. Like what’s the point of having standards anyway if a few loud people can negate them

Yes, if within the confines of a residential community.

These should not be allowed without a hearing in towns that do not have sewer lines and operate on well water.

I don’t understand enough about the “public hearing” purpose and req’ts to answer this Q with conviction.

It doesn't seem possible to codify the impacts on neighboring properties. Adjacent homeowners should have the right to protect their quality of life and
investment and have the opportunity to review plans with a discerning eye.

public hearings bring out the crazies; Max should be noticeto IMMEDIATE neighbors not some whackadoodle professional objector 3 miles away

There's a house in my neighborhood - Greenbriar - that was approved but is is at the least an eyesore and more importantly a significant problem to the
neighbors. They have totally cut off sunlight to the neighbors yard. There should have been a hearing to have a three story structure built almost on top of
the neighbors.

No to ALU in Great Falls

There are too many site specific variables.

Absolutely not

Neighbors should have a say if you are too stupid to put this into effect. People will leave this area by the droves.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

If the ALU requirements do not have parking requirements or if they allow building above the fence-line or within current setbacks - a public hearing should
be required so neighbors can object and avoid a monstrosity like the Greenbriar neighborhood has now.

Neighboring homeowners who may be impacted should be afforded the opportunity to attend a public hearing.

There can be no set of regulations that can cover all circumstances. A "by right" standard is not feasible.

I would want to know more about the proposal, about the practice in other places etc. before making a judgment on this.

Let neighbors comment.

Depends on the jurisdiction. For example, Fairfax County has three towns and two (?) cities. Each have their own ordinances, etc.

It meets all requirements so no public hearing needed unless neighborhood concerns arise

Yes if parking on site is addressed.

Yes. In 4.5 years Fairfax County approved just 11 detached ALU's. Were all 11 even constructed? And the presentation indicated a number of those were
conversions of existing freestanding structures. So, it's pretty easy to conclude that the freestanding ALU is VERY uncommon and with the hearing
requirement (and unpredictability of Department Staff and Board Development Conditions), the hearing is a HUGE burden of time, massive expense and
unpredictability.

Notice should be provided to nearby residents and HOA to ensure there are no objections or unforeseen issues.

Neighbors should be aware so they can watch for issues. The current controversy with a homeowners additon shows how things can go wrong.

a public hearing for all ADUs is the only way to ensure community input and buy-in

There should ALWAYS be a public hearing; otherwise, neighbors have no say.

The local (neighborhood) HOA should be required to weigh in to account for any neighborhood concerns

We do NOT need hearings about what individuals are doing with their property. Life, Liberty, and Property are the most fundamental aspects of American
life.

Need some serious public feedback mechanism ,but maybe not a fully staffed public hearing. Too expensive for taxpayers to sup port
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

If properly permitted and HOA approval no public hearing should be required.

I meant to say YES - not everything requires a public hearing. These are private dwellings not public housing.

If an application for a detached ALU shows that it meets all of the items on a detailed list of rules (the types of rules that would provide an approval) then
approval should be by right. The rules need to be sufficiently detailed so that any construction adhering to those rules would be unlikely to be challenged
by the community in a public hearing, except by no-growth-lets-go-back-to-dirt-roads types.

Absolutely NOT!!! All adjacent neighbors and the HOA Boards of neighborhoods MUST be alerted and grant approval of ALUs. Fairfax County must NOT
circumvent HOAs regarding ALUs or WE WILL FILE LAWSUITS against the homeowners and Fairfax County!!!

neighbors should have the right to stand up against it. they shoudlnt be burdened by things like the marble lane home.

I'm not sure

There are serious factors involved in quality of life that should be addressed. | feel ALUs can be a great solution but so far the County has not addressed
this well. Jamming extra living into suburban lots is messy. Creating additional housing is necessary. Not having public hearings lets items slide that should
be aired, and then the ‘oh well, it already exists’ response is used, to the detriment of neighborhoods.

Depends on zoning laws and size of unit as well as number of potential dwellers. Huge potential problems with added dwellers and vehicles if units are not
carefully monitored by Fairfax county

Should still require a permit and be reviewed by county officials.

Detached ALUs represent a significant zoning change and should not be administratively approved without neighborhood notification and public input.
Every parcel and street in Great Falls is unique -- and a one-size-fits-all approval process is not appropriate.

| cant support this

Need to define land required and impact on neighborhood

Hearings may provide an opportunity to address how equipment vans and car (SUV's) and trucks parking issues on the neighborhood roads.

I think people prefer detached ALUs, making it more difficult to be detached will just put people off the idea of ALUs all together
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted
and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,
and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would
be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

Why would we drag people through that process if the proposed ALU meets all standards??

If requirements are met, it should be permitted. A public hearing discourages doing this.

Public notice should be required to adjacent and adjoining property owners as a part of the upfront verification process before being granted a building
permit.

No comment

Itis difficult to agree to this suggestion when no rationale or justification is provided. Also, given that this proposes use may be different from how the
community where the suggested detached ALU would be established, the neighbors should have the right to (1) be informed of the proposed change and
(2) and be provided the opportunity to provide their concurrence or nonconcurrence with an explanation. Fairfax County already is congested in many
areas. Adding more congestion show only occur with community input.

There must be a way for the neighbors / neighborhood to be notified an ALU is 'opening' in their area.

This depends on the characteristics of the community and the lot. If the current lot is heavily wooded, has storm water infrastructure, nearby lots and
sizes, etc.

It depends on how tight those required standards are and how much room they leave for individual interpretation.

You all need to consider aesthetics of a neighborhood and the proposed plan. Always.

You need to consider impact on the neighbors. You need a way t hear from them.

This depends on the standards instituted in this round of reviews. If enough standards are instituted that incidents like the ALU in Greenbrier won’t happen
again, then there’s no need for a public hearing. If a three-story ALU is allowed in a 99% two-story neighborhood, then yes, there should absolutely be
public hearings.

If ALU is on property over 2 acres.

stop wasting county money/time, as long as the neighbors and HOA sign off on that, that should be plenty

I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

No ALU should be permitted without a public hearing and agreed to financial compensation to the affected neighbors, front, back, and on both sides.

No regulatory statute is going to cover all possible contingencies and variations. Hearings ought to be, at least, pro forma.

Oh my goodness yes. why would we make homeowners go through a public hearing? don't we have more important issues? we will move from here soon to
retire, but if we were staying what a lovely thing to have given our house to one of our children and then made a little "ALU" for ourselves. thatisn't our plan
as we have a dream house on a lake being designed and are excited to leave the busy and cold northern virginia lifestyle, but wow, | can't imagine having to
go through a hearing just to house family. yikes. no wonder we don't have affordable housing here.

I don’t know all the requirements beyond potential size limitations, so can’t comment on this

Public hearings have resulted in a chronic housing shortage that prices out people from living here. Fairfax County cannot be only for the wealthy or the
elderly.

Depends on sqft, and it it's more than one story.

The county should monitor and regulate the building of ALU and ensure that anyone who may be impacted are made aware of their neighbors' intention and
given the opportunity to testify for or against its construction.

As long as it meets the zoning requirements.

Public hearings are sand in the gears, giving people a say who in fact have no dog in the fight.

| support an administrative permit with an application--that has a site plan/floor plan--that is reviewed and approved by staff. A public hearing wastes time
and likely would incur far more costs--filing documents, maybe an attorney, staff and zoning board time and expense etc.

There should be some review provided if a public hearing is not conducted.

So long as there is no HOA and the dwellng is able to get approved for permits. | do not see the problem.

none

Yes. It's insane that one would ever be required.

Freestanding ALU's affect others, so a public hearing should be held.

Again, people with larger lots are simply gonna start building smaller houses that they can rent out. This is not what we want in Fairfax County.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

This is very important in expanding the number of ALU permit applications the county will receive. The interior or attached requirement severely limits the
appeal of an ADU for purpose of atldditional income for homeowners, most of which don't want renters in or attached to their home. Montgomery County
allows detached ADUs and it works. There is no downside.

Any changes impacting massive amounts of communities and homeowners in Fairfax County should require a public hearing. Demand accountability
from our elected leaders.

The numbers of exising ALU applications and awful regulatory process already explain why these rules need to be changed.

Notify all attached neighbors

Neighbors should have notification of a new unit being built. No tenants can potentially be on offender registries.

I don’t understand this requirement. If there is a complaint or an observation for construction, most likely will come from the neighbors. Let them go
through the regular process of enforcement that the county already has.

Should it meet height and setback requirements, detached ALUs should be allowed. Public hearings should only be used if the new standards are not
carefully crafted enough. Nobody wants a Greenbriar-style attachment next to their home putting them in shadow 12 hours of the day.

Otherwise, it's a waste of time and money

See the enormous issue with the house in Greenbriar neighborhood, Fairfax VA.

Waste of tax payer money to have this go to public hearing. This is ridiculous.

If the plans meet the county's zoning requirements, a public hearing might not be needed

Public hearings delay projects and have only exacerbated the housing affordability crisis in the area as they run up costs to accommodate delays or design
changes. Many public hearings are only attended by people disinterested in change.

The standard & how the standards are monitored is very important

I would hope that the county permitting process would be defined well enough to not allow every taxpayer to be inconvenienced with a public hearing but
also provide enough clear guidance and reasonable limits to prevent issues.

Rules and regulations should apply to all. My concern is that owners will take it upon themselves to make their own rules and not be properly permitted.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

Yes, property ownership shouldn't be challenged like this. If an owner has land they should be able to build on it within county standards and zoning rules
and without a hearing which would greatly slow down time to build or discourage building in general. Make it EASY to build and add supply

Where the code has clear standards, and where well regulated they would have no more impact than an addition. Again, lots under 10,000 sf should not be
permitted to have an ALU.

Require inspection instead

As long as they meet all other zoning criteria, they should be subject to the same permitting process as any other single family unit

I dont know if a mandatory hearing process makes the creation of an ALU prohibitively difficult. A hearing would be a good idea if the neighbors' house
and/or property lines are within a certain distance of the ALU, or theres some other reason that it could negatively impact others.

Depends what the final standards are. If they are significantly loosened then there needs to be an opportunity for the community to raise issues that aren't
covered by the code.

People should have the ability to do with their property what they want as long as they follow the letter of the law. Fairfax County does need to do better
about enforcing some of those policies.

There should not be any regulatory need aside from the usual building permits. People should be allowed to do what they want with their property.

With current size requirements, | would vote 'yes' on this one. Butif larger ALUs are allowed, then possibly require a hearing for those to allow the
community to push back on something truly outlandish.

For instance , my mother has lived in her home since nineteen sixty eight, And wants to age in place. This would be easier if on her 3/4 acre lot.We could
build a detached unit for additional family member to reside while keeping an eye on my aging , mother

Fairfax County staff are rarely knowledgeable about specific properties in zoning case unless they live nearby. Forthem, zoning issues are all online and on
paper, rarely with an on-site visit. There may be peculiarities of some sites that should be considered and only a public hearing would surface them. If
after an initial 2 years there have been no comments in such cases, the county could revise this so that there would not need to be apublic hearing based
on experience.

Depending on the size of the lot, proximity on the lot to other properties, location/view of other homes

Not just yet. Not most/all probable/possible issues are known at this time.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

This is again a silly ruler

neighbors need to have a chance to review and comment

If it does not impact neighbors.

Removal of obstacles, extra steps, and unnecessary bureaucracy will lead to greater adoption.

I would need to know more about the current requirements in order to have an informed view. Perhaps a streamlined hearing option would be a reasonable
compromise. Or perhaps the opportunity for written comments on a homeowner's submission would be sufficient.

We should be encouraging ALUs in whatever shape or form we can get them!

with the current standards for over 2 acres, | don't think a public hearing should be required. On smaller lots | think a public hearing would be beneficial.

Not sure what the required standards are, so couldn't comment

| think there should be public input on any ALU.

Too much government interference causes additional burden on itself to manage.

Yes

Yes. Itis private property and it is not up to the neighborhood what you can build it your lot if it is up to code

Yes since you said it requires several acres.

Only if within a certain distance from building of impacted neighbor(s)

Yes depending on standards

There may be extenuating circumstances that need to be taken into consideration.

It's always good to be open about these types of developments

That’s the purpose of standards.

Perhaps only for ADUs proposed on smaller lots where there could be greater impacts on neighbors

HOA guidelines. permits, setbacks etc are met. then yes.

Public would be affected

As long as the ALU meets the guidelines and permit requirements, | don't see why a property owner isn't allowed to do what they would like with their
property.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

The purpose of a unified code is to make approved uses & their associated processes move through the system more efficiently. If no exceptions are being
requested, a public hearing should not be required. | do think the county is really going to have to educate the public if ALU guidelines are going to change -
which | think they should. | think the 2+acre requirement needs to be reduced in order to have any kind of meaningful expansion of this type of additional
housing.

Depends on lot size.

Must have validation that it meets All required standards.Otherwise they will be built & then hard to remove. Negative impact to neighborhood.

Neighbors should not be negatively impacted by something visible from there backyard. That is not to say not allowed.

Should depend on zoning, for example if you allow it in townhomes, perhaps the neighbors should be allowed to input but if a homeowner is on 5 acres of
land, maybe not. | might add: My impression is that the county requires more hearings than they need to - which serves mostly to enrich the lawyers who
are experts at presenting requests to the county.

Frankly given the potential variation on what got permitted versus the as built you need the public hearing. A 2 car garage was approved but when in
progress to be built the contractor as per homeowner moved it further to the property line to increase the space between that and the main dwelling.

Why is the survey even asking if an ALU should require public hearing? The point of this is to make it easier. The second you start requiring a public hearing
or discretionary board approval allows, neighbors, who have a vested interest in not allowing anything, to prevent new people from moving in.

Yes, it should be by-right

If ALU meets requirements then nothing else further is required.

If a detached ALU meets clearly defined standards for size, height, setbacks, lot coverage, and stormwater requirements, it should be eligible for
administrative approval without a public hearing. Objective standards provide predictability and fairness while reducing unnecessary delays and costs.

If a detached ALU meets clearly defined standards for size, height, setbacks, lot coverage, and stormwater requirements, it should be eligible for
administrative approval without a public hearing. Objective standards provide predictability and fairness while reducing unnecessary delays and costs.

Interior ALUs in townhouses should be permitted if they remain fully within the existing building envelope and meet reasonable size and parking standards.
This approach provides flexibility without changing neighborhood character.

We don't want anymore building!

Oppose ALU
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

Awful idea.; Corner lots may be an exception

A hearing should always be required if any neighboring properties have the right to oppose the ALU because it requires zoning changes, or HOA policies.

Even when a freestanding ALU meets all required criteria, the freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall
intensity of use on the lot. A public hearing ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and
allows decision-makers to address site-specific issues orimpose conditions that general standards do not cover.

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

If it meets all the standards why have a public hearing.

I think it's important to make sure neighbors are aware and allowed to express their opinions.

Absolutely no guidelines are to be strictly followed in neighborhood that’s are really not intended for ALU

NO. ALU’s should not be allowed by right. Not all ALU’s Sites are created equally. Even when a freestanding ALU meets all new lower required criteria,
which are ease to violate over time, the freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall intensity of use on the lot.
Coming and Going 24/7. A public hearing ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and
allows decision makers to address site specific issues orimpose conditions that general standards do not cover.; NO. ALU’s should not be allowed by
right. Not all ALU’s Sites are created equally. Even when a freestanding ALU meets all new lower required criteria, which are ease to violate over time, the
freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall intensity of use on the lot. Coming and Going 24/7. A public hearing
ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and allows decision makers to address site
specific issues or impose conditions that general standards do not cover.

If it passes inspections and went through all proper construction retirements, absolutely not.

McMansion-ism should be slowed or stopped. This will increase the availability of affordable house, because affordable houses in good condition are
being destroyed to build mc-mansions, which then sit unoccupied for years.

Public hearings keep things fair and alert the neighbors of any infringements. Neighbors can be aware if owners are staying full time on their property or
just turning it into a glorified air B&B.

Required Public hearing is ok if it is not overly burdensome and time consuming to schedule

Freestanding ALUs should not be erected as a surprise to neighbors who purchased homes in a SFH neighborhood zoned for a certain level of density.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

| feel that neighbors need to know and be afforded the opportunity to weigh in.

Neighbors will be impacted. this is a change to THEIR neighborhood that is not what one would expect - for example, building a new house on an empty lot.
Thatis expected. Not adding a family of 4 in the backyard ALU.

Why put forth all of the "required standards" and then require a public hearing! That makes no sense. They the permit requestor meets the standards, they
should be granted the permit.

No ALUs. ; No ALUs at all.

Approval should not be automatic. Residents should be able to present special circumstances or identify errors and potential impacts (such as
stormwater) on other properties.

At this early stage, there should b oversight and controls that can be lessened later.

Neighbors deserve notice and opportunity to understand impacts to neighboring property and neighborhood. We recently had a neighbor add a huge
addition that now overtakes surrounding neighbors. Impactto land value aside, privacy and parking impacts not fully understood/translated through
"schematics/plans"

Public hearings stoke anti-renter sentiment and leave it up to the neighbors’ whims, resulting in inequity and concentration of rental property in certain
neighborhoods that are underinvested.

However, | generally feel that neighbors should be able to weigh in, within reason.

Some neighborhoods will have outrage. But there are a lot of things people can do on their property without a public hearing. Maybe neighbors could be
notified and shown a rough drawing of the plans. They could have a time period to ask questions and make comments.

They will have issues with school overcrowding if children are allowed in ALUs, traffic congestion, and parking. Also addition of impermeably surface to
backyards and possible flooding. These issues should be addressed by staff when the application is submitted and given to neighbors along the notice.

If neighbors have issues with the possibility of the ALU attracting people who are not compatible with the character of the neighborhood, they should be
given a copy of the Fair Housing Law.

I would need to see what the final standards look like.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

Depends on the purpose. If it is for an outside office or studio | don't think this is necessary, especially if they are modular units. If there is plumbing or
sanitation involved where infrastructure needs to be modified, then yes.

only if: lot over 4 acers, and ample parking on property, and family members only, and sited with little visible impact, and no tree removal, and 100 ft from
property line, less than two stories, and no basement, and new septic system not required

Public hearings are unnecessary.

Too much red tape and people’s waste of time if it meets the requirements

| feel a public hearingis a good idea if one can be done timely.

Neighbors should be informed and afforded the ability to comment BEFORE construction begins on an ALU.

This adds a lot of time, pressure and cost to the process, and | don’t understand why it’s necessary for detached ALUs on more than 2 acres but not for
ALUs inside a home where there are often many more neighbors who might be more impacted by an ALU in their community.

he reason we take time at the outset to establish thoughtful, standardized requirements for new development is to ensure a straightforward and
predictable process. If a homeowner is willing to follow the county’s rules to contribute to this housing solution, they should not have to undergo a second
process for changes they are already legally allowed to make to their own property.

Public hearings ensure that the community is aware of and has a voice in changes to the zoning and use of dwellings across each sector of housing.

Neighbors should be given the right to sign in and know what would be adjacent and design guidelines enforced along with adhering to set backrules. It
could be a mess without oversight.

Absolutely not.

Neighbors should know and have the right for input. There may already be crowded conditions in their neighborhood, parking issues, code enforcement
history with the landowner, lot size and/or placement issues that might adversely affect them. Expectations of the landlord should be reinforced at this
hearing if the ALU is approved.

without a public hearing

Again think about the neighbors. This is a major impact to their property value and we all pay FC taxes.
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

People should have a chance to voice concerns.

We don't need people building mini compounds in suburban neighborhoods

And the person should be required to sign agreement with county on all waivers for addition, backed by what action must be taken by county if not followed
to the full extent of agreement, FINE and/or Jail plus removal of noncompliance.

I think neighborhoods with hoas require a hearing. People buy in hoas because they want community oversight.

if there is real permitting

Maybe - Of the total public hearings for detached ALUs, how many are disapproved? What are the reasons they are disapproved? Perhaps they can be
permitted without public hearing, if the reasoning they are disapproved currently is captured in the standards.

Should meet same as any addition &/or variance

Depends on how lenient the standards end up being. In favor of no hearings but strict standards to start.

Again, this is a bad idea the Public doesn’t want it. You need to build Metro and the older neighborhoods so that the metro stations can be built with higher
density not our single-family neighborhoods.

You have got to be kidding! No public hearing allows the detached ALU to be an eyesore and blight to the neighborhood.

No. Air the case in public. Neighbors should have a say in potential negative changes to where they live.

If there are clear guidelines, yes. The new dwelling shouldn't block sitelines/views and meet current set backs.

We aren’t even allowed to construct a garage on our property, so why would we want additional buildings in a neighbors back yard for people to live in.
Infrastructures could not handle it and why are you trying to destroy single family neighborhoods.

If ALUs for owners or non-owners be allowed, Fairfax should geometrically increase the owner's property tax and utility rates to offset the additional
residents, vehicles, parking and traffic incurred.

Agree. If all rules are in place; No. If all rules/requirements are in place
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10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?

If the required standards are met (the siting of which MUST include saving all trees on the lot and mitigating all stormwater runoff) then no hearing should
be needed.

If a homeowner is willing to follow the County’s rules to contribute to this housing solution, they should not have to undergo a second process for changes
they are already legally allowed to make to their own property.

No hearing invites abuses.

If there are setback or stormwater runoff issues or a special exception is required.

Do your public hearings actually accomplish anything? Have you ever met a building project that you didn't like? What would be your reason for saying no if
the structure will meet all required standards?

agree no public hearing

If they have the space and it the design does not devalue the neighborhood, why not?

If it meets requirements, what is the point of a hearing except administrative burden?

Not in our community. Particularly in cul de sacs or courts with tight parking, the neighbors would be seriously impacted if a series of ALUs were approved
without any public hearing.

Public hearing and physical notice to neighbors is ESSENTIAL.

This should be handled administratively.

A public hearing is the best way to get neighborhood buy-in.

Let the people in the country be able to state their requirements

If the property is larger than 1/2 an acre and on a public street.

No reason for a public hearing if the ALU meets standards

Maybe if the property lot is very large and the ALU is taking up only a specific size. ; The property lot size should not be the only consideration. Some
neighbors have a large lot but only a small backyard. The rules should include not only the overall property lot size but the % of area available (i.e., in the
backyard) for an ALU

ALU's alter privacy, light access, noise pollution, traffic congestion and gridlock. Public hearings helps to ensure accountability by officials through
constituent transparency, giving community members a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts. and looks decision makers to
address site-specific issues orimpose conditions that general standards do not cover.

Neighborhood communities should always be able to weigh in on public hearings. As such, ALUs should require public hearings.
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Question 13 comments:

13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.

SP-2021-PR-0049 and INTOAB-2026-00022. I

| do not have an ALU but | want one.

N/A.

N/a

n/a

Grandfathered in from previous owner -- not using it for rental now.

no comment that the general publid is not aware in great falls "2 acre zoning" RE only requires 75,000 sq ft and 52,000 in cluster "RE" not the 87,120 sfin
2 actual acres
this cuts out the majority of RE lots in Fairfax; | find this obviously disinjenuous

Our ALU is in another county on a multi acre lot with plenty of parking. The county permitted it as part of a multi family home in new construction

My ALU is in my townhouse and is not recognized by the county. | use my ALU to house my aging mother to ease eldercare burdens.

my neighbors have them, no permits.

n/a

Very biased survey. Itis clear by how you ask the questions what you want the answers to be, and now you are looking to speak with those with ALUs,
NOT neighbors of those with ALUs. Fairfax County can do better.

No comment ; I

Should not be allowed

Changing the character of the neighborhood should be the major concern. ALU for aging or disable relatives, or even temporary for children of the
homeowners is one that | can support with proper limits. The idea of rental ALU's | don't. This would essentially be doubling the housing units on a
property permanently but doing it in a bad way that can result in a two tier nice home with a slum home in the backyard. Increased density should be
achieved through new development where all units are of similar character. It will be similar to subdividing homes in cities. | never saw a case where
that improved the neighborhood.
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13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.

There was a time a decade ago, that we wanted my wife's MOTHER to live close by, but not in our house. We helped her get a single story house about 7
miles away. Butitwas way too far away to keep tabs on her. After that didn't work well enough, we ended up getting her into assisted living, so she
could be better monitored as she degenerated. After more than 2 years in assisted living, she passed away.

I would like to get one on my property. Itis a pipestem lot, so please reach out to see if you'd like to see my idea.; || EGKcNEGNGEG

none

| answered no to the above question but the comment box remains open.

No, I don't have one, but my father just passed and looking to build one for my mother on my property.

|

N/A

|

NA

N/A

na

| answered no; .; i keep writing comments here but survey is saying i can't submit without a comment here.

| answered no.

I don't have an ALU.; | do not have an ALU

I wish | have an ALU. Would seriously consider it since | have almost 1 acre and a huge open back yard.

Na

n/a

na

I would love to discuss my experience obtaining an administrative permit with staff. My email address is || | | R EIENNEEGEEE

na

| answered no
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13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.

Was built by previous owner, occupied by our Autistic daughter and autistic son in law. Would love to have the ability to expand it slightly

No

N/A

Oppose ALU

no

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

| answered with NO.

| answered 'No' to Question. 12. So why does the system consider Question 13 an unanswered question if the condition for further information is 'Yes' to
Question 12. Better QC is needed on these surveys.

N/a

XX

ALU should be allowed by right sans the requirement for administrative approval...

No ALU for me, no ALUs for anyone. | am consistent in my words and actions.

| did not answer 'yes'.

NA

N/a

N/A

Na

N/A

I don’t have one yet, butit’s a great idea.

N/a

I don't have one. But do you really think that people who have been renting to others for years are going to answer yes to this question?

| do not have an ALU.
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13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.

n/a

You did not provide a comment space on the sample dwelling and lot size questions. First, | would say the options shown were visually optimal - the
first one for instance did not show any side neighbors. That made the lot seem much larger. You needed lot lines at the least and probably to have
added houses to the side via computer modelling. Second, the placement on the last one reminds us that even for a shed there is usually a set back.
The set back for an ALU should be larger as it will likely involve more activity and noise, and the set back should be increased as the height increases to
provide a better privacy buffer for neighbors. Finally, you did not indicate a common option which | believe should be employed in most if not all of these
cases which is notification of the adjacent neighbors to solicit concerns and allow for appeal. In some cases that might simply result in adjusting
placement, height, window placement or some other compromise. Contacting neighbors doesn't amount to a public hearing but it does engage those
most impacted in a meaningful way and potentially increases wider spread and long term satisfaction. | was contacted previously in a case in another
house about a day care permit for neighbors so | do know that option is sometimes exercised in some instances. In that case, | had no objection (home
placements prevented me from being much impacted to be honest) but another neighbor did and the permit capacity was reduced. Compromise.

None

Administrative permit - I

| answered no.

n/a

And | don’t ever want one. Who came up with this hair brained idea. Was it an idiot looking for a village?

no thanks; it was quite a painful, exhausting 2-year experience.
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Question 16 comments:

16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Please tread very carefully here. It's hard to believe Fairfax County has the staffing and resources to make sure that ALU's are both safe for the residents planning
to live in them, and not an eyesore and privacy issue for surrounding properties.

Fairfax county is too harsh about what people do with their home. | have ALU, but county does not allow me to use it with, because | don’t have 2 acres. | could
rent it to my family, or someone else to help alleviate the housing issue, but no it has been sitting there and used as storage. That does not help me nor the
country residents who are desperate for low income housing.

I don't think separate ALUs should even be considered on properties less than 1/2 acre. Allowing them on 1/2 acre lots depends on how much open space there
is/how big the primary house is. | do not support reducing the tree canopy just to build these units. That is counter to the county's climate resilience and
environmental goals. More people, more cars, more impervious surfaces, fewer trees is what you find in a city, not in a suburban area (which most of Fairfax is).
Small interior ALUs are similar to what is already allowed in single-family homes. No ALUs in townhouses. Most are smaller and the majority have very limited
parking which doesn't even accommodate the existing residents. We chose to live in the suburbs not the city.

| am against it because | think it will bring crime to the area.

Legalize all elements in this proposal to make the government more efficient, reduce time and money spent debating small proposals like ALUs

It would provide a sustainable option for providing aging parents the privacy and accessibility options they desire in their own home nearby, which is currently
unaffordable for them

The new Zoning Code is overly restrictive, especially compared to the prior one. ALUs should be regulated by the existing setback and other limitations. Creating
new limitations that wouldn't apply to the same permit application that had other intended use(s) is overreach and risks becoming exculsionary, elitist, and/or
discriminatory.

Acoustical separation requirements.

ALUs should be allowed on small lots for by blood or by marriage relatives without any special permits, and certainly no public comment or hearings. The only
issue should be around rentals and Airbnb setups.

I have seen this work well for elderly relatives in California who are able to live with their daughter on her property thanks to an ALU, which is practical and
attractive thanks to good planning.

Let the people build and great things can happen!

If you are thinking about this to help current residents age in place or help families live together/near each other, this is great. If you are thinking about this only
as a way to increase density without approving new development, it is a bad idea.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| do not want to see townhomes and single family detached converted into multifamily homes. There's a right way to increase housing density but that is not a
good solution for those that live in them nor their neighbors. ALU should be reserved for multigenerational living and ALU detached for affordable rentals where
space is appropriate.

ALUs should not be allowed in a detached structure on lots under 2 acres. Also, when a property is sold the new owner might rent out the additional structure
not aware of the need for an ALU permit and the restrictions.

the lot area restriction is too large. Detached ALUs would be beneficial

We need to find reasonable ways to make this county affordable to live in. | have lived here for almost 60 years. | never thought a job paying 100K could not
afford a home ... unless others live above, below, and share a wall, albiet a thin wall!
We need to improve quality of life for individuals to be tax paying county residents - to be able to live here.

neighborhood was not built for this amount of people, we are down to one lane of traffic as it is because of the amount of people living in the houses currently!

ALU should not be expanded beyond current Ordinance allowances. Other jurisdictions have made a huge mistake in allowing these. ALU are NOT the solution to
affordable housing, the problem of which is at a scale orders of magnitude greater than what little relief expanded ALU's will provide. Forcing ALU's into existing
neighborhoods where they have historically been disallowed amounts to no more than a taking of property rights of others who are opposed to ALU's. If anything
they must require a long legislative process to allow the affected public to participate.

Allow, but heavily constrain by regulation, ALUs in new developments only. Allowing in existing developments is too divisive.

ALUs are a win win for the county, residents, families.

I think to get community buy-in, there needs to be an architectural review process. Don't make ALUs look like there's an ALU there. The design should be
functional of course, but it should also fit aesthetically, and make sense. Perhaps there's some disagreement, but the built environment doesn't have to look
terrible.

Thank you for asking for feedback.

I'm interested in building an ALU for my aging mother so that she can live near her kids/grandkids without having to reside in an age restricted or assisted living
facility. Im certain that many other people fall into this category.

ALUs should only be for related/family, generational, age in place.
No rentals, this would turn zoned single family dwellings into multi-family, ruining the character of the neighborhood and creating parking issues.

Would suggest visiting the distance to property lines, especially if there are no neighbors - just greenspace. Also suggest looking at how access would be handled.
Also having ada type requirements apply.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We need more housing ASAP and we need it in every form. Please consider the Strong Towns approach to county planning; Fairfax County is struggling despite
being one of the richest counties in the country and it is because of low density sprawl.

Aging in place is next to impossible in this county - | have lived, worked, and paid taxes here since 1976 and would like to retire here. It seems as though an ALU
may be the only way | can afford to do it.

Allowing individual properties to accommodate multigenerational households is a critical component for achieving affordable housing as well as making it easier
for families to care for elderly and disabled persons which also helps to reduce demand on limited social services and community resources.

ALUs are an unplanned way of addressing housing that threatens to degrade the way of life for people already living in areas with stressed county services and
infrastructure. Planned development allows the county to align resources and infrastructure planning.

ALUs can be a small part of the solution, but community rights to weigh in on the decisions (especially when located in denser environments) should not outweigh
the need for housing. Lean into planned development please.

With the aging population increasing and being a country that has a very high immigrant population - who have cultural traditions and responsibilities of taking
care of aging parents and aspire to continue those valuable traditions, ALUs should be an important and valuable contribution to our county. ;
Recommendations: the county should work with Architects in Fairfax Country (especially immigrant owned practices) that can provide some valuable insights of
the spatial, architectural, social, cultural, and economic implications. In addition conducting focus groups with communities, to obtain more qualitative feedback
beyond this survey, may also prove useful to gather data.

| recently moved from Fairfax County where | did own my home. A single family detached unit in a neighborhood zoned R-4.

If noise and community safety and cleanliness are kept to a high standard, and all surrounding neighbors are in agreement, an additional ALU should be allowed
on any property within set backs.; If noise, cleanliness, parking, safety and lighting are held to a high standard, and neighbors are ok with an ALU, one should be
allowed on any property if set backs allow.

| think an issued permit should be required with renewals. | would also support legislation that requires reals state agents and brokers to list the properties they
are selling as ALU along with their listing to ensure the buyer understands what they are required to do purchasing a home with an ALI

To expand the ability to add ALUs is just a way to basically rezone density in Fairfax County. Adding a larger population will not generate enough tax money to pay
for the required infrastructure. Our roads are too crowded, our schools are crowded, we do not have enough Police, EMTs, or Firefighters. This is a very sly way to
change zoning.

Providing more pathways to additional, low-impact housing in existing, desirable neighborhoods is positive, but there should be a balance to not permit new
construction that is out of scale with existing and neighboring properties.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

“Free for All” ADUs have no place in Fairfax County’s established single family neighborhoods. Stop trying to destroy neighborhoods and property values. ADU
preparation should be limited to the renovation of EXISTING space in a home (i.e. no home expansion) and residents must be limited to immediate family
members of the home owner or full time live-in care-givers. Further the homeowner must also live in the home FULL TIME and subject to unannounced
inspection/confirmation by the county. Permits for use of an in-home ADU must be issued and renewed annually and absolute proof that the proposed ADU
residents meet the requirements must be provided - including written comments from at least 4 immediate neighbors.

Off street parking must be provided. Utilities for the ADU CANNOT be separately metered - utility costs must be billed to the homeowner.

| prefer broad upzoning to alus but all new housing is good.

There should be a requirement for access via a designated “path” for stand alone ALUs. Perhaps a reduced application fee for ALUs that aim to house low income,
people with disabilities and or otherwise underserved. | think a minimum of 1/2 acre lot for a freestanding ALU. | worry about fire safety and utilities with interior
units that were not constructed from the studs for this level of separation and | don’t see how you could verify this unless an existing construction was removed.
I'd be fine with having a short term rental permit that includes an inspection and renews annually to keep Airbnbs honest and safe.

In the midst of an extreme affordable housing shortage, particularly for households earning below the county’s median income, these zoning regulations on
accessory living units operate as exclusionary and inequitable barriers rather than as tools for community stability.

FFXC has problems w impervious surface, tree canopy and insufficient parking in many areas. Plus there is the zero lot line placement for accessory structures
(maintenance issues, noise, and very real possibility of diminished property values. Neighborhood character is valuable— as demonstrated by the horrible
‘addition’ to the home in Springfield. While legislating ‘good taste’ is impractical, architectural volume controls need the county’s attention

I would like to see a more comprehensive approach to zoning, housing assistance programs, and how building permits are evaluated against existing density,
school and transport infrastructure. Loudoun county is an example of disjointed zoning and planning resulting in challenges to growth. Fairfax County will
continue to grow and needs to consider reasoning business areas that are vacant into residential or dual use. | very much appreciate the opportunity to complete
a survey and while this is a challenging subject the openness to many voices and ideas is welcomed.

ALUs will provide expanded housing opportunities in a state that is desperately short on housing. It also allows for more infill housing in already desirable
neighborhoods without contributing to sprawl. | support ALUs being approved administratively, so as not to be bogged down by needless public hearings and red
tape.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALUs are a slippery slope similar to ADUs and WDUs. All aspiration, no substance. Once the County establishes the policy (without removing or modifying others)
developers will find ways to skirt the system. We see it all of the time in land use applications for Comprehensive Plan amendments and zoning. ; Apparently, |
offended the algorithm with my comment about land use. | guess the truth hurts.

The way zoning is worded, it seems highly regulative and punitive. What if | build an ALU and my daughter lives in it for 2 years, then | need to go to assisted
living, and she cannot afford to buy the house. Is the new owner allowed to rent it out as separate apartment? IF not, why would | go to the cost of building an
ALU now, when a potential new owner could not use the space | built for their benefit. It might make the house unaffordable for a potential new owner. All of
these issues give me pause. You don't want regulations that give people pause, you want them to be very clear and allow for real life world experiences. In fact,
you should give real world examples in the regulations, or have a Q&A session in print where people can feel like in good faith they can build, and they won't
accidently be in violation. In short, don't make it seem like people need to hire a lawyer to be in compliance.

We have spent time in an attached ALU in another state as grandparents who had to take leave without pay from our jobs during the pandemic to provide
childcare to our granddaughters when daycares closed. So we understand the value of ALUs. The current zoning reqs seem about right to us. ALUs are an
inappropriate method to make a BIG increase in the housing stock. That should be done with zoning for smaller new rental units by Metro or at obsolete shopping
mall properties which are also well served by mass transit. The County should require that many more new units by mass transit be small and affordable. Here in
Reston, the units by Metro are condos and townhouses priced at $1 million!! What we need are some apartment buildings with small, affordable 1 and 2
bedroom units as seen in cities like Chicago.

The scenarios presented were unrealistic and no doubt intended to elicit favorable responses. The proposed amendment would be double the 600 square foot
ALU that was depicted. Showing a 1200 foot dwelling housing 4 (or more) allegedly related people with 4 on-site parking spaces would look a lot more
objectionable. Please respect voters who pay your salaries by being honest about the real world impacts. "Affordability" may be currently in vogue but beware of
creating problems that destroy neighborhoods and cannot be undone.

As noted in INTOAB-2026-00022 | would suggest the need for a streamlined appeals process that does not require PLATS, Drawings, Survey's and other unrelated
materials in the case where the appeal has nothing really to do with all that. i.e. the 'philisophical' review and appeal of our Development Condition #6 could be
had with very little additional materials if the driveway layout and curb cut, for example, have not changed.

Until there is enough staff to process current permits and compliance complaints expeditiously (within 30 days instead of 90 or more), no alteration to code
should happen because it adds more workflow to an already bottlenecked system.

Nursing homes will be destroyed by lack of workers. ALUs could be an answer for some.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The two acre lot size limits many, especially those on .5 to 1 acer who also have privacy and would not be interfering with neighbors and the community. Less
restrictive would enable a place for a grown child to live in or aging parents who want to live on the same property but not same house as adult children
(something I'd love to do if possible with my parents).

The impacts of detached units on tree save and stormwater are unmitigated. The impacts on street parking from any ALU are unmitigated if you get rid of the
parking space requirement, and the streets are crowded already. Intensification of neighborhoods degrades their character. If we absolutely have to have them,
there should be notice to the neighbors and a public hearing, to allow comments.

Fairfax needs affordable housing and this is one way to get it.

ALU's could work well in many areas. But homes with septic will have challenges others may not and should not be allowed unless the proper due diligence is
done. Tree canopy is another issue of concern for me. Parking spaces should be required so street parking doesn't become everyone else's problem. | live in one
of the most densely populated areas in Fairfax County and all of us here are living the dream of not enough parking, and overcrowding. Be careful what you wish
for, density brings its own set of problems.

We are considering aging in place, and we know that will require 24/7 care at some point, and being able to offer a family perhaps an ALU - kids could go to
quality schools in FxCo as part of the benefit, might help part of the problem we expect to have in finding someone available and willing to care for us as a full
time job. So anything we can do to encourage applicants as caregivers for the aging, would be of benefit we think.

As baby boomers age, ALUs can help provide an affordable living option near family members.

County has a huge housing affordability problem. Allow more opportunities for ALUs will provide significant amount of affordable housing which people and
families actually want to live in. And mostly home owners will feel more comfortable to have ALUs that are detached. Get rid of the 2 acre requirement!!!!

I'm President of Bowers Design Build, Inc. and I've witnessed how much our multi-generational projects have helped families. So much more could be done to
help our senior citizens. Thinking they can be close to their children and grandchildren is the least we can do to help them later in life. As well, the cost of living is
so high in Fairfax County, Senior's children need all the help the can get in addition to the peace of mind of helping their parents or grandparents. Thank you for
sending the survey. John Coburn

I think it's important to maintain a certain amount of "open" space on lots for environmental reasons. The permit process that has been established appears to
more of a revenue generating scheme. Once a permit has been established, renewal shouldn't be a requirement (makes more sense to adjust the assessment of
the property).
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

In question 11, all three scenarios propose the same generic ALU size. There needs to be some adjustments made to the size ALU allowed based on the size of the
lot and the size of the house. The ALU and house should look like they "belong" together. The house should be more dominant in terms of its size and location on
the property. If it's a smaller lot (scenario #3) an ALU should still be allowed but perhaps smaller in order to better fit in.

The proposed lot and home size requirements are still far too large. The majority of homes in Fairfax County are around 2,000 square feet or fewer. Most lot sizes
are smaller than the proposed size requirements, yet these lots would easily accommodate an ALU. The County is over-regulating ALUs, effectively preventing
access to them.

The process was too complicated; especially with the land records recording. | think that | was among the first applications approved.

The problem with ALUs that is never mentioned is what happens when the resident of the ALU, particularly a family member, passes away or moves out. The
likelihood is that it will become a rental unit, and will require County enforcement action.

We live in a high-income area with a significant assessed values on both my and my neighbors' residences. If anyone is likely to complain about turning the ALU
process into a largely neighbors, and others like them drumming up largely imaginary fears about property values.

We implore you to resist being taken in be these unsupported fears. In the future, we will not be voting for any candidates who don't have the backbone to take
on this and other measure to meet the county's critical need for housing.

Excited that these regulations are being reviewed to open up more housing opportunties.

| own a 1 bedroom condo

Any ALU allowed should be attached to the existing home. That will somewhat reduce the abuse of VRBO commercial issues. Aging in place is more likely to
happen. Still, overall, people will push to have ALUs on .3 acres. It will happen. Do not open the door for this.

Stop allowing changes that impact residents without requiring a Special Exception process with a public hearing.

People must be allowed reasonable flexibility with their properties and land. We need creative solutions for affordability and this is a HUGE HUGE HUGE
opportunity for that. It creates jobs, helps young people & those trying to care for family, and allows secondary income which is vital to survival here. Please make
this happen!!!

We need to find creative ways to increase housing opportunities, particularly when costs are rising and many elders cannot afford to stay in their homes.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| believe the original concept of ALU was a good one, providing some level of independent living for elderly family members and/or those with physical/mental
limitations.

Current requirements allow anyone to live in an ALU, but at least there are limits, owner must be an occupant, off street parking is required.

Proposed changes eliminate most requirement and will change the character of single family neighborhoods, which it appears is the County’s goal.

No | do not.

ALUs should only be allowed where there is sufficient parking, and where the construction of the ALU will not adversely impact neighbors. For example, if an ALU
diminishes permeable surface areas so much that it increases flood risks, it should not be allowed.

This will further erode the qualities that attracted me to live in Fairfax county. Until the county enforces the existing codes on single family homes pertaining to
overcrowding and renting rooms | am a no to ALUs.

Example: on my street there is a large house with 10-11 cars parked in the driveway. | am pretty sure they are not related to each other and in compliance with
the occupancy restrictions. They could build an ACU under the proposed guidelines and than there woukd probably be 15 cars. Fix the current problems first and
not by further overcrowding single family neighborhoods!

| purchased my home 40 years ago in a single family neighborhood and | feel that | should not have to deal with the issues of multifamily dwellings or ALUs when
that is NOT what | bought into. When the home across the street from me was last sold the new owner put an apartment in the basement of a 5 bedroom home.
It was unpleasant to live through their construction and it is unpleasant to have to deal with all of the extra vehicles parked on the street.

By executive order, yesterday President Trump banned corporations from buying real estate. Concern about corporations buying up properties and packing them
with people is thus negated. In this area there is a shortage of housing, especially housing for a student or young couple.

No.

Team, we're at an inflection point in the county’s history. It’s time to increase density so young people can live in the place they grew up. If planning doesn’t take
density seriously employers go to Texas, North Carolina and other states that understand that young people deserve a chance.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The "carriage house" or "gardeners cottage" being renovated for todays senior living (or guests in a "guest house") seems to me to be a natural concept. That, to
me, is much preferred to some of the mind-less townhouse arrangements put up by developers who have no intention of LIVING THERE. They're only goal is to
make money and get out with as few headaches as possible.

No

Fairfax county’s stance on ALUs is too restrictive, it limits residents ability stay on their homes and contributes to higher home prices.

ALUS are intended to violate and forcibly alter a homeowner's property, neighborhood, schools, and so much more.
If someone needs more space--move to a larger house and do not mandate your personal desires on the majority.
Do not be so selfish.

ALUs are a wonderful option for communities, allowing families to remain in proximity to each other, expanding affordable housing opportunities, and is an
environmentally responsible approach to land use. | strongly support the County’s consideration to update the zoning ordinance in favor of ALUs.

Fairfax county is so expensive but it is a jobs center. It's important to me to live closer to work but it feels hard right now. The idea of renting a small cottage-like
ALU sounds dreamy. | do hope that you consider us folks who would like to contribute even more to Fairfax county by living there and not just working there!

FFxC should not be creating incentives for property owners to have rental properties in single family, residential communities.

No expansion of ALUs

The more freedom we have to build where we want, the better

ALUs can provide more affordable housing. We are in serious need of housing that is affordable, which will most likely include adding density to single family
home neighborhoods. ALUs could be a viable solution

None

| think other considerations should be for design and placement. Maybe it’s obvious, but it shouldn’t be in the front yard, it should be similar looking to the feel of
the neighborhood. le not modern in a colonial style neighborhood. Also, would HOAs be involved ? Not sure id want them to be or not just wondering.

I think this is a good way to increase affordable housing in the area. The incomes are generally high, but the higher income the more service wanted and people
working in service need a place to live they can afford.

no
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

There will be so few ALUs in Fairfax County that the impact to neighborhoods will be minimal despite the doomers saying otherwise. Also, we simply need more
affordable housing in our communities, and for SFH owners to say otherwise is a NIMBY tactic that needs to go away.

They are a smart step forward towards adding density to our suburbs. In addition to ALUs, the county should consider expanding zoning for corner lots in single-
family neighborhoods to operate businesses without parking requirements.

We assume the county has restrictions on detached units with regard to Floor Area Ratio. Doubling the number of dwelling units on a property and in a
community is not the answer. There should be a buildout limit otherwise we’re just overcrowding and overdeveloping with negative impacts.

My only concern is that these could be used as AirBnBs and that would cast a negative on the entire program. There We have a small lot in an HOA community -
about .25 acre. In the past we would have considered expanding our house to accommodate our parents, but it was not possible. | grew up in a home with
extended family and see the value in that living arrangement. Considering that this country doesn't make aging easy, especially if one isn't wealthy, these kinds of
additions or stand alone small homes are a huge benefit to families who don't want to see their parents or relatives struggle or lose their independence and their
savings to expensive corporate independent living.

They are necessary in high cost-of-living areas. They help affordability for people in both units. We need to protect what lands are not yet cleared/developed by
using the land that has already been developed. In the county, they are so little one-story availability for seniors. If we want to keep seniors in the county, we
need to allow one-story options. We need to provide more affordable housing. County projects are great, but, cost all of us a lot of taxpayer money. Providing
more affordable housing in this way saves tax payer money and provides safe living spaces for those who need it to live/work in the county. And yes, families can
stay together and help each other as well. But, family should not be a requirement.

the main houses people live in are often thousands of square feet but for some reason ALUs are capped to be so tiny at around 800 or 1200 square feet. Why is
that? Does the owner's house need to have a level of superiority to the ALU, and if so why? I'm tired of hearing that we need to tone down how much housing
gets built with the reason that it's "too much change".

How are members of the public effectively arguing with the circular reasoning that the county should not implement "too much change" because that would be
"too much". It's a logical fallacy, and frankly the only way to appease such people is to not change anything ever. Allow ALUs as big as can possibly fit in the area,
and allow them as frequently as possible without causing any kind of measurable impact. Changing the "neighborhood character" is not a measurable impact, and
is just a pseudonym for not wanting people of different classes and colors living in the area. That kind of language cannot and should not be entertained.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Population is falling. | believe in part this is because it is not fun to have children. There is no place to send them to play outside. There is no place where they
can just play ball. Also | believe that green space is good for peoples mental health, yet the tendency is to build over more and more of a lot. Apartment buildings
are edge to edge now. There is no garden to walk in. | don’t understand the rationale for increasing population density. It is not necessary in this country. In
Japan where population has already fallen there are good quality apartment blocks totally empty. Itis surprising to see and makes one think.

I think we need more flexibility in adding housing supply. | also think HOAs won't allow this, so we need to expand ALUs as an supply-side option where it is
allowed. It can be beneficial for homeowners, renters, older adults and families. It won't solve all of our housing challenges but it is one tool to help in this very
hight-cost of living environment.

Our children live in Denver where ALUs (ADUs there) are common. Although | wouldn't want to live in one in Fairfax County I'd certainly consider living in one in
Denver where they are. Thank you.

These proposals are reminiscent of the bygone days of US 1 the Highway of Cool mom/pop motels with too many cabins.  We would love to have a detached
guest house more for the purpose of astronomical viewing on our almost 3 acre residence. However, the complications of permits/regulations/compliance
makes our dream too arduous to undertake !

None.

Additional living units impact county services. Each living unit should provide funds to offset the impacts of the additional population allowed by the additional
living unit to FCPA, Libraries, Schools, Emergency Response, Transportation, and utilities.

Appropriate drainage is always a concern, especially by-right. Additionally, all the "original" home sizes referenced are not limited in scope (only setbacks) and
larger homes may be constructed, by-right, without incorporating the ALU, effectively changing the allowed zoning of a neighborhood and adding parking
stresses. Already, there are too many battles within communities for parking spaces and too many green spaces/trees lost to home construction.

No, no, no, absolutely NO!

ALUs would increase the burden on water resources in Great Falls. They would also increase traffic and break up the large lots that are the essence of this
community. Do not relax standards.

Not at this time

I think they are a sensible choice in today's housing environment.; n/a

Do not allow this
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We have two attached external ADU's in our neighborhood constructed in the early 1990's that are used as rental units by the property owners. Lots are 3/4ths
acre and there is off street parking. Not a problem. Internal ADU's whether for seniors or for rental are fine as long as there is off-street parking. In residential
neighborhoods with larger lots, external ADU's will lead to loss of open space, vegetation and neighborhood character. If the county studies other jurisdictions,
you will find that external ADU's do not provide additional affordability but are rented at market value.

I live at fliMarble Lane (across the street and |l down) from the new ALU being built. It is TOO BIG! It does not fit the aesthetic of the neighborhood.

| oppose increasing the size or occupancy limits for accessory living units. Interior ALUs should remain capped at 800 square feet because townhomes are already
built extremely close together, and larger units would create structural and safety complications. Detached ALUs should stay limited to 1200 square feet, as
anything larger stops being “accessory” and begins functioning as a full additional residence, increasing land-use impacts and disrupting neighborhood character.
Occupancy should also remain limited to three persons to avoid overburdening parking, utilities, and shared infrastructure. These limits are necessary to protect
safety, livability, and the balance of our community.

Single-family dwelling should remain single family dwellings. Homeowners should should be protected from any dwelling around them that would lower their
property value.

There need to be stricter zoning standards to prevent issues like the monstrosity being built in Marble Lane in Greenbriar. While | understand the desire of
families to be able to care for aging parents, structures like that should not be allowed and there should be more control on renting out spaces like that.

We considered one in the past to support elder care for a relative but did not meet zoning requirements (and | think that’s good—our neighborhood would be
destroyed by a bunch of ALUs, which would inevitably be used as rentals and we would run out of parking, etc.).

Please do not change any regulations to increase the number of ALUs. | use to live in a neighborhood where there was a ALU and it became a revolving short stay
hotel.

If people want to live in multi-family/multi unit housing, they should move to that type of housing. It should not be constructed in an established neighborhood
of single family homes. | live in Greenbriar and there are two of these on my street. It's ridiculous, an eye sore and brings down the look and value of the
neighborhood

Limit ALU occupants to family members above a certain age (i.e. 55+) and/or with certain disabilities that make full independent living impossible, especially for
properties under 2 acres.

The scenarios presented here are ridiculous. Homes of 3,000 or more square feet are so large that there is plenty of room inside the home.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The current lot size minimum should be reduced to minimum of 25,000 sf with on-site parking minimums. No on street parking permitted. Assessements (taxes)
should be accessed/increased for public services (trash etc.,) THIS SHOULD NOT BE USED AS A TOOL FOR AFFORABLE HSG ADVOCATES. Don’t fall for “The Missing
Middle” trap that Arlington County aggressively pursued. ADUs DO NOT result in affordable hsg options. ; Analysis of Arlington, Alexandria is skewed to very small
lots. Further both communities have added a tremendous amount of housing in the past 15 yrs near public transit. What comparable counties (to Fairfax) have
used ADU provisions successfully?

Fairfax County already feels overcrowded. Neighborhoods are tightly packed with limited parking as it is. Schools are already overcrowded. More and more land
and commercial property is being re-zoned for housing for some reason. We do not need to squeeze even more people into every nook and cranny on existing
residential properties.

| think dramatically expanding their use is imperative.

We have an expanding elderly population that wants to age in place and that does not want to squander their assets or risk their life in overpriced and terrible
nursing home or assisted living increasingly run by private equity firms which ration care in pursuit of profits.

We have a sandwich generation exhausted by the demands and cost of caring for children and aging parents and running back and forth between their own home
and their parents' (assuming they even can). Allowing the elderly to move into an ALU while their children live on the premises could also help with childcare
costs, as grandparents can help caring for the grandchildren at least part of the time.

We have young people who find local rents completely unaffordable on stagnating entry wages--assuming they even have a job, as jobs they expected to be there
for them out of school are taken by Al. They could live for cheap in ALUs while helping care for the residents of the main home in exchange for rent discounts. We
have dramatic sprawl and increasing human encroachment on the urban/widlife boundary with attendant natural disaster risks. We have hundreds of thousands
of acres of useless"lawns", i.e. barren ecological deserts and sources of fertilizer runoff that could at least be repurposed to house people. Yeah, we need ALUs.

Please do not consider adding to the traffic and parking issues that many neighborhoods in Fairfax County already face. | live in a single family neighborhood that
already has cars parked on both sides of the street at all times. Our neighborhood roads are ridiculously difficult to navigate with only one vehicle able to pass at a
time. | am constantly pulling over to allow other cars to pass just trying to go home. | can't fathom adding more cars to our already crowded streets. Please do
not make our quality of life in Fairfax worse for those who already live here.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

They should not be multiple family dwellings larger than the original house. Occupancy limits should apply. There should be no public access to admit squatters.

As a Tuba player who gets around by bike and transit, | want nothing more than to rent something the size of an apartment, but without shared walls or parking.
I'm sure my neighbor's won't want to hear all of my etudes, and | don't want a required, disused parking space to cause stormwater runoff for the rest of the
neighborhood.

Build, baby, build! NIMBYism is dumb, it’s a joke that “neighborhood character” is even an option as a concern. | mean really? This should never have been
outlawed. 50/50 the reason for these regulations is racist too when it comes to things like these, and it’s also anti capitalist since it restricts a property owner’s
right to do as they please, so that the neighbors don’t have to bear the indignity of having to look at little houses with slightly poorer people in them. Boohoo.

I think current ALU regulations should have greater setbacks from neighboring property lines, 8 feet is too close. The project that is being build on Marble Lane in
Greenbriar is an abomination and should have never been approved.

Size of ALUs, detached or otherwise, and in a residential community, should always require public comment from other residents of said community.

| represent people that seek to have ALUs. there are too many restrictions to make this a viable tool to increase the stock of affordable housing.

This was a disaster in CA and will be here also.

May be useful for aging in place.

We need to make existing housing more affordable. However, building ALUs and additional construction is not the answer. Fairfax County already has a significant
traffic problem and property taxes continue to increase for locations with homes operating on septic and well water. The construction of large homes that is
occurring is overwhelming and the county has made too many exceptions to land requirements (example 2 acres of land with well and septic), straining the
systems and overcrowding the roads so they can generate additional tax revenue. | believe that an initiative working with landlords or perhaps converting unused
office space (which definitely exists in Fairfax County as it does in DC) can help to create more affordable housing.

Even while understanding that there are many PoV and strong feelings about increased density, it is the right thing for Fairfax County to be reviewing what is
possible and could be beneficial to our community via ALU policies. Thank you.

Let's try and create more affordable housing in a low-bureaucracy way, without public hearings WHERE the lot is a large one.

| would love to be able to build my mother one so we can help her life “independently” but still be close for us to help her. Our lot is 1.25 but secluded with lots of
trees. So | would like to build on it.

Main purpose should be to age in place or provide other needed assistance to the primary residence
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Zoning restrictions and permitting requirement keep Fairfax County from having sufficient affordable housing.
We need to make it easier and cheaper to build housing.

While providing for affordable housing is important, Fairfax traffic congestion, public facility strains and utility issues should give pause to any efforts that would
increase population density in areas currently less dense.

We in Fairfax are one of the only "civilized" societies that does not make it easier for families to take care of the young married and older folks like me . | am 79.
Senior centers in Gf are limited to the two we have now and they do not come close to taking care of our ageing polulation. A family can spend $12,000 a month
not covered by Medicare to have their mom stay at Brightview in GF. | helped create the"GF Senior Center without Walls" [GFCA]to try and give older folsk in GF
something to do. | build the first leagal special exception ADU in GF 10 years ago.

My HOA bylaws restrict each lot to one single family home. Each lot in my HOA is larger than 2 acres.

Add more apartment buildings. Don’t crowd existing housing with extra substandard housing.

No

ALUs can ruin the character and quality of life of a neighborhood or community or city. Parking and traffic can me unmitigated. ALUs need to be thought out
properly.

People should be able to do what they want to on their own property. Zero concerns about ALU.

No to ALU in Great Falls

Be very careful with this change. Heard from a lot of home owners saying they will move out of Fairfax County if this wrecks the character of the neighborhood or
creates more traffic.

Thank you for asking us on this matter.

There is a shortage of subsidized housing for adults with disabilities. Loosening the requirements for ALUs would make it easier for families to support their adult
children with disabilities with more independent living arrangements.

These will overcrowd the county and impact the semi-rural and beautiful appeal of the green space we have left in the county

Terrible, terrible idea. You are building a lot of affordable apartments that is good. Table and throw away the AlU idea.

I think they are a good solution for allowing multi generational housing and also allowing homeowners to age in place and provide affordable housing options for
younger people. While we don't currently have an ALU on our property we are considering adding one in the next few years.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALU should not be allowed in areas served by well and septic unless (1) well production capacity is adequate to serve the combined maximum usage of the
dwellings; and (2) the septic capacity is sufficent to meet the needs of the total number of persons and uses planned for both dwellings (primary and ALU) when
occupied at FULL capacity; and (3) storm water runoff - and interruption of well re-charge because of the added impervious surfaces should be considered when
evaluating the placement of an ALU in all cases; in additional to well capacity / over-draw; the additional flooding risks must be considered and managed.

Changing times call for changing regulations. The cost of living is so high in Fairfax County, yet we are the home to great work opportunities. If people can work
AND live here, then Fairfax County benefits, and it keeps cars off the roads due to long commutes.

ALUs would be a great option to help families with adult children living at home because they can’t afford the high rental or mortgages in Fairfax County.

Considering the exorbitant cost of long term care for elders, living close to or with family is a far better option for both the elder individual and society at large.

Strong consideration of the impact of parking, traffic, water runoff/drainage, sewer and water impacts, trash/recycling impacts, etc. must be included in these
meetings/decisions. Our taxes cover the expenses for these items, and a person renting an ALU doesn't pay into these taxes. There must be some tax revenue
against the homeowners building these ALUs to offset an additional 2+ people. Also, we don't want our single-family-home neighborhood overrun with ALUs.

There is no question that this requires individual decision making. To allow government bureaucrats sole authority to make these decisions makes no sense. This
is not going to solve affordable housing issues in Fairfax County.

Special attention needs to be paid to the real estate taxes required for additional families that impacts: traffic, parking, sewer and water, additional hard-surface
water run-off, trash and recycling for SFH, snow plowing, etc. These are all impacted and those of us without ALUs shouldn't have to pay the cost of supporting
those with ALUs. We also paid dearly to live in SFH neighborhoods and have no desire to essentially change the neighborhoods to multi-family homes.

ALUs in high density areas need the bulk of this consideration otherwise it will only be the wealthy people living on big lots who will benefit. The need for such
dwelling is in cities and in homeowner association high density areas so make those areas easier to develop such housing. Otherwise, only owners living on big
parcels will benefit and they shouldn’t get such largesse because it wouldn’t address the real needs.

These are a great idea to add affordable housing for workforce, young folks and elderly people. We need more inexpensive market rate private housing. Our
children, teachers, janitors and working class people can't afford to live in our country. This is an option that will not cost any tax dollars and make our
communities stronger
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALU's seem like a good idea, given the shortage of affordable residences and the desire of established homeowners to age in place without being totally isolated.

I think having an in-law suite is fine and should be allowed. | think it is ok to have a live-in au-pair. | am aware of several and | presume they meet current
requirements. As for an 18-foot high detached ALU, they need at least an 18-foot property line offset. That is not in your examples. Also, | doubt that many
people register an ALU with the County. You probably have more than you know.

This is one time when | am not thrilled for towns having local control of zoning. ALUs should be allowed by right everywhere, not just in unincorporated areas.
Yes, | live in a town.

Although | would approve of an ALU for a family that wants to provide housing to a family member, increasing the number of ALUs or allowing them on smaller
lots or as part of townhomes would lead to increased noise, crowding, and other problems that come from high-density living conditions.

| think they are a creative option to meet the needs of today’s “families” which have multifaceted needs.

permit renewals should be eliminated. this seems like the most important change, along with increasing lot size and removing restrictions on who can live in the
ALU, for increasing housing by increasing ALUs; drecreasing lot size, not increasing

Happy to hear FFX is looking at it and | hope it passes without NIMBYs making a stink.

Many homes in Farr’s county were built with considerable front yards. Allowance for short extensions (7.5-10 ft) into front yards should be allowed for ADUs
when such incursions does not impact neighborhood character, parking, or road visibility particularly with 35 foot setbacks.

I'd like to see flexibility for single family homeowners to allow caregivers or immediate family to live on their property in an ALU. | don’t want to see more than 2
people living in an ALU nor do | want to create a problem with ALU dwellers parking on public streets. | also don’t mean to impose visual obstructions from
neighbors confronted with a homeowner wishing to establish an ALU.

I did not answer Question 11 a-c These are perfect examples of dealing with existing zoning rules/regulations. Those would need changing to facilitate ALU's. |
live in the Town of Herndon here in Fairfax County. What the county might do could influence actions taken by the Town of Herndon.

Above all, | do not want ALUs used for short term rental (like air bnb).
Also, | don’t think we can expect ALUs to address the need for affordable housing. Not many homeowners can afford to build them, and the ones who can
probably do not want unrelated people to live in them.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Residential street parking should be allowed for people living in an ALU.

I think you really need to handle this by zoning district. | think folks should be allowed, by right, to rent a room or apartment in their basements or rec room as
long as there is a separate entrance to the outside (in cases of an apartment) and limited to a married couple if one bedroom and 2 kids if two bedrooms. As long
as there is ample street parking, | don't see that this should require a hearing or even an application. When it comes to BUILDING an accessory unit, like a
detached house, or attached house, which is larger and can accommodate more people, that is where you should require something like a minor special
exception and a public hearing. But there are some smaller homes (older bungalows and ramblers) in zones where this is impossible! Renting a furnished room
without a kitchen or kitchen privileges to one or 2 unrelated people, like business people, is a lot different than a basement apartment with a kitchen, where one
should have a separate entrance. The size of the home is key and some older bungalows and ramblers and splits really aren]t designed this way. A detached ALU
or even if the ALU is attached to the house and has a separate entrance, | think the neighbors should be allowed to weigh in at a public hearing because this
constitutes constructing some thing NEW and potentially larger than a rec room being converted to an apartment. And again, the size of the lot is key. | think the
owner should live on site. Hope this helps. But what you guys really shoud be doing to help families with young kids is incentivizing builders to provide more
three-bedroom apartments to new highrise and mid rise buildings. This will enable them to live in an apartment setting longer than with a 2 bedroom unit as
each kid can get his or her own room with a 3 BR.

| lived in Fairfax County for 31 years in a single family home neighborhood in a more urban area of the county, and | also spent time in Arlington County. Given
needs like multigenerational and age in place housing, | support ALUs. | think parking impacts are one of the most important, because having a lot of parking on
the streets does seem to detract from the character and peacefulness of the neighborhood. And of course if one builds an ALU for one’s parents or grown
children, what happens after the parents die or the children move out to their own place. Does the ALU become vacant- that isn't cost or space effective. So, it
does seem like there’s a need to look longer term view as well. And | can understand why ALUs as rentals either long term or short term can be an issue for the
existing home owners.

Any hearing requirement clearly needs to be eliminated. Fairfax County is the ONLY surrounding jurisdiction with any hearing requirement and the lack of
detached ALU yield is a direct result. The hearing is such a time-consuming, expensive, and unpredictable process and it targets the SFHs that have the MOST
capability of siting an ALU. Every Fairfax County P&D Staff member should have to apply for and experience a Special Permit process and then they might
understand how defeating they are. Fairfax County's ALU ordinance--in 4.5 years--has yielded minimal ALU's. It was overbroad and disabling from the beginning--
almost as if Fairfax Co didn't actually want to have ALU's but had to look like they were making an attempt. It is so drastically out of step with the surrounding
jurisdictions; one has to wonder what was really at work. Many of these surrounding jurisdictions have far denser SFH districts, yet they fully enable ALU's (their
ADUs).
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Reduce the property tax each year over a ten years' period, reduce other low priority Fairfax County government spending and allocate savings from the low
priority spending to a dedicated funding level to affordable housing for American citizens. Thank you.

Re. Question 14: While | do not want to establish or live in an ALU at this time, there could be a point in the future where it will make sense for me and/or my
husband to live in an ALU.

Detached ALUs would change the character of a community and in at least some cases would be contrary to established home owner association covenants.

A 10,500 sq ft lot is not large enough for an adu like what you have suggested without impacting neighbors. You will adversely affect peoples property values and
ability to enjoy their outdoor space.

What the county is allowing to happen with the new monster builds is doing the same things. People’s views and sunlight is being taken away by towering homes.
; 1 know you want to push more housing but look at what it’s doing in terms of congestion everywhere. The roads, schools etc.

Back in the early 1990’s, my parents built an addition/mother-in-law suite onto their home in Fairfax for my grandmother to live in. It was wonderful for
everyone! She had her privacy and we had ours, but when she needed anything, we were right down the hallway that connected the main house to her little
apartment. Due to her age and health issues, she could not have lived on her own or as independently as she did, if my parents had not been able to build the
addition onto their home for her to live in so safely and comfortably. She lived very happily for 8 years until she died, and then her apartment became a great
place for any guests to stay when they visited us.

We should just upscale all zones to 2-5x current density.

As president of our community's HOA here in Fairfax County, | can honestly say this is a terrible idea. Already, homeowners do not respect HOA rules nor their
fellow neighbors (most neighbors don't even make an effort to come to the annual meeting). Those neighbors who don't make an effort to come to the annual
meeting (again, most of the neighbors) and who have never attended an annual HOA meeting, are always the ones who make weird and disrespectful changes to
their properties. Now, if you would allow them to construct an ALU---are you kidding me? You are inviting an unnecessary headache of massive proportions into
the lives of all homeowners who actually care about their neighborhoods and communities (and moved into their homes and this county knowing that no new
construction would be allowed in their backyards). That change is patently unfair to current homeowners and, quite frankly, very poorly understood among
anyone proposing these changes. It would benefit a very small proportion of our county who wants to pay cheap rent or make some extra money on a rental
"side hustle" at the expense of the vast majority of us who really care for our neighborhoods and our community.

Welcome consideration of ALUs in townhomes
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Living in Reston we have first hand knowledge parking problem around our townhouse clusters.

Please help this county expand! Doing these things, reforming, along with fast tracking this process is necessary to make our county way more affordable and
accessible again instead of living in the California way where people have to move out because of how expensive everything is!

| am very active personally in the disability community. ALUs are so important as an option for expanded housing solutions for our community, especially for
families like mine who have members with intellectual/developmental disabilities who both need support but also want and deserve a degree of separation as
they mature into adulthood.

Currently live on property that is approx 1/3 of a acre. | cannot imagine another full home on my property. The benefit is living on enough room to have a garden
and a woods is that we have "a garden and a woods". Allowing structures on this size property would change the character of the neighborhood for all the
neighbors surrounding the ALU.

They seem to be an alternate way for some people to use extra space on their land to help with family care, but should not become a form of subdividing lots just
to make money when zoned for other purposes

Very supportive of this review. We had wanted to build one a few years back to house an elderly relative of low economic means. Our lot size of 1/2 acre
excluded us from this option.

Not at this time.

| find it interesting that Dranesville, where | live, seems to have the most ALUs in the County. It's ironic, given that my Great Falls neighbors are generally against
anything that could bring in additional traffic, noise, density, or really population growth of any kind. Having the most ALUs make sense, as the lot sizes here are
some of the largest in the County, but | personally would not mind to have ALUs spread more evenly all over the County, not just all here. | also don't mind the
idea of ALUs. Why shouldn't young people starting out be able to live in the neighborhoods where they work, or retirees who need to downsize be able to
continue to live in the areas where they have lived for years.

| primarily think the 2 acre requirement for detached ALUs is excessive, but | do still believe that occupant density and dwelling proportions should still be
reasonable in comparison to the primary structure and to the lot size. Additionally, if not already codified in other construction standards, there should be
protections for neighbors on things such as runoff and utility impacts.

As a side note, the initial hearing on 1/21/2026 was very informative and professionally run. It was helpful to hear multiple perspectives on the topic.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALUs are a very BAD idea! They will be abused and misused by their property owners and negatively impact HOA neighborhoods that were thoroughly and
thoughtfully planned as single family neighborhoods. There is a risk of ALUs converting to short-term rentals too. As well, many neighborhoods in Fairfax County
already have parking problems as it stands today. Many HOAs preclude the establishment of ALUs within their covenants. Lastly, Fairfax County property owners
pay high property taxes and ALUs will decrease the quality of life for our families in neighborhoods. ALUs are essentially a horrible idea!!! Fairfax County property
owners and taxpayers will fight ALUs!!!

I think ALUs are a reasonable way to address the affordable housing crisis and to give families more options for inter-generational living.

The various forms of ALUs, especially if considering less than 2 acres, do not preserve neighborhood character. The proposed updates are overly focused on
flexibility for homeowners and detrimental to safety, privacy, and livability of our neighborhoods in Fairfax County.

Reduce local impediments to the development of ALUs including less restrictive zoning requirements, streamlined permitting process, and more latitude in design
requirements

Fairfax County needs to consider very carefully where they allow detached ALUs to be built. While | would not object to permitting a non-detached ALU on a
smaller lots | feel the visual impact on lots smaller than 2 acre cluster would ruin the ambience of a neighborhood. Fairfax County would end up, looking like
Dallas Texas.

there are tons of people living in very home in our community. zoning laws are not followed because everyone is related. it will just get worse

It would be helpful to know more about concerns and experiences that have already taken place with ALUs in FC.

Am supportive of ALUs to support families in different stages of life. Do NOT support ALUs that are just rental units.

With the ever-increasing cost of housing, reducing ALU restrictions would provide folks with additional options for in-law/family space. | feel as if ALUs should be
used for social/family benefits, and if it is going to be a rental, the owner should live in the primary unit and the unit rented at a reasonable/below market rate
with possible tax benefits.

ALUs can make housing more affordable in Fairfax County, and can be a way to keep young couples/families from moving out of the county where they work. (My
step-daughter now lives in an ALU in Loudoun County.) It's a wonderful part of the solution to our housing crisis.

The Northern Virginia Chamber strongly supports fewer regulations for the siting of accessory living units. The affordable and attainable housing crisis requires
more options for housing types including ALUs. ALUs also provide homeowners the opportunity to remain in their homes, provide independent space for aging
relatives, without substantially altering the character of neighborhoods.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALU's ruin neighborhoods, especially townhome communities. There is not enough parking for the homeowners as it is. There are already illegal units and the
homeowner claims they are family or related. They take up all our extra parking spaces, are entering the rear of the units, no background checks, no leases. Most
of these units are from owners that don't want to live in the home and just make money off the property. Upkeep and maintenance of the property is not done.
The landlords take advantage of people. There is no oversight. Every 6 months to a year there are new people coming to look at property because the rent is so
much lower, but they don't realize it's just a basement. ALUs should not be allowed in small communities and townhouse communities. Only in newly
constructed and parking regulations should force more parking for these newer communities to allow for ALUs

none

| think they must be considered on a case- by- case basis to determine the impact on the surrounding neighbors.

its too expensive in the county, we need more housing to increase the supply. We are losing residents and our tax base, we need more people living here. Give
more flexibility with housing, many residents will leave if they have to choose between family and location of dwelling, also | am considering moving soon as my
pay does not keep up with the housing cost, meal costs and other fairfax costs.

We live next door to a permitted ALU. We are not anti ALUs, but the experience we went through was disappointing at best. We are very willing to contribute
whatever we can to help find good solutions, while recognizing some of the hazards for communities, our infrastructure and the environment.

Minimum property size requirements will help maintain the character of neighborhoods while increasing available housing. If parcels over 0.5 acres were allowed
to have ALUs, it could significantly increase the availability of housing while not overburdening infrastructure and schools in already densely populated areas.

My primary concern is that owners live on the property if they have a ALU. They have to manage the noise level and people that live in the unit. Too many
houses are rented in FFC with poor renters/neighbors. If the county can't ensure the owners live on the property and will manage the people living in the ALU's
then I'd be against having them. If they can - than I'd be okay with them.

They make sense where there is enough space to have them and the principle need is to allow blood relatives to live in a multi-generational environment or for
where caretaking needs are required. They should not be used for rental income as introducing too many renters in single-family dwelling locations typically
adversely affects the character of the neighborhood.

Massive potential problems with too many dwellers and vehicles in small neighborhoods, which is what most of the county consists of; best option for families
who need space for elders or children is to clear out rooms, get rid of junk, move family members in.; No
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I am an in favor of more and more flexible housing options in Fairfax County, especially if they are more affordable.

ALUs are an option to allow homes to become affordable to moderate income buyer and rentals to low income renters. They can accomplish this with minimal
costs compared to building new apartments and allows considerable flexibility in where people live since they could potentially be established in many homes.

Aging in place would be lovely and having adult kids nearby.

I think with our aging boomer population, lack of adequate reasonable cost housing and difficulty for our young people to afford to work and live in the county, it
bears looking into.

They are a good idea in concept. My rejection of the last two scenarios was based on considering what would be the consequences if every house in the
neighborhoods with higher density each had an ALU. It would be very crowded visually and physically and would fundamentally change the character of the
neighborhood.

Great Falls is a unique, semi-rural community with large lots, tree canopy, limited infrastructure, and a character defined by open space and low-density living.
Any ALU policy changes should not be one-size fits-all. We urge the County to preserve R-E and R-1 zoning protections, require public hearings for detached units,
limit size and occupancy, and maintain owner-occupancy and parking requirements. We support aging in place-but not density expansion disc=guise as accessory
housing.

Generally, we need more smaller houses for first time young couples or professionals who want to live here. The prices are far too high and the new
developments along the lines of 1 per acre are not very imaginative and there could be a much nicer and mixed size of houses solution

| cant support this. what the the objective? is the objective to subdivide a single family home. | have lived in urban areas where a dozen or more people lived in
one house. often unrelated related people. allows the owner to rent out space on a daily weekly basis. often this these are perfectly wonderful people but have
no investment in "community" "neighborhood" etc..

Some of the "sheds" in our neighborhood are larger than the sample ALU's provided on this survey. Some detached garages are also. Don't the potential
negatives of an ALU really revolve around the person that will be living in the unit?

the permitting process is unclear, for example our contractor told us we could not have an oven, | do not see where that is called out and it makes no sense if it is

There should be strict limitations and aggressive enforcement of ALU violations.

Many of the current homes have people living above the approved capacity. These ALUs just end up becoming spaces for more people. ALUs are not monitored
enough to ensure they are meeting all of the criteria that is currently set forth.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

My main concerns are parking and neighborhood character. Single family detached developments have adequate parking with their two-car garages and
reasonable size driveways, so no need to widen driveways. Except for guests or the trades, street parking should be discouraged. As to the ALU's design, entry
access, appearance from the street, rental restrictions, etc. | am confident Fairfax County will regulate responsibly in contrast to some the the so-called mother-
in-law suites in Suffolk County, New York, which have congested many neighborhoods. In my view, the best justification for ALUs is for elderly parents' or disabled
family members' caregiving with no need for addtional cars.

Given that the County has approved so many McMansions with ALUs on their lowest level whether that was the stated intent of the builder, the County should
undertake a survey to see how that prized extra living space is actually being used.

no

ALUs on smaller lots will diminish the character of neighborhoods and make them feel even more crowded.

Overcrowding and parking everywhere.

While theoretically a nice idea, the main issues | see with ALU's is the inherent road issues related to parking (vans pickup trucks and SUV's) that hinder other
owners from driving through neighborhoods safely. While the number of people in an ALU might be 2, each person might drive a large pickup truck or van with
equipment on top that would need to be parked along the neighborhood road. This obstructs other neighbors from being able to drive without obstruction
through the neighborhood. Having neighborhoods with pickup trucks/equipment vans/SUVs parked in the driveway is the most sensible and wise. ALU's with
impact the safety along the roads and potentially create other unintended consequences (too much load on water and sewer if oarked on the grass, and
obstrucion along neighborhood simply one-lane or two-lane roads; | have lived in Fairfax County for many years and have witnessed the deterioration of the
neighborhoods. | worked in Fairfax County teaching at Langley High School for many years (as well as schools in Burke and Springfield (and Falls Church). Over the
years, the primary issue | have witnessed, with increases in housing members, is the neighborhood roads covered in equipment vans and pickup trucks. Having
built a house in Loudon County, and also knowing zoning in Great Falls is 1 house per 3 acres, the disparity between those areas (Loudon and Great Falls/McLean)
and the rest of Fairfax neighborhoods is stark. As the housing market continues to rise in taxable value, the deterioration along the neighborhood roads is in
contradiction. The visual deterioration due to loss of ease of neighborhood road access for safety, including just getting through a simple neighborhood road, is
notable. This neighborhood safety access includes fire trucks, ambulances, and police. My suggestion is to help alleviate this risk by reducing ALUs. The lot may be
addressed as one size or another, same with the height, but the number and type of vehicles parked along the roads is a whole other problem inherent in any
zoning changes addressed herein.

The ALU is one good tool in the toolbox to reduce housing costs and should be expanded.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

If you change the requirement to have a interior connection between the main home and the ALU, then people may be more likely to pursue the attached ALU
option!

| filled out the comments above. Read them. Contact me if you have questions or would like to hear how neighbors feel about ALUs..... To me, the greatest
problem is the BZAs unfettered discretion. Keep in mind the bigger the ALU the larger the rent..... hence all this talk about "affordable housing" is just nonsense
and not the real purpose. If you are looking for more tax revenue, just be honest about it.

Please reduce the required lot size for an ALU to one acre or less. Use comparable municipalities current zoning guidelines as a benchmark, "reference standards"
to change the ALU zoning requirements. Additional parking for ALU's should be part of the new ordinance. Changing the zoning requirements for ALU's will make
more affordable housing available in the beltway. This will reduce commutes for people that have long drives because they can't afford to live near work.
Homeowners that want to age in place will not be forced to sell their homes due to affordability or personal mobility concerns. Retired Baby Boomers represent a
very high segment of the population. ALU's with less restrictions will allow many more residents to age in place in their own homes. Thank you

We already suffer from congestion and demands for water, sewer and electric grid. Just look at CA and San Diego to see how this ALU process is being abused.
Mini apartment complexes built in backyards because near bus stop. Yet of course all residents have cars causing a mess. Saw in your online discussion that staff
does not even monitor ALU licenses issued to see if they have been actually built. I assume any freestanding ALU would require its own hookup for water, sewer,
electric and have to pay all county license fees for such. Have not seen that discussed. Also staff indicated that they want to allow ALUs even if owner does not
live onsite. We do not want corporate housing in Fairfax County in residential areas. Also, saw staff recommends to eliminate current requirement to license and
renew license for ALUs further preventing neighbors from commenting on misuse. No ALUs need in this county.

ALUs provide an affordable housing alternative for young adults, single parents or young families, older adults and others in a very expensive housing market.
There should never be a requirement that tenants of the ALU be related by blood or marriage. ALUs should be administratively permitted in all locations and
should transfer with ownership of the property.

As a recent college graduate, any expanded housing options in the area would be great. | currently live in my childhood home and can't yet afford to move out,
even with roommates, and most of my peers are in a similar situation. Additionally, homeowners will rent out ALUs regardless of whether the county approves, so
by making them legal you can at least regulate them and make them easier to find for potential renters.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Restrictions for detached ALUs should be evaluated to become an available option for homeowners with smaller lots. | believe this would promote opportunities
for homeowners and families for affordable housing or aging in place, as well as increasing the tax revenue base for the county. Right now the ALU program is too
restrictive and it is not an option for the great majority of County homeowners.

We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and
that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and alter
the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. It would be "pulling the zoning rug out from underneath us". "Bait and switch". The County
committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

We have visited cities and suburbs where ALUs and ADUs have been allowed, and these municipalities are a crowded nightmare to live in. People fight for
parking, facilities are overcrowded, noise is excessive, peace and quite is gone, environmental facilities are stressed and life is just not what we currently have in
our single family neighborhood here in Fairfax. Examples include Boston, and Somerville, MA and elsewhere.

I think they could be a good way to ease the housing crisis, as well as provide a private place for relatives who should not or cannot yet live on their own. But |
also think there should be a limit on the number per neighborhood so as not to overtax the water system and other resources. Adding an ALU to every lot would
be far too much. Perhaps a 10% - 15% cap would make sense. Interior ALUs are a bit less taxing, as construction noise, waste, and reduced foliage aren't as
impacted.

For the past 28 years, I've owned and lived in an 1,100 sf rambler on a 1/2 acre property. I've watched as all the other ramblers around me have been replaced
with 4,000sf+ monstrosities. My daughters would love to make some amendments to our home to serve as multi-generational housing, and that may include an
ALU for my husband and me - a prospect | love, especially compared to an asset- and soul-draining existence in senior living. Is there a reason why we can't have a
formula that calculates appropriate square footage coverage of all dwelling units?

shoot NIMBYs into the sun

You need to study other similar demographic transit and topology jurisdiction ALU outcomes to understand any issue parameters

I am all for ALU's as long as the number of residents and cars are controlled. Also, the structure needs to fit in with existing residence, and not be a towering
addition that would obstruct light or overshadow a neighbors residence. What comes to mind is the controversial attached addition to a residence that was
recently built in Fairfax county.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I have seen ALUs and/or full-sized homes on sub-divided lots work well in other places, such as Falls Church city. I live in a 1/4 acre neighborhood. | would not
oppose my neighbors having a detached ALU - we have plenty of street parking available as most people have driveways. That is the case throughout the county -
that most people have driveways, leaving street parking available. | don't currently want an ALU bc | want to keep my yard available for children to play; once they
are grown, | would consider it, or expanding my home to add an interior ALU to live in as | age and open up the main house to a young family. It's a great model -
allowing independent but cooperative living that builds community.

My family moved here from Alamo Heights, Texas where almost every home had a "casita" (ALU)- we used ours for storage, neighbors used theirs as Airbnb
rentals, as offices or guest houses, for aging parents. The homes with casitas (ALU) varied in sizes and the casitas were charming. We aren't able to afford a house
in Fairfax County, but we are staying because our kids are in school and they don't want to move again. ALUs could allow us to buy in the future, if it allowed us to
have the possibility of rental income or have a place where my in laws could live with us. It opens up possibilities for people (both who own them or those who
live in them).

ALUs should not be permitted under any circumstances.

Neighbors should be informed and allowed to comment on detached ALUs before they are approved. Smaller studio-size ALUs than those proposed in the
scenarios should be considered. They could be one story and accommodate one person. This could help solve the affordable housing problem.

Question 11 - Scenario 11.a, 11.b, and 11.c does not offer alternatives to stock-answer. There is no comment box to explain or suggest choices and ideas to clarify
answer to question(s). Therefore, | left these boxes blank.

| do not believe a detached ALU should be more than 1-level.

No.

Any external ALU size allowed should be approved based its size related to the primary home structure. Adding an ALU structure that is any where near the size of
an existing home would be ridiculous.

If increasing population density is needed, apartment and condo buildings designed for that purpose can be built where zoning so allows. Altering single-family
housing zoning to transform it into multifamility housing changes land use significantly, and to the detriment of people who choose single-family liviing
environments. Plenty of alternatives already exist in the County and surrounding areas for people who want congregate liviing.

No

I think we should make it as easy as possible for families to support an aging parent stay in place independently as possible. It is beneficial for the family unit and
financially
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Should not be allowed

On parking - | believe that no additional spaces from the base parking rate should be required, but for base living units that already have two or more off street
parking spaces, it could be reasonable that a minimum of one of those spaces be required to be allocated to the ALU.

No

Please don’t make this county any grosser than it already is!! You have so many multi-family homes already. People don’t need permits for this, they just do it.

| would like the option to have an ALU on our property as my husband has an aging parent and a sibling with IDD and | have an aging parent. This would also be
useful for us as we age in the home we own.

Areas zoned for single house dwelling need to remain that way! ALUs are an attempt to circumvent current zoning laws. Infrastructure for neighborhoods is built
to accommodate the original number of dwellings. Additional dwellings via ALUs place additional stresses on that infrastructure as it ages. Furthermore, ALUs
increase population density without further expanding the tax base forcing current homeowners to subsidize this expansion through increases to their already
high property taxes. ALUs would increase challenges for on the street parking. | strongly oppose any changes to current ordinances for ALUs.; Areas zone for
single dwellings per lot need to remain as such. ALUs are an attempt to circumvent current zoning laws. Community infrastructure is designed for the original
number of dwellings. Additional dwellings via ALUs place increasing burden on aging infrastructure. It also creates increased demand for on street parking. It
increases population density without increasing the tax base hence forcing current homeowners to subsidize this expansion when their property taxes are already
higher than they should be. | strongly oppose any changes to the current ordinances governing ALUs.

ALUs are a great step towards addressing Fairfax County's housing crisis. They have the ability to increase affordability in the rental market, as well as to provide
homes for aging parents, potentially freeing up residences which can then be sold to working families.

Corporate owners should not be allowed ALUs, period. Corporations are buying homes throughout NoVA and allowing them a process to add ALUs to their
properties simply adds revenue to their businesses without regard whatsoever to the neighborhoods they operate in. Say no to corporate ownership of homes in
VA and the businesses they operate within them.

This survey didn't explain or account for any impact on sewer/water/electricity/gas; or county services such as schools/police/fire. 1 don't know how that stuff
works, but please include in the policy something about how to manage those stresses. Perhaps some threshold for review. If that review is already in your
policy, please make it clear somewhere on how that works.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Changing the character of the neighborhood should be the major concern. ALU for aging or disable relatives, or even temporary for children of the homeowners is
one that | can support with proper limits. The idea of rental ALU's | don't. This would essentially be doubling the housing units on a property permanently but
doing it in a bad way that can result in a two tier nice home with a slum home in the backyard. Increased density should be achieved through new development
where all units are of similar character. It will be similar to subdividing homes in cities. | never saw a case where that improved the neighborhood.

| own a home occupied by my son's family on a 1-acre lot. I'd like to build a semi-detached ALU for myself as an in-law suite, which could, when | no longer live
there, could be used by my son (or other future owner) as either an "in-law" suite or a guest house. | do not wish to intrude on my son's family's privacy, so don't
want an "interior" ALU, and do want a separate entrance to the ALU. My current space needs as a widower are minimal, but twelve hundred square feet would
provide much more flexibility for changed circumstances.

Fairfax County should focus on attracting more businesses to the county rather than adding to its residential density.

There is more than enough over crowding in Fairfax County. The county doesn't do any zoning inspections. If they did there wouldn't be so many cars parked up
and down the streets from over crowding.

Housing has gotten incredibly expensive in the last decade, and ALU's would allow increased rental opportunities while also allowing homeowners an avenue for
additional income. | believe that homeowners would still need to live on the property, otherwise it would seem that an ALU would fall under the jurisdiction of
"renting out your entire home" as opposed to an ALU.

The last thing Fairfax County needs is more density. "In-fill" was a bad idea 30 years ago and even worse today.

allowed w/o permits or restrictions if you own property over 2 acres

Improving the ability for existing development to have increased density is a good goal overall, but we need to do it with other improvements that would
decrease the need for car infrastructure to handle the increase in population. Current development patterns of centralized large commercial properties that are
either impossible or extremely unsafe to access outside of a car, makes increasing population density difficult to handle without increasing throughput of existing
road networks.

no

Providing flexibility and reducing regulation that encourages increasing housing opportunities benefits everyone.

Thank you for this survey. Hopefully we are able to make ALUs more accessible, flexible and easy to approve.

It’s much needed for this area for renters as rents are so high for lower middle class, not everyone has > 100kS$ salary

Need clear definition. Otherwise it is just a second home on the same lot. Or an expansion to the existing home.

This step will help families keep their ageing family members closer

Please keep Fairfax County a great place to live for the people that live and work here. Don't make it a haven for private equity buying real estate and ruining
home ownership for people. Please protect our county!
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

SO MUCH POTENTIAL here!!! This is a huge opportunity for reducing housing costs, improving livability, increasing connection between generations, increasing
community connection, creating a community-oriented space in the backyard (gathering place). But no great societal benefits can happen without this law being
changed.

Me: 40 yr old homeowner with little children and struggling with the middle class grind and social isolation in restrictive HOA-governed neighborhoods.

ALUs to accomodate an elderly parent can help with aging in place; however, limitations need to be so that this does not open up a can of worms to allow
overcrowded living and impede on the other residents in the area. Fairfax County already has small lots with neighbors that on top of each other. Current
infrastructure is already impacted by the additional building that is occurring in Fairfax County. We do not need anymore or adding over population to older
neighborhoods

Definitely do not want this. It will create a terrible neighborhood. | already have one neighbor who has 4 cars and parks in the yard!

I think this is an important consideration for families with elderly parents, especially considering the cost of elder care. It is also important to consider these for
families with adult children who may not be able to fully live independently, but want to have some level of independent living.

ALUs should be allowed by rights within a standard, and by administrative permit beyond the minimum standard.

Affordable housing is an issue for many singles and low income families in Fairfax. Building new, luxury housing is not the answer as it only helps developers. ALUs
could help.

This concept is a terrible one at best. It violates established building codes, ruins neighborhood expectations (i.e. minimum lot size per house), stresses already
overtaxed infrastructural systems (electrical, water, sewer, gas), creates traffic and parking issues, as well as social/safety capability (police, fire, medical, schools).

The survey could have been improved with more context as to why this is an issue now.

If ALUs are allowed to proceed in Fairfax the county must rapidly plan to improve and decongest the roads, better enforce parking on the street and consider
additional classrooms at existing schools or building a few more schools to cope with the increased population/family density.

The proposed changes present serious issues regarding parking on our already crowded streets, reductions in side yard restrictions, lot coverage, school
enrollment numbers, and overall congestion and lower quality of life. | am opposed to ALU's.

Please dont turn the county into a giant trailer park.

| think ALUs can be an excellent option for aging family members, disabled family members, or accommodation for family members in financial distress. We need
more affordable living options badly in our county, and if done carefully and thoughtfully ALUs seem one good avenue to explore. Thank you for this survey!
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The survey is flawed in design. Asking questions about expansion without describing current standards. “Other”response boxes that require one-word answers,
and asking about benefits by listing choices but soliciting concerns without an equivalent list of negatives.

No

ALU's should not be allowed for the purpose of renting to non family members.
Neighbors bordering, should be polled, on the impact on parking.

The effect on schools

The effect on utilities

No

the fact that these are clearly so prohibitive right now is probably part of the reason why this county is so hard to afford to live in. the emphasis should be on
helping these multigenerational houses thrive. not to thwart them. i don't have a dog in this fight. when we sell my house will probably be torn down and 4 others
will pop up in its place. But even after we have retired and left here, | would hope Fairfax would be growing in its acceptance of multi-generational families. let's
celebrate that and not make it a bad thing.

Just stop. No one wants this except democratic party activists. They are not the people.

| can see them being attractive and affordable housing options for extended families, or low income residents, but would be concerned about overcrowding
neighborhoods -
Eg parking, and how are any children accounted for in school planning?

| have benefitted from ALUs earlier in my life and would like to see others benefit as well. Thank you for considering my comments.

Build build build. We are in a housing crisis, and the status quo is not working. Please change quickly or the General Assembly will do it for you. | pay $3700 per
month to rent a four-bedroom house for my family of five. This was one of the least expensive options in the county. | am not impressed with the comprehensive
plan and the decisions of the Board of Supervisors to restrict housing. The "best practices" related to setbacks, lot sizes, and parking--these are terrible when they
restrict the housing supply and increase costs. More density is needed immediately. No excuses.

There are way too many moving parts to this, also HOAs are going to want a lot of input. It should be individually approved and with neighbor and HOA consent.
Remember you're changing the nature of a neighborhood, not just adding a unit.

| have friends in LA and have seen some positive effects of ADUs. | think they provide a viable option for people who seek affordable housing in this area and also
an opportunity for owners to gain rental income.

This is a reasonable method for increasing density. Please approve.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

This is the most straightforward way toward affordable housing, both for the homeowner and ALU renters. As the population grows, in-fill is inevitable. It is also
perhaps the best way for families to leave near each other here. It is much better than McMansions

| belive that stricter restrictions should exist, rather than more relaxed ones.

ALU's will help with the affordable housing crisis, provide smaller housing that is still adequate for one or two people, and will provide supervision for a senior
nearby to his/her family while the senior is still able to care for his/her self.

ALU should only be allowed if there is adequate utilities (electrical power, natural gas, water, sewage, etc.), infrastructure (schools, roads, parking, public
transportation, etc.), and protection of the environment (maintaining tree canopy coverage, Chesapeake watershed protection, stormwater protection, RPA
preservation, etc.).

Allowing ALU's without regulatory oversight and community involvement and consideration will lead to problems. | believe that anyone wanting to build an ALU
on their property should be required to obtain an annual or b-annual license. To obtain and maintain the license the owner should be required to adhere to a set
of guidelines, inspections and rules.

ALUs will help make living in Fairfax county more affordable. It will allow multi-generational living.

since not many county resident are 2 acre of land . This should be look at to reduce for at minimum 3/4-1acre of land
for most of other under 1/2 acre should NOT allow cause they all ready tight. We dont want them to cut off all the trees to build a tiny house on the tiny lots.

Our housing crisis demands that we put all options on the table and remove all barriers within reason that currently artificially restrict new housing and density.
Shame on us if we continue to let racist dog whistling and parking concerns to continue to making housing more unaffordable in Fairfax County. It's time for
intelligent leaders to be informed and make bold decisions with the data that we have available to us from different parts of the country and the world. It's time
to do something different in order to get different results.

I would like to get one on my property. It is a pipestem lot, so please reach out to see if you'd like to see my idea.

Don't do it. Stop attempting to wreck single family neighborhoods with ALUs and "affordable" housing apartment complexes at churches. Trim the budget and
lower taxes.

My parents live with us at the basement level. Currently, due to ALU restrictions, the basement is not allowed to have a kitchen, requiring my parents to go up
one level for dining. As they age, navigating stairs has become increasingly difficult and poses safety concerns. Easing the zoning code for ALUs would allow me to
convert the basement into an ALU with a kitchen, enabling my parents to live more independently, safely, and comfortably. This change would support aging in
place, reduce fall risks, and allow families to care for elderly relatives within their own homes rather than seeking institutional alternatives.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALUs should be permitted everywhere, as long as they meet whatever design requirements are set. They are no different from a garage, except instead of housing
cars they house people. We need to redirect our energy from limiting housing options and human adaptability/agency to cracking down on the externalities of
those behaviors. Most problems are either car or noise related, for which we already have plenty of regulation. Making our neighborhoods less car-dependent
will alleviate a lot of the problems with increasing housing supply.

The homeowner should always rule on ALU if the homeowner occupies the property. The ONLY exception should be noxious emanations of some sort--too much
sewage, not enough electric capacity, smoke, etc. Just another set of people in the neighborhood should NEVER be cause for exception.

The county needs to do better for people who are above public assistance limits but still can’t afford housing. Corporate landlords should be better regulated

Reducing burdens on the homeowner will allow them to build more ALUs.

We are exploring the idea of a ALU for aging in place (living on one floor) and having our son and his family live in the main house and eventually be caregivers to
us and us to them. They cannot afford to buy a home in this area.

It would be a great space and alternative for aging in place.

| favor ALUs for a number of reasons, including missing middle initiatives. They provide flexibility for owners and renters, helping owners stay in place with
economic difficulties or expanded family needs, and they provide expanding options for renters in an expensive, urban area.

| oppose this idea strongly because allowing ALUs on the scale the new rules would allow will lead to serious overcrowding in middle class neighborhoods,
traffic/parking nightmares, serious abuses by owners putting far more than 2 people into their ALUs. If | can't help defeat it, then | can advocate for tight
regulation: 1) require family members (down to cousins, grandchildren) to live in the ALU, 2) require the homeowner to live in the regular home on premises, 3)
require offstreet parking, 4) require a full bath and a full kitchen in both interior and exterior ALUs, 5) maintain the 2-acre minimum--or at least 1 full acre, never
the standard 1/4-acre or 1/6-acre lots so common in Fairfax Co., 6) require a hefty application fee--$1,000, 7) require inspections at least every 3 years for
compliance, 8) add people to the building inspectors dept. to mare sure the ALUs are built to county standards, 9) set up a hotline and website so neighbors can
report alleged violations and provide the resources for a prompt enforcement response, etc. Without strict regulation, you're going to take a large step toward
creating mini-Pottersvilles all over Fairfax County. It's already bad enough.

It really is a desired way to increase housing affordability and help property owners offset the very high cost of living in this area. It is distressing how many rules
and restrictions are in place for this. My family has spent many hours researching this and because of the current rules it would not be allowed. The short term
rental permit should also allow STR in an ALU.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

It will make homeownership harder as packing more renters in a lot is more profitable for real estate investors, increasing their snatching of properties in our
neighborhood

I have grown up in Fairfax County and my parents still live here as well. | currently own a 1 bedroom condo and would love to stay in the County. My family has
expanded and unfortunately, owning a home in the County is not achievable. My parents live on a l1acre lot with the backyard not visible to the Main Street. |
would love to be near them and they would love to be near their child and grandchild but unfortunately with the current economy and ALU rules, we will need to
move away. | encourage the County to reevaluate to keep younger generations within the County to build and grow their family.

ALUs will benefit families with adult children with special needs. This is because Fairfax County will likely never have adequate housing for adults with disabilities
and low income living options bring as many challenge as they do opportunity. ALUs help with all of this. Dwelling that meet basic building codes should be
encouraged and fast tracked.

ALUs are very important for multi generational households. This is something my household is looking into for my elderly parents. We also want to build a small
studio style apparentment addition over our 2 car garage for my disabled sister. Fairfax County should encourage this as it will minimize the number of people
needing government housing or assistance. Make it easier for our community to help one another and families to stay together.

If done correctly and through a permit system, it would be beneficial.

We need more people paying income and property tax on Fairfax County to keep per-resident costs down. Further, ALUs are far less likely to house children,
meaning the costs to the county for those new residents are minimal. We should look for a proliferation of ALUs. We've got to build so much more housing in
Fairfax, and this is a fantastic tool.

| think ALUs should be required to look like or compliment the main home and be constructed with similar materials, colors, and quality.

These should be carefully considered as allowing them on smaller lots could drastically change the look of our neighborhoods.

I don’t want my neighbors subdividing their property and having a lot more people live on it to make extra money. That will change the entire character of my
neighborhood. Plus, you are now going to increase the ability for people to live in a small unit and increase attendance at Schools. If | want to go to a desirable
school, I'll rent an ALU in that district. And so on. This is a terrible idea.

If we are going to consider ALUs in denser scenarios, zoning needs to consider height and how these would impact neighbor properties. We cannot have
scenarios such as the recent addition in Greenbriar neighborhood overshadowing the neighbors home and blocking sunlight.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The two acre requirements needs to be reduced. Cost of living in Fairfax County is ridiculously high, and more affordable options need to be made available to
families. Decreasing the required acreage is a step in the right direction for families that wish to remain in the county and have the lot size for ALUs.

A large portion of our population have become caregivers. Whether you’re caring for children, elderly parents or disabled siblings. Providing opportunities for
housing that allows family to stay close could provide great benefits to many families. An ALU could also serve to house a caregiver for an elderly couple or
person.

Again, | think the County should follow the lead of Montgomery County, MD. They have minimal restrictions and | believe about 4 times as many ALUs as the
county. Make it easier for homeowners to add up to 1200 sq ft detached ALUs on any size lot as long as the setback and lot coverage requirements are met.
Require the homeowner to live in the house or the ALU to prevent investors coming in and snapping up homes, making it harder for homeowners to acquire
homes in the first place. I'm not worried about parking. Someone can own a house and have 1 car or 6 cars. If there is an overall limit on the number of cars that
can be parked on someone's oroperty then okay. Just count the total number of cars (house and AlU) and make sure that number is at or below the maximum
allowed. Let the homeowner sort it out with the renter to make sure the combined number of cars stays at or below any max number of cars.

This is another poor idea from county officials who neglect to see or care of the impact this will have on the majority of longstanding residents and taxpayers in
Fairfax County.

I'm an academic economist.

It's not a big mystery why housing is too expensive. There is not enough supply. Why isn't there enough supply when there's much demand? Also not a mystery:
regulations prohibit the expansion of supply.

We are hurting our children. It's time to build.

No

| believe a detached ALU on smaller lot sizes, but any lot under 0.5 acre should require a public hearing. | do not think an interior ALU in a single family home, such
as a basement apartment or in-law suite should require a public hearing, but | do think it should require an off-street parking spot. In fact, | think any ALU in a
single family home should be approved only if it does not add to the congestion of street parking in the neighborhood - there are plenty of neighborhoods that
the number of vehicles that are street parking is excessive and negatively impacts the vehicles on the road and safety of the residents.

Current rules are much too restrictive.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Housing density has a lot of secondary effects, to schools, traffic, parking, etc. The neighborhoods my parents lived in California allowed ADUs the size of the
original house and it was very weird

None

ALUs are a valuable option to increase affordable housing options and support a growing population of seniors.

In our region, home ownership is so expensive and basically unattainable except for extremely high earners. There is no such thing as a starter home. The only
way we could afford our home was to buy it with my mother, who lives in the basement. Multi-generational living is a mutually beneficial arrangement for
families, from family bonding opportunities to aging in place to financial considerations like home ownership and daycare costs. My mother would have much
preferred to live in a detached ALU instead of a dark basement, but that was not an option in FFX. So far, my mom is more involved in our neighborhood
community than we are, so it doesn't seem like her added occupancy is causing any inconveniences. One day, our ALU will be nice for our older children to live in
or for renting out to GMU students. Let people do what is best for their families on their property.

ALUs address community need and offer the opportunity for improved housing availability for families who work in the area. They can reduce commuting
requirements (living closer to school and work) and traffic, and improve outcomes for families providing services to other residents in Fairfax County.

It's a great option for aging parents.

none

The current ALU regulations only benefit wealthy homeowners with super large lots. They can afford to build an ALU and move in their family members. This can
help with additional income, aging in place, etc. The rest of us must live in cramped homes if we wish to legally do the same. ; Yes, see below, I've copied it twice
but the form will not advance.

ALU's provide existing families an opportunity to live together (i.e. taking care of aging parents who can not afford senior living care options, or need assistance
with an Au-Pair, live-in nanny, dog-walker, etc.
who need their own private space but are close by).

due to housing shortage and what is available to age in place or to have additionally family members live with you ALUs should be allowed on properties .05 acres
or larger

Maybe homeowners interested in ALU’s could instead consider how the can adjust their existing home to accommodate the need to have or add space for a
family member needing independent living within their existing home. My aunt moved in with her daughter and son in law and the renovated a portion of the
house to give her the privacy and independent living situation. The solution is not necessarily building additional homes on existing properties.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Accessory living units should be permitted only on properties that are owner occupied as a primary residence. The accessory living unit may not be rented, leased,
or otherwise occupied independently at any time the property is not owner occupied. This policy exists to support housing flexibility for resident homeowners,
not to increase the number of rental units controlled by investors.; ALU eligibility should be contingent on continuous owner occupancy as a primary residence.
Any change in ownership structure or occupancy status that results in the property no longer being owner occupied immediately voids the eligibility to separately
rent or lease the accessory living unit.

Allow them!

lowering the 2-acre lot requirement should also be considered

All occupants MUST be US citizens or legal residents. No illegal aliens, undocumented people or whatever people who are in our country illegally are called

I moved here recently from Asheville NC where these accessory units have become an eyesore and a problem for neighbors. Most are used as rentals and not for
family. I would hate to see this happen here as well.

Arlington has had some success with ALUs. They may work in Fairfax if put on an accommodating lot size and configuration.

| think they are necessary and should be considered. Housing is outrageously expensive and properly designed small dwellings can help house many people how
otherwise couldn't live in Fairfax County. Good luck

Parking on my street is a problem. The more ALU’s and additional renters in a single-family home puts excessive stress on street parking. Frankly, if my plumber
has to park three houses down service my house he’s not gonna be very happy when he arrives. It’s also a safety issue but primarily | don’t pay the taxes that |
pay in Fairfax County so that | can’t park in front of my house and that’s the way it is now frankly it’s getting ridiculous.

If they are to be used as rentals, how will taxes be assessed? Do rentals go through different permitting? How will inequities regarding parking, amenity use be
addressed. Would HOA's have any say if they already have ordinances and covenants in place to keep RENTERS out?

ALUs could help with the affordability crisis. Seriously, no one needs mega mansions. If we are stuck with them, then at least give us alternatives for lower cost
options.

Fairfax County lacks affordable housing options, especially for single people. Being able to rent an ALU would greatly expand the rental options for people. Also,
ALUs would allow homeowners to have in-law suites or cottages so that they could be in close proximity to aging parents, but still provide autonomy and privacy
to both.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| believe the current ordinance is pretty close to optimal. The biggest issue is the 2 acre restriction, which is very few properties in the county, and realistically
those are already in the wealthier areas.

The current accessory use ordinance should just be extended to cover ALUs for the most part - setbacks, lot coverage, etc.

contact me: I

Thank you to staff for your hard work on this issue. You're doing a great job. We're glad to have you working on behalf of all those who live in (or want to live in!)
Fairfax County.

Affordable and quality elder care is very difficult to find, but many cannot safely age in place. Allowing ALUs for specific purposes and with guidelines nd
requirements would be of huge benefit to families. However | do not think they should routinely be permitted as money-making rental units without very strict
guidleines so as not to adverely impact neighbors and parking.

A lot of county rules depend arbitrarily on owning 2 acres but what is more important is the distance the house or ALU is positioned from neighbours. If everyone
in the neighborhood had houses with 2 acres but the houses were all built up along the road within a few yards of each other, what difference does that make if
the acreage was smaller? ALUs should have restrictions in place for being a certain distance from the property line, and homeowners should be required to oblige
meeting water & sewage load and other environmental offsets such as permeable pathways or planting new trees for every tree taken down to build.

All ALUs must include parking on their property - not street parking. They must pay taxes just like all other home owners. And they must be immediate relatives.

The county should consider taxing all rentals to make up for taxes since the inability for younger citizens cannot afford to buy homes and contribute to the
property taxes in this county.

see DFEViOUS comments; na

Make living affordable for families! Houses are already crazy expensive, ALUs will help those who cannot afford single homes

I work in Fairfax County and | live in Fairfax County. | have a young child and my mother | has little to no income. An ALU would be an added opportunity to keep
our family together with dignity, having separate yet close spaces. Otherwise, | don’t see how we can remain in this area.

The hideous one in Greenbriar should not be allowed! The ones in your scenarios were ok; Glad you are addressing this. What is essential is that owners occupy
the main house.,; No
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Give FFX residents the freedom to use and build ALUs (attached or detached) on their property. Especially for the purpose of moving in a family member that
needs help or to be looked after. Or even lower rental rates for family or friends on need. It's used as AirBnB's only then their should be some restrictions since
people will be coming and going every couple of days in many instances.

We need mire affordable housing and options for aging in place!! ALUs are a great solution and | fully support having more of them.

None

If changes are made to ALUs to allow for more approvals, Fairfax County also needs to make sure the review and approval process also prepares for additional
applications.

There is a serious lack of affordable housing. I'm fine with people renting them out as long as it’s to people who live in them. They shouldn’t be used as airbnbs.

I’'m fine with administrative approval only as long as the regulations are very specific. We don’t need another Greenbriar. There should be strict height and
setback rules depending on the property size. Permitting and inspections should be just as strict as with a regular home build.

The 2-acre requirement is not realistic, especially within the beltway. We have a 1.2 acre lot, a huge semi circle driveway, and a wooded backyard. It is ridiculous
that we do not qualify. The ALU would not be visible from the street or neighbors. We have elderly and disabled relatives from out of state who cannot
otherwise afford a home or senior/disabled living facilities.

More work needs to be done to make any meaningful impact to the housing affordability crisis in the area. It has been a problem for decades as even the 1984
Comprehensive Plan indicates the need for affordable/attainable housing.

I am blind and my mother is blind. It would be nice to allow her to have her own space as well. Instead she is in a spare bedroom of our small home.

The snobby people amoungst us will always say NO to public policy that promotes poorer people to live near them. Stop letting the big S citizens dictate public
policy when we have so many homeless people and families that must cohabitate to make ends meet! It's wrong and should be changed ASAP! A single family
home on 1/2 acre or more should be allowed an interior ALU and detached exterior ALU! We need to pack more density where we already have high density.
We need more impuviouse surfaces where we already have alot of impurvious surfaces! We must save our wilderness and farm lands that we still have for future
generations!

Not at this time
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| live on a 1 acre lot in Pine Ridge neighborhood of Fairfax. | would like to build a granny flat in our lot for my mother in law to live with us, and our children (now 3
and 5) to potentially live in after 13 years.

I am concerned about population density in certain areas of Fairfax County as well as the demographic changes that may happen if additional ALUs are allowed in
these denser areas.

While | understand the housing affordability challenges facing Fairfax County, | am concerned that widespread expansion of accessory living units could negatively
impact neighborhood character, environmental resources, and already strained infrastructure such as schools, roads, and public safety services. | believe ALUs
should remain limited, carefully regulated, and primarily focused on family use and aging in place, rather than becoming another mechanism for speculative
rental income. Any expansion should be cautious, data-driven, and sensitive to the unique character of existing single-family neighborhoods.

| have seen this before - ADU is built with all good intentions and then it magically becomes an Airbnb with people coming and going. | have seen the sale flyer
"rental income property available". You also have to figure out, how do you enforce that the owner lives in the primary residence as a real issue. The other reality
is parking requirements have grown over the years - so how do you let an ADU in a location that parking requirement was sent years earlier - it just makes parking
all the more challenging. All our homes are two car garage homes and yet all but three have cars already beyond the two cars - with grown children living at
home, more and more cars are needed beyond what was planned for.

The 2 acre restriction for detached ALUs should be reconsidered. Not many properties in Fairfax County have that kind of space. | have 1 acre with plenty of room
for an ALU that would meet all zoning requirements but | can't be considered because of the 2 acre restriction.

I think there should be more apartments, townhomes and condos in areas that already have them and in shopping/dining/office areas, but not in established
single family home neighborhoods.

Yes, as a home owner and resident in Fairfax County, | think ALU's should be allowed particularly for single family home owners with more than .25 acres of land
and for occupancy of senior parents. | believe these dwellings should come with strict requirements and frequent follow-up.

Where the since we are coming on a housing crisis where there is space we should be able to build on that space. As these can be temporary and short-term, it
can fix the housing supply in the immediate short-term and can be removed later on. | think anything over a half acre has enough space where you can add an
ALU ADU without compromising the aesthetics of Fairfax county. We also have an aging population that could greatly benefit from the additional income added
support and maybe even utilize them for aging in place with home health aids.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I think this topic is a perfect opportunity for Fairfax County to expand livable and affordable options to retirees, recent adults of county residents who are just
starting out and looking for their own place but could benefit from a safety net of parents as well as a potential revenue stream for current residents to help
defray the cost of living in Fairfax County.

| hope the county is brave enough to consider relaxing some of the current rigid guidelines and offering residents more options in how they use their own
property.

The program of ALU should not be allowed as it would not be a benefit to the overall community.

I am a commissioner for FCHRA and more affordable housing is always needed and sought after.

Given how expensive it is to find and afford housing in Fairfax County, an ALU will be a great benefit to both the families that own the property for both income
and care as we get older as well as the ones in need of housing. Not only would I like to stay in my home and allow an ALU to house a caregiver, but | also think its
as important for your children to move back home and have option of living in an ALU as they can’t afford the rents out there now.

Overall, cost of living is higher than it's ever been. ALUs help both sides: those with high mortgages can help subsidize $5000+ mortgages with some rental
income, and renters can find more affordable mom-and-pop cheaper accommodations. With ALUs in general, (a) make permitting simple, (b) don't add park
restrictions, (c) absolutely do NOT require someone to live in the home to rent one out, that is a disastrous policy, (d) consider even subsidizing these. Charlotte,
NC, for example, is funding $80k per ADU/ALU to encourage supply growth.

Remove unnecessary administrative and bureaucratic burdens on ALU to maximize housing opportunities for Fairfax County

ALUs would be hugely helpful to families who are trying to help family members with disabilities. Montgomery County in Maryland allows ALUs on half acre lots.

The parking situation in many medium density developments is already pretty bad, adding more people to the same spaces is inviting problems. Also, many
community amenities such as parks, courts, playgrounds, and other recreation areas were built around a maximum number of people. Adding more people to
many townhomes or single home properties may cause overcrowding in these spaces, again inviting dissatisfaction and conflict.

fairfax needs to up its game in providing options for families who wish to care for aging relatives at home. But the recent news story about the homeowner who
expanded his home for this purpose but had no requirement to respect the infrastructure needs and character of his neighborhood is a timely lesson about how
carefully this issue needs to be approached.

I think this is the right move to address shortage of affordable housing, especially for aging parent(s) or young adults.

A mandatory 2 acres is a bit much, especially compared to other municipalities. We have a .49 acre lot & would LOVE the option to build one.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

There should be a streamlined process to grant approval without a hearing to the many buildings and parts of buildings that may actually be ALUs but are
technically pool houses, second kitchens in the basement, etc.

tree cover should be a priority when approving permitting for ALU construction.

Houses in RE and R1 should by right be allowed ALUs.

The insane tree conservation (30% on R-E) requirements on lots big enough to hold an ALU are prohibitive along with a lot of other bureaucratic red tape that no
other county in VA has (no reuse of septic systems, etc). It shouldn’t cost 6 figures in site engineering costs before you’ve even factored in the actual cost to build
the dwelling itself.

The answers for the series of questions with images do not allow for concerns relating to other aspects of aite design and use. While | would support a small ALU
on a 10,000sf lot, | would only do so where a 3rd parking space is on the lot, where required tree canopy is met, where a board on board fence is required.

Any approved exterior ALU should come UNDER Strict size rules and ensure they are adhered to. If not, people will construct these on their own and create a
nightmare for the entire neighborhood aesthetics.

| don’t understand why the restrictions on building exist. If the neighborhood infrastructure can support it why would we stop someone from building housing.

Lack of affordable housing options is a barrier to economic advancement, intergenerational socioeconomic mobility, and the broader American dream. Accessory
dwelling units can and should be part of the solution.

Additionally, there is something fundamentally wrong when the "not in my backyard" approach extends beyond "your" backyard into "mine". Heavy handed
zoning ordinances not only limit our community's ability to grown and develop in an accessible and equitable manner together, but infringes upon a homeowner's
autonomy and freedom on property they own and live on.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The 2 acres amount that the county enforces for many of their regulations is arbitrary. If everyone in the neighbourhood had 2+ acres but all the houses were
built right off the main road with only a couple yards between houses, it would be no different than if the lots were < 2 acres.

What's more important is the distance the buildings are from the neighbouring houses. This takes into consideration lot shape instead of just lot size.
Many mcmansions are allowed to be built on lots less than 0.5 acres. Instead, a modest sfh + ALU could be built instead.

| would like to build an ALU on our 1.49 acre lot to move my elderly parents closer to me. We don't have additional bedrooms in our main home and while we
could add an addition for them, it's for the sake of all of our sanity to keep our separate spaces.

My parents live in the 5 bedroom sfh they raised us in and that's getting to be too much house since they're empty nesters. But they'd be damned to move into a
senior community and there aren't any apartments/condo near me. With all the downsides to living in a condo my mom would not trade her personal gardening
space for sharing walls with noisy neighbours and pet restrictions. As they are driving less these days it's also much easier to be able to take them to
appointments and run errands if they lived on premises. Hell, they'd probably sell one of their cars too if they lived in an ALU with us since they mostly just drive
to visit and go grocery shopping/to appointments.

They are willing to sell their sfh and use the proceeds to build an ALU on our lot to be in walking distance to their grandchildren and still have the autonomy to live
independently. That frees up a large home in a highly desirable neighbourhood for a growing family in a housing market with low supply. Childcare is increasingly
expensive these days and this would relieve multiple financial and logistical constraints for our family, my parents, and another family that could live in my
parents' home.

The owner occupancy requirement is critical to ensure business entities do not exploit ALUs for profit. The county should consider a special property tax on ALUs
used for income, to discourage over development.

A lot of people in scenario 3 would be able to age gracefully with family instead of feeling unattainable.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Many of the properties that have 1+ acre in the county are on septic systems and should not be allowed to add ALUs that don't meet the existing requirements. |
have a septic tank rated for 4 bedrooms. When we finished our basement, we added a room that clearly could be a bedroom but legally isn't unless | upgraded
thy septic (which we didn't because it would have been $30k). Allowing someone in that situation to add an ALU to their property would be insane.

Similarly, | would want to know about the existing neighborhood infrastructure before adding. If a community was built for 100 houses/families and you add 30
more units, is the water set up equipped to handle that? Sewer? Power grid? Proximity of police and fire? Local schools? Expanding housing options is needed in
Fairfax but expanding by ALU raises the same concerns that come up whenever a big development is proposed - is there enough infrastructure to support the
population? We insist that big developers pay to make upgrades if they want to put in a new block of townhouses. Who will make the upgrades here and how will
a county in shortfall pay for them?

If there isn't a wide range study done on what the expected influx of people would be and how it would impact services, the county can't move forward in good
faith.

I'm considering moving back to Fairfax County to be near my family.

I think the County should lower the property limit to 1 acre. That is the only change I think that should be made to the current laws.

As a gemeral principle, there should be a property tax reduction commensurate with each restriction on a property. So a lot that is not allowed to have an ALU
should also pay less tax.

First, thank you for working on this project, it seems like a very well thought out set of proposed changes. A couple other thoughts:

1) Are there plans to look at the rule for an inside connection? Renters not like a door connecting the ALU to primary dwelling. | would ideally like to build an ALU
with 1 shared wall (a current exterior wall of the home) vs a detached ALU. This would look like a more seamless visual building footprint, while giving completely
separate spaces.

2) If idea 1 is implemented above, it would be nice to have a provision to allow no connected smoke detectors if the shard wall is a fire break (ie, brick wall)

3) Not allowing a second driveway seems partially counter productive to the parking issues. Even if a driveway had room for extra cars, people are more likely to
park on the street to avoid car shuffling.

Parking and traffic are my main concerns with ALUs. Some streets and neighborhoods have ample street and driveway parking, and some, like mine, do not.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I’'m afraid of overcrowding and we already have enough people here in Fairfax County

If you own more than 1/2 acre lot, and don't already have a McMansion on the lot and can preserve most of the tree line, etc. You should be able to add a 2 bdrm
aluminum for additional housing

If done correctly to prevent corporate and landlord abuse — ALUs are incredibly valuable for aging adults, disabled dependents, multi-generational families, and
low-income renters. Fairfax county has nowhere near the affordable housing available to meet demand. Your citizens need help! Cost of living is out of control.

My backyard neighbor has a story and a half garage that he turned the top into an office space. It's really awful and he did unpermitted hvac work and exterior
steps.

| believe that ALUs are an awesome thing that should happen in Virginia.

Generally, | favor them. But, | can see from the examples that it’s complicated. | appreciate the survey that allows for understanding and feedback.

| live in Clifton in an old farmhouse wood stove heat 3 acres this would allow us to continue to live on the property as we age while the house is being renovated
for one of our adult children to take over

We currently rent a room in our house and have had good experiences. The housing shortage here is accrue and this should help. Also for older owners who
aren’t moving because of financial reasons, this can help them as well.

no

If ALUs are meant to provide more affordable housing, how will the county ENSURE that the rents are not at market rates, which are generally unaffordable now?
In a property near me, | know of a homeowner planning an ALU on a small lot and will chaege $3,500 a month. That is not affordable housing. Your plans may
well lead to a lot more expensive housing being built, leading to neighborhood deterioration.

Fairfax County's record on this is not good, by permitting the huge expansion of a house in Springfield for the owners' parents. It is pretry much an in-house ALU.
The county staff did not accurately measure the site and gave a go-ahead for a hideous 3 story structure. More of this will happen if you have an ALU policy that
is careless and poorly enforced.

Abolish department of code compliance. Reduce your size. Provide more freedoms for home owners to do what they want with their property .

Generally speaking they should allowed with minimal administrative red tape but we should be mindful to not encourage or contribute to the Airbnb economy
and pricing out of affordable housing to line landlord pockets

Having an option for aging parents to be in proximity but independent would be nice.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALUs are easy in lots with public sewer. Tricky in lots with private sewage systems. Revise max capacity of private sewage systems based on actual (max.) number
of people that can live in the property and not on max number of bedrooms.

Should not be allowed in residential areas with HOA's

None

| have children with special needs. An ALU would allow them more independence but in a safer way.

Very concerned about the property on Marble Lane. | also live on Marble Lane a few doors down, and am concerned it will lower my home's value. It is hideous to
look at, does not fit into the character of the neighborhood at all, and has drawn too much negative attention to our quaint, beautiful neighborhood. Please take
these comments into consideration when deciding whether to let construction on the home continue.

The more housing the better. YIMBY.

The fear about loss of property value is overblown and abused. In 36 years the only time my property value went down was the housing crash of 2008. When | sell
my house | will have nowhere near my family to go.

Make it as easy as possible.

ALUs should be encouraged and barriers should be minimized. We want affordability, options to age in place, and to attract residents who can’t afford a home
otherwise.

NA

I'm a fan of the concept and am delighted to learn that the County is exploring ways we might reduce some of the current constraints on homeowners who would
like to pursue an ALU.

I've seen ALUs/ADUs work in Alexandria City and our housing shortage isn't just limited to the jurisdictions that have already passed reasonable ALU policies.
Please expand more permissive standards in Fairfax County as well.

This is so needed especially for those of us with aging parents who need a place to live once they need more care. It is also needed for those who wish to age in
place and can have a space for people who can provide live in care/assistance.

ALUs are a simple, low-impact way to increase affordable housing in Fairfax County. The county should put in rules requiring high efficiency construction since
these units are likely to serve lower-income people. Then the county should clear away the administrative hurdles and encourage ALUs through an education
campaign. Consider also having a person or even just a website to connect interested homeowners with ALU providers and high-efficiency modular
manufacturers.

| think we have to do all we can to address the house shortage in the county.

Many of my responses took neighbors into consideration. Having an ALU without prior approval or a public hearing may negatively impact a neighbor's property
and therefore the neighbor should have an equal say about size and placement of an ALU. Definitely no ALU's on 1/4 acre or less UNLESS it is a one level addition
above a garage.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Runoff is already an issue in many neighborhoods. This will make it worse.

I would really like to build one near my home and the county is being extremely difficult

| love them and wish that the norm were that most detached houses had one. This would greatly help with the affordability crisis in the area.

Spend a bit more to build a friendlier survey document.;

Thanks

The county should actively support home sharing, and limits on McMansions to preserve smaller, affordable housing. We can't build out way out of affordable
housing; no

These will just become rental units. Parking on public streets. Is this a way to bring in more people to increase population and gain senate seats? No concern for
well being of citizens who bought in single family neighborhoods!

None

| think ALU’s are badly needed. Who can afford to live here especially when you are elderly and need to be near people but can’t afford to go into assisted living.

ALU’s generally have a negative impact on single family and townhouse neighborhoods- parking and traffic are greatly impacted- entire families living in one room
with multiple cars....save our neighborhoods do not expand ALU’s!

All ALUs must be approved by the County administrative staff, and if it affects neighbors a special permit with public hearing is required.

| do not support ALUs or ADUs, either inside an existing house or as an additional structure.

They should be limited to 1 or 2 dwellers. Lot size should be a huge consideration - if it's less than 1/2 acre, no ALU should be allowed.

I would like to see the 2 acre requirement for a stand alone ALU reduced.

| have very few if any concerns with ALU's as long as they meet the building code requirements. People should be allowed to use their property as they see fit.
Civil processes exist to resolve disputes. ALU's provide additional land value that can be leveraged by homeowners.

No.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The cost of housing in the county is far too high for many ordinary people. Responsible officials should explore all reasonable measures to make housing more
affordable in the county. As a general matter, housing costs will go down if the supply and variety of available housing units increase. My view is that we should
be moving quickly, not slowly, to establish policies that make it easier to create new ALUs. The interests of existing residents who could be adversely affected by
new ALUs should be taken into account. Conditioning the creation and construction of ALUs on the provision of new parking spaces, for example, could be
beneficial in many circumstances. At the same time, imposing rigid rules would not be the best way to account for existing residents' interests. Special weight
should be given to (1) reducing barriers to allowing residents to age in place and (2) helping families meet their varied needs using ALUs.

I think ALU can provide a very good opportunity for the families who have elders that need to be taken care of. | really don't have concerns that ALU can be a
danger or do any detriment to the community or neighborhood.

This is very concerning. IS the county going to immediately hook us up to well and sewage when our systems are overloaded? Our land was dedicated 1 house
per 5 acres in the 1970's to protect the Occoquan water supply for Fairfax County. Our home owners bylaws also reflect this stipulation. You are trying to over
turn that - - and | know there will be serious problems in the future. One neighborhood already has problems with dwindling water resources because Fairfax
County decided a winery should be allowed in their neighborhood. Time to begin to understand the implications of your deeds!

Please ENCOURAGE ALUs in FFX Cty. It will make it more attractive for homeowners, for renters, and for the community overall! Thank you for this survey so that
we residents can express our opinions. It's another reason that FFX Cty is truly a wonderful place to live! And ALUs will allow more people to experience this
wonderful county we live in!!

Presently homes in the watershed have rules to protect drinking water for the whole county. | can see this becoming a nightmare as it would quickly get out of
hand. Need more roads and services for the influx of people. Fairfax co does a poor job of enforcing the number of families per home.

no

Rarely, are these units economically feasible to build and therefore have limited impact on creating more affordable housing.

We will have to move out of this area when we retire because of how expensive this area is and the high property taxes. If we had an ALU, we would be able to
stay in our home and rent a portion of it to help offset our costs in retirement.

No changes to ALU regulations except to tighten up compliance.

ALUs are a great option for most families to be able to provide housing assistance to those who need it. It also reduces the burden on the government to find
accommodations.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| wish in addition to loosening ALU’s rules, the county would loosen zoning, specifically allowing more than RU on 5 acre lots. My kids would all build in a heart
beat if we could subdivide. Not only would it be more affordable, it will strengthen family units, help with child care issues due family proximity etc.

I think the ALUs are great way to help increase housing inventory. It also offers benefits like helping people who are willing to live in a smaller space to be closer
to a location of work or school. | myself would consider building an ALU for myself to live and rent out the main house for rental income when | retire. It would
help generate income while | get to downsize and age in place, and remain in my community.

With lack of affordable housing and a growing need for families to have ways to have aging parents or young adults with support nearby, ALUs seem a great
option. Tiny homes can be more efficient.

No no no

Reduce requirements that they be so many feet away from lot line

They should not be allowed and totally change the character and impact the Infrastructure of neighborhoods. | am opposed to them 100% in all situations.

Let owners do what works best for their property and family. It's not the neighbors' business. #YIMBY

We already have issues with losing green space and over crowding where we live. ALUs would just magnify all the issues we already have. | can't imagine the
HOA's allowing this especially that they are so concerned with the visibility of trash cans which would increase substantially. Not only that, but having to deal with
one set of neighbors on each side is enough. If every property added an ALUs, there is a high increase for a downgrade in living due to the noise and issues that
come when you put too many people close to each other.

Not at this time

Housing in this county is unaffordable and out of reach for so many. | hope the county loosens restrictions for this and many other reasons. Let people use their
property how they see fit.

ALUs provide necessary affordable living space in the county, where current prices make it prohibitive to move additional family into Fairfax. Having a personal
space for aging parents to live independently while still being able to provide assistance and care is vital.

Additionally, ALUs can being taxes and income to the county without having to raise overall personal property tax rates (the ALU can be taxed as an improvement
to the property, plus the resident may pay income and sales taxes).

Given the rising costs of living in this County and nearing retirement, this would be a helpful option for me. | have an "empty nest", 5 acres, and large finished
basement that could accommodate somebody. | would not build anything.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The situation with the addition in Chantilly is absolutely abhorrent. Someone dropped the ball (multiple someone’s) and you need to fix it.

ALUs were very common in California when | lived there. They provide great housing options for older children, aging parents, or other family members. They can
also provide valuable rental income when family members don’t need them which can make the overall cost of living much more affordable for all involved.

| think ones inside of a single family home make the most sense for our county.

Anything that makes living in FFX county easier and that includes family and friends with medical issues being cared for us is beneficial. We buy the house and we
should be able to do what we want with it -as long as it is all done with FFX co permits. Make things easier to live in this expensive county.

This is a great option to expand affordable housing due to absurd rent and purchase prices for homes

I could not comment on the scenario of the detached 600 square foot ALU on 0.8 acres. The ADU in the picture appears to be well-screened from adjacent
properties by trees. The placement of the ADU on the property and aesthetic screening from adjacent properties should have some regulations and be addressed.

There should be more flexibility for homeowners to build and modify their property. Rules and regulations especially for ALU should be left up to individual HOAs
and not gate-kept by the county.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

On the three scenarios for detached ALUs, | would want to ensure that there are standards for lot placement — offset from both property lines and other
dwellings, etc. Also, the peak should not be higher than the main dwelling in any case. Finally, there probably should be proportion and placement limitations —
max size of the ALU being determined by the size of the main dwelling, lot size, property characteristics, and presence of other structures, such as sheds,
greenhouses, etc.

For example, | have a lot that is just under a quarter acre. | COULD easily build a shed-sized “tiny home” without creating a neighborhood eyesore. A 600sf, 18ft
tall structure likely would be obnoxious. Placement options also would matter — It would work on my lot because of the shape of our lots and placement of our
houses on them — it would be easy to place a structure without it being five feet from my neighbor’s window.

(I have a 6x8 shed now that could easily be a 10x15 foot footprint (or probably even 12x15) without really even being noticeable from the street or from inside
my neighbor’s house, if it stayed one-story. One story with a loft would still be attractive on the lot. Two full stories would be too much for the lot.

If larger structures are going to be allowed on smaller lots, an option between “administrative approval” and “hearing” might be good for smaller lots — maybe
require notification of immediate neighbors with an opportunity for the neighbors to provide comment to the county before permission is granted.

The easy option is to just say nope, not allowed on smaller lots. | think it’s better to create the flexibility, with guardrails.
We need to create options for families of adults with intellectual disabilities who need lifelong support, but who can live more independently. We also need
better options for people trying to age in place — with an ALU, a person could offer living accommodations to an unrelated person (like a college student, for

example), in exchange for them doing physical chores an older person can no longer do. The same could create options for families needing child care.

(1 checked the box saying | want to create an ALU. “Might want to” is actually a better answer. In my case, it would more likely be converting my basement into
an apartment for a single renter — or a long-term-care provider, if | should need one.)

Allow less restrictive regulations, especially for family members trying to live together.

ALU’s should not be allowed in RC zoning
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

If there is an HOA in place, the county should work with the Hoa on ordinances that impact their residents. | am not opposed to ALU's when land and parking
issues are adequate, but | am completely against them when neither is available. In the Burke area, you can drive by any townhouse complex and see the impacts
of multi family living. Parking and infrastructure are maxed out, walking safety is an issue.

0Odd question: Would a home be able to have both internal and external ALUs? Is a property allowed to have more than one ALU? More than one internal ALU?

Rules on ALUs need to be loosened. Less rules, more flexibility. Two acre minimum to have an ALU seems outrageous.

The bottom line is that we need more (and affordable) housing, and ALUs are one way to address this issue. Young people are often trying to find an affordable
place to live in a nice neighborhood as they start their careers. Some families want to have their aging parent close by, but allow them to have their
independence, and ALUs help with that. As with most things, the issue is with the details, but the examples given above could help make decisions more
efficiently.

| do not want to see the rules loosened.

Properly regulated ALUs can make a significant contribution to both the needs for aging-in-place, and, affordable housing. This land use approach is also more
efficient and therefore more sustainable, and is a counter to suburban sprawl.

Makes zoning meaningless if folks building little homes all over existing suburban neighborhoods. If wanting to increase density then rezone / require folks
expand existing structure.

no

as an agent, | have had several clients trying to find homes that can accommodate elderly family member on the first floor. being able to have an ALU would help
alleviate this issue.

We have a 10,000 sq ft lot in the county and one story home. Ideally | would like to add a separate structure, attached by an open breezeway to screened porch.
This would allow noise isolation, indépendance and help our family support each other. It would be difficult to add onto the house in a way that would make good
use of our space.

I love my ALU, but the process was a little difficult. | think | was number 8 so | don't know if the county was still ironing some things out. Would love to talk with
someone about it, as | indicated in question 13.

ALU create density issues and change the character of suburbs.

I think it is wonderful the county is looking into this as part of its package to increase much needed affordable housing options in our county. As the economy has
changed - more young adults are returning home to live with parents after college - sometimes for several years while establishing financial security.
Additionally, elder care is becoming cost prohibitive for some & aging in place w/their adult children is becoming a more widespread necessity. ALUs could
greatly improve the quality of life for all parties involved.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

It's very important that the design of the aluminum does not take away from the neighborhood esthetics. HOA must approve or county must approve the design.

I would like to see the lots size stay at two acres.; | think families living together in near proximity is a good idea, but the impact to the environment of a separate
house may be significant. Lots 2 acres.

I don’t like the idea of ALUs. When someone buys a home they do not expect to have multi living units next door or in the neighborhood at a later date. This will
not be closely monitored by the county. It will bring down the market value of your home/neighborhood and maybe increase crime when additional people do
not have a financial stake in the property/neighborhood.

HOAs should be given a say as to whether one is allowed within their confines no matter what the county approves!
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The Overview: The "NoVA Squeeze" of 2026
The core problem is that housing policy is stuck in the 1980s while the 2026 economy is in hyper-drive. While Northern Virginia has become a global hub for tech
and data centers, the people who work here—and the seniors who built this county—are being priced out by "invisible" costs.

1. Why Removing Barriers Helps Families & Seniors
The "Sandwich Generation" Crisis: Younger to mid-aged professionals are working longer hours than ever to afford NoVA. At the same time, their parents are
aging. Removing ALU barriers allows for "Caregiver Suites."

Dignity vs. Institutionalization: It is far cheaper and more humane to have an elderly parent in a legal garage suite or 5th-bedroom ALU than in a $10,000/month
assisted living facility.

Keeping the Brain Trust: Many seniors want to downsize but stay in their neighborhood. An ALU allows them to move into a smaller unit on their own property
and rent out the "big house" to a young family, keeping the community intact.

2. The Data Center & Electricity Impact
Surging Bills: As of early 2026, data centers now consume roughly 20% of the state’s electricity. This massive demand has forced utility companies to hike
residential rates to pay for new substations and transmission lines.

The "Invisible Tax": Typical residential electricity bills in Fairfax are projected to rise by over $11 per month in 2026 alone just to support the grid expansion.

How ALUs Help: For a homeowner, the supplemental income from an ALU isn't "extra" money anymore—it's survival money used to offset these skyrocketing
utility and property tax bills.

3. Wages vs. Cost of Living (COL)
The Wage Gap: While jobs have grown, NoVA wages are not keeping pace with a housing market where the average sales price is now over $850,000.

Renters' Limited Options: Busy full-time workers can't find "attainable" housing. An ALU provides a high-quality, lower-cost rental option in a safe neighborhood,
which is often better than a cramped, overpriced apartment complex.

Income for the Homeowner: For someone with a 5-bedroom home, the ability to rent a room or a garage is the difference between keeping the home or being
forced to sell because property taxes (which rose nearly 6% this year) have become unsustainable.

I am an upcoming graduate from GMU leaving Fairfax County for new opportunities. | grew up in and would like to remain in Fairfax County, but a lack of
affordable rental units (such as ALUs) push young professionals out.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The current standard of 2 acres seems to be a good standard. Dropping it some, to 1.5 or 1 acre might be useful. But allowing a freestanding ALU on a lot which
is 0.24 acres? That is a clearly ridiculous, and even 0.85 is super tight. | have some compassion for someone who wants to have an elderly relative living in an
interior ALU or a new addition to an existing structure, thereby making a de facto interior ALU. My biggest fear is that ALUs would propagate like wildfire on very
small lots, with investors buying up homes, dropping in ALUs everywhere, and bringing in a lot of temporary lodgers like VRBO customers. | don't want my
neighborhood devolving into VRBO central so that the owners can afford to pony up the $1.3 million price tag of living in our neighborhood.

| wouldn't want this in our lovely neighborhood. It wouldn't fit in at all here with owners owing app 1/2-3/4 acres

For homes smaller than 2 acres putting a second property on the lot creates a change in the neighborhood look and feel for those that bought in a single family
home community. In addition, many homes already have a shed and now you have the potential to have three buildings on one small lot. This is not an
acceptable solution for lots smaller than 2 acres.

This is a way to get affordable housing in the area

No

If addr | only freestanding unit, runoff of water, parking & landscaping sb consideration.

The size of lot, parking and density of the neighborhood should be considered heavily for separate dwellings, however, basement ALUs should be allowed to span
the entirety of the basement provided proper egress and exterior entrances are installed.

No

ALU ruin the character of residential neighborhoods and should never have been approved in the first place. As a homeowner paying some of the highest
property taxes in the country | oppose any expansion of ALUs. 158 units does little to help rental rates, this program is ill conceived overreach.

In an area where affordable housing is hard to find, and young families/college grads and moderate-income professions need to find reasonable housing, ALUs
should be overtly encouraged.

We live in a home built in the late 70’s and our ALU was built with the original construction as best we can tell. Other houses that are the same model have garage
where our ALU is located and, our driveway/carport is on the opposite side of the house so this does not appear to have been an after build alteration. We have
only had family members touch down in it and have not used it for income purposes. When it has not been occupied by family we use it for guests.

| generally agree with the rules as is. | personally am considering an ALU in law sweet for my father, but anything over 800sq/ft seems excessive past a bed room,
ADA compliant bathrooms and exits, and maybe a small space for an office or sitting area for privacy.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

These answers, and likely those of most respondents, were based on very little knowledge of the subject. Better answers would likely be obtained from people
who really know the subject - the problems experienced in the past and the great things achieved by having ALUs. In general, it seems Fairfax County over-
regulates, so | would say you will likely tend to over-regulate this as well. Please emphasize the benefit to the citizens of Fairfax - not the corporations, not
lawyers, not yourselves or other special interests. Thank you.

Why would | have an ALU? We once owned a duplex in another jurisdiction. That was built as a duplex and we lived in one of the units. The other was a rental.
This survey is asking if townhomes and SFH should be allowed to do permitted work to add ALU's which would likely be rentals. Any related adults living in my
home use the kitchen and laundry. Honestly based on that fMarble Lane mess the county should not go into the ALU potential mess. Who inspected the
concrete pour? 3rd party sub?

1. The current setback requirements for accessory uses was based on the assumption that they would be nonresidential (e.g., garages). Any ALU amendments
should require a greater, non-waivable setback requirement for ALUs.

2. To minimize the concern about the addition of more residents in a residential neighborhood, you should include a requirement that the ALU be closer to the
main residence than the property line. If homeowner have ALU, they will have stronger incentives to monitor its use -- parking, noise, etc.

The reason | love Burke is green space and ALU would impact that by reducing green space, increasing traffic and stressing existing infrastructure

No

1 100% support ALUs for property owners. Today's prices are historically high, housing markets are outrageous and the baby boomers are aging. As well as
Assited Living is very expensive and draining people's savings accounts.
This Amendment would significantly help families living in Fairfax County.

The suggestions to expand ALUs, partilcuarly the one not requiring the owner of the property to live in the main dwelling, only promotes outside investment by
potential real estate companies and landlords. While that will promote investment and raise tax income for the county, it will signficantly and adversely change
the nature of the our communities.

Please please let there be ALUs in Fairfax. We need more housing, | WANT to build more affordable housing for my parents to move in the back, or for renters.

They should be allowed in the least restrictive way possible.
Alexandria City, Arlington and Loudoun Counties are far more inclusive of all income levels than FairfaX County is.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We are turning our basement into an ALU to accommodate our "aging-in-place." We do not intend to rent the space out. However, we do believe that as
population increases and affordable places to live become more difficult to find, the ALU in our home will hopefully increase the value of our home.

We are in our 40s, and we have children that we are looking to go to college or start a career in the next 10 years, or we have parents that we would like to have
closer to us. Right now they are prohibited from living with us because of these regulations. Sure, we can have all manners of sheds up to 256 ft.2 as a matter of

right, but we can’t have someone actually living in them. That is absolutely absurd and ridiculous. What is also absurd as a few years ago no one had the balls to

allow ALU to be put in and separate from the primary living structure. That also is ridiculous. Do it needs to be done and streamline these without the need for a
discretionary approval or public hearing.

Set up some visits to make sure ALUs have the size, occupancy and all the services correctly attached, and that
These ALU do not present danger for the community

It is impossible for my grown children to move out. (Affordability) An ALU would allow our children to live with us a little longer till they can afford their own
homes. We are driving them out of our region. We need to help our community, not price them out.

ALUs will destroy the character of existing neighborhood and diminish property values, create unnecessary density and create traffic and parking problems.; No

Thanks for doing the research.
Nice concept, but we know some folks are going to muck it up for the rest of us. Hence, my lean toward public hearings (sorry for the admin burden :-( )

I think there should be specific home criteria for the creation of an ALU and public hearing should be required with neighbor notification as a ALU or multiple
ALU's in a neighborhood could change the whole neighborhood's dynamic.

Though they seem like a good idea in certain instances, like health care and aging, and a guest house.... unfortunately they set precedent and arguments for
increased zoning density and more subdivisions, which historically and currently is strongly opposed in Great Falls, in part due to well and septic infrastructure,
and environmental impacts. Additionally, and with respect, | do not feel there is enough administrative oversight for this to not be a "program of abuse". An
example is 629 Innsbruck Avenue, which has a three story conservatory with an industrial kitchen, a movie theatre and many luxury amenities, in a building that
houses hundreds of guests for special events. This is clearly not an ALU. With respect, | just do not think Fairfax County inspectors can push back enough to keep
this program in normal residential zoning boundaries. Better to not proceed.

No

Thank you for this opportunity it is a wonderful opportunity and very much needed.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Accessory living units provide important flexibility for multigenerational families, military households, aging residents, and long-term renters. Expanding
opportunities through clear, objective standards can increase housing resilience while preserving neighborhood character. Administrative approval for compliant
projects and context-sensitive parking requirements would provide predictability and fairness while maintaining compatibility. The County may also wish to
consider how ALU regulations interact with short-term lodging rules. Current policies create mutually exclusive designations that limit homeowner flexibility.
Clear, consistent standards that allow either long-term or limited short-term use under objective criteria could improve regulatory fairness while maintaining
neighborhood protections.

1) | wanted to note that the survey platform experienced significant technical delays while completing this questionnaire. Individual pages and responses took
several minutes to load, and error messages appeared when submitting selections. As a result, the survey took over an hour to complete.

2)Ensuring a responsive and reliable platform would help encourage broader public participation and improve community engagement in future efforts.

3) Accessory living units provide important flexibility for multigenerational families, military households, aging residents, and long-term renters. Expanding
opportunities through clear, objective standards can increase housing resilience while preserving neighborhood character. Administrative approval for compliant
projects and context-sensitive parking requirements would provide predictability and fairness while maintaining compatibility. The County may also wish to
consider how ALU regulations interact with short-term lodging rules. Current policies create mutually exclusive designations that limit homeowner flexibility.
Clear, consistent standards that allow either long-term or limited short-term use under objective criteria could improve regulatory fairness while maintaining
neighborhood protections.

You should be advancing policies that preserve green space and thoughtfully manage traffic and infrastructure capacity. The county has already experienced
significant (over)development, and continued high-density projects on smaller parcels risk straining county resources and diminishing neighborhood character.
This pattern of growth may ultimately drive residents to seek alternatives in neighboring jurisdictions such as Loudoun County.

Please do not support this.

There should be very few reasons for an external ALU. Especially not allowed for expanding families or extra income and should not be considered as a new
revenue stream either. Unfortunately, | see forces not having to live with the consequences being vocal.

Many communities have protective covenants and restrictions that make the community what it is. And this is the reason people bought into these communities.
Developers, hoping to make money, or others for whatever reason, should not be allowed to alter the community. Very few communities have adequate parking
as it is, and if they start letting ALUs to be build it is only going to make things more congested.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I think the existing laws are adequate

No.

No ALUs

Support!

when rent to one person & then 2 move in just not right ...and their should be parking provided on the place they rent from .and some have more than one
car.with no Va .tags or parking stickers on them.. makes very hard for homeowners to park in front of their homes .

WE NEED MORE!!!

no

I think ALU’s are beneficial to multigenerational families and families with members who have disabilities. It is an opportunity for people with disabilities to
increase independence. ; | think increasing the ability to have an ALU to more people helps accomodates a void with aging people, families with members who
have a disability and multigenerational families.

In Scenario 2 -- A detached ALU should not be allowed because a 600-square-foot, 18.5-foot-tall freestanding structure on a 15,000-square-foot lot is simply too
intense for the available space. In Scenario 3 -- A detached ALU should not be allowed because a 600-square-foot, 18.5-foot-tall structure is far too large for a
10,500-square-foot lot to absorb without significant impacts. The scale of the proposed unit is disproportionate to both the size of the primary dwelling and the
limited yard area, effectively introducing a second house into a space designed for one.

Ffx Co needs more affordable housing.

A basement ALU would be an important energy-saver. The basement would already be largely heated and cooled from the house above.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

There are too many homes in the George Mason neighborhoods that are renting to students and the properties are not being maintained. Lots of illegal housing
practices too. These people should be paying extra real estate taxes since the renters are using schools and local resources. Taxing these properties would help
increase the revenue for the county. Our local roads are so congested now that we do not need to be adding more cars to our already clogged roadways. Just the
students alone from Mason add to the congested roads. | can’t even get out of my development without sitting through the light several times while school is in
session. Much different when school is out and students have left the area. If you don’t live in this area and are making decisions for the people who do live here,
you need to get out on the roads and into the neighborhoods to get a real feel for the situation residents are dealing with. No more dense housing and higher
taxes. ; Yes they should only be allowed on 2 acres or more if person is not related to homeowner. No exceptions.

The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.

The scenarios provided assume a garage style structure as the ALU. People build all kinds of crazy looking stuff. What about a mobile home. Could someone put a
mobile home in their backyard. | do think having a height limit and distances from other people's property lines are important. Sheds are 600 square feet. Seems
a bit weird to look out your back porch and see someone living in a shed like structure. | guess it would be like a tiny house. Size, height and number of people
matter the most.

Will give lots of opportunities to homeowners who want to earn additional income or provide for their family member in a close dwelling. There is certainly a way
to make this a fair process, with high standards, for those who apply.

I am open to the ALU process being simplified, but I still think it needs to be heavily regulated.

ALU’s on many sites severely jeopardize the existing peace and quiet of established neighborhoods, free range of wildlife, current peace and quiet, violate
parking, stress the failing power gride, sewer system, public services, increases costs of street maintenance, and many other negative long term factors that
would be ignored in the future.

| do not think this is a good idea at all. There are already ALU's all throughout Fairfax in older neighborhoods, just not legal by definition. Too many people living in
overcrowded single-family homes with a lot of cars crammed in on the streets and cul de sacs. People living in garden sheds in the back yard. This does nothing
for affordability, health and public safety. A homeowner should not be a slumlord, be allowed to turn a single-family home into a mini apartment building and,
not live there. It goes on every day. Many older neighborhoods are already ruined. The county doesn't do a good job enforcing the current zoning regulations
when you complain so, | don't support this concept.

| think they are an amazing way to increase the availability of affordable housing to people who otherwise don't have options in the "missing middle."

Please do not spread “Tiny-Homes” into neighborhoods! NOR ALUs !
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

none

Why is this an issue? Why does the government think it has the right to regulate what someone does with their own private property?? The very notion of
regulating ALUs is sickening. Maybe | will think some look ugly, but that is irrelevant, because | believe in a free society where | should not have the right to
restrict my neighbor unless that neighbor is actively infringing on my ability to freely live my own life. ALUs do not meet that criteria. Since when did our country
go from championing freedom to "except when your freedom doesn't look pretty to me"? Give me a break.

None

Detached ALUs would make it more affordable for people to live in fairfax county. Specially students and younger folks. Rent & property ownership has gotten
extremely expensive in the county. People starting off or retiring cant make it without considering moving elsewhere or looking for low income housing benefits.
Fairfax county needs to loosen up and make living here more affordable.

Na

with limited land and how expensive rental/housing is in fairfaix county, we need to seek other options -alu- for our area.

My sister lives in Palo Alto, CA and ALUs are ubiquitous, even in very small yards. | had never heard nor considered an ALU but after seeing them in California and
thinking about our housing options now that my husband and I are retired and getting older, an ALU sounds like a logical and financial and commonsensical
solution to the aging population. When my mother developed Alzheimer’s, my father had no choice but to place her in an assisted living facility which was less
than ideal. Ideally, my daughter and her family can live here in the family home and my husband and i can live in an ALU in the backyard; that way, if the need
ever arises, we won’t have to move to a strange home since my daughter and grandson will be right there. | absolutely love that idea. Now, we don’t have 2 acres
but we have a large enough yard for a small ALU while still keeping a good sized yard for kids and pets. Please don’t listen to the naysayers; | can understand their
concern if people are building ALUs only for rental income and the potential for parking problems, etc. But that’s not the same as wanting a small home for aging
parents. Please soften your regulations (maybe examine how Northern California manages their ALUs). Thank you

| think they are fine within existing structures but additional structures should only be permitted in rare instances to preserve tree cover and habitat for
pollinators and wildlife.

County and HOAs need to curtail short term leases and hold people acccountable.

This would downgrade the quality of life in Fairfax County and introduce transience and people who do not have a stake in the long term wellbeing of the
community.

Change is needed so we can consolidate families when it makes sense.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I have concerns with ALU's and the ability of Fairfax to regulate and monitor. The additional ALUs might overwhelm the current staff. If more staff is increased,
then the tax burden will be placed on all Fairfax County property owners.
The road system and parking will increase and add to the challenges driving through Fairfax County.

If the issue here is affordable housing, why do you continue to permit the destruction of good condition houses and replacement with over-sized, poorly
constructed McMansions? You will increase the availability of affordable houses by simply stopping the destruction of existing, good quality, suitably sized
houses. Is your intent to ultimately turn those over-sized houses into sub-divided rental units in single-family-home neighborhoods??

ALUs should be allowed with the maximum flexibility and approval. | am in favor and "missing in the middle" regulations. Even small lots should be allowed to
build 2 - 4 townhomes where only single detached homes are currently allowed.

Nope

ALUs help the homeowners when needing extra income, and renters looking for affordable rent.

ALUs better allow for multigenerational living at a time when homeownership and renting is too much for many families to bear. Allow the same setbacks as for
sheds, limit ALUs in size, and don't allow more than 1 ALU per property, but that's it.

The County is already trying to cram as many houses as possible into what little available space is left for us to enjoy. Let's not give them permission to jam in
more cars and people to our overburdened landscape and roads. The traffic never stops and fewer trees and open spaces are being left alone. The County is full
- we don't need to burst at the seams.

the policy should help the residents, not rental owners, businesses, or other non-residents

I think this might help expand affordable living options in a number of ways: increase opportunities for multi generational family homes, provide more options for
our elderly community members who might prefer staying in their home with one or more caregivers onsite or in the house, etc

| oppose ALUs that are purely for investment or money making.

We are pro-density!

| believe ALUs are basically money grabs and shouldn't be allowed. The only exception would be to allow someone to care for an ailing parent or child.

A stupid, short-sighted idea being promoted by narrow, special-interest groups that will benefit real estate salespersons, and construction contractors while
destroying the character of neighborhoods, increase traffic, noise, congestion, and density and will easily be exploited by the unscrupulous.

The "fad of the moment" idea.

255




16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

There is NO reason for a detached ALU to be 1.5 stories and 18’ tall. That is ridiculous, far exceeds what is permitted for storage sheds and not commensurate
with any “aging in place” (granny shack) practices. And 600 sf detached ALU on a 1/3 or 1/4 acre lots is just “slums waiting to happen” in nice older
neighborhoods.

The strict rules for permitting should be retained.

Would very much like to have to help parents age nearby. Would like lots of size restrictions lowered, please. Thank you of your consideration.

stop wasting tax payers money on these type of programs

This is a bad idea. Already dense population in neighborhoods.

The ALU opportunity has been absolutely essential in supporting my parents and | would want this opportunity to be available to others. We put significant
thought into ensuring the ALU doesn't stick out like a sore thumb in our community and | would hope others would consider the same.

They are as bad idea and change the entire character of a community. People buy homes in a community for a reason. It's not fair to change the rules after
someone moves into a neighborhood. If many homeowners had ALUs, neighborhoods would have a crowded feeling with parking issues, less trees, and people
that can't afford to live in the same type of home that the rest of the community lives in. Property values would also decrease. Who is behind this idea?
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The current proposal treats accessory living units primarily as a tool for rental housing and density, but that is not how many homeowners would actually use
them.

My wife and | live on a 1.75-acre lot in Fairfax County in a 3,500-square-foot home. Our intention is not to create a rental property or an investment unit. We are
trying to create a multigenerational family living arrangement. We would like to sell our primary residence to our son and daughter-in-law and construct an
approximately 1,500-square-foot accessory living unit on the unused portion of our property.

This would allow us to age in place with family support while we help provide childcare for our grandchild. It keeps two generations in the community and allows
younger residents to remain in Fairfax County rather than relocate due to housing costs.

However, under the current system this type of arrangement is effectively blocked — not by neighborhood opposition or infrastructure limitations, but by the
interaction of zoning rules and private restrictive covenants. At the same time, | pay roughly $15,000 annually in property taxes on land that | cannot reasonably
use for a modest family dwelling.

The County appears to be designing ALU policy around renters and affordability metrics, but the most natural and sustainable use of accessory units in many
single-family neighborhoods is family-based occupancy: parents, adult children, caregivers, or relatives. These uses add minimal traffic, minimal school impact,
and no speculative ownership, yet they are not meaningfully enabled under the current framework.

As written, the proposal may increase investor participation and rental activity, but it still does not provide a practical pathway for multigenerational housing —
which is one of the few ways middle-income families can remain in Fairfax County without public subsidy.

A policy that distinguishes between family-occupied accessory units and commercial rental units would better meet the County’s stated goals of aging in place,
housing stability, and workforce retention while preserving neighborhood character.

In short, the issue is not whether accessory living units should exist. The issue is whether the regulations allow responsible homeowners to use them for family
support rather than forcing them into either full rental use or not at all.

Without a workable option, many residents in our position will ultimately have to sell and leave the County earlier than planned, even though we have the land
and the family support network to remain here. That outcome neither improves housing availability nor strengthens the community.

no.

They should be eliminated entirely.

There may be instances where an ALU is appropriate, but only after full consideration of the impact on lot size, additional off street parking, the concerns of
neighbors, electrical and plumbing needs, etc. The property owner must be resident in the primary house. A full hearing is required.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Where should | start? Your survey is biased, and this initiative reeks of a steeply slanted agenda. This is a good county largely due to the current rules and their
enforcement. | own a home, have lived here for nearly twenty years, and raised a family here. Don't lower standards now.

While | appreciate efforts to reduce "red tape", the financial and personal investment citizens have in their homes is too important to subject to summary
administrative fiat. | am well aware of the affordable housing problem but | do not believe ALUs are the answer. However they begin (ie in-law suite etc) many
will eventually segue into rental units, most likely in older neighborhoods with smaller lots and less affluent owners than those who have large multiacre
properties and with an outsize impact on neighbors and infrastructure. Further, the County does not have a great track record in addressing zoning, health or
safety violations. Without hiring an army of inspectors and greatly beefing up enforcement and penalties how will the County assure compliance with restrictions
on relationship and number of residents?

Again, why are you considering this? It hints that FC is looking for places to house illegals. Meanwhile property taxes are to the roof making homeownership
difficult. As such FCis creating its own problems. Only democratic-run states have this issue. Why?

| am not opposed to provided living space inside the home, for nanny or in-law space. The utilities should be covered by the owner. Separate rental units will
create a problem for communities.

the impact on neighboring properties must be considered.

| am against the proposal

Overall not necessary and will result in the decline of home values county wide.

Additional ALUs in smaller plots would add more population density and the associated parking, roadways, and other infrastructure would not be able to support
it.

I think that hearings are important for approval so that we don't have a lot of situations like that giant 3 story addition that made the national news and ruined
their neighbor's property value if allowed to stand. As an aging county resident with one local child, the option to add and adu for my personal use while allowing
them to live in the house would be fantastic, but since we have 1/4 of an acre, not an option currently. Having the option would allow more people to stay in the
county, and also allow more adults the option to age in place

Very sensible ordinances in neighboring counties and cities that Faifax County should considering adopting without delay. Very different from Fairfax County
would make sense to start with California regulations and remove what doesn't fit Fairfax County.

With the high cost of housing, ALUs provide additional space for extended family to be able to continue to live in Fairfax County.

An ALU Introduces destruction of character and ambiance of neighborhoods now protected by established zoning regulations. Destruction of tree cover and
other landscape features, excessive well and septic requirements, and other far-reaching urgent environmental concerns will eventually affect an entire
neighborhood.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We need expanded housing supply and more flexibility in zoning requirements to allow for more housing opportunity which could create more affordable housing
options.

none

No

A slippery slope - adding ALU's to "relieve" housing burdens. Homeowners in existing homes on the receiving end of neighbors that construct to bring additional
income - maybe a family member at first, maybe not. Additional building constraint to roads, aging infrastructure, water, stormwater, not to mention SEWERS.
The Homeowner with the ALU request will not be responsible for strains on systems...the County will then our TAXES will go up again to maintain systems that are
already old or overused. THINK HARD about this. (not to mention the additional concrete/blacktop cover to nature etc.

In some ways detached ALU's are no different than small or large garages or sheds. Those are all currently allowed for most lot sizes subject to zoning
regulations. ALU's are only providing for additional humans living on the parcel and perhaps additional vehicle(s). If ALU's are tastefully done to blend in with the
neighborhood and residents remain respectful with regards to noise, etc., ALUs could be a great option for extended family or others who need decent shelter.

NA

Strong protections need to remain in place to keep single family neighborhoods as single family neighborhoods

| generally support ALUs, but have concerns about impacts on neighbors. | would not want a large unit appear in my neighbors back yard if it overlooked my yard
significantly and contributed to noise and light pollution. Also, | am worried about the impact on natural habitats and destruction of trees. Generally, | think if
someone wants to put on inside of their existing home, this shouldn't be a problem.

No.

I think ALUs will help ease housing shortage issues in our county. It will also for elderlies to stay in place and allow family members to stay close to them. | think
it's a win win. With the rising popularity of tiny homes, ALUs will just be another tiny home is a family's otherwise not so functional backyard.

| saved to purchase a home in a single family neighborhood and do not want to see it inundated by ALU/aparments.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I moved from a house on a quiet street to a condo nearby. | think ALU permitting should be liberalized to provide some income and convenience to homeowners
with growing financial needs, or with ageing parents, or to ageing parents in need of caregivers. | do not think they will density the suburbs because they are
expensive for a homeowner to build and may not be near transit, which people with lower incomes may need.

To actually increase the amount of workforce housing, eventually Fairfax will need to adopt missing middle zoning like Arlington and Alexandria to allow duplexes
and quads rather than McMansions to be built in residential neighborhoods.

These are much needed for more sustainable living options, and smaller homes. Townhomes are not starter home prices in this area, nor are condominiums or
single family homes

| do, though it does not directly pertain to ALUs. Fairfax County's S-F zoning is much too suburban in it's orientation toward large-lot, single-family houses. The
County ordinance permits very large tear-downs (I stare at one that's +7,000 SF) but should focus on allowing smaller (+/- 2500 SF) houses on much smaller lots.
This might open the door to the construction of smaller, more affordable houses that younger people could afford to buy. There are many examples of beautiful,
single-family neighborhoods in the US comprised of detached houses on 5,000 SF (or less) size lots.

| do not approve of ALUs as the infrastructure is not set up nor are schools ready for shifts in enroliments.

NO

ALUs should be for family members, not as independent apartments that homeowners can rent out. This is very important to help people age in place and live
near family given the high cost of assisted living in this area. It gives elderly family an option to feel independent but within code proximity to loved ones. If ALUs
can be rented out to unrelated families or others, additional parking should be required unless within 0.25 miles of metro. And the county should study the
impact on school boundaries if families were to move into ALUs in order to be in the right school district boundaries, it could add density around good schools and
empty out other schools, making undesirable boundary adjustments necessary if enough people added ALUs.

Will HOAs have ability to decide whether ALUs are permissible or would these be county governed? | am on the board of my neighborhood HOA and would like to
know more about what the county zoning decides on.

We need to allow ALU's. There are too many homeless people in the county. | have been homeless and have talked to many homeless people. | became homeless
because my ex husband in a divorce lied about his income and did not give me the money | legally was granted. There are many tales | hear from homeless people
who lost thier job through the government or worked for a contractor for the governor.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Will you allow oil heat?

Will you allow septic systems?

Will you allow basements?

Will you allow pets/animal/cages, any limit?

Will you allow fireplaces/chimneys [wood burning, gas, pellet, etc.]?

Will there be height limits?

In the future how will the increased electrical load be handled?

How will sewer, water, gas and electrical lines be run so they are safe and don't scare the land?
How will garages for ALU residence be handled?

Can ALU residences park on the street?

Will there be noise limitations [example, extra heat pump, AC, generators, etc.]?

Will landscaping be required for ALU?

Does the ALU have to match the style/color of main home [colonial, modern, etc.]?

Can you run a business out of the ALU? Any parking requirements?

Any requirements on recreational areas on ALU [deck size, outdoor kitchen, play set pool, etc.]?
Can a storage sheds/canvas tents/coverings be built by the ALU residences?

Any requirements on number of vehicles, can cars be maintained/repair, can vehicle/boat/trailer/etc. be stored?
Any requirements on driveways and their size?

Homeowners in Fairfax county deserve the option to construct ALUs on their properties if they so choose. There is a housing crisis and an affordability crisis in
America, and this regions specifically. The county needs to do everything possible to empower homeowners, especially given the extremely high taxes we pay for
real estate and personal property. The current regulations are outdated and must be modified so families can navigate these challenges.

ALUs are constructed in a beautiful manner and will be helpful to many families. ; Allow them to be built on land that is less than 2 acres. Thank you.

I'd like as a place for parents to live. They currently own a studio and would be able to sell/rent it out if could move in to our ALU

I am concerned about the introduction of unregulated parking and unrestricted occupancy for ALUs. At a minimum have public hearings to let neighbors that will
be impacted have a say in new housing that would affect property values.

None
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Public benefit: the ability of families to help each other while resolving the current housing shortage. Personal finance: My wife & | are grandparents choosing to
live close to our grandchildren to help raise them. We rent at an extremely high monthly rate. ; | have studied the advancements made in the look and feel of
ALUs for several years. They can be built to not only accommodate two individuals but to add to the neighborhood in an attractive manner.

I think this would be a good option to make the county more affordable for those renting and those with mortgages needing extra income if it were easier and
you didn't need to renew a permit.

No additional feedback, but | feel this is a very important issue for Fairfax County, and that the County could be a leader in the acceptance of ALUs.

Just allow any number of units and square feet per lot, period. Don't worry at all about parking.

A great deal of the reticence of allowing ALUs comes from the potential impact on the property value of neighbors. Property values can degrade fast if the ALU is

ugly, not maintained, used as a party house for teenagers, impedes the sightline of a neighbor, etc. | have a 0.4 acre property with trees and mature shrubbery. It
would be easy for me to make a detached ALU 'hidden' from my neighbors. That's not the case for nearly any other home in the neighborhood. Thus almost none
of my neighbors would support detached ALUs in our neighborhood.

Thank you for conducting this survey and assessing ALU regulations. There is an acute need for additional housing options in the county and many more of our
parents will need to live close to their children for assistance in the years to come. Also, homes in Fairfax county are expensive and without maximum flexibility
for renting options it can be difficult for current homeowners to be able to afford to remain in their homes if financial difficulties arise. To the extent possible |
feel it’s best for homeowners here to have the option of doing both short and long term renting of either their primary residence or their ALU. The recent firing
of many USG employees in the region highlight how challenging it can be with limited housing and rental options in the county. Thank you.

ALUs are the least desirable solution to the problems identified.

They provide more and attainable housing options, adding to supply, and homeowners should be able to build them on their property to care for their family
members, friends, or to add to their incomes. Parking requirement should be assessed based on proximity to public transit options and street parking availability,
esp. in less densely populated or more rural areas. Thank you for this survey and for your consideration.

No

ALUs should not provide exemptions or opportunities to supersede zoning and occupancy codes which are designed to plan and manage the best use of housing
across the various zoning districts.

262




16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

Tax abatements should be considered for homes with more residents per square foot. Itis a much more efficient way to increase affordable housing. Single
family homes that are inefficient should pay higher taxes as they place a greater burden on our natural environment.

No

This is a terrible idea, but I’'m not surprised, the county is completely lost.

Supporting multi-generational households is good. Allowing an absentee landlord to double up on the number of families they can cram into an undersized lot
and neighborhood is bad.

None

We need more housing in this area. Common sense rules will not result in a huge increase in ALUs. It’s still expensive to build these units and most will likely still
be solutions for families that want to find solutions for aging parents for example.; No minimum size on lots. | have half an acre but my house is small, there is
more than enough room on my lot for an ALU. But | would only consider doing so if | could not find other less expensive options for my mother in law.

Please stop pursuing / forcing through provisions that result in undesirable and unwanted changes to neighborhoods and for which the County is unprepared,
whether associated with parking, traffic, schools, other infrastructure, losing green space, etc.

They are a bad idea.

It is good to consider overcroading and the infrastructure that was initially in place, rather than just allowing things to create bigger issues later on.

The idea of "lack of character" made middle giggle. Character went out the door years ago, especially in West Falls Church, with monster houses built, high and
wide,overshadowing the original homes and yards of their neighbors. ; N/A

The current regulations on ALUs already go way too far. | am opposed to any changes.

Cookie cutter regulation of ALUs may harm older neighborhoods and affect the neighborhood character, quality of life and possibly property values. You desire
and purchase a single family dwelling for certain reasons. One of them being that you don't want to live in crowded multifamily conditions. It is not fair for the
county to make a overall change that will affect that and put the burden on older smaller street width and lot size neighborhoods, especially those near transit
stations. We've been here for decades, paying increasing taxes. Don't degrade our neighborhood and force us to leave the county as well. ALUs can be helpful to
a on site homeowner, but too many in one neighborhood can be harmful. The number of ALUs on a street or a vicinity should be regulated.

ALU is a great idea

| owned a condo that | lived in in the City of Alexandria north Old Town and observed first hand the over building, the relaxing of height restrictions and there was
no benefit to increase affordable housing. Rather it put strain on the infrastructure and decreased livability.

None
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

ALUs should be restricted and not used for multiple families inside one house. There should be an amount of square feet per person.

| am opposed to any expansion of the existing policy. If Board members want to expand affordable house opportunities they need to look elsewhere. Perhaps
they need to live their own values instead of forcing them on Fairfax County homeowners and invite those needing affordable housing into their own homes.

Allow adu's everywhere. Don't exempt wealthy areas of the county with good schools. ADUs should be allowed by-right everywhere. | am a homeowner in Mason
district, | vote, and | would approve of ADUs in my neighborhood. | support ADUs anywhere in the county, but especially in the areas with the best schools and
infrastructure. ADUs should have no size limits: if a 3000 sq ft townhouse wants to subdivide into two 1500 sq ft units, so be it.

The county is trying to address "housing shortages" by putting more apartments, townhomes, and ALUs into the existing areas. But increasing the population
without increasing ANY of the services or third party businesses (grocery stores, doctors offices,) or infrastructure (power, roads, traffic control) is ridiculous.
We're turning suburban regions into urban regions without the benefits of living in either.

Restrictions should be limited on lots 36,000 sq ft or more. Restrictions should be loosened, but still managed well on lots less than 36,000 sq ft.

| also pay taxes and VOTE for the last 50+ years in Fairfax County.; No

County is built out. Deport the illegals and we'll have housing stock available again.

I hope that the Board of Supervisors and the many layers of county government that are relevant in such cases will actively solicit public input, hold hearings, and
actually listen to constituents and residents -- people whose lives will be directly affected by such decisions, while often government officials are not so affected
yet know better than the people they serve.

If there is a citizen committee, | would be interested in helping. | have sold nearly 750 homes and lived in Ffx co 45 years. | have seen the good and bad. Office
703532 5665
MacCochran Group LLC

I think on lots of at least 1/2-3/4 of an acre these units could be allowed with a real review and permitting process. not sure what that thhat process would entail.
the house should be owner occupied. in other words, | support these for occupants who have a relationship with the homeowner, such as elder care or care of
those with disabilities. | do not support the construction of this type of unit, no matter what the lot size, for the homeowner to gain additional income. That
would destroy the character of the neighborhood.

| am opposed to any further changes for ALUs. It is already too generous.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We should be encouraging ALUs that are attached (e.g., expanding the home) and/or attached to the garage. | am very concerned about code enforcement with
ALUs, since there have been numerous code violations that go unenforced (e.g., numerous unrelated persons in a SFH with many cars on the street). We should
also consider more permitting of duplexes, four-plexes, and six-plexes, but not by right -- these should be compatible with existing neighborhoods.

For ALUs on lots less than two acres in size, perhaps something like an open space requirement should be considered to keep lots from being overdeveloped with
impervious surface - though this may already be effectively captured by the already existing limitations to coverage of the rear setback.

More housing is better, period. Increasing access to housing will always outweigh the perceived drawbacks. Make ALUs obtainable for regular folks who live on
normal lots.

We have a 0.33 acre lot in Springfield that could easily accommodate a small ALU in the backyard for my aging mother-in-law. It would save us tens of thousands
of dollars in end of life care having her close to us, but under the current regulations it is impossible.

Many retirees can no longer afford to keep their homes due to the cost of living here. Interior ALUs with the owner living on the premises could enable folks to
age in place while maintaining the character of the neighborhood. ; The county needs to make it easier to establish ALUs as they will help both homeowners and
renters struggling with the cost of living in our county. Keeping a few sensible regulations requiring off-street parking and homeowners continuing to reside on
the premises will maintain the character of neighborhoods.

When Fairfax County allowed all dwellings to "rent a room" without permits (zMODS), this has significantly impacted the neighborhoods, streets, and illegal uses.
(people lie all the time about living in a place to get their child enrolled in FFX schools. All they need to do is rent a room and have a couple of pieces of mail going
there to prove residency). There isn't a need to expand ALUs with the current condition of zMOD in place. If you want to expand ALUs, then tighten the
restrictions and enforce zMOD constraits. As it stands, we have multiple non related people living in the same dwelling in my community, which impact parking
significantly.

Think some adjustments will need to be made with limitations & make sure parking is available

For established suburban neighborhoods, ALU's should be limited to INTERIOR ONLY and for FAMILY ONLY. Example, children want to move in their elderly
parents or a sibling with a disability. Exterior ALU's for non-family will be a massive point of contention for anyone who selected to buy in a neighborhood based
on its appearance and privacy.

Not sure who's bright idea was it to make ALU or slams housing ok here. but every time you think FFX county have reached bottom, it finds a way to surprise you.

| would consider living in a detached ALU as | get older, especially if located near or on family proper property
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I’'m in favor of ALUs, and in favor of giving residents the freedom to build ones of reasonable size under reasonable circumstances with minimal administrative
hassle. But the uncontrolled proliferation of them would clearly be negative if they were eyesores or caused parking/traffic problems, or became an absentee
landlord tool to make money without regard for local impacts. | favor a slow and thoughtful rollout with minimal bureaucracy to see how people use the freedom,
followed by assessing impacts. Long-term this seems like a must-do, so it’s important to do it right. What are best practices in this area? What have other counties
done? Please share information and recommendations. The questions that had photos of examples were useful; it would be nice to see more concrete
information like this about what ALUs look like in the real world and what impacts other jurisdictions have found that they have. | really have no idea about, and
would want to know, those impacts in order to make an informed choice.

ALUs would cause a lot of problems with
traffic, congestion, etc. Many neighborhoods have covenants that don’t allow them to be built. Quite frankly, | believe they devalue the neighborhood.
If less expensive housing is needed then people are free to move to less expensive areas .; ALUs are not for Fairfax County.

Destroying long established neighborhoods and their quality of life in the name of Increasing affordable housing is a slap in the face for people who worked hard
to purchase and maintain their properties. Don’t know who you think these changes would get you votes from, but certainly not from me.

When the Commonwealth attorney starts, recognizing that people are stacking homes with construction workers that are not related and using already existing
accessory units either as habit space or storage for construction material then maybe we can discuss this. But the Commonwealth attorney does not allow Zoning
to inspect the home and the resident say they all are related to each other. It’s laughable.

Please allow more housing stock. We need denser neighborhoods.

I know that you are going to do this anyway, no matter what the majority of home owners think. | wish that you would enforce zoning laws wherever you allow
this, but have no confidence that you will do so. | have seen these ALUs in California, and they basically ruin the single family existence and neighborhoods.

Allowing ALU's causes undue stress on neighborhoods. While we pay increasing property tax, renters pay nothing and have no responsibility or care to be good
neighbors.

Should only be for a maximum of 2 occupants who are immediate family. Allowing the creation of small rental units for tenants and extended family/friends is a
terrible idea.

| could see downsizing to an ALU (to live in) someday, as something affordable and manageable, and it would be nice to have options like that.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

We have houses now with 8 to 10 people living and | can not carefully get out of my driveway since they all park on street and block my driveway on other side of
street. Make Fairfax more affordable by REDUCING our Property taxes vice all more building on a lot so owner can make a few dollars.

ADU'’s for private use are a great idea. The idea of an ALU, detached or otherwise introduces to close of a multi family rental style concept in SINGLE family homes
that were never intended to be used in this fashion. It actually feels like a massive overstep by local government to allow this in anyway and reckless to expand it.

The current guidelines have the potential to violate fair housing laws. They discriminate against familial status.

| believe ALUs contribute to suburban blight in many ways; crime, loss of parking, overall deterioration of appearance and quality of life where they exist. Driving
in neighborhoods with multiple families living in a residence convert designed two-way roads into one-way lanes, cars parked on both sides of the road because
the driveways are already full of cars.

Single family neighborhoods such as Broyhill Park) built in the 1950s were designed for single families with one or two cars. The proliferation of multi-generational
households, and renters of rooms and basements have created a situation where many households now have 4-6 cars. This has increased street parking to the
point that the neighborhood streets have become the equivalent of one lane roads. The existing rules should be enforced to decrease the strain on the
infrastructure of the neighborhood.

Our once peaceful neighborhood has been very negatively impacted by the county allowing a drug rehabilitation halfway house with multiple unsupervised
residents. Allowing the further deterioration of our neighborhoods with additional rental units, increased traffic as congestion will further destroy the
neighborhood communities we cherish.

Overcrowding, traffic, noise, pollution, degradation of communities

| doubt that all these responses will hold much water, as our logic is never considered in County issues, no matter how many surveys you ask us to fill out.

| just support more affordable housing. People deserve housing and home owners can get over it.

Please allow ALUs to let families live in more proximity to each other (parents downsizing to ALUs while children grow into larger house with young families)

More degradation of quality of life. More reason to n leave
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

I have lived in ALUs in and outside Fairfax County (basement apartments) and have family who own detached ALUs in another state. They have been excellent for
affordable housing options, etended family, disabled family and aging in place situations for us!

Fix the housing crisis. BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD.

Nope

Traffic and parking are my biggest concerns. For example, maybe consider the width of the street. My older neighborhood allows parking on both sides of the
street, which narrows the road to a single vehicle width. This basically works now because there is room to pull to the side and allow cars to take turns. If the road
was completely parked up, the road would be effectively blocked. ; no

No.

Only a small attached unit for aging in place should be acceptable in a single family home neighborhood as there are many neighborhoods that already exist that
offer multi family/rental opportunities.

no

ALU's are a bad idea. People move to Mantua for a specific feel that comes with the neighborhood. ALU's will have more foot traffic, more street parking (detracts
from the neighborhood feel), and ultimately people will take advantage of it. No matter how many rules you put in place, people will take advantage of this
opportunity. Please do not do this.

It is already appropriate for a homeowner to have a family member or “room mate” occupy space in their home. There needs to be strictly enforced limits on the
number of unrelated people living in a residence - ideally no more than the number of LEGAL bedrooms and absolutely no more than 3 individuals. In the case of
disabled or elderly family members a provision should allow installation of convenient bathroom and kitchen facilities but occupancy by family members must be
strictly monitored by the county. In any case where rooms in a house are tented out, the entrance to the rooms must be through the owner’s space -i.e. no
option for a separate entrance into the rented area. DO NOT DESTROY THE VALUE OF OUR HOMES BY TURNING OUR NEIGHBORHOODS INTO HIGH DENSITY
SLUMS!

Our neighbor created an ALU within their home. The size and the location of the ALU was very close to the property line and overlooked what had been a
relatively private back yard of their next door neighbor. That next door neighbor decided to sell their house and move because of the way the new construction
impacted their property. In addition, the street is now noticeably more congested with the addition of two more cars that are almost always parked on the street
- in a neighborhood of single family homes with garages and driveways and relatively narrow streets - not really constructed for lots of street parking. The
addition of the ALU has definitely been more of a nuisance that | would have expected.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| believe detached ALU’s need to meet easement rules for how close they can be to neighbors property line and how close they are to primary residence. | also
think that drainage and erosion studies need to be required to determine impact outside of property lines

We need to protect green space, including on private property. We need to protect established single family home neighborhoods by limiting abilities to build
structures to accommodate large numbers of people.

ALUs provide many benefits, such as adding to housing and affordable housing supply that is very needed in the County in this housing crisis, allow families to
care for and live together, and increase a homeowner's income for those that could be struggling to keep or maintain their mortgage. Homeowners who comply
with County's standards should be allowed to build them by-right on their property. Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to seeing this
outdated zoning code updated.

ALUs can be beneficial for my neighborhood due to proximity to universities, good schools, and metropolitan amenities. Keeping more families in the area is a
good thing by allowing them to grow or bring in family to live is a blessing. | am part of the sandwich generation currently, and if we could build an ALU for my
parents it would be a god send. Back of napkin estimate: a new ALU build = 2 years of memory care. Additionally, as a college grad | lived in an ALU on Chicago's
Northside near Northwestern, a "coach house" above a garage. It was good transitional housing for me as a low wager earner to have a place to live. The family
homeowner built the ALU for their kids who had moved on and we all benefited, including the local economy.

| don't see current zoning requirements as a significant hurdle to the vast majority of homeowners who want to build an ALU. No change is necessary.

Na

I think establishing an ALU requires careful thought and consideration. It really depends on the circumstances. Is the unit for a family member who might require
special care, or is the property owner simply trying to make money? | think each request to establish an ALU should require a hearing so all individuals, including
neighbors, can have a voice in the decision.

The amount of land needed should be reduced to 1 acre to qualify.

No, but thank you for being open to residents' opinions.

The 2-year admin period is concerning, why would a homeowner spend the money for design, permit and construction only to be potentially allowed to rent their
ALU to a family member or other person with the possibility that it would be denied after two years? This is my largest concern and this admin period should be
re-evaluated.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

How will the county handle the real estate tax for accessory living units in basements since at this time only above grade sq footage is taxed but the basement
conversion to a living unit will have tenants utilizing most county services. Must require Owner reside on premises.
Code enforcement concerns are huge.

No

You need to be very careful about people building houses in their yard, which is what would be happening in your pictured scenarios. Maybe someone should find
some adaptive reuse for all these empty office buildings. Plenty of cities and towns have turned former work establishments into apartments.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The current proposal treats accessory living units primarily as a tool for rental housing and density, but that is not how many homeowners would actually use
them.

My wife and | live on a 1.75-acre lot in Fairfax County in a 3,500-square-foot home. Our intention is not to create a rental property or an investment unit. We are
trying to create a multigenerational family living arrangement. We would like to sell our primary residence to our son and daughter-in-law and construct an
approximately 1,500-square-foot accessory living unit on the unused portion of our property.

This would allow us to age in place with family support while we help provide childcare for our grandchild. It keeps two generations in the community and allows
younger residents to remain in Fairfax County rather than relocate due to housing costs.

However, under the current system, this type of arrangement is effectively blocked — not by neighborhood opposition or infrastructure limitations, but by the
interaction of zoning rules and private restrictive covenants. At the same time, | pay roughly $15,000 annually in property taxes on land that | cannot reasonably
use for a modest family dwelling.

The County appears to be designing ALU policy around renters and affordability metrics, but the most natural and sustainable use of accessory units in many
single-family neighborhoods is family-based occupancy: parents, adult children, caregivers, or relatives. These uses add minimal traffic, minimal school impact,
and no speculative ownership, yet they are not meaningfully enabled under the current framework.

As written, the proposal may increase investor participation and rental activity, but it still does not provide a practical pathway for multigenerational housing,
which is one of the few ways middle-income families can remain in Fairfax County without public subsidy.

A policy that distinguishes between family-occupied accessory units and commercial rental units would better meet the County’s stated goals of aging in place,
housing stability, and workforce retention while preserving neighborhood character.

In short, the issue is not whether accessory living units should exist. The issue is whether the regulations allow responsible homeowners to use them for family
support rather than forcing them into either full rental use or not at all.

Without a workable option, many residents in our position will ultimately have to sell and leave the County earlier than planned, even though we have the land
and the family support network to remain here. That outcome neither improves housing availability nor strengthens the community.
Thank you for this opportunity to share our perspective and for considering community input!
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

The process is overly complicated for homeowners and contractors. Contractors don't want to touch it and offer workarounds, so the County likely has more non-
detached ALUs than it knows. If the county wants contractors and homeowners to build non-detached ALUs legally--to protect everyone--the process needs to be
simplified taking all parties into consideration. For homeowner, make the language and process accessible by using simple language. Also, for single family homes,
the county zoning should override HOAs--HOAs should not prevent home owners from having a non-detached ALU for immediate family members. They may
regulate parking, however. Lastly, let's use common sense. There is NO reason for the additional fire restrictions for a second kitchen. Everyone is living in ONE
house. If there is a fire anywhere in the house EVERYONE will be displaced. Why is it considered an additional risk? It is sufficient to ensure that the entire house
alarm system is interconnected.

Think about the sewage increasing, the water pressure on these 75 year old pipes and the parking issue. None of this works. Besides the traffic an dangerous
speeds that are already not enforced. Not interested in living in a city.

They should not be established in Fairfax county.

Allowing ALUs in established residential neighborhoods without the proper upfront planning is a big mistake. The over-crowdedness that this will cause will create
the following issues, at a minimum: safety, to include fire and policing safety, strain on all utilities, transient/traffic/parking issues. This will also impact the
overall character of the neighborhood community. This is being rushed and pushed through at the expense and detriment of the current loyal, taxpaying home
owners for the benefit of a few to make an extra buck.

No

If the county wants more and denser housing for those who struggle to afford market rate housing, than the county should buy lots of available land, build
apartment or townhouse developments, and rent affordable housing at a break even rate. Stop trying cram apartment buildings and flop houses into single
family detached home communities.

We appreciate the efforts of the County staff to address the affordable housing shortage. Our concerns include:

1. Not enough notice (2 days) was given for our community to provide this input, despite our participating in the Braddock District Council. We welcome the
opportunity to be more involved.

2. We would like the ability to access information about approved ALUs, perhaps on the Fairfax County property lookup website. We are only aware of one
approved ALU in our community but perhaps there are others.

3. Traffic is one of our biggest issues. Adding ALUs could conceivably worsen traffic.

4. | also own a rental townhouse in a community that is limited to 2 parking spaces per address. Adding ALUs, particularly without limitation, would be a parking
nightmare. And, since the association assigns the parking, what can they do? How does the association find out about requested ALUs? Can they have a voice in
the approval process? How do they learn about approved ALUs?

5. 1am concerned about how to add ALUs to small lots with small driveways and limited on-street parking. It may not work out well.

Thank you again for the opportunity to respond. Good luck in balancing the concerns.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

No, people have enough cars not parked on their property then park in front of mine, even during storms, block MY driveway & throw road gunk on MY lawn
when they clear out their cars. They had MD license plates for YEARS, despite me reporting them regularly. So NO, they aren't real neighbors, don't care, & don't
pay car taxes. There's enough apartments, let them move there.

1. Recommend additional outreach to civic associations and HOAs to give them the opportunity to respond.

2. Concerns for townhouse communities and others with limited parking -- e.g., adding ALUs, particularly multiple ALUs, to a community with only 2 parking
spaces per address would impact the entire community. The same applies to cul-de-sacs and smaller streets and courts in the county with limited parking
currently. All this increases traffic as well.

3. Placing external ALUs on small lots could also change the character of the neighborhood. Some neighborhoods with unpermittef ALUs damaged the home and
yard structures.

4. Associations need a way to know of requested and approved ALUs. Add information on ALUs to the Fairfax County Property lookup database.

My community does not need the additional traffic and parking issues related to ALUs. The traffic and parking in our area is already unmanageable. Please
continue using the current rules regarding ALUs. The requirements already on the books regarding ALUs are sufficient for this area. Thank you.

This so the worst idea I've seen from ffx county since | move her in 2009. All the variances on tree borders and setbacks involving new construction is an example
of how this county looks so much worse and has lost its country appearance. Look at the new developments along Braddock as an example. Can hardly see older
town homes, businesses and single family homes. New stuff has Itd tree border and makes the area less country.

| think that we should reduce the lot size requirement - 2 acres is definitely unnecessary as the minimum. | also think that considering lot size minimums that are
different if the ALU is restricted for 60% AMI and below would be intriguing to consider, but that may receive a lot of pushback in certain neighborhoods,
especially those with larger lot sizes.

No, thank you!; No, thank you.

Whatever regulation Fairfax County adopts should specifically defer to existing Covenants, Restrictions, etc in HOA communities.

| want residents and homeowners to have maximum flexibility, but for the process of building ALUs to be regulated.

The County’s affordability rationale for ALUs is unpersuasive. In practice, the strongest public-interest case is family-based aging-in-place and elder-care—housing
a parent or older relative with dignity and proximity. That benefit, however, does not justify unbounded, poorly controlled additions that externalize costs onto
neighbors. An ALU must remain clearly subordinate to the principal dwelling: it cannot overwhelm the original structure in massing or style, nor can it materially
alter the established character of a street. Recent neighborhood examples demonstrate that, absent enforceable design and siting standards, administrative
approvals risk producing precisely the kind of dominant, character-changing additions that undermine community trust and harm everyone’s shared
environment.
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16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?

| find the most difficult questing being the minimum lot size for a detached ALU. Many other juirstriction have had this zoning for some time. It would be good to
learn of the successes and problems they have experienced.

No

As mentioned above the total lot size should not be the only size criteria for establishing an ALU. | suggest adding in the size of the area where the ALU is being
planned as many neighbors have large lots and small back yards so the ALU size should be based on the size of the yard where it is being built. Plus if a resident
has a large lot and already has a large primary residence then the ALU size should again be based on available area, not lot size alone.

Try them some place else but not in my believed Virginia.

Given the cost of living, housing affordability, family members with disabilities, and elders aging in place, opening up the possibility of building ALU’s would allow
families to care for family member with disabilities or who are aging more easily.

ALUs on most sites jeopardize the growing traffic congestion problems that are ever growing without, or most importantly a failure to implement infrastructure
expansion to accommodate by definition, out of control density. It ignore the problem of the out of control reduction of green space. ALUs also further stress and
exacerbate out of control increases in property and school taxes, and a host of negative long-term factors.

It seems your regulations want to allow ALUs, but the reality is there are underlying rules that are ill-defined and subjectively applied. Clarify the regulations and
train everyone to apply them equally, i.e ALU design is "subordinate" to main residence, among other definitions.

There are already many ALUs in my Annandale neighborhood. There are many single family houses with apartments, some with more than one. Why have these
been allowed? Extra cars are already a parking problem, not to mention commercial vehicles.

no

This is another way to try to cram more people into overcrowded neighborhoods. Our schools, streets, sewers and other public resources can't continue to
support this. It takes resources away from existing families.

| have an adult son with autism. | would like to build an ADU for him to gain independence. However, | have to consider the resale of my house. 2x acres of long is
ridiculous. Who has that?

ALUs can address the needs of aging fairfax county homeowners who have paid property taxes for decades and would like to remain in the county as part of aging
in place.; ALUs address the needs of aging fairfax county homeowners who have paid property taxes for decades and would prefer to age in place. This change
would also address the affordability of housing for their children and could translate into a reduction in county resources invested for supporting senior citizens
especially if family members can be more involved in their care

I think they should be allowed to the maximum extent for single family homes on properties of 1/4 acre or more
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	Note: All comments are included, with personal identification such as names, addresses,

and emails removed.


	1. Should the County explore zoning changes to expand opportunities for ALUs?
	 
	Figure
	 
	2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community? (select up to

3 benefits)


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 2 “other” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Family support: Many comments referred to caring for elderly parents, caregiver

housing, grandparents assisting with grandchildren, special-needs family

members, and extended family staying together.



	• 
	• 
	Housing supply and affordability: Comments also noted the financial aspect of

ALUs in providing supplemental income to keep homes affordable, providing

affordable housing for extended family, and helping those wanting to start a

family. Comments included creating more housing opportunities and the

environmental benefit of redeveloping existing land.



	• 
	• 
	Flexibility: Some comments focused on the flexibility and freedom to use their

own property.



	• 
	• 
	Impacts: Some comments noted concerns, including increased density, noise,

traffic, and parking.


	 
	3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs? (select up to 3 concerns)


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 3 “other” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Density and property values: Many comments expressed concerns about

increased density and overcrowding. Comments noted concerns about

declining property values, and appearance/aesthetics that are inconsistent with

the neighborhood.



	• 
	• 
	Infrastructure impacts: Many expressed concerns about impacts on schools,

roads, and other infrastructure, leading to increased taxes.



	• 
	• 
	Parking: Many noted the lack of sufficient parking.



	• 
	• 
	Enforcement: Some comments identified difficulties in monitoring occupancy

and other enforcement, including unsafe construction. Concerns were also

noted about short-term rentals and investors buying homes.



	• 
	• 
	Safety concerns: Concerns about safety, including fire safety and transient

populations were noted.



	• 
	• 
	HOA rules: Comments included that ALUs can conflict with HOA rules and

HOAs are not equipped to regulate ALUs.



	• 
	• 
	Environmental impacts: Some comments noted stormwater impacts, loss of

tree canopy, and overuse of wells and septic systems.


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 4 “maybe” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Parking: Many comments note insufficient townhouse parking and concern of

spillover to nearby streets/visitor spaces, such as: “Parking is already an issue…

ALUs would make it worse.”



	• 
	• 
	Added density/overcrowding: Many note that townhouses are already dense,

and express concerns that ALUs would increase population, traffic, and strain on

shared facilities.



	• 
	• 
	HOA authority & community rules: Some comments note that HOA approval

should be required or indicate that HOA covenants/codes already constrain

ALUs; some prefer HOA discretion on parking and architectural compatibility.



	• 
	• 
	Physical feasibility & size: There were questions about square footage limits

(e.g., 800 sf). Some suggest smaller caps for townhouses, but others note that

some townhouses are large enough to make ALUs feasible.



	• 
	• 
	Separate entrance/egress, fire & building code: Some express that dedicated

access, egress, and strong fire safety standards are needed; several cite

basement apartments with exterior doors as workable examples.



	• 
	• 
	Noise & privacy: Some comments mention acoustic separation and concerns

about sound transmission across shared walls/floors.



	• 
	• 
	Rental/short-term & owner-occupancy: Some support family/caregiver only or

owner-occupied ALUs, others express concerns about short-term lodging or

boarding-house scenarios and commercialization of neighborhoods.



	• 
	• 
	Affordability & family benefits: A notable group supports ALUs to offset

mortgage/taxes, help young adults/educators, or provide space for aging

parents/caregivers—often citing finished walk-out basements.



	• 
	• 
	Transit/walkability nuance: Some suggest parking waivers near Metro/bus,

others argue Fairfax is car-dependent and parking is still necessary.



	• 
	• 
	Enforcement & existing illegal units: Several claim unpermitted lower-level

rentals already exist, urging code enforcement and tracking


	 
	5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 5 “maybe” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Tie ALU size to principal dwelling or lot size: The most common suggestion is

to tie ALU size to the size of the principal dwelling or lot.



	• 
	• 
	Basement/one-floor exception: Many support allowing the full footprint of a

basement (or one entire floor) even if it exceeds 800 sq ft, provided safety and

parking are addressed.



	• 
	• 
	ADA and multigenerational needs: Some comments note that 800 sq ft can be

too small for aging parents, caregivers, wheelchairs and two-bedroom layouts;

some cite 1,000–1,200 sq ft as more functional in those cases.



	• 
	• 
	Size: Some express concerns that increasing the size could convert single�family homes into duplexes, drive over-occupancy, and impact parking, utilities,

and schools.




	 
	6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 6 “maybe” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	Figure
	Figure
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Tie ALU size to principal dwelling or lot size: The most frequent suggestion is

to tie detached ALU size to lot size and/or principal dwelling size (e.g.,

percentage caps or lot-tiered maximums) rather than a flat 1,200 sq ft cap.

	• 
	• 
	Accessory scale vs. “second house”: Some comments note that >1,200 sq ft

begins to function as a second primary dwelling—risking neighborhood

character changes, density, and land-use impacts—and therefore should not

exceed 1,200 sq ft (or should be proportional and clearly subordinate to the

main house).



	• 
	• 
	Environmental & stormwater concerns: Some note that larger detached units

can lead to impervious surface, runoff/flooding, tree loss, and Chesapeake Bay

considerations. Some suggest site-specific environmental review and

footprint-focused rules.



	• 
	• 
	Infrastructure & parking: Concerns include septic/well capacity, utilities, and

parking with some comments noting spillover parking, especially on small or

cul-de-sac lots.



	• 
	• 
	Use & enforcement: Some comments express concern about

commercialization (boarding houses or short-term lodging), and suggest

owner-occupancy, occupancy/vehicle caps, and clear enforcement; some point

want tighter, predictable rules.



	• 
	• 
	Accessibility & multigenerational living: Some comments highlight

aging-in-place, ADA-compliant layouts (wider halls, accessible baths), and

family/caregiver needs as reasons to allow >1,200 sq ft on suitable lots,

sometimes noting two-story configurations above garages to minimize footprint.




	 
	7. An ALU is currently limited to no more than 2 bedrooms and occupancy by 2 people.

Should occupancy be increased to 3 or more persons?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 7 “maybe” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Conditional flexibility: Many respondents indicated that more than two

occupants should be allowed in certain circumstances if parking, size, and other

	concerns are addressed. Some suggested that occupancy should be tied to the

square footage or number of bedrooms.


	concerns are addressed. Some suggested that occupancy should be tied to the

square footage or number of bedrooms.



	• 
	• 
	Families: Some commented that two adults plus one to three children under a

certain age should be allowed.



	• 
	• 
	Caregivers: Some would allow a three-person cap to allow one or two older

adults with a caregiver.



	• 
	• 
	Parking and enforcement: Some commented that more occupants would

result in added vehicles and parking overflow, and challenges with enforcement.



	• 
	• 
	Concerns with increased occupancy: Some expressed concerns about

overcrowding, and impacts to neighborhood character, schools, and

infrastructure.




	 
	8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 8 “I’m not sure” responses (see below for

all comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Support for owner-occupancy: Many comments expressed that owner�occupancy helps with accountability, property upkeep, and neighborhood

cohesion and prevents investor situations.



	• 
	• 
	Certain exceptions: Some supported exceptions for required owner-occupancy

for military and federal deployments and temporary job relocations with

guardrails, such as a local property manager, one rental agreement per lot, and

long-term leases.



	• 
	• 
	Standards: Some comments expressed that standards such as maintenance,

parking, and lease terms are preferred over residency mandates, since owner�occupancy is hard to enforce.


	 
	9. Should an additional parking space be required for an ALU?


	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 9 “maybe not” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Concerns about parking: Many respondents described parking as a concern,

even the number one issue associated with ALUs. It was noted that parking is

already tight in many neighborhoods, and that most ALU occupants will have at

least one or maybe two to three extra cars.



	• 
	• 
	Site-specific: Some respondents indicated that various factors matter, such as

lot size, garage and driveway size, street width and whether parking is

unrestricted.



	• 
	• 
	Transit: Many commented that additional parking should not be required near

Metro or frequent bus routes, or in walkable or mixed-use areas.



	• 
	• 
	Parking impacts: Some expressed concerns about the impacts of requiring

parking, such as increased pavement, environmental impacts, financial and

physical constraints, and that some ALU occupants (e.g., elderly parents,

caregivers, nannies, and students) would not have cars.



	• 
	• 
	Townhouses: Townhouses were highlighted as already having insufficient

parking, which can result in overflow into other neighborhoods.




	 
	10. Should a detached (freestanding) ALU that meets all required standards be allowed

without a public hearing?
	 
	Figure
	Overview of comments for Question 10 “maybe” responses (see below for all

comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Public hearings are important: Some comments expressed that public

hearings should be required because detached ALUs could change

neighborhood character and hearings allow neighbors to comment and provide

transparency, and standards cannot cover every site-specific variable.


	Figure
	Figure


	• 
	• 
	Public hearings should not be required: Concerns expressed include delay,

cost, unpredictability, NIMBY opposition, and housing shortage. Administrative

approval should be based on clear, objective standards, such as height,

setbacks, parking, stormwater management, and tree preservation.



	• 
	• 
	Notification: Even without a public hearing, some commented that neighbors

should be notified.



	• 
	• 
	Context: Some suggested that hearings should be required for certain

situations, such as small lots, when visible or close to property lines, 2+ stories,

neighborhood concerns.



	• 
	• 
	Scale and design: Some comments suggested consideration of the height and

bulk, design, and architectural compatibility.



	• 
	• 
	Enforcement and review: Some comments expressed concern about

administrative oversight.




	11a. For Scenario 1, should an ALU be:
	 
	Figure
	 
	11b. For Scenario 2, should an ALU be:


	 
	Figure
	 
	11c. For Scenario 3, should an ALU be:


	 
	Figure
	 
	12. Do you have an ALU?


	 
	Figure
	 
	13. If you answered “Yes” above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special

permit, please enter your email address below if you are comfortable with staff

contacting you to discuss the process.


	 
	See below for comments.
	 
	14. Would you like to establish or live in an ALU?


	 
	Figure
	 
	15. What’s your relationship to Fairfax County? (select all that apply)


	 
	Figure
	 
	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?


	 
	Overview of comments for Question 16 responses (see below for all comments)


	 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Support for ALUs as a housing solution: Many respondents view ALUs as an

important tool to address the County’s housing affordability crisis, increase the

supply for young adults, workers, and low-income residents, and help residents

remain in the County despite rising living costs.



	• 
	• 
	Aging in place, caregiving, and multigenerational living: Comments

addressed housing for elderly parents, allowing seniors to downsize on their own

property, and providing space for adult children, people with disabilities, and

caregivers, preventing costly institutional care and strengthening family

networks.



	• 
	• 
	Neighborhood character: Concerns were expressed that ALUs will change

neighborhood character and about eyesores, oversized additions, loss of

privacy, and mismatched architecture.

	• 
	• 
	Parking and infrastructure: Many express concerns about streets that are

already overcrowded with cars, narrow roads and cul-de-sacs that are not

designed for more vehicles, and the lack of capacity in schools and other

infrastructure.



	• 
	• 
	Owner-occupancy: Concerns were noted about corporate landlords, investors

adding rental units, and short-term rentals.



	• 
	• 
	Environmental impacts: Some expressed concerns about the loss of tree

canopy, increase in impervious surfaces, septic systems, and impacts on the

Occoquan watershed.



	• 
	• 
	Clearer rules and enforcement: Some respondents noted the need for

consistent design standards and clarification of definitions. There were

comments about the need for public hearings for detached ALUs or large

additions, while others requested easier permitting for family-based ALUs.

Improved outreach, education, templates for homeowners, and enforcement

were requested.




	 
	17. Demographic questions


	 
	What is your race:
	 
	Figure
	 
	What is your ethnicity:


	 
	Figure
	 
	 
	What is your age:
	 
	Figure
	 
	Do you think of yourself as:
	 
	Figure
	 
	Question 2 comments:


	2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community?


	2. What are the most important benefits that ALUs bring to the community?



	Extended family and care of elderly


	Increases density


	Companionship


	Affordable housing for one’s extended family


	Impossible to start a family otherwise; More people can be taxpayers in Fairfax Co


	Possibly all of those


	grandparents


	I don't believe added income captures the real picture, while true, the actual reason is that many homes have become unaffordable without an income

supplement. ALUs provide a means to make the home affordable for buyers and provide an affordable space for renters.


	cargiverhousing


	Elderly options.


	Flexibility in land use


	Parking gets sticky


	Owner’s rights


	Family members living near each other


	CreatingMoreHousingOpportunitiesInNeiborhoodsThatDon'tHaveMuchHousingVariety


	Regulation of existing unpermitted ALUs


	Caring for elderly parents


	Caring for sick or elderly family members while allowing them decency and autonomy


	Includingtownhomes


	Mixedsocioeconomicneighborhoods


	Environmental benefit to build on already developed land instead of razing woodlands


	Allow for live-in caretaker


	Freedomtouseproperty


	Multigenerational Living


	Strategic Lot Usage
	Housing for disabled adults


	Disability


	Private property rights


	Letting people do what they want with their own property


	Livewhereworkoption


	For special needs family members


	Increased Noise Traffic


	Age and disability restrictions should be brought back to retain the home as a private home and not for open market use


	Extended familiy can be together


	Opportunity for grandparents to assist in raising grandchildren


	Property_Owner_Freedom


	Caregiving


	Lower cost of housing
	 
	Question 3 comments:


	3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?


	3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?


	3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?


	3. What are your primary concerns with ALUs?



	Code Compliance & Minimum Standards


	Enforcement


	Density


	SATURATION


	Inadequate


	Turnoverofrenters


	Zerolotline


	The county does not have the resources to monitor for short term rental or enforce expended eased guidelines


	Septic


	Increased population and traffic density


	misuse_for_short_term_rentals_or_otherrental


	Appearance


	Violation personal property rights


	propertyvalue


	Lower property values


	Burdenonschoolsandotherinfastructure


	Should not be


	Setbacks are still too close to property lines. I'm referring to the current issue our neighborhood is dealing with on Marble Ln. In Greenbriar.


	Single family communities will no longer be just that. Communities will suffer and values will go down.


	Safety


	liveincare


	ViolatesHOAbylaws


	overcrowding


	populationdensity


	Sizeandapoearsnce; Size&aesthetic


	Short-Term Rental Use
	Safety


	poorneighbors


	unlimitednumberofdwellers


	Asthetics


	trash


	Theyshuldberestrictedto; renters


	Height-over-neighborhood-standard


	ALUs


	ALUs should be considered only with wider consideration of overall transportation. If the plan is expected to be carried out with full reliance on car

infrastructure, then things will get worse. If it's instead undertaken along with marked improvements to public and alternative transportation

infrastructure, it would overall be a net benefit for the community.


	desnety


	Needmore


	Schoolsize


	Private_equity_and_large_developers_building_them_instead_of_small_local_developers_like_the_homeowners_themselves


	Scams/ShadyLandlords/abuseofsystem


	Can lead to more properties being bought by REITS or developers as the propertires become more attractive and the owners could potentially rent

out to several familiaes in one lot


	Increase School population


	Increaseinrental/airbnb


	Density


	Existingpropertieswerezoned,designed,andbuiltaspartofaplanandresourceslikeparkingschoolsutiliesroadsetc.werepartofthatplanTonowchangeane

ssentialelementofthstplanoverwhelmsotheraspectsoftheplanning,zoningandresources.


	illegalmigranthousing


	WeneedmoreALU's!


	Strain on public infrastructure


	Nonresident_Property_Owners


	Unpermitted ALUs exist throughout the county. Your investigation should take these into account. The home next to me has one of these which has

resulted in parking issues, hoarding of items on the property, and trash strewn about the property, neighbors yards, and the adjoining street.
	Stormwater warrants its own category


	Overloading septic


	Rentingmarket


	Septic/well-strain


	HOA's


	septic&wells


	safety


	Toomanyarebootlegged


	Impact


	Security


	Ugly!!!


	Impact_on_the_watershed


	Will further divide neighbors


	Crowdingclosetopripetylines


	unlicensedcontractors,unpermittedwork,


	zoning density


	Schoolovercrowding


	increased-taxes-from-city; increased-county-taxes; Increased-taxes; Increased-taxation


	Increased-taxation


	Increased-taxation


	Lowincomeinflux


	Varying strangers living nearby


	BadDenstiy


	Water


	Excessive number of people


	Decreasedpropertyvalues


	Toomanyadditionalpeopleintheneighborhood


	Crime


	Propertyvalues,&additionalconstructionimpacts
	Increasing density in areas not planned for the density affecting schools, parks, parking waste services infrastructure; single family zoning should

not have open market apartments in them


	ImpactofconstructionSEWER


	School-capacities


	Materialrequirements,proximitytomainhouse


	Additional kids added to school districts with infill development


	Oiutdated-infrastructure


	Respectforenviroment


	Entire system for support of existing housing is designed for single family, Water and sewer all old and out of date, also parking is become more a

problem.


	Unpermitted-units


	Abuse as AirBnB and other monetary uses, and Impacts of additional construction with an addition to a dwelling or a detached ALU (loss of trees,

stormwater, etc


	Crime


	Poor oversight of rules possible


	Singlefamilyhomesarenotmultiunitrents


	Propertyvaluedecrease


	noise,crime,overcrowding


	Adminperiod


	These commercial apartments don’t belong in single family neighborrhoods


	Becomingmultifamily


	Crime


	Safety, utilities support systems, that come with over-crowdedness.


	A dozen Unrelated People Living Together Like My Neighbors Do


	Transients
	 
	 
	Question 4 comments:


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?


	4. Should an interior ALU be allowed in a townhouse?



	As long as it meets the appropriate setback requirements, stormwater requirements, and has adequate parking


	I am not aware of a single townhome community that has enough parking for its residents and guests--it always overflows to nearby public streets.

Unless this is within a very short distance to a metro station and they sign something acknowledging they won't have a car it will worsen what is already a

bad situation in existing townhome communities. Just look at Ridge Top Road/Government Center Parkway near Wegmans--the streets are full of

overflow vehicles.


	No


	Townhouse communities are already very short on resident and visitor parking. More adult drivers just adds to the problem. Also, many townhouse

communities have HOA amenities, and interior ALU's means additional adult residents who are not financially contributing to those amenities or

community upkeep.


	I honestly think the 800sqft limit for an ALU sounds crap. These are often represented as apartments for rent and a 2-bedroom apartment with an 800sqft

limit could be mid. That said, my main concern is how bad the noise isolation is between any primary residence and any ALU (and I'm not up to date on

residential fire code between levels, because for some reason we don't regulate good acoustics for our living spaces and allow crap construction to

permeate our residential spaces), as well as how well separated the spaces are - is there a basement door the primary owner has weird control over or

are they properly separated just under one roof? This may be in the vagaries of the code, I only read it the once.; Get over your inappropriate language

filter.; Testing; Hopefully that first one shows up. Primary things: We should be regulating acoustical separation, current residential construction

standards are terrible. People should not hear their neighbors and we shouldn't be relying on knock-on effects from fire codes for this. My main concern

with ALUs when I was looking at places to rent (I'm in old concrete construction and it's wonderful) was that I would be able to hear the primary residents

walking around and possible talking and such above me all the time. I don't think a typical basement floor/ceiling assembly is a proper for a livable

situation. But I don't do residential design.


	Townhouse developments lack adequate parking already


	There should be sufficient square footage and parking


	Townhomes are already dense development. ADUs in townhomes would just increase density.


	More parking space is required.


	no comment


	Why not?!

Family should be able to help others, this county housing costs has out priced most salaries!!

We need to be able to help younger and older generations of those in our circle.
	In the Fairfield neighborhood, we are oversaturated with cars and people we can’t move over here. It would be ridiculous to add more! So much of an

illegal mess going on over in our neighborhood already, and the county is paying for all of it on Section 8! It needs to stop!!!!! Cars are parked illegally,

10/12 people deep in a two & three bedroom home! PLEASE do something about this before you put us in a situation where there’s even more of a

problem. Have some consideration for the people that live legally! The LEGALS (meaning those of us abide by the laws) pay our fair share of taxes, not go

across the state line get tags and then bring your children to Fairfax County schools! The list will and can go on! PLEASE HELP!!! I invite you to come live

with us!!!!


	would need to essentially be treated like stacked townhome unit for parking. Also have concerns about firewalls, ratings, etc. between units.


	No, not unless there are rigid requirements, such as no dwelling is behind the townhouse.


	Do not add parking. Too much parking now.


	It shouldn't be noticeable at all. However, I think it depends where it is. If the TH is in a denser area, and it just fits with other aesthetics, street design,

etc., that works. However, if it's a nicely manicured, planned, and walkable more spread out area, that may clash with the design/infrastructure.


	The middle class can’t afford single family home so townhouse are the way to afford homes with roommates or ALUs.

One way for folks who currently own townhouse to continue to afford them would be ALUs as all costs are up including repairs that are needed to keep a

safe home.

I’m an empty nester, the kids are gone, and we don’t use our walkout basement. It would be wonder to be able to rent it out so we can stay in our home

without worrying about bills all the time.


	Need to consider parking, traffic, number of additional people


	Parking is already an issue in most Fairfax townhome communities. I'd let the HOA's decide to give approval. Automatically a no unless the HOA gives

permission.


	Parking is such an issue at townhouses, the community would have to meet certain standards. limiting size and property line buffers - this would be

tricky, but something to explore.


	Some already rent the lower floor of their townhouse so it’s a surprise to me if it isn’t allowed.


	Parking MUST be available


	Not clear how that would work with a townhouse.
	Since existing ownhouses have limited yard space to accommodate ALU, this may be a consideration for design of future townhouses where a minimum

plot size is required if ALU is to be an option.


	only if the parking can be provided to exceed the minimum parking required by at least one entire parking space.

i.e. if 2.7 parking space/unit is required then 3.7 (4 parking spaces= 2 car gar plus 2 car driveway) is provided.


	If there is a separate secure entrance and no need to double use area such as laundry if renting to stranger.


	It would depend on size. Some townhomes are very small not really giving the space needed for an ALU and parking will be an issue:


	Only if the townhouse has separate egress for the interior ALU


	Parking concerns


	Only if parking is available.


	Town houses are too small for ALUs


	It depends on an association's covenants, conditions, and restrictions. It's unlikely that ALUs are allowed in the first place. Amending the document to

allow them is a significant undertaking. The County cannot demand that accommodations be made.


	It will depend on the townhouse. Some are large enough that it would work, some are much older that would not likely accomodate that. Square

Footage, parking, and the like should all be considered.


	Current ALU rules look sufficient, including the parking requirement. Which is why we do not need to expand the ability to create ALUs.


	How do you provide "extra parking" in an established townhome community when on-site parking places are determined by the developer?


	Not reasonable given the average size of a townhouse. Much less parking-- which townhouse communities never have enough of!


	As a general rule if the dwelling can have ordinary renters then ALU's should be allowed and with the exact same parking requirements - why should

ALU's draw more onerous parking requirements than the same overall occupancy within the same dwelling?
	if the townhouse is big enough, set a size limit as you did with the 2 acres for a detached ALU


	Issues to consider would be parking and noise.


	townhomes have very limited parking in this area


	Recent changes reducing parking space requirements make ANY additional parking in town home developments problematic.


	Size limits are relatively unimportant. Less so than Fire safety regs, sufficiency of utilities, and available parking.


	Most townhouses are governed by HOAs that have prohibitions on their bylaws and covenants


	Likely to lead to overcrowding in the home/neighborhood because their is not much land


	Too small living space


	There must be parking available.


	ALU will be abused. You already have a problem with multiple families in one house. You will now have even more extended family clans on one property,

with cars, trash, volume. Our neighborhoods are supposed to be single family for a reason.


	Depends. But people should be allowed to add a casita should it meet reasonable size limitations.


	Listened to staff briefing on 21st. Proposed changes look like back door elimination of single family neighborhoods.

This survey is what Clyde expressed concern about. Somewhat biased and not enough opportunity to express a counter position.

Increasing size of ALU, smaller lot for detached dwelling, no owner occupant required, eliminated off street parking, etc. All will commercialize

residential communities.


	No ALU.


	I am not sure.


	no problem


	If it has a separate entrance and doesn't require additional modifications for parking


	This is a concern of the homeowner and not a matter for Fairfax County to meddle in.


	Bad ideas, as townhouse living is already cramped/too dense.
	Overcrowding impact to all public services


	Townhouses would be a perfect opportunity for ALUs. A townhouse ALU can be used as a rental for young families to offset the mortgage expense of

moving up to a townhouse (which provides a more affordable rental unit for the tenants), it can be used for family or live-in child care provider (such as a

nanny or au pair), and it can be used for aging parents to live with family. This is a fairly common practice for townhouses in Washington, DC. There are

townhouse basement apartments throughout many neighborhoods. They provide significant benefits for the townhouse owners and their families, and

they also provide a great stock of more affordable rental units. It's an easy way to provide a diversity of housing options without having to build new

housing stock. Plus, it adds to the vitality of neighborhoods and makes them less economically homogeneous.


	A townhouse in which a finished basement has it's own back door, for example, could house a parent in a basement apt. that has it's own bath,

kitchenette and bedroom.


	People choose where they live considering single home occupation and changing the rules is WRONG. LEAVE THE CURRENT ZONING RULES ALONE.


	Most townhouse communities have very limited parking, but assuming no parking issues, it could be considered.


	We have enough density already. Quit trying to pack in more Democrat voters.


	Additional parking should be available in order to to qualify.


	I would have to understand more about the ALU to decide.


	Parking should be a condition.


	Too crowded; not needed


	Townhouse community must have sufficient addl parking to accommodate ALU resident(s).


	Not sure how this would work in the a townhome. One is not able to redesign the construction of the townhome and from my experience, the ability to

have a separate kitchen and separate entrance would be a challenge.


	Not certain; need more specific informtion


	Townhomes are small, an extra dwelling within would be hard to make. I think there is the potential to create a slum. There never seems to be enough

parking in a Townhouse development even without extra residents. It seems like it would create added pressure on all the residents competing for

parking spots. I have lived in an environment like that and having to park your car several streets away from your home is not pleasant. In an existing

development it would be hard to make more places available.


	Parking is an issue in townhome communities so not if additional parking is required.


	Never
	Only if parking is already available.


	ALU’s should not be permitted in townhomes communities as parking in these communities is already a big issue. Townhome living means you are in

very close proximity to a neighbor on either side. Most townhomes are small, and this could easily lead to overcrowding.


	Do not change the zoning laws for a “few”


	Again, parking, parking, parking.


	Unsure


	If it doesn’t interfere with the outside design


	The current density and minimal spacing between the existing townhomes may impose constraints on the construction process and structural layout of

the proposed townhome.


	Townhouse parking was zone for a certain number of residents allowing additional residents will cause already limited parking issues and clog the

already small streets


	If parking and traffic aren't going to be impacted, yes.


	will create major parking issues since there is already limited parking in townhouse developments


	Maybe if restricted to 1-2 people.


	There are not enough parking in the townhomes, shopping, medical buildings, etc for this. This is nothing but a power grab for more property taxes


	No. Too much density for our neighborhoods.


	Depending on parking


	As long as it's not for the purposes of being a rental


	If good/good parking is available.


	None


	Parking is perhaps the biggest consideration.


	depends on the size of the townhouse


	Only if there is enough parking


	Yes to additional available parking and size limitation


	Townhouse lots are generally too small.
	Increasing the population density presents an issue given already overcrowded roads and public facilities.


	most townhouses already have a car limit; could restrict caregiver car to more distant spot


	Townhouses are already high density living.


	As long as the ALU doesn't create more parking or noise issues for the townhouses bordering the ALU, it should be fine


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	Townhouses are already way too crowded.


	Require additional parking option for Ali


	Fairfax county is already at very high occupancy.


	Parking is a nightmare in all Associations. Adding this and trying to enforce it in any community detroys the community and would have many individuals

selling and moving elsewhere. This is not a good idea even if on just a sigle family home unless the home is on an acre to two acres.


	Yes, this would allow two people to share a townhouse.


	Absolutely not. This is CRAZY! Townhomes have no or limited yards already. Allowing ALUs would make Townhomes like condos. Increased fire risk,

parking problems, infrastructure over-load - water sewer - STUPID STUPID STUPID idea. Do the idiots proposing this know anything about engineering or

safety ?


	Inside a townhouse? Isn't that just having a roommate?


	Townhouse basements with exterior entrances and full bathrooms would make an excellent living space for 1) an aging parent who may not want to live

alone but wants a private space to call their own; 2) a college student or young professional who cannot afford to live in Fairfax County otherwise; 3) a

public educator who wants to live near to their school but their salary limits their options. These are just a few examples of how an interior ALU in a

townhouse could benefit Fairfax County residents.


	Fine with me


	Private access to townhouse ALU and parking.


	It depends on the townhouse. If there is a separate ground floor with its own entrance, for example, that might work.
	We don't want to change a single-family house into a multi-family house; Is it allowed now? I scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not

explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to do.


	Parking, noise, and privacy issues for other residents.


	Don’t need more people in single family homes


	It depends on the size of the back yard.


	Size would be a major feature. A basic three story Town House (TH) might not have enough room. Also, parking would be subject to HOA

rules/county/Town gov't rules, For example, a two garage TH might not be allowed to have one half converted to an ALU.


	Parking is already difficult in most townhouse parking areas


	Townhouses are usually already very crowded in terms of parking. In addition, extra tenants create extra noise for those sharing walls.


	How would that work? It's okay to rent out a basement room or apt. if thats what you're talking about, but i would limit it to2 related people. the potential

problem with ALUs is enabling unrelated families packing in together in a small building or apt.


	Some townhouses are quite large, so having an ADU in them seems very much like an ADU on a single family home.


	It's already happening, especially in townhouse lower levels. So this just admits reality.


	I think it’s a great idea! Definitely include townhomes


	An interior ALU in a townhouse should be allowed provided that (i) there is either an additional dedicated parking space or the townhouse is within

walking distance to mass transit (ii) approval from the townhouse HOA is secured.


	Parking issue


	I would not say a categorical no, and would allow some discretion.


	I guess this is just sub-dividing townhouses which is pretty normal in most communities that are not hell bent on single family housing only.
	Are you joking? Townhouses are purposely built to accommodate a given population density. Why would any county want to allow construction to

increase THAT density? In fact, that's what zoning ordinances are for--in the end, to maintain community harmony. An interior ALU in a townhouse

would throw a huge wrench in our community harmony.


	There is insufficient parking now in most townhouse clusters.


	Absolutely! We must do anything and everything to help out prospective individuals who wish to live in our great county. We need to expand ways to have

affordable housing in many different ways and through various means.


	Additional parking and not visible from exterior


	My sister is autistic and has intellectual disabilities and currently lives with my aging parents. An ALU attached to the townhouse my husband and I own

would provide a potential solution for her in terms of housing as we look into future planning for the day when my parents would no longer be able to

support her. We would prefer an arrangement like that to having to explore options like a group home - which is much less desirable and more costly to

the community.


	ALU must be a commersurate size to the townhouse sq feet that is allowed in a single family home. Parking should be off premise, as parking is already

assigned in these communities. Visitors spaces are currently minimal.


	limit rentals vs. in-law/en suite family dwelling arrangements.


	ALU should match character of neighborhood and additional foot traffic and parking should be taken into consideration


	Probably would depend on the size of the t'house.


	If it's a larger-style townhouse such as the properties you might see in the District, or the houses they call brownstones, it would not be out of character

for the property OR the community for such a townhouse to have an English basement with a separate entrance door, one where the steps go down to

the door and one where the steps go up to enter the main townhouse. I would have absolutely no problem with those types of ALUs in a townhouse, even

ones in the suburbs.


	Most townhouse communities are in homeowner associations (HOAs) and only provide 1-2 assigned parking spaces for vehicles. ALUs bring additional

residents in HOA neighborhoods that already have current parking problems due to overcrowding within some townhouses. ALUs essentially will create

more quality of life problems for other residents.


	Allowing an ALU in a townhouse could greatly increase the density of the community.
	there is not enough space this overburdens the people who live next to them.


	If sole purpose is rental income, no.


	Maybe, if the unit can occupy an entire floor, e.g. the top floor or bottom floor, and if there are sufficient parking spaces allotted to that unit.


	Fairfax County is already crowded enough and adding ALUs would make it even worse. Traffic would become terribly affected and property values would

go down. Not a good idea.


	unsure


	Considerations -- If parking is available for the extra people.


	Parking availability must be part of the equation


	Doubling the number of family units in a town house will add to parking issues and overload of infrastructure that was not designed for this.


	Depends on the size of the townhouse - there should be basic amenities to be considered an ALU, including a full bathroom, to distinguish it from a

studio apartment or an "efficiency" (smaller than studio) dwelling.


	Additional parking needed


	I don't understand maximum size limits for any practical purpose (I could understand minimum). Parking is tricky, if the area has permitted or reserved

parking, its a non issue. Many people also dont have cars, so requiring a parking space is pointless in those cases. The only use case is when a tenant

has a car and there is not permitted or reserved parking. However, in that case, its the same issue as someone who doesnt live there parking there.

Townhouses have HOAs and have their own methods of enforcing parking.


	None


	If there is adequate parking and a limit on number of occupants. And, strict oversight on safety /codes to ensure safety issues —personal and structural

are not compromised.


	A live in caregiver or aging parent may not necessarily have their own vehicle. Limits can be placed on vehicle parking.


	If there’s a separate entrance in rear and parking is dealt with
	1. Allowing ALUs in townhouses introduces density into areas already designed for close living quarters and shared infrastructure. 2. It sets precedent

for allowing ALUs in attached housing,, which could later bleed into existing policies for R-1 density increases. 3. Many townhouses have limited parking

and no private yard space.


	when my dad passed, I brought him to my house in reston. He used my son's bedroom, watched TV with us. Made some dinners we shared and was part

of the family. We did the same thing with my wife's mother. I do not think this is as you characterize an ALU.


	Parking is a major consideration - particularly when/if there is spill-over into adjacent neighborhoods where there are public roads/parking available.


	no parking in townhouse areas is too limited


	Maybe if no additional vehicles are involved, such as elderly parents who don't drive. Otherwise, no, because townhouse parking is already a problem.


	Why not? This would simply be recognizing what many owners already are doing when it comes to renting out their lower level.


	Re: #4 Duplex or other semi-attached single family homes may accommodate an ALU.


	Due to high density already in that footprint, special care should be taken to the increased burden on utilities and infrastructure, school population, and

emergency and fire safety.


	As long as they are up to code, don’t expand the footprint/encroach on neighbors, and there is adequate parking for all residents


	Parking


	If it doesn’t take away parking spaces from unit owners. Most townhouses don’t have enough parking as is.


	Cars parking blocking roads and hindering means for safe driving, including fire trucks and ambulances. Cars and trucks parked along regular driving

roads beside houses create a road obstruction issue/problem; only if the owner is inside the townhome and there is adequate parking for safety reasons

(Fire and Ambulance ease of access). Vans with equipment present access limitations.


	People using them as rentals


	Parking and stress on schools and other public facilities would be a major issue.; We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current

home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives

based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings"

issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.
	If there is defined size minimum and maximum and safety features required, I think it would be appropriate. Parking might be an issue, depending on the

individual townhouse complex.


	As mentioned in the example, additional parking. The ALU should be proportional to the size of the townhouse and follow strict building codes.


	Parking utility and other common area capacities should govern also HOA implications


	Yes - a person should be allowed to rent out their basement or attic no matter the size/design of the home. It is happening already. A size limit is one

strategy but some town homes are very large, so they could accommodate a larger ALU.


	Some townhouses are 3 levels. A small studio apartment or 1-bedroom apartment on the lowest level could be used as long as there is a separate

entrance to the lowest level. Street parking would have to be available but not mandated.


	Let people have a wide range of options in housing!


	Adequate parking requirements should prevail in decision making.

Maximum occupancy requirements should align with Fire Code and Health Department standards.


	These would be extremely beneficial for supporting both young adults and elderly who can’t afford homes in Fairfax County due to the cost of living to

reside here


	Increasing population density in an already population-dense environment makes no sense.


	Parking in townhouse communities is already a huge issue. This will make it worse


	More than 50% townhomes basement have tenants living in them . So parking is not an issue


	Parking also has to be taken into consideration. Many townhouses have limited parking meant for the primary residents. More occupants likely will

mean more vehicles, which the townhouse developments weren't built to accommodate. This results in spillover parking that causes problems for

others.; d; Hard to agree to this when no justification for this proposal is provided. Largest concern in parking. Most townhouses have limited parking. If

the ALU results in additional vehicles beyond the townhouse tenants, it only adds more parking issues either within the townhouse complex or nearby

community and streets.


	I feel this will simply lead to more 'boarding house' type situations in the county; where non-related people live under one roof for short or long periods of

time.


	Some townhouse communities have sufficient parking for an ALU in townhouses, most do not. If they are to be allowed, then there needs to be a means

for validate the availability of sufficient parking. Perhaps approval by the local community association could be required.
	I live in a townhouse community and parking is dreadful already. Also, the neighborhood already has so much litter and dog poop. We certainly don’t

need ALUs that would probably be airbnbs.


	Yes, interior ALUs inside townhomes is a great use of the space in 3 and 4 level townhomes.


	In townhouse developments parking is very often an issue. Therefore, parking would be of great concern.


	Never that is really asking for trouble. Will ruin the county over time.


	Depends on the size and layout of the Townhouse


	No firm opinion on this question.


	If allowable in townhouse, need to consider impact to adjacent homeowners for parking and access to the ALU.


	Ok as long as townhouse community parking spaces are not used.


	ALU should only be allowed for SFHs.


	if there's adequate parking available


	With usually limited parking in townhouse communities and smaller backyards, that seems to be a large interruption to the community


	No, a Townhouse is a unit, we should not be creating mini condo buildings, parking is already a nightmare and this will lead to corporations just creating

mini condominiums in nieghborhoods.


	Smaller size limit, additional parking should be required


	Should be allowed by rights. HOA should not be allowed by law to interfere.


	The parking of the development should accommodate the vehicle of renter.


	Townhouses should not have ALUs


	I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.


	Townhouses were designed and build as SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS. Townhome build infrastructure (electrical, water, sewer, gas) does not support

multiple families, nor does the community surrounding them.


	if the TH and parking has capacity


	Townhouses yards are small and parking is usually very limited with few options for expansion.


	Impact on infrastructure (traffic, parking, law enforcement, etc) must be factored.


	Parking must be considered
	Parking is an issue


	Allowed if there is ample parking to support additional residents


	English style basements are not uncommon across the region and can provide affordable options for adults early in their careers or other moderate�income households


	Limited parking


	Allowing 1200 sq ft detached additions would effectively double the housing capacity of many residences here. It would make our already overcrowded

streets practically unusable.


	I believe it should not be allowed for townhouses, only for SFH. Townhouses by their very nature are limited in terms of internal and external space,

additionally the possible disruption to the adjoining properties and the limited amount of parking space availability.


	In general, I believe if it has no impact on the other townhouses (ie. there is sufficient parking, etc.) then there's no reason not to allow them.


	Parking is a consideration.


	Depends on how big unit is & if there is available parking.


	there is no space or land for townhouse. not even think this is a question.


	Provided additional dedicated parking can be acquired.


	There are almost no exterior effects, parking being the only one. This is usually controlled by the homeowner association.


	Should be allowed if owner wants.


	Need appropriate parking


	If it doesn't change the footprint of the townhouse and there's substantial parking.


	Most townhouses don't have the space required but ones with large yards or garages could accommodate an ALU


	Definitely should require additional off-street parking, have limited size limit such as a built-out basement, should not exceed one floor, should its own

full bathroom and kitchen area, should have a separate entrance and no entrance to the rest of the townhouse.


	Sufficient parking should be required without reducing guest spots. ALU should have minimum and maximum size requirements as well as meet fire

code, etc. Permits should be required if it is a rental space.
	The minimum requirements should conform as closely to an ALU in a SFU/SFH.


	If for only 1-2 people and if parking is sufficient


	If parking permits the added occupant load for the property.


	Don’t understand how this would work in a TH. Thought ALUs are intended to be external to a properties primary living structure. Would not be

conducive to have an ALU outside of a TH.


	Yes, things like parking, square footage, etc need to be fully disclosed


	You would need to have parking for the unit


	Because this type of housing has shared walls


	Depends on size of townhouse


	Only if enough parking and with limit size and proper noise ordinance.


	A basement apartment might be fine, but renting out bedrooms is not.


	These attempts to provide “low income housing” will simply have wealthy people take advantage of poor people, put too many people in one dwelling,

increase numbers of Airbnb and the like, with no real benefit of the community. Unless you are proposing additional taxes? Which really aren’t a benefit

that outweighs what this will do to Fairfax County; We don’t need to push even more people into small town houses. This entire concept will result in

people who need money/and/or want money, overcrowding dwellings to get money.


	Absolutely depends a real plan and availability of parking


	No strong opinion either way on this.


	This is insane. The County needs to focus on redevelopment of the 1940 a d 1950s housing stock in "affordable" neighborhoods and improve the housing

stock. BUILD UP, in areas around transportation hubs. Areas near Springfield mall is prime for high rises and has metro. Families need high quality single

family residential homes, so encourage infill redevelopment


	These are all terrible ideas and will impact other community members even if they have not elected to add ALU's to their property. Imagine in a

community the impact on parking, uniformity of structure bylaws, environmental impact, wildlife impact, etc, if every single home decided to add an

ALU. It would have a major impact on all aspects of a community and while thinking that you're making housing more affordable, you also are potentially

destroying real estate potential for certain communities because no one wants to live in an overcrowded community and it will make property values

decline for everyone.


	Not enough parking already in most townhouse communities


	Allowed if there is a separate entrance to the ALU, and there is a designated bedroom (not a single room studio set-up with a combined bedroom/living

space).


	It depends on the parking
	I don't have enough information to weigh in on this


	Please consider parking issues with respect to ALU in a townhouse development. Some townhouse developments do not have driveways and the on the

street parking is already at a premium.


	Townhouses are an already condesned neighborhood. It would add congestion and parking issues


	When areas were zoned, planned and built it was done with careful consideration of the community,its resources, parking, schools, utilities, roads and

much more. To increase the density in this manner disregards that overall plan and will result in existing communities being overwhelmed with problems

because only one aspect of the larger plan - density of population- is changed. This type of change is better done by applying it to new development

which can consider the larger impact on the community and its resources and incorporate that into the new development.


	Townhouse parking is already too tight.


	Parking can be an issue. Where I live, usually people are respectful on visitor spaces, but right now one townhouse has added a person in an interior

separate space and this person has commandeered the visitor spot near the house. That is not fair for residents who might have a temporary guest. So

parking must be addressed.


	Fire hazard, no egress


	If the ALU can also obtain an assigned parking space, it should be ok.


	Parking will be difficult to manage for townhomes ; Townhomes are attached and it’ll be a bit more complicated adding structure without impeding

connecting properties


	It does not make sense. Usually, townhouses are already governed by their HOAs, which won’t allow such construction. Plus, if one TH does it, the rest

will do it. This ALU advantages should be allowed only for single family homes with sizable lots.


	Basement apartments in townhomes in particular are a common type of living arrangement in cities across America. Brownstones in Brooklyn are

universally loved, and almost all of them have basement or top floor apartments with separate kitchens and often separate HVAC. Please allow them in

Fairfax!


	Interior ALUs just seem like a roommate situation. What's the difference?


	Townhome neighborhoods already have parking shortages. This would compound the issues.


	Without including interior ALU in a townhome, county is merely indulging in lip service rater than addressing the supply equation in any meaningful way.
	Interior living space can be available and should be offered.


	If a basement or garage can be converted to an ALU, it might work for a townhouse


	If the townhouse can support parking for the extra person. Limit the total number of people living in the townhouse. Example: If a family has a single au

pair or caregiver for an elderly person, it would be helpful to allow for separate (but shared in the same home) living situations.


	Townhouses are typically in part of a HOA due to the multiple shared and common elements. Parking lots are such common elements. Requiring new,

additional parking spaces will be too cumbersome and expensive for individual homeowners, especially after taking into consideration the lack of

buildable space in many townhouse communities.


	We need more detached ALU's! Please quit thinking that the solution is stuffing separate families into high density units all under under one roof. We

want to be in our own quiet tiny houses rather than "apartments"


	Some townhomes depending on parking availability, entrances, etc may be better able to handle more than one family or family unit living in them. The

rules around this may need some tweaking.


	There are townhouses bigger than my house-why not?


	There would need to be stick parking laws & fire code laws with required updates as the code is updated. Also concerned about the amount of people

living in a small space.


	Townhouse communities hardly have enough land and parking as-is


	I’m open to the idea, but only with clear limits and safeguards. Interior units raise questions about parking, crowding, and neighborhood impacts that

would need to be carefully addressed.


	needs additional parking


	People should be able to do as they please inside their own property


	Please allow detached ALUs to be built on smaller lots. Other municipalities allow ALU/ADU to occupy up to 1/3 of the main house footprint, up to 33%

total lot coverage. This would increase the overall availability and quality of housing stock, hopefully making rents more affordable in this region. Pay

can't seem to keep up with skyrocketting housing costs. It would also allow more seniors to age in place, as they carve out available space in their homes

to offer more housing options to younger, less affluent workers
	Should be dependent on whether or not the dwelling can support the addition of an ALU. There is no way a smaller, 1200 sq. ft. dwelling could support

an ALU but splitting a larger dwelling into two equal sizes is no different than that of a duplex.


	As long as parking requirements are met - Each ALU should not be allowed to make use of the visitor parking for long term residents.


	I see parking issues, noise issues and limited space for another dwelling.


	Needs adequate parking and maintain exterior character of the neighborhood.


	Parking is already too limited in townhouses


	If parking isn’t affected for neighbors


	Yes, anything to help improve supply helps improve costs for both tenants and helps future homeowners subsidize the extremely high mortgage costs.

There are little to no downsides to internal ALUs.


	No more renters to add traffic into the area


	Some people can afford only a townhouse but still have relatives with disabilities that need their help


	Parking is already tight at many townhome complexes to the point where people cannot visit and this may exacerbate that problem. This could

potentially cause adjacent property issues, requiring increased parking enforcement and neighbor disputes.


	It depends on the size of the townhome


	I’m just not sure how many townhouses can accommodate an internal ALU.


	Not allowed


	Parking is already an issue in townhomes, and modern design without a driveway leads to people violating the fire lane, and there are not enough FTEs to

address that.


	Parking would be an issue


	There needs to be a standard of square footage per person for fire safety.


	ALU's, especially for immediate family, should be available in both single-family houses and townhouses.
	I think the impact on the other attached townhouses and/or development would be the main consideration. Changes that affect the exterior could be

considered separately from interior.


	Must address parking


	I think it should be considered. Has this idea been tried in other places in the U.S. or the world?


	Parking and traffic concerns.


	Would the ALU have their own parking space, or would it take visitors parking, which already is few and far between?


	As a default, people should be able to use the property they purchase as they choose. We should be striving to eliminate restrictions at the county level.


	Parking in crowded townhouse communities would be my biggest concern. I know an owner can theoretically have as many cars as they want. But in

reality, adding an extra unrelated person/family would likely mean at least 1 more car vs without an ALU.


	Only if there is dedicated parking for the ALU


	As long as there is adequate parking


	Restrictions like parking


	Only single family homes


	Townhouse Associations would need to determine if ALUs would be feasible due to parking limitations, traffic, use of common areas, etc.


	Already dense housing in townhomes. Don’t need to make it even worse. ; Townhomes are already dense enough. Don’t make it worse!


	Most 3-level THs have a lower level that can be easily converted into an independent unit


	Townhouse communities are over populated already and parking is a major issue.


	Sharing unit costs is helpful. But concerned about parking and should be limited to two additional adults


	I don't think just because you are living in a ALU place or a regular house. That it should matter about parking or anything just so everyone is treated fairly


	Adequate parking must be available


	Parking is critical but would be dependent on the situation at each individual townhouse complex
	Current townhomes often have lower levels with a bedroom, bathroom, kitchenette and living area. Parking could be an issue.


	An ALU should be allowed if there is a 1 car limit that comes along with the extra occupants.


	As people get married later in life, townhouses provide a convenient way for young adults to share the costs of living together without dealing with the full

costs and maintenance of a single family home. Townhouses being divided up further would only do more to help this vital demographic that contributes

to the finances and future of our county.


	It would allow parents to be cared for w kids


	Maybe.


	Parking is the main concern.; Maybe (for example, if additional parking is required or if there's a smaller size limit for the ALU, etc.) Please explain in the

comment box.


	If additional parking is required


	Parking is a nightmare- so many undocumented ALU’s already- County data is totally inaccurate and unreliable


	Depends on the size of the townhouse.; Depends on the size


	potentially too dense for parking, adherence to HOA rules, differing contracts making enforcement difficult.


	If there are provisions like a walk-in basement and additional parking, then an ALU for a townhouse is possible.


	In my townhouse community in Fairfax, we only have one assigned parking space. The visitor spaces have all been taken over by people who have three

or more vehicles per household. Already, we have numerous homes where multiple non-family members reside in the same townhouse which is

overwhelming the community that was built for this level of density. Already, with the current living conditions in some of these townhouses, there is

little to no oversight from the county. How are you going to oversee the rules put in place for the ALU's once they are built and occupied? ; Will the

townhouse and single-family communities with HOA's be allowed to count the ALU as an additional residential unit? HOA's should be allowed to charge

HOA dues to all ALU residential units because they will be using all of the amenities provided to paying HOA members (use of rec. facilities, parking,

trash pick-up, grounds maintenance, litter removal, cleaning of dog waste stations, repair and replacement of worn and/or broken community

amenities, sidewalk and road repairs/replacement, snow removal, utilities such as water, use of car wash stations, etc.)


	I tend to think that a flat prohibition would be unwise.
	If it's an AIR BnB, minimum rental should be 6 months so it adds to housing stock, not to hotel-room stock. ; But limited to maximum one third of

finished space in the unit.; limited to a maximum size of less than one third of thee finished space in the townhouse.


	There could be a benefit to having a caregiver apartment within a housing unit.


	With limitations to parking/additional vehicles and reasonable limitations on the total number of occupants in the townhouse.


	ALUs help offset the high cost of living in FFX County. With property taxes increasing, the new meals tax that just started in 2026, we should be doing

everything we possibly can to make living in FFX Cty as affordable as possible. And that includes flexibility with ALUs.


	I’m not sure how this would look.


	Parking is the primary concern. So many townhouse neighborhoods are already so limited for parking that to have guests over is a challenge.


	The County has already created many parking problems off-site for TH developments and this will only make it worse.


	If an owner lives there and their basement has a separate entrance and they'd like to rent it out -- as long as there is an extra parking space for the

potential tenant, I don't see why an owner occupant shouldn't be allowed to do this.


	Townhouses are already people in condensed space with limited parking. ALU is not appropriate. ; I don't know why you don't record my responses. The

THIRD time I am saying that an ALU in a townhouse is adding more people and cars to an already high population area.


	Yes but parking would need to be expanded


	Adjacent homeowners' concerns should be part of the decision-making process.


	We need to consider all options to increase affordability. ; no comment


	Parking is limited now so if ALU are allowed then in places where there is possible street parking. I have client who has 4 working adults in a one car

garage home. They struggle with parking and have to park far on the streets---but they are willing to do this to have a nicer townhome in Fairfax County

(previously Manassas Park)


	No no no


	Only if it doesn’t encroach on the neighbors resources such as parking.
	This is already occurring in areas with insufficient parking and lack of owner presence. We're dealing with significant parking inadequacy and

overcrowding. Property owners are dividing up small units into multiple rentals,come with high turnover.


	There is not enough parking in townhouse communities already. On top of that there would be too many people using the amenities and making it

crowded.


	If there is sufficient and liveable interior space. Not in the "backyard" of a townhouse.


	Reduce impact on resident parking availability


	Only if parking available. Need limit on number of residents.


	We've lived in a townhouse community where someone had many extended family members living with them (unlikely that it was a permitted ALU...more

likely just rooms in the basement) and they had five+ cars hogging all the visitor parking on our street. It was a nightmare. At least when what they were

doing was illegal we could report them and have it dealt with. But if they're allowed to have all those people living in their home legally, they will likely

need many more cars in townhouse communities do not have the space for that.


	Parking needs to be considered. Occupancy would need to be limited.


	Parking is already incredibly limited and difficult in town house communities. ALUs should not be allowed in townhouse communities.


	As long as there is parking available without disadvantaging other townhouse owners


	Townhouses are already at capacity in Burke and the street parking is horrendous.


	I can think of several friends' houses that might be well-suited to this since there is a front door as well as a back/patio entrance. They could rent

out/have family stay with them longer-term with a small kitchen and full bath setup in that additional area.


	Provides an equal optic for townhouses as single family dwellings.


	It really depends on the townhouse location, space, and parking availability.


	People can rent out a room in their TH already.


	idk


	I would need to learn more.


	Dependent on townhouse size and parking availability. Ex, 2500 sq ft and above, 2 car garage/2 parking spaces, etc.
	I’ve seen illegal ALU’s built in townhouses when shopping for a home and it looks dangerous and fire hazard


	In a townhome parking should

Be considered


	Personal experience with ADUs, DADU’s, ALUs in the Seattle area has shown how once beautiful and safe neighborhoods can be destroyed. Survey

omits increased trash/garbage generated and seemingly endless flow of removal trucks. Makes neighborhoods more like hotels/motels. ; Actual

experience in Alexandria, VA area where single family houses are being turned into five efficiency apartments. Do not do any ALU zoning changes.


	Currently, most townhouse communities offer insufficient parking for owners/renters with more than two cars resulting in additional cars being parked

on adjacent streets. Addition of ALUs would only worsen that problem.


	Townhomes already have parking problems. More occupants would only make it worse.


	Parking of concern.


	They are already too small where would you add something? Just remodel if you need another room.


	Townhouse size would be a factor. Have to be a very large townhouse with garage.


	Parking must be considered and plans must be made to acc


	Not for this at all!


	Townhouse neighborhoods are already too dense.


	If the townhouse has separate access to the ALU and sufficient parking options


	Need more research


	Parking would be a concern. Access via the exterior would also be a concern.


	I think it depends on the size and how many people live there.


	If there is parking space


	If there is enough power/water to support the number of people


	Parking and access


	Currently their are two or more homes in my neighborhood that have more than 5 adult residents and they do not have ALU. The county should enforce

the existing codes, and encourage people to rent on their own, not just pay they buddy for a bed.
	Depending on the size of the townhouse and available parking - maybe other concerns. If there is a Homeowners Association, allow the HOA to exclude

them.


	A basement for instance in a townhouse can be potential used as a ALU space.


	Unfortunately, Fairfax County is now known for a policy of exclusionary zoning.

Having been to many public meetings about ALUs, I can say that some opponents can be loud, aggressive and not always rational. I heard one fellow

demand that he be allowed to approve any renter his neighbor chose as a tenant.

There does not seem to be any logical reason for limiting exterior units to lots of 2 acres or more.

There should be no limits except for the necessary setbacks. Interior, the same, very few restrictions.

Most likely, the current regulations are so onerous that people just do the ALU on their own and don't bother with the layers of getting a project through

the County process.


	Definitely need to look at parking accommodations. Single-family dwelling neighborhood streets are already becoming overcrowded with cars parked on

the streets. Families are acquiring more cars, "live-ins" increase the number of driving age people with their own cars living in homes, and use of garages

as storage areas preclude their intended use for parking cars. Townhome developments with inadequate parking face similar issues as overflow from

their parking areas is already moving out into surrounding neighborhood streets to add to the congestion. The recent snow highlighted problems this

already causes as snowplows were unable to adequately function as cars were left parked on the streets.


	Why not?


	Many townhouses are located close to transit (bus and metro) services. If they are modified to have an ALU the owners can receive rental income while

the additional occupants can commute without having to own an automobile.


	Square footage minimum requirements should be reviewed and approved. Also parking should be reviewed and approved.


	TH parking is already a problem in Fairfax county. Potentially adding another car to each unit would be a disaster.


	Parking may be a concern


	Interior ALUs in townhouses should be permitted if they remain fully within the existing building envelope and meet reasonable size and parking

standards. This approach provides flexibility without changing neighborhood character.
	Interior ALUs in townhouses could be appropriate if parking impacts are addressed and size is limited appropriately. Administrative approval should be

sufficient if standards are clearly defined.


	we have a horrible traffic problem in Mount Vernon! More housing will make it worse.


	Directly related to number of assigned parking spots. Include language about number of cars.


	Size of the townhouse makes a difference. So does the amount of parking available. We already have a problem with townhouse communities not

having enough parking and it spills over into our neighborhood with unrestricted on-street parking.


	it's always parking.


	Most townhouse communities I have been in already have parking issues. Without additional parking arrangements it will make things worse. And they

won't be expanding parking no matter what they say.


	The HOA would have to enforce parking rules


	A townhouse, no matter what size, shoul be allowed to have a ALU. It would be impossible for an HOA to enforce it's architectural guidelines and County

rules about the number of unrelated people allowed to live in a residence if an ALU was allowed.


	Yes if the parking allowance for the residence remains unchanged.; The parking allocation for the residence with an interior ALU should not change.


	Deregulating this restriction on ALUs will allow more people more flexibility to live in Fairfax Co. more affordably.


	Because of nature of the townhome, an ALU may create more negativity in the community.


	Parking


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	Limit the occupancy and size. Already have unrelated people living in a townhouse and many already have some sort of kitchen in the basement. Parking

will always be an issue in townhouses. People surviving today adding interior ALU won't make that much difference. Also, HOA could regulate


	Parking would be a concern, also making sure proper safety for connecting houses (with multiple kitchens)
	NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7.

Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad density, Bad noise, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.


	Parking is going to be an issue


	Parking is the main concern but available or even expanded public transit can reduce the number of vehicles required at a residence with an ALU.


	If the space allows for an adu and if parking also allows then it seems like a viable option


	I don’t understand how you would add on internally to a townhouse?


	If additional parking is required.


	If ample parking is available. Otherwise, no.


	If one could be made in the basement


	A townhouse is already 'affordable' housing. To increase affordable housing, you must decrease mc-mansion-ism.


	Only because of parking issues and fire hazards


	if impact on neighboring townhouses is minimal (e.g. parking availability)


	Townhouse with ALU must be owner occupied at all times. Walls must be made noise proof if an ALU is added to a townhouse. Additional parking for

ALU's must not take over any existing green space in the development.


	townhouses do not have enough parking without ALU


	Factor in parking and other considerations


	You will end up with five families living in one unit. This is a burden on local govt services.


	Parking is already a problem in most TH developments. Requiring added parking will not eliminate the problem.


	This is so stupid an idea!


	Townhouse living is already dense and typically resident/guest parking is already an issue.


	Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County


	Should not have multiple families residing in homes designed for single family occupancies.


	Wouldn't that just be like having a roommate?
	Only if the changes don't require additional parking for occupants


	A townhouse is already more of a confined space. This is a bad idea. It increases congestion. Further, townhouses are part of an HOA. A sub-renter

may not follow HOA guidelines like the owner. Further again, the reason for putting in an ALU in a townhouse (or any other place) is mainly because the

owners need the extra money. Thus there is already an existing risk of bringing down the neighborhood.


	Reduce, not increase pop density and crowding.


	No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.


	Absolutely not


	It is not clear why Fairfax county wants to do this. Please provide the reason in a clear concise manner.


	townhomes in fairfax are already parking space restricted--this would worsen it.


	I think this would depend on the parking situation. Most townhouse communities don't have enough parking to add additional residences


	Parking would be main concern. My mother lives by herself in a townhouse with a walkout basement and two reserved spots. This type of TH would be a

good fit for a ALU.


	If TH has separate entrance and enough parking.


	Would need ample parking available.


	I live in a townhouse parking would and is a problem. People have more car my neighbors have 4 cars. They park in reserved spots and in visitor spots. My

neighbors are renters.


	Townhouse communities are already high density communities


	no way! not even enough land to satisfy single family living in TH.


	Depends on the size of the TH. If it's a small 1 or 2 BR it doesn't make a lot of sense. There are also potentially significant parking considerations.


	same concerns with single family dwellings: parking, school capacities, safety (routes for fire escape) minimum size for safe living.


	Yes, this makes sense.


	never


	Should consider square footage and limit to one per townhouse
	never


	Some townhouses are quite large and could accommodate an ALU. Note that some units are assisted living facilities are only 450 sq ft.


	This is a building type common throughout Washington DC. Why would we not want to allow them in FFx?


	Some town homes are very big. Our ancestors lived in brownstones in cities which were often one flat to a floor.; yes,; Yes. Our ancestors lived in

brownstones in cities. They had large rooms and could hold 4 flats.


	NA


	If there’s smaller size limit


	If there is existing sufficient parking and is already conducive to separate living areas (basement with walkout access)


	Squeezing more people into a designated space adds problems of all kinds.


	Allowing townhome owners to create self-contained ALUs through attic or basement conversions can enable them to maximize small, often unused

spaces.


	No comments


	Townhouses are too small and would cause neighborhood disruption.


	ADU would need to be smaller in a townhouse and would need additional parking.


	We already have a problem with existing houses in the neighborhood being occupied by multiple families and unrelated individuals with entire families

living in each room of the house, parking their cars and utility vans all over the front, side and back yards, as well as the street. Enough is enough.

Approving ADUs will make this problem explode.


	If they have spare rooms, the place isn't overcrowded, and they don't need extra parking, why not? Most of the time, visitor parking is occupied because

of extra people in houses, and when you have a visitor, there is never an empty spot to park.


	Sure, if possible.


	Parking in our single family detached home neighborhood is becoming difficult now. The streets are lined with cars on both sides already despite living

near a transit station. ; No room for additional parking.
	Townhouse not enough parking


	if there is adequate parking to support additional vehicles.


	Some areas are already dense enough and builders putting large, three story houses in neighborhoods with one-level homes. Also putting two houses on

lots originally one house. Horrible IMHO


	Adding rental rooms in a condo is akin to bringing back tenements (think old NYC). It will also open the door to carving up houses into rooming houses. ;

NO.


	Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)


	Single family homes need to be single family homes.


	I'm not sure townhouse communities have enough parking for this.


	Planners are living in today. They forget the Entire system will need upgrading, All sewer and water, electrical grids will need complete overhaul.

Including water treatment plants, and also sewage treatment plants. All facilities which are now on verge of capacity. The county will be spending

ENTIRE BUDGET on these systems as they fail due to age.


	The proposal to allow ALUs will not only increase density, it will introduce issues that will change the character of neighborhoods. I do NOT refer to

ethnic/racial composition of communities; while I do not think that deliberate efforts to change the makeup of an area are a good thing, I DO think that

policies should be color blind and offer opportunity for all regardless of ethnicity etc. I mean in terms of density, traffic, parking, and tangential matters

such as garbage, upkeep, cleanliness, and perhaps even crime. It will create additional strain on school systems, which will have other effects. It will

decrease the attractiveness of an area. It is a backdoor way to transform a suburban area into an urban one.


	As a real estate broker, I would say parking is already a huge issue in attached communities. Egress from the home for lower level adus is another big

issue.


	Multi generational homes would be a good example of being allowed. Commercial ALUs would require different rules


	With a smaller size limit for townhouses.


	Ar we trying to convert our neighborhoods into slams?


	Parking parking parking


	Unsure.


	People need more affordable housing options.


	Would need to ensure parking available
	It would cause parking problems, traffic problems


	Put your emphasis on improving mass transit, bring the metro system down Columbia Pike, and build high density near Metro stations. Do not ruin our

single-family communities.


	We need as much housing as we can get, providing it adds to a tax base.


	ALU's is a townhouse will cause increased traffic in already crowded townhouse parking lots. Also townhouses are of high density why add to the

problems by allowing someone to rent out a room or basement?


	if zone is single family now it should say single family and fairfax county should enforce existing parking laws like they did in the past.


	If all other current requirements can be met in existing townhouse


	parking would be bad.


	No.


	At least one of the home's parking spaces need to be designated for the ALU. ; If the home is close to mass transit, they may not need the additional

parking.


	Parking problems and overcrowding


	No reason to destroy single family units and single family residences.


	At what point is that just apartments?


	Negative impacts altogether.


	Not sure about townhouses. I can't see how they would have the yard space


	There needs to be sufficient off street parking to support the primary residence and ALU.


	No space


	With additional parking.


	Only if parking is adequate.


	Townhouse is already limited in size as a non-detachable dwelling so ALU is not appropriate.


	Too much saturation and possibility for home to be abused


	The townhouse needs to be big enough to allow for the square footage of an ALU, plus space for parking.


	OK only if limited to immediate family members OR ONE live-in-caregiver


	Townhouses already have parking challenges.
	Only if additional parking is created to go with the ALU and only a small amount should be allowed per neighborhood to prevent congestion.


	Additional parking needs to be available. Additional concern would be difficult to have separate entrances in most townhouses so it would be more like

roommates than a separate living space.


	It is worth considering allowing larger interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.


	Yes, if the infrastructure burden of increased occupancy is supported (primarily parking).


	Maybe on a case by case basis


	I thought there was a requirement that the lot be 2 acres? I am comfortable with that requirement and don’t see how a townhome would fit into that

requirement.


	Many townhomes limit parking assigned to the home residents to, for example, two spaces. When the parking is over burdened, extra drivers will walk

out to a car or work truck parked on a public street nearby or in a nearby neighborhood which makes less parking availability for those who live there.


	Too much density.


	For a relative and not rental


	No parking on the street for any of the residents/potential residents. Some streets are effectively one lane already. You really need to figure something

out about that whichever way you go with ALU's.


	Due to the parking issue and other foreseeable issues, it doesn't seem reasonable to include townhouses.


	There is no space for that.


	Generally townhouses get only two reserved parking spaces. If a lower level was rented by a couple, each with a car, that would add to the parking issues

that already exist when the owner’s children begin to drive and get cars. Then owners without ALU’s would be shut out in the over burdened parking lot.


	Many town home communities don't have enough parking. If the resident of an ALU is not a driver, or if the unit has multiple parking spaces assigned, it

might not be an issue.


	Parking, Parking Parking
	Unsure


	In my experience, townhouse associations have limited parking. Perhaps they are/were designed with too little, but if there are now 2 parking spaces per

townhouse and an ALU is added, it is very likely that one or two additional spaces are needed. The public roadways that exist do not provide this

additional parking. I know of a townhouse community that already has a lot of its lower levels rented out separately and it is choked. I do not know

whether these are approved ALUs or non-approved ALUs. How does a citizen obtain that information? (It would be helpful if the Fairfax County property

lookup would provide information on approved ALUs.


	NO ALUS!!!


	Not my concern, let them & keep them away from me. What's wrong with 3 unrelated people sharing a kitchen & all??


	Townhouses already do not have enough parking. Residents are using other streets to park on in front of other single family homes.


	Insufficient parking as is. This will make it worse, as spillover parking will take place on nearby residential streets. Negative impact on home values as a

result. That’s not the way to make housing more affordable.


	Parking in townhouse communities is already taxed to the point that occupants are parking outside of their communities in adjacent neighborhoods.


	I agree with the examples of additional parking and a smaller size limit.


	Only if it does not adversely affect the community through additional parking etc


	Entirely dependent on situation, design, and neighbourhood context. This will require greater scrutiny, not less.


	Townhouse areas are already too densely populated/congested - ALUs might disproportionately impact the area


	No; If separate entrance and appropriate parking spaces required


	They need to move further out instead of messing up our lives and devaluing our property that we worked for; Too many people in one house, too many

cars


	Parking always seems to be a problem in townhouse and duplex communities. Although some people do make use of public transportation, in Fairfax

County, you are going to need a car.


	Parking is always a problem in townhouse communities


	Must require appropriate parking and limit the size of ALU based on townhouse size.
	Not the purpose of ALUs in my opinion. Must be a family member living there. Splitting inside essentially creates a duplex for renting


	Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.


	Size of available space in townhouse doesn't seem possible for a suitable ALU. Limited parking is a concern.


	Townhouses are much smaller than single family homes. An ALU inside a townhome would give the home more of a boarding house feel. Additionally,

townhome parking is often limited for current residents.


	no


	I do not live in a town house community so this is grey to me


	Must have parking
	Question 5 comments:
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	5. Should the maximum size of an interior ALU be increased above 800 square feet?



	depends on the primary dwelling size


	If a basement is proposed for an ALU and it's 900 square feet, that would be okay. It's a contained, existing unit. If it's new construction and someone is

building a separate unit that's 1,500 square feet, no. That's the size of a full house. It may be accessory to the huge house someone is building, but is not

what I would consider "accessory." 1,500 square feet would accommodate a family of four. It's like adding a second full-size house.


	2-persons limitation already assumes 1bdrm/efficiency apartment. No need to create an already unenforceable sizing that allows larger occupancy.


	See above; interior ADUs are not a good idea.


	Hard to evaluate without understanding why it's currently set at 800sf maximum. Likely should be expressed as a factor to existing or newly proposed

size of primary structure.


	why not if the space is available...we should have this freedom and right.


	If there's a 2,000 sf home, and the owner wants to downsize, and only use half, that seems like a fair option. While I'm not promoting duplexes, some of

designs are so subtle you'd have to be an owner/occupier to know the difference.


	I’m not sure but most two bedrooms apartment are usually more than 800 feet so it makes sense.


	Bit then it is closer to being another house.


	Not sure the reason for the limit. If the house has the space then sure.


	If the goal is affordable housing size must allow families to live in them and 800 feet is not enough.


	With space for handicap accessibility and a caregiver accommodations being an important component, increasing the square footage to afford a better

living space will be extremely beneficial and will improve the quality of space and life of the occupants.


	this would be only appropriate on larger lots where lot coverage is not overwhelmingly impervious. a 2 acre lot requirement is very high. a 0.5 acre lot

could probably handle an addition that is over 800sf without too much impact to the lot. perhaps the simplified method of stormwater management

could be an appropriate mitigation.


	It should be calculated considering the lot area


	It really depends on the size of the home. Homes that are greater than 2000 square feet could accommodate a larger AlLU but smaller homes would not

or would be duplexes
	Only if it is to serve a family member


	Tie ALU sqft to acreage above a certain threshold. .25 acres and under 800 sqft ALU limit. Above .25 acres 1200-1500 sqft limit.


	Depends on size of original home.


	No comment


	800 sf is barely enough for a 1 bedroom unit in modern standards


	Where does a townhome have that extra space?


	It should be increased to 1,000 square feet at least. When it is so small, no one wants to live there, which defeats the purpose. 1,200 would be ideal.


	Goal is not to turn single family homes into duplexes but to create small, lower-cost housing options in our expensive county.


	ALU should not be allowed


	As noted, there is a boarding house problem so increasing the area only invites cramming more bodies into what were intended to be single famly

homes. As long as they claim to be related there is no enforcement. So don't create conditions that invite abuse unless there is an on-going licensing

regime to police the actual usage.


	I am inclined to say no- because then you're talking about basically adding on the square footage of what is a normal 'house'/living space in many

casesp- so why call it an 'ALU'? But I don't know enough about this and what examples may be out there that show a need to increase the square

footage.


	I don't understand why the County or neigbors should care how a dwelling inside is allocated. Hence I don't understand why there is a size restriction

'inside' the dwelling.


	People are already renting out whole basements all over Fairfax County. How is this any different?


	Don't know.


	For some houses there would be no difference on the outside. Also if it was no more occupants, the impact is unchanged.


	Don't know enough to comment.


	no comment


	maybe limit to the footprint of the building (i.e. basement apartment)


	There needs to be flexibility for unique conditions.


	The County should not place a maximum size limit.
	If you have a split foyer house with total square feet of over 2,000, that creates a problem, as the ALU would be 1,000. It needs to be raised.


	Depends on the lot size. For existing R-3/R-4, probably not.


	Not sure why you don't provide a 'Not Sure' option.


	Size limit of ALU’s should not distract from the cosmetics of the primary home/ neighborhood nor resources


	800 feet is spacious!


	We have 750 square foot condo, it has everything


	Absolutely not. It will just encourage more people and ultimately less space.


	Site specific determination through an SE


	Situational depending on neighbor impact, it becomes a second home very quickly vs an accessory cottage.


	No.; Too much people density.


	I am not sure.


	The county does not currently enforce occupancy restrictions in single family homes. This will just add another building on a property with more renters

and overcrowding. If the county was responsive and followed the current rules on occupancy than maybe the accessory unit would be ok. However,

Fairfax county is not enforcing the current zoning laws.


	To provide the ALU with kitchen, other amenities and a comfortable space for up to two people.


	it should probably be proportionate to the total home's sq footage


	Why 800 Ft2? Most basements are well above that square footage.


	Bad idea.


	The maximum size of an interior ALU should be allowed up to the footprint of one floor of a single family detached house or townhouse. It doesn't make

sense to artificially limit the size of an interior ALU to less than one floor, especially in the case of townhouse basement ALUs.


	If more room is needed --MOVE. Do not impose the needs/wants/greed of a few to impinge upon the majority.


	I'm not sure a maximum size is relevant. Other factors, like parking impacts, are more important.


	Assuming the owner of the house lives in that house, they
	I think it’s important to consider that all homes are not created equal. The interior of a home that is fit to be converted to add an ALU might be 805 square

feet, an arbitrary amount. Either increasing it or building in a simple, not complex, process for variances of say 100 square feet would include more types

of homes.


	I don't know enough to have a stance.


	If needed to make the dwelling ADA compliant. Additinal space may be needed for wheelchairs, etc.


	Can be explored. “Explored” should convey a neutral view of the topic.


	It should be determined based upon the overall square footage of the house.


	If the lot is large enough to accommodate a structure and it is not too close ( proper easement) from neighboring property. ; If the lot is large enough to

accommodate a structure and it is not too close (proper easement) from neighboring property.


	Depends upon the property size and whether it could work with its surroundings.


	Yes, if it’s the basement


	Too large already


	ParcReston, for example, has 690 SF apartments that are very spacious: dining area, living room, kitchen, bedroom, and utility room. Increasing the size

only increases the likelihood of more people.


	The size of the ALU above 800 Sq ft should depend on the size of the lot 2 acres or more. ; It really depends on the size of the primary house and the size

of the lot.


	Depends on the lot size


	It should be in proportion to the size of the interior existing space.


	Four additional people in an interior ALU is plenty, as per the current regulations.


	Never


	Could be a percentage of the finished Square Footage in a home?


	People deserve adequate space for living, which may vary depending on specific situations. ALUs may be for young couples with preschoolers or

grandparents who deserve more than a converted garage


	How can size ever be enforced inside an existing dwelling unit?


	Max 900 sq ft
	The maximum size of an interior accessory living unit should not be increased beyond 800 square feet. Townhomes are already built in very close

proximity, and enlarging interior ALUs could create structural, safety, and design challenges within these tightly spaced buildings. The current

800-square-foot limit maintains the intended accessory scale of these units while preventing additional strain on parking, utilities, and shared

infrastructure. Increasing the size would shift ALUs toward full secondary residences, altering neighborhood character and placing unnecessary

pressure on an already dense environment.


	Probably depends on the size of the primary lot


	The original structure, plumbing, heating and parking were all based on the original capacity. Adding more residents only causes more issues.


	Whatever gets the most housing built


	Wouldn't this be entirely dependent upon to livable square footage of the home? It should be a size that's a percentage of livable space rather than a flat

number.


	Should depend on the size of the dwelling in which it will be established.


	Zero


	Depends on size of house. There are some huge houses in the county


	Proportionality to the SF of the main house and/or the lot size makes more sense to me than one/same limit for every situation.


	No opinion.


	don't know


	The issue remains of turning single family into multi-family, increased density and related impacts on environment, roads, schools and community

character.


	who cares; if kids want a big ADU for mom it is none of our business


	If the original home is large enough to accommodate and it doesn't impact parking or noise for the neighbors


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	If the site and residence are already large, an ADU larger then 800 seems reasonable.


	I believe that an entire basement, regardless of size, can be acceptable -- keep this in place. That's my bigger concern.


	No ADUs


	We already have a traffic problem on the roads putting ALUs only increase the problem. How about lowering our taxes and putting your efforts onto other

areas badely needed.
	Anything greater than 800sf is NOT an accessory unit - it is a primary functional unit. The concept of an ADU is defined by its description - "accessory" to

the primary unit.


	If the ALU is part of a large single family dwelling, say 3000 sf, then a proportionally larger ALU should be considered.


	Agree


	Only if this is for a full basement ALU that is already an existing basement--something that only needs finishing to make an ALU


	Only if the size is equal to the existing basement of the home.


	Would depend on layout and location in house


	There is not enough information to make a decision. These ALUs are not a from scratch idea so a little history please


	It depends on the house. If there is a ground floor that can serve as an ALU and happens to be over 800 square feet, that seems as if it should be allowed.


	Is it allowed now? I scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to

do.


	Possibly in larger single family house, such as basement level.


	why is a limit needed?


	Do not want


	No sure


	Would depend on what you come up with in relation to size of plot. For example, a 20,000 sq. foot lot might have space for more than an 800 SF ALU,

while 10,000, or smaller, might not support anything larger than 800SF. You would have to "game" this out--have a lot and place different size ALU's and

see if it fits.


	Depends on the size of the townhouse


	If per Google AI the average size of a one-bedroom in the US is around 735 sq. ft., and two-bedrooms about 1,097 sq. ft.. , one can see that 800 is a bit on

the smaller size.


	YES. Many ALU's can be accommodated in a basement, and many basements follow the footprint of the home, and thus exceed 40ft x 20ft. To limit to

800 sf is arbitrary, and results in a weird walling-off of a portion of a basement just to check Fairfax County's box. What is the "reasoning" behind 800 sf?

It assumes fewer than 2 adults and denies the existence of children.
	The maximum size of an interior ALU should depend on the size of the house.


	maximum 1000 feet


	Trying to preserve neighborhoods.


	No interior ALUs should be allowed. Full stop.


	Whole houses use to be less than 800 SF.


	Again, space depends but we should give flexibility for those providing these opportunities for living spaces.


	Depends on the size of the property. Should be a reasonable proportion of the e tire property such as 1/3 of total Sq footage.


	Depends on the sq footage of the existing space.


	Don’t know enough to comment


	The size of the ALU really should depend upon the size of the main house, the lot size, and the character of the community. An additional consideration is

well vs. municipal water, and municipal sewage vs. septic systems.


	Interior ALUs should NOT be permitted at all. Current illegal ALUs are often impacting the availability of parking for other residents in neighborhoods.

Also, ALUs are frequently used at short-term rentals (e.g., AirBnBs, VRBOs). How would Fairfax County ensure that ACLs are not used as short-term

rentals (STRs)?


	Must be proportional to the house and not an eyesore for neighbors.


	many of our homes are barely 1100 sq feet


	Depends on configuration and infrastructural and environmental impacts.


	I do not know


	Perhaps as a percentage of the overall size of the dwelling


	Some houses and townhouses are large enough to hold a larger unit. With the increasing cost of housing, multigenerational families, especially those

with elder care, are becoming more common.


	We live next door to a permitted ALU that is almost twice the size, but was allowed because it already existed as a family space. So effectively a single

family home has been turned into a duplex without appropriate infrastructure, drainage, parking etc.


	if the other requirements - parking etc are met


	Increasing size could encourage larger number of occupants.


	800 sf is larger than a 2 bedroom apartment in the dc area, so that is large enough


	Is there any practical reason to have a maximum size on living space? I can't think of any.
	I’m not sure of the implications.


	But no larger than 1000 square feet


	The 800 sq ft / 40% cap ensures that ALUs remain subordinate to the main residence, increasing the size could create de facto duplexes in areas not

zoned for that density, especially problematic in semi-rural communities like Great Falls.


	Not sure about this - trying to envisage 800 sq feet


	there is no answer that I can chose for this


	Only if there is adequate space and adequate reasoning provided.


	Can be up to the entire floor area of the basement


	It seems to me in the McLean Planning District, ALUs have been built again and again inside the enormous McMansions that have replaced single-family

homes built in the 1940s, 50s, 60. This entire discussion strikes me as a bit odd when there are subterranean living areas that exceed, in some cases,

2,000 sq ft. These enormous homes sometimes have actual grandparents or adult children living in them, or they are rented out as short-term/long term

to help defray mortgage costs.


	This should be studied. It depends on the size of the original dwelling - is it a townhouse or single family home? It also depends on where the ALU is in

relation to the rest of the dwelling. It also depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random SF or a specific type of room - bathroom, bedroom,

storage, kitchen?


	There should be flexibility, or opportunity for exceptions ; Flexibility or exceptions are needed


	I am not sure on this question.


	Depends on the size and land of the property. If ALUs are used for aging family it may be necessary to have larger bathrooms and hallways to

accommodate a wheelchair


	BZA already approved some ALUs bigger than single family homes. You have the data, if you need me to detail it for you that in and of itself is a concern.

The ALU across the street is 2.5 times what is allowed by right. It is basically a duplex adding 2 additional cars into a cul de sac where there is already

very minimal curb parking (due to mailbox access). There are other examples as well. What you need to do is limit discretion of BZA .If you increase

ALUs by law, the exceptions by BZA will only get more out of hand. I submitted comments to you back in 2023 on the Proposed 2023 zMod. If you don't

have them, let me know. Same problems exist.


	1200 SF allows for more functional living space and closets/storage areas.


	For very large townhouses


	People making them inyo rentals


	It depends on the size of the original house.
	That depends a great deal on the site. If it's a large property, such as an acre lot or a McMansion basement unit, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it

would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other environmental or security concerns. ; That depends a great deal on the site. If it's a

large property, such as a McMansion basement unit, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage,

separate entry, and other environmental or security concerns.


	Again it should be proportional to the size of the home in question.


	I find it odd to define ALU size when homes vary so greatly in size. Wouldn't it be more reasonable to say an ALU should be either 800ft or no larger than

25% of the home - something like that? There are many homes equal to or >3200sf.


	Entirely depends upon the size of the dwelling.


	Not sure at this time. Depends on circumstances of ADU - size of entire home, property


	Again, give people the option for larger or smaller ALUs!


	800 sq. ft. easily represents a modest 2 bedroom home featuring a good size living room, kitchen, laundry/utility room, and 1 full bathroom. More space

than this turns an ALU into a medium size home.


	1200 st; 1200 square foot ; 1200 sf


	Increased size means higher rents, which goes against the underlying purpose of ALU's, i.e., affordable housing. Increased size also can result in

additional vehicles beyond the existing ALU's result in. Not all locations, e.g., cul de sacs or townhouses, are designed to handle addition street parking.

Expanding the size of the ALU goes against the spirit and intent of establishing ALUs. What's important is to enforce the original intent of ALUs in terms of

size and preferrable allowed rent. BZA exceptions are undermining the original intent and purpose of ALUs. The proposal to increase the size lacks

justification or reasoning. Hard to agree to something that lacks an explanation of why it is being proposed.


	This would be dependent on the size of the lot that the ALU would be placed on. To give an example, if your single detached home sits on 2+ acres, the

house isn't already very large and there is lots of space, then increasing above 800 sqft may be acceptable.

However, if the single detached home sits on 1 acre, there is already a very large house on the lot, then it wouldn't even really be acceptable to add an

800 sqft ALU.


	Could depend on if it is attached or not, 800 square feet additional if attached or 1200 square feet if detached.


	I think use of the entire basement should be allowed.


	Allow adequate space


	I am not informed enough to comment on this detail.
	It should not be a hard number but rather a percentage of the existing home. E.g. "cannot exceed 20% of original home sq ft."


	It depends on the size of the original house considering adding an ACLU. For example, if the basement is greater than 800 sq ft then the ACLU would

appear to be reasonable to be above 800 sq ft.


	Don't use a numeric limitation. Instead, use a percentage, or a combination of numeric and percentage. EG no more than 800 sq ft or 20 percent of total

living space, which ever is less.


	If lot is large enough so that it is not a big impact on immediate neighbors and maybe the upstairs in a smaller foot print structure. With any accessory

unit, impact on immediate neighbors should be a priority in considering the approval. This should include visual and proximity and potential noise and

lights, privacy etc. They should be set back even more from property lines and designed to fit in with character of the homes next door. These criteria

should apply to accessory units of all sizes.


	This should depend on the size of the whole lot in relation to the size of the existing structure plus the addition. The total size of the old and new structure

should not overwhelm the size of the lot.


	No firm opinion but I suppose larger interior ALUs would be appropriate in some situations. Main reason for restricting size would be to discourage

occupancy by more than 2 residents.


	Houses in Great Falls are large and getting larger. 800 ft2 is less than 5% of many of the new construction houses along Georgetown Pike, for example.


	Depends on overall space.


	I'm not informed enough to comment on this.


	Depends on the size of the main house. If the home is very large, an interior ALU above 800 square feet may be reasonable.


	There should not be a limit if over 2 acres.


	That's plenty without creating overcrowding or overoccupation problems.


	Yes if the basement is above 800 sq feet


	Depending on area availability to build


	I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.


	In many cases, this would increase the space by up to 50%. Upgraded electrical service, water service, gas service and sewer would need to be

upgrades proportionally, and that would never happen.
	I think it should depend upon the size of the property. Certainly an ALU should not be as big or larger than the existing home on the property.


	From what current standard??? 800sf is a substantial ALU.


	Too much room for an additional person


	many aging parents are downsizing into their chilldren's homes. they deserve to have ample space and not feel like college kids in a basement.


	Depends upon the size of lot and original structure ; Depends upon size of lot and original structure


	I’d like to understand the parameters around which maximum size is set. For example, 1000 ft.² exterior unit in someone’s backyard may not be

practical, but a 900 ft.² unit in the basement of one of Fairfax County's mansions might not even be noticed. ?


	If interior ALUs are to be allowed, the size should be such as to limit the total occupancy of the dwelling. I have lived near such properties in the past and

there were a three or four generations numbering more than ten persons dwelling there. This created sanitation problems, parking problems, insect

infestations that spread to neighbor properties, and other similar issues.


	I think a maximum interior ALU should be appropriate for the size of the primary dwelling. An English style basement ALU could be 750 SF if that's the size

of the main floor of the townhome above. A larger SFD home could have a larger interior ALU.


	We should provide maximal options. ALUs are natural evolutions of neighborhoods.


	This is problem that should have been thought of long ago before 10' set backs on .25 acre lots were decided on. That being said if someone wants to

build a room over a garage that should be okay. If a house has a sufficient back yard and possible off-street park that works. Houses on a full third and up

should require neighbor okay.


	It depends on the size of the residence


	See above. This would double the number of people living in some residences. With many residences already occupied by more people than permitted,

this would make an existing problem even worse.


	There needs to be a limit as some percentage of the Primary residence.


	The space should be large enough to provide adequate living space for an adult person.


	If a person wants their basement to be an ALU and the basement is larger than 800 square feet?


	for those in the larger land avail one can be flexible as much as they allow for at lease 1000-1200 square feet.


	It should be able to go vertical no more than 2 levels
	Not important for the expansion of ALUs


	The homeowner should decide this.


	Whatever size the space can reasonably accomadate


	My good-size 1-BR, 1-BA condo is only 792 sq. ft. I have a full bath and a full kitchen, a large living area, and a large bedroom. More than large enough for

two people limit.


	Depends on size of home or addition to home.


	Yes, as long as property set back requirements are met.


	Are ALUs allowed to have more than 1 level? If yes would allow sqft to be >800 sqft; if not limit to 800 sqft.


	My basement is 1200 square feet. Under current rules I could not turn it into a separate ALU without dividing it.


	Not sure - Would need to spend time weighing pros/cons.


	I need more information to comment


	Perhaps tie the size to the size of the property/dwelling and consider setback from neighbors


	Dependent on primary home sq. footage.


	Larger house more people


	Not sure not good with measurements but that sounds small.


	none


	There shouldn't be any limits


	The maximum size should probably be the size of a house level, for example, the area of the basement. Some houses may have a larger basement than

800 square feet.


	I’m against this concept altogether. If for some reason, it’s a good idea, then the ALU needs to be large enough to make it a living space. Prevent

preventing people from wrenching out basement with the bathroom and or part of their house.


	I think yes provided the overall property is at least 2 acres. No larger for denser situations


	800 square feet is a lot of space for 1-2 people.


	It depends on who would be living there. If it’s for elderly parents it should have. Ore room.
	It no longer is an ALU when it becomes so large it is effectively another housing unit (AHU). Frankly, even 800 square feet likely is too large for the reduced

property sizes being considered. The concept of ALU’s is ok when you are talking about a limited suite for a family member which gives them some

autonomy and independence. It is not ok when this becomes an artifice to change the zoning and planning to allow unfettered expansion of dwelling

units and changing the zoning, planning and character of communities.


	Obviously, depends on the size of the entire space. Again, in our community the townhouses are three floors. People are turning the bottom floor into

living units to rent out. They are less that 800 ft and work for folks. Maybe the rule should be a percentage of the space rather than a number.


	No. As more and more “residents” occupy a space, parking becomes a problem. It’s already a problem at my house


	If space is available within existing structure.


	Unsure about this one.


	This is a must. The key is to take into consideration the proportion of the property compare to the ALU being built. Why would an owner would like to build

a 500 sf ALU in a property that barely has 700sf left to build on? Why would a 1-acre owner be constrained to only do 800 sf?


	A better arrangement would be to inspect the setback and height limitations of different single-family zoned areas. This helps avoid the situation that

came up in Greenbriar, and would ease the transition for existing homeowners. Height and proximity are the two attributes that are most likely to upset

neighbors, not square footage. If it blocks the sunlight, it's too high, whether it is an ALU or just an addition.


	The size should be based on the house size and parking availability. Street parking does not count. Whatever the size, the ALU should be taxed just as a

home is.


	We have five acres and want to build an ADU for my parents, but the current restrictions are much too small for a home for two people that’s ADA

accessible and allows easy movement for a wheelchair or two.


	I think 800 is likely sufficient to support the type of family situations where it would be helpful to encourage this type of building and space-sharing


	Large and small apartments are already available in FFX. What is not available, are small detached homes! All ALU's should have their own separate

adresses- especially ALU's existing inside single family homes! Power companies should be forced to supply all ALU's with separate power services.

They should be submetered for sewer and water.


	Only if required for ADA improvements
	That would depend on the residency increase in people and the codes/space.


	I need more information about the concerns regarding size limits


	I don't know enough about the impact to feel strongly


	800 square feet is already comparable to a modest two-bedroom condo and is sufficient for the intended uses.


	People should be able to do as they please inside their own property


	That is a large space for an ALU.


	Increasing the size encourages for-profit investors to divide homes into mini apartments.


	Yes, I see no reason for a restriction especially on large homes (2000sqft+). For example, a basement on a split level/ranch might easily be 1000sqft

below a 1000sqft main floor.


	If the dwelling is large enough and there is enough parking, then increasing the size might make sense.


	1,200 is a better size to age in place; 1,200 sqft is a better size to age in place.


	Maybe it should be a percentage of the home - a larger home can accommodate a larger ALU.


	Necessary to allow for aging in place space for 2 adults.


	Would be nice if the county had plans to choose from in 800-1000sq ft


	No opinion


	Square footage up to 1,000 ft. should be considered.


	Should be smaller additional space for family members, not a huge new living space. Environmental concerns with water runoff and flooding. ; Should

be small additional space for family.


	Interior ALUs that have high ceilings or other unusable space could be exempt.


	I guess that should be up to the owner.


	they will become huge second houses on the large lots in GF and certainky will not be affordable the bigger they get; many houses in Great Falls are

already more than 7,000 sq ft so allowing interior ALUs would make them ridiculously large. In addition in Great Falls, a large interior ALU that housed a

large group or family would oveetax the septic field that had been approved and built for the original house.


	Why not if the lot has space


	Should scale based on house footprint


	Should be tied to lot size


	No need. It’s meant to be an accessory, not another home


	Depends on size of lot, size of primary parking and neighborhood character
	It would depend on the size of the lot. It would be fine on larger properties.


	That is plenty for a bedroom, bathroom, kitchen and living area


	I don’t know the pros cons to assess


	One of the advantages of ALUs is that they allow older adults to age in their homes even as it becomes more difficult for them to move throughout a

multi-story home. If such a person wanted to turn the upper and/or lower levels of their house into an ALU, even though for a 2000-square-foot-home

that would be larger than 800 square feet, it'd be silly to regulate against it and say the owner would need to retain areas they could no longer get to as

part of their unrentable space.


	800 sq ft is barely sufficient for one person. I’m much less a couple like aging parents


	If it’s like a basement then I’m not sure why it wills be called an ALU


	Depends on the size of the unit.; Depends on the size of original unit.


	Size should be dependent on the lot size and primary dwelling size.


	1000 is almost size of SFH


	If for example the basement is larger then 800 square feet, then it.is possible to have a larger ALU


	1200 sq ft seems resonable


	If there is no strong policy reason for a 800-square-foot limit in all circumstances, then there should be no such limit; or at any rate the limitation should

not be absolute.


	the size should be should not be more than 1/3 of the house's livable space. ; see prior caveat


	Our well and septic systems will fail if more occupants are allowed on our land.


	There should be a minimum square footage for the townhouse


	Flexibility Flexibility Flexibility, I am in favor of any size ALU to help accommodate the high cost of living in FFX Cty.


	Again, it would change the character of the property to almost a duplex type unit.


	Would depend on the circumstances. If an owner has a large home and they want to rent the space above their garage and or in their basement and there

is plenty of parking, why shouldn't an owner be allowed to do this with their own home to make ends meet?


	That is too large amount of space! ; Too large!


	Let the homeowner determine what size works best. I am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety.


	To accommodate families.
	There should be that allowance. In many family situations, two siblings purchase a home together to house their families under one roof so they can

afford a better school pyramid. One family will live on the upper level and the other on the lower level.


	That’s large enough


	Depends on how many people are trying to live in the ALU. Increasing it creates it's own issues with losing more nature and possibly bringing in even

more parking issues.


	No limit in size. It is up to the person who is willing to live there or build it.


	Depends on size of residence.; Depends on size of residence and available space.


	I don’t have an opinion on size, but I wouldn’t limit size unless it was truly necessary. Families should have more autonomy over how they want to divide

up their space.


	I feel like if this is going to be safe, builders will create more in-law suites with real kitchenettes if there’s more space allowed. Cooking plates are a fire

hazard


	In some large SFDHs basement might have 2000+ sq ft, great for grandparents


	Depends on size of structure.


	It could be appropriate for a very large home to have a large interior ALU. Maximum ranges in size of interior ALUs could increase in increments with

ranges of square footage of the house.


	As long as Total occupancy for the selling doesn’t significantly exceed the norm for the area.


	Not sure


	If they are used as intended, 800 square feet is sufficient


	Two people (for instance, a newlywed couple living with parents until they can afford to live on their own) may have a hard time in 800 sq ft, depending on

how it's set up.


	800 sq ft seems seal if all amenities are included: living area, dining area, kitchen, bath, bedroom and closet / storage space. ; 800 sq ft is not enough

for all requirements: bedroom, bath, kitchen, living room, dining area, closet / storage space.


	idk


	Not sure what the ramifications are.


	It’s completely dependent on the layout of the home, lot, etc. A full basement ALU could be 2000 sq feet in a 4000 sq foot above grade home.


	Building an ALU addition that is obnoxious looking /too big is rude to your neighbors


	should depend on the size of the lot
	I have been looking for ways for our family to use our house to help parents age in place, as well as affordable place for our adult children to live.


	More people and kids equals more infrastructure impacts to include schools.


	ALU’s inside single family homes is an absurd idea.


	I think it could be up to 30% of the rest of the dwelling without a sq ft maximum


	For lots over two acres, yes, but still limited.


	not sure about this - does it meet our county requirements?


	Density


	Perhaps based on the size of the existing home and lot


	Depends on parking, access and appearance


	It seems 800 square feet is very small for a living unit that includes sleeping, eating, living, sanitation, ... Did you mean to ask if the MINIMUM size should

be increased?


	If allowed, the size must be sufficient to minimize impacts of multiple small units


	That is a silly question. It already has been. The BZA has driven a trunk through the limited exception permitted in the rules.


	I don't know the answer to this. I don't have a good feel for how much "living area" can be contained in 800 sq ft.


	Why not? And they should be allowed to be separate from main dwelling. This could literally double the amount of land available for housing. The rule

making it connected to main dwelling is such a farce. Did nothing. Allow tiny homes.


	Many single family dwellings built during the last 20 years in Fairfax County have 3000 up to 700 square feet of space. An 800 square foot ALU effectively

limits ALU occupancy to 2 or 3 individuals. A larger space would allow families with two or more children to occupy the ALU.


	Not sure


	Modest flexibility above 800 square feet can be appropriate, particularly for larger primary dwellings where proportionality is maintained. An increase

should still ensure the accessory unit remains clearly subordinate to the main home and does not function as a full second dwelling. Size allowances

could scale based on the square footage of the principal residence.; Size limits for interior ALUs should allow reasonable flexibility in larger homes,

provided the unit remains clearly secondary and does not alter the external appearance or character of the neighborhood.
	Size limits for interior ALUs should allow reasonable flexibility in larger homes, provided the unit remains clearly secondary and does not alter the

external appearance or character of the neighborhood.


	800 square feet is reasonable in most cases, but modest flexibility above 800 square feet could be allowed when proportional to the size of the primary

dwelling.


	no we don't need more trees chopped down and more traffic!


	Depends on size of townhouse and/or home's land availability.


	Oppose ALUs


	The primary reason for an ALU should be inviting elderly parents.


	That is a very large ALU. If more space needed a separate home should be required.


	Ingteeior ALUs should never be allowed.


	Congestion


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	800 square feet is bigger than some 1 BR apts. Still should be a significantly smaller unit, but people want amenity spaces especially for older parent who

may want a space. ADA requirements may cause need for bigger unit.


	It should be dependent on the size of the house. For a smaller house, 800 is fine, but for a larger house, a larger ALU makes sense


	NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7.

Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.

Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.

; NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7.

Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.

Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.


	Prefer to have it at least 2 BR


	I don't see any downsides to a larger interior ALU. It should be left to the homeowner to determine how much personal space they are willing to sector off

for an ALU.


	Basement units provide family friendly, safe, environments as housing options. Newly graduated students, college students, and aging adults feel

comfortable and safe in basement units with families.


	I would say depending on the lot and percentage to the existing structure
	Should depend on size of home that it is being built in.


	Depends on other requirements


	This just provides an excuse of further mc-mansion-ism.


	depend on the size of the house


	If the land/plot allows it in code, then do not restrict ppportunities.


	ALUs should remain small additions. ALUs should not change the character of a neighborhood.


	size should not be limited as the setbacks and structure size of houses should still apply


	this may unnecessarily limit separating the upper and lower levels of a home for family and caregivers


	The entire size of a basement should be allowed.


	As long as the residence is large enough to accommodate more than 800 feet, why not.


	Protection for turning existing SFHs and county-approved Mc Mansions into what will essentially duplexes is insane.


	Should not allow ALU period !


	It depends on the size of the townhouse


	I think the footprint should be kept at 800 feet but you could have a second story with the same footprint. No overhangs


	The ALU concept appears to be a way to have increased density as a way to resolve the affordability issue. Although that is a noble idea, you can't ruin a

good neighborhood in order to help out the less fortunate.


	Size does not matter to me.


	ALU is an all around bad idea.


	No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.


	Explain why 800 sq ft is the limit


	No response here until FC explains their rationale for this endeavor.


	The maximum size should be less than 800 sf.


	Seems to be a function of the overall size of the main dwelling


	Rather than max size, consider max % of overall dwelling square footage.


	The county can exempt areas from having to comply this where it doesn’t make sense depending on density, but we shouldn’t be making blanket

restrictions.


	these need to remain small to limit number of people who use them
	If the basement of a home allows for this, then yes. I think there should be exceptions.


	It's not clear to me what the constraints on size of ALUs should be.


	800 sq ft is smaller than my 2-BR condo. Size could depend on lot size. What is the point of the limit? number of cars? neighborhood aesthetics? Might

be a better way to address the issue rather than size of the ALU,


	The 800 SF ceiling limits the ALU to essentially a 1 BDRM apartment. I can see instances where a 2 Bedroom unit would be preferable provided it can be

integrated successfully into the houses layout.


	The max size should be capped but 800 sqft may be too small in some circumstances on larger lots like in Great Falls; Ignore my first comment, which

should be for detached


	1000 square feet seems fine.


	Many estates had huge garage apartments and cottages.


	Situation dependent.


	Depends on definition max 1000 not including bathroom of a specific max might be better?


	It is worth considering allowing larger interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.


	ALUs should be treated as an extended family unit, not an opportunity to make boarding houses out of basements and additions.


	No comment


	ADU size should be proportional to the size of the main house.


	No


	Changing the size of the ALU only turns them into apartment buildings


	800 square feet or less if fine; 800 square feet or less is fine


	Again, neighborhoods are dense enough. This will ruin character of neighborhoods. Leave as is. Please look for other options if you want affordable

housing.


	No


	Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)


	Depends on specifically who it is designed for. A disabled person may need more space depending on their specific situation.


	Single family homes need to be single family homes.


	800 sq feet is adequate -- think how Japanese use space.
	don't know enough to respond


	Not sure


	Cannot comment on size of ALUs without knowing size of master dwelling


	Depends on lot size


	I’ll defer to the experts here-unsure


	Unsure.


	It's a decent alternative to increasing zoning density in a residential neighborhood.


	Depends on the purpose. In -Law suites may need to be larger.


	These units will just get packed with more undocumented construction workers or used as storage for construction use. I’m already seeing it in my

neighborhood.


	This increase in size prevents "slum" landlords that squeeze tenants into closets or tiny rooms.


	Frankly, ALU concept will be misused to jam more people into the county who are at best marginal contributors to the county, this creating a greater

burden on taxpayers.


	If current home and acreage can accommodate additional sq footagt


	none/


	Alu’s with the exception to family or live in care providers should be illegal.


	Yes. The lower level of many homes is greater than 800 sq ft and it would make sense to just include the lower level.


	We don’t want ALU’s.


	I don't feel like this matters at all?


	Most homes in Fairfax are very large where even the loss of 1,500 sq ft would be OK


	Depends on the yard space.


	I think it depends on the size of the home. This shouldn't be a program used by developers to exploit the laws, but if someone has a large enough home

and wants to have a larger ALU it shouldn't be a problem. I get that subjective rules like that are challenging from a policy perspective, but this seems like

a case by case type of situation.


	ALUs will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.; It is worth considering allowing larger

interior ALUs, particularly given that the median size of a home in Fairfax County is over 2,000 square feet.
	Not much larger


	That is big enough.


	It should depend on the primary house size and be a ratio


	That's really hard to say. If the owners want to rent out an entire basement to one or two people, I don't see a problem.


	Yes, 1200 +


	Too restrictive and difficult to measure for a homeowner. I presume most would have a shared laundry room and one has to split hair to explain is it part

of the ALU or main house.


	Again, it has been my experience after living in my neighborhood for 46 years, that enforcement of the number of people living even in single family

homes is not done, so 800 sq. ft. Was the size of my original home and a family of four was raised in the small rambler type homes. Can’t imagine how

many people would fit in a bigger unit and again the parking, sewage, trash and water infrastructure is not available in our small neighborhood. I moved to

the suburbs for single family living, not city living.


	It depends on how big the house and lot is.


	As was stated in the meeting, if it is a basement or other area that already exists, it may be reasonable to remove the square footage limitation.


	Why is this asking for a comment when I say no?!? No is NO!! Must be written by a male...


	Home structures in this area were not built for this purpose.


	It might be better to have the maximum size limit of an interior ALU be proportional to the size of the home


	This will increase family size thus more parking problems. Transient nature of these rentals will negatively affect neighborhoods. And eventually the

properties become trashier. Look at Fairfax city townhouses over by the safeway


	If the ALU is a "stand alone" dwelling then yes. If the ALU is an interior unit then no.


	No explanation was requested for the "no" comment.


	Entirely dependent on design and contextual situation.


	Consider variable max size proportionate to the size of the plot of land where it will be built


	Not for interior


	I don’t think they should mess up what we have and want to keep it that way; No not enlarge it, I like it as it is
	For a detached or semi attached ALU, many times it is difficult to design a plan that stays within 800 sqft and meets architectural objectives such as

retaining the character of the community. This can determine the shape of the building. Surprisingly just going to 900 or 950 sqft uselessly solves the

problem. There is no reason to go greater than about 950 sqft. This comment does not apply to interior ALUs such as basement conversions.


	As an example, if we made our basement an ALU, it would be more than 800 square feet


	Should be based on the size of the Townhouse square footage.


	Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.


	1,000-1,200 seems more reasonable to allow for extenuating situations requiring additional equipment.


	The ALU size would need to be relevant to the size of the overall home. Perhaps adopting a percentage limit on the home’s overall square footage would

be the best course of action.


	Depends on the size of the house
	 
	 
	 
	Question 6 comments:


	6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?
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	6. Should the maximum size of a detached ALU be increased above 1,200 square feet?



	Same comment as above. If a detached ALU is 1,500 square feet, it's like adding a second house on a parcel, which is not allowed in Fairfax County. It

has the same effect as building a duplex. The units are both full-size houses.


	Given parcel minimum sizing, and unenforceability, why not?


	Depends on space available and how it fits in and appears.


	If the purpose of ADUs is to allow for better aging in place and/or larger collection of families, allowing for larger detached ADUs will help with that.


	Hard to evaluate without understanding why it's currently set at 1,200sf maximum. Likely should be expressed as a factor to existing or newly proposed

size of primary structure.


	yes

find a way to collect water run of or rain...so it can be absorbed where it can. I live with a high blackjack clay density...and a larger unit will not interfere...

actually, the back fill with a better soil will help.


	I am strongly opposed to detached ADU's other than where currently allowed per Ordinance.


	As long as it's subordinate to the principal, but it should be capped to ensure there's no abuse, or a backdoor to setting up a second dwelling. Perhaps an

approach would be not including square footage for functional areas like kitchens and bathrooms, which may complicate things in the review.


	That is another house in alot of neighborhoods. That isn't accessory living


	If the lot has the space why not. This should be submitted as a waiver with justification - maintaining open space, tree cover, etc.


	We have enough stormwater flooding issues. Stop encouraging unplanned impervious development by right! housing issues cannot be solved just by

allowing density to increase everywhere (at least not responsibly). Plan development in line with infrastructure upgrades!


	units over 1200sf would likely only be appropriate on larger lots. perhaps 0.75 ac is a reasonable threshold.


	Depending on the size of the existing single dettached unit


	Lot size shouldn’t taken int consideration. Larger lots could accommodate but smaller lots would not
	To increase the size would basically change the zoning for single family neighborhoods


	Dependent on acreage of land available


	The County's infrastructure (water and sewer particularly) is being challenged as is.


	If the lot size will accommodate it.


	The unit is supposed to be accessory. Larger units would potentially equal another primary dwelling - which could be placed close to or at zero line.

Two strikes against larger units


	Given the building and rapid expansion this would impact larger zoning regarding single family homes, townhouses, this is not a viable solution to

housing shortages population density and necessary infrastructure such as roads, schools, access to public transportation


	Same as comment for 7.


	perfect!


	Goal is not to put full-sized (expensive) second homes on properties but to create small, affordable rental units in our expensive County.


	ALU should not be allowed


	1200 square feet is the size of a small dwelling. If the minimum required acerage is reduced, this change would result in cramming 2 or more houses on a

lot sized for a single dwelling, destroying the quality of the neighborhood. The environmental and safety costs would be enormous.


	Again, why call it an 'ALU' then- you're getting into the size factor of just additional outbuildings. The 2+ acreage requirement definitely needs to stand for

the detached units.


	By special permit (as today) based on specifics of Lot and House and Surrounds


	Not overcrowding areas, schools, and traffic as well as keeping up Single Home property values and neighboring property values must remain

paramount or residences declines from upper values to lower values very quickly


	Don't know.


	Think it should depend on the size of lot and neighborhood character.


	Over 1200 sq seems too large for most suburban plots.


	If detached units will be allowed on smaller lots there should be limits related to lot size to save open space on the lot
	The 1200 sf limit is a good general limit, but there needs to be flexibility that would allow larger ALU's under certain conditions.


	The County should not place a maximum size limit.


	Rather than maintaining the counties current draconian restrictions, the default should be automatic approval of ALUs, unless specific limiting

circumstances are found to apply.

This is NOT HARD. the size restrictions of the ALU should be related in a straightforward way to the size and and situation of the lot - exactly like primary

residences already are.


	Again, that is large enough.


	No need for that size


	See previous cmt.


	Site specific determination by SE


	You want to decrease the size of the lot size required for an ALU and increase the size of the ALU.


	Do not want ALU.


	Definitely not. We purchased single family homes because that’s the neighborhood we wanted to live in. Trying to crowd all single family neighborhoods

in to multi dwelling units does not respect our choices.


	Most plans on the market these days are around 2000 square feet and allow a young couple with a child or two some privacy and space for the children

to play giving the parents some peace.


	No way!


	I'm not sure of the square footage of a typical two car garage, but it seems logical that a detached ALU that is a garage on the first floor and an ALU on the

second floor would make sense. The ALU should be allowed to be the size of the garage in that case.


	I do not have any knowledge of ALUs. I do not have an informed response to your questions...


	Changing the zoning laws imposes hardships on the majority, and since it is after the fact it is WRONG.


	Perhaps it could be enlarged for larger lots.


	Yes, again, not all lot sizes are created equal in Fairfax county. It’s very likely that on some lots, an exterior ALU can reach 1600 square feet and still fit the

lot both aesthetically and physically
	No opinion.


	Again, unless it is for ADA compliance.


	The Chesapeake Bay still needs to be considered when moving g that much ground.


	It should be determined based upon the overall square footage of the main house.


	seems less likely to work well.


	The whole structure can be more than 1,200 but I don’t think people need more as far as the living area goes. I.e. No need to count garage square footage


	If it is larger, it becomes a second living structure bypassing zoning regs.


	Don't allow


	No. That's not an alu, that's the size of our house!


	On a lot 2 acres or more, the maximum size could be increased proportionally the the lot size to a larger maximum


	It should be in proportion to the available land and space of the existing housing unit.


	Never


	Yes, the detached ALU could be above 1200 ft.² given the finish square footage of the surrounding homes and lot sizes. There are some lots that are .9 of

an acre that if they were 1 acre, could be subdivided but because of zoning regulations these don’t meet the minimum lot size requirements. In this

instance, a larger ALU makes sense. Also, the Sq.Ft.cost to build a 1200 ft.² ALU is much higher compared to the cost to build a 1500 ft.².


	It's reasonable to tie ALU size to lot size, and locate in proximity to main dwelling. Do want to avoid turning neighborhoods into shanty towns.


	No!


	The maximum size of a detached accessory living unit should not be increased beyond 1200 square feet. A 1200-square-foot detached unit is already

comparable to a small single-family home, and expanding this limit would fundamentally change the purpose of an ALU from a modest secondary

dwelling to a full-scale standalone residence. Larger units would intensify land-use impacts, increase parking and infrastructure demands, and erode

the intended balance between primary and accessory structures. Raising the cap would undermine neighborhood character, strain shared resources,

and open the door to development that exceeds what these lots and surrounding communities were designed to support.
	Depends on the size of the primary lot and environmental/drainage impact


	No see other comments. Causes parking, plumbing, heating and electrical draw as original houses were approved on original design


	yes, but with consideration to floor area ratio -- i.e. preserving a specified density


	It depends on the amount of land it's on and whether that impacts storm runoff, tree cover, etc.


	Whatever gets the most housing built


	This too is entirely dependent upon to size of lot and the number of floors of the ALU structure.


	Only if the SF of property remains as is presently mandated.


	Depending on size of lot and encroachment on other lors


	See prior comment.


	A taller ALU with a smaller footprint might be above 1200 sq ft. Perhaps an ALU's footprint is more important than square footage when considering

neighborhood / tree impacts.


	don't know


	1200 sq ft is plenty for aging parents or single children


	have seen reasonable retrictions as to percentage of existing home or in Loudoun max is 2500 sq ft possible finished


	Not unless the property is above 2 acres


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	Depends on the existing structure in comparison to surrounding houses on both sides. Out of scale and out of proportion hurts neighbors


	None


	No, this is a classic slippery slope that will have major storm water, sewer, fire safety, and quality of life impacts.


	No ADUs


	Same comment as above. Terrible idea you are turning what is a lovely state into a nighmare state.


	Greater than 1200 sf is no longer and "accessory"; it is an additional primary living unit. No more than 1200 sf
	This would essentially become multi-family housing where we've paid dearly to live in a single-family-home neighborhood.


	Depends on design


	Please see the above comment


	Is it allowed now? I scanned the current zoning, and it seems fine. You are not explaining why you are looking at revising this and what you would like to

do.


	Depends on lot size.


	% of house size instead


	If someone wants to install an ALU on a 1/4 acre lot, that should probably be a No. But, if someone has 2 acres or more and wants to install an 800sq

ALU, sure as long as current guidelines are met. I’m not in favor of building an ALU for income/rental. But, I do support ALU for aging in place, caregivers,

and more.


	Again, lot size would be a major factor. Also, quibbling over whether the footprint is a couple of inches into a proscribed area--see the Greenbriar issue.

I've seen plans get caught up in encroaching into 10 foot setbacks.


	Depends on the average of the property


	Should depend upon lot size. Larger lots can have larger detached ADU.


	Again, it seems that ALUs are really-anti family, or at least anti-families with children. If a family with children wants to live in an ALU--and that is what

they can afford--why are they not allowed to have more than 1,200sf, according to Fairfax County? Think about it: a detached ALU may be a family's best

chance to live in OTHER THAN dense multi-family housing.

Moreover, HOW MANY detached ALU's have actually been BUILT (not just approved!) since FF Co put it's Ordinance into place? This is a whole lot of

regulation for a very, very little yield because it has been made so difficult, time-consuming, costly, unpredictable (staff AND BOARD development

conditions) and illogical. A detached ALU was made by-right for every residential property in Arlington County. Arlington County. Which already has

much denser zoning. What is Fairfax County's great fear?


	The size should be no more than a third the size of the principal dwelling unit. Furthermore, the height of the ALU should be such that it doesn't tower

over a structure/home on an adjacent property.


	That is a very large addition. Anything bigger is like building a house.


	No detached ALUs should be allowed. Full stop.


	I don't think most people want a whole house built in their neighbor's backyard.
	Should be on a sliding scale dependent on total square footage of original property and lot size. Detached ALU should not be as big as or exceed original

Property size and should not take up a set percentage of the total lot size (30%)


	Only if the surrounding property can retain it's character and not feel like the exterior space is compromised.


	Again, it depends upon the size of the land and existing improvements, the utilities hookups, and the character of the community -- as well as the needs

of the community for the availability of low-cost workforce residents.


	Maybe, so long as within some proportional limits relative to primary dwelling and lot size.


	Fairfax County has over 1,500 HOAs with governing documents that don’t allow ALUs. The County must continue to respect HOA governance rules.

Detached ALUs also run the risk of of being converted to short-term rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs and VRBOs.


	many of our homes are barely 1100 sq feet


	It depends on the setback from the property line. With sufficient serback, a unit could be larger.


	Depends on lot size, parking, size of main building


	With the increasing cost of housing, multigenerational families, especially those with elder care, are becoming more common.


	Increasing size would encourage larger number of occupants.


	Only if the lot is at least 2 acres and the lot can support an additional driveway for off street parking, while also keeping with the character of the

neighborhood, ie., not looking like a drug den.


	Maximum size should not be an arbitrary number. It should be determined by the property it's built on and should be determined by footprint size on the

property, not sqft.


	None


	It would have to correlate with the size of the home/property. I don’t think it’s a good idea to compromise neighborhood value/ character.


	It should be allowed if there is adequate room on the property. This provides more opportunity to age in place, families staying together, etc.
	Detached ALUs already pose serious risks to Great Falls' environmental and zoning charter. Increasing the size beyond 1,200 sq ft would effectively

allow the construction of secondary houses, threatening open space, septic capacity, and rural aesthetics.


	I cannot support and would more like work against this


	Maybe, depending on lot size.


	Acreage dependent


	Similarly to the answer above, have County staff and inspectors paid close attention to some of the "pool houses" they've approved over the years in

McLean District that are on less than an acre? How were they approved with full kitchens, living spaces etc on less than one acre let alone two acres?

One such "pool house" in Franklin Park is larger than my entire house. The County is already approving these structures, just not calling them ALUs.


	No. the size of ALU should be limited.


	This would seem to depend on the lot size and meeting property set-backs requirements.


	It depends on the size of the original dwelling and lot - what is the proportion of land devoted to structures, what are height limitations, can the ALU be

multi-storied, how is slope and water drainage affected, how does shadow affect neighbors? It also depends on where the ALU is in relation to the rest of

the dwelling. It also depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random square footage or a specific type of room (bathroom, bedroom, kitchen,

etc.).; This should be studied. It depends on the size of the original dwelling and lot. Are multi-stories allowed? It also depends on where the ALU is in

relation to the rest of the dwelling. Slope, water drainage should be considered. Shadow effect on the neighbor should also be considered. It also

depends on what the increase is being used for -- a random square footage or a specific type of room (a bathroom, bedroom, kitchen?)


	ESpecislly not if the required lot size is lowered


	Only if on a very large piece of land.


	Vans and cars obstructing roads are the main issue. Parking on the grass potentially harms underground utilities and may actually increase costs for

unintended damage (due to parking on the front lawn grass) that will necessarily affect county costs and therefore, potentially increase costs. Front

lawns with parked vans or cars are visually unappealing for sellers and will eventually lower housing values.


	I am not sure.


	Depends on the size and land of the property. If ALUs are used for aging family it may be necessary to have larger bathrooms and hallways to

accommodate a wheelchair
	Increasing the size = increasing the rental rate. HOW does this help with affordable housing options!?!?! All it does is add financial gain to the

homeowner at the expense of the population needing affordable rent, and the neighbors who have to deal with the extra traffic, parking and noise. (I

work with people who need affordable housing, I know these ALUs do not solve the problem!!!) Also, you are talking about increasing the size, without

putting a condition on the size of land needed for a detached ALU to be that size? You are missing part of the equation. NOTE: The BZA has more than

once approved an interior ALU well over this proposed detached ALU size. Again, if you are going to allow bigger ALUs you MUST take away the BZAs

discretion because it will only make their exceptions more egregious. (They will allow bigger and bigger even on interior ALUs.....)


	Once a certain size threshold is exceeded, the second dwelling will increase potential occupancy opportunities. This will create parking concerns,

overpopulating a residential lot, more risks for fire and police activity.


	Depends on lot size


	No, I meant to respond with No. If increased, it would be more apt to become a rental property


	As long as it adheres to the land requirements (# of sq feet of ground on the property)


	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted

and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,

and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now

would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.


	Same answer as above. That depends a great deal on the site. If it's a large property, such as an acre lot, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have

to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other environmental or security concerns.; Same answer as above. That depends a great deal on the

site. If it's a large property, such as an acre lot, it could allow for a larger ALU. But it would have to incorporate impact on sewage / water usage and other

environmental or security concerns. However, there should also be a restriction on placement and height. No one wants a new gigantic or poorly placed

building.to drastically change the sunlight / privacy of a neighbor's yard/home. Although I don't think a public hearing would be required, the owner

should have the consent of the neighbors on 3 sides that would be the most impacted. (Like a recent story in the news, where an addition was approved

for a home, but it was 2 stories tall and completely overshadowed the neighbor's house / yard.)
	This would depend on the size of the yard, Fairfax County has mostly properties with small yards which would make a 1200 square foot unit take up too

much land. Meanwhile there are older neighborhoods with real yards that could handle a detached unit over 1200 square feet. It should be proportional.


	This depends greatly on impervious surface maximums and would vary by lot. Again, suggest a percentage or other metric rather than a straight number

of sf.


	See above


	If there’s a demand for it, let people have it


	1,200 sq. ft. is the equivalent to a 30' x 40' home. A footprint of this dimension would be larger than the existing primary residence on many of the

neighborhood lots in Fairfax County.


	Most basements are 1200 sf


	See comments above. Difficult to respond to as it depends in part on the ALU. A possible exception could be if the ALU is on a property with acreage and

requisite infrastructure to support the increased size. Townhouses, homes on cul de sacs, and many residential homes do not provide this type of

acreage. While this would require more research, an acre of land would seem to be a reasonable condition assuming the ALU footprint is no larger than a

certain percentage of the main property. Also, in keeping with the intent of the ALU in terms of affordable housing, price limits would seem to be

appropriate. Otherwise, the larger ALU with larger rents that may be unaffordable by those in need goes contrary to the intent and purpose of providing

ALUs.


	If it is multi-leveled, like an above garage or could have a secondary use then more square footage would be applicable.


	I am not informed enough to comment on this detail.


	Same as previous. It should not be a hard sq ft allotment. That makes zero logical sense. Should be related to the original size of the home and a

percentage growth of the home. E.g. 20%


	Above 1200 sq ft you are talking about a whole second home on the lot.


	Don't use a numeric limitation. Instead, use a percentage, or a combination of numeric and percentage. EG no more than 1200 sq ft or 20 percent of

total living space, which ever is less.


	This should depend on the size of the whole lot in relation to the size of the existing structure plus the new structure. The total size of the old and new

structure should not overwhelm the size of the lot.
	Depends on the size and layout of the principal residence. Some GF houses are 12-16K SqFt and could easily have ALU sections larger than 1200 SqFt


	Main reason to limit would be to discourage permanent occupancy by more than 2 related permanent occupants.


	Yes, likewise to the answer to #5, if we are permitting 28,000 ft2 main houses, a 2,400 ft2 ALU would not be out of character for the neighborhood.


	Depends on overall space


	A detached ALU above 1200 square feet would be more like a second house and would potentially detract from the neighborhood etc.


	There should not be a limit if over 2 acres


	That's plenty without creating overcrowding or overoccupation problems


	These structures should only allow 1-2 additional residents residing..any structure larger than this would be prone to increased number of residents and

overcrowded living


	If the lot on which it is built can handle it and if it does not impact the view or line of sight of surrounding properties.


	Yes if they stick to the 2+ acre requirement


	See previous comment


	I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.


	More space


	Such drastic increase in human density destroys the character and look and feel of a neighborhood, stresses the infrastructure, usually increases crime

levels, and violates the initial specification people buy into at time pf purchase.


	if the property has the capacity for it


	1200 sq ft it the size of many existing homes. Once above 1200 ft you are actually creating 2 main houses on the same property, and not adding an ALU.


	From what? On what size property? Set backs? Height?


	Crowding the neighbors

Changing the character of the neighborhood


	Depends upon size of lot and original structure
	I’d like to understand the parameters around which maximum size is set. I worry that going bigger changes it from being an ALU (which I perceive as

supplemental housing) to being a (more commercial?) multifamily housing unit, like an apartment building or a condo building. That changes the nature

of the Neighbourhood too greatly I think.


	It makes more sense to define maximum ALU size by lot size. Larger lots can have larger exterior ALUs.


	Unless it's a couple, then most efficiencies are just over 800 and most times right at that. 1,000 should be the max.


	Besides the traffic and parking issues, providing water/gas/electricity to these larger structures could easily overwhelm our aging utilities.


	1,200 sqft is almost the size/foot print of some of the existing properties, therefore it'll just be another (or 2) SFHs on a lot designed for 1 SFH. No they

must be smaller than the existing property.


	why not 1600 if its 2 stories


	Increasing size may encourage alternate commercial uses that stray from the original spirit of an ADU, which is conceived along the lines of support an

ailing family member vice marketing as a rental for purely profit/rental income.


	Not important for the expansion of ALUs


	The homeowner should decide this.


	whatever size the property can accomodate


	Perhaps tire it to land size available


	I think it would depend upon the lot size


	1,200 sq. ft is too large. It's a typical size for a small 3-bedroom, 2-bath house. Keep limits to two people with at most two bathrooms and one bedroom -

900-1000 sq. ft. at most


	It would depend on the size of the lot.


	Yes, as long as property set back requirements are followed.


	1200 is probably adequate but I don’t really understand why the county cares how big it is if there is space on the lot and no environmental concerns.


	Is this total square feet? 1200 feels like enough for a footprint, but an extra level or basement should be permitted
	Over 1200 sq ft seems excessive, but for large properties may be possible. But I think current infrastructure and what can be supported at the location

(sewer, utilities) and also setback/privacy for neighbors being impacted. Additionally, consider what can be enforced. Don’t allow large structures if

you’re worried that would lead to abuse of the system and there is no way to ascertain if the larger structures are being misused


	Dependent on lot size. If wanting larger than limit, this would require exemption, county impact review and approval from county board.


	If the lot is huge over 2 acres maybe otherwise changes neighbothood


	Not sure not good with measurements but that sounds small.


	There shouldn't be any limits. It's private property. If people want a larger ALU, let them build one.


	Larger than 1200 square feet would be like having two houses on the same property.


	If the alu sits on a larger property, such as 2 or more acres then you could have a bigger one. Also tiny homes should be allowed.


	Provided the property size overall is 2 acres or more, then yes.


	I would like the county to follow what Montgomery County, MD has done with ASUs. The program is successful. I believe that have a 1200 ft. Limit.


	ALUs should not be expanded in Fairfax County, but eliminated unless under very specific guidelines that have oversight and governance by multiple

sources and agencies within Fairfax County, not just the board of supervisors, whose policies often seem to be driven by a political agenda rather than

common sense solutions that will benefit all residents of the county and all taxpayers.


	I don’t want our neighborhoods to look like California, where there are two entire houses on one lot.


	Unsure


	1200 sq feet used to be the size of a starter home. It's big enough for an ALU.


	It no longer is an ALU when it becomes so large it is effectively another housing unit (AHU). Frankly, even 800 square feet likely is too large for the reduced

property sizes being considered. The concept of This is as big as a single family house. When I was born we lived in a 3 bedroom one level house in Fairfax

County about this size. There were 4 of us living there, Mom, Dad, and 2 children. ALU’s is ok when you are talking about a limited suite for a family

member which gives them some autonomy and independence. It is not ok when this becomes an artifice to change the zoning and planning to allow

unfettered expansion of dwelling units and changing the zoning, planning and character of communities.
	If owners also build parking lots in back yard, this would be OK. However, at least on my street, street parking is already a problem.


	Ruins neighborhood esthetic, turns neighborhoods into rentals, transient inhabitants, overcrowding, no parking, noise increase,


	Infrastructure would need to support it.


	PRIVATE single family homes are more suitable for this. How would you want to create house affordability if you cannot expand such opportunities by

being constrained with 1200 feet? How can an owner combine an ALU with other amenities like a garage with just 1200sf?


	Same as above. Setbacks and height are most important than square footage. If it fits on the lot, let it build. If an ALU cannot be built to accommodate a

modest "granny flat," many property owners opt to tear down and rebuild, and that leads to a far more disruptive project for trees, stormwater, and

neighborhood character.


	depends upon the size of the lot a 5acre lot could accommodate more square footage than a 0.25 acre lot


	Should have a sqft per person limit


	The size should be based on the house size and parking availability. Street parking does not count. Whatever the size, the ALU should be taxed just as a

home is.


	n


	I thought the requirement was a percentage of your existing home? When I did the calculations I could only do 800 sq ft even as a stand alone property.

1500 would be reasonable.


	Most 2-bedroom apartments are around the same square footage. Increasing the maximum allowable ALU square footage will make them more

competitive since they are ultimately pooling from the same customer base.


	I have built 3 ALU's/ADU's and they don't need to be large. They need to be detached and allowed to be wedged onto lots with less setback

requirements. PLEASE get rid of all the storm water boondoggle UPB's and UPD systems that are outrageously expensive and difficult to install!


	Footprint as opposed to see ft -loft or creative space use shouldn't count against the limit.


	Again. It’s size, number of people, parking etc


	Permitting should be done on a case-by-case basis
	Larger detached units increase neighborhood and infrastructure impacts and move beyond the original intent of accessory housing.


	Depends on the lot size. a five acre lot could support a larger dwelling where a smaller lot couldn't. I would encourage some type of ratio to guide

permitting, with a ultimate maximum size.


	some apartments and condos don't even have that much square footage. costs to rent larger units would defeat the purpose of adding affordable

housing options.


	These are a smaller concern because the lot needs to be 2 acres plus.


	I see no reason to prevent total square footage of an ALU on someone's own property. It is reasonable to have some minimum distances to edges of lot

probably though to not interfere with neighbors. Also, anything talking in absolute numbers like this is absurd. A 1300sqft ALU on 0.5 acre is completely

different than on 0.25 acres.


	Maybe link maximum size to a proportion of the lot size.


	Maybe, if the property is large enough and it doesn't obliterate the green space, which is growing more and more scarce in many parts of Fairfax.


	Relative to size of lot (establish formula) and required comprehensive involvement of county in assessment (and rules) for determining whether existing

sewer, electrical, parking, etc. can be modified to support ALU(s). For example, my home is on 3/4 acre and seemingly appropriately sized for an ALU.

BUT effect on neighboring properties and neighborhood structural integrity (from sewer to electrical to traffic to tree preservation, and more I am mot

even thinking about at this moment).

Tear-downs on my street have not been well supervised - I have watched out-of-neighborhood investors skirt tree preservation requirements over and

over again . . . this is just an example of my experience in observing the County supervision of construction that informs my opinion about the need for

enforceable rules for ALUs.


	Should be in relation to the size of main building / house


	If the lot can accommodate it, then yes.


	It depends on the size of the lot.


	Larger sqare footage would permit a second strory while keeping a moderate footprint, and would allow realistic aging in place (i.e., room for a guest

room)


	On lots of one acre or larger there would be little community impact compared to subdivided lots at 10,000 sf. Utilities could be complicated
	There should be enough space for 2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom, small kitchen, dining space, living room, and storage.


	The maximum size of a detached ALU should probably be dependent on the size of the lot and/or available land on a lot.


	environmental concerns about water runoff and flooding if too much of a properties footprint is developed.


	Get a house at that point


	Exterior ALUs with high ceilings, gardens, or other unusable space could be exempt.


	Maybe depending on lot size


	Great Falls has large lots in many places so expanding that ALU size would lead to the the construction of huge second houses that would not be

affordable in any way, but they would wreck the semi-rural character of this community. I am aware in other places that ALUs have become Airbnbs and

this would certainly happen here leading to further neighborhhod deterioration with a steady stream of transients who care nothing about neighbors.


	If the lot allows for it


	Max size should scale based on property size


	No


	THis would be a good size for a family or 2 people who have grand kids that like to visit


	If the lot is large enough without impacting tree cover and stormwater.


	Depends on the space available on the property.


	This has not been proven/shown to be necessary.


	Provided they can match setback requirements, avoid significant adverse environmental impact, and so on, I can see no reason why any given size would

be prohibitive. It's situational, not something that needs a flat max.


	It’s a small space. Too small for at least 2 baths which would make things convenient for whoever has to live there.


	Looking forward, there's a lot of very large housing stock being built in the area - in my neighborhood (Little River Hills) many original houses are being

razed and rebuilt as 5000+ sq.ft. units. Providing the ability to reconfigure those in the future will help affordability the area.


	Depends on the size of the lot and the size of the primary residence.
	Should be related to the size of the lot.;


	should not compete with SFH size


	If a detached ALU is already built and it is larger than 1200 square feet, then it is possible. Parking should be available of course.


	depends on lot size, parking, etc.


	If there is no strong policy reason for a 1200-square-foot limit in all circumstances, then there should be no such limit; or at any rate the limitation should

not be absolute.


	Our septic systems were not designed to accommodate more occupants.

Our well water will run out. Is the county going to provide water and sewage service when we have problems?


	My same respons as above: Flexibility Flexibility Flexibility, I am in favor of any size ALU to help accommodate the high cost of living in FFX Cty.


	See 5 comment


	If the lot size is large, why not?


	That is a very large space and any ALU should be much smaller.


	Let the homeowner determine what size works best. I am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety


	Depends on the size of the home.


	I think there should be the flexibility of it.


	That’s large enough


	That is basically two houses on one lot. That takes away too much nature and brings in too many people increasing traffic and parking issues.


	Size shouldn't be taken in consideration whether is too large or small.


	Depends on size of residence and available space.


	Again, I wouldn’t restrict size unless it was truly necessary. Families should have more autonomy over how they want to use their space.


	Same comment as above


	Depends on size of main structure. The ALU should be proportional to main home and lot.
	Why is there a maximum?


	The maximum size of the detached ALU could increase in increments according to the size of the main house ans well as size of the property.


	Only on multiple acre parcels.


	Same as above


	I think 1200 is more than sufficient if only one or two people will be living there. I think the look and feel of most neighborhoods would be drastically

different if many houses also had >1200-sq ft detached ALUs. I'm also guessing most houses also don't have backyards big enough to support a separate

structure bigger than that. (Will there be a height limit so there aren't 3-level ALUs?)


	above 1200 sq ft is approaching the size of a townhouse as an add on to a single family home. Too big.


	With consideration of lot size and setbacks.


	Depends on the neighborhood and lot size.


	Dependent on lot size.


	Shrink it


	Dependent on property size


	depends on the size of the lot and the number of stories of the existing home and the ALU. could be 2 stories or above garage.


	I am in favor of this as long as it stays within the setbacks for the property line. For example, our primary dwelling must be set 25 feet back from our back

property line and 10 feet from the side. I think any new dwelling should also need to be that far from the lines to avoid overcrowding and along green

space.


	More infrastructure needed. Is the motive to generate more taxes? Change Fairfax County to “Fairfax Motel”?


	ALU will ruin the character of a single family community.


	Especially since the lot acreage is 2 acres


	If you have over 2 acres


	Density


	Again, depending on the size of the lot
	While the footprint should be limited, not allowing for basement or upper flooring. Perhaps the ALU can not exceed 1/2 the size of the main dwelling.


	The size allowed should expand as the size of the baseline property is increased


	Anything larger is a real house or apartment.


	It should be relative to the lot size.


	Probably yes. 1200 square feet seems small to be the maximum sized allowable.


	Any detached ALU should be 1-2 small bedrooms [2nd for single bed or den], 1.5 baths and that could be done in 700 sq feet. A 1200 sq foot house is the

equivalent of the 1950's 3 bedroom 1,5-2.5 bath split level.


	Bigger the better


	I don't know the answer to this. I don't have a good feel for how much "living area" can be contained in 1,200 sq ft.


	Sane as above.


	Not sure


	It is not a home. I have seen single family starter homes 1200 sq feet. So basically this could be another single family home on a lot increasing the

density to 2 per lot.


	Modest flexibility may be appropriate on larger lots, but detached units should remain secondary in scale and subject to clear design and setback

standards.


	Modest flexibility may be appropriate on larger lots, but detached units should remain secondary in scale and subject to clear design and setback

standards.


	It depends on the situation


	no!!


	Depends on size of townhouse and/or home's land availability.


	Oppose ALU


	The primary reason for an ALU should be inviting elderly parents.


	1200 is huge!!


	It is the right size.


	Depending upon lot size


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.
	If detached units are allowed on lots smaller than 2 acres, then size and height should be regulated. My 2 bedroom/2and 1/2 bath townhouse condo with

a loft was 1400 square feet. Could there be some type of sliding scale based on size of lot.


	No, at that point it's almost another house!


	NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7.

Vulnerable crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking.

Bad Drain on power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.


	Size for 2 BR apt


	Maybe allow for easier lot separation depending on lot size.


	Should depend on lot size.


	Depends on how much space there is


	This just provides an excuse of further mc-mansion-ism.


	If the land/plot allows it then afford the opportunity. It’s the homeowners decision to do what they want with their vacant space, within code.


	ALUs should always be smaller and as much as possible unnoticeable to the main dwellling. The look of the neighborhood should not change.


	size should not be limited as the setbacks and structure size of houses should still apply


	If sufficient space exists on the property and it doesn't adversely affect view lines, etc of neighbors why not?


	Overly large for lots under 1 acre.


	Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County


	Depends on what the maximum size is increased to.


	Depends on underlying acreage. More acreage, more square footage.


	Too big for most lots and looks like a second home


	I think there should be an upper limit. It wouldn't make sense for an ALU to be larger than the primary home.
	I believe the ALU should not exceed 50% of the primary dwelling and should adhere to the neighborhoods architectural standards for the sake of

aesthetics and consistency.; 50% of the size of the primary dwelling if the ALU will fit within setbacks and lot dimension. ALU cannot exceed height of

primary dwelling


	All these proposals are designed to have people pack into a building and live like rats. Why don't you take an existing underused office building and

convert it to housing.


	ALU is an all around bad idea.


	No ALUs regardless of size, interior or exterior.


	same as above


	Consider max % sq ft related to main dwelling and max footprint based on a % of property sq ft


	This is especially important because Fairfax county has bigger lot sizes than in city centers and way more than in DC. This is a great way to solve the

housing affordability and availability crisis.


	Yes, if the lot is sufficiently large and it does not negatively impact neighbors.


	ALU construction should be compatible with community housing.


	See answer to Ques 5. ALU should probably be smaller than the house where it is built.


	Absolutely, but this alone won't solve the issue. The County's max coverage (lot occupancy) is too low and so that ends up restricting what can be

accomplished - at least in my SF zoning district. I explored an ALU on my own property but gave up. The unit was too small (at 1200 SF) and I was going to

exceed my lot coverage.


	The max size should be capped but 1200 sqft generally but in some circumstances on larger lots like in Great Falls, a slightly larger detached ALU should

be permitted


	See what California lists for their ADUs.

Can maximum unit sizes exceed 1,200 square feet for ADUs?

Yes. Maximum unit sizes can exceed 1,200 square feet for ADUs through the adoption of a

less stringent local ADU ordinance. State ADU Law does not limit the authority of local

agencies to adopt less restrictive requirements for the creation of ADUs. (Gov. Code, § 66325,

subd.

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/policy-and-research/adu-handbook-update.pdf
	My former condo was above that. It was not that big. If an elderly person in a wheelchair needed an inlaw suite it would need to be big enough to

accommodate a wheelchair and maybe a larger bed.


	Yes, let homeowners use their property how they see fit as long as it’s reasonable (not a full sized additional home on property).


	I think this would depend on lot size in connection with other space considerations (tree removal, etc.). With detached ALU's the question arises of at

what point does a structure go from being an ALU to a simply a second full-sized home. I imagine their might be property tax implications involved in this

that go beyond my knowledge.


	It should depend on the size of the lot.


	All ALUs in Fairfax must be “subordinate,” or visibly smaller than their primary dwellings, no matter the maximum square footage the county allows.

It’s worth considering larger detached ALUs that are in proportion (and still subordinate) to the larger home and lot sizes in Fairfax, especially as ALUs

will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.


	No comment


	Above 1200 makes it a second house on the lot. At that point, should the lot be subdivided and multiple units built. I foresee a real mess.


	ADU size should be proportional to the size of the main house.


	Absolutely NOT!


	This is a redundant question


	Doesn’t need to be above 1,200 square feet


	If we wanted this, we'd still live in DC!


	Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)


	Single family homes need to be single family homes.


	Above 1200 square feet, maybe have restrictions on placement and additional parking.


	size of existing lot and building on it was argued many times before and now being ignored again. Money directs the supervisors again.
	I would allow increase If and only if an additional 230 square feet permitted a single car garage and another 150 sf for two baths. I personally would hope

to have an adu to house two carers to permit aging in place and avoid assisted living / memory care costs which are very high.


	The current trend of maxing out the space to fill the entire lot is terrible. Neighbors in the normal sized older homes wake up to find enormous buildings

looming over their properties. Buildings that are too big change the character of the neighborhood.


	Bigger is now a full house.


	See no reason for this ; I see no reason for this


	Unsure.


	The impact would be minimal, as only a handful of property owners would build in this way.


	Ditto to the answer above


	I am completely opposed to detached ALU.


	See my prior comment.


	If there is enough sq.footage


	how big will this get and ruin the community and parking.


	Detatched structures for the use of rental on a residential property should be illegal.


	I will depend on lot size and layout. A detached garage conversion could easily end up over 1200 sq ft over 2 floors with the downstairs containing

parking or laundry or another entry room and the full upstairs being the bulk of the ALU.


	ALUs already need to be smaller than primary dwellings, so this limit is redundant


	Depends on the design. A "tiny house" should absolutely be allowed on ANY parcel of property.


	Too big unless on 5 acre lot or more


	Depends on the nature and location of the ALU


	Similar to my last response - if there is enough acreage to support a larger ALU, it is probably not a huge deal to increase max size, but it probably isn't

wise on a smaller lot.


	1200 square feet seems large. A single level 3 bedroom house could be 1200 square feet.


	ALUs will still be governed by rules relating to lot occupancy, setbacks, and other environmental regulations.


	Not much larger
	After a point, it becomes two houses on a single lot without division rights or family division rights, which seems like it pushes outside of the initial goals

of aging in place, providing for elderly family and friends, and some options for rental income without negatively impacting neighbors. There does need to

be some occupancy limit to limit traffic, parking issues, trash collection issues, and eventual stresses on other services like fire and rescue.


	It makes a suburban area look like a big city.


	Neighborhood character.


	It should depend on the primary house size and be a reasonable ratio


	It depends on how big the yard is, how close it will be to the property line, how many residents can legally live there. You need to be concerned about

environmental issues before you allow more structures to be built.


	Maybe 1500


	Don't know.


	Again, same issue as above. Every house would turn into a McMansion. Right now we have a zero lot line approved from several years ago. With 1/4 acre,

a house course take the entire footprint of the property. In the recent snow storm, the county did not plow our street curb to curb. Those that were parked

in the street made it impossible for two cars to pass each other. Also, the school buses could not pass each other and drivers who were behind the

buses had to turn around and hope there was an open driveway to maneuver around the buses. What would happen if there were cars parked on both

sides of the street filling the entire block and a fire truck or ambulance need to provide services on our street?


	1200 square feet is more than enough for an age in place situation.


	Depend on lot size


	The maximum size of a detached ALU could depend upon the lot size and primary dwelling size. In our single family housing community, I can't imagine

including large detached ADUs on our small lots.


	I don’t believe that detached ALUs should be allowed.


	It might be better to have the maximum size limit of an exterior ALU be proportional to the lot size, with no ALUs allowed in lots under .75 acres


	Most R1, are too small as it is for a shed or garage: how fit a whole new bldg?


	Living space capped at 1200 sqf, but increase total space of a "stand alone" ADU to allow for garage space below the unit.


	Yes. If we want to enable them to be used for people to have children, that would make sense.


	I have no opinion on this one.
	Same comment as previous. This does require due diligence by staff to adhere to the criteria you so espouse, which we so far have not. There is a lack of

trust that needs to bridged before going forward.


	Consider variable max size proportionate to the size of the plot of land where it will be built


	I like it as it is, let them work two jobs so they can work for what they want, don’t hand it to them


	Please see my comments to question #5.


	It is difficult to design a floor plan with all the elements of a home within 1200 square feet, and to make the result look compatible with the primary home

and neighboring houses.


	If the lot is of appropriate size. This should not be a set value for all properties as proportion matters.


	Dependent on lot size.


	Family usage only.


	Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.


	The ALU size would need to be relevant to the size of the property.


	Depends on lot size
	 
	 
	 
	Question 7 comments:
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	3-4 if it's they're related children


	Maximum of three people, and children should count as part of that number.


	That would depend on the intended use. The county may legitimately restrict the size and occupancy levels of rental housing. However, seniors requiring

living assistance on order to age in place should be free to get that assistance from multiple individuals or a whole family living on site. The old Code

seemed to allow for this by right for owners (or relatives) over a certain age, even if they occupied the new unit and live in help occupied the existing

dwelling. I can't imagine why that consideration was removed by the new Code.


	Why do we legislate who gets to live together? Weird puritanical stuff. If four bros are cool double bunking and there are no health or safety concerns with

cohabitating like that (why would there be, it's fine if they're in relationships with each other or with women, right?). Right now the zoning regulation says if I

have a roommate in a 2-bedroom ALU neither of us is allowed to have a significant other move in? That's weird.


	Unenforceable anyway; unless there are financial penalties that are substantive.


	Again, if this is just a backdoor way to increase density, it is a bad idea.


	Maximum 2 bedrooms, consisting of maximum 2 adults and 2 children, all occupants to be related by blood, marriage and/or legal means (adoption,

fostering etc).


	It could be for my adult kids and grandchildren...


	Again, strongly opposed to any ALU's other than those already permitted by Ordinance.


	No comment


	This is tied to previous questions, but generally if the area can sustain that, it should be fine. Additionally, the ability to have more than two could be tied to

land area (1 acre or more).


	Kids and a pet. I count the pet as another body.


	I think 3 in terms of a family. But 3 young men in their 20s is probably not what i would want in a neighborhood


	In addition to the examples provided, a live in nurse might be one.


	If an ALU is big enough, a family should be able to live inside


	The example is reasonable. I'd suggest a max of 2, with a bonus occupant of 1 (for max of 3) if all occupied related by blood or marriage.
	Families should be allowed up to 5 persons total


	Caregivers sometimes could be 1-2 individuals if it's care for two people. Do this should be factored-in.


	larger lots should be able to park and handle more residents


	Limit to 3 people, but limit to three or four if related, counting children.


	An elderly couple may have a live-in caretaker


	FFX Co. has NO extra $ to supply necessary added services/infrastructure such as schools, fire/police, parks, roads, etc to SERVE a huge increase in

population. In a rush to provide more AFFORDABLE housing, all of the infrastructure noted above is being ignored at the expense of EXISTING populations.

This is incredibly short-sighted and damaging to quality of life of EVERYONE in FFX Co. Therefore changes to ADU guidelines MUST be carefully crafted to

prevent permanent damage to our physical ecology and social 'amenity' infrastructure. Global warming is being ignored at peril to all.


	It's virtually impossible to regulate occupancy.


	Perhaps 3 persons if one is a fulltime caregiver for the other 2 persons


	Only if off street parking for each adult is available.


	it should be a ratio to the square feet of the unit. But yes, in general it should be expanded, but you don't want 3 people living in 800 square feet.


	3 people could be fine, especially in the instances of elderly parents with a non-independent adult/young child (either requires constant care or the instance

of a grand child being under grandparent care.) However, the question becomes


	1 adult with 2 children or 2 adults with one child. Want to help house children. Not 3 or more adults.


	ALU should not be allowed


	There is no effective zoning enforcement. So all unrelated boarders have to say is they are related and that ends the matter. In reality, that turns into 3 or 4 or

more vehicles. The problem with reasonable sounding changes is that the liberalization will be abused. Part of the shortage of affordable housing is more

money can be made by renting to groups rather than selling or renting to younger buyers eagar to get a home for their family.


	Again, not sure- don't know enough about this but could see children being the issue here.
	I think ALU's should aim for being accomodation also for young and starting families. ALU occupancy should permit two adults and their children. There

would be a concern about how many children so not sure how to regulate that. Maybe at start of each individual occupancy have a limit of say 2 adults and

up to 3 children and then assume that either by birth, adoption or subsequent marriage additional children need an adminstrative permit?


	Fairfax County is heavy in international transplants that already live with more individuals in a house than is within code, with many renting each room to

non-family members, vastly decreasing value single home neighborhood. Control for single home neighborhoods must remain intact. HOAs should have

the option to decline ALUs per home. For example, at 8206 Frye Rd, the owner built a wall between two parts of their house for a daycare, without permits or

code compliance. All water, gas and electrical / circuit panel still remain on one side of the house. Then they decided to rent out two halves of each house

with kitchens on both sides on the same circuit breakers, but only access on one side. Then the front part of the house started renting out rooms to

unrelated migrant Honduran families. At any given time, there are 5 bedrooms between both sides and no less than 7-8 cars. It's bad for the neighborhood

and contributed to decline. Across the street, an HVAC business runs out of the basement and two latino families live upstairs. A commercial parking lot

was created in a residential zone, with non compliant parking of commercial vans and trucks in a residential zoned area. All of these are happening within

Fairfax County now, without control or oversight, mostly because immigrant families are willing to live multiples to one house and Fairfax County is loaded

with immigrant families. I'm all for immigration, but I don't approve of decimation of single family home neighborhoods.


	If aging in place, one might wish for a family, or two nurses to live in the ALU - so that 24/7 hours are covered, so I think it could be flexible, again depending

on the neighborhood character and size of lot/ALU.


	limit to two adults, but allow additional children


	ALU occupancy should be limited to 4 persons if they are all directly related by blood or marriage (husband, wife, father, mother, son, daughter, grandchild)

to the primary owner of the property. Occupancy should be limited to two persons if they are not directly related to primary owner of the property. A limit of

no more than three bloodlines total per residential property should be in place.


	There needs to be some kind of limit set. Yes, if all the occupants of the house and ALU are related, there should be no max. If that's not the case, then

young children, possibly 6 and under (not school aged yet), should not be counted. For example, a young couple that has a baby or one or two small children

I don't think should not be disqualified.


	The County should not place a maximum limit.


	Has the County forgotten the problems with group homes from 20years ago?


	YES. Occupancy should be determined by size. See answer to 6.


	2x adults and one child under age 5. Older children may require more living space


	Site specific determination through SE
	Children should be counted regardless of the number of occupants allowed in an ALU: they require space, use water/energy, attend schools, play in parks

and playgrounds.


	Do not want ALU. No to ALU.


	We have single family homes in our neighbors that are already renting out rooms and cars parked on lawns because of lack of parking space. Now you

proposing to add another structure on the property that will just add more renters. I’m not sure why the County is intent on destroying single family

neighborhoods!


	A young couple will need space for two children


	Absurd idea.


	For visitors, grandchildren, not renters


	Wording should be changed to "no more that 2 adults" and define children as 12 or under.


	All ALU Zoning Ordinance Amendments should be denied.


	Increasing the number to more than two will most likely lead to increased enrollment in schools (the extra people will most likely be students). Unless there

is a plan to proffer to finance these additional students, I do not think the number should go above 2 people.


	Occupancy above 2 only within same family


	Destabiless single family neighborhoods.


	Too large already


	This type of arrangement would work well for senior citizens or for young couples or single parents. So the maximum could be increased to include children.


	Depends on the size of the ALU, who is dwelling in it etc


	Why are we setting a maximum at all? If a family with one child (3 people) live in an ADU and eventually have a 4th child, why should they be kicked out?


	Yes, children should be a separate consideration.


	A young couple with children may need to be in the ALU. In Germany, generations switch living areas as time goes on.


	Do not change the current zoning laws,


	Family only if above 2 people
	Occupancy should not be increased beyond three persons. Allowing more than three occupants would place unnecessary strain on parking, utilities, and

shared infrastructure, and it would intensify the use of a space that was never designed to support higher density. A three-person limit maintains safety,

preserves livability, and ensures that the unit remains consistent with its intended scale and purpose.


	Only if blood/marriage are the two residents and their children do not count against the occupancy limit


	Again original design was approved for certain numbers and size adding more people cause streets to be clogged, more traffic, less parking. It only hurts not

helps.


	If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the

occupancy.


	There currently is no enforcement on the number of people renting basements especially to non-related families. This is a major practice in immigrant

communities. This cause major parking issues and also increases the possiblity of spreading disease due to over crowding. Also increase issue with trash.


	Maybe, if ALU occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and maximum of 3 children.


	Perhaps if extended family.


	I like the idea that family members could live there with 1-2 children. If this were a married couple, occupancy would need to support 3 or 4 - or not count

children in occupancy. I think more than 2 children would be too many, even for this family scenario, so it still makes sense to me to count the children and

allow max 2-3 adults and max 1-2 children, however you want to do it to end up at 4 max.


	none of our business as long as not renters; could have caregiver with a husband and 2 kids; or starting couple with mom and dad and 2 little ones; none of

our business if related;

is this prejudice against same sex couples? could be


	As above


	As long as the size of the ALU is compliant, and there's no impact to neighbors regarding parking


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	No comment


	Again, this is another slippery slope that will have ramifications on many fronts.
	No ADUs


	ALU's are a very bad idea onless on a property of two or more acres.


	No. again this is supposed to be an accessory unit - not an an additional primary unit.


	This could depend on the circumstances.


	If and only if the principal dwelling and ALU residents are related by blood or marriage *and* their children are included. Should NOT allow more than 2

adults to live in ALU.


	Only if the homeowner stays in the home *and* is related by marriage or blood to the ALU occupants *and* there are no more than 2 adults in the ALU--

children of the adults in the ALU would be the only justification for exceeding the capacity of 2.


	What about maybe examined and expanded. I am beginning to think this survey worthless.


	"if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the

occupancy" -- these are good examples


	We don't want to change a single-family house into a multi-family house. I lived in a neighborhood that rented out rooms to unrelated people. Lots of

problems. The County eventually took action to disallow such rental.


	Depends on attached or detached and size of lot.


	Depends on demand and individuals’ needs.


	It all goes back to: size of lot, size of existing housing that would have an interior rework.


	Dont like multiple extended families traffic/parking concerns


	If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children


	3 or 4 related people based on number of bedrooms. I cant imagine a one bedroom apt. or detached unit serving more than 4 related people. Key word is

'related' like a family. You dont want a bunch of unrelated migrants in ALUs
	Current limit of 2 people and 2 bedrooms seems low. I’d suggest at least 3 (like parents who have a child, and parents are children of the home owners).


	Until Fairfax County is a housing maximalist, not another taxpayer dollar to FCRHA.

Moreover, Fairfax County doesn't enforce housing maximum occupancy in the many townhouses with addresses in the Langley School pyramid and the

McLean School pyramid. Why the laser focus on housing max occupancy in ALU's?


	The county doesn't have the manpower or time to be policing who is occupying an ALU and whether they are related. That being said, there should be a bit

more leeway...maybe up to 3 people with no more than 2 adults.


	Three people max


	Family ok. May help with home caregiver ie. caregiver, spouse and child?


	More people will just mean more cars with no place to park.


	The more the merrier or however many the homeowner is willing to accept. Plus, we must be flexible with this. Whatever option brings in the most

affordability is the best option.


	I think the maximum should be calculated differently for families with children. It is imperative in our expensive county that we have flexible options for

working families.


	Only if the residents are under the age of 18. 2 adults only.


	Occupancy and number of bedrooms should be commiserate with allowed sq footage and sq footage should be relative to total lot size and total sq footage

of primary residence. The bigger the lot and primary residence the larger allowable ALU, bedroom max, and occupant max.


	More could be allowed if the occupants are related by blood or marriage.


	Again, it really depends upon the needs of the inhabitants of the principal dwelling, the size of the land and improvements, the needs of the community, and

the potential impact on traffic, schools, and other elements affected by increased density.


	Maybe, if family, or if minor children aren't counted.


	Many HOAs don’t want higher density ALUs in their communities. Residents bought their homes knowing the type of neighborhood they wanted to purchase

and live in. It’s WRONG to change existing neighborhoods with ADLs - especially if they are ever converted to short-term rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs. Parking

is also a concern.; Fairfax County HOAs do NOT need more people living in their neighborhoods that will create more parking availability problems. We

don’t want ALUs!!!
	As long as children are NOT included.


	Includes space for caregiver


	you are just going to allow people to move in 200 people


	Multi-generational living includes younger generations living in the home of the parent/grandparent generation (not just the other way around). Need to let

younger generation to live in ALU with children.


	A maximum of two adults makes sense. The rule might be two adults and two children under 18, if there are places for two cars.


	For example, if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as

part of the occupancy, etc.


	I could see a young family with one or two small children in an ALU.


	Proportionality matters. Two smaller homes in a single lot might work fine. But that is not what is happening. A large home just adds another slightly smaller

home and it doubles the population without the appropriate design elements. Drains cannot cope, runoff is awful, parking is a problem unless you are

extremely close to public transport etc.


	No more than 2 people (including children) per bedroom


	The ALU should have occupancy limit determined by living space and hygiene facilities, not an arbitrary number. I.e. are there enough bathrooms, is there

enough bed space, etc.


	Why does there need to be a maximum number of people allowed? A family should be able to stay in the ALU. What if the parents have more than 2

children?


	If the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage or if children are not counted as part of the occupancy— even then,

should be no more than 2-3 kids


	The 2-person limit maintains ALUs as modest, family-supportive units. Increasing occupancy could lead to overcrowding, parking overflow, and

environment strain -- especially in low-infrastructure zones like Great Falls with wells and septic systems.


	N.A. - I cant support this.


	limited number of children should be two in a two bedroom unit
	OK if children are not counted as part of the occupancy.


	Limit to 2 people; limit to 2 people.


	More than 2 bedrooms and more than 2 occupants seems to go beyond the concept of an "accessory" or "auxiliary" unit. This could change the character of

the neighborhood and zoning (such as 4 or 5 homes per acre).


	Yes, only if blood related/family.


	If the lot is 3 acres like in great falls, then maybe, but overall an ALU needs to be kept very simple with no more than 2 people with one bath otherwise there

will be excessive issues on water and sewer as well as power.


	Agree, if children are not counted. I would not want to see an ALU with a half dozen adults.


	Yes if there are children they should not count in the total. Also, With an aging couple, they may also need the help of a caregiver so having at least 3 adults

in 2 bedrooms may be necessary


	Having lived with a 2 person ALU across the street and seeing how crowded the street is, the extra traffic, etc, allowing more than 2 people does not

acknowledge that the infrastructure does not increase on these small streets. Most importantly --- it is a very slippery slope to say children okay -- 7 kids

okay? 2 kids okay? Do they need to be related by blood? Foster children okay? You really need to think about what you INTEND. Very very slippery slope.


	Reduce parking needs


	Again, concerned with it becoming a rental property


	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and

that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and

alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would be

taking that away. This would trigger law suits.


	It depends on the size of the unit. I think more than 2 people if they're relatives is fine. Or for a larger unit, perhaps 2 adults and 2 children max. But there

should be a limit on square footage/person. I don't think anyone wants to see overcrowding, parking shortages, etc. Where I live, there is already a limited

street parking in a residential neighborhood, as well as increase in sewer line sizes needed for McMansions that may have an effect on the nearby Lake

Accotink watershed. Too many ALUs added might overwhelm the capacity.
	An ALU should be able to accommodate a family. Additionally, I heard discussion about age limits at the BOS meeting. That idea is unfair. An 18 year old is a

senior in high school. A 20 or 25 year old is living with parents to save money while finishing college. Do we want to have these people sneaking around? No.

We need to have as many safe, legal, affordable housing options as possible!


	A variety of situations, reasons, circumstances need to be explored. Have rules about this been studied from other places in the country?


	This limitation is near-impossible to regulate, much less enforce. Keep the standard 2 bedroom, 2 person occupancy.


	No comment


	Adding more people means larger ALU size and higher rents and possibly more vehicles, which goes against the original intent of ALUs. No justification is

provided for why the number of occupants should be increased. Lacking a justification, I see no reason to support such.


	Again, my preference is to ensure families and their blood relations can have suitable affordable housing; but not at the expense of neighborhood character.


	I think two arrangements should be considered: 1) a couple and a caregiver and 2) a couple, an adult child who needs care, and a caregiver.


	If the ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children then it seems that up to four would be appropriate.


	Only for immediate family members and for a limited time. I don't want to see a situation where we essentially have two permanent units occupied by two

families on one lot. I think that would eventually lead to a slummy situation down the road. If two related families want to live together then they should add

on to the house rather than have an ALU.


	Increasing it to three or four people changes the character of the ALU entirely. It is no linger for parents, caregivers, or an adult child; it becomes a multi�family dwelling.


	Depends on size of the ALU. Children under driving age should not count as part of the occupancy number


	I'm not clear on the difference between an ALU and a "guest house." What is a "guest house" and what are the regs that apply? I can see that if something

were constructed as an "in-law" suite, that it might later be used as a guest house, in which case temporary occupancy by 1-2 adults and 1-2 children might

be quite reasonable.


	I think it should be limited to occupancy by no more than 2 adults and their children
	If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, no limit.


	Should be no limit for familiar/related persons within the ALU


	If the 2 adults have children no older than 18 living with them. Max 2 children then


	I am in favor of this opportunity for I think a single parent with 2 dependents or a couple and a child.


	Absolutely not. See stated rationale in the previous comments provided.


	there would have to be a family or caretaking reason for this


	The impact of occupancy is tied to the stress placed on traffics, schools, law enforcement, etc.


	yes for families. no for just renting to strangers. although I would err on the side of approving these things. nothing is more important than families being able

to house and care for their relatives.


	3 would be good, with exceptions for minor children of related family members


	I would say no more than two persons per bedroom. And there needs to be ample parking to support any ALU residents. For example, one car for a couple

with two kids could probably be accommodated. Or 3 to 4 adults (roommates) who do not have a car or rely on public. Transportation could potentially be

accommodated to allow an affordable housing option for people with limited financial means. But four adults with four cars, no! And unfortunately, even

though the rules may say something like that, Enforcing it and preventing adverse impact on the neighborhood is really really really hard.


	Elder care is a reasonable accommodation, but two persons are enough for that .


	maximum of 4 and only if the additional people are minor related children.


	For family members with small children


	Occupancy should be increased beyond 2 people in case of children; it's possible that one household could have 3 children (twins and a sibling, for

example) so occupancy should not be limited to 4 people. Two people is too restrictive.


	There should be no limit. People are already crowded into housing, beyond normal capacity. I think this is an arbitrary and unreasonable barrier to housing.


	ALU should be for those need care and retired who want to be taken care of by family. It should not be a rental etc.


	Maximum of as many as the owner wants.
	children should not be counted


	It will lead to overcrowding and as mentioned, if an ALU can accommodate 3- 4 people it's a single-family home, not an ALU.


	I believe familial relationships should form the basis for higher occupancy levels. If the occupants are related to the primary owner(s) then a 4 person limit is

reasonable.


	The number of people living in a dwelling only matters when we assume that one person = one car. Everything that people complain about regarding density

in the DC suburbs is really them complaining about the externalities of car-centric planning.


	Again, the homeowner should decide.


	Allow for more people if they are a part of a family


	allow more if minor children


	Minor children should not be considered as part, to allow families, but more than two adults is too high a density-- for traffic, etc.


	Should be allowed for two people and their children or 2 allowed if chosen are not counted. It seems like this would be useful for a young couple with a

young child.


	I used to own an ALU in a different city. When I rented it out, rather than the two people I expected, there were at least 6 people from two families in the unit.

Given the demographics of Fairfax County, this is exactly what will happen. You'll be turning middle-class neighborhoods into slums.


	if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the

occupancy


	There should be no maximum. Why is the government regulating this?


	I think it is reasonable to allow 2 adults and their dependents. Maybe include an upper limit on dependents to protect them from unlivable conditions.


	Dependent on ALU sq. footage and lot size. Not on blood relation because the structure of “family” has evolved.


	Encroaching on neighborhood once again. Become overcrowded and unattractive


	Sometimes families need to keep parents and disabled siblings close by.


	none


	No maximum should be in place. And if one is, children shouldn't count.
	Only if blood or relative by marriage. Young children should not be counted.


	If it were increased to 3 or more persons, these people should be related - for example, a couple and their children should be allowed in the ALU. For

unrelated people sharing an ALU, the limit should stay at 2.


	3 total either all adults or mix of adults and children


	only if comprised of two parents and their two children


	Children should not be counted


	Three people would allow an elderly couple and a liv-in caregiver. If more than 3 people want to live together, I think they should be in the house, not the

ADU


	Another terrible idea. As a resident of a townhome community that already has far more residents living in each dwelling than should be, I have witnessed

how my community no longer has available parking. Imagine if every residence expanded their capacity by just one or two residents. That has massive

impact on a community. These ideas are driven by people who do not live in communities where these policies are being implemented, therefore, they are

not the ones having to live with the impact of these policies.


	Up to 2 adults, and up to 3 children of the occupying adults.


	There should be accommodations for parents with children, particularly single parents with multiple children in need of affordable housing options


	Agree with the provided examples


	ALUs should allow for family occupation, including parents and children.


	Max of 1200 square feet is a good size for a small family or related persons. If they need more than that they should consider something other than an ALU.


	Maximum 2 adults and two children. This would allow the primary residence to be occupied by Parents with the ALU occupied by children of the primary

dwelling unit and those people's children (grandchildren of primary residence owners)


	ALU's should not be stuffed with people beyond the size. Three seems fine. Also may depend on the age of the people. A couple with a couple of small

children might be ok.


	No way! ALU should not be another multi-person family unit.


	No need to be in their business of determining relationships.
	Why do you have to create a maximum number of people AND related by blood? Are you aiming at a religious community that believes in having lots of

children? Let students and young couples live in this ALUs once the in-laws pass on. The in-laws idea does not adjust to current realities. The county could

perhaps tax more when it is not related by blood and won’t tax at all those that are related. Allow a small family of 4-5 to dwell in these ALUs.


	A maximum seems an odd thing to regulate. If a family of four moves into a 2 bedroom ALU and they get pregnant, do they have to move out? This would

worry me as an opportunity to encourage administrative housing discrimination.


	if children are not counted as part of the occupancy


	n


	Maybe young children don't need to be counted


	1-bedroom apartments are considered enough space for 2 people. There is no reason to limit the occupancy for ALUs if the goal is to be competitive with

rental apartments.


	2 people for 1 bedroom units and 2 adults and 2 children MAX for 2 bedroom units.


	Family may be allowing a couple and their two children and I think that is reasonable


	What is the point of two bedrooms if only two people are allowed to live in an ALU? This rule makes no sense and is not realistically enforceable.


	No more than 2 adults


	Yes, children are a blessing. Max adult is a better guide


	Higher occupancy increases pressure on parking, schools, traffic, and public services.


	if it's a child


	I think the example defined in the maybe answer is sufficient.


	Two people already can mean 2 additional cars. Increasing the number will lead to overcrowding of street parking. Ordinances should limit size in areas

where parking is already limited like on cul-de-sacs.
	Yes, don't introduce any artificial limits as long as they building meets fire code.

Also remove any restrictions around "max 4 unrelated" when it comes to housing. Lots of people need affordability with roommates/renters. There is no

reason to have multiple empty bedrooms sitting in a large home for an artificial rule.


	It should depend on the size of the total property for exterior units and the size of the interior for internal units. It should not be the case that many people

are packed into a relatively small space and that more and more cars are added to the parking situation.


	Two people and caregiver only.


	It depends on the size of the ALU


	I believe minor children related to ALU occupants through blood or through legal arrangements should not count in the occupancy limit.

The occupancy limit for adult aged children or relatives through blood or marriage should be three persons.

The occupancy for unrelated adults should be limited to two.

I believe this accomplishes my preferences for ALUs to provide housing for aging in place, for family flexibility, and to ease the burden on younger adult

children who face an affordability crisis in housing.


	4 people


	ALUs should only be allowed on lots over 10,000 sf, or over 1/4 acre. Smaller lots are constrained in terms of setbacks, tree canopy, utilities, parking, and it

becomes a quality of life issue if there are effectively 8 dwelling units per every acre for four lots all under 10,000sf each. If a lot is over 1 acre there is no

reason to cap the square footage. The first few questions have prompted answers are skewed to yes/no/don’t know. I support ALUs on larger lots, with a

sliding scale of dwelling size corresponding to lot size.


	The county’s lack of support for multi-generational housing is incredibly sad.


	Children under 18 should be exempt


	I think occupancy would be most fairly regulated based on the size of the unit. It might also be important to consider adults separately from children to

avoid discriminating against larger families.


	Blood or legal family in primary and ALU


	Must address parking


	I believe raising the number of residents allowed would increase building sizes, leading to additional environmental, parking, traffic concerns.
	We should not be dictating how many people stay in a residence. It would, however, be perfectly acceptable to charge them for improvements to sewerage

needed to meet the increased size.


	We don't want to create transient short term rentals. So yes to maximum of two people, but children should not count.


	Not counting children under X age would also be a good change (maybe age 20, or 26? Don't want to be kicking a student out the moment they turn 18).


	Dependent children could be exempt from the occupancy count. Parking statutes may be needed for excessive numbers of vehicles.


	Family members should either not count or count less


	Blood related to property owner and needs to be either working or in school.


	see my responses above about septic capacity, non affordability and conversion to Airbnbs


	If 2 of the those 4 are children under teen age


	Yes no limit


	I would advocate for a maximum of 3-4 adults (depending on working status, like a senior citizen/retiree shouldn’t count towards the maximum) with

children also not counting towards the maximum


	if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children


	Children should not be counted as part of the occupancy


	I'd limit it to 2 adults but could be ok to have more if the others are minor children.


	Not shown to be necessary.


	It’s should be again because of flexibility in families


	I don't think there should be a maximum.


	If occupants are related


	You know these will just become rental units in what was single family neighborhoods! We already have enough issues with illegal basement rentals!


	not for permanent residents or leasee's
	As long as spaces meet minimum standards under building code, no maximum.


	yes, if related and parking is available


	Accommodations should be made to benefit families. Of course policies and best practices regarding overcrowding should be taken into account. But

families (not just small families, but larger ones as well) should be accommodated.


	Our septic and water systems will fail if more people live on the land. The Fairfax Station and Clifton areas were dedicated as 1 house per 5 acres in the

1970's to protect the Fairfax County water system. But if you allow these changes, we will run out of well water and our septic systems were not designed to

accommodate more people.


	I only made that response, because it's the maximum response I could provide. What if there's a family with 3 children + 2 adults, then you'd limit them from

living in an ALU? That doesn't make any sense. The ALU will naturally be limited by the size that's available. We won't have 10 people living in an ALU that

only has 3 beds, it should be managed similar to Airbnbs.


	What you are saying is that your current limitation violates Fair Housing law.


	There are larger extended families that should be allowed to live on their own property.


	There is no oversight on who lives in ALU so limiting space and number of occupants to 2 may still result in more occupants.


	Let the homeowner determine what works best. I am not a fan of too many regulations beyond those necessary for safety and potential imapct on

neighbors.


	Yes, some limitations are helpful.


	Not sure the current ALU limit, but if it is 800sqft for then maybe 5 people max since many families of 5 exists.


	Should be a maximum of 4 people in a 2-bedroom, but no more than 2 unrelated people.


	Only more people of they are in same family


	I support t hi is if the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children.


	There shouldn't be a maximum.
	It is up to the people living there. It is also private property, not for us to choose how many people can live in there. Of course this could be a double edged

sword, but private property rights supercedes any down side.


	Family only


	Allow above 4 individuals if all individuals living in the ALU are legally one family unit.


	Depends on size of residence and property size.


	I don’t think these restrictions should apply, not do I believe there should be a requirement that they be related by blood or marriage.


	Families may need larger number than 2


	Number of residents should be proportional to size of ALU, available resources (such as parking and bedrooms), and size of lot.


	Why are we limiting makes no sense. If you have family members or friends who are in need it is better to keep them nearby. Stop limiting county

homeowners. It will increase house values if it is all done with county permissions. Limitations prevent creative and smart building practices.


	Depends on the size (acreage) of the overall property.


	I could see allowing for a family. A husband and wife with their children. But random adults...that is different and should have stricter limitations.


	If all are related by blood, marriage, or other legal relationship (fostering, etc.)

Also could be allowed if larger ALUs are permitted on multi-acre parcels.


	2 aging parents and a caregiver


	With my newlywed example above, this might be doable--newlyweds having young kids and not being able to live on their own yet. But 3+ adult people living

in a 1200-sq ft space might be challenging.


	all ALU’s should be restricted to family members. Not turna residential neighborhood of single family homes into rentals. That permanently changes the

aesthetic of the neighborhood. Unilaterally starts to erode values. ; Limit should be limited to2 people only


	With considerations.


	Flexibility might be helpful.
	If children under 18 do not count; if family, etc. Also dependent on ALU size and location (interior vs separate structure, etc).


	up to 2 adults on lease. Family status/fair housing. max 4 people (with 2 adults on lease) for 2 bedroom. Max 2 people for one bedroom.

If ALU resident related to the home owner and no lease....


	I think having the flexibility for multigenerational living helps everyone. It makes it easier to age in place and care for elderly family members and helps give

young adults space and affordable housing.


	I would think young families with small kids could exceed 2 people - up to 4 should be acceptable.


	ALU’s ruin the character of single family communities.


	Two adults, two children


	Family or blood relatives should have a separate consideration.


	Exceptions should be made for families that are blood related and limited to immediate family should more than 2 people reside in the home. 3 bedrooms

should be allowed now that many people work from home.


	I think families (parents and children as described above) would work in a 2-bedroom situation, but do not think it should be more than 3 unrelated adults.


	Related (or committed relationship) but no more than 4 in a two bedroom


	Seems hard to get two bedrooms and living, eating, sanitation, etc in the maximum sizes you mentioned. Re the number of people, you'd need to increase

the max size to have more people - but then allow the number of people that can reasonably fit in that size.


	The number of extra people living in a single dwelling needs to be limited to a reasonable number considering the size of the original structure. A smaller

structure might only be able to comfortably accommodate 2 persons while a larger dwelling might be able to accommodate more before it begins to

resemble a dormitory. The total number of occupants needs to be limited to a number that reflects the character and available space of the neighborhood.


	Stop with the “related by blood” stuff. Sounds so Elitist and racist


	Depends
	A maximum of four people is reasonable for larger units, provided occupancy limits remain tied to square footage and building code standards.


	A maximum of four people is reasonable for larger units, provided occupancy limits remain tied to square footage and building code standards.


	Allowing up to four occupants provides flexibility for small families and multigenerational living arrangements while remaining consistent with the size

limitations of accessory units. Occupancy standards should align with health and safety codes and square footage.


	traffic in our area is horrible lower real estate taxes and get rid of the car tax and property tax to make it affordable for middle class families to live here!!!


	Oppose ALU


	A familial couple with a couple of children are an excellent use of an ALU. Limiting to 3 people obstructs the utility for a small family subunit living with other

family


	This would create problems with the environment, sanitation, parking and traffic etc


	See above.


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	3 people would allow a couple with a child, or a single parent with 2 children or older parents and a live in caretaker. Would there still be a limit on number

of bedrooms or just people.


	It's not supposed to be a completely separate house, I think 2 should remain the max


	Absolutely NO by increasing you are crowding neighborhoods with additional cars and traffic that streets and communities were not designed to handle


	NO. Degradation of existing and easily violate new. Sublet, sublet, sublet, crammed many, many, people into small place. Going in and out 24/7. Vulnerable

crammed children. Popup day care. Bad DENSITY, Bad DENSITY. Bad INSIDE noise, BAD OUTSIDE NOISE, Bad traffic, Lose of scarce parking. Bad Drain on

power grid, Bad stress on already failing sewer, flooding, aging pipes, etc.


	Allowing 4 occupants opens the door for so many more families that are just trying to find affordable housing.


	Children shouldn't count if with parents


	If they are members of the same family that own the principal dwelling.
	if both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children, or if children are not counted as part of the

occupancy, etc.


	yes if children/dependents are part of the increased number


	There should be no limit set by the county. Every situation is different


	No occupancy should be kept low for the small amount of space of an ALU. Two person occupancy is sufficient for most needs.


	2 adults and 1 child.


	availability for parents with baby


	Increase only for families, but no more than 4.


	We all know damn well that Fairfax county doesn’t enforce any home occupancy limits already on the books, so don’t further encourage overcrowding in

homes under the guise of “ALU”


	Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County


	Two adults only and up to two minor children. After that, it adds too much to the neighborhood. I would not want a couple with 3+ children living there. That

is more activity, more people on the streets, more traffic if some of them are teenagers, etc.


	I think it should be specific to close family, related by blood or marriage and their children. We don't want these ALUs to become rental properties or

Airbnbs.


	ALU is a bad idea. It should be eliminated entirely.


	No ALUs.


	OK under the conditions noted and the blood relationship is limited to parents and direct descendants as in probate matters and the marriage situation

must include a direct descendant.


	You guys are questioning as this is a fait accompli. It is not and shouldn't be until citizens / property owners have an opportunity to vote on it.


	a couple with a child should be allowed.


	I think family units should be treated differently, and children should be counted differently in general
	Should be limited to 1 bedroom and one car. ; Should be limited to one beroom and one car


	If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children. Possibly with limited of 3 children.


	Agree with the kind of reasoning resented by the example


	Max 2 adults + 2 children/dependents.


	This encourages flexibility depending on the surrounding neighborhood. Also restricting who can live in an ALU depending on relationship can get messy. It’s

not very inclusive of people with different family types, including queer people who are not married but otherwise partnered, or families related to each

other, but not formally through blood or adoption. For example, those related via common law marriage, but the validity of the marriage is disputed by

changing common law marriage requirements that vary from state to state.


	No the occupancy should remain 2


	Children should be allowed to reside with both parents in an ALU.


	Yes, the reason cited in the "maybe" choice is reasonable.


	2 adults and one child or 1 adult and 2 children


	Not sure how the county can enforce occupancy rates of private homes. Probably when a complaint is filed. What are the occupancy rates for apartments

of the same size? You could match that.


	This no doubt requires more thought than I can provide in the context of a survey. For example, if an ALU is occupied by a young couple and they have a

second child, they shouldn't have to move. On the other hand, four 20-something guys might be pushing it.


	ALU should generally be for family members like senior parents trying to age in place. 4 people in an ALU is too many people for 1200 sqft and may cause

issues with parking and school boundaries.


	Expand to children living with those in ALU.


	I meant to check 4 people
	AND, should be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage.; And the ALU be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage and their children.;

Special exception:

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage, hence parents and two young children.; Correction:

Special exception:

If both the principal dwelling and ALU are occupied by persons related by blood or marriage, hence parents and two young children.

AND also, for two people, should be occupied by persons related by blood or marriage with owner living on property.


	As long as they are all family, it should be allowed.


	It depends on how much land you can build on. Many families help with their aging parents or a daughter or son’s family that needs support.


	If related by blood to primary resident or less than 2 children


	I would favor flexibility in the number of children allowed in an ALU with their parents or guardians.


	My neighbor has 6 cars in front of their home. A side entrance for renters. So many people coming and going and parking in no parking areas causing risk. It’s

much too much for smaller older homes and communities.


	To allow for a caregiver to occasionally stay overnight for an elderly couple


	All other counties in Northern Virginia allow more than two people to occupy accessory dwellings. Relaxing this rule increases the level of impact this

housing strategy can have and gives flexibility to residents undergoing life changes, such as young couples looking to start families.


	ALUs should not be modified to promote general rental facilities; single family homes are not the correct structure and zone for multi unit dwellings.


	Xyz; You are tedious


	Four would allow living arrangements for a small family.


	If more than two people, all people living in ADU should be related by blood or domestic partnership.


	The current occupancy limits in existing houses is already ignored, so I have no faith that the limits proposed above will be honored if approved.
	I live between two single family homes that already have more than the listed bedrooms and continue to deal with the crouding.


	occupancy can be increased to maximum of 4 people okay.


	If a family thinks they can live in that space comfortably they should be allowed to


	This is a lazy way to avoid allowing more traditional construction and a quick way to ruin neighborhoods.


	Only family, if the neighborhood can withstand extra people (parking/schools/traffic)


	Unlimited number of people. Why is fairfax county government regulating how many kids people can have in a home? Who wrote these questions?


	Single family homes need to be single family homes. There are too many people in homes as it is.


	previous response is adequate


	I could envision a family with child where one person works as carer and another as yard / trash/ maintenance person. There could be two carers who are

siblings with one child.


	More helpful for families


	Unsure. Not in favor of unrelated people co-dwelling in an ALU. Open to children co-dwelling with parents in an ALU of reasonable size.


	This would provide options for families who cannot currently afford to rent or buy a home in Fairfax County.


	When the County attorney changes his stupid attitude towards investigating multi family loading of single-family houses by people who say they’re all

related then we can talk about some sensible housing Alternatives, but until he’s fired, the answer is no no no!


	Surely, you jest. You do not enforce occupancy rules now. Why would we think that you will enforce them in the future? I have called in the past (before I

finally gave up as I was wasting my time) and your enforcement people do things like go to the door and ask how many people live there. Once, when told

that only four people live there, they had to walk around seven cars for that house to get back to their car. I have zero confidence that you will enforce

zoning laws on this effort any better than you currently enforce zoning laws.


	More than 3 people in an ALU contributes to overcrowding.
	See prior comment. ALU will result in mire"hoteling" which already creating problems with parking, neighborhood upkeep, (possibly) crime and other things

will negatively impact the tax base.


	Yes if all other rules are met and enforced


	NO ALUs.


	You should not be able to designate any portion of your home a separate private rental.


	They should not be more restrictive than the county occupancy rules. AND, they need to be mindful of fair housing and familial status.


	What is your purpose with all of this and how will you tax them, if you even know who has an ALU????? Our County is being destroyed by power and poor

decisions, and our supervisor is not willing to even meet with his own constituents and address their needs.


	There shouldn't be a maximum, but it should certainly allow for a family of 5,6,7, etc people. It's normal for families of 4 to share 2 bedroom homes.


	Expand to maximum 2 adults per bedroom and children should NOT be counted. Unlimited size or total bedrooms.


	Again depend on yard space


	But there still should be some requirement that aligns with the number of bedrooms. For example a family of four could be in 3 bedrooms.


	3 if one is a couple.


	A max of 4 if all are related by blood or marriage.


	I think children should be considered an exception. The realities of our housing market are making young families make tough decisions, and increasing the

availability of ALU's would afford families who can't afford to buy a unique opportunity.


	Limit to ONE bedroom and no more than 2 people who are immediate family members OR ONE live-in-caregiver


	There needs to be a relationship- blood, marrriage etc. I believe 2 adults and children but max occupancy of 2 people per befroom


	for relatives only
	No maximum. (Didn't give that option). All other counties in Northern Virginia allow more than two people to occupy accessory dwellings. Relaxing this rule

increases the level of impact this housing strategy can have and gives flexibility to residents undergoing life changes, such as young couples looking to start

families. The County should rely on its standards to ensure qualify of housing and to prevent overcrowding.


	A max of 2 persons seems good for adults, but 3 or 4 might work if max number includes school-aged children.


	But 2 of those people should be minors. Not 4 adults.


	It is common and useful to limit ALUs or even single family homes within a neighborhood to those renters and/or residents related to the family in the main

dwelling or those related as one family within a rental ALU. Limiting the ALU to one rental family of two without counting children, or two unrelated persons

(thus allowing for unmarried partners or two college roommates if desired) seems fair and flexible. What can and does happen with rentals without

limitations is a rental where a main signatory sublets or adds on additional roommates or two unrelated families will share, with each using one bedroom.

Limits not only protect neighbors but also the owner who may have difficulty expelling renters who have violated only the spirit of the rental agreement.


	We don’t need even more density.


	For family members and not rental


	means a couple with one child could live in the dwelling


	Everything needs to be practical and simple for the homeowner. Define "occupancy." I have an ALU where my 85 and 86 year old parents live. There may be

a time that I may need to have in home care for them. If so, the aid/nurse would need to stay in the same floor. Are the consider an "occupant"? They would

not reside there, but would potentially need to sleep there. See the issue? To me, we need to bifurcate the process, simplifying it for first degree family

member--parents, siblings, kids, with special consideration for elderly residents, children, children with physical and mental health issues.


	Again, there is no policing of these homes. No trust in homeowners following the rules when they can collect rent.


	The point is an elderly person or couple, not a family.


	If the ALUs are small, the occupancy should be small. However, how is the County going to monitor this anyway?

Particularly in a townhouse situation, I cannot imagine another whole family of 3 or 4 people not adding to the parking, traffic, noise, or general crowding

that the community experiences.


	Only for blood relation after approval by ( whoever approves them now)


	Yes. If we want to enable them to be used for people to have children, that would make sense.
	I see potential problems with neighborhood character if the limit is increased above 2 people.


	If a couple lived in the ALU and had kids, they should not have to move out just because they had kids


	Yes, the number of people does not matter. It is the parking spaces and size of ALU building that is of more concern.


	Young couple and first child…son/daughter, spouse, child


	Too many residents in a small location, increased density on top of a current poorly thought out high density plan, traffic and parking negative outcomes.


	Unrelated individuals need a limit, and relatives should have a limit on the number of adults and children in some kind of combination (e.g., two adults and

two chikdren, two unmarried adults, etc.).


	Limit to three (2 adults/1child)


	Grey area


	Max 2 adults, additional for children is ok
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	8. Should the property owner be required to live on the property if there is an ALU?



	ABSOLUTELY. The homeowner needs to have skin in the game. A property with an ALU and no owner present is a very small apartment complex with no

oversight.


	This reminds me of Short-Term Lodging. Some were being used as rental property and rented to different people all the time. The owner did not live there,

so there was no accountability. If the property is owner-occupied, they are more likely to be careful to whom they rent. Yes, people can rent their house,

but in this case there are two sets of residents on one lot, living in very close proximity. I think they would be sharing a driveway, a yard, perhaps other

amenities (washer-dryer, furnace, etc.). This creates more possibilities for conflict between both the residents and neighbors AND between the two sets of

residents.


	The owner should be an occupant at the time the permit is issued, and intend to remain for the forseeabke future. Occupancy by the tenants should be

allowed to continue if the owner has to move to assisted living or hospice. But the county has limited (or no) means to enforce who can live there after that,

unless owner dies and the heir(s) request help dealing with the tenants.


	Do not need Manassas as a few years back with four or more unrelated persons in a significant number of houses…so many got stripped and damaged.


	non-negotiable


	Without this requirement, it's a duplex, or a rental property. This would only encourage the buying up of properties to maximize profits for owners. It can't

always be all business all the time.


	What happens when the owner sells or needs to move out for a temporary period. I see ALU as multi family homes so no the owner should not have to live

in the property.


	Yes because I think one of our biggest housing issues are the investment buyers who are making it difficult for home buyers to compete. They don't care

about neighborhoods because they would just as soon tear the whole neighborhood down and get rid of single family housing. Anything for them to make

more money. The requirement to live there would assume the owner has more interest in the home and neighborhood.


	This could easily lead to a transient resident and neighborhood degradation situation if owner is not on the property (some renters are respectful, others

not but the more transient short term renters present the less respectful they seem to be- I have experienced living next to a house with several rental

rooms in the basement). but maybe other rules could be put in place.


	Already there are rental properties with more than 4 non family members living in them. With this and a proposal to no longer require continued permitting

is turning the character of SFD into multi family.
	ABSOLUTELY


	Otherwise it's just another rental property.


	This program needs to be flexible. I am personally looking at it, but there are so many restrictions that I don't want to violate, it gives me great pause, and

that is why I have not hired an architect etc.


	I do think ALU's should be within primary residences. If the goal is to allow families more flexibility I do think we could see a situation where corporations or

landlords could take advantage of ALU's as a way to circumvent rental laws.

That said, there are situations where some familes have more than one property and one of their properties might not be their primary residence (vacation

home) and the ALU would work better in that home. Either way, I do think ALU's should be for properties owned by that individual.


	Absolutely should remain a requirement. No absentee landlords.


	ALU should not be allowed


	I assume that the concern is that single family homes get bought up and turned in to multi-family homes. On the other side seems to me that the only real

benefit of requiring owner-occupancy is proximity to the renters and accountability. One would assume that owner-occupiers would act as some form of

restraint or oversight of renters. If that's the only real reason (nature of neighborhood can't really change if its owner plus renters or 2 sets of renters) then

achieving accountability can be seperate from on-site physical presence.


	Absolutely, 100% otherwise you convert a single home neighborhood into a multi unit rent neighborhood and increase transitory residences and crime and

complaints. PROPERTY VALUES remaining high keeps the tax needs of the county in place. Reducing property values increases our taxes. So NO.; This

maintains condition of the property in neighborhoods and should be required. Too many locations rent two parts f their home separately and there is no

control in the neighborhood and contacting someone for complaints in yard or parking becomes impossible and impossible to control. It is too detrimental

to neighboring properties.


	Could see that the character of the neighborhood could quickly become difficult - the only other thing I can think of is if the property is rented to a person

whose parents or caretakers live in the ALU. Then I think it would be OK.


	Absolutely.


	But owner is responsible for good order of conduct and property management - per a contract and aligned with HOA


	Should guarantee better oversight of occupants.


	If the owner does not occupy one of the units the “single family home” becomes a commercial rental unit.
	Still, I say no to ALU.


	I'm not sure how the county can enforce it, but I do property owners should be able to rent the entire house (including the ALU) as renters might be a family

that needs a ALU to support parents aging in place or housing for college-aged kids; Biut property owners should not be able to rent as two different units

to multiple tenants


	An owner in the military often moves alot but eventually will be required to return to this area to serve in the numerous military or intelligence agencies.


	That's the basic idea behind having ALUs.


	I don't see why the property owner should be required to live on the property. In the case of a townhouse ALU, for example, the owner could rent a

basement ALU to one group of tenants and rent the top floors of the townhouse to another group of tenants.


	No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.


	I think 2025 put a microscope onto the issue of what happens when a property owner needs to move to a new place for a new job because their supposedly

safe career is obliterated. The requirement of the property owner to live on site is very restrictive, and is a further usurpation of their rights as a property

owner. It’s more amenable and would make properties more attractive to owners to not force them to live on site.


	This may decrease the number if Air BNB type situations if the owner is required to live on site. ALUs can be very helpful for having a space to care for your

parents, or adult children who aren't quite ready to move out on their own yet.


	Definitely, or else it becomes an apartment building!


	Otherwise there is NO accountability


	The question is whether this is an income producing arrangement or a way of accommodating extended family living situations. Not everyone should be a

landlord. The worst scenario would be to have real estate speculators buy up SFHs and rent out both units which could present real concerns for the

surrounding community.


	This would probably alleviate concerns from neighbors or the community.


	The intent is to support families, not circumvent zoning


	It should only be foe families living together not a community of non related group. If the owner does not live there this negates the original need for related

families to live together.
	YES YES YES. We do not want to make the affordability crisis worse


	Definitely yes.


	Yes. Always.


	I’d have to think more about this. My instinct is YES (in either main house or ALU), but I can think of many complexities that give me pause, such as being

transferred for a job, having a health crisis (or aging) that requires a different living space, etc.


	could cultivate illegal renting; but

what if home in name of husband who is estranged and wife need live in help?


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	No comment


	Simply creating more investment opportunities to crowd out single family sites is not acceptable. Owners need to live there.


	Vested interest


	Don't want ALU's and hope the idea will not go forward but if an ALU is on a two or more acre property yes the owner must live on the property


	Yes the property owner should be required to live on the property. Allowing ALUs for non-owners (e.g. investors) is just making what was single family -

multi-family housing without proper zoning or infrastructure.


	Absolutely require the property owner to live on the property if an ALU is added. Again, we don't want to change our single-family-home neighborhood into

a multi-family-dwelling neighborhood!


	We live in a single-family-home (SFH) neighborhood. We want to maintain our neighborhood as a SFH neighborhood.


	One rental agreement per lot.


	I think the person living in the main house should have a need or a reason for the person living in the ALU, such as caregiving. I don’t support homeowners

just building places to make more money.


	Would this mean the primary residence is turned into a rental? It seems that would defeat the purpose of housing. There are too many AirBnBs in this world

as is.


	Rentals that meet the zoning/parking criteria should be allowed
	To keep the character of established single family home neighborhoods, yes. Otherwise they become lots of rental properties, and it’s been my experience

in more urban Fairfax County neighborhood, large numbers of rentals detracts from neighborhood connectedness. And some rentals tend to not be as well

maintained.


	If I move and retain ownership of my SFH which has an ADU, do I have to kick out the ADU occupant because I am moving? That's absurd. Why

unnecessarily uproot people like that? What if I have to move or get transferred or take an assignment elsewhere, whether short or long-term? Again, must

I compel the occupants of the ADU (or now leave the ADU empty if I as owner was occupying it) to move because I am moving? There go the "let's create

more housing opportunities." Moreover, there are this owner-occupancy requirement has simply not yielded many ALU's so one may discern that this

requirement, among the many many requirements, is already too restrictive.


	There may be a need or not. I just feel like this is going to be a potential issue for neighbors.


	Of course! If a one-off ALU is approved, the property owner MUST live on the property. Otherwise, you are simply opening up ALU construction to

homeowners who won't have to face the consequences of that bad decision (cutting down trees, increased parking problems, changing the character of

the neighborhood, increased crime and neighborhood blight from the tenant who moves in and doesn't care about the community or neighborhood).


	Otherwise it just becomes an apartment building.


	That decision should entirely be left up to the property owner.


	So many properties in this area are not occupied by their respective owners. This should be debated.


	I don't see why, but there may be well-recognized social or economic factors involved of which I have no knowledge.


	I think this is critical to avoid commercial abuses, or unsupervised, over-populated rental properties.


	Property owners MUST live in any property that is ever granted permission to have any type of ALU. Otherwise, they will be tempted to establish short-term

rentals (STRs) like AirBnBs.


	But how would a house owned by a family trust be treated?


	There should be a provision for property owners who are elderly and go into either nursing homes are some type of assisted living to continue to own a

home that has an ALU.; There should be an exception for seniors who move into nursing homes are assisted living and for families who are transferred

abroad or to another part of the country. No one should be forced to sell their home because they are no longer in the area.


	The person would then rent their house and their ALU and there would be no one with responsibility on site.
	ALUs should not be a way to circumvent single family zoning.


	Owner should have to experience close quarters living without just dumping it on a neighborhood. This is a truly terrible idea.


	If property owner is not onsite, then the unit becomes an apartment complex and no longer is allowed in the zoning area


	The purpose of ALUs is to make an affordable, accessible, and flexible living space. The owner being present is unrelated.


	Owner occupancy is essential to maintaining accountability, minimizing misuse, and ensuring the ALU remains part of a family-oriented or support-based

living arrangement. This is especially important in rural zones like Great Falls where neighborhood cohesion and environmental stewardship matters.


	I cant support this.


	I appreciate that more people (renters) could live in Fairfax County if property owners are NOT required to live on the property. However, I do not think we

should incentivize entities buying multiple properties for rent as it reduces the opportunity of homeownership for first-time buyers.


	If the goal is to improve access to housing and homeowner wealth, they should be able to rent out both ALU and the main home if jobs call for moving to

another locations


	Absolutely!


	Absolutely


	I'm actually not sure


	less apt to become a rental property


	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted

and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,

and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would

be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.
	I think someone on the property (main home or ALU) needs to be the owner or a close family member (parent, child, sibling). If yes, then I would agree.

Otherwise, it's just a rental turnover with no one necessarily invested in the area quality of life. Without someone who has a financial tie to the property, it

would change the oversight and dynamic of the neighborhood.


	This question does bring up issues of investment properties. However, an owner might have valid reasons for needing to rent out both units so we should

not limit that.


	Initially, I would say yes, but I have not studied the situation thoroughly. A comprehensive study and feedback need to inform this issue.


	YES, the property owner must live in residence. Otherwise it is an investment property and becomes full fledged rental housing. Regulating the coming and

going of the number of people living throughout the property rather defeats the objectives of "Accessory Living Unit".


	No comment


	Owner occupancy is important to ensure that the ALU occupants abide with the norms and expectations of the neighborhood. The absence of an owner

possible means a lack of awareness if there are issues and likewise problems or concerns by the nearby residents. By creating the equivalent of multi�occupancy housing, the situation is created where investors will buy up single family homes and change them into rental units. This changes the character

of the neighborhood but also takes away housing opportunities for those seeking to purchase a single-family home. As a result, they either become less or

unaffordable or the purchase costs are higher than what they would have been in an already tight housing market.


	Family arrangements may vary.


	If you dont require them to live there, its a duplex rental...or triplex.


	An ALU should be able to be rented out in addition to the main property, so long as both are for long term rentals.


	Maybe. I can see the reasons for the requirement but I can understand wanting to rent both the main and accessory unit for landlords to increase rental

incomes.’


	Make it possible to waive this requirement. Generally, if the owner does not live there and there are two renters, then it is basically just a "rental complex"

instead of an "ALU". However, if, for instance, both the main and ALU properties are occupied by, say, relatives, then it would still intuitively fit the concept

of "ALU"
	Only the property owner will take responsibility for that the units do not become a problem and the rules are followed.


	it shouldn’t matter at all if either the main unit or the ALU is occupied by the property owner. Many people want to rent homes that have a use for additional

family members. What matters is the size of the LLU in relation to the original unit and the lot, and how it’s used.


	What's would be the objective of this requirement? My touchstone is not changing the "character of the neighborhood", especially by commercialization of

single-family-home neighborhoods. Is that the point of this requirement? If so, I would favor it (though I can imagine situations where, e.g., a family trust is

the "owner" but in fact both main residence and ALU are occupied by family members.)


	We are looking at ALUs for aging in place, family groups, or income for a home owner. We are not looking for glorified rental properties.


	If the owners have rented their property, and also want to include ALU-- they do not need to be required to live on the property.


	Yes 100%, do NOT allow corporations to come in and ruin our neighborhoods, the ONLY way these should be allowed is if the homeowner lives on

premises!


	I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.


	Certainly not, nor would I think any sane owner would want to do so. Let it convert to a tenement slum and be done with it as a personal residence.


	I think generally yes. But then I think of exceptions, like the owner moves and wants to rent out the house, without kicking out the occupant of the ALU.


	This is fine as long as there is flexibility. For example, there are many households in the county with jobs overseas who need to rent out their home during

deployments or other international assignments. It does not make sense to require a primary property owner to always be on property. Owners should be

able to submit a request to not be on-property when a job or other family emergencies take precedent.


	We need to increase the housing supply. Requiring the owner to live there will limit the construction of new housing. This is unacceptable since we have a

chronic housing shortage.


	ADU's should not be used for income producing...IMO they are used as independent on-site housing for a family member, however the property owner

should be required to live on the site that has an ALU.


	The homeowner is really the one controlling the neighborhood impact.
	Property owner should live in primary house OR ALU


	Perhaps the best way to prevent abuses and help insure the property is maintained. See previous comment about how to create slums with ALUs.


	I own two properties in Fairfax county and pay a crazy amount in property taxes. If I want to build an ALU to earn income on both why not? Furthermore, we

are frequently sent overseas so to not be able to maximize income in the periods we are gone and renting out the main house is very disappointing.


	To avoid houses being bought up by REITS or similar investors vs used as a family residence


	I don’t understand why this would be restricted I think it’s fine to rent them out so long as they are properly maintained. But I haven’t studied this issue and

could be missing something


	none


	Our area is transient and owners are often relocated.


	I think the property owner should be allowed to live in either the house or the ADU. This requirement would prevent investors from buying houses, adding

ALUs, and renting both which would defeat the purpose of helping to solve the affordable housing crisis and could change the character of the

neighborhood.


	The whole point is for a residential owner to have an ALU on their property. The point is not for out of touch landlords and make more money.


	Only property owners living at the property as their primary residence should be allowed an ALU. If the entire property is later rented out, separate rental of

the ALU should be forbidden.


	It might be better so that the owner could make sure rules are kept.


	Ensure adherence to codes, statutes, HOA's and be onsight to handle mechanical, electrical, and structural repair/maintenance; otherwise you are

creating 2 rental unit properties for an investor.


	Stop with the absentee landlords


	With that requirement, the county is taking away one more space for affordable housing. Plus, the county is creating some ghosts that “live” in the

residence when they really don’t.


	Most of the community concern against ALUs in the last round seemed to revolve around fears that ALUs would be used as Airbnbs. Requiring the property

owner to live on site might be an easy compromise, but how would the county handle situations where the property is owned by a family trust and none of

the trustees live on site? It seems like a treacherous thing for the county to get involved in litigating.
	Yes, to avoid constant rentals of both spaces and remove from the community feel of the neighborhood


	Unless the intent is to not unleash the full potential of the ALU, it does not make sense to include living of homeowner as a requirement


	How is this different from someone renting anything else in the county? The property owner doesn't have to live next door.


	This seems like a good idea but when you go to sell the house it could be an issue. Perhaps those who build it have to live there for a certain number of

years OR sell the entire property.


	Absentee landlordism has been a problem throughout most of U.S. history.


	This is the silliest requirement. Who cares what the relationship is between the landlord and tennants- We need more detached affordable housing! If the

owner moves out the ALU must sit empty???? That's just dumb.


	Either love on property or rent main and ALU to same tenant


	Owner occupancy helps ensure the property remains part of the community and reduces the risk of ALUs becoming purely income-driven rental units.


	I lean towards, YES. I worry about monitoring the unit if the owner doesn't live on the property, upkeep wise, care of the unit...


	No, the average person only lives in a home for ~ 7 years. The cost to build most ALU's is in the $80-$120k range. If the owner can't rent it out when they

leave this is a HUGE risk and horrible investment. Most modern counties don't put this stupid restriction in place. Why would you encourage building an

expensive unit that might have to remain empty?


	This is probably the only way to provide maximum assurance that properties will not be bought up by investors, will provide decent living conditions for

occupants and neighbors, and maintain the character of the neighborhood.


	Yes, this will prevent ALUs built for the sole purpose of short term and vacation rentals, which negatively impact communities and housing availability.


	Owner occupant on-site should be non-negotiable.


	I think the owner should be allowed to live in the alu while their family lives in main house


	Property owners should not be able to buy homes and then rent multiple areas out while living offsite. This can cause slumlord issues which already

happens in the county quite often.
	Require the property owner to live either in ALU or the property.


	I have seen this before ADU meets the requirements, was built and then “magically” it became AirBNB.


	There are 2 big situations where I disagree with the owner occupancy requirement.

1) There are multi-generational families who might want/need to rent, and would like to rent a home with an ALU

2) Being able to rent out both halves of an ALU would help provide cheaper rent both by creating an extra dwelling in the county, and also by it being

cheaper vs a SFH


	Otherwise it is a rental property


	Having absent land owners add ALUs when they are no longer part of the community is unfair. One of the advantages of suburban communities is long

term nature of relationships. Neigbor’s who have lived together for decades invested in the schools, upkeep of homes, and relationships. To allow people

who don’t live here to increase rental income without being here to live with added burdens of more traffic, less convenient parking, seems to be putting

profit over people.


	In the beginning yes, but in cases of aging in place, etc. This change of maybe losing a loved one may change this. To avoid developers from just acquiring

property and maxing it out, then yes owner should have to reside


	There should be no opportunity for off-site landlords to generate additional revenue at the expense of the surrounding area. ALUs should be for individual

homeowners to shelter relatives or generate personal passive income.


	Depending on the number of unrelated occupants


	why turn neighborhoods into transient places, in this case in both the main house AND the ALU? You will surely diminish this community


	What if the property owner had adult children living in the residence and their parents living in the ALU, while the property owner lives elsewhere? All the

people would be related.


	Am not sure but it would help if there was any problems with the ALU place or with anyone else


	Someone on-site needs to have responsibility to his/her/their neighbors.


	couple different scenarios: If the owner gets transferred elsewhere and wants to rent the property, only one renter for the house and the ALU should be

allowed, not 2 separate renters. If the owner lives on site, he could rent it out to 2 people or less. More than 2 people creates congestion with cars.
	It's important that new homebuyers be able to afford to live in Fairfax County, and the more houses become owned by landlords who don't live here, the

harder it becomes for the people who make the county a place worth living in. I can envision circumstances in which the property owner not living on the

property would be okay, but I'm worried about how regulations around this in particular could take away the opportunity for young people to buy homes.


	This seems a silly requirement


	responsibility/liability


	ABSOLUTELY! Do not allow the system to be taken advantage of by investors.


	I am against all ALU's - therefore the question is irrelevant.


	The property owner should be responsible for the ALU, but these days you can live anywhere in the world and be 100% responsible for your property.


	Without this limitation, single family homes would become multi-family dwellings and I see enough of them already. I have not heard anything about

increasing staff for enforcement and the cost.


	If the ALU is detached and a separate home, I don't see why the owner couldn't rent out both homes. Many people in our area go on temporary assignments

overseas or out of state but return to the area. By saying only owner occupants should be able to rent these dwellings, these owners would be forced to

leave them empty.


	There are enough issues with renters in communities and if you have a rental home and rental ALU this can be a severe negative impact on the community.


	Unnecessary regulations will increase costs to the government. How will this be monitored?


	Sometimes they start living there then they move or such and keeps it as an investment. This is a typical wealth builder and should not be taken away.


	Yes only if owner occupied


	Someone has to be on property to make sure renters are following the rules


	Of course not. It is the property of the owner. The owner should do as he wishes with his property.


	House becomes a rental unit if Owner does not live there. Then occupancy would be limited by other rules and owner's discretion and lease agreement.


	Leaning toward probably


	Maybe? Depends on setup.
	But the main property and ALU should not be rented separately, with a possible exception in the case of large lots.


	Otherwise, you've just created a multi unit rental.


	I don't want realtors snapping up houses and using them to rent out both main and secondary spaces. The housing market is bad enough without that

happening.


	responsibility and accountability


	Fairfax needs to make sure this ALU initiative doesn't become an investor-driven AirBnB invasion.


	Not sure.


	If you’re asking should one property be limited to having one rental agreement in place, depends on property size. But if the owners family lives in primary

and the other building is rented, but the “owner” lives in another state I don’t see that as an issue.


	Unenforceable, where prone to issues.


	If you have a designated rep to be on call you should be fine without being co dependent on the property.


	Should the property meet all requirements and the owner ensures that the number of occupants in the principal and ALU are not exceeded, I don’t see a

reason to require the owner to live on the property.


	Generally speaking I would say yes, but if a family if military for example and is transferred they should be able to do a long term rental and still maintain the

ALU. As just a business arrangement I would be against it.


	I think we run more of a risk that the dwelling would turn into something that more resembled an apartment unit if the owner is not required to live on the

property, especially if the owner owns multiple properties.


	How would that change the physical impact of the Alu? It’s the same number of buildings, same iMacs to parking, same number of people. Again, sounds

elitist and Harkins back to colonial perceptions of land ownership being so important. Knock it off.


	ALUs if allowed should only be occupied by family members of the main housing unit.
	Requiring owner occupancy would create unintended hardship for military families, federal employees, and others who may be temporarily reassigned.

Property owners should retain flexibility to maintain and rent their homes during deployments or short-term assignments. Appropriate property

maintenance and code enforcement standards can address concerns without mandating owner occupancy.
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	Requiring owner occupancy would create unintended hardship for military families, federal employees, and others who may be temporarily reassigned.

Property owners should retain flexibility to maintain and rent their homes during deployments or short-term assignments. Appropriate property

maintenance and code enforcement standards can address concerns without mandating owner occupancy.


	landlords are renting to 20 people in one house all over Mount Vernon! This is against zoning laws! We are fed up with this being ignored and destroying our

family friendly neighborhoods


	Oppose ALU


	It's not really ALU if it's an investment property.


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	It should be their permanent residence. Allowing absentee ownership, except in the case of military and no one on site to manage the rental, could impact

the neighbors. People may see these as affordable opportunity but just a way for absentee owners to use as money making tool. Could charge 1,800 Per

unit and make money on the deal. Would probably get more units that way. If this is changed then there should be a registration of some sort required to

track what is happening to the housing stock.


	Absolutely, to prevent people renting out multiple airbnbs from their home, or multiple renters that would disrupt the neighbors


	Yes. Reduces increasing slum lord effect that is growing. Helps uphold property maintenance. Quicker response to neighbor’s complaints and known

violations. Quicker response to public safety, health department, police, garbage collection, and many other problems crammed renters create and say is

not renters’ problem.
	Owners buying properties purely for rent and then squeezing ever last penny out of a property is part of the current housing crisis. Additionally, present

owners are much more invested in the quality of ALU residents that are welcomed than non-present owners.


	Always. And they should be required to live there full time.


	rental properties should not be expanded


	This shouldn't be designed to increase and create multi unit rentals, but to add space for the homeowner's use or potentially for one rental while

homeowner lives there (say an elderly couple wants to rent the basement to a caregiver or grandchild)


	Let the on-site owners be the first to know if there are problems with an ALU tenant by requiring them to be on-site. Otherwise, doors are thrown open for

“investor slumlords” to be buying properties and operating in neighborhoods with SFH homes.


	Should not allow ALU in Fairfax County


	There should be no ALUs. Would open the floodgates to overcrowded multi-family residenses in traditional single family neighborhoods.


	Hmmm, that would then be like having two rental units you are managing. Not sure about that and how carefully the homeowner would watch the

property.


	I suppose it would be nice to have the flexibility if parents moved in, but then the owner (children) need to move away due to work or something similar. I

wouldn't want my parents to be forced to move out.


	This is because there is a correlation between low income and crime as well as quality of life. The owner needs to be there to ensure that property values

do not fall.


	ALU = RENTAL PROPERTY


	No ALUs.; But your survey has been constructed in such a slanted, biased fashion it's criminal.


	Same as above


	I think that if owners are not living on the property, things often become overcrowded and they don't care because they don't have to live with it. years ago a

non resident owner converted many rooms in her home to be rented individually and our 4 bedroom family neighborhood had 8 individual single men living

there. The neighbors had to complain to the county regularly to get her to stop running a illegal boarding house. It would be easy to see this happening with

non resident owners
	This will hopefully prevent investors from purchasing properties for creating ALUs. Maybe in 5-10 years can revise again but for now best to require owner

to live on property.


	direct responsibility for use of, noise, care of by property owner - they have to "live" with any ALU exposure like any neighbor might have to...


	We shouldn’t restrict what an owner can do with the rental property. The effect is the same whether or not the landlord lives on the property or not.


	Owner occupancy helps with accountability and responsibility with their ALUs


	Owner required to live on premises is good to help keep an eye on activity in ALU


	Would be best if the property owner lived in the main house,but there may be circumstances in which they might have to relocate (e,g military), You don't

want equity companies buying lots of houses with ALUs but I don't think that is happening in Fairfax County, especially for homes big enough to support an

ALU,


	Yes, although they should be able to travel extensively. In Texas there are casitas that are attached to the property where the owners may rent these out as

short term housing. Near airports, these dwellings could be used to expand affordable housing options to either pilots who need a crashpad for sleep per

FAA requirements or traveling nurses or doctors living near hospitals.


	Do not need to be but needs to be a good landlord and do repairs, etc.


	Yes, either the property owner or FAMILY MEMBER be required to live on the property ; Correction:

Yes, the property owner must live in the main residence and only family members can live in the ALU.


	There are situations when people have to move. It would be unfair to make them sell the home or leave the ALU vacant.


	I feel it would be beneficial to have the property owner live on the property if there is an ALU, but I would not want to place such a restriction on the property

owner.


	Owner-occupancy requirements create another limiting factor in the ability of ALUs to be a truly effective housing solution. There are many circumstances

under which homeowners may not be able to occupy their primary dwellings, such as military or State Department personnel who spend long stretches of

time abroad.


	Single family homes should not be divided up into multi unit rental properties for absentee landlords.


	Of course
	It would be hard to enforce. Many houses are rented out when people take temporary assignments for work.


	They need to be fully cognizant of what the tenants are doing and held responsible for ignoring the law.


	If they live on the property they can maybe control it better.


	A landlord should be on sight to be responsible for overall property management to minimize impact to the neighbors. ; Please do not encourage investors

to buy up single family dwellings and convert them to multifamily. Investors are not as responsible as on sight homeowners. Apartment buildings are for

dense multifamily living.


	owner should not be required to live on the property if there is an ALU


	Also, consider the neighbors. Do they want to look at some ALU and have additional vehicles? I think not.


	We all know there are plenty of owners who would become slum lords.


	They need to be there to monitor their property.


	It's not an ALU if the property owner doesn't live there, it's a rental


	absolutely


	Not having the property owner living there transforms a private residence into an apartment building. NO.


	My thought is most likely. Otherwise the character of areas will change as investors turn places into rentals. Properties as a rule are better cared for when

owners are present.


	The concern, though, is that single family homes become boardinghouses, where the owner doesn't keep them up and a variety of unrelated persons are

jammed inside and have a lot of cars outside.


	Yes. They would have a vested interest in making sure the additional tenants are not causing an impact to the community. Hopefully that would also

disincentivize the purchasing of property for investment purposes, rather than people just looking for a home.


	It is important for the property owner to live on the property as the responsible party for conforming to rules and character of the community.


	Otherwise too little oversight and accountability
	Not in favor of ALUs of any kind that encourage absentee landlordship. Not even in favor of absentee landlords in main (non-accessory) homes.


	I would be okay with a property owner living off site, as long as it's owned by an individual and not a corporation. But the County likely does not have the

authority to treat each differently.


	I would like to rent out part of my house if I can.


	Absolutely! The property owner should monitor their ALU and its effect on the neighbors.


	Yes. Absentee owners result in issues such as hoteling, parking scarcity, neighborhood upkeep and (possibly) crime increase.


	take the pain and no parking.


	Lives changes, people need to be able to move and not suddenly make the ALU occupant homeless.


	Yes


	This should be a hard rule to help keep the character of the neighborhood and force some accountability on the property owner.


	ALU should serve some immediate, family related need such as care for member of a family due to various circumstances, to include aging in place, or

long term care of disabled person.


	This is a very nice neighborhood. People will take advantage of ALU's. Air BnB etc. will for sure happen whether you allow it or not. People will take

advantage of this. Bad idea.


	You would be less likely able to sell your house with this requirement.


	Again, these units should be for the benefit of homeowners, not for people trying to exploit loopholes in zoning laws.


	Only if owner is moved out of the residence for health reasons


	Owner-occupancy rules inhibit the development of new housing with ALUs that are intended to be sold to an owner occupant. There are also many

circumstances under which ALUs may be beneficial but the primary homeowners may not be able to occupy their primary dwellings, such as military or

State Department personnel who spend long stretches of time abroad.


	Property owner should take full accountability and responsibility of whole Property whether they live there or not
	If there is an occupied ALU, the property potentially becomes a source of multiple rentals for the owner, and enforcement of rules, standards, or protection

of neighbor rights falls to the neighbors themselves who derive no benefit from the ALU.


	This will prevent rundown properties.


	Owners take better care of property.


	Yes, but with reasonable exceptions, lite the primary owner's job


	That would be the first choice, but in some circumstances it may not be necessary.


	Again bifurcate the process, steamline it for immediate family. It is not an ADDITIONAL/SEPARATE dwelling, it is ONE family, living with more flexibility.


	I don’t support ALU’s however, I know we have a few 8n our neighborhood and yes the homeowner should not use their main home as a rental. Should be

owner occupied.


	Otherwise it becomes a boarding house.


	Don't want non-family living together.


	Again, as was mentioned in the meeting, people move and return. And the County isn't really going to be able to track whether an owner moves in or out.

The use of the ALU also may or many not change in the process.


	That’s the only way to control ; Absolutely. That will provide some control over behavior, following the requirements and minimizing problems


	The presence of the property owner is essential in order to preserve neighborhood character.


	They need to see the problems they want to mess up


	An example of an exception is if the property owner spends the winter in Florida and one of the residences is vacant.


	The property owner should live either in the primary house or the ALU. For example, the owners could move into the ALU and their children occupy the

primary house.


	No, if I'm renting my property to a family and they want their family members to live in an ALU that should be allowed.
	It helps offset current poorly planned density that will by bringing in those whom are not fully working into a working community that is a massive out of

control apartment growth, and whom are not invested into the community. owner occupant statistically uphold property maintenance far better than

renters.
	 
	 
	 
	Question 9 comments:
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	I think they just need a designated parking spot or there needs to be available on street parking. If the primary homeowner is willing to dedicate one spot to

the ALU in perpetuity that should be sufficient.


	maybe not if it's super-close to metro but most everyone drives here--let's not pretend we are not in the suburbs. Otherwise, yes.


	Northern Virginia is a community of drivers, and it's exceedingly unlikely an ALU resident would not have a car. It's not fair to put the burden of a place to

park that car on neighbors.


	Parking is already tight in many established neighborhoods. Adding an additional renter (or 2), who is likely to need a car(s) to get around most places in

the county, adds to that. Someone said in the meeting that there is no limit on the number of cars for residents of a house. So if you take the 5 or 6 cars

those people have and add two more to the house, it makes it unmanageable for the rest of the residents on the block.


	Maybe not additional, but one should be provided from whatever parking has already been provided for the residence. We don't need to add parking but the

ALU should include a parking space.


	Unless in walking distance to Metro, yes for in-dwelling ALU.


	Combined with what appear to be proposals for increased density generally, failure to require additional parking for ADUs will simply strain on street

parking and other car-related issues.


	Lot size dependent, dependant on street parking availability / typical road congestion and proximity to public transportation


	Depends on the area/neighborhood.


	Depends on the house and neighborhood


	Many areas already fight for parking, this would make sure it doesn't cause issues.


	In certain cases yes, but I think generally speaking parking should not be required, especially when close to the metro or when the lot already has a lot of

parking room


	Depends on proximity of the property to sources of trip generation, metro/transit, mixed use developments


	The answer is YES with the sole exception for when located in a TSA.


	Yes, when in a residential district outside of a metro adjacent area at least one parking should be required.


	Allowance for not requiring additional parking in proximity to transit.


	Another nightmare issue which will be a problematic enforcement issue particularly in a townhouse development where adequate parking is already a

major annoyance
	Only if there is inadequate on-street or off-street parking. The location to a Metro should be irrelevant.


	Even people living near metro have cars. Additional parking spaces A MUST.


	For townhomes refer to the covenants, conditions, and restrictions.


	I personally have plenty of parking, but I am not sure for townhouse communities etc.


	In many areas Parking is at a premium and ALU's should have designated parking spots. In particular in Townhome communities where families have 4-5

cars and adding more without regulation will create a untenable situation.


	ALU should not be allowed


	I'm in favor of parking restrictions being fair and lining up with those for renters within a single family home. It's unreasonable for internal ALU's to come

with parking restrictions more onerous than the same occupancy in the same dwelling absent an ALU.


	Without additional parking beyond what was originally approved when house built, it should not be allowed. For instance, the house in Greenbriar on

Mabel Street that was halted because it was too close to neighboring house.... it is also substantially too big for the property values of the neighborhood

and has NO additional parking for that many rooms. It should never have been allowed for that reason alone.


	Yes, if it makes sense.


	Locations dependent but if going to cause issues for current residents of area then limit parking


	Think this would be a case by case basis. But there should be off street parking for visitors at the very least I would think. On large lots, I assume the parking

would be included within the lot. But would not want to live next door to a lot that had tons of cars parked on a driveway either.


	Especially if public transit or off-street parking is readily available, there should not be any parking requirement.


	this could be a requirement but waivable if they can demonstrate sufficient parking (or lack of need) based on site specifics.


	The fundamental issue here is the need for more housing. Which will result in higher densities throughout the County. Which also means that parking for

EVERYONE needs to be reviewed. It's a waste of time, and counterproductive to try and come up with an 'ALU-specific' parking policy.


	Many residential street are already over parked, especially in older communities built before everyone had their own car. Many were built with one off

street parking space.
	There is currently a single family home across the street from my home that put an apartment in the basement. There are frequently 5 vehicles parked

between the driveway and street. Occasionally with visitors to the home there have been additional cars parked on side streets. It makes navigating the

street challenging.


	Seems like common sense.


	Absolute must - if approved.


	It might make sense to require one parking space for an ALU in certain circumstances or areas of the county, but it doesn't seem necessary in Metro station

areas, places with good bus access, and walkable places more generally. Overall, I think a requirement to have a parking space will severely limit the

opportunity for townhouse ALUs, especially in already developed townhouse neighborhoods that were designed with a specific parking requirement in

mind and do not have any opportunity to add parking spaces. In those conditions, requiring a parking space would have the effect of essentially prohibiting

ALUs in many developed townhouse communities.


	In size-limited communities, e.g., townhouse communities


	No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.


	Maybe not (for example, don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.). Please explain

in the comment box.


	I don’t think it should be required unless you start going around to every SFH and requiring additional parking for every driver in the house. Homes in Fairfax

county, especially in the neighborhood I stayed in Chantilly, would sometimes have five or six cars once children in the household reached driving age.

Forcing ALU owners to add parking when you don’t force other homeowners to add parking when they have so many licensed drivers in the house or just

own multiple vehicles is unfair.


	Not all people using ALU will need a parking space. If there are assigned parking spots, then yes, there should be additional parking spots. Perhaps partner

with Zipcars to give people access to cars when they need them


	I don’t want to encourage paving more lawns. We need to preserve absorbent ground for many ecological reasons.


	It depends upon the width of the street, whether there's street parking nearby, etc.


	Individual circumstances will determine the requirements.


	Depends on the property.


	Of course, otherwise creates crowding in most cases
	There needs to be consideration toward TOTAL number of cars at a property with an ADU. Currently, too many of the modest SFHs in our neighborhood

have more than 1 car per resident homeowner, causing problematic and unsafe extended parking on roadways. Adding ALU autos will exacerbate this

issue.


	Depends on where the ALU is, how much parking is already available etc


	Why are we requiring parking at all? Whether the ADU has or doesn't have parking is for the individual owners to decide. If they are willing to host an ADU

that has no parking space, then as long as they clearly advertise that and the renter is fully aware of that, why should that be illegal?


	Depends on the availability/proximity of public transit.


	If mass transit is available additional parking would not be necessary.


	Parking should be required in areas where it only makes sense to travel by car.


	Only if the persons residing drive or have a car


	Cannot be road parking as it hurt the whole community


	Only "yes" if the occupant(s) will be driving.


	Not if walkable to Metro


	There should be sufficient parking (driveway or street) within the existing property footprint.


	if anything there should be maximums considering how cars are a negative externality and how Fairfax county is reasonably bikeable and navigable by

transit


	Yes with number of additional parking spaces regulated by number of drivers in the household.


	depends upon the availability of on street parking.


	Depends on lot size & available parking. Definitely yes if in congested area


	I think ALU parking needs to be approached in context of the overall neighborhood fabric and parking needs and norms.


	If there is ample parking already, don't need more.


	If there is enough existing lot space for vehicles then its not necessary.


	perhaps in tight situation like TH but not on larger lots


	If it doesn't require additional parking on the street, or if located close to Metro or other public transportation


	don't require when built on large lots that already are able to accomodate parking for an ALU, and when near a metro when a car is optional


	No to ALU in Great Falls
	Some ALU residents may not need a car, e.g., elderly, nanny, etc. If the ALU occupant has a vehicle then an additional parking space should be required.


	Depends on how close public transit is.


	Encourage public transit


	The only way I said yes is because this terrible idea that is the only answer


	Absolutely additional parking should be mandatory. If there is no room for parking, they have no business having an ALU. There is no way to force an

individual occupying such a unit to not have a car - and in this area - especially in suburbia they will need a car because the transportation infrastructure

does not serve suburbia well. So allowing an ALU without forcing on-site parking just burdens the neighbors without any benefit to them - not equitable.


	This depends on the individuals expected to be occupying the ALU. If the occupants are dependent family members, no additional parking should be

required. There can be no standardized regulation for this requirement.


	Living near a metro does not automatically constitute "no additional traffic" or "no additional need for parking." Our streets are already too crowded and

limit the ability of 2-directional traffic to safely pass due to the existing congestion of on-street parking.


	Depends on type of home and type of ALU and hoa rules, etc.


	Depends on setting and needs of individuals.


	I presume a bright line (yes or no) would be easier to implement, but it seems like the real need will be site specific, so a site specific decision would seem

to increase housing supply at the lowest cost


	Parking is a "third rail" issue no matter where you are.


	Parking is a problem in Townhouse developmentS


	don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro


	Requiring a parking space, de facto, every time seems inconsistent with Fairfax County's Parking Reimagined! Where is the inquiry if the existing parking

spaces in the SFH even used (eg. two in garage, two in driveway)?


	See comment to prior response.


	Yes


	If it's approved, of course! But I would not approve any ALU.


	See townhouses.


	Absolutely not! We do not want to add more terrible parking minimums.


	If four cars or more can already park on property, then probably ok.

If fewer can park on property, require more.
	It shouldn't require additional parking if there is easy access to public transportation (either metro or multiple bus lines.)


	Yes, if the resident living in the ALU has a valid driver's license ; Yes, if the resident of the ALU has a valid driver's license and a car registered in any state.


	Depends on street parking availability, distance to metro and size of lot.


	No part of the County is yet a truly urban environment, although it is moving in that direction in a few places. My opinion is that we are years away from not

requiring additional parking, but my opinion could change with as more and more citizens forfeit their vehicles in favor of mass transit and ride share

transportation.


	Maybe not, if the additional parking capacity can be accommodated off-street/on-property.


	Any property granted an ALU must have the ability to handle additional parking needs on the property. It must NOT spill over into the neighborhood’s

limited parking on the streets. We already have multi-generational families living in communities that end up monopolizing street parking in

neighborhoods.


	Depends on nature of neighborhood and location of neighborhood.


	Depends on availablilty of existing parking to meet demand


	1 space per bedroom


	Depends upon the accessibility of Metro and other public transportation nearby. Neighbors in single family home neighborhoods may object to seeing

extra cars on the property, so visibility of parking spaces from the street may matter.


	If not needed then an additional parking spot isn’t needed


	Depends on the density of the neighborhood and overall parking availability


	depends - don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.)


	Yes, as an off street spot, such as an additional or enlarged driveway


	Exceptions as described in the question.


	depends on the overall parking situation - if adding the ALU would impede the parking then yes


	Ideally yes (with caveats), realistically no. Some people dont have cars, requiring parking spaces dont make sense in those cases. Most houses if they dont

have a driveway, dont have an actual designated parking space anyway. Outside additional parking enforcement, nothing stops a random person from

parking in front of a house that isnt theirs. Requiring parking when parking isn't enforceable to begin with is asinine. The only time a parking space should

be required is when parking in the neighborhood is enforceable, and the occupants have cars.
	There definitely needs to be “adequate” parking so we don’t adversely affect surrounding neighborhoods with people parking where they don’t live.


	Great Falls lacks sidewalks, street lighting, and public transit. Requiring at least one additional off-street parking space for each ALU is essential to avoid

overflow parking on narrow, rural roads. This is not a Metro-served community and should not be treated like one.


	I cant support this


	Any needed additional parking space as required by Article 6, B(9), Table 6100.2 should be accommodated by the existing driveway, and prohibited on the

street. Most two-car garage driveways can accommodate at least four cars in addition to the two garage spaces. That is, widening the driveway to create an

additional space, as shown in the survey photograph of the pickup truck occupying an additional driveway lane, should be discouraged.


	A further example would be if the driveway will accommodate all vehicles.


	If occupants take up more parking space than available in the current garage, driveway or adjacent curb or allotted parking lot spaces, then ordinances

must be put in place to regulate where driveways and parking may be installed and/or cars may park.


	Parking vans and cars obstruct road access. Having ALU"s means having a lot more cars and vans with equipment along simply housing roads. This creates

a problem driving through and also may hinder safety access for Firetrucks and Ambulances. Safety and ease of driving access for homeowners needs to

be the priority.


	I've seen homes that have 5 cars without parking regulations. My family is a 1 car household. People will adapt to using less cars. As long as the county also

looks into public transit in more populated areas, I don't think it will be a problem.


	YES. We have an ALU across the street. 2 extra cars. BZA said the tenants cars must be on driveway -- that only means the owners cars now take up the

very very limited cul de sac curb parking full time. (With mailbox placement and access required to them, there are only a few street parking spots). On

trash days cans needs curb space too. With this snows storm the small street could not be fully cleared do to their car in the street!


	Actually depends on lot size or metro access


	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted

and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,

and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would

be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.
	It depends on what parking is available - is there garage space or are there extra parking spaces available / space to create them so there isn't an impact on

other residents?


	If the ALU is designated as an aging-in-place apartment for elderly parents, perhaps a waiver? What if private property has plenty of parking space already?


	No - that's ridiculous and immediately makes it unaffordable/unattainable for many.


	Again, hard to make a sweeping overall requirement. Needs study and input.


	Expand public transit options so cars and parking aren’t a necessity


	Parking in residential neighborhoods is already problematic. Adding more vehicles per property without adequate space for parking will create safety

issues for people walking, driving, delivering, and for school buses and children to and from school.

Many neighborhoods have been forced to obtain RPPD's to aid in resolving parking problems associated with commuters, commercial vehicles, and

visitors.

Adding an unregulated numbers of cars associated with an ALU will cause additional burden on neighborhood streets.

Please require additional parking spaces as a requirement for an ALU.


	No comment


	This is especially true if the ALU is located at the end of a cul de sac, townhouse community, or other similar situation where parking is limited.


	because there will always be a possibility that a family member or tenant will have a car, parking must be planned for. all apartments and town houses

require a certain number of space(s) per unit. an ALU should be required to have parking no matter how close it is to public transportation. Fairfax County

is not a major urban city, think NYC Boston, Chicago, by an large I would estimate that 90% of people have cars by necessity.


	Might not, for example if an elderly individual would not be driving anyway, the extra parking is a waste. Metro accessibility could also lead students or

young renters to rely on that plus a bike/scooter.


	Required documentation of why there is no need for an additional space.


	Additional parking needs to take into account the number of occupants and who owns a car or has a drivers license. For instance, if there are 4 people in

an ALU, there could be a couple neither of whom drive anymore, an adult child who never had a license, and their caregiver who has a car and does all the

driving. This would cause less concern for parking impact.


	Parking requirement should be sufficient off-street parking for all occupants of the house and ACLU.


	At a minimum, required parking should meet the county's minimum requirements for residential. This means it might require more than 1 parking space.
	Additional unless they can show parking is already adequate or not needed. Must consider that even if metro is nearby or a person does not drive,an ALU

will generate more need for parking for deliveries, maintenance vehicles, visitors, etc.


	This completely depends on the parking situation in the neighborhood. If it’s a single-family home with a driveway and a garage and ample street parking,

then it doesn’t matter at all. If it’s a neighborhood without enough street parking for the existing residents, or with limited designated resident or guest

spaces, then yes, it should require some kind of accommodation for an additional parking space.


	Not if there is adequate off-street parking for multiple cars at the existing structure.


	If family is involved.


	Only if needed.


	No additional parking may not be available in communities throughout Fairfax County. Some townhouses community already struggle with parking for their

residents already-- making additional parking would be difficult to do.


	As above this should only be undertaken with wider consideration of improved public and alternative transportation options. Trying to expand residency

density only with car infrastructure in mind will continue to be the fools errand.


	Create greater flexibility depending on location.

There must be vast amounts of flexible options.


	No, as long as there is plenty of street parking or safe parking nearby. We do not a monster of a driveway expansion


	Absolutely. If you add persons, you must add space for the additional vehicles. Where that space comes from in an already built out neighborhood is

problematic. This entire ALU concept creates fighting over existing parking spaces, too many cars parked on the street, in the front yards, and public

parking lots nearby.


	if the ALU parking doesn't inconvenience other residents in a suburben setting, no.


	I think this is tricky. Depends on the area or what parking is associated with the property in the first place.

If required, what if the person does not have a car or something.


	More visitors will need parking
	Not sure. I guess this is an issue in some places, but seems like most Fairfax suburbs have plenty of parking. Whether in driveways, garages, or on street.

Plus a lot of the elderly moving in with their adult kids don't actually drive


	Generally yes. For homes that use street parking i’d say a max of one car allowed for the ALU.


	Not if near metro


	Near transit, this requirement should not be required.


	No need if bus or metro is available


	No additional parking space IF the ALU is located on a major bus route and/or within a mile of a metro station


	Yes, to negate the adverse impact when there's limited neighborhood parking available.


	Additional parking should be required in situations where parking spaces are marked (townhouses, etc.) I believe there should also be an option to waive

the need for additional parking for ALUs being used by occupants that can't/don't drive a vehicle.


	Additional parking should only be a consideration where parking is limited and options to increase parking are not feasible.


	There should be no ALU and therefore no need for additional parking.


	If the house has a sufficient parking area for ALU, this is good enough not to add a parking space.


	The homeowner should control this.


	Depends on the area.,


	ALU should not be permitted to park on street, nor should homeowners park on street when garage and driveway are available


	parking is a potential concern, but lots of street parking is available some places; some places are close to the metro or busses, etc.


	Sufficient parking for each dwelling


	Any ALU near frequent bus service probably doesn't need extra parking, especially not for ones near metro rail or VRE


	Should depend on how many parking spots are already available for the primary dwelling.


	Without required offstreet parking, you'll create serious traffic congestion in those neighborhoods. Just drive around any lower middle class neighborhood,

say in Sterling, far outside the Beltway, and you'll see what I mean. Trucks, vans, multiple cars in the yard and in front of one house, etc.
	Don't require additional parking if located close to publicly available parking, don't require additional parking if street parking is greater than the number of

adult occupants in the unit.


	If located in a neighborhood with open street parking, this doesn’t seem like a reasonable requirement


	Yes if there is adequate space to add more parking.


	People can live in it if they choose regardless of whether or not there is a parking space


	I’m not sure if can depend upon the area—in my neighborhood there is plenty of street parking but in denser areas that could be a real problem to add

people and no parking


	Dependent on ALU size and lot size.


	No if there is plenty of parking spots for the house and on the street, or if the home is near main commuter lines, metro, etc


	If the single family home has a larger lot or the house sits far off the road, meaning the driveway is rather large and can accommodate more parking, it

should not be an issue.


	none


	Off street parking should absolutely be required.


	I meant to select “maybe”


	Many places have no way to provide a parking space, such as a townhouse.


	If someone elects to have an ALU, which must adhere to guidelines of community homeowners association bylaws (the county should never have the right

to supercede these), then they must provide additional parking and not allow their new resident to steal parking spaces from other residents. Also, Metro

parking is only for commuters using Metro as a form of transportation. That should not even be considered as overflow parking for residents in an ALU.


	This seems like a case by case decision


	Agree with the provided examples


	Take into consideration the lot size and if there is off street parking for the main residence occupants


	I don't think it should be required, but it should be available. For example, in an HOA that only provides one parking space per household, an abundance of

ADU's in that community would not be fair to the homeowners who need parking space for guests.


	It is dependent on the neighborhood density and the living situation. If a child or caretaker of an elderly primary resident lives in the ALU, the primary

resident may have already given up their car.


	As mentioned before, parking has to be considered.


	shouldn't be allowed to take away from other property owners or allow for more use than everyone else. (TH complexes have resident limit parking.)
	There are too many cars without enough parking space as is. Do not make it worse


	Maybe not if located close to public transportation or if the existing parking is adequate to accommodate additional vehicles.


	Let the market and the space of the property decide that. Don’t require anything. Don’t complicate things if all the county want is affordable housing.


	Requiring additional parking is a non-starter. Many property owners in our neighborhood own 5+ vehicles for personal/recreational use and have no parking

requirements. Would the county propose that if they have a family member living in the basement they would have a parking restriction? Parking

restrictions on ALUs is out of step with other county initiatives like Parking Reimagined. It should be ditched for any ALU discussion.


	It depends upon lot size. For many, an additional car and parking may not be needed


	don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.). Elderly inhabitants or younger

inhabitants don't drive and won't need a parking space. Or for live in nanny.


	Cities like alexandria or arlington clearly do not have as much parking, but people adapt to the available parking --- primarily through invisible hand of

market forces that change the costs. May be transit use will get a boost as you see in these cities/counties will not as much parking


	This depends if there is space to allow this. Large lots no.


	Make it flexible enough to allow for different situations. For example if I have my elderly parents living with me and they don't drive we don't need an

additional parking space.


	Depends on circumstances, for example, a senior who doesn't drive or a caretaker may not need a car


	It should be based on lot size and ALU size.


	I live on 5 acres - we already have 40 parking spots. Many ADUs are for elderly parents who can’t drive.


	Additional parking is only required if there are additional cars. These days, we have transit options and not every adult owns it needs to own a car.


	Parking should not be the limiting factor for ALUs. Reasonable alternatives should be taken into consideration, such as proximity to transit (e.g. Buses or

MetroRail) or ability to accommodate ALU parking by expanding driveways.


	VDOT has choked us on separate and enlarged driveway entrances!! Free up the access points onto lots and allow more impurviouse off-street parking

without storm water cost/ punishments!


	What is additional? In our neighborhood the same size houses may have driveways for 2 or 4 people
	In townhome areas and small lots where street parking is difficult


	We have excellent public transportation, so many people may not have a car.


	Parking impacts are a real concern in single-family neighborhoods.


	Many people use Uber or public transportation


	I think a certain amount of parking should be available however I think this requirement should be able to be met through on street parking or other

mechanisms such as local parking structures. Having this firm requirement doesn't give considerations to bike friendly or mass transit supported areas.


	Default should be yes, but exception if in a high density area with easy access to Metro rail and bussing


	Not necessary if its a large lot


	No, parking regulations have continually burdened counties with excessive higher housing costs. Suburbs tend to have plenty of street parking, and closer�in exurbs or higher volume areas tend to have better public transportation via metro or bus. Do NOT add any parking requirements. Fire code on homes

should be sufficient to keep total # of cars down.


	Many elderly and people with disabilities don't drive so it shouldn't be a requirement.


	I think it depends if the current property can accommodate the ALU parking


	I agree with your example- not if there is a metro nearby or if there already exists a large parking area.


	In a neighborhood that already requires permitted parking, yes, but not in a private neighborhood such as someone on a large lot with tons of on and off

street parking


	Not for large lot


	Require inspection for lots including for parking. ALU inhabitants might not own cars so additional parking might not be needed. Don't require on large lots.

More driveway means more impermeable area.


	All adequate public facilities minimums should be met to prevent strain on existing infrastructure.


	No additional parking space when located close to metro or R-1 lot.


	If near transportation like reliable metro it may not be necessary


	In areas with limited street parking, parking needs to be addressed. .


	There are already parking concerns in many areas of Fairfax County, especially apartment in townhome complex complexes. With more adult children,

living at home, teenage drivers, people owning multiple vehicles, etc. This is already an issue, allowing multiple other drivers to live in additional dwelling

on properties will only exacerbate this issue.


	It depends on the other restrictions the county has already placed on the property such as set-backs and usage limitations.
	We have enough parking on streets because average car per home have increased without adding parking. We should not allow ADU unless parking on site

next to the ADU is provided that is dedicated to the ADU


	This feels hard to make a rule on. It really depends on how tight parking is in a particular community already, which isn't something easily set as a

prescriptive rule. I would be fine either way on this rule.


	There is very limited parking on my street. Parking is the number one concern I have with ALUs.


	Many people don't drive now. They may bike, walk, or take public transportation


	In areas where parking is limited and the number of vehicles may overwhelm capacity, additional parking should be arranged during construction of the

ALU.


	Taking into account the neighborhood and lot size


	On smaller lots in Great Falls, failure to require additional parking would lead an ALU to turn a backyard into a parking lot with 2-3 cars for the ALU and a

similar number for the homeowner. I know a lot in Great Falls just like that now, where the owners propose an ALU and it would resemble a Tysons parking

lot.


	What if there is street parking available in front of the residence?


	It depends on the lot size


	Proximity to public transportation


	No additional parking required when other public transit options are accessible (Metro, etc)


	Site-specific, but we don't want more cars trying to park on neighborhood streets if there is insufficient parking already.


	Not necessarily. A lot of ALUs would be meant for seniors who may not be driving any more.


	Large lots need to provide off-street parking. If near Metro or if walkable to stores, no need to require addition parking.


	With enough street parking, or proximity to public transit, this doesn't seem like a problem. In townhouses with highly limited parking, it could be.

Residency of the household with the ALU is also relevant - if there's one original resident and one ALU resident, that doesn't inherently need more parking

than if there were two original residents.


	A lot of alus are for aging parents. They may not need it


	or specific clause signed by ALU occupant and owner of main home stating that another space is not needed


	Don't require additional parking on large lots or near metro


	If renter agrees not to have a vehicle, or if ALU is close to a Metro (in locations like Tysons), then parking may not be necessary.
	Depends on lot size and available parking space. May be an issue in more congested, smaller lot size sections of the county.


	A rigid requirement would probably be imprudent.


	I am against all ALU's


	Again flexibility!!


	Parking is the number one problem with ADU's.


	In our community there is an ALU and street parking is already crowded and now 2 cars have been added.


	Occupants may not need parking spaces. Unnecessary burden on the homeowner. Undue regulation.


	No is my initial thought but it depends. if within a certain distance to public transportation, it would be cost prohibitive to build the ALU and the resident

may not need it. I can't think of why there is a need to mandate.


	Yes


	Not if there is enough on-street parking already available. I don’t want to create a situation where people end up paving over their yards to meet this

requirement.


	Up to the home owner and whoever lives in the ALU.


	Depending on existing parking arrangements


	Maybe on a case-by-case basis. Parking should not be required if there is ample street parking, is close to public transportation, or is located in a walkable

area. Not everyone owns a car.


	There’s nothing tackier than a lawn with cars parked on it.


	In some circumstances


	Depends on neighborhood and availability of parking in general.


	The ALU should have a designated off-street parking spot.


	Why should you require anything for parking?


	It should be addressed. When applying for a permit for an ALU, the applicant should be required to explain provisions for parking. Just because a dwelling is

near metro, does not mean the occupant of the ALU won't have a vehicle.


	In communities where parking is allotted to homes and/or has to be purchased/rented, a space should be required if the ALU resident has a vehicle. (“Has”

being defined as a vehicle available for their regular use that is present at the property when they are there, not necessarily “registered to.”). There should

be an exception if the ALU resident is a member of the immediate family living in the main home who reasonably would be living in the main home if not for

the existence of the ALU (ie - a college student still living with their family).


	Yes, yes and yes
	In theory, many houses have a driveway for use (although I've driven by many detached homes with driveways where people still park in the street). This

would be especially challenging in a townhouse neighborhood though where spots are already at best 1 or 2 per household.


	Just takes up more green space


	Depends on the size of the lot and if it's located on a busy street or in a townhouse development.


	Depends on the neighborhood.


	Depends on neighborhood I think.


	Simple validation—overhead shot of the property highlighting number of parking spaces. Should be at least one parking space available per bedroom.


	Parking encroaching on neighbors should not be allowed


	If it’s in a townhouse yes, but neighborhood with street parking available no.


	Don't see a need if the ALU is located near Metro or on a large lot, particularly that already has ample parking to accommodate. And as long as an

additional parking space can include street parking that is available.


	if close to public transportation or already have sufficient parking.


	Parking will be a big problem.


	Depending on location. If street parking is available then there is no need for additional parking


	Depends on the circumstances of the particular property


	Not for lots 2 acres or more


	This can be case by case basis.


	Not for large lots which have plenty of space, but in a situation where limited parking is available, this may cause issues


	I don’t think one needs to be required if it is close to public transportation.


	Depends if it’s an area in which parking is challenging already, or not


	Depends on location and if there is street parking


	Depends on lot size and existing provisions


	If a couple or 2 singles are in the ADU that might be 2 vehicles so you need 2 additional spaces
	Definitely need to look at parking accommodations. Single-family dwelling neighborhood streets are already becoming overcrowded with cars parked on

the streets. Families are acquiring more cars, "live-ins" increase the number of driving age people with their own cars living in homes, and use of garages as

storage areas preclude their intended use for parking cars. Townhome developments with inadequate parking face similar issues as overflow from their

parking areas is already moving out into surrounding neighborhood streets to add to the congestion. The recent snow highlighted problems this already

causes as snowplows were unable to adequately function as cars were left parked on the streets.


	Pretty much everywhere in Fairfax has plenty of room for driveways and we have over engineered streets that are more than capable of accommodating

additional cars parking.


	When the property is located within 800 meters of transit options (bus and metro) parking should not be required.


	Additional parking should not be automatically required in every case. Parking standards should be context-sensitive and consider lot size, driveway

capacity, proximity to transit, and existing on-street conditions. A universal mandate may unnecessarily restrict housing flexibility without reflecting actual

neighborhood needs.


	Additional parking should not be automatically required in every case. Parking standards should be context-sensitive and consider lot size, driveway

capacity, proximity to transit, and existing on-street conditions. A universal mandate may unnecessarily restrict housing flexibility without reflecting actual

neighborhood needs.


	Additional parking should not be automatically required in all cases. Requirements could be tailored based on lot size, existing driveway capacity,

proximity to transit, and on-street parking availability. A one-size-fits-all mandate may unnecessarily limit housing flexibility while not reflecting actual

neighborhood conditions.


	No more building!! Save our trees


	Oppose ALU


	How does anyone, as an individual, "create" an addition parking space?


	Per household parking allocation as set by local ordinances should not change/increase if an ALU is added.


	No need for additional parking spot when on a large lot or there are already 3 or more spaces on the property.


	Depends on neighborhood EXISTING DEMANDS.


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.
	If you increase the occupancy, would have more parking. Could leave up to the property owners and/or the HOA to regulate parking. Parking is allowed on a

public street. Or within a distance to metro or other type of transit.


	Only in places that have limited parking and it would affect others in the neighborhood; For places where there is limited parking (like on the street, or

designated visitor parking). We wouldn't want it to affect others in the neighborhood


	There must be enough property to allow for additional cars space


	Yes, on ALU site. Not in front of neighbors’ place. Many ALU sites along with existing dwelling have more than one vehicle. Trucks, vans, sedans,

construction vehicles, storage vehicles, etc. Ease fill up the neighborhood with rental vehicles and the common


	Situationaally dependent. The permitting body should use discretion.


	Limit parking spaces


	If ample street parking no


	Depends on the circumstances, some neighborhoods have plenty of parking while others do not.


	don't require additional parking on large lots, or don't require additional parking when located close to Metro, etc.


	Many houses in Fairfax county were built with limited parking in the first place


	This is a big problem for townhouse developemnts as there will not be enough room for additional full time parking of residents, resident ALU people and

guests of all of those occupants.


	there will be issues in most locations regardless of public transportation availability


	I am not pro

alu.


	Yes. Not on the street or the front lawn but an actual parking space.


	Not if the ALU is within walking distance to public transportation.


	Depends on existing parking.


	No ALUs!


	Otherwise, our streets become clogged with cars. And the ALU should be limited to one car.


	I think it highly depends on the situation. My mother doesn't drive at her age, so requiring additional parking wouldn't be reasonable in out situation.


	not required for large lots
	Eliminate ALU.


	No ALUs. This is Fairfax County VA.; What analysis is driving this current attempt at changing rules that have been in place for decades and resulted in the

development of a prosperous county with relatively low crime and high education metrics?; Take your socialist agenda somewhere else. Go ruin a

different county.


	Depends on the resident


	Property should be evaluated to see if enough parking already exists. Metro etc should not be considered. Any additional parking required must be on

property.


	same as above


	Depends on existing parking circumstances


	Only if garage is converted or if not close to public transportation or reserved parking in a townhouse community.


	OFF STREET but not rear yard - adding MORE CONCRETE to any lot is only adding to our CLIMATE CHANGE Problem. This is on COUNTY ZONING if

accepted/recommended ALU extension passes.


	It depends on the existing density. Off street parking options, or cul-de-sacs can probably support additional cars without issues.


	Parking is not an issue with lots big enough to allow ALUs


	parking is necessary to prevent overcrowded streets in most neighborhoods


	If the area has convenient access to public transportation, maybe not.


	not enough parking on public streets in our neighborhoods for additional tenants


	Maybe recommend a parking space, but do not require it. Give some points for it on the application. A parking space is an amenity that can be reflected in

the rent charged for the ALU.

Lots of possible tenants may not have cars e.g. students, grandmas, live-in caregivers.


	Should be required unles there is sufficient area for parking already on the lot (driveway) or the lot is very very close to metro.


	If the property is a single family home that has adequate garage parking or a driveway it shouldn't be an issue. In smaller denser areas, like in townhome

developments, additional parking will need to be added.


	Not necesarily.


	Don't require if property has a garage/driveway that meet main dwelling requirements, and street length in front of house can accommodate extra car.
	Limit additional parking spaces in neighborhoods. The new occupants of ADU should rely on owner or public transportation


	I think this depends on location. I generally think having ample parking, either on the lot or street parking, is essential, as the majority of workers who live in

Fairfax currently commute by car. I can only see the option of not providing extra parking working in areas that not only have walking access to the metro

and/or bus stops but also to shopping options (such as grocery stores).


	I'm not sure about this since having a car is almost essential in Fairfax County even if one dwells near a Metro Station. Also parking is a sore spot in some

neighborhoods, and may be a reason some residents would not support

ALUs in their neighborhood if an additional parking space is not required.


	Sufficient parking should be on the property to accommodate all vehicles used by all occupants on the property.


	As believers in smart growth principles, we see mandatory parking as mandatory paving. Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home

production while increasing impervious surface areas that degrade our environment.

If you are uncomfortable with fully removing this requirement, we encourage you to offer a compromise that would not impose a mandate for an additional

parking space for ALUs within a 1-mile radius of transit stations, or the county’s suggestion of not requiring an additional space on large lots.


	Adequate parking must be mandatory.


	God forbid ADUs are approved but if they are, they must have enough parking for every adult living there. So, if the ADU is actually lived in by 7 adults or

more, there has to be enough parking for 7+ cars or the ADU permit request is rejected.


	Absolutely. We are close to a metro, as the number of adults that live in a household increase so do the number of cars. That's now! It is not fair to

neighbors without ALU's to have tenants competing for street parking in front of your home. 1950's streets & lot sizes are not built for this. You need to

regulate by street width & lot size otherwise older neighborhoods will suffer compared to newer.


	Parking can be on the street or near metro or large lot.


	Public transportation close by, large lots should not require extra parking


	It's a myth that people have fewer cars.


	No parking minimums anywhere for adus


	If we're going to turn homes into apartments then yes there needs to be the accommodations for additional people
	Dependent on zoning and surrounding parking/transport options.


	It depends on how much parking is already available.


	It seems lowering acreage is ok but still have an acreage requirement - maybe .6 or .75 acre. Parking for adu occupants is necessary in my opinion.


	Consider the situation in the neighborhood. If there is not sufficient parking, require parking be provided as part of the ALU.


	If during the review process it can be determined that the property already has a large enough parking area/driveway etc., to accomodate more vehicles, it

is okay. Don't require additional parking when close to metro.


	Parking is an issue county wide. Eliminating additional parking requirements will make it significantly worse.


	This worries me - in most circumstances YES it should be required


	The parking issue seems significant. Unsure what the best solution is, but not in favor of large increases in unregulated on-street parking.


	The problem is people are turning their front lawns into Home Depot parking lot so the answer is no to this stupid idea. Everyone who is proposing. This

should go live in the ghetto, which is what they’re turning Mason District into.; My answer is no because people are already turning their front lawns into

large parking lot with parking lot spotlights so they can maximize the number of people they can rent to in their single-family homes. This is a bad idea

needs to be terminated.


	Again, I am completely opposed to an ALU.


	In certain parts of the county, so more people live in "hoteling" situations that the large number of cars, trucks, work vans, etc., create parking and driving

issues. During the last large snow, plows gas difficulty plowing adequately around the many cars parked in the streets. This was a safety issue


	Absolutely. It cannot contribute to additional street parking or transportation infrastructure negatively. Another reason they should be banned entirely.


	It completely depends on the location and layout of the property. There may be ample street and driveway parking. The home may be on mass transit.


	Overcrowding on streets now. If you go out in the neighborhoods in the evening and drive around, you would see for yourselves.


	Not if located close to public transit


	This just isn't necessary; most renters for these ALUs won't rent unless there's adequate parking space OR it's also possible they don't need it: i.e. if they

take transit or bike
	This is thorny for me. I think there are places/areas where ALUs could serve people that are car free. In places with parking pressure where the ALU is not

walkable parking should be a consideration. There are also places where there is plenty of street parking and space is not required.


	Depends on the total available parking on property


	Large lots and near metro should not hav


	If existing driveway is able to handle additional vehicles, then no additional parking space is needed to be built.


	Living near a metro is not enough incentive for an ALU resident to not have a car. Until we change transportation accessibility, everyone will still have a car.


	I think this is location dependent. In certain areas, it doesn't make sense to have an ALU without additional parking, but if you're closer to an urban center

where transit options are available, it isn't as necessary.


	Should require off-street parking capacity or increase if necessary.


	No; Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home production while increasing impervious surface areas that degrade our environment,

especially when they are not necessary. We encourage flexibility for those that are near transit stations or options, or the County’s suggestion of not

requiring an additional space on large lots.; No; Parking minimums inherently drive up the cost of home production while increasing impervious surface

areas that degrade our environment, especially when they are not necessary. Habitat for Humanity of Northern Virginia encourages flexibility for those that

are near transit stations or options, or the County’s suggestion of not requiring an additional space on large lots.


	Depends on each case


	It really depends on the number of people in the house and number of additional cars.


	It would be possible to address those options by requiring a rented ALU include a statement of number and type of vehicles within the rental contract,

which could be tied to the number of adults. This might also prohibit certain types of work vehicles when not the vehicle used by the renter for personal

transport during non-working hours.


	For example, if the number of bedrooms of the house remain the same [eg it was a 6 bedroom house, and now it is a 4 bedroom primary residence with a 2

bedroom ALU] additional parking should remain the same.


	Avoid parking problems.


	Under certain circumstances, like if available parking is restricted.


	Let's use common sense here. One can have a 5 cars and live in a 2 bedroom house. There are no laws that prohibit that. HOAs may limit that, so it is take

care of. Therefore, why are we questioning parking spaces with ALUs?
	On street parking will be where the renters park. Our driveways are not wide or long enough to accommodate renters cars that is why this idea will turn our

neighborhood in a city. No thanks. If this happens, I will be moving.


	Even if the first resident of an ALU is not a driver, that may not always be the case.


	The parking needs to be accounted for somewhere. If there is space on a large lot, perhaps it can be accommodated there. In our single family

neighborhood, we have some cul de sacs where parking is already in short supply. In our rental townhouse association, parking is limited to 2 parking

places per address. What would the residents of the ALU have, or would no parking be provided? That could be a burden on the rest of the community.


	Absolutely. And no decrease in required street footage (80 ft I think now). Must have off street parking that is enforced. We have 1 ALU in our

neighborhood and I’m told owner refuses tenant to share the driveway. So dedicated off street parking is necessary


	I agree with the examples cited above.


	Depends on neighbourhood context.


	Depends on the baseline availability of parking spaces associated with the primary building -- driveway vs street parking


	Let them park farther than they want.


	Two spaces.


	Yes, two parking spaces. Parking is always a problem.


	This is not a yes/no answer. The county needs to consider various scenarios as the county properties are very diverse. If the people living in the ALU do not

have a car then why require additional parking. If they do have a car then parking should be required based on existing parking availability, such as driveway

and street. The location to a metro should not be a determining factor, the person(s) living in the ALU having a car or not having a car is the consideration.


	It depends on the lot size


	Circumstances dictated


	Failed planning for parking and approval of construction without adequate parking has led to voluminous parking complaints in the County.


	Depends on available driveway size
	 
	 
	Question 10 comments:
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	10. Should a detached ALU that meets all required standards be allowed without a public hearing?



	We've seen what happens when the public is not allowed to weigh in on what gets built in their neighborhoods - county staff seems to rubber stamp

anything that looks good on paper without considering the real life impact of new construction in an established community.


	They would have to meet setback requirements (which should be greater for a residence than for a shed, for example), yard coverage limits, height limits,

as well as size limits. They need to provide parking without paving over the front or side yards. If they are in compliance, it could be administratively

approved.


	You're the zoning guys. What if it's gonna be ugly? Idk what other tools are in your box and what your review consists of.; I'm sorry was ugly considered

inappropriate? This is absurd.; WHAT IF IT DON'T LOOK TOO PRETTY


	Reasonable


	How do we know it is meeting standards and when do neighborhoods get a chance to comment


	The tricky part is potential neighbor impact. They should have an opportunity to speeak. There may be an issue not thought of. At least for the initial round

of changes. Maybe in a couple years, after X amount have been processed, the requirement can be removed. Consider it a pilot program.


	This is the most important change. Having every ALU be subject to a public hearing is intrusive and slows the process down significantly. The county should

have pre-approved models and plans that people can rubber stamp into their homes.


	This indicates ALUs are currently allowed - set a standard and make the planning department or LDS actually go by the comprehensive zoning and county

ordinances before approving building.


	public hearings are expensive and make the ALU cost prohibitive in a lot of situations. Provided that it meets the requirements, the county should not add

additional cost and time


	HELL NO.


	it would be worth hearing discussion points from both sides of this issue.


	The neighbors should be notified first.


	Neighbors should know what will happen and have a say. There may be stormwater and property impacts to detached ALUs.


	I've changed my answer to "yes"
	Yes, a detached ALU that meets all required standards should be allowed without a public hearing.


	The ability to place an ALU at a lot line is a VERY BIG PROBLEM


	Pre-notification to all neighbors that share property lines.


	Neighbors should have a say. Speaks to the character of the community.


	If a public hearing means their plans can be nixed, then no there should not be a hearing. But if this is to voice constructive design changes etc., then yes

you can mandate it. But it should be quick, to speed up reform.


	An Expedited approval should require at least three county inspections during the building process. Otherwise, there should be a public hearing.


	Should be regulated, requiring application, inspection, and approval with consideration of how many ALUs are in the vicinity, to assess impact on

infrastructure that was designed for less density.


	The amendments would have a cumulative effect-- smaller lot,more square footage, more occupants, and intended use. This calls for 1) evaluation of the

affect on the surrounding neighborhood; 2) an ongoing permit process to make sure the use remains as stated in the application; and 3) effective

enforcement. Once something is built it is hard to undo.


	I would have to review this more. I would say probably at this point.


	One has to assume that the 'required standards' would cover the main areas of concern.; In the following questions #11 the 3rd case is really only a 16x16

structure on two levels (256' x 2'). Today, a 16 x 16 shed or workshop can be built with no permit so lonng as setbacks (and height) are within the allowed

ranges. This case only really removes the height restriction to add a second level to that...Assuming all setbacks remain the same.


	Case in point, any change to a house in an existing neighborhood should require notice and a period of complaint or inquiry if it is changing the structure to

allow more people or vehicles to live in the neighborhood or significantly alter the neighborhood aesthetic. For example, Mabel ln in Greenbriar. What an

atrocity!


	If the standards are robust, yes. Time and tax dollar saver. But hopefully robust standards so people cannot wiggle around the edges of it, as harder to get

rid of an ALU once built not to standard I would imagine.


	I think public notice should be provided but not a hearing.
	A property owner's ability and interest to build an ALU should not be subject to nosey NIMBYs who have nothing better to do than go to hours of County

hearings in the middle of work days.


	Too many variables to account for without a hearing.


	You need to put this to a vote on a ballot.


	No by-right. Should always have an SE


	It's an additional structure/home. Needs public hearing.


	As long as the ALU meets residential building code, there is no need for a public hearing. The approval should be part of the normal permitting process.

Home owner associations, town house associations are also another barrier for the construction of an ALU. The home owner will be required to get the

approval of these associations.


	Too many variables need to be considered in each case - must have a hearing.


	Depends on where the ALU is located on the property. When in the back and not that visible from the street/neighbors, public hearing isn't needed. But

when visible, eg facing the street or doesn't conform to esthetic of the existing house and neighborhood, neighbors should get a chance for public hearing.


	It should conform to the "feel" of the neighborhood and not be taller that any surrounding structures.


	No ALU at all. This question and the could be used as an affirmation for ALU and needs to be DELETED as to not skew the survey results.


	Many homeowners who seek to add an ALU are not going to be experts in navigating permits and such, they just have a problem to solve. Making it by right

allows them to have their builder file necessary permits instead of having to build an entire campaign to convince their entire neighborhood and any

resident of Fairfax county that they deserve to build an ALU.


	If it meets the standards, save the time of a public hearing


	Adding a free standing building and people to a neighbor is a major change in neighborhood character, times how many people decide to do this. NO!

There needs to be a stop valve to give some control over an allowance like this.


	I think so. Maybe just add regulations that the public hearing body is supposed to address into the ordinance


	Neighbors MUST have a say in something this significant that can impact an entire neighborhood and is something they did not anticipate/expect when

they moved there
	Public hearings are costly, inefficient, and lead to nothing good when it comes to small-scale construction.


	As long as the owner of the property resides on the property


	Nobfeee standing buildings


	Yes, provided neighbors are notified well ahead of time and unless someone with reasonable standing in the matter writes in as a result of the notification

and before a preestablished deadline to request the hearing.


	Depends on how it affects neighbors


	If it meets standards don’t add more red tape. Nothing will get done. Like what’s the point of having standards anyway if a few loud people can negate them


	Yes, if within the confines of a residential community.


	These should not be allowed without a hearing in towns that do not have sewer lines and operate on well water.


	I don’t understand enough about the “public hearing” purpose and req’ts to answer this Q with conviction.


	It doesn't seem possible to codify the impacts on neighboring properties. Adjacent homeowners should have the right to protect their quality of life and

investment and have the opportunity to review plans with a discerning eye.


	public hearings bring out the crazies; Max should be noticeto IMMEDIATE neighbors not some whackadoodle professional objector 3 miles away


	There's a house in my neighborhood - Greenbriar - that was approved but is is at the least an eyesore and more importantly a significant problem to the

neighbors. They have totally cut off sunlight to the neighbors yard. There should have been a hearing to have a three story structure built almost on top of

the neighbors.


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	There are too many site specific variables.


	Absolutely not


	Neighbors should have a say if you are too stupid to put this into effect. People will leave this area by the droves.
	If the ALU requirements do not have parking requirements or if they allow building above the fence-line or within current setbacks - a public hearing should

be required so neighbors can object and avoid a monstrosity like the Greenbriar neighborhood has now.


	Neighboring homeowners who may be impacted should be afforded the opportunity to attend a public hearing.


	There can be no set of regulations that can cover all circumstances. A "by right" standard is not feasible.


	I would want to know more about the proposal, about the practice in other places etc. before making a judgment on this.


	Let neighbors comment.


	Depends on the jurisdiction. For example, Fairfax County has three towns and two (?) cities. Each have their own ordinances, etc.


	It meets all requirements so no public hearing needed unless neighborhood concerns arise


	Yes if parking on site is addressed.


	Yes. In 4.5 years Fairfax County approved just 11 detached ALU's. Were all 11 even constructed? And the presentation indicated a number of those were

conversions of existing freestanding structures. So, it's pretty easy to conclude that the freestanding ALU is VERY uncommon and with the hearing

requirement (and unpredictability of Department Staff and Board Development Conditions), the hearing is a HUGE burden of time, massive expense and

unpredictability.


	Notice should be provided to nearby residents and HOA to ensure there are no objections or unforeseen issues.


	Neighbors should be aware so they can watch for issues. The current controversy with a homeowners additon shows how things can go wrong.


	a public hearing for all ADUs is the only way to ensure community input and buy-in


	There should ALWAYS be a public hearing; otherwise, neighbors have no say.


	The local (neighborhood) HOA should be required to weigh in to account for any neighborhood concerns


	We do NOT need hearings about what individuals are doing with their property. Life, Liberty, and Property are the most fundamental aspects of American

life.


	Need some serious public feedback mechanism ,but maybe not a fully staffed public hearing. Too expensive for taxpayers to support
	If properly permitted and HOA approval no public hearing should be required.


	I meant to say YES - not everything requires a public hearing. These are private dwellings not public housing.


	If an application for a detached ALU shows that it meets all of the items on a detailed list of rules (the types of rules that would provide an approval) then

approval should be by right. The rules need to be sufficiently detailed so that any construction adhering to those rules would be unlikely to be challenged

by the community in a public hearing, except by no-growth-lets-go-back-to-dirt-roads types.


	Absolutely NOT!!! All adjacent neighbors and the HOA Boards of neighborhoods MUST be alerted and grant approval of ALUs. Fairfax County must NOT

circumvent HOAs regarding ALUs or WE WILL FILE LAWSUITS against the homeowners and Fairfax County!!!


	neighbors should have the right to stand up against it. they shoudlnt be burdened by things like the marble lane home.


	I'm not sure


	There are serious factors involved in quality of life that should be addressed. I feel ALUs can be a great solution but so far the County has not addressed

this well. Jamming extra living into suburban lots is messy. Creating additional housing is necessary. Not having public hearings lets items slide that should

be aired, and then the ‘oh well, it already exists’ response is used, to the detriment of neighborhoods.


	Depends on zoning laws and size of unit as well as number of potential dwellers. Huge potential problems with added dwellers and vehicles if units are not

carefully monitored by Fairfax county


	Should still require a permit and be reviewed by county officials.


	Detached ALUs represent a significant zoning change and should not be administratively approved without neighborhood notification and public input.

Every parcel and street in Great Falls is unique -- and a one-size-fits-all approval process is not appropriate.


	I cant support this


	Need to define land required and impact on neighborhood


	Hearings may provide an opportunity to address how equipment vans and car (SUV's) and trucks parking issues on the neighborhood roads.


	I think people prefer detached ALUs, making it more difficult to be detached will just put people off the idea of ALUs all together
	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted

and that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance,

and alter the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. The County committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would

be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.


	Why would we drag people through that process if the proposed ALU meets all standards??


	If requirements are met, it should be permitted. A public hearing discourages doing this.


	Public notice should be required to adjacent and adjoining property owners as a part of the upfront verification process before being granted a building

permit.


	No comment


	It is difficult to agree to this suggestion when no rationale or justification is provided. Also, given that this proposes use may be different from how the

community where the suggested detached ALU would be established, the neighbors should have the right to (1) be informed of the proposed change and

(2) and be provided the opportunity to provide their concurrence or nonconcurrence with an explanation. Fairfax County already is congested in many

areas. Adding more congestion show only occur with community input.


	There must be a way for the neighbors / neighborhood to be notified an ALU is 'opening' in their area.


	This depends on the characteristics of the community and the lot. If the current lot is heavily wooded, has storm water infrastructure, nearby lots and

sizes, etc.


	It depends on how tight those required standards are and how much room they leave for individual interpretation.


	You all need to consider aesthetics of a neighborhood and the proposed plan. Always.


	You need to consider impact on the neighbors. You need a way t hear from them.


	This depends on the standards instituted in this round of reviews. If enough standards are instituted that incidents like the ALU in Greenbrier won’t happen

again, then there’s no need for a public hearing. If a three-story ALU is allowed in a 99% two-story neighborhood, then yes, there should absolutely be

public hearings.


	If ALU is on property over 2 acres.


	stop wasting county money/time , as long as the neighbors and HOA sign off on that, that should be plenty


	I don't have enough information to respond in favor/against.
	No ALU should be permitted without a public hearing and agreed to financial compensation to the affected neighbors, front, back, and on both sides.


	No regulatory statute is going to cover all possible contingencies and variations. Hearings ought to be, at least, pro forma.


	Oh my goodness yes. why would we make homeowners go through a public hearing? don't we have more important issues? we will move from here soon to

retire, but if we were staying what a lovely thing to have given our house to one of our children and then made a little "ALU" for ourselves. that isn't our plan

as we have a dream house on a lake being designed and are excited to leave the busy and cold northern virginia lifestyle, but wow, I can't imagine having to

go through a hearing just to house family. yikes. no wonder we don't have affordable housing here.


	I don’t know all the requirements beyond potential size limitations, so can’t comment on this


	Public hearings have resulted in a chronic housing shortage that prices out people from living here. Fairfax County cannot be only for the wealthy or the

elderly.


	Depends on sqft, and it it's more than one story.


	The county should monitor and regulate the building of ALU and ensure that anyone who may be impacted are made aware of their neighbors' intention and

given the opportunity to testify for or against its construction.


	As long as it meets the zoning requirements.


	Public hearings are sand in the gears, giving people a say who in fact have no dog in the fight.


	I support an administrative permit with an application--that has a site plan/floor plan--that is reviewed and approved by staff. A public hearing wastes time

and likely would incur far more costs--filing documents, maybe an attorney, staff and zoning board time and expense etc.


	There should be some review provided if a public hearing is not conducted.


	So long as there is no HOA and the dwellng is able to get approved for permits. I do not see the problem.


	none


	Yes. It's insane that one would ever be required.


	Freestanding ALU's affect others, so a public hearing should be held.


	Again, people with larger lots are simply gonna start building smaller houses that they can rent out. This is not what we want in Fairfax County.
	This is very important in expanding the number of ALU permit applications the county will receive. The interior or attached requirement severely limits the

appeal of an ADU for purpose of atldditional income for homeowners, most of which don't want renters in or attached to their home. Montgomery County

allows detached ADUs and it works. There is no downside.


	Any changes impacting massive amounts of communities and homeowners in Fairfax County should require a public hearing. Demand accountability

from our elected leaders.


	The numbers of exising ALU applications and awful regulatory process already explain why these rules need to be changed.


	Notify all attached neighbors


	Neighbors should have notification of a new unit being built. No tenants can potentially be on offender registries.


	I don’t understand this requirement. If there is a complaint or an observation for construction, most likely will come from the neighbors. Let them go

through the regular process of enforcement that the county already has.


	Should it meet height and setback requirements, detached ALUs should be allowed. Public hearings should only be used if the new standards are not

carefully crafted enough. Nobody wants a Greenbriar-style attachment next to their home putting them in shadow 12 hours of the day.


	Otherwise, it's a waste of time and money


	See the enormous issue with the house in Greenbriar neighborhood, Fairfax VA.


	Waste of tax payer money to have this go to public hearing. This is ridiculous.


	If the plans meet the county's zoning requirements, a public hearing might not be needed


	Public hearings delay projects and have only exacerbated the housing affordability crisis in the area as they run up costs to accommodate delays or design

changes. Many public hearings are only attended by people disinterested in change.


	The standard & how the standards are monitored is very important


	I would hope that the county permitting process would be defined well enough to not allow every taxpayer to be inconvenienced with a public hearing but

also provide enough clear guidance and reasonable limits to prevent issues.


	Rules and regulations should apply to all. My concern is that owners will take it upon themselves to make their own rules and not be properly permitted.
	Yes, property ownership shouldn't be challenged like this. If an owner has land they should be able to build on it within county standards and zoning rules

and without a hearing which would greatly slow down time to build or discourage building in general. Make it EASY to build and add supply


	Where the code has clear standards, and where well regulated they would have no more impact than an addition. Again, lots under 10,000 sf should not be

permitted to have an ALU.


	Require inspection instead


	As long as they meet all other zoning criteria, they should be subject to the same permitting process as any other single family unit


	I dont know if a mandatory hearing process makes the creation of an ALU prohibitively difficult. A hearing would be a good idea if the neighbors' house

and/or property lines are within a certain distance of the ALU, or theres some other reason that it could negatively impact others.


	Depends what the final standards are. If they are significantly loosened then there needs to be an opportunity for the community to raise issues that aren't

covered by the code.


	People should have the ability to do with their property what they want as long as they follow the letter of the law. Fairfax County does need to do better

about enforcing some of those policies.


	There should not be any regulatory need aside from the usual building permits. People should be allowed to do what they want with their property.


	With current size requirements, I would vote 'yes' on this one. But if larger ALUs are allowed, then possibly require a hearing for those to allow the

community to push back on something truly outlandish.


	For instance , my mother has lived in her home since nineteen sixty eight, And wants to age in place. This would be easier if on her 3/4 acre lot.We could

build a detached unit for additional family member to reside while keeping an eye on my aging , mother


	Fairfax County staff are rarely knowledgeable about specific properties in zoning case unless they live nearby. For them, zoning issues are all online and on

paper, rarely with an on-site visit. There may be peculiarities of some sites that should be considered and only a public hearing would surface them. If

after an initial 2 years there have been no comments in such cases, the county could revise this so that there would not need to be apublic hearing based

on experience.


	Depending on the size of the lot, proximity on the lot to other properties, location/view of other homes


	Not just yet. Not most/all probable/possible issues are known at this time.
	This is again a silly ruler


	neighbors need to have a chance to review and comment


	If it does not impact neighbors.


	Removal of obstacles, extra steps, and unnecessary bureaucracy will lead to greater adoption.


	I would need to know more about the current requirements in order to have an informed view. Perhaps a streamlined hearing option would be a reasonable

compromise. Or perhaps the opportunity for written comments on a homeowner's submission would be sufficient.


	We should be encouraging ALUs in whatever shape or form we can get them!


	with the current standards for over 2 acres, I don't think a public hearing should be required. On smaller lots I think a public hearing would be beneficial.


	Not sure what the required standards are, so couldn't comment


	I think there should be public input on any ALU.


	Too much government interference causes additional burden on itself to manage.


	Yes


	Yes. It is private property and it is not up to the neighborhood what you can build it your lot if it is up to code


	Yes since you said it requires several acres.


	Only if within a certain distance from building of impacted neighbor(s)


	Yes depending on standards


	There may be extenuating circumstances that need to be taken into consideration.


	It's always good to be open about these types of developments


	That’s the purpose of standards.


	Perhaps only for ADUs proposed on smaller lots where there could be greater impacts on neighbors


	HOA guidelines. permits, setbacks etc are met. then yes.


	Public would be affected


	As long as the ALU meets the guidelines and permit requirements, I don't see why a property owner isn't allowed to do what they would like with their

property.
	The purpose of a unified code is to make approved uses & their associated processes move through the system more efficiently. If no exceptions are being

requested, a public hearing should not be required. I do think the county is really going to have to educate the public if ALU guidelines are going to change -

which I think they should. I think the 2+acre requirement needs to be reduced in order to have any kind of meaningful expansion of this type of additional

housing.


	Depends on lot size.


	Must have validation that it meets All required standards.Otherwise they will be built & then hard to remove. Negative impact to neighborhood.


	Neighbors should not be negatively impacted by something visible from there backyard. That is not to say not allowed.


	Should depend on zoning, for example if you allow it in townhomes, perhaps the neighbors should be allowed to input but if a homeowner is on 5 acres of

land, maybe not. I might add: My impression is that the county requires more hearings than they need to - which serves mostly to enrich the lawyers who

are experts at presenting requests to the county.


	Frankly given the potential variation on what got permitted versus the as built you need the public hearing. A 2 car garage was approved but when in

progress to be built the contractor as per homeowner moved it further to the property line to increase the space between that and the main dwelling.


	Why is the survey even asking if an ALU should require public hearing? The point of this is to make it easier. The second you start requiring a public hearing

or discretionary board approval allows, neighbors, who have a vested interest in not allowing anything, to prevent new people from moving in.


	Yes, it should be by-right


	If ALU meets requirements then nothing else further is required.


	If a detached ALU meets clearly defined standards for size, height, setbacks, lot coverage, and stormwater requirements, it should be eligible for

administrative approval without a public hearing. Objective standards provide predictability and fairness while reducing unnecessary delays and costs.


	If a detached ALU meets clearly defined standards for size, height, setbacks, lot coverage, and stormwater requirements, it should be eligible for

administrative approval without a public hearing. Objective standards provide predictability and fairness while reducing unnecessary delays and costs.


	Interior ALUs in townhouses should be permitted if they remain fully within the existing building envelope and meet reasonable size and parking standards.

This approach provides flexibility without changing neighborhood character.


	We don't want anymore building!


	Oppose ALU
	Awful idea.; Corner lots may be an exception


	A hearing should always be required if any neighboring properties have the right to oppose the ALU because it requires zoning changes, or HOA policies.


	Even when a freestanding ALU meets all required criteria, the freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall

intensity of use on the lot. A public hearing ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and

allows decision-makers to address site-specific issues or impose conditions that general standards do not cover.


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	If it meets all the standards why have a public hearing.


	I think it's important to make sure neighbors are aware and allowed to express their opinions.


	Absolutely no guidelines are to be strictly followed in neighborhood that’s are really not intended for ALU


	NO. ALU’s should not be allowed by right. Not all ALU’s Sites are created equally. Even when a freestanding ALU meets all new lower required criteria,

which are ease to violate over time, the freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall intensity of use on the lot.

Coming and Going 24/7. A public hearing ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and

allows decision makers to address site specific issues or impose conditions that general standards do not cover.; NO. ALU’s should not be allowed by

right. Not all ALU’s Sites are created equally. Even when a freestanding ALU meets all new lower required criteria, which are ease to violate over time, the

freestanding ALU can alter privacy, light access, noise patterns, traffic, and the overall intensity of use on the lot. Coming and Going 24/7. A public hearing

ensures transparency, gives neighbors a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts, and allows decision makers to address site

specific issues or impose conditions that general standards do not cover.


	If it passes inspections and went through all proper construction retirements, absolutely not.


	McMansion-ism should be slowed or stopped. This will increase the availability of affordable house, because affordable houses in good condition are

being destroyed to build mc-mansions, which then sit unoccupied for years.


	Public hearings keep things fair and alert the neighbors of any infringements. Neighbors can be aware if owners are staying full time on their property or

just turning it into a glorified air B&B.


	Required Public hearing is ok if it is not overly burdensome and time consuming to schedule


	Freestanding ALUs should not be erected as a surprise to neighbors who purchased homes in a SFH neighborhood zoned for a certain level of density.
	I feel that neighbors need to know and be afforded the opportunity to weigh in.


	Neighbors will be impacted. this is a change to THEIR neighborhood that is not what one would expect - for example, building a new house on an empty lot.

That is expected. Not adding a family of 4 in the backyard ALU.


	Why put forth all of the "required standards" and then require a public hearing! That makes no sense. They the permit requestor meets the standards, they

should be granted the permit.


	No ALUs. ; No ALUs at all.


	Approval should not be automatic. Residents should be able to present special circumstances or identify errors and potential impacts (such as

stormwater) on other properties.


	At this early stage, there should b oversight and controls that can be lessened later.


	Neighbors deserve notice and opportunity to understand impacts to neighboring property and neighborhood. We recently had a neighbor add a huge

addition that now overtakes surrounding neighbors. Impact to land value aside, privacy and parking impacts not fully understood/translated through

"schematics/plans"


	Public hearings stoke anti-renter sentiment and leave it up to the neighbors’ whims, resulting in inequity and concentration of rental property in certain

neighborhoods that are underinvested.


	However, I generally feel that neighbors should be able to weigh in, within reason.


	Some neighborhoods will have outrage. But there are a lot of things people can do on their property without a public hearing. Maybe neighbors could be

notified and shown a rough drawing of the plans. They could have a time period to ask questions and make comments.

They will have issues with school overcrowding if children are allowed in ALUs, traffic congestion, and parking. Also addition of impermeably surface to

backyards and possible flooding. These issues should be addressed by staff when the application is submitted and given to neighbors along the notice.

If neighbors have issues with the possibility of the ALU attracting people who are not compatible with the character of the neighborhood, they should be

given a copy of the Fair Housing Law.


	I would need to see what the final standards look like.
	Depends on the purpose. If it is for an outside office or studio I don't think this is necessary, especially if they are modular units. If there is plumbing or

sanitation involved where infrastructure needs to be modified, then yes.


	only if: lot over 4 acers, and ample parking on property, and family members only, and sited with little visible impact, and no tree removal, and 100 ft from

property line, less than two stories, and no basement, and new septic system not required


	Public hearings are unnecessary.


	Too much red tape and people’s waste of time if it meets the requirements


	I feel a public hearing is a good idea if one can be done timely.


	Neighbors should be informed and afforded the ability to comment BEFORE construction begins on an ALU.


	This adds a lot of time, pressure and cost to the process, and I don’t understand why it’s necessary for detached ALUs on more than 2 acres but not for

ALUs inside a home where there are often many more neighbors who might be more impacted by an ALU in their community.


	he reason we take time at the outset to establish thoughtful, standardized requirements for new development is to ensure a straightforward and

predictable process. If a homeowner is willing to follow the county’s rules to contribute to this housing solution, they should not have to undergo a second

process for changes they are already legally allowed to make to their own property.


	Public hearings ensure that the community is aware of and has a voice in changes to the zoning and use of dwellings across each sector of housing.


	Neighbors should be given the right to sign in and know what would be adjacent and design guidelines enforced along with adhering to set back rules. It

could be a mess without oversight.


	Absolutely not.


	Neighbors should know and have the right for input. There may already be crowded conditions in their neighborhood, parking issues, code enforcement

history with the landowner, lot size and/or placement issues that might adversely affect them. Expectations of the landlord should be reinforced at this

hearing if the ALU is approved.


	without a public hearing


	Again think about the neighbors. This is a major impact to their property value and we all pay FC taxes.
	People should have a chance to voice concerns.


	We don't need people building mini compounds in suburban neighborhoods


	And the person should be required to sign agreement with county on all waivers for addition, backed by what action must be taken by county if not followed

to the full extent of agreement, FINE and/or Jail plus removal of noncompliance.


	I think neighborhoods with hoas require a hearing. People buy in hoas because they want community oversight.


	if there is real permitting


	Maybe - Of the total public hearings for detached ALUs, how many are disapproved? What are the reasons they are disapproved? Perhaps they can be

permitted without public hearing, if the reasoning they are disapproved currently is captured in the standards.


	Should meet same as any addition &/or variance


	Depends on how lenient the standards end up being. In favor of no hearings but strict standards to start.


	Again, this is a bad idea the Public doesn’t want it. You need to build Metro and the older neighborhoods so that the metro stations can be built with higher

density not our single-family neighborhoods.


	You have got to be kidding! No public hearing allows the detached ALU to be an eyesore and blight to the neighborhood.


	No. Air the case in public. Neighbors should have a say in potential negative changes to where they live.


	If there are clear guidelines, yes. The new dwelling shouldn't block sitelines/views and meet current set backs.


	We aren’t even allowed to construct a garage on our property, so why would we want additional buildings in a neighbors back yard for people to live in.

Infrastructures could not handle it and why are you trying to destroy single family neighborhoods.


	If ALUs for owners or non-owners be allowed, Fairfax should geometrically increase the owner's property tax and utility rates to offset the additional

residents, vehicles, parking and traffic incurred.


	Agree. If all rules are in place; No. If all rules/requirements are in place
	If the required standards are met (the siting of which MUST include saving all trees on the lot and mitigating all stormwater runoff) then no hearing should

be needed.


	If a homeowner is willing to follow the County’s rules to contribute to this housing solution, they should not have to undergo a second process for changes

they are already legally allowed to make to their own property.


	No hearing invites abuses.


	If there are setback or stormwater runoff issues or a special exception is required.


	Do your public hearings actually accomplish anything? Have you ever met a building project that you didn't like? What would be your reason for saying no if

the structure will meet all required standards?


	agree no public hearing


	If they have the space and it the design does not devalue the neighborhood, why not?


	If it meets requirements, what is the point of a hearing except administrative burden?


	Not in our community. Particularly in cul de sacs or courts with tight parking, the neighbors would be seriously impacted if a series of ALUs were approved

without any public hearing.


	Public hearing and physical notice to neighbors is ESSENTIAL.


	This should be handled administratively.


	A public hearing is the best way to get neighborhood buy-in.


	Let the people in the country be able to state their requirements


	If the property is larger than 1/2 an acre and on a public street.


	No reason for a public hearing if the ALU meets standards


	Maybe if the property lot is very large and the ALU is taking up only a specific size. ; The property lot size should not be the only consideration. Some

neighbors have a large lot but only a small backyard. The rules should include not only the overall property lot size but the % of area available (i.e., in the

backyard) for an ALU


	ALU's alter privacy, light access, noise pollution, traffic congestion and gridlock. Public hearings helps to ensure accountability by officials through

constituent transparency, giving community members a fair chance to understand and comment on potential impacts. and looks decision makers to

address site-specific issues or impose conditions that general standards do not cover.


	Neighborhood communities should always be able to weigh in on public hearings. As such, ALUs should require public hearings.
	Question 13 comments:


	13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.


	13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.


	13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.


	13. If you answered "Yes" above and you obtained an administrative permit or a special permit, please enter your email address.



	SP-2021-PR-0049 and INTOAB-2026-00022.


	P
	I do not have an ALU but I want one.


	N/A.


	N/a


	n/a


	Grandfathered in from previous owner -- not using it for rental now.


	no comment that the general publid is not aware in great falls "2 acre zoning" RE only requires 75,000 sq ft and 52,000 in cluster "RE" not the 87,120 sf in

2 actual acres

this cuts out the majority of RE lots in Fairfax; I find this obviously disinjenuous


	Our ALU is in another county on a multi acre lot with plenty of parking. The county permitted it as part of a multi family home in new construction


	My ALU is in my townhouse and is not recognized by the county. I use my ALU to house my aging mother to ease eldercare burdens.


	my neighbors have them, no permits.


	n/a


	P
	Very biased survey. It is clear by how you ask the questions what you want the answers to be, and now you are looking to speak with those with ALUs,

NOT neighbors of those with ALUs. Fairfax County can do better.


	No comment ;


	Should not be allowed


	Changing the character of the neighborhood should be the major concern. ALU for aging or disable relatives, or even temporary for children of the

homeowners is one that I can support with proper limits. The idea of rental ALU's I don't. This would essentially be doubling the housing units on a

property permanently but doing it in a bad way that can result in a two tier nice home with a slum home in the backyard. Increased density should be

achieved through new development where all units are of similar character. It will be similar to subdividing homes in cities. I never saw a case where

that improved the neighborhood.
	P
	There was a time a decade ago, that we wanted my wife's MOTHER to live close by, but not in our house. We helped her get a single story house about 7

miles away. But it was way too far away to keep tabs on her. After that didn't work well enough, we ended up getting her into assisted living, so she

could be better monitored as she degenerated. After more than 2 years in assisted living, she passed away.


	I would like to get one on my property. It is a pipestem lot, so please reach out to see if you'd like to see my idea.;


	none


	I answered no to the above question but the comment box remains open.


	No, I don't have one, but my father just passed and looking to build one for my mother on my property.


	 
	P
	P
	N/A


	P
	NA


	N/A


	na


	I answered no; .; i keep writing comments here but survey is saying i can't submit without a comment here.


	I answered no.


	I don't have an ALU.; I do not have an ALU


	I wish I have an ALU. Would seriously consider it since I have almost 1 acre and a huge open back yard.


	P
	Na


	n/a


	na


	I would love to discuss my experience obtaining an administrative permit with staff. My email address is


	na


	I answered no
	Was built by previous owner, occupied by our Autistic daughter and autistic son in law. Would love to have the ability to expand it slightly


	No


	N/A


	Oppose ALU


	no


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	P
	I answered with NO.


	P
	I answered 'No' to Question. 12. So why does the system consider Question 13 an unanswered question if the condition for further information is 'Yes' to

Question 12. Better QC is needed on these surveys.


	N/a


	xx


	ALU should be allowed by right sans the requirement for administrative approval...


	P
	No ALU for me, no ALUs for anyone. I am consistent in my words and actions.


	I did not answer 'yes'.


	NA


	N/a


	N/A


	Na


	N/A


	I don’t have one yet, but it’s a great idea.


	N/a


	I don't have one. But do you really think that people who have been renting to others for years are going to answer yes to this question?


	I do not have an ALU.
	n/a


	You did not provide a comment space on the sample dwelling and lot size questions. First, I would say the options shown were visually optimal - the

first one for instance did not show any side neighbors. That made the lot seem much larger. You needed lot lines at the least and probably to have

added houses to the side via computer modelling. Second, the placement on the last one reminds us that even for a shed there is usually a set back.

The set back for an ALU should be larger as it will likely involve more activity and noise, and the set back should be increased as the height increases to

provide a better privacy buffer for neighbors. Finally, you did not indicate a common option which I believe should be employed in most if not all of these

cases which is notification of the adjacent neighbors to solicit concerns and allow for appeal. In some cases that might simply result in adjusting

placement, height, window placement or some other compromise. Contacting neighbors doesn't amount to a public hearing but it does engage those

most impacted in a meaningful way and potentially increases wider spread and long term satisfaction. I was contacted previously in a case in another

house about a day care permit for neighbors so I do know that option is sometimes exercised in some instances. In that case, I had no objection (home

placements prevented me from being much impacted to be honest) but another neighbor did and the permit capacity was reduced. Compromise.


	None


	Administrative permit -


	I answered no.


	n/a


	And I don’t ever want one. Who came up with this hair brained idea. Was it an idiot looking for a village?


	no thanks; it was quite a painful, exhausting 2-year experience.
	P
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Question 16 comments:


	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?
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	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?
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	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?


	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?


	16. Do you have any additional feedback about ALUs?



	Please tread very carefully here. It's hard to believe Fairfax County has the staffing and resources to make sure that ALU's are both safe for the residents planning

to live in them, and not an eyesore and privacy issue for surrounding properties.


	Fairfax county is too harsh about what people do with their home. I have ALU, but county does not allow me to use it with, because I don’t have 2 acres. I could

rent it to my family, or someone else to help alleviate the housing issue, but no it has been sitting there and used as storage. That does not help me nor the

country residents who are desperate for low income housing.


	I don't think separate ALUs should even be considered on properties less than 1/2 acre. Allowing them on 1/2 acre lots depends on how much open space there

is/how big the primary house is. I do not support reducing the tree canopy just to build these units. That is counter to the county's climate resilience and

environmental goals. More people, more cars, more impervious surfaces, fewer trees is what you find in a city, not in a suburban area (which most of Fairfax is).

Small interior ALUs are similar to what is already allowed in single-family homes. No ALUs in townhouses. Most are smaller and the majority have very limited

parking which doesn't even accommodate the existing residents. We chose to live in the suburbs not the city.


	I am against it because I think it will bring crime to the area.


	Legalize all elements in this proposal to make the government more efficient, reduce time and money spent debating small proposals like ALUs


	It would provide a sustainable option for providing aging parents the privacy and accessibility options they desire in their own home nearby, which is currently

unaffordable for them


	The new Zoning Code is overly restrictive, especially compared to the prior one. ALUs should be regulated by the existing setback and other limitations. Creating

new limitations that wouldn't apply to the same permit application that had other intended use(s) is overreach and risks becoming exculsionary, elitist, and/or

discriminatory.


	Acoustical separation requirements.


	ALUs should be allowed on small lots for by blood or by marriage relatives without any special permits, and certainly no public comment or hearings. The only

issue should be around rentals and Airbnb setups.


	I have seen this work well for elderly relatives in California who are able to live with their daughter on her property thanks to an ALU, which is practical and

attractive thanks to good planning.


	Let the people build and great things can happen!


	If you are thinking about this to help current residents age in place or help families live together/near each other, this is great. If you are thinking about this only

as a way to increase density without approving new development, it is a bad idea.
	I do not want to see townhomes and single family detached converted into multifamily homes. There's a right way to increase housing density but that is not a

good solution for those that live in them nor their neighbors. ALU should be reserved for multigenerational living and ALU detached for affordable rentals where

space is appropriate.


	ALUs should not be allowed in a detached structure on lots under 2 acres. Also, when a property is sold the new owner might rent out the additional structure

not aware of the need for an ALU permit and the restrictions.


	the lot area restriction is too large. Detached ALUs would be beneficial


	We need to find reasonable ways to make this county affordable to live in. I have lived here for almost 60 years. I never thought a job paying 100K could not

afford a home ... unless others live above, below, and share a wall, albiet a thin wall!

We need to improve quality of life for individuals to be tax paying county residents - to be able to live here.


	PLEASE STOP!!!!!! This idea will bring more people who don’t pay taxes and parking is awful now! Getting out of our neighborhoods is taking forever!!! Our

neighborhood was not built for this amount of people, we are down to one lane of traffic as it is because of the amount of people living in the houses currently!


	ALU should not be expanded beyond current Ordinance allowances. Other jurisdictions have made a huge mistake in allowing these. ALU are NOT the solution to

affordable housing, the problem of which is at a scale orders of magnitude greater than what little relief expanded ALU's will provide. Forcing ALU's into existing

neighborhoods where they have historically been disallowed amounts to no more than a taking of property rights of others who are opposed to ALU's. If anything

they must require a long legislative process to allow the affected public to participate.


	Allow, but heavily constrain by regulation, ALUs in new developments only. Allowing in existing developments is too divisive.


	ALUs are a win win for the county, residents, families.


	I think to get community buy-in, there needs to be an architectural review process. Don't make ALUs look like there's an ALU there. The design should be

functional of course, but it should also fit aesthetically, and make sense. Perhaps there's some disagreement, but the built environment doesn't have to look

terrible.


	Thank you for asking for feedback.


	I'm interested in building an ALU for my aging mother so that she can live near her kids/grandkids without having to reside in an age restricted or assisted living

facility. Im certain that many other people fall into this category.


	ALUs should only be for related/family, generational, age in place.

No rentals, this would turn zoned single family dwellings into multi-family, ruining the character of the neighborhood and creating parking issues.


	Would suggest visiting the distance to property lines, especially if there are no neighbors - just greenspace. Also suggest looking at how access would be handled.

Also having ada type requirements apply.
	We need more housing ASAP and we need it in every form. Please consider the Strong Towns approach to county planning; Fairfax County is struggling despite

being one of the richest counties in the country and it is because of low density sprawl.


	Aging in place is next to impossible in this county - I have lived, worked, and paid taxes here since 1976 and would like to retire here. It seems as though an ALU

may be the only way I can afford to do it.


	Allowing individual properties to accommodate multigenerational households is a critical component for achieving affordable housing as well as making it easier

for families to care for elderly and disabled persons which also helps to reduce demand on limited social services and community resources.


	ALUs are an unplanned way of addressing housing that threatens to degrade the way of life for people already living in areas with stressed county services and

infrastructure. Planned development allows the county to align resources and infrastructure planning.

ALUs can be a small part of the solution, but community rights to weigh in on the decisions (especially when located in denser environments) should not outweigh

the need for housing. Lean into planned development please.


	With the aging population increasing and being a country that has a very high immigrant population - who have cultural traditions and responsibilities of taking

care of aging parents and aspire to continue those valuable traditions, ALUs should be an important and valuable contribution to our county. ;

Recommendations: the county should work with Architects in Fairfax Country (especially immigrant owned practices) that can provide some valuable insights of

the spatial, architectural, social, cultural, and economic implications. In addition conducting focus groups with communities, to obtain more qualitative feedback

beyond this survey, may also prove useful to gather data.


	I recently moved from Fairfax County where I did own my home. A single family detached unit in a neighborhood zoned R-4.


	If noise and community safety and cleanliness are kept to a high standard, and all surrounding neighbors are in agreement, an additional ALU should be allowed

on any property within set backs.; If noise, cleanliness, parking, safety and lighting are held to a high standard, and neighbors are ok with an ALU, one should be

allowed on any property if set backs allow.


	I think an issued permit should be required with renewals. I would also support legislation that requires reals state agents and brokers to list the properties they

are selling as ALU along with their listing to ensure the buyer understands what they are required to do purchasing a home with an ALI


	To expand the ability to add ALUs is just a way to basically rezone density in Fairfax County. Adding a larger population will not generate enough tax money to pay

for the required infrastructure. Our roads are too crowded, our schools are crowded, we do not have enough Police, EMTs, or Firefighters. This is a very sly way to

change zoning.


	Providing more pathways to additional, low-impact housing in existing, desirable neighborhoods is positive, but there should be a balance to not permit new

construction that is out of scale with existing and neighboring properties.
	“Free for All” ADUs have no place in Fairfax County’s established single family neighborhoods. Stop trying to destroy neighborhoods and property values. ADU

preparation should be limited to the renovation of EXISTING space in a home (i.e. no home expansion) and residents must be limited to immediate family

members of the home owner or full time live-in care-givers. Further the homeowner must also live in the home FULL TIME and subject to unannounced

inspection/confirmation by the county. Permits for use of an in-home ADU must be issued and renewed annually and absolute proof that the proposed ADU

residents meet the requirements must be provided - including written comments from at least 4 immediate neighbors.

Off street parking must be provided. Utilities for the ADU CANNOT be separately metered - utility costs must be billed to the homeowner.


	I prefer broad upzoning to alus but all new housing is good.


	There should be a requirement for access via a designated “path” for stand alone ALUs. Perhaps a reduced application fee for ALUs that aim to house low income,

people with disabilities and or otherwise underserved. I think a minimum of 1/2 acre lot for a freestanding ALU. I worry about fire safety and utilities with interior

units that were not constructed from the studs for this level of separation and I don’t see how you could verify this unless an existing construction was removed.

I’d be fine with having a short term rental permit that includes an inspection and renews annually to keep Airbnbs honest and safe.


	In the midst of an extreme affordable housing shortage, particularly for households earning below the county’s median income, these zoning regulations on

accessory living units operate as exclusionary and inequitable barriers rather than as tools for community stability.


	FFXC has problems w impervious surface, tree canopy and insufficient parking in many areas. Plus there is the zero lot line placement for accessory structures

(maintenance issues, noise, and very real possibility of diminished property values. Neighborhood character is valuable— as demonstrated by the horrible

‘addition’ to the home in Springfield. While legislating ‘good taste’ is impractical, architectural volume controls need the county’s attention


	I would like to see a more comprehensive approach to zoning, housing assistance programs, and how building permits are evaluated against existing density,

school and transport infrastructure. Loudoun county is an example of disjointed zoning and planning resulting in challenges to growth. Fairfax County will

continue to grow and needs to consider reasoning business areas that are vacant into residential or dual use. I very much appreciate the opportunity to complete

a survey and while this is a challenging subject the openness to many voices and ideas is welcomed.


	ALUs will provide expanded housing opportunities in a state that is desperately short on housing. It also allows for more infill housing in already desirable

neighborhoods without contributing to sprawl. I support ALUs being approved administratively, so as not to be bogged down by needless public hearings and red

tape.
	ALUs are a slippery slope similar to ADUs and WDUs. All aspiration, no substance. Once the County establishes the policy (without removing or modifying others)

developers will find ways to skirt the system. We see it all of the time in land use applications for Comprehensive Plan amendments and zoning. ; Apparently, I

offended the algorithm with my comment about land use. I guess the truth hurts.


	The way zoning is worded, it seems highly regulative and punitive. What if I build an ALU and my daughter lives in it for 2 years, then I need to go to assisted

living, and she cannot afford to buy the house. Is the new owner allowed to rent it out as separate apartment? IF not, why would I go to the cost of building an

ALU now, when a potential new owner could not use the space I built for their benefit. It might make the house unaffordable for a potential new owner. All of

these issues give me pause. You don't want regulations that give people pause, you want them to be very clear and allow for real life world experiences. In fact,

you should give real world examples in the regulations, or have a Q&A session in print where people can feel like in good faith they can build, and they won't

accidently be in violation. In short, don't make it seem like people need to hire a lawyer to be in compliance.


	We have spent time in an attached ALU in another state as grandparents who had to take leave without pay from our jobs during the pandemic to provide

childcare to our granddaughters when daycares closed. So we understand the value of ALUs. The current zoning reqs seem about right to us. ALUs are an

inappropriate method to make a BIG increase in the housing stock. That should be done with zoning for smaller new rental units by Metro or at obsolete shopping

mall properties which are also well served by mass transit. The County should require that many more new units by mass transit be small and affordable. Here in

Reston, the units by Metro are condos and townhouses priced at $1 million!! What we need are some apartment buildings with small, affordable 1 and 2

bedroom units as seen in cities like Chicago.


	The scenarios presented were unrealistic and no doubt intended to elicit favorable responses. The proposed amendment would be double the 600 square foot

ALU that was depicted. Showing a 1200 foot dwelling housing 4 (or more) allegedly related people with 4 on-site parking spaces would look a lot more

objectionable. Please respect voters who pay your salaries by being honest about the real world impacts. "Affordability" may be currently in vogue but beware of

creating problems that destroy neighborhoods and cannot be undone.


	As noted in INTOAB-2026-00022 I would suggest the need for a streamlined appeals process that does not require PLATS, Drawings, Survey's and other unrelated

materials in the case where the appeal has nothing really to do with all that. i.e. the 'philisophical' review and appeal of our Development Condition #6 could be

had with very little additional materials if the driveway layout and curb cut, for example, have not changed.


	Until there is enough staff to process current permits and compliance complaints expeditiously (within 30 days instead of 90 or more), no alteration to code

should happen because it adds more workflow to an already bottlenecked system.


	Nursing homes will be destroyed by lack of workers. ALUs could be an answer for some.
	The two acre lot size limits many, especially those on .5 to 1 acer who also have privacy and would not be interfering with neighbors and the community. Less

restrictive would enable a place for a grown child to live in or aging parents who want to live on the same property but not same house as adult children

(something I’d love to do if possible with my parents).


	The impacts of detached units on tree save and stormwater are unmitigated. The impacts on street parking from any ALU are unmitigated if you get rid of the

parking space requirement, and the streets are crowded already. Intensification of neighborhoods degrades their character. If we absolutely have to have them,

there should be notice to the neighbors and a public hearing, to allow comments.


	Fairfax needs affordable housing and this is one way to get it.


	ALU's could work well in many areas. But homes with septic will have challenges others may not and should not be allowed unless the proper due diligence is

done. Tree canopy is another issue of concern for me. Parking spaces should be required so street parking doesn't become everyone else's problem. I live in one

of the most densely populated areas in Fairfax County and all of us here are living the dream of not enough parking, and overcrowding. Be careful what you wish

for, density brings its own set of problems.


	We are considering aging in place, and we know that will require 24/7 care at some point, and being able to offer a family perhaps an ALU - kids could go to

quality schools in FxCo as part of the benefit, might help part of the problem we expect to have in finding someone available and willing to care for us as a full

time job. So anything we can do to encourage applicants as caregivers for the aging, would be of benefit we think.


	As baby boomers age, ALUs can help provide an affordable living option near family members.


	County has a huge housing affordability problem. Allow more opportunities for ALUs will provide significant amount of affordable housing which people and

families actually want to live in. And mostly home owners will feel more comfortable to have ALUs that are detached. Get rid of the 2 acre requirement!!!!


	I'm President of Bowers Design Build, Inc. and I've witnessed how much our multi-generational projects have helped families. So much more could be done to

help our senior citizens. Thinking they can be close to their children and grandchildren is the least we can do to help them later in life. As well, the cost of living is

so high in Fairfax County, Senior's children need all the help the can get in addition to the peace of mind of helping their parents or grandparents. Thank you for

sending the survey. John Coburn


	I think it's important to maintain a certain amount of "open" space on lots for environmental reasons. The permit process that has been established appears to

more of a revenue generating scheme. Once a permit has been established, renewal shouldn't be a requirement (makes more sense to adjust the assessment of

the property).
	In question 11, all three scenarios propose the same generic ALU size. There needs to be some adjustments made to the size ALU allowed based on the size of the

lot and the size of the house. The ALU and house should look like they "belong" together. The house should be more dominant in terms of its size and location on

the property. If it's a smaller lot (scenario #3) an ALU should still be allowed but perhaps smaller in order to better fit in.


	The proposed lot and home size requirements are still far too large. The majority of homes in Fairfax County are around 2,000 square feet or fewer. Most lot sizes

are smaller than the proposed size requirements, yet these lots would easily accommodate an ALU. The County is over-regulating ALUs, effectively preventing

access to them.


	The process was too complicated; especially with the land records recording. I think that I was among the first applications approved.


	The problem with ALUs that is never mentioned is what happens when the resident of the ALU, particularly a family member, passes away or moves out. The

likelihood is that it will become a rental unit, and will require County enforcement action.


	We live in a high-income area with a significant assessed values on both my and my neighbors' residences. If anyone is likely to complain about turning the ALU

process into a largely neighbors, and others like them drumming up largely imaginary fears about property values.

We implore you to resist being taken in be these unsupported fears. In the future, we will not be voting for any candidates who don't have the backbone to take

on this and other measure to meet the county's critical need for housing.


	Excited that these regulations are being reviewed to open up more housing opportunties.


	I own a 1 bedroom condo


	Any ALU allowed should be attached to the existing home. That will somewhat reduce the abuse of VRBO commercial issues. Aging in place is more likely to

happen. Still, overall, people will push to have ALUs on .3 acres. It will happen. Do not open the door for this.


	Stop allowing changes that impact residents without requiring a Special Exception process with a public hearing.


	People must be allowed reasonable flexibility with their properties and land. We need creative solutions for affordability and this is a HUGE HUGE HUGE

opportunity for that. It creates jobs, helps young people & those trying to care for family, and allows secondary income which is vital to survival here. Please make

this happen!!!


	We need to find creative ways to increase housing opportunities, particularly when costs are rising and many elders cannot afford to stay in their homes.
	I believe the original concept of ALU was a good one, providing some level of independent living for elderly family members and/or those with physical/mental

limitations.

Current requirements allow anyone to live in an ALU, but at least there are limits, owner must be an occupant, off street parking is required.

Proposed changes eliminate most requirement and will change the character of single family neighborhoods, which it appears is the County’s goal.


	No I do not.


	ALUs should only be allowed where there is sufficient parking, and where the construction of the ALU will not adversely impact neighbors. For example, if an ALU

diminishes permeable surface areas so much that it increases flood risks, it should not be allowed.


	This will further erode the qualities that attracted me to live in Fairfax county. Until the county enforces the existing codes on single family homes pertaining to

overcrowding and renting rooms I am a no to ALUs.

Example: on my street there is a large house with 10-11 cars parked in the driveway. I am pretty sure they are not related to each other and in compliance with

the occupancy restrictions. They could build an ACU under the proposed guidelines and than there woukd probably be 15 cars. Fix the current problems first and

not by further overcrowding single family neighborhoods!


	I purchased my home 40 years ago in a single family neighborhood and I feel that I should not have to deal with the issues of multifamily dwellings or ALUs when

that is NOT what I bought into. When the home across the street from me was last sold the new owner put an apartment in the basement of a 5 bedroom home.

It was unpleasant to live through their construction and it is unpleasant to have to deal with all of the extra vehicles parked on the street.


	By executive order, yesterday President Trump banned corporations from buying real estate. Concern about corporations buying up properties and packing them

with people is thus negated. In this area there is a shortage of housing, especially housing for a student or young couple.


	No.


	Team, we’re at an inflection point in the county’s history. It’s time to increase density so young people can live in the place they grew up. If planning doesn’t take

density seriously employers go to Texas, North Carolina and other states that understand that young people deserve a chance.
	The "carriage house" or "gardeners cottage" being renovated for todays senior living (or guests in a "guest house") seems to me to be a natural concept. That, to

me, is much preferred to some of the mind-less townhouse arrangements put up by developers who have no intention of LIVING THERE. They're only goal is to

make money and get out with as few headaches as possible.


	No


	Fairfax county’s stance on ALUs is too restrictive, it limits residents ability stay on their homes and contributes to higher home prices.


	ALUS are intended to violate and forcibly alter a homeowner's property, neighborhood, schools, and so much more.

If someone needs more space--move to a larger house and do not mandate your personal desires on the majority.

Do not be so selfish.


	ALUs are a wonderful option for communities, allowing families to remain in proximity to each other, expanding affordable housing opportunities, and is an

environmentally responsible approach to land use. I strongly support the County’s consideration to update the zoning ordinance in favor of ALUs.


	Fairfax county is so expensive but it is a jobs center. It’s important to me to live closer to work but it feels hard right now. The idea of renting a small cottage-like

ALU sounds dreamy. I do hope that you consider us folks who would like to contribute even more to Fairfax county by living there and not just working there!


	FFxC should not be creating incentives for property owners to have rental properties in single family, residential communities.


	No expansion of ALUs


	The more freedom we have to build where we want, the better


	ALUs can provide more affordable housing. We are in serious need of housing that is affordable, which will most likely include adding density to single family

home neighborhoods. ALUs could be a viable solution


	None


	I think other considerations should be for design and placement. Maybe it’s obvious, but it shouldn’t be in the front yard, it should be similar looking to the feel of

the neighborhood. Ie not modern in a colonial style neighborhood. Also, would HOAs be involved ? Not sure id want them to be or not just wondering.

I think this is a good way to increase affordable housing in the area. The incomes are generally high, but the higher income the more service wanted and people

working in service need a place to live they can afford.


	no
	There will be so few ALUs in Fairfax County that the impact to neighborhoods will be minimal despite the doomers saying otherwise. Also, we simply need more

affordable housing in our communities, and for SFH owners to say otherwise is a NIMBY tactic that needs to go away.


	They are a smart step forward towards adding density to our suburbs. In addition to ALUs, the county should consider expanding zoning for corner lots in single�family neighborhoods to operate businesses without parking requirements.


	We assume the county has restrictions on detached units with regard to Floor Area Ratio. Doubling the number of dwelling units on a property and in a

community is not the answer. There should be a buildout limit otherwise we’re just overcrowding and overdeveloping with negative impacts.


	My only concern is that these could be used as AirBnBs and that would cast a negative on the entire program. There We have a small lot in an HOA community -

about .25 acre. In the past we would have considered expanding our house to accommodate our parents, but it was not possible. I grew up in a home with

extended family and see the value in that living arrangement. Considering that this country doesn't make aging easy, especially if one isn't wealthy, these kinds of

additions or stand alone small homes are a huge benefit to families who don't want to see their parents or relatives struggle or lose their independence and their

savings to expensive corporate independent living.


	They are necessary in high cost-of-living areas. They help affordability for people in both units. We need to protect what lands are not yet cleared/developed by

using the land that has already been developed. In the county, they are so little one-story availability for seniors. If we want to keep seniors in the county, we

need to allow one-story options. We need to provide more affordable housing. County projects are great, but, cost all of us a lot of taxpayer money. Providing

more affordable housing in this way saves tax payer money and provides safe living spaces for those who need it to live/work in the county. And yes, families can

stay together and help each other as well. But, family should not be a requirement.


	the main houses people live in are often thousands of square feet but for some reason ALUs are capped to be so tiny at around 800 or 1200 square feet. Why is

that? Does the owner's house need to have a level of superiority to the ALU, and if so why? I'm tired of hearing that we need to tone down how much housing

gets built with the reason that it's "too much change".

How are members of the public effectively arguing with the circular reasoning that the county should not implement "too much change" because that would be

"too much". It's a logical fallacy, and frankly the only way to appease such people is to not change anything ever. Allow ALUs as big as can possibly fit in the area,

and allow them as frequently as possible without causing any kind of measurable impact. Changing the "neighborhood character" is not a measurable impact, and

is just a pseudonym for not wanting people of different classes and colors living in the area. That kind of language cannot and should not be entertained.
	Population is falling. I believe in part this is because it is not fun to have children. There is no place to send them to play outside. There is no place where they

can just play ball. Also I believe that green space is good for peoples mental health, yet the tendency is to build over more and more of a lot. Apartment buildings

are edge to edge now. There is no garden to walk in. I don’t understand the rationale for increasing population density. It is not necessary in this country. In

Japan where population has already fallen there are good quality apartment blocks totally empty. It is surprising to see and makes one think.


	I think we need more flexibility in adding housing supply. I also think HOAs won't allow this, so we need to expand ALUs as an supply-side option where it is

allowed. It can be beneficial for homeowners, renters, older adults and families. It won't solve all of our housing challenges but it is one tool to help in this very

hight-cost of living environment.


	Our children live in Denver where ALUs (ADUs there) are common. Although I wouldn't want to live in one in Fairfax County I'd certainly consider living in one in

Denver where they are. Thank you.


	These proposals are reminiscent of the bygone days of US 1 the Highway of Cool mom/pop motels with too many cabins. We would love to have a detached

guest house more for the purpose of astronomical viewing on our almost 3 acre residence. However, the complications of permits/regulations/compliance

makes our dream too arduous to undertake !


	None.


	Additional living units impact county services. Each living unit should provide funds to offset the impacts of the additional population allowed by the additional

living unit to FCPA, Libraries, Schools, Emergency Response, Transportation, and utilities.


	Appropriate drainage is always a concern, especially by-right. Additionally, all the "original" home sizes referenced are not limited in scope (only setbacks) and

larger homes may be constructed, by-right, without incorporating the ALU, effectively changing the allowed zoning of a neighborhood and adding parking

stresses. Already, there are too many battles within communities for parking spaces and too many green spaces/trees lost to home construction.


	No, no, no, absolutely NO!


	ALUs would increase the burden on water resources in Great Falls. They would also increase traffic and break up the large lots that are the essence of this

community. Do not relax standards.


	Not at this time


	I think they are a sensible choice in today's housing environment.; n/a


	Do not allow this
	We have two attached external ADU's in our neighborhood constructed in the early 1990's that are used as rental units by the property owners. Lots are 3/4ths

acre and there is off street parking. Not a problem. Internal ADU's whether for seniors or for rental are fine as long as there is off-street parking. In residential

neighborhoods with larger lots, external ADU's will lead to loss of open space, vegetation and neighborhood character. If the county studies other jurisdictions,

you will find that external ADU's do not provide additional affordability but are rented at market value.


	I live at Marble Lane (across the street and down) from the new ALU being built. It is TOO BIG! It does not fit the aesthetic of the neighborhood.


	I oppose increasing the size or occupancy limits for accessory living units. Interior ALUs should remain capped at 800 square feet because townhomes are already

built extremely close together, and larger units would create structural and safety complications. Detached ALUs should stay limited to 1200 square feet, as

anything larger stops being “accessory” and begins functioning as a full additional residence, increasing land-use impacts and disrupting neighborhood character.

Occupancy should also remain limited to three persons to avoid overburdening parking, utilities, and shared infrastructure. These limits are necessary to protect

safety, livability, and the balance of our community.


	Single-family dwelling should remain single family dwellings. Homeowners should should be protected from any dwelling around them that would lower their

property value.


	There need to be stricter zoning standards to prevent issues like the monstrosity being built in Marble Lane in Greenbriar. While I understand the desire of

families to be able to care for aging parents, structures like that should not be allowed and there should be more control on renting out spaces like that.


	We considered one in the past to support elder care for a relative but did not meet zoning requirements (and I think that’s good—our neighborhood would be

destroyed by a bunch of ALUs, which would inevitably be used as rentals and we would run out of parking, etc.).


	Please do not change any regulations to increase the number of ALUs. I use to live in a neighborhood where there was a ALU and it became a revolving short stay

hotel.


	If people want to live in multi-family/multi unit housing, they should move to that type of housing. It should not be constructed in an established neighborhood

of single family homes. I live in Greenbriar and there are two of these on my street. It's ridiculous, an eye sore and brings down the look and value of the

neighborhood


	Limit ALU occupants to family members above a certain age (i.e. 55+) and/or with certain disabilities that make full independent living impossible, especially for

properties under 2 acres.


	The scenarios presented here are ridiculous. Homes of 3,000 or more square feet are so large that there is plenty of room inside the home.
	The current lot size minimum should be reduced to minimum of 25,000 sf with on-site parking minimums. No on street parking permitted. Assessements (taxes)

should be accessed/increased for public services (trash etc.,) THIS SHOULD NOT BE USED AS A TOOL FOR AFFORABLE HSG ADVOCATES. Don’t fall for “The Missing

Middle” trap that Arlington County aggressively pursued. ADUs DO NOT result in affordable hsg options. ; Analysis of Arlington, Alexandria is skewed to very small

lots. Further both communities have added a tremendous amount of housing in the past 15 yrs near public transit. What comparable counties (to Fairfax) have

used ADU provisions successfully?


	Fairfax County already feels overcrowded. Neighborhoods are tightly packed with limited parking as it is. Schools are already overcrowded. More and more land

and commercial property is being re-zoned for housing for some reason. We do not need to squeeze even more people into every nook and cranny on existing

residential properties.


	I think dramatically expanding their use is imperative.

We have an expanding elderly population that wants to age in place and that does not want to squander their assets or risk their life in overpriced and terrible

nursing home or assisted living increasingly run by private equity firms which ration care in pursuit of profits.

We have a sandwich generation exhausted by the demands and cost of caring for children and aging parents and running back and forth between their own home

and their parents' (assuming they even can). Allowing the elderly to move into an ALU while their children live on the premises could also help with childcare

costs, as grandparents can help caring for the grandchildren at least part of the time.

We have young people who find local rents completely unaffordable on stagnating entry wages--assuming they even have a job, as jobs they expected to be there

for them out of school are taken by AI. They could live for cheap in ALUs while helping care for the residents of the main home in exchange for rent discounts. We

have dramatic sprawl and increasing human encroachment on the urban/widlife boundary with attendant natural disaster risks. We have hundreds of thousands

of acres of useless"lawns", i.e. barren ecological deserts and sources of fertilizer runoff that could at least be repurposed to house people. Yeah, we need ALUs.


	Please do not consider adding to the traffic and parking issues that many neighborhoods in Fairfax County already face. I live in a single family neighborhood that

already has cars parked on both sides of the street at all times. Our neighborhood roads are ridiculously difficult to navigate with only one vehicle able to pass at a

time. I am constantly pulling over to allow other cars to pass just trying to go home. I can't fathom adding more cars to our already crowded streets. Please do

not make our quality of life in Fairfax worse for those who already live here.
	They should not be multiple family dwellings larger than the original house. Occupancy limits should apply. There should be no public access to admit squatters.


	As a Tuba player who gets around by bike and transit, I want nothing more than to rent something the size of an apartment, but without shared walls or parking.

I'm sure my neighbor's won't want to hear all of my etudes, and I don't want a required, disused parking space to cause stormwater runoff for the rest of the

neighborhood.


	Build, baby, build! NIMBYism is dumb, it’s a joke that “neighborhood character” is even an option as a concern. I mean really? This should never have been

outlawed. 50/50 the reason for these regulations is racist too when it comes to things like these, and it’s also anti capitalist since it restricts a property owner’s

right to do as they please, so that the neighbors don’t have to bear the indignity of having to look at little houses with slightly poorer people in them. Boohoo.


	I think current ALU regulations should have greater setbacks from neighboring property lines, 8 feet is too close. The project that is being build on Marble Lane in

Greenbriar is an abomination and should have never been approved.


	Size of ALUs, detached or otherwise, and in a residential community, should always require public comment from other residents of said community.


	I represent people that seek to have ALUs. there are too many restrictions to make this a viable tool to increase the stock of affordable housing.


	This was a disaster in CA and will be here also.


	May be useful for aging in place.


	We need to make existing housing more affordable. However, building ALUs and additional construction is not the answer. Fairfax County already has a significant

traffic problem and property taxes continue to increase for locations with homes operating on septic and well water. The construction of large homes that is

occurring is overwhelming and the county has made too many exceptions to land requirements (example 2 acres of land with well and septic), straining the

systems and overcrowding the roads so they can generate additional tax revenue. I believe that an initiative working with landlords or perhaps converting unused

office space (which definitely exists in Fairfax County as it does in DC) can help to create more affordable housing.


	Even while understanding that there are many PoV and strong feelings about increased density, it is the right thing for Fairfax County to be reviewing what is

possible and could be beneficial to our community via ALU policies. Thank you.


	Let's try and create more affordable housing in a low-bureaucracy way, without public hearings WHERE the lot is a large one.


	I would love to be able to build my mother one so we can help her life “independently” but still be close for us to help her. Our lot is 1.25 but secluded with lots of

trees. So I would like to build on it.


	Main purpose should be to age in place or provide other needed assistance to the primary residence
	Zoning restrictions and permitting requirement keep Fairfax County from having sufficient affordable housing.

We need to make it easier and cheaper to build housing.


	While providing for affordable housing is important, Fairfax traffic congestion, public facility strains and utility issues should give pause to any efforts that would

increase population density in areas currently less dense.


	We in Fairfax are one of the only "civilized" societies that does not make it easier for families to take care of the young married and older folks like me . I am 79.

Senior centers in Gf are limited to the two we have now and they do not come close to taking care of our ageing polulation. A family can spend $12,000 a month

not covered by Medicare to have their mom stay at Brightview in GF. I helped create the"GF Senior Center without Walls" [GFCA]to try and give older folsk in GF

something to do. I build the first leagal special exception ADU in GF 10 years ago.


	My HOA bylaws restrict each lot to one single family home. Each lot in my HOA is larger than 2 acres.


	Add more apartment buildings. Don’t crowd existing housing with extra substandard housing.


	No


	ALUs can ruin the character and quality of life of a neighborhood or community or city. Parking and traffic can me unmitigated. ALUs need to be thought out

properly.


	People should be able to do what they want to on their own property. Zero concerns about ALU.


	No to ALU in Great Falls


	Be very careful with this change. Heard from a lot of home owners saying they will move out of Fairfax County if this wrecks the character of the neighborhood or

creates more traffic.


	Thank you for asking us on this matter.


	There is a shortage of subsidized housing for adults with disabilities. Loosening the requirements for ALUs would make it easier for families to support their adult

children with disabilities with more independent living arrangements.


	These will overcrowd the county and impact the semi-rural and beautiful appeal of the green space we have left in the county


	Terrible, terrible idea. You are building a lot of affordable apartments that is good. Table and throw away the AlU idea.


	I think they are a good solution for allowing multi generational housing and also allowing homeowners to age in place and provide affordable housing options for

younger people. While we don't currently have an ALU on our property we are considering adding one in the next few years.
	ALU should not be allowed in areas served by well and septic unless (1) well production capacity is adequate to serve the combined maximum usage of the

dwellings; and (2) the septic capacity is sufficent to meet the needs of the total number of persons and uses planned for both dwellings (primary and ALU) when

occupied at FULL capacity; and (3) storm water runoff - and interruption of well re-charge because of the added impervious surfaces should be considered when

evaluating the placement of an ALU in all cases; in additional to well capacity / over-draw; the additional flooding risks must be considered and managed.


	Changing times call for changing regulations. The cost of living is so high in Fairfax County, yet we are the home to great work opportunities. If people can work

AND live here, then Fairfax County benefits, and it keeps cars off the roads due to long commutes.


	ALUs would be a great option to help families with adult children living at home because they can’t afford the high rental or mortgages in Fairfax County.


	Considering the exorbitant cost of long term care for elders, living close to or with family is a far better option for both the elder individual and society at large.


	Strong consideration of the impact of parking, traffic, water runoff/drainage, sewer and water impacts, trash/recycling impacts, etc. must be included in these

meetings/decisions. Our taxes cover the expenses for these items, and a person renting an ALU doesn't pay into these taxes. There must be some tax revenue

against the homeowners building these ALUs to offset an additional 2+ people. Also, we don't want our single-family-home neighborhood overrun with ALUs.


	There is no question that this requires individual decision making. To allow government bureaucrats sole authority to make these decisions makes no sense. This

is not going to solve affordable housing issues in Fairfax County.


	Special attention needs to be paid to the real estate taxes required for additional families that impacts: traffic, parking, sewer and water, additional hard-surface

water run-off, trash and recycling for SFH, snow plowing, etc. These are all impacted and those of us without ALUs shouldn't have to pay the cost of supporting

those with ALUs. We also paid dearly to live in SFH neighborhoods and have no desire to essentially change the neighborhoods to multi-family homes.


	ALUs in high density areas need the bulk of this consideration otherwise it will only be the wealthy people living on big lots who will benefit. The need for such

dwelling is in cities and in homeowner association high density areas so make those areas easier to develop such housing. Otherwise, only owners living on big

parcels will benefit and they shouldn’t get such largesse because it wouldn’t address the real needs.


	These are a great idea to add affordable housing for workforce, young folks and elderly people. We need more inexpensive market rate private housing. Our

children, teachers, janitors and working class people can't afford to live in our country. This is an option that will not cost any tax dollars and make our

communities stronger
	ALU's seem like a good idea, given the shortage of affordable residences and the desire of established homeowners to age in place without being totally isolated.


	I think having an in-law suite is fine and should be allowed. I think it is ok to have a live-in au-pair. I am aware of several and I presume they meet current

requirements. As for an 18-foot high detached ALU, they need at least an 18-foot property line offset. That is not in your examples. Also, I doubt that many

people register an ALU with the County. You probably have more than you know.


	This is one time when I am not thrilled for towns having local control of zoning. ALUs should be allowed by right everywhere, not just in unincorporated areas.

Yes, I live in a town.


	Although I would approve of an ALU for a family that wants to provide housing to a family member, increasing the number of ALUs or allowing them on smaller

lots or as part of townhomes would lead to increased noise, crowding, and other problems that come from high-density living conditions.


	I think they are a creative option to meet the needs of today’s “families” which have multifaceted needs.


	permit renewals should be eliminated. this seems like the most important change, along with increasing lot size and removing restrictions on who can live in the

ALU, for increasing housing by increasing ALUs; drecreasing lot size, not increasing


	Happy to hear FFX is looking at it and I hope it passes without NIMBYs making a stink.


	Many homes in Farr’s county were built with considerable front yards. Allowance for short extensions (7.5-10 ft) into front yards should be allowed for ADUs

when such incursions does not impact neighborhood character, parking, or road visibility particularly with 35 foot setbacks.


	I’d like to see flexibility for single family homeowners to allow caregivers or immediate family to live on their property in an ALU. I don’t want to see more than 2

people living in an ALU nor do I want to create a problem with ALU dwellers parking on public streets. I also don’t mean to impose visual obstructions from

neighbors confronted with a homeowner wishing to establish an ALU.


	I did not answer Question 11 a-c These are perfect examples of dealing with existing zoning rules/regulations. Those would need changing to facilitate ALU's. I

live in the Town of Herndon here in Fairfax County. What the county might do could influence actions taken by the Town of Herndon.


	Above all, I do not want ALUs used for short term rental (like air bnb).

Also, I don’t think we can expect ALUs to address the need for affordable housing. Not many homeowners can afford to build them, and the ones who can

probably do not want unrelated people to live in them.
	Residential street parking should be allowed for people living in an ALU.


	I think you really need to handle this by zoning district. I think folks should be allowed, by right, to rent a room or apartment in their basements or rec room as

long as there is a separate entrance to the outside (in cases of an apartment) and limited to a married couple if one bedroom and 2 kids if two bedrooms. As long

as there is ample street parking, I don't see that this should require a hearing or even an application. When it comes to BUILDING an accessory unit, like a

detached house, or attached house, which is larger and can accommodate more people, that is where you should require something like a minor special

exception and a public hearing. But there are some smaller homes (older bungalows and ramblers) in zones where this is impossible! Renting a furnished room

without a kitchen or kitchen privileges to one or 2 unrelated people, like business people, is a lot different than a basement apartment with a kitchen, where one

should have a separate entrance. The size of the home is key and some older bungalows and ramblers and splits really aren]t designed this way. A detached ALU

or even if the ALU is attached to the house and has a separate entrance, I think the neighbors should be allowed to weigh in at a public hearing because this

constitutes constructing some thing NEW and potentially larger than a rec room being converted to an apartment. And again, the size of the lot is key. I think the

owner should live on site. Hope this helps. But what you guys really shoud be doing to help families with young kids is incentivizing builders to provide more

three-bedroom apartments to new highrise and mid rise buildings. This will enable them to live in an apartment setting longer than with a 2 bedroom unit as

each kid can get his or her own room with a 3 BR.


	I lived in Fairfax County for 31 years in a single family home neighborhood in a more urban area of the county, and I also spent time in Arlington County. Given

needs like multigenerational and age in place housing, I support ALUs. I think parking impacts are one of the most important, because having a lot of parking on

the streets does seem to detract from the character and peacefulness of the neighborhood. And of course if one builds an ALU for one’s parents or grown

children, what happens after the parents die or the children move out to their own place. Does the ALU become vacant- that isn't cost or space effective. So, it

does seem like there’s a need to look longer term view as well. And I can understand why ALUs as rentals either long term or short term can be an issue for the

existing home owners.


	Any hearing requirement clearly needs to be eliminated. Fairfax County is the ONLY surrounding jurisdiction with any hearing requirement and the lack of

detached ALU yield is a direct result. The hearing is such a time-consuming, expensive, and unpredictable process and it targets the SFHs that have the MOST

capability of siting an ALU. Every Fairfax County P&D Staff member should have to apply for and experience a Special Permit process and then they might

understand how defeating they are. Fairfax County's ALU ordinance--in 4.5 years--has yielded minimal ALU's. It was overbroad and disabling from the beginning--

almost as if Fairfax Co didn't actually want to have ALU's but had to look like they were making an attempt. It is so drastically out of step with the surrounding

jurisdictions; one has to wonder what was really at work. Many of these surrounding jurisdictions have far denser SFH districts, yet they fully enable ALU's (their

ADUs).
	Reduce the property tax each year over a ten years' period, reduce other low priority Fairfax County government spending and allocate savings from the low

priority spending to a dedicated funding level to affordable housing for American citizens. Thank you.


	Re. Question 14: While I do not want to establish or live in an ALU at this time, there could be a point in the future where it will make sense for me and/or my

husband to live in an ALU.


	Detached ALUs would change the character of a community and in at least some cases would be contrary to established home owner association covenants.


	A 10,500 sq ft lot is not large enough for an adu like what you have suggested without impacting neighbors. You will adversely affect peoples property values and

ability to enjoy their outdoor space.

What the county is allowing to happen with the new monster builds is doing the same things. People’s views and sunlight is being taken away by towering homes.

; I know you want to push more housing but look at what it’s doing in terms of congestion everywhere. The roads , schools etc.


	Back in the early 1990’s, my parents built an addition/mother-in-law suite onto their home in Fairfax for my grandmother to live in. It was wonderful for

everyone! She had her privacy and we had ours, but when she needed anything, we were right down the hallway that connected the main house to her little

apartment. Due to her age and health issues, she could not have lived on her own or as independently as she did, if my parents had not been able to build the

addition onto their home for her to live in so safely and comfortably. She lived very happily for 8 years until she died, and then her apartment became a great

place for any guests to stay when they visited us.


	We should just upscale all zones to 2-5x current density.


	As president of our community's HOA here in Fairfax County, I can honestly say this is a terrible idea. Already, homeowners do not respect HOA rules nor their

fellow neighbors (most neighbors don't even make an effort to come to the annual meeting). Those neighbors who don't make an effort to come to the annual

meeting (again, most of the neighbors) and who have never attended an annual HOA meeting, are always the ones who make weird and disrespectful changes to

their properties. Now, if you would allow them to construct an ALU---are you kidding me? You are inviting an unnecessary headache of massive proportions into

the lives of all homeowners who actually care about their neighborhoods and communities (and moved into their homes and this county knowing that no new

construction would be allowed in their backyards). That change is patently unfair to current homeowners and, quite frankly, very poorly understood among

anyone proposing these changes. It would benefit a very small proportion of our county who wants to pay cheap rent or make some extra money on a rental

"side hustle" at the expense of the vast majority of us who really care for our neighborhoods and our community.


	Welcome consideration of ALUs in townhomes
	Living in Reston we have first hand knowledge parking problem around our townhouse clusters.


	Please help this county expand! Doing these things, reforming, along with fast tracking this process is necessary to make our county way more affordable and

accessible again instead of living in the California way where people have to move out because of how expensive everything is!


	I am very active personally in the disability community. ALUs are so important as an option for expanded housing solutions for our community, especially for

families like mine who have members with intellectual/developmental disabilities who both need support but also want and deserve a degree of separation as

they mature into adulthood.


	Currently live on property that is approx 1/3 of a acre. I cannot imagine another full home on my property. The benefit is living on enough room to have a garden

and a woods is that we have "a garden and a woods". Allowing structures on this size property would change the character of the neighborhood for all the

neighbors surrounding the ALU.


	They seem to be an alternate way for some people to use extra space on their land to help with family care, but should not become a form of subdividing lots just

to make money when zoned for other purposes


	Very supportive of this review. We had wanted to build one a few years back to house an elderly relative of low economic means. Our lot size of 1/2 acre

excluded us from this option.


	Not at this time.


	I find it interesting that Dranesville, where I live, seems to have the most ALUs in the County. It's ironic, given that my Great Falls neighbors are generally against

anything that could bring in additional traffic, noise, density, or really population growth of any kind. Having the most ALUs make sense, as the lot sizes here are

some of the largest in the County, but I personally would not mind to have ALUs spread more evenly all over the County, not just all here. I also don't mind the

idea of ALUs. Why shouldn't young people starting out be able to live in the neighborhoods where they work, or retirees who need to downsize be able to

continue to live in the areas where they have lived for years.


	I primarily think the 2 acre requirement for detached ALUs is excessive, but I do still believe that occupant density and dwelling proportions should still be

reasonable in comparison to the primary structure and to the lot size. Additionally, if not already codified in other construction standards, there should be

protections for neighbors on things such as runoff and utility impacts.

As a side note, the initial hearing on 1/21/2026 was very informative and professionally run. It was helpful to hear multiple perspectives on the topic.
	ALUs are a very BAD idea! They will be abused and misused by their property owners and negatively impact HOA neighborhoods that were thoroughly and

thoughtfully planned as single family neighborhoods. There is a risk of ALUs converting to short-term rentals too. As well, many neighborhoods in Fairfax County

already have parking problems as it stands today. Many HOAs preclude the establishment of ALUs within their covenants. Lastly, Fairfax County property owners

pay high property taxes and ALUs will decrease the quality of life for our families in neighborhoods. ALUs are essentially a horrible idea!!! Fairfax County property

owners and taxpayers will fight ALUs!!!


	I think ALUs are a reasonable way to address the affordable housing crisis and to give families more options for inter-generational living.


	The various forms of ALUs, especially if considering less than 2 acres, do not preserve neighborhood character. The proposed updates are overly focused on

flexibility for homeowners and detrimental to safety, privacy, and livability of our neighborhoods in Fairfax County.


	Reduce local impediments to the development of ALUs including less restrictive zoning requirements, streamlined permitting process, and more latitude in design

requirements


	Fairfax County needs to consider very carefully where they allow detached ALUs to be built. While I would not object to permitting a non-detached ALU on a

smaller lots I feel the visual impact on lots smaller than 2 acre cluster would ruin the ambience of a neighborhood. Fairfax County would end up, looking like

Dallas Texas.


	there are tons of people living in very home in our community. zoning laws are not followed because everyone is related. it will just get worse


	It would be helpful to know more about concerns and experiences that have already taken place with ALUs in FC.


	Am supportive of ALUs to support families in different stages of life. Do NOT support ALUs that are just rental units.


	With the ever-increasing cost of housing, reducing ALU restrictions would provide folks with additional options for in-law/family space. I feel as if ALUs should be

used for social/family benefits, and if it is going to be a rental, the owner should live in the primary unit and the unit rented at a reasonable/below market rate

with possible tax benefits.


	ALUs can make housing more affordable in Fairfax County, and can be a way to keep young couples/families from moving out of the county where they work. (My

step-daughter now lives in an ALU in Loudoun County.) It's a wonderful part of the solution to our housing crisis.


	The Northern Virginia Chamber strongly supports fewer regulations for the siting of accessory living units. The affordable and attainable housing crisis requires

more options for housing types including ALUs. ALUs also provide homeowners the opportunity to remain in their homes, provide independent space for aging

relatives, without substantially altering the character of neighborhoods.
	ALU's ruin neighborhoods, especially townhome communities. There is not enough parking for the homeowners as it is. There are already illegal units and the

homeowner claims they are family or related. They take up all our extra parking spaces, are entering the rear of the units, no background checks, no leases. Most

of these units are from owners that don't want to live in the home and just make money off the property. Upkeep and maintenance of the property is not done.

The landlords take advantage of people. There is no oversight. Every 6 months to a year there are new people coming to look at property because the rent is so

much lower, but they don't realize it's just a basement. ALUs should not be allowed in small communities and townhouse communities. Only in newly

constructed and parking regulations should force more parking for these newer communities to allow for ALUs


	none


	I think they must be considered on a case- by- case basis to determine the impact on the surrounding neighbors.


	its too expensive in the county, we need more housing to increase the supply. We are losing residents and our tax base, we need more people living here. Give

more flexibility with housing, many residents will leave if they have to choose between family and location of dwelling, also I am considering moving soon as my

pay does not keep up with the housing cost, meal costs and other fairfax costs.


	We live next door to a permitted ALU. We are not anti ALUs, but the experience we went through was disappointing at best. We are very willing to contribute

whatever we can to help find good solutions, while recognizing some of the hazards for communities, our infrastructure and the environment.


	Minimum property size requirements will help maintain the character of neighborhoods while increasing available housing. If parcels over 0.5 acres were allowed

to have ALUs, it could significantly increase the availability of housing while not overburdening infrastructure and schools in already densely populated areas.


	My primary concern is that owners live on the property if they have a ALU. They have to manage the noise level and people that live in the unit. Too many

houses are rented in FFC with poor renters/neighbors. If the county can't ensure the owners live on the property and will manage the people living in the ALU's

then I'd be against having them. If they can - than I'd be okay with them.


	They make sense where there is enough space to have them and the principle need is to allow blood relatives to live in a multi-generational environment or for

where caretaking needs are required. They should not be used for rental income as introducing too many renters in single-family dwelling locations typically

adversely affects the character of the neighborhood.


	Massive potential problems with too many dwellers and vehicles in small neighborhoods, which is what most of the county consists of; best option for families

who need space for elders or children is to clear out rooms, get rid of junk, move family members in.; No
	I am an in favor of more and more flexible housing options in Fairfax County, especially if they are more affordable.


	ALUs are an option to allow homes to become affordable to moderate income buyer and rentals to low income renters. They can accomplish this with minimal

costs compared to building new apartments and allows considerable flexibility in where people live since they could potentially be established in many homes.


	Aging in place would be lovely and having adult kids nearby.


	I think with our aging boomer population, lack of adequate reasonable cost housing and difficulty for our young people to afford to work and live in the county, it

bears looking into.


	They are a good idea in concept. My rejection of the last two scenarios was based on considering what would be the consequences if every house in the

neighborhoods with higher density each had an ALU. It would be very crowded visually and physically and would fundamentally change the character of the

neighborhood.


	Great Falls is a unique, semi-rural community with large lots, tree canopy, limited infrastructure, and a character defined by open space and low-density living.

Any ALU policy changes should not be one-size fits-all. We urge the County to preserve R-E and R-1 zoning protections, require public hearings for detached units,

limit size and occupancy, and maintain owner-occupancy and parking requirements. We support aging in place-but not density expansion disc=guise as accessory

housing.


	Generally, we need more smaller houses for first time young couples or professionals who want to live here. The prices are far too high and the new

developments along the lines of 1 per acre are not very imaginative and there could be a much nicer and mixed size of houses solution


	I cant support this. what the the objective? is the objective to subdivide a single family home. I have lived in urban areas where a dozen or more people lived in

one house. often unrelated related people. allows the owner to rent out space on a daily weekly basis. often this these are perfectly wonderful people but have

no investment in "community" "neighborhood" etc..


	Some of the "sheds" in our neighborhood are larger than the sample ALU's provided on this survey. Some detached garages are also. Don't the potential

negatives of an ALU really revolve around the person that will be living in the unit?


	the permitting process is unclear, for example our contractor told us we could not have an oven, I do not see where that is called out and it makes no sense if it is


	There should be strict limitations and aggressive enforcement of ALU violations.


	Many of the current homes have people living above the approved capacity. These ALUs just end up becoming spaces for more people. ALUs are not monitored

enough to ensure they are meeting all of the criteria that is currently set forth.
	My main concerns are parking and neighborhood character. Single family detached developments have adequate parking with their two-car garages and

reasonable size driveways, so no need to widen driveways. Except for guests or the trades, street parking should be discouraged. As to the ALU's design, entry

access, appearance from the street, rental restrictions, etc. I am confident Fairfax County will regulate responsibly in contrast to some the the so-called mother�in-law suites in Suffolk County, New York, which have congested many neighborhoods. In my view, the best justification for ALUs is for elderly parents' or disabled

family members' caregiving with no need for addtional cars.


	Given that the County has approved so many McMansions with ALUs on their lowest level whether that was the stated intent of the builder, the County should

undertake a survey to see how that prized extra living space is actually being used.


	no


	ALUs on smaller lots will diminish the character of neighborhoods and make them feel even more crowded.


	Overcrowding and parking everywhere.


	While theoretically a nice idea, the main issues I see with ALU's is the inherent road issues related to parking (vans pickup trucks and SUV's) that hinder other

owners from driving through neighborhoods safely. While the number of people in an ALU might be 2, each person might drive a large pickup truck or van with

equipment on top that would need to be parked along the neighborhood road. This obstructs other neighbors from being able to drive without obstruction

through the neighborhood. Having neighborhoods with pickup trucks/equipment vans/SUVs parked in the driveway is the most sensible and wise. ALU's with

impact the safety along the roads and potentially create other unintended consequences (too much load on water and sewer if oarked on the grass, and

obstrucion along neighborhood simply one-lane or two-lane roads; I have lived in Fairfax County for many years and have witnessed the deterioration of the

neighborhoods. I worked in Fairfax County teaching at Langley High School for many years (as well as schools in Burke and Springfield (and Falls Church). Over the

years, the primary issue I have witnessed, with increases in housing members, is the neighborhood roads covered in equipment vans and pickup trucks. Having

built a house in Loudon County, and also knowing zoning in Great Falls is 1 house per 3 acres, the disparity between those areas (Loudon and Great Falls/McLean)

and the rest of Fairfax neighborhoods is stark. As the housing market continues to rise in taxable value, the deterioration along the neighborhood roads is in

contradiction. The visual deterioration due to loss of ease of neighborhood road access for safety, including just getting through a simple neighborhood road, is

notable. This neighborhood safety access includes fire trucks, ambulances, and police. My suggestion is to help alleviate this risk by reducing ALUs. The lot may be

addressed as one size or another, same with the height, but the number and type of vehicles parked along the roads is a whole other problem inherent in any

zoning changes addressed herein.


	The ALU is one good tool in the toolbox to reduce housing costs and should be expanded.
	If you change the requirement to have a interior connection between the main home and the ALU, then people may be more likely to pursue the attached ALU

option!


	I filled out the comments above. Read them. Contact me if you have questions or would like to hear how neighbors feel about ALUs..... To me, the greatest

problem is the BZAs unfettered discretion. Keep in mind the bigger the ALU the larger the rent..... hence all this talk about "affordable housing" is just nonsense

and not the real purpose. If you are looking for more tax revenue, just be honest about it.


	Please reduce the required lot size for an ALU to one acre or less. Use comparable municipalities current zoning guidelines as a benchmark, "reference standards"

to change the ALU zoning requirements. Additional parking for ALU's should be part of the new ordinance. Changing the zoning requirements for ALU's will make

more affordable housing available in the beltway. This will reduce commutes for people that have long drives because they can't afford to live near work.

Homeowners that want to age in place will not be forced to sell their homes due to affordability or personal mobility concerns. Retired Baby Boomers represent a

very high segment of the population. ALU's with less restrictions will allow many more residents to age in place in their own homes. Thank you


	We already suffer from congestion and demands for water, sewer and electric grid. Just look at CA and San Diego to see how this ALU process is being abused.

Mini apartment complexes built in backyards because near bus stop. Yet of course all residents have cars causing a mess. Saw in your online discussion that staff

does not even monitor ALU licenses issued to see if they have been actually built. I assume any freestanding ALU would require its own hookup for water, sewer,

electric and have to pay all county license fees for such. Have not seen that discussed. Also staff indicated that they want to allow ALUs even if owner does not

live onsite. We do not want corporate housing in Fairfax County in residential areas. Also, saw staff recommends to eliminate current requirement to license and

renew license for ALUs further preventing neighbors from commenting on misuse. No ALUs need in this county.


	ALUs provide an affordable housing alternative for young adults, single parents or young families, older adults and others in a very expensive housing market.

There should never be a requirement that tenants of the ALU be related by blood or marriage. ALUs should be administratively permitted in all locations and

should transfer with ownership of the property.


	As a recent college graduate, any expanded housing options in the area would be great. I currently live in my childhood home and can't yet afford to move out,

even with roommates, and most of my peers are in a similar situation. Additionally, homeowners will rent out ALUs regardless of whether the county approves, so

by making them legal you can at least regulate them and make them easier to find for potential renters.
	Restrictions for detached ALUs should be evaluated to become an available option for homeowners with smaller lots. I believe this would promote opportunities

for homeowners and families for affordable housing or aging in place, as well as increasing the tax revenue base for the county. Right now the ALU program is too

restrictive and it is not an option for the great majority of County homeowners.


	We do not support ALUs of any type. When we moved into our current home in Fairfax we purchased an R-2 single family home. That's what we wanted and

that's what we paid for and expected to enjoy the rest of our lives based on the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance. To now alter the Zoning Ordinance, and alter

the character of our neighborhood would be a "takings" issue. It would be "pulling the zoning rug out from underneath us". "Bait and switch". The County

committed to one type of housing that we invested in, and now would be taking that away. This would trigger law suits.

We have visited cities and suburbs where ALUs and ADUs have been allowed, and these municipalities are a crowded nightmare to live in. People fight for

parking, facilities are overcrowded, noise is excessive, peace and quite is gone, environmental facilities are stressed and life is just not what we currently have in

our single family neighborhood here in Fairfax. Examples include Boston, and Somerville, MA and elsewhere.


	I think they could be a good way to ease the housing crisis, as well as provide a private place for relatives who should not or cannot yet live on their own. But I

also think there should be a limit on the number per neighborhood so as not to overtax the water system and other resources. Adding an ALU to every lot would

be far too much. Perhaps a 10% - 15% cap would make sense. Interior ALUs are a bit less taxing, as construction noise, waste, and reduced foliage aren't as

impacted.


	For the past 28 years, I've owned and lived in an 1,100 sf rambler on a 1/2 acre property. I've watched as all the other ramblers around me have been replaced

with 4,000sf+ monstrosities. My daughters would love to make some amendments to our home to serve as multi-generational housing, and that may include an

ALU for my husband and me - a prospect I love, especially compared to an asset- and soul-draining existence in senior living. Is there a reason why we can't have a

formula that calculates appropriate square footage coverage of all dwelling units?


	shoot NIMBYs into the sun


	You need to study other similar demographic transit and topology jurisdiction ALU outcomes to understand any issue parameters


	I am all for ALU's as long as the number of residents and cars are controlled. Also, the structure needs to fit in with existing residence, and not be a towering

addition that would obstruct light or overshadow a neighbors residence. What comes to mind is the controversial attached addition to a residence that was

recently built in Fairfax county.
	I have seen ALUs and/or full-sized homes on sub-divided lots work well in other places, such as Falls Church city. I live in a 1/4 acre neighborhood. I would not

oppose my neighbors having a detached ALU - we have plenty of street parking available as most people have driveways. That is the case throughout the county -

that most people have driveways, leaving street parking available. I don't currently want an ALU bc I want to keep my yard available for children to play; once they

are grown, I would consider it, or expanding my home to add an interior ALU to live in as I age and open up the main house to a young family. It's a great model -

allowing independent but cooperative living that builds community.


	My family moved here from Alamo Heights, Texas where almost every home had a "casita" (ALU)- we used ours for storage, neighbors used theirs as Airbnb

rentals, as offices or guest houses, for aging parents. The homes with casitas (ALU) varied in sizes and the casitas were charming. We aren't able to afford a house

in Fairfax County, but we are staying because our kids are in school and they don't want to move again. ALUs could allow us to buy in the future, if it allowed us to

have the possibility of rental income or have a place where my in laws could live with us. It opens up possibilities for people (both who own them or those who

live in them).


	ALUs should not be permitted under any circumstances.


	Neighbors should be informed and allowed to comment on detached ALUs before they are approved. Smaller studio-size ALUs than those proposed in the

scenarios should be considered. They could be one story and accommodate one person. This could help solve the affordable housing problem.


	Question 11 - Scenario 11.a, 11.b, and 11.c does not offer alternatives to stock-answer. There is no comment box to explain or suggest choices and ideas to clarify

answer to question(s). Therefore, I left these boxes blank.

I do not believe a detached ALU should be more than 1-level.


	No.


	Any external ALU size allowed should be approved based its size related to the primary home structure. Adding an ALU structure that is any where near the size of

an existing home would be ridiculous.


	If increasing population density is needed, apartment and condo buildings designed for that purpose can be built where zoning so allows. Altering single-family

housing zoning to transform it into multifamility housing changes land use significantly, and to the detriment of people who choose single-family liviing

environments. Plenty of alternatives already exist in the County and surrounding areas for people who want congregate liviing.


	No


	I think we should make it as easy as possible for families to support an aging parent stay in place independently as possible. It is beneficial for the family unit and

financially
	Should not be allowed


	On parking - I believe that no additional spaces from the base parking rate should be required, but for base living units that already have two or more off street

parking spaces, it could be reasonable that a minimum of one of those spaces be required to be allocated to the ALU.


	No


	Please don’t make this county any grosser than it already is!! You have so many multi-family homes already. People don’t need permits for this, they just do it.


	I would like the option to have an ALU on our property as my husband has an aging parent and a sibling with IDD and I have an aging parent. This would also be

useful for us as we age in the home we own.


	Areas zoned for single house dwelling need to remain that way! ALUs are an attempt to circumvent current zoning laws. Infrastructure for neighborhoods is built

to accommodate the original number of dwellings. Additional dwellings via ALUs place additional stresses on that infrastructure as it ages. Furthermore, ALUs

increase population density without further expanding the tax base forcing current homeowners to subsidize this expansion through increases to their already

high property taxes. ALUs would increase challenges for on the street parking. I strongly oppose any changes to current ordinances for ALUs.; Areas zone for

single dwellings per lot need to remain as such. ALUs are an attempt to circumvent current zoning laws. Community infrastructure is designed for the original

number of dwellings. Additional dwellings via ALUs place increasing burden on aging infrastructure. It also creates increased demand for on street parking. It

increases population density without increasing the tax base hence forcing current homeowners to subsidize this expansion when their property taxes are already

higher than they should be. I strongly oppose any changes to the current ordinances governing ALUs.


	ALUs are a great step towards addressing Fairfax County's housing crisis. They have the ability to increase affordability in the rental market, as well as to provide

homes for aging parents, potentially freeing up residences which can then be sold to working families.


	Corporate owners should not be allowed ALUs, period. Corporations are buying homes throughout NoVA and allowing them a process to add ALUs to their

properties simply adds revenue to their businesses without regard whatsoever to the neighborhoods they operate in. Say no to corporate ownership of homes in

VA and the businesses they operate within them.


	This survey didn't explain or account for any impact on sewer/water/electricity/gas; or county services such as schools/police/fire. I don't know how that stuff

works, but please include in the policy something about how to manage those stresses. Perhaps some threshold for review. If that review is already in your

policy, please make it clear somewhere on how that works.
	Changing the character of the neighborhood should be the major concern. ALU for aging or disable relatives, or even temporary for children of the homeowners is

one that I can support with proper limits. The idea of rental ALU's I don't. This would essentially be doubling the housing units on a property permanently but

doing it in a bad way that can result in a two tier nice home with a slum home in the backyard. Increased density should be achieved through new development

where all units are of similar character. It will be similar to subdividing homes in cities. I never saw a case where that improved the neighborhood.


	I own a home occupied by my son's family on a 1-acre lot. I'd like to build a semi-detached ALU for myself as an in-law suite, which could, when I no longer live

there, could be used by my son (or other future owner) as either an "in-law" suite or a guest house. I do not wish to intrude on my son's family's privacy, so don't

want an "interior" ALU, and do want a separate entrance to the ALU. My current space needs as a widower are minimal, but twelve hundred square feet would

provide much more flexibility for changed circumstances.


	Fairfax County should focus on attracting more businesses to the county rather than adding to its residential density.


	There is more than enough over crowding in Fairfax County. The county doesn't do any zoning inspections. If they did there wouldn't be so many cars parked up

and down the streets from over crowding.


	Housing has gotten incredibly expensive in the last decade, and ALU's would allow increased rental opportunities while also allowing homeowners an avenue for

additional income. I believe that homeowners would still need to live on the property, otherwise it would seem that an ALU would fall under the jurisdiction of

"renting out your entire home" as opposed to an ALU.


	The last thing Fairfax County needs is more density. "In-fill" was a bad idea 30 years ago and even worse today.


	allowed w/o permits or restrictions if you own property over 2 acres


	Improving the ability for existing development to have increased density is a good goal overall, but we need to do it with other improvements that would

decrease the need for car infrastructure to handle the increase in population. Current development patterns of centralized large commercial properties that are

either impossible or extremely unsafe to access outside of a car, makes increasing population density difficult to handle without increasing throughput of existing

road networks.


	no


	Providing flexibility and reducing regulation that encourages increasing housing opportunities benefits everyone.


	Thank you for this survey. Hopefully we are able to make ALUs more accessible, flexible and easy to approve.


	It’s much needed for this area for renters as rents are so high for lower middle class, not everyone has > 100k$ salary


	Need clear definition. Otherwise it is just a second home on the same lot. Or an expansion to the existing home.


	This step will help families keep their ageing family members closer


	Please keep Fairfax County a great place to live for the people that live and work here. Don't make it a haven for private equity buying real estate and ruining

home ownership for people. Please protect our county!
	SO MUCH POTENTIAL here!!! This is a huge opportunity for reducing housing costs, improving livability, increasing connection between generations, increasing

community connection, creating a community-oriented space in the backyard (gathering place). But no great societal benefits can happen without this law being

changed.

Me: 40 yr old homeowner with little children and struggling with the middle class grind and social isolation in restrictive HOA-governed neighborhoods.


	ALUs to accomodate an elderly parent can help with aging in place; however, limitations need to be so that this does not open up a can of worms to allow

overcrowded living and impede on the other residents in the area. Fairfax County already has small lots with neighbors that on top of each other. Current

infrastructure is already impacted by the additional building that is occurring in Fairfax County. We do not need anymore or adding over population to older

neighborhoods


	Definitely do not want this. It will create a terrible neighborhood. I already have one neighbor who has 4 cars and parks in the yard!


	I think this is an important consideration for families with elderly parents, especially considering the cost of elder care. It is also important to consider these for

families with adult children who may not be able to fully live independently, but want to have some level of independent living.


	ALUs should be allowed by rights within a standard, and by administrative permit beyond the minimum standard.


	Affordable housing is an issue for many singles and low income families in Fairfax. Building new, luxury housing is not the answer as it only helps developers. ALUs

could help.


	This concept is a terrible one at best. It violates established building codes, ruins neighborhood expectations (i.e. minimum lot size per house), stresses already

overtaxed infrastructural systems (electrical, water, sewer, gas), creates traffic and parking issues, as well as social/safety capability (police, fire, medical, schools).


	The survey could have been improved with more context as to why this is an issue now.


	If ALUs are allowed to proceed in Fairfax the county must rapidly plan to improve and decongest the roads, better enforce parking on the street and consider

additional classrooms at existing schools or building a few more schools to cope with the increased population/family density.


	The proposed changes present serious issues regarding parking on our already crowded streets, reductions in side yard restrictions, lot coverage, school

enrollment numbers, and overall congestion and lower quality of life. I am opposed to ALU's.


	Please dont turn the county into a giant trailer park.


	I think ALUs can be an excellent option for aging family members, disabled family members, or accommodation for family members in financial distress. We need

more affordable living options badly in our county, and if done carefully and thoughtfully ALUs seem one good avenue to explore. Thank you for this survey!
	The survey is flawed in design. Asking questions about expansion without describing current standards. “Other”response boxes that require one-word answers,

and asking about benefits by listing choices but soliciting concerns without an equivalent list of negatives.


	No


	ALU's should not be allowed for the purpose of renting to non family members.

Neighbors bordering, should be polled, on the impact on parking.

The effect on schools

The effect on utilities


	No


	the fact that these are clearly so prohibitive right now is probably part of the reason why this county is so hard to afford to live in. the emphasis should be on

helping these multigenerational houses thrive. not to thwart them. i don't have a dog in this fight. when we sell my house will probably be torn down and 4 others

will pop up in its place. But even after we have retired and left here, I would hope Fairfax would be growing in its acceptance of multi-generational families. let's

celebrate that and not make it a bad thing.


	Just stop. No one wants this except democratic party activists. They are not the people.


	I can see them being attractive and affordable housing options for extended families, or low income residents, but would be concerned about overcrowding

neighborhoods -

Eg parking, and how are any children accounted for in school planning?


	I have benefitted from ALUs earlier in my life and would like to see others benefit as well. Thank you for considering my comments.


	Build build build. We are in a housing crisis, and the status quo is not working. Please change quickly or the General Assembly will do it for you. I pay $3700 per

month to rent a four-bedroom house for my family of five. This was one of the least expensive options in the county. I am not impressed with the comprehensive

plan and the decisions of the Board of Supervisors to restrict housing. The "best practices" related to setbacks, lot sizes, and parking--these are terrible when they

restrict the housing supply and increase costs. More density is needed immediately. No excuses.


	There are way too many moving parts to this, also HOAs are going to want a lot of input. It should be individually approved and with neighbor and HOA consent.

Remember you're changing the nature of a neighborhood, not just adding a unit.


	I have friends in LA and have seen some positive effects of ADUs. I think they provide a viable option for people who seek affordable housing in this area and also

an opportunity for owners to gain rental income.


	This is a reasonable method for increasing density. Please approve.
	This is the most straightforward way toward affordable housing, both for the homeowner and ALU renters. As the population grows, in-fill is inevitable. It is also

perhaps the best way for families to leave near each other here. It is much better than McMansions


	I belive that stricter restrictions should exist, rather than more relaxed ones.


	ALU's will help with the affordable housing crisis, provide smaller housing that is still adequate for one or two people, and will provide supervision for a senior

nearby to his/her family while the senior is still able to care for his/her self.


	ALU should only be allowed if there is adequate utilities (electrical power, natural gas, water, sewage, etc.), infrastructure (schools, roads, parking, public

transportation, etc.), and protection of the environment (maintaining tree canopy coverage, Chesapeake watershed protection, stormwater protection, RPA

preservation, etc.).


	Allowing ALU's without regulatory oversight and community involvement and consideration will lead to problems. I believe that anyone wanting to build an ALU

on their property should be required to obtain an annual or b-annual license. To obtain and maintain the license the owner should be required to adhere to a set

of guidelines, inspections and rules.


	ALUs will help make living in Fairfax county more affordable. It will allow multi-generational living.


	since not many county resident are 2 acre of land . This should be look at to reduce for at minimum 3/4-1acre of land

for most of other under 1/2 acre should NOT allow cause they all ready tight. We dont want them to cut off all the trees to build a tiny house on the tiny lots.


	Our housing crisis demands that we put all options on the table and remove all barriers within reason that currently artificially restrict new housing and density.

Shame on us if we continue to let racist dog whistling and parking concerns to continue to making housing more unaffordable in Fairfax County. It's time for

intelligent leaders to be informed and make bold decisions with the data that we have available to us from different parts of the country and the world. It's time

to do something different in order to get different results.


	I would like to get one on my property. It is a pipestem lot, so please reach out to see if you'd like to see my idea.


	Don't do it. Stop attempting to wreck single family neighborhoods with ALUs and "affordable" housing apartment complexes at churches. Trim the budget and

lower taxes.


	My parents live with us at the basement level. Currently, due to ALU restrictions, the basement is not allowed to have a kitchen, requiring my parents to go up

one level for dining. As they age, navigating stairs has become increasingly difficult and poses safety concerns. Easing the zoning code for ALUs would allow me to

convert the basement into an ALU with a kitchen, enabling my parents to live more independently, safely, and comfortably. This change would support aging in

place, reduce fall risks, and allow families to care for elderly relatives within their own homes rather than seeking institutional alternatives.
	ALUs should be permitted everywhere, as long as they meet whatever design requirements are set. They are no different from a garage, except instead of housing

cars they house people. We need to redirect our energy from limiting housing options and human adaptability/agency to cracking down on the externalities of

those behaviors. Most problems are either car or noise related, for which we already have plenty of regulation. Making our neighborhoods less car-dependent

will alleviate a lot of the problems with increasing housing supply.


	The homeowner should always rule on ALU if the homeowner occupies the property. The ONLY exception should be noxious emanations of some sort--too much

sewage, not enough electric capacity, smoke, etc. Just another set of people in the neighborhood should NEVER be cause for exception.


	The county needs to do better for people who are above public assistance limits but still can’t afford housing. Corporate landlords should be better regulated


	Reducing burdens on the homeowner will allow them to build more ALUs.


	We are exploring the idea of a ALU for aging in place (living on one floor) and having our son and his family live in the main house and eventually be caregivers to

us and us to them. They cannot afford to buy a home in this area.


	It would be a great space and alternative for aging in place.


	I favor ALUs for a number of reasons, including missing middle initiatives. They provide flexibility for owners and renters, helping owners stay in place with

economic difficulties or expanded family needs, and they provide expanding options for renters in an expensive, urban area.


	I oppose this idea strongly because allowing ALUs on the scale the new rules would allow will lead to serious overcrowding in middle class neighborhoods,

traffic/parking nightmares, serious abuses by owners putting far more than 2 people into their ALUs. If I can't help defeat it, then I can advocate for tight

regulation: 1) require family members (down to cousins, grandchildren) to live in the ALU, 2) require the homeowner to live in the regular home on premises, 3)

require offstreet parking, 4) require a full bath and a full kitchen in both interior and exterior ALUs, 5) maintain the 2-acre minimum--or at least 1 full acre, never

the standard 1/4-acre or 1/6-acre lots so common in Fairfax Co., 6) require a hefty application fee--$1,000, 7) require inspections at least every 3 years for

compliance, 8) add people to the building inspectors dept. to mare sure the ALUs are built to county standards, 9) set up a hotline and website so neighbors can

report alleged violations and provide the resources for a prompt enforcement response, etc. Without strict regulation, you're going to take a large step toward

creating mini-Pottersvilles all over Fairfax County. It's already bad enough.


	It really is a desired way to increase housing affordability and help property owners offset the very high cost of living in this area. It is distressing how many rules

and restrictions are in place for this. My family has spent many hours researching this and because of the current rules it would not be allowed. The short term

rental permit should also allow STR in an ALU.
	It will make homeownership harder as packing more renters in a lot is more profitable for real estate investors, increasing their snatching of properties in our

neighborhood


	I have grown up in Fairfax County and my parents still live here as well. I currently own a 1 bedroom condo and would love to stay in the County. My family has

expanded and unfortunately, owning a home in the County is not achievable. My parents live on a 1acre lot with the backyard not visible to the Main Street. I

would love to be near them and they would love to be near their child and grandchild but unfortunately with the current economy and ALU rules, we will need to

move away. I encourage the County to reevaluate to keep younger generations within the County to build and grow their family.


	ALUs will benefit families with adult children with special needs. This is because Fairfax County will likely never have adequate housing for adults with disabilities

and low income living options bring as many challenge as they do opportunity. ALUs help with all of this. Dwelling that meet basic building codes should be

encouraged and fast tracked.


	ALUs are very important for multi generational households. This is something my household is looking into for my elderly parents. We also want to build a small

studio style apparentment addition over our 2 car garage for my disabled sister. Fairfax County should encourage this as it will minimize the number of people

needing government housing or assistance. Make it easier for our community to help one another and families to stay together.


	If done correctly and through a permit system, it would be beneficial.


	We need more people paying income and property tax on Fairfax County to keep per-resident costs down. Further, ALUs are far less likely to house children,

meaning the costs to the county for those new residents are minimal. We should look for a proliferation of ALUs. We've got to build so much more housing in

Fairfax, and this is a fantastic tool.


	I think ALUs should be required to look like or compliment the main home and be constructed with similar materials, colors, and quality.


	These should be carefully considered as allowing them on smaller lots could drastically change the look of our neighborhoods.


	I don’t want my neighbors subdividing their property and having a lot more people live on it to make extra money. That will change the entire character of my

neighborhood. Plus, you are now going to increase the ability for people to live in a small unit and increase attendance at Schools. If I want to go to a desirable

school, I’ll rent an ALU in that district. And so on. This is a terrible idea.


	If we are going to consider ALUs in denser scenarios, zoning needs to consider height and how these would impact neighbor properties. We cannot have

scenarios such as the recent addition in Greenbriar neighborhood overshadowing the neighbors home and blocking sunlight.
	The two acre requirements needs to be reduced. Cost of living in Fairfax County is ridiculously high, and more affordable options need to be made available to

families. Decreasing the required acreage is a step in the right direction for families that wish to remain in the county and have the lot size for ALUs.


	A large portion of our population have become caregivers. Whether you’re caring for children, elderly parents or disabled siblings. Providing opportunities for

housing that allows family to stay close could provide great benefits to many families. An ALU could also serve to house a caregiver for an elderly couple or

person.


	Again, I think the County should follow the lead of Montgomery County, MD. They have minimal restrictions and I believe about 4 times as many ALUs as the

county. Make it easier for homeowners to add up to 1200 sq ft detached ALUs on any size lot as long as the setback and lot coverage requirements are met.

Require the homeowner to live in the house or the ALU to prevent investors coming in and snapping up homes, making it harder for homeowners to acquire

homes in the first place. I'm not worried about parking. Someone can own a house and have 1 car or 6 cars. If there is an overall limit on the number of cars that

can be parked on someone's oroperty then okay. Just count the total number of cars (house and AlU) and make sure that number is at or below the maximum

allowed. Let the homeowner sort it out with the renter to make sure the combined number of cars stays at or below any max number of cars.


	This is another poor idea from county officials who neglect to see or care of the impact this will have on the majority of longstanding residents and taxpayers in

Fairfax County.


	I'm an academic economist.

It's not a big mystery why housing is too expensive. There is not enough supply. Why isn't there enough supply when there's much demand? Also not a mystery:

regulations prohibit the expansion of supply.

We are hurting our children. It's time to build.


	No


	I believe a detached ALU on smaller lot sizes, but any lot under 0.5 acre should require a public hearing. I do not think an interior ALU in a single family home, such

as a basement apartment or in-law suite should require a public hearing, but I do think it should require an off-street parking spot. In fact, I think any ALU in a

single family home should be approved only if it does not add to the congestion of street parking in the neighborhood - there are plenty of neighborhoods that

the number of vehicles that are street parking is excessive and negatively impacts the vehicles on the road and safety of the residents.


	Current rules are much too restrictive.
	Housing density has a lot of secondary effects, to schools, traffic, parking, etc. The neighborhoods my parents lived in California allowed ADUs the size of the

original house and it was very weird


	None


	ALUs are a valuable option to increase affordable housing options and support a growing population of seniors.


	In our region, home ownership is so expensive and basically unattainable except for extremely high earners. There is no such thing as a starter home. The only

way we could afford our home was to buy it with my mother, who lives in the basement. Multi-generational living is a mutually beneficial arrangement for

families, from family bonding opportunities to aging in place to financial considerations like home ownership and daycare costs. My mother would have much

preferred to live in a detached ALU instead of a dark basement, but that was not an option in FFX. So far, my mom is more involved in our neighborhood

community than we are, so it doesn't seem like her added occupancy is causing any inconveniences. One day, our ALU will be nice for our older children to live in

or for renting out to GMU students. Let people do what is best for their families on their property.


	ALUs address community need and offer the opportunity for improved housing availability for families who work in the area. They can reduce commuting

requirements (living closer to school and work) and traffic, and improve outcomes for families providing services to other residents in Fairfax County.


	It's a great option for aging parents.


	none


	The current ALU regulations only benefit wealthy homeowners with super large lots. They can afford to build an ALU and move in their family members. This can

help with additional income, aging in place, etc. The rest of us must live in cramped homes if we wish to legally do the same. ; Yes, see below, I've copied it twice

but the form will not advance.


	ALU's provide existing families an opportunity to live together (i.e. taking care of aging parents who can not afford senior living care options, or need assistance

with an Au-Pair, live-in nanny, dog-walker, etc.

who need their own private space but are close by).


	due to housing shortage and what is available to age in place or to have additionally family members live with you ALUs should be allowed on properties .05 acres

or larger


	Maybe homeowners interested in ALU’s could instead consider how the can adjust their existing home to accommodate the need to have or add space for a

family member needing independent living within their existing home. My aunt moved in with her daughter and son in law and the renovated a portion of the

house to give her the privacy and independent living situation. The solution is not necessarily building additional homes on existing properties.
	Accessory living units should be permitted only on properties that are owner occupied as a primary residence. The accessory living unit may not be rented, leased,

or otherwise occupied independently at any time the property is not owner occupied. This policy exists to support housing flexibility for resident homeowners,

not to increase the number of rental units controlled by investors.; ALU eligibility should be contingent on continuous owner occupancy as a primary residence.

Any change in ownership structure or occupancy status that results in the property no longer being owner occupied immediately voids the eligibility to separately

rent or lease the accessory living unit.


	Allow them!


	lowering the 2-acre lot requirement should also be considered


	All occupants MUST be US citizens or legal residents. No illegal aliens, undocumented people or whatever people who are in our country illegally are called


	I moved here recently from Asheville NC where these accessory units have become an eyesore and a problem for neighbors. Most are used as rentals and not for

family. I would hate to see this happen here as well.


	Arlington has had some success with ALUs. They may work in Fairfax if put on an accommodating lot size and configuration.


	I think they are necessary and should be considered. Housing is outrageously expensive and properly designed small dwellings can help house many people how

otherwise couldn't live in Fairfax County. Good luck


	Parking on my street is a problem. The more ALU’s and additional renters in a single-family home puts excessive stress on street parking. Frankly, if my plumber

has to park three houses down service my house he’s not gonna be very happy when he arrives. It’s also a safety issue but primarily I don’t pay the taxes that I

pay in Fairfax County so that I can’t park in front of my house and that’s the way it is now frankly it’s getting ridiculous.


	If they are to be used as rentals, how will taxes be assessed? Do rentals go through different permitting? How will inequities regarding parking, amenity use be

addressed. Would HOA's have any say if they already have ordinances and covenants in place to keep RENTERS out?


	ALUs could help with the affordability crisis. Seriously, no one needs mega mansions. If we are stuck with them, then at least give us alternatives for lower cost

options.


	Fairfax County lacks affordable housing options, especially for single people. Being able to rent an ALU would greatly expand the rental options for people. Also,

ALUs would allow homeowners to have in-law suites or cottages so that they could be in close proximity to aging parents, but still provide autonomy and privacy

to both.
	I believe the current ordinance is pretty close to optimal. The biggest issue is the 2 acre restriction, which is very few properties in the county, and realistically

those are already in the wealthier areas.

The current accessory use ordinance should just be extended to cover ALUs for the most part - setbacks, lot coverage, etc.


	contact me:


	Thank you to staff for your hard work on this issue. You're doing a great job. We're glad to have you working on behalf of all those who live in (or want to live in!)

Fairfax County.


	Affordable and quality elder care is very difficult to find, but many cannot safely age in place. Allowing ALUs for specific purposes and with guidelines nd

requirements would be of huge benefit to families. However I do not think they should routinely be permitted as money-making rental units without very strict

guidleines so as not to adverely impact neighbors and parking.


	A lot of county rules depend arbitrarily on owning 2 acres but what is more important is the distance the house or ALU is positioned from neighbours. If everyone

in the neighborhood had houses with 2 acres but the houses were all built up along the road within a few yards of each other, what difference does that make if

the acreage was smaller? ALUs should have restrictions in place for being a certain distance from the property line, and homeowners should be required to oblige

meeting water & sewage load and other environmental offsets such as permeable pathways or planting new trees for every tree taken down to build.


	All ALUs must include parking on their property - not street parking. They must pay taxes just like all other home owners. And they must be immediate relatives.

The county should consider taxing all rentals to make up for taxes since the inability for younger citizens cannot afford to buy homes and contribute to the

property taxes in this county.


	see previous comments; na


	Make living affordable for families! Houses are already crazy expensive, ALUs will help those who cannot afford single homes


	I work in Fairfax County and I live in Fairfax County. I have a young child and my mother I has little to no income. An ALU would be an added opportunity to keep

our family together with dignity, having separate yet close spaces. Otherwise, I don’t see how we can remain in this area.


	The hideous one in Greenbriar should not be allowed! The ones in your scenarios were ok; Glad you are addressing this. What is essential is that owners occupy

the main house.,; No
	Give FFX residents the freedom to use and build ALUs (attached or detached) on their property. Especially for the purpose of moving in a family member that

needs help or to be looked after. Or even lower rental rates for family or friends on need. It's used as AirBnB's only then their should be some restrictions since

people will be coming and going every couple of days in many instances.


	We need mire affordable housing and options for aging in place!! ALUs are a great solution and I fully support having more of them.


	None


	If changes are made to ALUs to allow for more approvals, Fairfax County also needs to make sure the review and approval process also prepares for additional

applications.


	There is a serious lack of affordable housing. I’m fine with people renting them out as long as it’s to people who live in them. They shouldn’t be used as airbnbs.

I’m fine with administrative approval only as long as the regulations are very specific. We don’t need another Greenbriar. There should be strict height and

setback rules depending on the property size. Permitting and inspections should be just as strict as with a regular home build.


	The 2-acre requirement is not realistic, especially within the beltway. We have a 1.2 acre lot, a huge semi circle driveway, and a wooded backyard. It is ridiculous

that we do not qualify. The ALU would not be visible from the street or neighbors. We have elderly and disabled relatives from out of state who cannot

otherwise afford a home or senior/disabled living facilities.


	More work needs to be done to make any meaningful impact to the housing affordability crisis in the area. It has been a problem for decades as even the 1984

Comprehensive Plan indicates the need for affordable/attainable housing.


	I am blind and my mother is blind. It would be nice to allow her to have her own space as well. Instead she is in a spare bedroom of our small home.


	The snobby people amoungst us will always say NO to public policy that promotes poorer people to live near them. Stop letting the big $ citizens dictate public

policy when we have so many homeless people and families that must cohabitate to make ends meet! It's wrong and should be changed ASAP! A single family

home on 1/2 acre or more should be allowed an interior ALU and detached exterior ALU! We need to pack more density where we already have high density.

We need more impuviouse surfaces where we already have alot of impurvious surfaces! We must save our wilderness and farm lands that we still have for future

generations!


	Not at this time
	I live on a 1 acre lot in Pine Ridge neighborhood of Fairfax. I would like to build a granny flat in our lot for my mother in law to live with us, and our children (now 3

and 5) to potentially live in after 13 years.


	I am concerned about population density in certain areas of Fairfax County as well as the demographic changes that may happen if additional ALUs are allowed in

these denser areas.


	While I understand the housing affordability challenges facing Fairfax County, I am concerned that widespread expansion of accessory living units could negatively

impact neighborhood character, environmental resources, and already strained infrastructure such as schools, roads, and public safety services. I believe ALUs

should remain limited, carefully regulated, and primarily focused on family use and aging in place, rather than becoming another mechanism for speculative

rental income. Any expansion should be cautious, data-driven, and sensitive to the unique character of existing single-family neighborhoods.


	I have seen this before - ADU is built with all good intentions and then it magically becomes an Airbnb with people coming and going. I have seen the sale flyer

"rental income property available". You also have to figure out, how do you enforce that the owner lives in the primary residence as a real issue. The other reality

is parking requirements have grown over the years - so how do you let an ADU in a location that parking requirement was sent years earlier - it just makes parking

all the more challenging. All our homes are two car garage homes and yet all but three have cars already beyond the two cars - with grown children living at

home, more and more cars are needed beyond what was planned for.


	The 2 acre restriction for detached ALUs should be reconsidered. Not many properties in Fairfax County have that kind of space. I have 1 acre with plenty of room

for an ALU that would meet all zoning requirements but I can't be considered because of the 2 acre restriction.


	I think there should be more apartments, townhomes and condos in areas that already have them and in shopping/dining/office areas, but not in established

single family home neighborhoods.


	Yes, as a home owner and resident in Fairfax County, I think ALU's should be allowed particularly for single family home owners with more than .25 acres of land

and for occupancy of senior parents. I believe these dwellings should come with strict requirements and frequent follow-up.


	Where the since we are coming on a housing crisis where there is space we should be able to build on that space. As these can be temporary and short-term, it

can fix the housing supply in the immediate short-term and can be removed later on. I think anything over a half acre has enough space where you can add an

ALU ADU without compromising the aesthetics of Fairfax county. We also have an aging population that could greatly benefit from the additional income added

support and maybe even utilize them for aging in place with home health aids.
	I think this topic is a perfect opportunity for Fairfax County to expand livable and affordable options to retirees, recent adults of county residents who are just

starting out and looking for their own place but could benefit from a safety net of parents as well as a potential revenue stream for current residents to help

defray the cost of living in Fairfax County.

I hope the county is brave enough to consider relaxing some of the current rigid guidelines and offering residents more options in how they use their own

property.


	The program of ALU should not be allowed as it would not be a benefit to the overall community.


	I am a commissioner for FCHRA and more affordable housing is always needed and sought after.


	Given how expensive it is to find and afford housing in Fairfax County, an ALU will be a great benefit to both the families that own the property for both income

and care as we get older as well as the ones in need of housing. Not only would I like to stay in my home and allow an ALU to house a caregiver, but I also think its

as important for your children to move back home and have option of living in an ALU as they can’t afford the rents out there now.


	Overall, cost of living is higher than it's ever been. ALUs help both sides: those with high mortgages can help subsidize $5000+ mortgages with some rental

income, and renters can find more affordable mom-and-pop cheaper accommodations. With ALUs in general, (a) make permitting simple, (b) don't add park

restrictions, (c) absolutely do NOT require someone to live in the home to rent one out, that is a disastrous policy, (d) consider even subsidizing these. Charlotte,

NC, for example, is funding $80k per ADU/ALU to encourage supply growth.


	Remove unnecessary administrative and bureaucratic burdens on ALU to maximize housing opportunities for Fairfax County


	ALUs would be hugely helpful to families who are trying to help family members with disabilities. Montgomery County in Maryland allows ALUs on half acre lots.


	The parking situation in many medium density developments is already pretty bad, adding more people to the same spaces is inviting problems. Also, many

community amenities such as parks, courts, playgrounds, and other recreation areas were built around a maximum number of people. Adding more people to

many townhomes or single home properties may cause overcrowding in these spaces, again inviting dissatisfaction and conflict.


	fairfax needs to up its game in providing options for families who wish to care for aging relatives at home. But the recent news story about the homeowner who

expanded his home for this purpose but had no requirement to respect the infrastructure needs and character of his neighborhood is a timely lesson about how

carefully this issue needs to be approached.


	I think this is the right move to address shortage of affordable housing, especially for aging parent(s) or young adults.


	A mandatory 2 acres is a bit much, especially compared to other municipalities. We have a .49 acre lot & would LOVE the option to build one.
	There should be a streamlined process to grant approval without a hearing to the many buildings and parts of buildings that may actually be ALUs but are

technically pool houses, second kitchens in the basement, etc.

tree cover should be a priority when approving permitting for ALU construction.

Houses in RE and R1 should by right be allowed ALUs.


	The insane tree conservation (30% on R-E) requirements on lots big enough to hold an ALU are prohibitive along with a lot of other bureaucratic red tape that no

other county in VA has (no reuse of septic systems, etc). It shouldn’t cost 6 figures in site engineering costs before you’ve even factored in the actual cost to build

the dwelling itself.


	The answers for the series of questions with images do not allow for concerns relating to other aspects of aite design and use. While I would support a small ALU

on a 10,000sf lot, I would only do so where a 3rd parking space is on the lot, where required tree canopy is met, where a board on board fence is required.


	Any approved exterior ALU should come UNDER Strict size rules and ensure they are adhered to. If not, people will construct these on their own and create a

nightmare for the entire neighborhood aesthetics.


	I don’t understand why the restrictions on building exist. If the neighborhood infrastructure can support it why would we stop someone from building housing.


	Lack of affordable housing options is a barrier to economic advancement, intergenerational socioeconomic mobility, and the broader American dream. Accessory

dwelling units can and should be part of the solution.

Additionally, there is something fundamentally wrong when the "not in my backyard" approach extends beyond "your" backyard into "mine". Heavy handed

zoning ordinances not only limit our community's ability to grown and develop in an accessible and equitable manner together, but infringes upon a homeowner's

autonomy and freedom on property they own and live on.
	The 2 acres amount that the county enforces for many of their regulations is arbitrary. If everyone in the neighbourhood had 2+ acres but all the houses were

built right off the main road with only a couple yards between houses, it would be no different than if the lots were < 2 acres.

What's more important is the distance the buildings are from the neighbouring houses. This takes into consideration lot shape instead of just lot size.

Many mcmansions are allowed to be built on lots less than 0.5 acres. Instead, a modest sfh + ALU could be built instead.

I would like to build an ALU on our 1.49 acre lot to move my elderly parents closer to me. We don't have additional bedrooms in our main home and while we

could add an addition for them, it's for the sake of all of our sanity to keep our separate spaces.

My parents live in the 5 bedroom sfh they raised us in and that's getting to be too much house since they're empty nesters. But they'd be damned to move into a

senior community and there aren't any apartments/condo near me. With all the downsides to living in a condo my mom would not trade her personal gardening

space for sharing walls with noisy neighbours and pet restrictions. As they are driving less these days it's also much easier to be able to take them to

appointments and run errands if they lived on premises. Hell, they'd probably sell one of their cars too if they lived in an ALU with us since they mostly just drive

to visit and go grocery shopping/to appointments.

They are willing to sell their sfh and use the proceeds to build an ALU on our lot to be in walking distance to their grandchildren and still have the autonomy to live

independently. That frees up a large home in a highly desirable neighbourhood for a growing family in a housing market with low supply. Childcare is increasingly

expensive these days and this would relieve multiple financial and logistical constraints for our family, my parents, and another family that could live in my

parents' home.


	The owner occupancy requirement is critical to ensure business entities do not exploit ALUs for profit. The county should consider a special property tax on ALUs

used for income, to discourage over development.


	A lot of people in scenario 3 would be able to age gracefully with family instead of feeling unattainable.
	Many of the properties that have 1+ acre in the county are on septic systems and should not be allowed to add ALUs that don't meet the existing requirements. I

have a septic tank rated for 4 bedrooms. When we finished our basement, we added a room that clearly could be a bedroom but legally isn't unless I upgraded

thy septic (which we didn't because it would have been $30k). Allowing someone in that situation to add an ALU to their property would be insane.

Similarly, I would want to know about the existing neighborhood infrastructure before adding. If a community was built for 100 houses/families and you add 30

more units, is the water set up equipped to handle that? Sewer? Power grid? Proximity of police and fire? Local schools? Expanding housing options is needed in

Fairfax but expanding by ALU raises the same concerns that come up whenever a big development is proposed - is there enough infrastructure to support the

population? We insist that big developers pay to make upgrades if they want to put in a new block of townhouses. Who will make the upgrades here and how will

a county in shortfall pay for them?

If there isn't a wide range study done on what the expected influx of people would be and how it would impact services, the county can't move forward in good

faith.


	I'm considering moving back to Fairfax County to be near my family.


	I think the County should lower the property limit to 1 acre. That is the only change I think that should be made to the current laws.


	As a gemeral principle, there should be a property tax reduction commensurate with each restriction on a property. So a lot that is not allowed to have an ALU

should also pay less tax.


	First, thank you for working on this project, it seems like a very well thought out set of proposed changes. A couple other thoughts:

1) Are there plans to look at the rule for an inside connection? Renters not like a door connecting the ALU to primary dwelling. I would ideally like to build an ALU

with 1 shared wall (a current exterior wall of the home) vs a detached ALU. This would look like a more seamless visual building footprint, while giving completely

separate spaces.

2) If idea 1 is implemented above, it would be nice to have a provision to allow no connected smoke detectors if the shard wall is a fire break (ie, brick wall)

3) Not allowing a second driveway seems partially counter productive to the parking issues. Even if a driveway had room for extra cars, people are more likely to

park on the street to avoid car shuffling.


	Parking and traffic are my main concerns with ALUs. Some streets and neighborhoods have ample street and driveway parking, and some, like mine, do not.
	I’m afraid of overcrowding and we already have enough people here in Fairfax County


	If you own more than 1/2 acre lot, and don't already have a McMansion on the lot and can preserve most of the tree line, etc. You should be able to add a 2 bdrm

aluminum for additional housing


	If done correctly to prevent corporate and landlord abuse — ALUs are incredibly valuable for aging adults, disabled dependents, multi-generational families, and

low-income renters. Fairfax county has nowhere near the affordable housing available to meet demand. Your citizens need help! Cost of living is out of control.


	My backyard neighbor has a story and a half garage that he turned the top into an office space. It's really awful and he did unpermitted hvac work and exterior

steps.


	I believe that ALUs are an awesome thing that should happen in Virginia.


	Generally, I favor them. But, I can see from the examples that it’s complicated. I appreciate the survey that allows for understanding and feedback.


	I live in Clifton in an old farmhouse wood stove heat 3 acres this would allow us to continue to live on the property as we age while the house is being renovated

for one of our adult children to take over


	We currently rent a room in our house and have had good experiences. The housing shortage here is accrue and this should help. Also for older owners who

aren’t moving because of financial reasons, this can help them as well.


	no


	If ALUs are meant to provide more affordable housing, how will the county ENSURE that the rents are not at market rates, which are generally unaffordable now?

In a property near me, I know of a homeowner planning an ALU on a small lot and will chaege $3,500 a month. That is not affordable housing. Your plans may

well lead to a lot more expensive housing being built, leading to neighborhood deterioration.

Fairfax County's record on this is not good, by permitting the huge expansion of a house in Springfield for the owners' parents. It is pretry much an in-house ALU.

The county staff did not accurately measure the site and gave a go-ahead for a hideous 3 story structure. More of this will happen if you have an ALU policy that

is careless and poorly enforced.


	Abolish department of code compliance. Reduce your size. Provide more freedoms for home owners to do what they want with their property .


	Generally speaking they should allowed with minimal administrative red tape but we should be mindful to not encourage or contribute to the Airbnb economy

and pricing out of affordable housing to line landlord pockets


	Having an option for aging parents to be in proximity but independent would be nice.
	ALUs are easy in lots with public sewer. Tricky in lots with private sewage systems. Revise max capacity of private sewage systems based on actual (max.) number

of people that can live in the property and not on max number of bedrooms.


	Should not be allowed in residential areas with HOA's


	None


	I have children with special needs. An ALU would allow them more independence but in a safer way.


	Very concerned about the property on Marble Lane. I also live on Marble Lane a few doors down, and am concerned it will lower my home's value. It is hideous to

look at, does not fit into the character of the neighborhood at all, and has drawn too much negative attention to our quaint, beautiful neighborhood. Please take

these comments into consideration when deciding whether to let construction on the home continue.


	The more housing the better. YIMBY.


	The fear about loss of property value is overblown and abused. In 36 years the only time my property value went down was the housing crash of 2008. When I sell

my house I will have nowhere near my family to go.


	Make it as easy as possible.


	ALUs should be encouraged and barriers should be minimized. We want affordability, options to age in place, and to attract residents who can’t afford a home

otherwise.


	NA


	I'm a fan of the concept and am delighted to learn that the County is exploring ways we might reduce some of the current constraints on homeowners who would

like to pursue an ALU.


	I've seen ALUs/ADUs work in Alexandria City and our housing shortage isn't just limited to the jurisdictions that have already passed reasonable ALU policies.

Please expand more permissive standards in Fairfax County as well.


	This is so needed especially for those of us with aging parents who need a place to live once they need more care. It is also needed for those who wish to age in

place and can have a space for people who can provide live in care/assistance.


	ALUs are a simple, low-impact way to increase affordable housing in Fairfax County. The county should put in rules requiring high efficiency construction since

these units are likely to serve lower-income people. Then the county should clear away the administrative hurdles and encourage ALUs through an education

campaign. Consider also having a person or even just a website to connect interested homeowners with ALU providers and high-efficiency modular

manufacturers.


	I think we have to do all we can to address the house shortage in the county.


	Many of my responses took neighbors into consideration. Having an ALU without prior approval or a public hearing may negatively impact a neighbor's property

and therefore the neighbor should have an equal say about size and placement of an ALU. Definitely no ALU's on 1/4 acre or less UNLESS it is a one level addition

above a garage.
	Runoff is already an issue in many neighborhoods. This will make it worse.


	I would really like to build one near my home and the county is being extremely difficult


	I love them and wish that the norm were that most detached houses had one. This would greatly help with the affordability crisis in the area.


	Spend a bit more to build a friendlier survey document.;


	Thanks


	The county should actively support home sharing, and limits on McMansions to preserve smaller, affordable housing. We can't build out way out of affordable

housing; no


	These will just become rental units. Parking on public streets. Is this a way to bring in more people to increase population and gain senate seats? No concern for

well being of citizens who bought in single family neighborhoods!


	None


	I think ALU’s are badly needed. Who can afford to live here especially when you are elderly and need to be near people but can’t afford to go into assisted living.


	ALU’s generally have a negative impact on single family and townhouse neighborhoods- parking and traffic are greatly impacted- entire families living in one room

with multiple cars….save our neighborhoods do not expand ALU’s!


	All ALUs must be approved by the County administrative staff, and if it affects neighbors a special permit with public hearing is required.


	I do not support ALUs or ADUs, either inside an existing house or as an additional structure.


	They should be limited to 1 or 2 dwellers. Lot size should be a huge consideration - if it's less than 1/2 acre, no ALU should be allowed.


	I would like to see the 2 acre requirement for a stand alone ALU reduced.


	I have very few if any concerns with ALU's as long as they meet the building code requirements. People should be allowed to use their property as they see fit.

Civil processes exist to resolve disputes. ALU's provide additional land value that can be leveraged by homeowners.


	No.
	The cost of housing in the county is far too high for many ordinary people. Responsible officials should explore all reasonable measures to make housing more

affordable in the county. As a general matter, housing costs will go down if the supply and variety of available housing units increase. My view is that we should

be moving quickly, not slowly, to establish policies that make it easier to create new ALUs. The interests of existing residents who could be adversely affected by

new ALUs should be taken into account. Conditioning the creation and construction of ALUs on the provision of new parking spaces, for example, could be

beneficial in many circumstances. At the same time, imposing rigid rules would not be the best way to account for existing residents' interests. Special weight

should be given to (1) reducing barriers to allowing residents to age in place and (2) helping families meet their varied needs using ALUs.


	I think ALU can provide a very good opportunity for the families who have elders that need to be taken care of. I really don't have concerns that ALU can be a

danger or do any detriment to the community or neighborhood.


	This is very concerning. IS the county going to immediately hook us up to well and sewage when our systems are overloaded? Our land was dedicated 1 house

per 5 acres in the 1970's to protect the Occoquan water supply for Fairfax County. Our home owners bylaws also reflect this stipulation. You are trying to over

turn that - - and I know there will be serious problems in the future. One neighborhood already has problems with dwindling water resources because Fairfax

County decided a winery should be allowed in their neighborhood. Time to begin to understand the implications of your deeds!


	Please ENCOURAGE ALUs in FFX Cty. It will make it more attractive for homeowners, for renters, and for the community overall! Thank you for this survey so that

we residents can express our opinions. It's another reason that FFX Cty is truly a wonderful place to live! And ALUs will allow more people to experience this

wonderful county we live in!!


	Presently homes in the watershed have rules to protect drinking water for the whole county. I can see this becoming a nightmare as it would quickly get out of

hand. Need more roads and services for the influx of people. Fairfax co does a poor job of enforcing the number of families per home.


	no


	Rarely, are these units economically feasible to build and therefore have limited impact on creating more affordable housing.


	We will have to move out of this area when we retire because of how expensive this area is and the high property taxes. If we had an ALU, we would be able to

stay in our home and rent a portion of it to help offset our costs in retirement.


	No changes to ALU regulations except to tighten up compliance.


	ALUs are a great option for most families to be able to provide housing assistance to those who need it. It also reduces the burden on the government to find

accommodations.
	I wish in addition to loosening ALU’s rules, the county would loosen zoning, specifically allowing more than RU on 5 acre lots. My kids would all build in a heart

beat if we could subdivide. Not only would it be more affordable, it will strengthen family units, help with child care issues due family proximity etc.


	I think the ALUs are great way to help increase housing inventory. It also offers benefits like helping people who are willing to live in a smaller space to be closer

to a location of work or school. I myself would consider building an ALU for myself to live and rent out the main house for rental income when I retire. It would

help generate income while I get to downsize and age in place, and remain in my community.


	With lack of affordable housing and a growing need for families to have ways to have aging parents or young adults with support nearby, ALUs seem a great

option. Tiny homes can be more efficient.


	No no no


	Reduce requirements that they be so many feet away from lot line


	They should not be allowed and totally change the character and impact the Infrastructure of neighborhoods. I am opposed to them 100% in all situations.


	Let owners do what works best for their property and family. It's not the neighbors' business. #YIMBY


	We already have issues with losing green space and over crowding where we live. ALUs would just magnify all the issues we already have. I can't imagine the

HOA's allowing this especially that they are so concerned with the visibility of trash cans which would increase substantially. Not only that, but having to deal with

one set of neighbors on each side is enough. If every property added an ALUs, there is a high increase for a downgrade in living due to the noise and issues that

come when you put too many people close to each other.


	Not at this time


	Housing in this county is unaffordable and out of reach for so many. I hope the county loosens restrictions for this and many other reasons. Let people use their

property how they see fit.


	ALUs provide necessary affordable living space in the county, where current prices make it prohibitive to move additional family into Fairfax. Having a personal

space for aging parents to live independently while still being able to provide assistance and care is vital.

Additionally, ALUs can being taxes and income to the county without having to raise overall personal property tax rates (the ALU can be taxed as an improvement

to the property, plus the resident may pay income and sales taxes).


	Given the rising costs of living in this County and nearing retirement, this would be a helpful option for me. I have an "empty nest", 5 acres, and large finished

basement that could accommodate somebody. I would not build anything.
	The situation with the addition in Chantilly is absolutely abhorrent. Someone dropped the ball (multiple someone’s) and you need to fix it.


	ALUs were very common in California when I lived there. They provide great housing options for older children, aging parents, or other family members. They can

also provide valuable rental income when family members don’t need them which can make the overall cost of living much more affordable for all involved.


	I think ones inside of a single family home make the most sense for our county.


	Anything that makes living in FFX county easier and that includes family and friends with medical issues being cared for us is beneficial. We buy the house and we

should be able to do what we want with it -as long as it is all done with FFX co permits. Make things easier to live in this expensive county.


	This is a great option to expand affordable housing due to absurd rent and purchase prices for homes


	I could not comment on the scenario of the detached 600 square foot ALU on 0.8 acres. The ADU in the picture appears to be well-screened from adjacent

properties by trees. The placement of the ADU on the property and aesthetic screening from adjacent properties should have some regulations and be addressed.


	There should be more flexibility for homeowners to build and modify their property. Rules and regulations especially for ALU should be left up to individual HOAs

and not gate-kept by the county.
	On the three scenarios for detached ALUs, I would want to ensure that there are standards for lot placement — offset from both property lines and other

dwellings, etc. Also, the peak should not be higher than the main dwelling in any case. Finally, there probably should be proportion and placement limitations —

max size of the ALU being determined by the size of the main dwelling, lot size, property characteristics, and presence of other structures, such as sheds,

greenhouses, etc.

For example, I have a lot that is just under a quarter acre. I COULD easily build a shed-sized “tiny home” without creating a neighborhood eyesore. A 600sf, 18ft

tall structure likely would be obnoxious. Placement options also would matter — It would work on my lot because of the shape of our lots and placement of our

houses on them — it would be easy to place a structure without it being five feet from my neighbor’s window.

(I have a 6x8 shed now that could easily be a 10x15 foot footprint (or probably even 12x15) without really even being noticeable from the street or from inside

my neighbor’s house, if it stayed one-story. One story with a loft would still be attractive on the lot. Two full stories would be too much for the lot.

If larger structures are going to be allowed on smaller lots, an option between “administrative approval” and “hearing” might be good for smaller lots — maybe

require notification of immediate neighbors with an opportunity for the neighbors to provide comment to the county before permission is granted.

The easy option is to just say nope, not allowed on smaller lots. I think it’s better to create the flexibility, with guardrails.

We need to create options for families of adults with intellectual disabilities who need lifelong support, but who can live more independently. We also need

better options for people trying to age in place — with an ALU, a person could offer living accommodations to an unrelated person (like a college student, for

example), in exchange for them doing physical chores an older person can no longer do. The same could create options for families needing child care.

( I checked the box saying I want to create an ALU. “Might want to” is actually a better answer. In my case, it would more likely be converting my basement into

an apartment for a single renter — or a long-term-care provider, if I should need one.)


	Allow less restrictive regulations, especially for family members trying to live together.


	ALU’s should not be allowed in RC zoning
	If there is an HOA in place, the county should work with the Hoa on ordinances that impact their residents. I am not opposed to ALU's when land and parking

issues are adequate, but I am completely against them when neither is available. In the Burke area, you can drive by any townhouse complex and see the impacts

of multi family living. Parking and infrastructure are maxed out, walking safety is an issue.


	Odd question: Would a home be able to have both internal and external ALUs? Is a property allowed to have more than one ALU? More than one internal ALU?


	Rules on ALUs need to be loosened. Less rules, more flexibility. Two acre minimum to have an ALU seems outrageous.


	The bottom line is that we need more (and affordable) housing, and ALUs are one way to address this issue. Young people are often trying to find an affordable

place to live in a nice neighborhood as they start their careers. Some families want to have their aging parent close by, but allow them to have their

independence, and ALUs help with that. As with most things, the issue is with the details, but the examples given above could help make decisions more

efficiently.


	I do not want to see the rules loosened.


	Properly regulated ALUs can make a significant contribution to both the needs for aging-in-place, and, affordable housing. This land use approach is also more

efficient and therefore more sustainable, and is a counter to suburban sprawl.


	Makes zoning meaningless if folks building little homes all over existing suburban neighborhoods. If wanting to increase density then rezone / require folks

expand existing structure.


	no


	as an agent, I have had several clients trying to find homes that can accommodate elderly family member on the first floor. being able to have an ALU would help

alleviate this issue.


	We have a 10,000 sq ft lot in the county and one story home. Ideally I would like to add a separate structure, attached by an open breezeway to screened porch.

This would allow noise isolation, indépendance and help our family support each other. It would be difficult to add onto the house in a way that would make good

use of our space.


	I love my ALU, but the process was a little difficult. I think I was number 8 so I don't know if the county was still ironing some things out. Would love to talk with

someone about it, as I indicated in question 13.


	ALU create density issues and change the character of suburbs.


	I think it is wonderful the county is looking into this as part of its package to increase much needed affordable housing options in our county. As the economy has

changed - more young adults are returning home to live with parents after college - sometimes for several years while establishing financial security.

Additionally, elder care is becoming cost prohibitive for some & aging in place w/their adult children is becoming a more widespread necessity. ALUs could

greatly improve the quality of life for all parties involved.
	It's very important that the design of the aluminum does not take away from the neighborhood esthetics. HOA must approve or county must approve the design.


	I would like to see the lots size stay at two acres.; I think families living together in near proximity is a good idea, but the impact to the environment of a separate

house may be significant. Lots 2 acres.


	I don’t like the idea of ALUs. When someone buys a home they do not expect to have multi living units next door or in the neighborhood at a later date. This will

not be closely monitored by the county. It will bring down the market value of your home/neighborhood and maybe increase crime when additional people do

not have a financial stake in the property/neighborhood.


	HOAs should be given a say as to whether one is allowed within their confines no matter what the county approves!
	The Overview: The "NoVA Squeeze" of 2026

The core problem is that housing policy is stuck in the 1980s while the 2026 economy is in hyper-drive. While Northern Virginia has become a global hub for tech

and data centers, the people who work here—and the seniors who built this county—are being priced out by "invisible" costs.

1. Why Removing Barriers Helps Families & Seniors

The "Sandwich Generation" Crisis: Younger to mid-aged professionals are working longer hours than ever to afford NoVA. At the same time, their parents are

aging. Removing ALU barriers allows for "Caregiver Suites."

Dignity vs. Institutionalization: It is far cheaper and more humane to have an elderly parent in a legal garage suite or 5th-bedroom ALU than in a $10,000/month

assisted living facility.

Keeping the Brain Trust: Many seniors want to downsize but stay in their neighborhood. An ALU allows them to move into a smaller unit on their own property

and rent out the "big house" to a young family, keeping the community intact.

2. The Data Center & Electricity Impact

Surging Bills: As of early 2026, data centers now consume roughly 20% of the state’s electricity. This massive demand has forced utility companies to hike

residential rates to pay for new substations and transmission lines.

The "Invisible Tax": Typical residential electricity bills in Fairfax are projected to rise by over $11 per month in 2026 alone just to support the grid expansion.

How ALUs Help: For a homeowner, the supplemental income from an ALU isn't "extra" money anymore—it's survival money used to offset these skyrocketing

utility and property tax bills.

3. Wages vs. Cost of Living (COL)

The Wage Gap: While jobs have grown, NoVA wages are not keeping pace with a housing market where the average sales price is now over $850,000.

Renters' Limited Options: Busy full-time workers can't find "attainable" housing. An ALU provides a high-quality, lower-cost rental option in a safe neighborhood,

which is often better than a cramped, overpriced apartment complex.

Income for the Homeowner: For someone with a 5-bedroom home, the ability to rent a room or a garage is the difference between keeping the home or being

forced to sell because property taxes (which rose nearly 6% this year) have become unsustainable.


	I am an upcoming graduate from GMU leaving Fairfax County for new opportunities. I grew up in and would like to remain in Fairfax County, but a lack of

affordable rental units (such as ALUs) push young professionals out.
	The current standard of 2 acres seems to be a good standard. Dropping it some, to 1.5 or 1 acre might be useful. But allowing a freestanding ALU on a lot which

is 0.24 acres? That is a clearly ridiculous, and even 0.85 is super tight. I have some compassion for someone who wants to have an elderly relative living in an

interior ALU or a new addition to an existing structure, thereby making a de facto interior ALU. My biggest fear is that ALUs would propagate like wildfire on very

small lots, with investors buying up homes, dropping in ALUs everywhere, and bringing in a lot of temporary lodgers like VRBO customers. I don't want my

neighborhood devolving into VRBO central so that the owners can afford to pony up the $1.3 million price tag of living in our neighborhood.


	I wouldn't want this in our lovely neighborhood. It wouldn't fit in at all here with owners owing app 1/2-3/4 acres


	For homes smaller than 2 acres putting a second property on the lot creates a change in the neighborhood look and feel for those that bought in a single family

home community. In addition, many homes already have a shed and now you have the potential to have three buildings on one small lot. This is not an

acceptable solution for lots smaller than 2 acres.


	This is a way to get affordable housing in the area


	No


	If addr I only freestanding unit, runoff of water, parking & landscaping sb consideration.


	The size of lot, parking and density of the neighborhood should be considered heavily for separate dwellings, however, basement ALUs should be allowed to span

the entirety of the basement provided proper egress and exterior entrances are installed.


	No


	ALU ruin the character of residential neighborhoods and should never have been approved in the first place. As a homeowner paying some of the highest

property taxes in the country I oppose any expansion of ALUs. 158 units does little to help rental rates, this program is ill conceived overreach.


	In an area where affordable housing is hard to find, and young families/college grads and moderate-income professions need to find reasonable housing, ALUs

should be overtly encouraged.


	We live in a home built in the late 70’s and our ALU was built with the original construction as best we can tell. Other houses that are the same model have garage

where our ALU is located and, our driveway/carport is on the opposite side of the house so this does not appear to have been an after build alteration. We have

only had family members touch down in it and have not used it for income purposes. When it has not been occupied by family we use it for guests.


	I generally agree with the rules as is. I personally am considering an ALU in law sweet for my father, but anything over 800sq/ft seems excessive past a bed room,

ADA compliant bathrooms and exits, and maybe a small space for an office or sitting area for privacy.
	These answers, and likely those of most respondents, were based on very little knowledge of the subject. Better answers would likely be obtained from people

who really know the subject - the problems experienced in the past and the great things achieved by having ALUs. In general, it seems Fairfax County over�regulates, so I would say you will likely tend to over-regulate this as well. Please emphasize the benefit to the citizens of Fairfax - not the corporations, not

lawyers, not yourselves or other special interests. Thank you.


	Why would I have an ALU? We once owned a duplex in another jurisdiction. That was built as a duplex and we lived in one of the units. The other was a rental.

This survey is asking if townhomes and SFH should be allowed to do permitted work to add ALU's which would likely be rentals. Any related adults living in my

home use the kitchen and laundry. Honestly based on that Marble Lane mess the county should not go into the ALU potential mess. Who inspected the

concrete pour? 3rd party sub?


	1. The current setback requirements for accessory uses was based on the assumption that they would be nonresidential (e.g., garages). Any ALU amendments

should require a greater, non-waivable setback requirement for ALUs.

2. To minimize the concern about the addition of more residents in a residential neighborhood, you should include a requirement that the ALU be closer to the

main residence than the property line. If homeowner have ALU, they will have stronger incentives to monitor its use -- parking, noise, etc.


	The reason I love Burke is green space and ALU would impact that by reducing green space, increasing traffic and stressing existing infrastructure


	No


	I 100% support ALUs for property owners. Today's prices are historically high, housing markets are outrageous and the baby boomers are aging. As well as

Assited Living is very expensive and draining people's savings accounts.

This Amendment would significantly help families living in Fairfax County.


	The suggestions to expand ALUs, partilcuarly the one not requiring the owner of the property to live in the main dwelling, only promotes outside investment by

potential real estate companies and landlords. While that will promote investment and raise tax income for the county, it will signficantly and adversely change

the nature of the our communities.


	Please please let there be ALUs in Fairfax. We need more housing, I WANT to build more affordable housing for my parents to move in the back, or for renters.


	They should be allowed in the least restrictive way possible.

Alexandria City, Arlington and Loudoun Counties are far more inclusive of all income levels than FairfaX County is.
	We are turning our basement into an ALU to accommodate our "aging-in-place." We do not intend to rent the space out. However, we do believe that as

population increases and affordable places to live become more difficult to find, the ALU in our home will hopefully increase the value of our home.


	We are in our 40s, and we have children that we are looking to go to college or start a career in the next 10 years, or we have parents that we would like to have

closer to us. Right now they are prohibited from living with us because of these regulations. Sure, we can have all manners of sheds up to 256 ft.² as a matter of

right, but we can’t have someone actually living in them. That is absolutely absurd and ridiculous. What is also absurd as a few years ago no one had the balls to

allow ALU to be put in and separate from the primary living structure. That also is ridiculous. Do it needs to be done and streamline these without the need for a

discretionary approval or public hearing.


	Set up some visits to make sure ALUs have the size, occupancy and all the services correctly attached, and that

These ALU do not present danger for the community


	It is impossible for my grown children to move out. (Affordability) An ALU would allow our children to live with us a little longer till they can afford their own

homes. We are driving them out of our region. We need to help our community, not price them out.


	ALUs will destroy the character of existing neighborhood and diminish property values, create unnecessary density and create traffic and parking problems.; No


	Thanks for doing the research.

Nice concept, but we know some folks are going to muck it up for the rest of us. Hence, my lean toward public hearings (sorry for the admin burden :-( )


	I think there should be specific home criteria for the creation of an ALU and public hearing should be required with neighbor notification as a ALU or multiple

ALU's in a neighborhood could change the whole neighborhood's dynamic.


	Though they seem like a good idea in certain instances, like health care and aging, and a guest house.... unfortunately they set precedent and arguments for

increased zoning density and more subdivisions, which historically and currently is strongly opposed in Great Falls, in part due to well and septic infrastructure,

and environmental impacts. Additionally, and with respect, I do not feel there is enough administrative oversight for this to not be a "program of abuse". An

example is 629 Innsbruck Avenue, which has a three story conservatory with an industrial kitchen, a movie theatre and many luxury amenities, in a building that

houses hundreds of guests for special events. This is clearly not an ALU. With respect, I just do not think Fairfax County inspectors can push back enough to keep

this program in normal residential zoning boundaries. Better to not proceed.


	No


	Thank you for this opportunity it is a wonderful opportunity and very much needed.
	Accessory living units provide important flexibility for multigenerational families, military households, aging residents, and long-term renters. Expanding

opportunities through clear, objective standards can increase housing resilience while preserving neighborhood character. Administrative approval for compliant

projects and context-sensitive parking requirements would provide predictability and fairness while maintaining compatibility. The County may also wish to

consider how ALU regulations interact with short-term lodging rules. Current policies create mutually exclusive designations that limit homeowner flexibility.

Clear, consistent standards that allow either long-term or limited short-term use under objective criteria could improve regulatory fairness while maintaining

neighborhood protections.


	1) I wanted to note that the survey platform experienced significant technical delays while completing this questionnaire. Individual pages and responses took

several minutes to load, and error messages appeared when submitting selections. As a result, the survey took over an hour to complete.

2)Ensuring a responsive and reliable platform would help encourage broader public participation and improve community engagement in future efforts.

3) Accessory living units provide important flexibility for multigenerational families, military households, aging residents, and long-term renters. Expanding

opportunities through clear, objective standards can increase housing resilience while preserving neighborhood character. Administrative approval for compliant

projects and context-sensitive parking requirements would provide predictability and fairness while maintaining compatibility. The County may also wish to

consider how ALU regulations interact with short-term lodging rules. Current policies create mutually exclusive designations that limit homeowner flexibility.

Clear, consistent standards that allow either long-term or limited short-term use under objective criteria could improve regulatory fairness while maintaining

neighborhood protections.


	You should be advancing policies that preserve green space and thoughtfully manage traffic and infrastructure capacity. The county has already experienced

significant (over)development, and continued high-density projects on smaller parcels risk straining county resources and diminishing neighborhood character.

This pattern of growth may ultimately drive residents to seek alternatives in neighboring jurisdictions such as Loudoun County.


	Please do not support this.


	There should be very few reasons for an external ALU. Especially not allowed for expanding families or extra income and should not be considered as a new

revenue stream either. Unfortunately, I see forces not having to live with the consequences being vocal.


	Many communities have protective covenants and restrictions that make the community what it is. And this is the reason people bought into these communities.

Developers, hoping to make money, or others for whatever reason, should not be allowed to alter the community. Very few communities have adequate parking

as it is, and if they start letting ALUs to be build it is only going to make things more congested.
	I think the existing laws are adequate


	No.


	No ALUs


	Support!


	when rent to one person & then 2 move in just not right ...and their should be parking provided on the place they rent from .and some have more than one

car.with no Va .tags or parking stickers on them.. makes very hard for homeowners to park in front of their homes .


	WE NEED MORE!!!


	no


	I think ALU’s are beneficial to multigenerational families and families with members who have disabilities. It is an opportunity for people with disabilities to

increase independence. ; I think increasing the ability to have an ALU to more people helps accomodates a void with aging people, families with members who

have a disability and multigenerational families.


	In Scenario 2 -- A detached ALU should not be allowed because a 600-square-foot, 18.5-foot-tall freestanding structure on a 15,000-square-foot lot is simply too

intense for the available space. In Scenario 3 -- A detached ALU should not be allowed because a 600-square-foot, 18.5-foot-tall structure is far too large for a

10,500-square-foot lot to absorb without significant impacts. The scale of the proposed unit is disproportionate to both the size of the primary dwelling and the

limited yard area, effectively introducing a second house into a space designed for one.


	Ffx Co needs more affordable housing.

A basement ALU would be an important energy-saver. The basement would already be largely heated and cooled from the house above.
	There are too many homes in the George Mason neighborhoods that are renting to students and the properties are not being maintained. Lots of illegal housing

practices too. These people should be paying extra real estate taxes since the renters are using schools and local resources. Taxing these properties would help

increase the revenue for the county. Our local roads are so congested now that we do not need to be adding more cars to our already clogged roadways. Just the

students alone from Mason add to the congested roads. I can’t even get out of my development without sitting through the light several times while school is in

session. Much different when school is out and students have left the area. If you don’t live in this area and are making decisions for the people who do live here,

you need to get out on the roads and into the neighborhoods to get a real feel for the situation residents are dealing with. No more dense housing and higher

taxes. ; Yes they should only be allowed on 2 acres or more if person is not related to homeowner. No exceptions.


	The survey questions are clearly skewed toward positive for ALUs; that's not proper.


	The scenarios provided assume a garage style structure as the ALU. People build all kinds of crazy looking stuff. What about a mobile home. Could someone put a

mobile home in their backyard. I do think having a height limit and distances from other people's property lines are important. Sheds are 600 square feet. Seems

a bit weird to look out your back porch and see someone living in a shed like structure. I guess it would be like a tiny house. Size, height and number of people

matter the most.


	Will give lots of opportunities to homeowners who want to earn additional income or provide for their family member in a close dwelling. There is certainly a way

to make this a fair process, with high standards, for those who apply.


	I am open to the ALU process being simplified, but I still think it needs to be heavily regulated.


	ALU’s on many sites severely jeopardize the existing peace and quiet of established neighborhoods, free range of wildlife, current peace and quiet, violate

parking, stress the failing power gride, sewer system, public services, increases costs of street maintenance, and many other negative long term factors that

would be ignored in the future.


	I do not think this is a good idea at all. There are already ALU's all throughout Fairfax in older neighborhoods, just not legal by definition. Too many people living in

overcrowded single-family homes with a lot of cars crammed in on the streets and cul de sacs. People living in garden sheds in the back yard. This does nothing

for affordability, health and public safety. A homeowner should not be a slumlord, be allowed to turn a single-family home into a mini apartment building and,

not live there. It goes on every day. Many older neighborhoods are already ruined. The county doesn't do a good job enforcing the current zoning regulations

when you complain so, I don't support this concept.


	I think they are an amazing way to increase the availability of affordable housing to people who otherwise don't have options in the "missing middle."


	Please do not spread “Tiny-Homes” into neighborhoods! NOR ALUs !
	none


	Why is this an issue? Why does the government think it has the right to regulate what someone does with their own private property?? The very notion of

regulating ALUs is sickening. Maybe I will think some look ugly, but that is irrelevant, because I believe in a free society where I should not have the right to

restrict my neighbor unless that neighbor is actively infringing on my ability to freely live my own life. ALUs do not meet that criteria. Since when did our country

go from championing freedom to "except when your freedom doesn't look pretty to me"? Give me a break.


	None


	Detached ALUs would make it more affordable for people to live in fairfax county. Specially students and younger folks. Rent & property ownership has gotten

extremely expensive in the county. People starting off or retiring cant make it without considering moving elsewhere or looking for low income housing benefits.

Fairfax county needs to loosen up and make living here more affordable.


	Na


	with limited land and how expensive rental/housing is in fairfaix county, we need to seek other options -alu- for our area.


	My sister lives in Palo Alto, CA and ALUs are ubiquitous, even in very small yards. I had never heard nor considered an ALU but after seeing them in California and

thinking about our housing options now that my husband and I are retired and getting older, an ALU sounds like a logical and financial and commonsensical

solution to the aging population. When my mother developed Alzheimer’s, my father had no choice but to place her in an assisted living facility which was less

than ideal. Ideally, my daughter and her family can live here in the family home and my husband and i can live in an ALU in the backyard; that way, if the need

ever arises, we won’t have to move to a strange home since my daughter and grandson will be right there. I absolutely love that idea. Now, we don’t have 2 acres

but we have a large enough yard for a small ALU while still keeping a good sized yard for kids and pets. Please don’t listen to the naysayers; I can understand their

concern if people are building ALUs only for rental income and the potential for parking problems, etc. But that’s not the same as wanting a small home for aging

parents. Please soften your regulations (maybe examine how Northern California manages their ALUs). Thank you


	I think they are fine within existing structures but additional structures should only be permitted in rare instances to preserve tree cover and habitat for

pollinators and wildlife.


	County and HOAs need to curtail short term leases and hold people acccountable.


	This would downgrade the quality of life in Fairfax County and introduce transience and people who do not have a stake in the long term wellbeing of the

community.


	Change is needed so we can consolidate families when it makes sense.
	I have concerns with ALU's and the ability of Fairfax to regulate and monitor. The additional ALUs might overwhelm the current staff. If more staff is increased,

then the tax burden will be placed on all Fairfax County property owners.

The road system and parking will increase and add to the challenges driving through Fairfax County.


	If the issue here is affordable housing, why do you continue to permit the destruction of good condition houses and replacement with over-sized, poorly

constructed McMansions? You will increase the availability of affordable houses by simply stopping the destruction of existing, good quality, suitably sized

houses. Is your intent to ultimately turn those over-sized houses into sub-divided rental units in single-family-home neighborhoods??


	ALUs should be allowed with the maximum flexibility and approval. I am in favor and "missing in the middle" regulations. Even small lots should be allowed to

build 2 - 4 townhomes where only single detached homes are currently allowed.


	Nope


	ALUs help the homeowners when needing extra income, and renters looking for affordable rent.


	ALUs better allow for multigenerational living at a time when homeownership and renting is too much for many families to bear. Allow the same setbacks as for

sheds, limit ALUs in size, and don't allow more than 1 ALU per property, but that's it.


	The County is already trying to cram as many houses as possible into what little available space is left for us to enjoy. Let's not give them permission to jam in

more cars and people to our overburdened landscape and roads. The traffic never stops and fewer trees and open spaces are being left alone. The County is full

- we don't need to burst at the seams.


	the policy should help the residents, not rental owners, businesses, or other non-residents


	I think this might help expand affordable living options in a number of ways: increase opportunities for multi generational family homes, provide more options for

our elderly community members who might prefer staying in their home with one or more caregivers onsite or in the house, etc


	I oppose ALUs that are purely for investment or money making.


	We are pro-density!


	I believe ALUs are basically money grabs and shouldn't be allowed. The only exception would be to allow someone to care for an ailing parent or child.


	A stupid, short-sighted idea being promoted by narrow, special-interest groups that will benefit real estate salespersons, and construction contractors while

destroying the character of neighborhoods, increase traffic, noise, congestion, and density and will easily be exploited by the unscrupulous.

The "fad of the moment" idea.
	There is NO reason for a detached ALU to be 1.5 stories and 18’ tall. That is ridiculous, far exceeds what is permitted for storage sheds and not commensurate

with any “aging in place” (granny shack) practices. And 600 sf detached ALU on a 1/3 or 1/4 acre lots is just “slums waiting to happen” in nice older

neighborhoods.


	The strict rules for permitting should be retained.


	Would very much like to have to help parents age nearby. Would like lots of size restrictions lowered, please. Thank you of your consideration.


	stop wasting tax payers money on these type of programs


	This is a bad idea. Already dense population in neighborhoods.


	The ALU opportunity has been absolutely essential in supporting my parents and I would want this opportunity to be available to others. We put significant

thought into ensuring the ALU doesn't stick out like a sore thumb in our community and I would hope others would consider the same.


	They are as bad idea and change the entire character of a community. People buy homes in a community for a reason. It's not fair to change the rules after

someone moves into a neighborhood. If many homeowners had ALUs, neighborhoods would have a crowded feeling with parking issues, less trees, and people

that can't afford to live in the same type of home that the rest of the community lives in. Property values would also decrease. Who is behind this idea?
	The current proposal treats accessory living units primarily as a tool for rental housing and density, but that is not how many homeowners would actually use

them.

My wife and I live on a 1.75-acre lot in Fairfax County in a 3,500-square-foot home. Our intention is not to create a rental property or an investment unit. We are

trying to create a multigenerational family living arrangement. We would like to sell our primary residence to our son and daughter-in-law and construct an

approximately 1,500-square-foot accessory living unit on the unused portion of our property.

This would allow us to age in place with family support while we help provide childcare for our grandchild. It keeps two generations in the community and allows

younger residents to remain in Fairfax County rather than relocate due to housing costs.

However, under the current system this type of arrangement is effectively blocked — not by neighborhood opposition or infrastructure limitations, but by the

interaction of zoning rules and private restrictive covenants. At the same time, I pay roughly $15,000 annually in property taxes on land that I cannot reasonably

use for a modest family dwelling.

The County appears to be designing ALU policy around renters and affordability metrics, but the most natural and sustainable use of accessory units in many

single-family neighborhoods is family-based occupancy: parents, adult children, caregivers, or relatives. These uses add minimal traffic, minimal school impact,

and no speculative ownership, yet they are not meaningfully enabled under the current framework.

As written, the proposal may increase investor participation and rental activity, but it still does not provide a practical pathway for multigenerational housing —

which is one of the few ways middle-income families can remain in Fairfax County without public subsidy.

A policy that distinguishes between family-occupied accessory units and commercial rental units would better meet the County’s stated goals of aging in place,

housing stability, and workforce retention while preserving neighborhood character.

In short, the issue is not whether accessory living units should exist. The issue is whether the regulations allow responsible homeowners to use them for family

support rather than forcing them into either full rental use or not at all.

Without a workable option, many residents in our position will ultimately have to sell and leave the County earlier than planned, even though we have the land

and the family support network to remain here. That outcome neither improves housing availability nor strengthens the community.


	no.


	They should be eliminated entirely.


	There may be instances where an ALU is appropriate, but only after full consideration of the impact on lot size, additional off street parking, the concerns of

neighbors, electrical and plumbing needs, etc. The property owner must be resident in the primary house. A full hearing is required.
	Where should I start? Your survey is biased, and this initiative reeks of a steeply slanted agenda. This is a good county largely due to the current rules and their

enforcement. I own a home, have lived here for nearly twenty years, and raised a family here. Don't lower standards now.


	While I appreciate efforts to reduce "red tape", the financial and personal investment citizens have in their homes is too important to subject to summary

administrative fiat. I am well aware of the affordable housing problem but I do not believe ALUs are the answer. However they begin (ie in-law suite etc) many

will eventually segue into rental units, most likely in older neighborhoods with smaller lots and less affluent owners than those who have large multiacre

properties and with an outsize impact on neighbors and infrastructure. Further, the County does not have a great track record in addressing zoning, health or

safety violations. Without hiring an army of inspectors and greatly beefing up enforcement and penalties how will the County assure compliance with restrictions

on relationship and number of residents?


	Again, why are you considering this? It hints that FC is looking for places to house illegals. Meanwhile property taxes are to the roof making homeownership

difficult. As such FC is creating its own problems. Only democratic-run states have this issue. Why?


	I am not opposed to provided living space inside the home, for nanny or in-law space. The utilities should be covered by the owner. Separate rental units will

create a problem for communities.


	the impact on neighboring properties must be considered.


	I am against the proposal


	Overall not necessary and will result in the decline of home values county wide.


	Additional ALUs in smaller plots would add more population density and the associated parking, roadways, and other infrastructure would not be able to support

it.


	I think that hearings are important for approval so that we don't have a lot of situations like that giant 3 story addition that made the national news and ruined

their neighbor's property value if allowed to stand. As an aging county resident with one local child, the option to add and adu for my personal use while allowing

them to live in the house would be fantastic, but since we have 1/4 of an acre, not an option currently. Having the option would allow more people to stay in the

county, and also allow more adults the option to age in place


	Very sensible ordinances in neighboring counties and cities that Faifax County should considering adopting without delay. Very different from Fairfax County

would make sense to start with California regulations and remove what doesn't fit Fairfax County.


	With the high cost of housing, ALUs provide additional space for extended family to be able to continue to live in Fairfax County.


	An ALU Introduces destruction of character and ambiance of neighborhoods now protected by established zoning regulations. Destruction of tree cover and

other landscape features, excessive well and septic requirements, and other far-reaching urgent environmental concerns will eventually affect an entire

neighborhood.
	We need expanded housing supply and more flexibility in zoning requirements to allow for more housing opportunity which could create more affordable housing

options.


	none


	No


	A slippery slope - adding ALU's to "relieve" housing burdens. Homeowners in existing homes on the receiving end of neighbors that construct to bring additional

income - maybe a family member at first, maybe not. Additional building constraint to roads, aging infrastructure, water, stormwater, not to mention SEWERS.

The Homeowner with the ALU request will not be responsible for strains on systems...the County will then our TAXES will go up again to maintain systems that are

already old or overused. THINK HARD about this. (not to mention the additional concrete/blacktop cover to nature etc.


	In some ways detached ALU's are no different than small or large garages or sheds. Those are all currently allowed for most lot sizes subject to zoning

regulations. ALU's are only providing for additional humans living on the parcel and perhaps additional vehicle(s). If ALU's are tastefully done to blend in with the

neighborhood and residents remain respectful with regards to noise, etc., ALUs could be a great option for extended family or others who need decent shelter.


	NA


	Strong protections need to remain in place to keep single family neighborhoods as single family neighborhoods


	I generally support ALUs, but have concerns about impacts on neighbors. I would not want a large unit appear in my neighbors back yard if it overlooked my yard

significantly and contributed to noise and light pollution. Also, I am worried about the impact on natural habitats and destruction of trees. Generally, I think if

someone wants to put on inside of their existing home, this shouldn't be a problem.


	No.


	I think ALUs will help ease housing shortage issues in our county. It will also for elderlies to stay in place and allow family members to stay close to them. I think

it's a win win. With the rising popularity of tiny homes, ALUs will just be another tiny home is a family's otherwise not so functional backyard.


	I saved to purchase a home in a single family neighborhood and do not want to see it inundated by ALU/aparments.
	I moved from a house on a quiet street to a condo nearby. I think ALU permitting should be liberalized to provide some income and convenience to homeowners

with growing financial needs, or with ageing parents, or to ageing parents in need of caregivers. I do not think they will density the suburbs because they are

expensive for a homeowner to build and may not be near transit, which people with lower incomes may need.

To actually increase the amount of workforce housing, eventually Fairfax will need to adopt missing middle zoning like Arlington and Alexandria to allow duplexes

and quads rather than McMansions to be built in residential neighborhoods.


	These are much needed for more sustainable living options, and smaller homes. Townhomes are not starter home prices in this area, nor are condominiums or

single family homes


	I do, though it does not directly pertain to ALUs. Fairfax County's S-F zoning is much too suburban in it's orientation toward large-lot, single-family houses. The

County ordinance permits very large tear-downs (I stare at one that's +7,000 SF) but should focus on allowing smaller (+/- 2500 SF) houses on much smaller lots.

This might open the door to the construction of smaller, more affordable houses that younger people could afford to buy. There are many examples of beautiful,

single-family neighborhoods in the US comprised of detached houses on 5,000 SF (or less) size lots.


	I do not approve of ALUs as the infrastructure is not set up nor are schools ready for shifts in enrollments.


	NO


	ALUs should be for family members, not as independent apartments that homeowners can rent out. This is very important to help people age in place and live

near family given the high cost of assisted living in this area. It gives elderly family an option to feel independent but within code proximity to loved ones. If ALUs

can be rented out to unrelated families or others, additional parking should be required unless within 0.25 miles of metro. And the county should study the

impact on school boundaries if families were to move into ALUs in order to be in the right school district boundaries, it could add density around good schools and

empty out other schools, making undesirable boundary adjustments necessary if enough people added ALUs.


	Will HOAs have ability to decide whether ALUs are permissible or would these be county governed? I am on the board of my neighborhood HOA and would like to

know more about what the county zoning decides on.


	We need to allow ALU's. There are too many homeless people in the county. I have been homeless and have talked to many homeless people. I became homeless

because my ex husband in a divorce lied about his income and did not give me the money I legally was granted. There are many tales I hear from homeless people

who lost thier job through the government or worked for a contractor for the governor.
	Will you allow oil heat?

Will you allow septic systems?

Will you allow basements?

Will you allow pets/animal/cages, any limit?

Will you allow fireplaces/chimneys [wood burning, gas, pellet, etc.]?

Will there be height limits?

In the future how will the increased electrical load be handled?

How will sewer, water, gas and electrical lines be run so they are safe and don't scare the land?

How will garages for ALU residence be handled?

Can ALU residences park on the street?

Will there be noise limitations [example, extra heat pump, AC, generators, etc.]?

Will landscaping be required for ALU?

Does the ALU have to match the style/color of main home [colonial, modern, etc.]?

Can you run a business out of the ALU? Any parking requirements?

Any requirements on recreational areas on ALU [deck size, outdoor kitchen, play set pool, etc.]?

Can a storage sheds/canvas tents/coverings be built by the ALU residences?

Any requirements on number of vehicles, can cars be maintained/repair, can vehicle/boat/trailer/etc. be stored?

Any requirements on driveways and their size?


	Homeowners in Fairfax county deserve the option to construct ALUs on their properties if they so choose. There is a housing crisis and an affordability crisis in

America, and this regions specifically. The county needs to do everything possible to empower homeowners, especially given the extremely high taxes we pay for

real estate and personal property. The current regulations are outdated and must be modified so families can navigate these challenges.


	ALUs are constructed in a beautiful manner and will be helpful to many families. ; Allow them to be built on land that is less than 2 acres. Thank you.


	I'd like as a place for parents to live. They currently own a studio and would be able to sell/rent it out if could move in to our ALU


	I am concerned about the introduction of unregulated parking and unrestricted occupancy for ALUs. At a minimum have public hearings to let neighbors that will

be impacted have a say in new housing that would affect property values.


	None
	Public benefit: the ability of families to help each other while resolving the current housing shortage. Personal finance: My wife & I are grandparents choosing to

live close to our grandchildren to help raise them. We rent at an extremely high monthly rate. ; I have studied the advancements made in the look and feel of

ALUs for several years. They can be built to not only accommodate two individuals but to add to the neighborhood in an attractive manner.


	I think this would be a good option to make the county more affordable for those renting and those with mortgages needing extra income if it were easier and

you didn't need to renew a permit.


	No additional feedback, but I feel this is a very important issue for Fairfax County, and that the County could be a leader in the acceptance of ALUs.


	Just allow any number of units and square feet per lot, period. Don't worry at all about parking.


	A great deal of the reticence of allowing ALUs comes from the potential impact on the property value of neighbors. Property values can degrade fast if the ALU is

ugly, not maintained, used as a party house for teenagers, impedes the sightline of a neighbor, etc. I have a 0.4 acre property with trees and mature shrubbery. It

would be easy for me to make a detached ALU 'hidden' from my neighbors. That's not the case for nearly any other home in the neighborhood. Thus almost none

of my neighbors would support detached ALUs in our neighborhood.


	Thank you for conducting this survey and assessing ALU regulations. There is an acute need for additional housing options in the county and many more of our

parents will need to live close to their children for assistance in the years to come. Also, homes in Fairfax county are expensive and without maximum flexibility

for renting options it can be difficult for current homeowners to be able to afford to remain in their homes if financial difficulties arise. To the extent possible I

feel it’s best for homeowners here to have the option of doing both short and long term renting of either their primary residence or their ALU. The recent firing

of many USG employees in the region highlight how challenging it can be with limited housing and rental options in the county. Thank you.


	ALUs are the least desirable solution to the problems identified.


	They provide more and attainable housing options, adding to supply, and homeowners should be able to build them on their property to care for their family

members, friends, or to add to their incomes. Parking requirement should be assessed based on proximity to public transit options and street parking availability,

esp. in less densely populated or more rural areas. Thank you for this survey and for your consideration.


	No


	ALUs should not provide exemptions or opportunities to supersede zoning and occupancy codes which are designed to plan and manage the best use of housing

across the various zoning districts.
	Tax abatements should be considered for homes with more residents per square foot. It is a much more efficient way to increase affordable housing. Single

family homes that are inefficient should pay higher taxes as they place a greater burden on our natural environment.


	No


	This is a terrible idea, but I’m not surprised, the county is completely lost.


	Supporting multi-generational households is good. Allowing an absentee landlord to double up on the number of families they can cram into an undersized lot

and neighborhood is bad.


	None


	We need more housing in this area. Common sense rules will not result in a huge increase in ALUs. It’s still expensive to build these units and most will likely still

be solutions for families that want to find solutions for aging parents for example.; No minimum size on lots. I have half an acre but my house is small, there is

more than enough room on my lot for an ALU. But I would only consider doing so if I could not find other less expensive options for my mother in law.


	Please stop pursuing / forcing through provisions that result in undesirable and unwanted changes to neighborhoods and for which the County is unprepared,

whether associated with parking, traffic, schools, other infrastructure, losing green space, etc.


	They are a bad idea.


	It is good to consider overcroading and the infrastructure that was initially in place, rather than just allowing things to create bigger issues later on.


	The idea of "lack of character" made middle giggle. Character went out the door years ago, especially in West Falls Church, with monster houses built, high and

wide,overshadowing the original homes and yards of their neighbors. ; N/A


	The current regulations on ALUs already go way too far. I am opposed to any changes.


	Cookie cutter regulation of ALUs may harm older neighborhoods and affect the neighborhood character, quality of life and possibly property values. You desire

and purchase a single family dwelling for certain reasons. One of them being that you don't want to live in crowded multifamily conditions. It is not fair for the

county to make a overall change that will affect that and put the burden on older smaller street width and lot size neighborhoods, especially those near transit

stations. We've been here for decades, paying increasing taxes. Don't degrade our neighborhood and force us to leave the county as well. ALUs can be helpful to

a on site homeowner, but too many in one neighborhood can be harmful. The number of ALUs on a street or a vicinity should be regulated.


	ALU is a great idea


	I owned a condo that I lived in in the City of Alexandria north Old Town and observed first hand the over building, the relaxing of height restrictions and there was

no benefit to increase affordable housing. Rather it put strain on the infrastructure and decreased livability.


	None
	ALUs should be restricted and not used for multiple families inside one house. There should be an amount of square feet per person.


	I am opposed to any expansion of the existing policy. If Board members want to expand affordable house opportunities they need to look elsewhere. Perhaps

they need to live their own values instead of forcing them on Fairfax County homeowners and invite those needing affordable housing into their own homes.


	Allow adu's everywhere. Don't exempt wealthy areas of the county with good schools. ADUs should be allowed by-right everywhere. I am a homeowner in Mason

district, I vote, and I would approve of ADUs in my neighborhood. I support ADUs anywhere in the county, but especially in the areas with the best schools and

infrastructure. ADUs should have no size limits: if a 3000 sq ft townhouse wants to subdivide into two 1500 sq ft units, so be it.


	The county is trying to address "housing shortages" by putting more apartments, townhomes, and ALUs into the existing areas. But increasing the population

without increasing ANY of the services or third party businesses (grocery stores, doctors offices,) or infrastructure (power, roads, traffic control) is ridiculous.

We're turning suburban regions into urban regions without the benefits of living in either.


	Restrictions should be limited on lots 36,000 sq ft or more. Restrictions should be loosened, but still managed well on lots less than 36,000 sq ft.


	I also pay taxes and VOTE for the last 50+ years in Fairfax County.; No


	County is built out. Deport the illegals and we'll have housing stock available again.


	I hope that the Board of Supervisors and the many layers of county government that are relevant in such cases will actively solicit public input, hold hearings, and

actually listen to constituents and residents -- people whose lives will be directly affected by such decisions, while often government officials are not so affected

yet know better than the people they serve.


	If there is a citizen committee, I would be interested in helping. I have sold nearly 750 homes and lived in Ffx co 45 years. I have seen the good and bad. Office
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	I think on lots of at least 1/2-3/4 of an acre these units could be allowed with a real review and permitting process. not sure what that thhat process would entail.

the house should be owner occupied. in other words, I support these for occupants who have a relationship with the homeowner, such as elder care or care of

those with disabilities. I do not support the construction of this type of unit, no matter what the lot size, for the homeowner to gain additional income. That

would destroy the character of the neighborhood.


	I am opposed to any further changes for ALUs. It is already too generous.
	We should be encouraging ALUs that are attached (e.g., expanding the home) and/or attached to the garage. I am very concerned about code enforcement with

ALUs, since there have been numerous code violations that go unenforced (e.g., numerous unrelated persons in a SFH with many cars on the street). We should

also consider more permitting of duplexes, four-plexes, and six-plexes, but not by right -- these should be compatible with existing neighborhoods.


	For ALUs on lots less than two acres in size, perhaps something like an open space requirement should be considered to keep lots from being overdeveloped with

impervious surface - though this may already be effectively captured by the already existing limitations to coverage of the rear setback.


	More housing is better, period. Increasing access to housing will always outweigh the perceived drawbacks. Make ALUs obtainable for regular folks who live on

normal lots.

We have a 0.33 acre lot in Springfield that could easily accommodate a small ALU in the backyard for my aging mother-in-law. It would save us tens of thousands

of dollars in end of life care having her close to us, but under the current regulations it is impossible.


	Many retirees can no longer afford to keep their homes due to the cost of living here. Interior ALUs with the owner living on the premises could enable folks to

age in place while maintaining the character of the neighborhood. ; The county needs to make it easier to establish ALUs as they will help both homeowners and

renters struggling with the cost of living in our county. Keeping a few sensible regulations requiring off-street parking and homeowners continuing to reside on

the premises will maintain the character of neighborhoods.


	When Fairfax County allowed all dwellings to "rent a room" without permits (zMODS), this has significantly impacted the neighborhoods, streets, and illegal uses.

(people lie all the time about living in a place to get their child enrolled in FFX schools. All they need to do is rent a room and have a couple of pieces of mail going

there to prove residency). There isn't a need to expand ALUs with the current condition of zMOD in place. If you want to expand ALUs, then tighten the

restrictions and enforce zMOD constraits. As it stands, we have multiple non related people living in the same dwelling in my community, which impact parking

significantly.


	Think some adjustments will need to be made with limitations & make sure parking is available


	For established suburban neighborhoods, ALU's should be limited to INTERIOR ONLY and for FAMILY ONLY. Example, children want to move in their elderly

parents or a sibling with a disability. Exterior ALU's for non-family will be a massive point of contention for anyone who selected to buy in a neighborhood based

on its appearance and privacy.


	Not sure who's bright idea was it to make ALU or slams housing ok here. but every time you think FFX county have reached bottom, it finds a way to surprise you.


	I would consider living in a detached ALU as I get older, especially if located near or on family proper property
	I’m in favor of ALUs, and in favor of giving residents the freedom to build ones of reasonable size under reasonable circumstances with minimal administrative

hassle. But the uncontrolled proliferation of them would clearly be negative if they were eyesores or caused parking/traffic problems, or became an absentee

landlord tool to make money without regard for local impacts. I favor a slow and thoughtful rollout with minimal bureaucracy to see how people use the freedom,

followed by assessing impacts. Long-term this seems like a must-do, so it’s important to do it right. What are best practices in this area? What have other counties

done? Please share information and recommendations. The questions that had photos of examples were useful; it would be nice to see more concrete

information like this about what ALUs look like in the real world and what impacts other jurisdictions have found that they have. I really have no idea about, and

would want to know, those impacts in order to make an informed choice.


	ALUs would cause a lot of problems with

traffic, congestion, etc. Many neighborhoods have covenants that don’t allow them to be built. Quite frankly, I believe they devalue the neighborhood.

If less expensive housing is needed then people are free to move to less expensive areas .; ALUs are not for Fairfax County.


	Destroying long established neighborhoods and their quality of life in the name of Increasing affordable housing is a slap in the face for people who worked hard

to purchase and maintain their properties. Don’t know who you think these changes would get you votes from, but certainly not from me.


	When the Commonwealth attorney starts, recognizing that people are stacking homes with construction workers that are not related and using already existing

accessory units either as habit space or storage for construction material then maybe we can discuss this. But the Commonwealth attorney does not allow Zoning

to inspect the home and the resident say they all are related to each other. It’s laughable.


	Please allow more housing stock. We need denser neighborhoods.


	I know that you are going to do this anyway, no matter what the majority of home owners think. I wish that you would enforce zoning laws wherever you allow

this, but have no confidence that you will do so. I have seen these ALUs in California, and they basically ruin the single family existence and neighborhoods.


	Allowing ALU's causes undue stress on neighborhoods. While we pay increasing property tax, renters pay nothing and have no responsibility or care to be good

neighbors.


	Should only be for a maximum of 2 occupants who are immediate family. Allowing the creation of small rental units for tenants and extended family/friends is a

terrible idea.


	I could see downsizing to an ALU (to live in) someday, as something affordable and manageable, and it would be nice to have options like that.
	We have houses now with 8 to 10 people living and I can not carefully get out of my driveway since they all park on street and block my driveway on other side of

street. Make Fairfax more affordable by REDUCING our Property taxes vice all more building on a lot so owner can make a few dollars.


	ADU’s for private use are a great idea. The idea of an ALU, detached or otherwise introduces to close of a multi family rental style concept in SINGLE family homes

that were never intended to be used in this fashion. It actually feels like a massive overstep by local government to allow this in anyway and reckless to expand it.


	The current guidelines have the potential to violate fair housing laws. They discriminate against familial status.


	I believe ALUs contribute to suburban blight in many ways; crime, loss of parking, overall deterioration of appearance and quality of life where they exist. Driving

in neighborhoods with multiple families living in a residence convert designed two-way roads into one-way lanes, cars parked on both sides of the road because

the driveways are already full of cars.


	Single family neighborhoods such as Broyhill Park) built in the 1950s were designed for single families with one or two cars. The proliferation of multi-generational

households, and renters of rooms and basements have created a situation where many households now have 4-6 cars. This has increased street parking to the

point that the neighborhood streets have become the equivalent of one lane roads. The existing rules should be enforced to decrease the strain on the

infrastructure of the neighborhood.


	Our once peaceful neighborhood has been very negatively impacted by the county allowing a drug rehabilitation halfway house with multiple unsupervised

residents. Allowing the further deterioration of our neighborhoods with additional rental units, increased traffic as congestion will further destroy the

neighborhood communities we cherish.


	Overcrowding, traffic, noise, pollution, degradation of communities


	I doubt that all these responses will hold much water, as our logic is never considered in County issues, no matter how many surveys you ask us to fill out.


	I just support more affordable housing. People deserve housing and home owners can get over it.


	Please allow ALUs to let families live in more proximity to each other (parents downsizing to ALUs while children grow into larger house with young families)


	More degradation of quality of life. More reason to n leave
	I have lived in ALUs in and outside Fairfax County (basement apartments) and have family who own detached ALUs in another state. They have been excellent for

affordable housing options, etended family, disabled family and aging in place situations for us!


	Fix the housing crisis. BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD BUILD.


	Nope


	Traffic and parking are my biggest concerns. For example, maybe consider the width of the street. My older neighborhood allows parking on both sides of the

street, which narrows the road to a single vehicle width. This basically works now because there is room to pull to the side and allow cars to take turns. If the road

was completely parked up, the road would be effectively blocked. ; no


	No.


	Only a small attached unit for aging in place should be acceptable in a single family home neighborhood as there are many neighborhoods that already exist that

offer multi family/rental opportunities.


	no


	ALU's are a bad idea. People move to Mantua for a specific feel that comes with the neighborhood. ALU's will have more foot traffic, more street parking (detracts

from the neighborhood feel), and ultimately people will take advantage of it. No matter how many rules you put in place, people will take advantage of this

opportunity. Please do not do this.


	It is already appropriate for a homeowner to have a family member or “room mate” occupy space in their home. There needs to be strictly enforced limits on the

number of unrelated people living in a residence - ideally no more than the number of LEGAL bedrooms and absolutely no more than 3 individuals. In the case of

disabled or elderly family members a provision should allow installation of convenient bathroom and kitchen facilities but occupancy by family members must be

strictly monitored by the county. In any case where rooms in a house are tented out, the entrance to the rooms must be through the owner’s space - i.e. no

option for a separate entrance into the rented area. DO NOT DESTROY THE VALUE OF OUR HOMES BY TURNING OUR NEIGHBORHOODS INTO HIGH DENSITY

SLUMS!


	Our neighbor created an ALU within their home. The size and the location of the ALU was very close to the property line and overlooked what had been a

relatively private back yard of their next door neighbor. That next door neighbor decided to sell their house and move because of the way the new construction

impacted their property. In addition, the street is now noticeably more congested with the addition of two more cars that are almost always parked on the street

- in a neighborhood of single family homes with garages and driveways and relatively narrow streets - not really constructed for lots of street parking. The

addition of the ALU has definitely been more of a nuisance that I would have expected.
	I believe detached ALU’s need to meet easement rules for how close they can be to neighbors property line and how close they are to primary residence. I also

think that drainage and erosion studies need to be required to determine impact outside of property lines


	We need to protect green space, including on private property. We need to protect established single family home neighborhoods by limiting abilities to build

structures to accommodate large numbers of people.


	ALUs provide many benefits, such as adding to housing and affordable housing supply that is very needed in the County in this housing crisis, allow families to

care for and live together, and increase a homeowner's income for those that could be struggling to keep or maintain their mortgage. Homeowners who comply

with County's standards should be allowed to build them by-right on their property. Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to seeing this

outdated zoning code updated.


	ALUs can be beneficial for my neighborhood due to proximity to universities, good schools, and metropolitan amenities. Keeping more families in the area is a

good thing by allowing them to grow or bring in family to live is a blessing. I am part of the sandwich generation currently, and if we could build an ALU for my

parents it would be a god send. Back of napkin estimate: a new ALU build = 2 years of memory care. Additionally, as a college grad I lived in an ALU on Chicago's

Northside near Northwestern, a "coach house" above a garage. It was good transitional housing for me as a low wager earner to have a place to live. The family

homeowner built the ALU for their kids who had moved on and we all benefited, including the local economy.


	I don't see current zoning requirements as a significant hurdle to the vast majority of homeowners who want to build an ALU. No change is necessary.


	Na


	I think establishing an ALU requires careful thought and consideration. It really depends on the circumstances. Is the unit for a family member who might require

special care, or is the property owner simply trying to make money? I think each request to establish an ALU should require a hearing so all individuals, including

neighbors, can have a voice in the decision.


	The amount of land needed should be reduced to 1 acre to qualify.


	No, but thank you for being open to residents' opinions.


	The 2-year admin period is concerning, why would a homeowner spend the money for design, permit and construction only to be potentially allowed to rent their

ALU to a family member or other person with the possibility that it would be denied after two years? This is my largest concern and this admin period should be

re-evaluated.
	How will the county handle the real estate tax for accessory living units in basements since at this time only above grade sq footage is taxed but the basement

conversion to a living unit will have tenants utilizing most county services. Must require Owner reside on premises.

Code enforcement concerns are huge.


	No


	You need to be very careful about people building houses in their yard, which is what would be happening in your pictured scenarios. Maybe someone should find

some adaptive reuse for all these empty office buildings. Plenty of cities and towns have turned former work establishments into apartments.
	The current proposal treats accessory living units primarily as a tool for rental housing and density, but that is not how many homeowners would actually use

them.

My wife and I live on a 1.75-acre lot in Fairfax County in a 3,500-square-foot home. Our intention is not to create a rental property or an investment unit. We are

trying to create a multigenerational family living arrangement. We would like to sell our primary residence to our son and daughter-in-law and construct an

approximately 1,500-square-foot accessory living unit on the unused portion of our property.

This would allow us to age in place with family support while we help provide childcare for our grandchild. It keeps two generations in the community and allows

younger residents to remain in Fairfax County rather than relocate due to housing costs.

However, under the current system, this type of arrangement is effectively blocked — not by neighborhood opposition or infrastructure limitations, but by the

interaction of zoning rules and private restrictive covenants. At the same time, I pay roughly $15,000 annually in property taxes on land that I cannot reasonably

use for a modest family dwelling.

The County appears to be designing ALU policy around renters and affordability metrics, but the most natural and sustainable use of accessory units in many

single-family neighborhoods is family-based occupancy: parents, adult children, caregivers, or relatives. These uses add minimal traffic, minimal school impact,

and no speculative ownership, yet they are not meaningfully enabled under the current framework.

As written, the proposal may increase investor participation and rental activity, but it still does not provide a practical pathway for multigenerational housing,

which is one of the few ways middle-income families can remain in Fairfax County without public subsidy.

A policy that distinguishes between family-occupied accessory units and commercial rental units would better meet the County’s stated goals of aging in place,

housing stability, and workforce retention while preserving neighborhood character.

In short, the issue is not whether accessory living units should exist. The issue is whether the regulations allow responsible homeowners to use them for family

support rather than forcing them into either full rental use or not at all.

Without a workable option, many residents in our position will ultimately have to sell and leave the County earlier than planned, even though we have the land

and the family support network to remain here. That outcome neither improves housing availability nor strengthens the community.

Thank you for this opportunity to share our perspective and for considering community input!
	The process is overly complicated for homeowners and contractors. Contractors don't want to touch it and offer workarounds, so the County likely has more non�detached ALUs than it knows. If the county wants contractors and homeowners to build non-detached ALUs legally--to protect everyone--the process needs to be

simplified taking all parties into consideration. For homeowner, make the language and process accessible by using simple language. Also, for single family homes,

the county zoning should override HOAs--HOAs should not prevent home owners from having a non-detached ALU for immediate family members. They may

regulate parking, however. Lastly, let's use common sense. There is NO reason for the additional fire restrictions for a second kitchen. Everyone is living in ONE

house. If there is a fire anywhere in the house EVERYONE will be displaced. Why is it considered an additional risk? It is sufficient to ensure that the entire house

alarm system is interconnected.


	Think about the sewage increasing, the water pressure on these 75 year old pipes and the parking issue. None of this works. Besides the traffic an dangerous

speeds that are already not enforced. Not interested in living in a city.


	They should not be established in Fairfax county.


	Allowing ALUs in established residential neighborhoods without the proper upfront planning is a big mistake. The over-crowdedness that this will cause will create

the following issues, at a minimum: safety, to include fire and policing safety, strain on all utilities, transient/traffic/parking issues. This will also impact the

overall character of the neighborhood community. This is being rushed and pushed through at the expense and detriment of the current loyal, taxpaying home

owners for the benefit of a few to make an extra buck.


	No


	If the county wants more and denser housing for those who struggle to afford market rate housing, than the county should buy lots of available land, build

apartment or townhouse developments, and rent affordable housing at a break even rate. Stop trying cram apartment buildings and flop houses into single

family detached home communities.


	We appreciate the efforts of the County staff to address the affordable housing shortage. Our concerns include:

1. Not enough notice (2 days) was given for our community to provide this input, despite our participating in the Braddock District Council. We welcome the

opportunity to be more involved.

2. We would like the ability to access information about approved ALUs, perhaps on the Fairfax County property lookup website. We are only aware of one

approved ALU in our community but perhaps there are others.

3. Traffic is one of our biggest issues. Adding ALUs could conceivably worsen traffic.

4. I also own a rental townhouse in a community that is limited to 2 parking spaces per address. Adding ALUs, particularly without limitation, would be a parking

nightmare. And, since the association assigns the parking, what can they do? How does the association find out about requested ALUs? Can they have a voice in

the approval process? How do they learn about approved ALUs?

5. I am concerned about how to add ALUs to small lots with small driveways and limited on-street parking. It may not work out well.

Thank you again for the opportunity to respond. Good luck in balancing the concerns.
	No, people have enough cars not parked on their property then park in front of mine, even during storms, block MY driveway & throw road gunk on MY lawn

when they clear out their cars. They had MD license plates for YEARS, despite me reporting them regularly. So NO, they aren't real neighbors, don't care, & don't

pay car taxes. There's enough apartments, let them move there.


	1. Recommend additional outreach to civic associations and HOAs to give them the opportunity to respond.

2. Concerns for townhouse communities and others with limited parking -- e.g., adding ALUs, particularly multiple ALUs, to a community with only 2 parking

spaces per address would impact the entire community. The same applies to cul-de-sacs and smaller streets and courts in the county with limited parking

currently. All this increases traffic as well.

3. Placing external ALUs on small lots could also change the character of the neighborhood. Some neighborhoods with unpermittef ALUs damaged the home and

yard structures.

4. Associations need a way to know of requested and approved ALUs. Add information on ALUs to the Fairfax County Property lookup database.


	My community does not need the additional traffic and parking issues related to ALUs. The traffic and parking in our area is already unmanageable. Please

continue using the current rules regarding ALUs. The requirements already on the books regarding ALUs are sufficient for this area. Thank you.


	This so the worst idea I’ve seen from ffx county since I move her in 2009. All the variances on tree borders and setbacks involving new construction is an example

of how this county looks so much worse and has lost its country appearance. Look at the new developments along Braddock as an example. Can hardly see older

town homes, businesses and single family homes. New stuff has ltd tree border and makes the area less country.


	I think that we should reduce the lot size requirement - 2 acres is definitely unnecessary as the minimum. I also think that considering lot size minimums that are

different if the ALU is restricted for 60% AMI and below would be intriguing to consider, but that may receive a lot of pushback in certain neighborhoods,

especially those with larger lot sizes.


	No, thank you!; No, thank you.


	Whatever regulation Fairfax County adopts should specifically defer to existing Covenants, Restrictions, etc in HOA communities.


	I want residents and homeowners to have maximum flexibility, but for the process of building ALUs to be regulated.


	The County’s affordability rationale for ALUs is unpersuasive. In practice, the strongest public-interest case is family-based aging-in-place and elder-care—housing

a parent or older relative with dignity and proximity. That benefit, however, does not justify unbounded, poorly controlled additions that externalize costs onto

neighbors. An ALU must remain clearly subordinate to the principal dwelling: it cannot overwhelm the original structure in massing or style, nor can it materially

alter the established character of a street. Recent neighborhood examples demonstrate that, absent enforceable design and siting standards, administrative

approvals risk producing precisely the kind of dominant, character-changing additions that undermine community trust and harm everyone’s shared

environment.
	I find the most difficult questing being the minimum lot size for a detached ALU. Many other juirstriction have had this zoning for some time. It would be good to

learn of the successes and problems they have experienced.


	No


	As mentioned above the total lot size should not be the only size criteria for establishing an ALU. I suggest adding in the size of the area where the ALU is being

planned as many neighbors have large lots and small back yards so the ALU size should be based on the size of the yard where it is being built. Plus if a resident

has a large lot and already has a large primary residence then the ALU size should again be based on available area, not lot size alone.


	Try them some place else but not in my believed Virginia.


	Given the cost of living, housing affordability, family members with disabilities, and elders aging in place, opening up the possibility of building ALU’s would allow

families to care for family member with disabilities or who are aging more easily.


	ALUs on most sites jeopardize the growing traffic congestion problems that are ever growing without, or most importantly a failure to implement infrastructure

expansion to accommodate by definition, out of control density. It ignore the problem of the out of control reduction of green space. ALUs also further stress and

exacerbate out of control increases in property and school taxes, and a host of negative long-term factors.


	It seems your regulations want to allow ALUs, but the reality is there are underlying rules that are ill-defined and subjectively applied. Clarify the regulations and

train everyone to apply them equally, i.e ALU design is "subordinate" to main residence, among other definitions.


	There are already many ALUs in my Annandale neighborhood. There are many single family houses with apartments, some with more than one. Why have these

been allowed? Extra cars are already a parking problem, not to mention commercial vehicles.


	no


	This is another way to try to cram more people into overcrowded neighborhoods. Our schools, streets, sewers and other public resources can't continue to

support this. It takes resources away from existing families.


	I have an adult son with autism. I would like to build an ADU for him to gain independence. However, I have to consider the resale of my house. 2x acres of long is

ridiculous. Who has that?


	ALUs can address the needs of aging fairfax county homeowners who have paid property taxes for decades and would like to remain in the county as part of aging

in place.; ALUs address the needs of aging fairfax county homeowners who have paid property taxes for decades and would prefer to age in place. This change

would also address the affordability of housing for their children and could translate into a reduction in county resources invested for supporting senior citizens

especially if family members can be more involved in their care


	I think they should be allowed to the maximum extent for single family homes on properties of 1/4 acre or more
	 



