MINUTES OF
FAIRFAX COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 2024

PRESENT: Phillip A. Niedzielski-Eichner, Chairman, Commissioner At-Large
Timothy J. Sargeant, Vice Chairman, Commissioner At-Large
John C. Ulfelder, Parliamentarian, Dranesville District
Evelyn S. Spain, Secretary, Sully District
Mary D. Cortina, Braddock District
John A. Carter, Hunter Mill District
Alis Wang, Mason District
Walter C. Clarke, Mount Vernon District
Jeremy Hancock, Providence District
Candice Bennett, Commissioner At-Large

ABSENT: Peter F. Murphy, Springfield District
Daniel G. Lagana, Franconia District

OTHERS: Michelle K. Stahlhut, Planning Division (PD),

Department of Planning and Development (DPD)
Andrew Stone, DPD, Zoning Evaluation Division (ZED)
William O’Donnell, DPD, ZED
Weixuan Yang, ZED, DPD
Mary Ann Tsai, Branch Chief, ZED, DPD
Meghan Van Dam, Community Development Assistant Director, Department
Housing Community Development (DHCD)

Bill Hicks, P.E. Director, Land Development Services

Casey Judge, Zoning Administration Division (ZAD), DPD
Jill G. Cooper, Director, Department of Clerk Services (DCS)
Teresa Desantis, DCS

Satabdi Samaddar, DCS

Samantha Lawrence, DCS

Michelle Jordan, DCS
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COMMISSION MATTERS

The meeting was called to order at 7:32 p.m., by Chairman Phillip A. Niedzielski-Eichner, in the
Board Auditorium of the Fairfax County Government Center, 12000 Government Center
Parkway, Fairfax, Virginia 22035.

//

MINUTES APPROVAL

Commissioner Sargeant MOVED APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 29, 2024 CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COMMITTEE MINUTES.
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Commissioner Ulfelder and Spain seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0.
Commissioners Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

/!

Commissioner Cortina announced her intent to defer the public hearing currently set for April 24,
2024, on SE 2023-BR-00015, 8003 Forbes Place LLC, to a date certain of May 22, 2024. The
formal motion would be made at the April 24, 2024 Planning Commission meeting.

/!

Commissioner Spain announced that the Schools Committee would meet on Thursday, April 04,
2024, at 7:30 p.m. in Conference Room 11 of the Fairfax County Government Center. She added
that all committee meetings were advertised, open to the public, and would be televised on
Channel 16.

/!

Chairman Niedzielski-Fichner announced that the Policy Planning Committee would meet on
Thursday April 04, 2024, at 8:30 p.m. in Conference Room 11 of the Fairfax County
Government Center. The Board of Supervisors directed that the Policy Plan of the
Comprehensive Plan be updated, reviewed, and streamlined and the purpose of the committee
was to further this effort. He stated the focus of tomorrow’s meeting would be on finalizing a
comprehensive public outreach program associated with the Policy Plan update.

/

MARK-UP ON THE FAIRFAX COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP) —
FISCAL YEARS 2025 — 2029 ADVERTISED

Commissioner Sargeant made opening remarks wherein he gave a brief overview of the
development of the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) workshop. In addition, Commissioner
Sargeant thanked staff for their hard work and recognized the contributions of Martha Reed,
Amy Simon, Vrushali Oak, and Salem Bush.

Commissioner Sargeant MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVAL OF THE ADVISTISED FAIRFAX COUNTY
CIP FOR FISCAL YEARS 2025 THRU 2029, WITH FUTURE YEARS TO 2034.

Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner and Commissioner Ulfelder seconded the motion, which carried
by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Carter MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF IN THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION TO CONSIDER SETTING ASIDE A PORTION OF THE FUNDING
ALLOCATED FOR THE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS PROGRAM AS PART OF
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THE NEXT YEAR END PROCESS TO BEGIN TO PROVIDE SAFETY MEASURES AT
PRIORITIZED SITES NEAR METRO STATIONS AND OTHER ACTIVITY CENTERS.

Commissioner Sargeant seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Spain MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF TO FORMALISE THE PROCESS OF
EQUITY REVIEW WHEN MAKING AN ANNUAL CIP DECISION AND, WHERE
POSSIBLE, HIGHLIGHT COMMUNITIES OF OPPORTUNITY DASHBOARD
ASSOCIATED WITH CAPITAL PROJECTS IN THE CIP TO SUPPORT EQUITY,
INFORMED PLANNING, DECISION MAKING, AND ALIGNMENT WITH RELEVANT
FOCUS OF AREAS THAT ARE BROUGHT TO OUR ATTENTION IN THE ONE FAIRFAX
POLICY.

Commissioner Sargeant seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

At the request of Commissioner Spain, Michelle Stahlhut, Planning Division, Department of
Planning and Development gave an overview of the Communities of Opportunity Index tool that

staff utilized to identify areas concern on matters of equity and how it would benefit the County.

Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner commended Commissioner Sargeant and staff on their efforts in
putting together the CIP and the continuous improvement throughout the years.

1

ORDER OF THE AGENDA

Secretary Spain established the following order of the agenda:

1. FDPA 82-P-069-01-20 — CHICK-FIL-A, INC

2. PCA-2011-PR-023-04/CDPA-2011-PR-023- 03/ FDP-2011-PR-023-06 - CITYLINE

PARTNERS LLC

SEA 91-D-016-02 — VIRGINIA RESTAURANTS, LLC

4. CODE AMENDMENT - PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO UPDATE APPENDIX Q
(LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE) OF THE CODE OF THE
COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA

5. ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT - ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT -
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 112.2

(8]

This order was accepted without objection.
Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner recited the rules for public testimony.

/



FDPA 82-P-069-01-20 (RZPA 2023-SP-00091) - CHICK-FIL-A, INC April 03, 2024

FDPA 82-P-069-01-20 (RZPA 2023-SP-00091) - CHICK-FIL-A, INC
— Appl. to amend the final development plans for RZ 82-P-069
previously approved for a fast food restaurant with a drive through to
permit modifications to site design and development

conditions. Located on the W. side of Fair Knoll Dr. and N. side of
Fair Lakes Pkwy. on approx. 1.75 ac. of land zoned PDC and WS. Tax
Map 45-4 ((11))1C. SPRINGFIELD DISTRICT. PUBLIC HEARING.

There were no disclosures by Commission members.

Sheri L. Akin, Applicant’s Agent, McGuireWoods LLP. Reaffirmed the affidavit dated March 1,
2024,

William O’Donnell, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Development,
presented the staff report, a copy is in the electronic date file. He stated that the staff
recommended approval of FDPA 82-P-036-01-20 subject to the development conditions dated
April 3, 2024.

Ms. Akin gave a presentation on the subject application.
Commissioner Sargeant made preliminary comments on the application.

There was a discussion between Chad Baker, Applicant/Property Owner, Ms. Akins, Mr.
O’Donnell, and multiple Commissioners regarding the following:

e (Clarification on the landscaping cross sections for the area of the site located along Fair
Knoll Drive;

¢ C(larification on traffic and how that would be impacted upon completion of this project;

e Explanation that this location was already an established restaurant and was not
projecting an increase in new customers under the proposal;

e Clarification on how the operations of the additional lane would be utilized during
business hours;

e Clarification on how the workers would continue to use standard safety procedures and
protocol in place when utilizing the second drive-through lane;

e Explanation that there was a designated team member space for both lanes and a
crosswalk connecting both lanes;

e Whether it was appropriate for this location to have two (2) lanes due to the shift and
slight removal of the existing buffer;

e (larification that the western side of the buffer would be removed, but the eastern side of
the buffer would be supplemented to accommodate the difference;

e Emphasizing that the buffers were written into the Comprehensive Plans;

e Staff explained that the proposal was a minor modification to an existing development;
and

e Clarification that the traffic from the drive through lanes did not back up into the
neighborhoods and only affected the drive-through and parking field.
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Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called the first listed speaker.
Jessica Carson signed up to provide phone testimony, but she was not available.

Felicia Glapion, 12612 Fair Crest Court, Fairfax, opposed the proposed modification plan and
stated the following:

e There was miscommunication between the applicant and the neighboring community on
what was expected of the modification plan;

e Concerns that there would be another effort to increase the number of drive-through lanes
at the site to further increase capacity;

o Concerns regarding the increase of traffic issues throughout the area due to the larger
volume of customers served at the site;

e Concerns of the safety of the community due to drivers not obeying traffic signs;

e Concerns regarding the adequacy of the tree buffer; and

o A request that additional conditions be added to this project or to defer consideration to
provide the community a chance to fully understand the project.

Commissioner Clarke inquired if Ms. Glapion was a part of a homeowners association. Ms.
Glapion responded that she was not. Commissioner Clarke then followed up by asking what the
additional conditions would be that she would like to be implemented. Ms. Glapion suggested
that the additional lane be restricted to just a bypass Jane and not becoming an additional drive-
through lane. She also suggested maintaining the eXisting tree buffer.

Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called for additional speakers from the audience, but there were
none. There being no more speakers, Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called for a rebuttal
statement from Ms. Akin who stated thé following:

e Multiple attempts were made to contact both homeowners associations in the neighboring
area;

e There were other c/:ommercial users that were utilizing the main road, so it was unclear
what was causing the increase in the traffic throughout the local area; and

e The applicant had not received significant complaints regarding the traffic generated by
the existing restaurant on the site.

There was a final discussion between Ms. Akin, Mr. O’Donnell, and multiple Commissioners on
the following issues:

o Staff confirmed that including an additional drive-through lane would not require a traffic
study;

e Explanation that if the applicant were to add an ordering station to the second lane, then it
would require a new Final Development Plan;

o Clarification that the additional lane would not increase the sit-down customers to the
restaurant;

e (Clarification that the additional trees and landscaping along Fare Knoll Drive would
remain in perpetuity once the subject application was approved;
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e (larification that the signage at the site was required to remain consistent with the Fair
Lakes Comprehensive Sign Plan, noting that it was in accordance with the plan; and

¢ Clarification that there was not going to be any change to the landscaping along the Fair
Lakes Parkway.

There being no further comments or questions from the Commission and staff had no closing
remarks, Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner closed the public hearing and recognized Commissioner
Sargeant for actions on this proposed application.

/1

Commissioner Sargeant MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVE THE
FDPA 82-P-069-01-20, SUBJECT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS DATED APRIL
3,2024.

Commissioner Bennett seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

//

PCA-2011-PR-023-04/CDPA-2011-PR-023- 03/ FDP-2011-PR-023-
06 - CITYLINE PARTNERS LLC — Appl(s). to amend the proffers
and conceptual development plan and approval of a final development
plan for RZ 2011-PR-023 for Block C2, previously approved for office
and retail uses, to permit residential and retail uses and associated
modifications to proffers and site design at a 2.18 Floor Area Ratio
(FAR). Located on the S. side of Westpark Dr., E. of its intersection
with Westbranch Dr., and W. of its intersection with Jones Branch Dr.
on approx. 2.92 ac. of land zoned PTC. Comp. Plan Rec: Transit
Station Mixed Use. Tax Map 29-4 ((7)) 3A1. PROVIDENCE
DISTRICT. PUBLIC HEARING.

There were no disclosures by Commission members.

John C. McGranahan Jr., Applicant’s Agent, Hunton Andrews Kurth LLP, reaffirmed the
affidavit dated March 19, 2024.

Sunny Yang, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Development, presented
the staff report, a copy is in the electronic date file. She stated that the staff recommended denial
of applications PCA 2011-PR-023-04, CDPA 2011-PR-023-03, and FDP 2011-PR-023-06
because the applicant’s proposed cash contribution option in lieu of providing workforce
dwelling units (WDU) with the proposed development was not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.

Lynne J. Strobel, Applicant’s Agent, Walsh, Colucci, Lubeley & Walsh, P.C.; Trini M.
Rodriguez, Applicants Landscape Architect, Parker Rodriguez, Inc., and John A. Schuyler,
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Applicants Architect, FXCollaborative Architects, LLP, gave a presentation on the subject
applications.

Commissioner Hancock made preliminary comments on the applications.

There was a discussion between Mr. McGranahan, Ms. Strobel, Ms. Rodriguez, Meghan Van
Dam Community Development Assistant Director, Department Housing Community
Development, and multiple Commissioners regarding the following:

Explanation of the County’s WDU policy and the efforts by staff and the applicant to
achieve the goals of that policy;

Clarification that there would be 240 dwelling units within the building and
approximately 30 of those units would be WDU’s under the County’s existing policy;
The challenges with putting people in those WDU’s and the overall costs associated with
living in those units;

The possibility of including additional proffer language to improve current plan and
address the WDU concerns, which could include looking off site within a certain radius
of the metro to potentially meet the requirements of the policy;

Clarification that an inspection report would need to be completed and submitted to staff
if an offsite location was found for the WDU’s;

Clarification on whether the WDU’s based off the inspection report was comparable to
units that would have been provided with the proposal and, if the County accepted such
provisions, there would be a percentage reduction on the WDU contributions made;
Clarification that if the County rejected the offsite WDU’s, then it was converted back to
the financial contributions;

Clarification that financing was going to occur after site plan review, which would be
covered by the construction load once the proposal was recommended for approval;
Explanation that there be a cap of $1,000 per square-foot for the WDU’s and concern
whether that was an appropriate amount to meet the prescribed 3% threshold;
Clarification that the proffered market rate unit sales price would be no lower than $875
per square-foot;

Clarification that other measures were taken regarding unit price when looking at the
consumer price index and determining that if the project were to be adjusted at 2% per
year, then it would take approximately 15 months or a year to get approved;

Concern whether what was being proposed aligned with the County’s policy of reserving
3% of the dwelling units in a multi-family residential development for WDU’s;
Clarification on the WDU sizing and a comparison to the market rate units if they were to
be provided on-site;

Clarification that the WDU units would be approximately 1,000 square feet compared to
that of the market rate units, which would be 1,870 square feet;

Clarification that there were WDU’s included in the neighboring Arbor Row
development;

Confirmation that the Nouvelle development was a rental building on the other side of the
Monarch and that development had proffered the 20% WDU’s at the time;
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e Clarification that there was a trail easement to make a connection to the Monarch
building and the applicant would make the effort to secure what was prescribed;

e Clarification that if the applicant could not make the appropriate trail connection to the
Monarch, then alternative efforts would be planned and documented to achieve that goal;

e Clarification on the timeframe from when the units were built to secure off-site WDU’s;

e (Clarification that WDU’s could be provided off-site prior to site plan approval;

¢ Clarification regarding the $4 million budget and if it were possible to allocate adequate
funds that would meet the applicable WDU requirement;

e Explanation by the applicant that it not possible to build something within the vicinity of
the Monarch that would meet the WDU’s requirement due to Tysons being planned for
high floor area ratios (FAR) and high-rise developments;

e Concern that the project did not meet One Fairfax’s policy with regards to equity;

e Concern that it would not be equitable to put residents in a situation where they would be
priced out of their unit due to the cost of condominium fees;

e Concern that the type of housing being proffered was not financially open to diverse
populations residing in Fairfax County;

e Clarification that the affordable dwelling unit ordinance only applied to certain types of
developments and did not apply to steel and concrete constructions;

e Explanation that the issue in a steel and concrete building for WDU’s was the
condominium fees and the Virginia Condominium Act did not permit difference in fees
for residents of WDU’s;

e Staff’s justification for their WDU commitment and for deferring finalization of that
commitment until such time that a value of the proposal was determined;

¢ Staff stated that a priority would be to see units on site, as stated in the staff report;

o Staff explained that the off-site WDU’s that would be pursued under the proposal were
intended to be similar in quality to those that would have been provided within the
proposed development;

e Staff clarified that the figures that the applicant provided in terms of monetary
contributions were accurate, but the examples were non-residential or continued care
facilities so fundamentally they were different scenarios that carried different policies;

e Clarification that the applicant would offer the units to the Housing Authority at a pro
rata reduction in the amount of the contribution if a resident were to find a unit within the
metro station area at a lesser value;

e The applicant further stated that they would offer off-site units and for each unit that was
offered, there would be a proportional reduction in the contribution;

e Clarification that the maximum number of potential dwelling units was 240, which
amounted to approximately 30 WDUs, but the number of total units could potentially
decrease to 90, which would result in the number of WDU units decreasing;

e Clarification that staff took into consideration the condominium fees when setting the
affordability of WDU’s;

e Explanation that once the structure was completed, the construction for the park would
begin;

e Explanation on how the WDU contributions to the Housing Trust Fund were distributed
throughout the County;
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e Explanation on how Tysons funded projects through their own housing trust fund, which
funded projects within the geographic area of the Tysons;

e Clarification that the $10 million that was referenced in the applicant’s presentation was
used as an exchange from the housing trust fund and the overall development was
financed with over $220 million dollars from other partners;

e Staff stated that an accurate estimate of the value that might be returned to the County in
the Housing Trust Fund was not available at the moment due to not having an accurate
estimation of the sales value or sales price at settlement;

e Staff stated that their concern was that the monetary contribution needed to be tied to
where the housing market was and where the WDU value was at the time of settlement;

e Staff clarified that there was a rough draft published with revisions on the for-sale
policies of the WDU’s, but it did not address the Tysons monetary contributions;

o Staff stated that the parking fees were considerations included within the sales price
calculation over time and that they were not proposing that the applicant change it;

¢ The applicant confirmed that the construction loan would be given at the time of site plan
review and at that time, they would be doing a second evaluation of sales prices on the
condominiums, which would subsequently be made a part of the construction loan
process;

e The applicant clarified that since they do not know what the development’s final
valuation was going to be until they receive the construction loan, they would not be able
to agree to the estimation of $1,000 dollars; and

e The applicant confirmed that the money they would not spend on the site or on the
proffers would be returned to the loan.

Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called the first listed speaker.

Joshua Booth, 6232 Shackelford Terrace, Alexandria, representing YIMBY's of NOVA,
supported the proposed modification plan and stated the following:

e He supported WDU’s and highlighted their benefit; and
e He recognized the staff and Planning Commissioners on working through the issues of
this project.

Mike Dranove, Spring Hill, Fairfax, supported the subject applications. A copy of Mr. Dranove's
YouTube testimony can be viewed by contacting the Fairfax County Cable and Consumer
Services, Channel 16.

Mostafa ElNahass, 7000 Falls Reach Drive, Apartment 207, Falls Church, representing YIMBY's
of NOVA, supported the subject applications. A copy of Mr. EINahass's YouTube testimony can
be viewed by contacting the Fairfax County Cable and Consumer Services, Channel 16.

Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called for additional speakers from the audience, but there were
none. There being no more speakers, Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner called for a rebuttal
statement from staff, who declined, and Mr. McGranahan, who stated the following:
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e The neighborhood was a mixed-income neighborhood;

e Converting this office building to housing would have a measured benefit on the supply
of housing; and

e At the time of site plan review, the applicant would adjust the estimation of the values of
the units and doing so would give an accurate number for the values of the units.

There being no speakers from the audience, no further comments or questions from the
Commission; therefore, Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner closed the public hearing and recognized
Commissioner Hancock for actions on this proposed application.

/!

Commissioner Hancock MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION DEFER THE
CONSIDERATION OF PCA-2011-PR-023-04/CDPA-2011-PR-023- 03/ FDP-2011-PR-023-06
FOR AN ADDITIONAL PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 15, 2024. ANY TESTIMONY THAT
WAS PROVIDED AT THE FIRST HEARING ON APRIL 3, 2024 WILL BE INCLUDED AS
PART OF THE RECORD AND PERSONS WHO TESTIFIED ON THE FIRST HEARING ARE
ALREADY ON THE RECORD AND DO NOT NEED TO TESTIFY AT THE ADDITIONAL
HEARING.

Commissioner Hancock amended his original motion and MOVED THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS RESCHDULE THEIR MEETING DATE TO THE NEXT AVAILABLE
HEARING.

Commissioner Sargeant seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 9-0-1. Commissioners
Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting. Commissioner Bennett abstained from the
vote.

/l

SEA 91-D-016-02 - VIRGINIA RESTAURANTS. LLC — Appl. to
amend SEA 91-D-016 previously approved for an increase in height
and FAR in the C-8 District for a hotel, a restaurant and two
restaurants with drive throughs to allow site modifications, and an
increase in the number of drive through lanes at an overall FAR of
0.58. Located at 2170 Centreville Rd., Herndon, 20170 on approx.
7.86 ac. of land zoned C-8. Tax Maps 16-1 ((1)) 8 and 9.
DRANESVILLE DISTRICT. PUBLIC HEARING

There were no disclosures by Commission members.

Matthew G. Roberts, Esq, Applicant’s Agent, Hirschler Fleischer, P.C. Reaffirmed the affidavit
dated February 28, 2024.

10
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Andrew Stone, Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and Development,
presented the staff report, a copy is in the electronic date file. He stated that the staff
recommended approval of SEA 91-D-016-02.

Mr. Roberts gave a presentation on the subject application.
Commissioner Ulfelder made preliminary comments on the application.

There was a discussion between Mr. Roberts; Joseph DePascale, Applicant/Lessee; Mr. Stone;
and multiple Commissioners regarding the following:

e Discussion on how the purpose of the project was to bring the current model for the
applicant’s restaurants up to the standards of newer models while meeting the County’s
other requirements for drive-throughs;

e The applicant clarified how many lanes would be included with the proposed drive-
through;

e Explanation that the number of vehicles would stack on the site under its current
condition was approximately 8 vehicles and upon completion of the proposal, the drive-
through would accommodate up to 11 vehicles;

e The applicant stated that it would take 120 days to complete the project once the utilities
were cut off;

e Staff stated that the existing plantings along Centreville Road would not be modified to
meet current standards as it was not a concern; and

e The applicant clarified the total number of parking spots for the restaurant and the
commercial property.

There being no listed speakers, no rebuttal from the applicant, no further comments or questions
from the Commission, and staff had no closing remarks; therefore, Chairman Niedzielski-
Eichner closed the public hearing and recognized Commissioner Ulfelder for actions on this
proposed application.

/!

Prior to the motion Commissioner Ulfelder requested that the applicant confirm for the record
their agreement to the development conditions dated March 21, 2024.

Mr. Roberts affirmed agreement to the development conditions dated March 21, 2024.
Commissioner Ulfelder MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEND TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVAL OF SEA 91-D-016-02 SUBJECT TO THE
DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS DATES MARCH 21, 2024.

Commissioners Spain and Clarke seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0.
Commissioners Murphy and Lagana were absent from the meeting.

/!
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Chairman Niedzielski-Eichner stated that he would handle the next two cases; therefore, he
relinquished the Chair to Vice Chairman Sargeant.

1/

CODE AMENDMENT ~ PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO UPDATE
APPENDIX Q (LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FEE
SCHEDULE) OF THE CODE OF THE COUNTY OF FAIRFAX,
VIRGINIA - Proposed amendment to Appendix Q (Land Development
Fee Schedule) of The Code of the County of Fairfax, Virginia,
(County Code).

Pursuant to authority granted by Code of Virginia §§ 15.2-107, 15.2-
961.1, 15.2-2204, 15.2-2241(A)(9), 15.2-2286(A)(6), 36-98.3, 36-105,
62.1-44.15:28(A), 62.1-44.15:29, 62.1-44.15:54(J), the amendments
propose new fees and amendments to fees charged by Land
Development Services (LDS), under Chapter 2, Art. 1, Sec. 2-1-4
(Property Under County Control), Chapter 61, Art. 1, Sec. 61-1-3
(Building Provisions), Chapter 101, Art. 2, Sec. 101-2-9 (Subdivision
Provisions), Chapter 104, Art. 1, Sec. 104-1-3 (Erosion and
Sedimentation Control), Chapter 112.1, Art. 8, Sec. 8101.1.D (Zoning
Ordinance), and Chapter 124, Article 3 (Stormwater Management
Ordinance) of the County Code, for plan review, processing of
permits, and performing testing and inspection services.

The Building Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part I,
Section A (Standard Fees) are being changed as follows: 1) Increase
all fees by approximately 25%, 2) Eliminate the existing $0 fee related
to radiation, fallout or blast shelter; and 3) Add a Code Academy levy
of 2.0% — collected for all building development fees in Section I-A,
B,C,D,E,F,G,L1J.

The Building Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part I,
Section B (Building Permit and Other Fees) are being changed as
follows: 1) Increase all fees by approximately 25%, 2) Eliminate the
Home Improvements line item; 3) Eliminate the line item referring to
Roof Repairs, New Roof Structures, Re-siding; and 4) Add fees for
pedestrian bridges as follows: flat fee of $4200 for projects where
there is no approved masterfile, fees based on the type of construction
listed in Table 1 would apply to projects with approved master files.

The Building Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part I,
Sections C (Mechanical Permit Fees), D (Electrical Permit Fees), E
(Plumbing Permit Fees), F (Household Appliance Permit Fees) and J
(Building and Fire Prevention Code Modifications and Local Board of
Building Code Appeals Fees) are being increased by approximately
25%.

12
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SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part II,
Section A (Plan and Document Review Fees) are being modified as
follows: 1) Increase all fees by approximately 10%; 2) Eliminate
minor site plans from the Gateway Review Fee and remove language
excluding minor site plans from the Minimum Submission Review
(MSR) Fee. 3) Add a subsequent MSR Submission Fee of Previous
MSR Review Fee + 10%; 4) Add a signature set review cycle fee for
Subdivision Plans, Site Plans, and Site Plans for Public Improvements
Only, Minor Site Plans, Grading Plans, Subdivision Lot Grading
Plans, Site Plan Lot Grading Plans, Infill Lot Grading Plans, and
Rough Grading Plans, when the submission consists of 6-20 modified
plan sheets to be charged $135 + $80 per modified sheet, 5) Add
minor revision fee of $159 for Subdivision Plans, Site Plans, Site Plans
for Public Improvements Only, Minor Site Plans, Grading Plans,
Subdivision Lot Grading Plans, Site Plan Lot Grading Plans, Infill Lot
Grading Plans, Rough Grading Plans; 6) Update parking study and
parking adjustment fees and terminology to align with Zoning
Ordinance section 6100; 7) Eliminate the $0 fee related to recycling
studies; and 7) Add a $0 fee for floodplain use determinations.

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part 11,
Section B (Bonding and Agreement Fees) are being increased fees by
approximately 10%. v

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part II,
Section C (Site Inspection Fees) are being increased by approximately
10%.

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part II,
Section E (Site Permit Fees) are being modified as follows: 1) Increase
all fees by approximately 10%; 2) Add a removal/demolition fee of
$407.00 for both overhead and underground installations.

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part II,
Section F (Waiver, Exception, Modification and Exemption Fees) are
being increased by approximately 10%. No change is proposed to
items without a fee; these would remain at $0.

The Site Development Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part II,
Section G (Permits for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction

Activity Fees) are being increased by approximately 10%.

The Fees charged under Appendix Q, Part I1I: Miscellaneous Fees are
being modified as follows: 1) Eliminate Digitization Fee; 2) Increase
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Technology surcharge from 4% to 10%; 3) Eliminate Sheet
Substitution fee.

Some site and building fees are also being increased or decreased up to
an additional 1% for rounding. Miscellaneous text edits and editorial
changes are also being proposed. COUNTYWIDE. PUBLIC
HEARING.

Bill Hicks, Director of the Department of Land Development Services (LDS), presented the staff
report, a copy was in the electronic date file. He noted that staff recommended adoption of the
proposed Amendment of Appendix Q (Land Development Services Fee Schedule) of the Code of
The County of Fairfax.

There were no listed speakers, no speakers from the public, no comments or questions from the
Commission, and staff had no closing remarks; therefore, Vice Chairman Sargeant closed the
public hearing and recognized Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner for action on this case.

/!

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX Q OF THE CODE OF THE COUNTY OF VIRGINIA, AS
SET FORTH IN THE STAFF REPORT DATED MARCH 5, 2024, AND THAT THE
AMENDMENT BECOME EFFECTIVE AT 12:01 A.M. ON JULY 1, 2024.

Commissioner Ulfelder seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Lagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF TO ANNUALLY
UPDATE LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICE FEES BASED ON GENERAL COUNTY
SALARY AND BENEFIT ADJUSTMENTS AS WELL AS CONTRACT COST INCREASES.

Commissioner Spain seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Lagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF TO LOOK
COMPREHENSIVELY EVERY FIFTH YEAR AT LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICE FEES
IN RELATION TO OVERALL COST RECOVERY TARGETS.

Commissioner Ulfelder seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Lagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

//
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ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT — ZONING ORDINANCE
AMENDMENT — PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER
112.2 - amendment to Chapter 112.2 (the Zoning Ordinance) of the
1976 Code of the County of Fairfax, as follows with advertised options
in bold. The following is a descriptive summary only and does not
include every detail:

Increase zoning application and appeal fees set out in Zoning
Ordinance Table 8102.1 by up to 35 percent and rounded to nearest $5,
as authorized by Virginia Code § 15.2 2286(A)(6).

Increase the required Planned District recreation minimum expenditure
from $1,900 to up to $2,400 per dwelling unit for residential
development in the PDH, PDC, PRM, and PTC Districts, as required
by Zoning Ordinance subsections 2105.2.B(4)(b), 2105.4.B(4)(b),
2105.5.B(4)(b), and 2105.6.B(3)(b), as authorized by Virginia Code §§
15.2 1200, -2200, -2280(1), -2283, -2284, and 2286(A)(7) and (9).
COUNTYWIDE. PUBLIC HEARING.

Casey Judge, Zoning Administration Division, Department of Planning and Development,
presented the staff report, a copy of which is in the electronic data file. She stated the staff
recommended adoption of the proposed amendment.

There were no listed speakers, no speakers from the public, no comments or questions from the
Commission, and staff had no closing remarks; therefore, Vice Chairman Sargeant closed the
public hearing and recognized Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner for action on this case.

//

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT FOR ZONING APPLICATION FEES AND
PLANNED DISTRICT RECREATIONAL FACILITIES MINIMUM EXPENDITURE WITH
THE STAFF-RECOMMENDED OPTIONS AND THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
APPENDIX 1 RELATING TO PREVIOUS APPROVALS AS SET FORTH IN THE STAFF
REPORT DATED MARCH 15, 2024 AND THAT THE AMENDMENT BECOME
EFFECTIVE AT 12:01 AM., ONJULY 1, 2024.

Commissioner Bennett seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Lagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND THAT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF TO CONDUCT A
COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF ZONING FEES EVERY TWO YEARS AS PART OF THE
ZONING ORDINANCE WORK PROGRAM.
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Commissioners Bennett and Spain seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0.
Commissioners LLagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

Commissioner Niedzielski-Eichner MOVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMEND THAT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT STAFF TO REVIEW
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES OTHER THAN ACREAGE, SUCH AS DENSITY, AS
PART OF THE NEXT COMPREHENSIVE FEE AMENDMENT.

Commissioner Ulfelder seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 10-0. Commissioners
Lagana and Murphy were absent from the meeting.

//
Chaiman Niedzielski-Eichner resumed duties of the Chair.

//
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CLOSING April 3, 2024

The meeting was adjourned at 11:42 p.m.
Phillip A. Niedzielski-Fichner, Chairman
Evelyn S. Spain, Secretary

Audio and video recordings of this meeting are available at the Planning Commission Office,
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 552, Fairfax, Virginia 22035.

Minutes by: Michelle Jordan
Approved on: June 26, 2024

yrad Lol

Jacob L. Caporaletti, Clerk to the
Fairfax County Planning Commission

County of Fairfax
Commonwealth of Virginia

s
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me thisrLa/ day of AU WL 20]2,“pr

%Léﬁgﬁ:é%’h ‘T/Ls Notary Seal

Signature of Notary
Notary registration number: BOSO B}O]
Commission expiration: O O[3 1 [0 JESSICA NATALIE FUENTES-MARTINEZ
NOTARY PUBLIC
REG. #8050379
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES MARCH 31, 2027

17



18



	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18

