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Critique of Task Force Plan and Process: 
Seven Corners Visioning Task Force 

Clyde A. Miller, Citizen 

1 Introduction 

In 2012, Mason District Supervisor Penelope Gross established a task force to develop a new 

community vision of the future of the Seven Corners Community Business Center (CBC).  Gross 

described the forum as an opportunity for the community to share their ideas about the future of 

the area. As a vision was developed, future steps for implementation would be undertaken as 

appropriate.  Later, in 2013, the Board of Supervisors authorized a Comprehensive Plan 

amendment to incorporate the recommendations of the task force and encourage revitalization of 

the CBC. 

 

The draft plan amendment produced by the task force has proven to be highly controversial.  The 

proposed redevelopment foresees a transformation of the CBC, a thriving, diverse residential and 

community-serving shopping area, into a dense concentration of 7-12 story apartment buildings 

sufficient for 5500-6000 dwelling units.  The proposal has generated a substantial list of 

unresolved community concerns.  Many residents are opposed to the plan in its current form. 

 

The purpose of this paper is to review the process by which the task force was formed and 

functioned as well as the principal community concerns with the objective of understanding how 

the controversy has been created and could be resolved. 

 

Section 2 is a brief summary of the principal community concerns. Sections 3 and 4 then discuss 

the task force objective and membership.  Participant conflicts of interest and their potential 

influences on the plan are discussed in Section 5.  The plan development process is described in 

Section 6 ahead of the discussion of community concerns in Section 7. Section 8 describes the 

community petition requesting resolution of the outstanding concerns, and Section 9 laments the 

community’s lack of understanding of likely costs and benefits of Seven Corners redevelopment 

based on the task force proposal.  The conclusion and suggestions for resolution of community 

concerns are in Section 10.  The appendix provides summaries of documents referenced in this 

paper as well as noteworthy events in the plan development process. 

 

A number of documents are referenced in the text using their file name in a format similar to 

(yymmdd_Pxxx) where yymmdd is the document date and Pxxx is an abbreviated description 

such as Cpet, a community petition. A number of the documents were obtained from the county 

under the Virginia Freedom of Information Act.  One or more significant passages is highlighted 

is nearly every document to help readers find the more important material.  The referenced 

documents are available via Internet links. 

 

Finally, this document is the product of one person. While it reflects the author’s understanding 

of community reactions to the task force and its plan, it does not pretend to speak for the 

community. Every reasonable effort has been made to assure that the material presented is 

factually correct and substantiated. 
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2 Summary of Unresolved Community Concerns 

Over the past eight months, the community consistently has expressed its concerns in six 

principal areas. 

 

2.1 Excessive development density  

Floor area in the study area would be increased by a factor of five, from 1.5 million to 

approximately 7.5 million square feet, enough for 5500 to 6000 dwelling units on the 77-acre 

site.  Approximately 13,000 to 15,000 people would be living and working at Seven Corners in 

addition to those who live, work, and shop there today.  Many residents consider the proposed 

density unreasonable and potentially damaging to surrounding communities and their interests in 

Seven Corners. (Section 7.1) 

 

2.2 School capacity and overcrowding 

As explained in Section 7.3, Gross and Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS) have designated 

the SE Quadrant at Bailey’s Crossroads as the site for a new elementary school.  The school 

would accommodate the currently projected shortfall in Mason District school capacity as well 

as the additional students expected from the Seven Corners redevelopment.  Gross favors the site 

on the SE Quadrant because it would allow her to retain the Willston School site for her new 

county office building.  The task force was instructed to NOT engage with the school issue, it 

was not their concern, which explains why the issue was not addressed in task force meetings.  

County staff supporting the task force assured that plan language “comported with” Gross’s plan.  

In the 13 Jan 2015 hearing on the SE Quadrant, residents strenuously opposed use of the SE 

Quadrant site for a school. 

 

2.3 Traffic congestion 

Fairfax County has invested more than a year in developing and analyzing a road network to 

service the traffic that would be generated by the redevelopment.  Results indicate that the 

performance of the proposed network would be unsatisfactory (Section 7.2.1).  In particular, 

traffic delays on Arlington Blvd would be unacceptable as would the delays at the intersections 

of Patrick Henry with both Route 7 and Route 50. 

 

2.4 Road improvement implementation 

Traffic would overwhelm the area if roads were not improved as the study area was redeveloped.  

The task force activity has produced no assurance that necessary road improvements would be 

affordable or that they could be funded and implemented in increments paced with 

redevelopment (Section 7.2.2). 

 

2.5 Loss of low-income housing 

 County policy identifies affordable housing as housing affordable for households earning from 

60% to 120% of the area median income (AMI).  The proposed redevelopment would demolish 

589 units of affordable housing and, as a goal, construct 1000-1200 new units.  The 589 units to 

be demolished are affordable at the bottom of the income scale, at the 60% AMI level.  The 

redevelopment would provide only 140 -160 units at the 60% AMI level resulting in a net loss of 

430-450 units of low-income housing to serve the lowest income families (Section 7.4). 
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2.6 Loss of retail services 

Seven Corners is a valuable source of community-serving retail outlets and for surrounding 

neighborhoods (Section 7.5).  Notwithstanding the proposed large increase in residential and 

office floor area, retail floor area would not increase significantly, if at all.  It follows that 

services tailored to the needs of surrounding neighborhoods would diminish.  In addition, the 

accessibility of services at Seven Corners would be degraded by the crowded development of the 

site and structured (garage) parking. 

3 Task Force Objective 

The stated objective of the task force was to develop an independent community vision of the 

future of the Seven Corners CBC.  On more than one occasion, Gross assured the community 

that the task force would be “independent.”  In a Falls Church News Press article dated 6 Aug 

2014 she stated that: 
 

“….once she appointed the group, she stepped away from hands-on involvement 

because she wanted to allow them freedom to “do their own thing.” 

 

She restated her claim of task force independence before the City Council of the City of Fall 

Church on 15 Sep 2014.  Describing the status of the task force effort, Gross stressed that she did 

not tell the task force “how to end up.”  She wanted them to be “totally independent”. 1 

 

The task force plan drafted by county staff and attributed to the task force echoes the claim that 

the task force plan is a community product unfettered by outside influence.  It states that task 

force meetings were held to define a “community vision for the future” and that the guidance 

produced by their work reflects a new “community vision.” 2   

 

The task force was required to conduct its business in public charrettes3 and monthly meetings in 

order to assure transparency and community awareness of the task force activity.  Outside public 

meetings, task force members were not permitted to meet or communicate in groups of more 

than two members.  Principal results of task force deliberations were distributed to the public on 

the Office of Community Revitalization (OCR) Web site. 

4 Flawed Composition of the Task Force 

The task force appointed by Gross consisted of 15 members: seven residents of local 

neighborhoods, six representatives of owners of properties within the study area, and two 

co-chairmen.  One co-chair was the executive director of a children’s center at Seven Corners; 

the second was Mr. John Thillman, a developer. 
 

Gross selected the seven resident members personally.  In the past, the practice had been for the 

district supervisor to invite neighborhood associations affected by an activity to provide task 

force representatives.  This practice allowed associations to provide representatives reflecting 

neighborhood interests and values.  For the Seven Corners Visioning Task Force, Gross 

personally selected the neighborhood members. 

                                                 
1 http://www.fallschurchva.gov/471/Watch-City-Council-Meetings. at 7 min 50 sec. 
2 Seven Corners Proposed Plan Amendment, PA 2013-I-B2, 01/07/2015, pg 3. 
3 Charrettes are meetings in which stakeholders develop solutions to shared issues. 

http://www.fallschurchva.gov/471/Watch-City-Council-Meetings
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In Sep 2014, the community determined that Co-Chair Thillman is a vice president at Landmark 

Atlantic Holdings LLC, a diversified real estate development company, engaged in projects in 

the Seven Corners/Bailey’s Crossroads area.  From 20 August to 27 Sep 2014, a series of four 

e-mails was sent to Gross asking for background information on task force members, including 

the neighborhoods of their residences, their employers, and the businesses/industries in which 

their employers were active.  Gross refused to provide employer information on the basis that she 

considered the information “very personal.” When asked to provide Thillman’s employer, Gross 

responded that his “affiliation” was “community member,” and his “background” was 

“planning.” 

 

Task force composition was flawed.  It did not reflect the objective to develop an independent 

community vision of the future of Seven Corners.  Gross’s populated the task force with 

residents of her choosing and property owners.  She then appointed a co-chair and task force 

director professionally invested in redevelopment of the area notwithstanding the conflict of 

interest. 

5 Conflicts of Interest 

A common definition of “conflict of interest” is a set of circumstances that creates a risk that 

professional judgment or actions regarding a primary interest will be unduly influenced by a 

secondary interest.  In the context of the task force, the primary interest of participants was to 

achieve its objective, namely, the development of an independent community vision of the 

future of the Seven Corners CBC.  The project was rife with conflicts of interest. 

 

5.1 Supervisor Gross 

Gross’s evident conflicting interest was in securing the Willston School site in the Seven Corners 

CBC for the construction of a new $125M, 180,000 square feet county office building.  The 

School Board and the community have wanted to use the Willston site for a school for a number 

of years.  But Gross has pursued a counter proposal that protects her office building, a school site 

on the SE Quadrant at Bailey’s Crossroads.  In the meantime, the task force apparently was 

“instructed that schools are not the task force’s problem to address” (140611_PGem), which 

explains why the school issue was not addressed and remains an unresolved community concern. 

 

5.2 Task Force Co-Chair John Thillman 

One of developer Thillman’s conflicting interests was in selling an office building involved in 

Gross’s plan to redevelop the SE Quadrant for school use.  A second was his presumed interest 

in engaging in future redevelopment projects in the Seven Corners CBC. 

 

5.3 OCR Director Barbara Byron 

Barbara Byron’s Office of Community Revitalization (OCR) was the principal source of staff 

support to the task force.  In particular, the county program manager for the task force worked 

there.  Byron’s primary interest presumably was the development of an independent 

community vision of the future CBC.  However, she also managed the team of county officials 

and developers that produced the plan amendment for the SE Quadrant, which required her 

cooperation with Gross’s agenda for Willston and the SE Quadrant school, conflicting interests.  

To the extent that her staff was aware of the direction Gross was giving Byron, staff was 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140611_pgem.pdf
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influenced in the advice and guidance they gave the task force.  For reasons unknown, Byron 

recused herself from the SE Quadrant project at some time prior to 2 Sep 2014. (140902_FTem).  

 
5.4 County Staff 

County staff necessarily pays attention to the interests and priorities of district supervisors.  It is 

easy to understand that, in their work with the task force, they aligned their efforts with Gross’s 

agenda, including her interest in the Willston site. In a 23 Jun 2014 e-mail, one staff member, 

Elizabeth Hagg, spoke of the need to assure that the task force plan language agreed with the 

county plan to establish the new county office building, the East County Center, on the Willston 

site. (140623_RSem)  Thillman’s direction of much, if not all, of the staff’s effort was a second 

significant influence. 
 

6 Plan Development Process 

While the task force consumed two years in producing its plan, nearly all of the results came in 

the last five months, the months of controversy.  Exhibit 1 summarizes the plan development 

timeline and provides links to sections of this document that describe related events. 
 

Exhibit 1.  Plan Development Timeline 

Date Event Document Section 

11 Sep 2012 First task force meeting 6.2 

9 Apr 2013 Briefing on Summer 2012 Workshops  6.1 

27 Jun 2013 Design charrette 6.2.1 

6 Aug 2013 Charrette report: Concepts 

Landowner feedback on the concepts 

6.2.3.1 

8 Oct 2013 Charrette report: Building heights 6.2.3.2 

29 Apr 2014 Charrette report: Floor areas 

Staff recommendation to change Area C 

floor areas 

6.2.3.3 

23 Jun 2014 Community concerns re plan 6.3.1 

12 Aug 2014 Community concerns re plan  6.3.2 

9 Sep 2014 Community concerns re plan  6.3.3 

23 Sep 2013 Task force approval of plan 6.3.4 

 

The first nine months were devoted to educating and forming the task force, including a review 

of results from the Summer 2012 community workshops.  The results of the design charrette, as 

interpreted by staff, were made public over a 10-month period, 27 Jun 2013 – 29 Apr 2014.  By 

Apr 2014, 19 months of the 24-month plan development period were gone; only five months 

remained. 

 
The remaining five months were a standoff with the community expressing its concerns and 

questions on one side and Thillman and county staff on the other.  Task force members mostly 

sat silently on the sidelines. The community concerns focused on density, schools, traffic, phased 

road improvements, Area C floor areas, low-income housing, and loss of community-serving 

retail services. 

  

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140902_ftem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140623_rsem.pdf
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The development of the plan was in four principal parts as follows: 

 Summer 2012 community workshops 

 First draft 

 Controversy in Summer 2014 

 Special Working Group for Area C 

 

6.1 Summer 2012 Community Workshops 

With notices printed in four languages entitled, “Imagine Seven Corners – Your Vision of the 

Future,” Gross invited residents, property and business owners, and civic associations to two 

“visioning workshops” to share ideas about the future of the area.  The workshops were held in 

the county human services center, now the Bailey’s Upper Elementary School, on 21 May and 

18 Jun. 

 

Results of the workshops were summarized as lists of guiding principles for the future 

development of the area.  On 9 Apr 2013, county staff described workshop results to the task 

force with a briefing and an eight-page executive summary of objectives and guiding principles 

that addressed a range of topics including green space, environmental quality, housing, traffic 

and transit, pedestrian and bicycle access, retail services, and public facilities (but not schools).  
 

The two illustrations from the briefing in Exhibit 2 provide a sense of the buildings envisioned 

by the workshops, a hypothetical three-story building and Clarendon with its five-story 

apartment buildings in the background.4  In the Seven Corners redevelopment plan produced by 

the task force, these 3-5 story buildings would grow to be 7-12 stories tall. 
 

Exhibit 2. Buildings from Staff Summary of Summer 2012 Community Workshops 

6.2 First Draft 

Quality of Life and Connectivity working groups were established early in the task force process.  

The Quality of Life group was tasked with identifying issues and exploring solutions for 

addressing the more immediate quality of life issues in the Seven Corners study area.  Their 

report identified opportunities for improvements in the areas of illegal signs, property 

maintenance, litter, roadway maintenance, pedestrian features, bus shelters, and code 

                                                 
4 The briefing is available in the record of the 9 Apr 2013 task force meeting on the Mason 

District Web site http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/mason/sevencorners/. 

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/mason/sevencorners/
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enforcement.  The Connectivity WG was asked to review the overall connectivity of the Seven 

Corners area, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit. 

 

The task force divided the Seven Corners study area into the three opportunity areas A, B, and C 

shown in Exhibit 3.  Work to create a redevelopment plan for the three areas began with the first 

task force meeting on 11 Sep 2012.  The next nine months of task force effort were consumed by 

studies of the area and briefings on the broad range of subjects briefly summarized in Exhibit 4.  

Materials discussed in each meeting are available on the Mason District Web site.5 

 

The next step in the process was creation of land use (design) concepts for mixed-use 

development of the three opportunity areas. 

Exhibit 3.  Study Area Land Areas A, B, and C. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit 4.  Task Force Meetings and Principal Topics Discussed 

Meeting Date Topics 

9 Oct 2012 Planning 101 

13 Nov 2012 Demographics, development potential, parks 

11 Dec 2012 Housing analysis 

11 Jan 2013 Objectives for Seven Corners redevelopment 

12 Feb 2013 Seven Corners real estate market 

21 Mar 2013 Connectivity Working Group report, Public art 

9 Apr 2013 Future Vision Briefing (results of Summer 2012 community workshops) 

VA Tech Land Use Study for City of Falls Church 

Fairfax County Public Schools as change agents for a vibrant community 

14 May 2013 Quality of Life Working Group report 

Changing face of retail, Form-based planning,  

 

                                                 
5 http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/mason/sevencorners/ 

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/mason/sevencorners/
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Exhibit 4.  Task Force Meetings and Principal Topics Discussed (cont.) 

Meeting Date Topics 

18 May 2013 Seven Corners bus tour 

27 Jun 2013 Design charrette 

11 Jul 2013 Existing traffic conditions, Transit alternatives for Route 7 

6 Aug 2013 First summary of design charrette, Group concepts 

10 Sep 2013 Transit alternatives for Route 7 

8 Oct 2013 Draft land use concept 

12 Nov 2013 Transportation charrette 

10 Dec 2013 Kittelson presentation: Roadway geometric design, interchange evaluation 

criteria  

14 Jan 2014 Assessment of alternative interchange designs 

11 Feb 2014 County agency comments on land use alternatives 

11 Mar 2014 Transit accessible affordable housing 

Road interchange network concepts 

8 Apr 2014 Road interchange network concepts 

13 May 2014 Seven Corners interchanges 

10 Jun 2014 Dept of Planning and Zoning briefing on Comp Plan overview 

Ravenwood letter: Concerns re traffic, schools, building step-downs 

abutting neighborhoods 

Ravenwood Park letter: Concerns re funding road improvements, traffic on 

Patrick Henry, Area C floor areas 

23 Jun 2014 Community concerns re task force plan 

Comp Plan overview, transportation section 

8 Jul 2014 Task force member comments on draft plan amendment 

12 Aug 2014 Community concerns re task force plan 

Sears site (Area C) analysis 

26 Aug 2014 Community concerns re task force plan 

Area C concepts 

9 Sep 2014 Community concerns re task force plan 

Area C concepts, ring road clarifications 

23 Sep 2014 TF member comments on plan implementation, Follow-on motions 

TF approval of plan for Areas A & B 

1 Oct 2014 Follow-on motions, TF conclusion 

 

6.2.1 Design charrette 27 Jun 2013 

The charrette generated land use concepts as layouts of the opportunity areas describing the 

arrangement of buildings on each site, their uses (residential, retail, or office), and amenities such 

as shopping areas and green spaces.  The purpose was to illustrate by example the type of 

development that task force members envisioned in each area based on their knowledge and 

interests in the area as well as the training and perspective they had gained over the past nine 

months of task force meetings. 

 

Gross invited 11 people from outside the task force to participate in the charrete.  

(130607_JFem)  They had no previous association with the task force or the nine months of 

formation that had been invested in the task force team.  There was no public announcement that 

these people would participate and their participation was not acknowledged afterward in any 

report of the charrette activity.  Their presence was not disclosed. This description of their 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130607_jfem.pdf
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participation is based on county documents obtained under the Virginia Freedom of Information 

Act.  At least seven of the 11 people invited agreed to participate.  One was an urban planner 

from the City of Falls Church; a second was a residential and commercial realtor in the area.  

The remaining invitees are known by name only.   Some participants attended an evening 

orientation session on 6 Jun provided by county staff. 
 

The design charrette presumably consisted of seven resident members of the task force, six 

representatives of Seven Corners landowners, seven newcomers that Gross had invited, the two 

co-chairs, and county staff. This was not a team designed to produce an independent 

community vision of the future of the CBC.  What was the purpose of the resident members of 

the task force spending nine months in training for the design charrette if an equal number of 

uninitiated walk-ins were allowed to have as much influence on the land use design?  Bringing in 

“her people” in this way is understood as Gross’s effort to assure that the charrette outcome 

coincided with her vision of the redevelopment. 
 

6.2.2  Landowner input 

On 2 Aug 2013, Thillman sent an e-mail (130802_JTem) to Gross saying that county staff had 

proposed to present a unified overall plan for each of the opportunity areas based on charrette 

results at the 6 Aug task force meeting.  Thillman stated that he believed this was moving “too 

fast,” without the input of the landowners.  He explained that landowners had not been allowed 

to participate in charrette groups discussing their properties, and he was concerned that there 

would be a “problem” if staff recommendations were not acceptable to the landowners.  

Thillman proposed that he and “Barbara” would meet with each of the major landowners “over 

the next four weeks to lay out the proposed land use design/density and get their feedback before 

we present the overall plan.”  In the meantime, the 6 Aug task force meeting would allow each 

landowner to provide feedback on general charrette design concepts related to his property. 
 

6.2.3  Publication of charrette results 

Public disclosure of design charrette results, as interpreted by county staff, occurred in task force 

meetings over a 10-month period in three parts: 

 6 Aug 2013:  Initial summary of land use concepts 

 8 Oct 2013:  Plan view of buildings on the study area 

 29 Apr 2014:  Building floor areas 
 

6.2.3.1 Aug 6, 2013 meeting: 

On 11 Jul, Thillman sent an e-mail (130711_JTem) to JoAnne Fiebe, the OCR program manager 

for Seven Corners redevelopment, directing that the charrette minutes be “very short,” “real 

summary stuff,” mentioning who was there and what transpired.  Apparently, Thillman wanted 

time to talk with the landowners as described in Section 6.2.2.  Fiebe provided a four-page 

summary of individual ideas and major concepts developed by the three charrette groups at the 

6 Aug task force meeting.  A list of the people who participated in the design charrette was never 

made public.   
 

As described in meeting minutes, county staff summarized the plan in three principal areas: the 

Willston Multicultural Center site in Area A as a mixed-use activity center (there was no 

mention of a county building on Willston), the Seven Corners Shopping Center (Area B) as a 

second activity center and featuring an 8-15 story residential tower, and the Sears site (Area C) 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130802_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130711_jtem.pdf
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with 5-6 story office or residential buildings with ground-floor retail. The 8-15-story residential 

tower was the first mention of high-rise development in the study area.  Previously, the picture of 

five-story apartment buildings in Clarendon (Section 6.1) stood as the task force reference to the 

tallest buildings.  
 

In the 6 Aug meeting, landowners stated that current uses of their properties were profitable, 

even thriving, and that redevelopment would require substantial increases in residential densities.  

A representative of the owner of low-income housing in Area A “expressed a strong concern that 

the current plan was not realistic because the apartments …… turn a considerable profit in their 

current operation.”  The representative of the Seven Corner Shopping Center (Area B) explained 

that the center currently is “thriving” and it would be hard to redevelop short of high-rise 

construction; “most buildings would need to have ground-floor retail with up to five floors of 

residential development above.”  The owner of property in Area C expressed concern that the 

properties might not be ready for redevelopment in the near future.  The office buildings on the 

site were “fully leased and have been recently renovated.”  Moreover, “the Sears building had up 

to a 50-year land lease and was a middle-range sales performer making is unlikely as a 

redevelopment opportunity in coming years.” 
 

Apparently, there was no sense of an immediate need for redevelopment.  The buildings were in 

good condition and provided housing and services for a diverse community.  Residents and 

property owners were doing well. 
 

On 7 Aug, Thillman sent an e-mail (130807_JTem) to Gross reporting that, in his view, the 

landowner remarks in the 6 Aug task force meeting “went about as well as I had hoped,” except 

not all of the landowners attended and the Sears site “is problematic.”  In particular, the office 

building next to what is now the Bailey’s Upper school was fully occupied with good leases.  As 

an aside, Thillman mentioned that county staff wanted to move the county building mostly off 

the Willston site.  He stated, “I want to make sure that you are fully aware of it and I get your 

guidance before I let the staff move forward with it as it also involves moving the county 

building on to a lot of Mark Carriers land and we/I need to get him on board.”  He concluded the 

e-mail with, “If you have any ideas I'd also like any guidance you can give me.” 
 

On 16 Aug, Thillman sent an e-mail (130819_JTem) to JoAnne Fiebe regarding the county 

office building stating, “I was finally able to meet with Penny on the package yesterday….. I'd 

like to meet with you and if Liz is available also--not huge changes but the County Building is an 

issue and we have a suggested fix.” 

 

Gross and Thillman, with staff support, were violating the province of the task force charter to 

produce an independent community vision of the future CBC by developing an overriding 

purpose and design for the Willston site.  (Section 7.3.3) 
 

6.2.3.2 Oct 8, 2013 meeting: 

County staff provided a four-page graphical “concept draft” showing the study area covered by 

25-28 buildings, the large majority of which were 6-10 stories tall.  There was no mention of 

associated floor areas.  From this point forward, the design concept was fully committed to high-

rise redevelopment.  There is no record of how the single 8-15 story tower from the meeting two-

months earlier had become a campus of 20-odd 6-10 story buildings. The change had not been 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130807_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130819_jtem.pdf
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discussed in task force meetings or meeting minutes.  Apparently, staff had made the change 

outside task force meetings. 

 

6.2.3.3 Apr 29, 2014 meeting: 

County staff provided a table of building floor areas broken down by use (residential, retail, and 

office) for each of the opportunity areas.  Three sets of floor areas were represented in the table: 

“Existing,” “Task Force Approved (11/2013),” and “Staff Recommended.”  Presumably, the 

11/2013 floor areas had been discussed in the November 2013 transportation charrette, but the 

Apr 2014 meeting was the first time they were discussed in a monthly task force meeting and the 

first time they were published on the OCR Web site where the community could see them.  The 

November floor areas became known as the “charrette numbers.”  The origin of the Staff 

Recommended floor areas was a company interested in redeveloping Area C; they called for the 

redevelopment of Area C to be 100% residential in lieu of the mixed-use redevelopment in the 

charrette numbers.  The staff’s recommended change in floor areas had not been discussed in 

task force meetings or in meeting minutes.  Apparently, staff had made the change outside task 

force meetings.  The floor areas and the unilateral change by staff became the “match in dry 

grass” that ignited community controversy about the task force concept (the “6000 apartments”) 

and the process. 

 

It is remarkable that it took 10 months (Jun 2013 – Apr 2014) for county staff to fully disclose 

their interpretation of design charrette results in task force meetings and on the OCR Web site. 

What was the purpose of the delay? 

 

6.3 Summer 2014 Controversy 

The remaining five months of task force activity were consumed by community efforts to 

redirect the task force plan to a less dense concept and to resolve concerns about the 

consequences of redevelopment for surrounding neighborhoods. 

 

6.3.1  Jun 23 meeting 

Following the 29 Apr task force meeting, the first opportunity for community comment on the 

plan was the 23 Jun meeting.  The first draft of the task force plan amendment had been 

distributed at the 10 Jun meeting.  A second draft was distributed on 23 Jun.  Both drafts were 

based on the staff recommended floor areas for Area C in lieu of the charrette numbers.  

Notwithstanding persistent requests from the community for use of the charrette numbers, the 

numbers did not appear in any plan draft produced by staff. 

 

The building heights in the 23 Jun draft were increased to 7-12 stories from the 6-10 stories in 

the 8 Oct concept draft.  There had been no discussion in task force meetings or meeting minutes 

of increased building heights.  Apparently, staff had made the change outside task force 

meetings. 
 

On the Willston issue, the 10 Jun draft listed public facilities that might be established at 

unspecified locations in the study area, that is, anywhere within Areas A, B, and/or C.  The 

public facility uses listed included a government center, a cultural center, a community center, 

and a transit facility.  In the 23 Jun draft, an East County Government Center office building was 

referred to by name in two places: as a redevelopment option for Area A, the Willston Village 

Center, and as an "envisioned" redevelopment of the Willston Multicultural Center in Sub-Unit 
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A-3.  County staff supporting the task force was working with other county offices to assure that 

language in the task force plan “comported with” county plans to locate the office building on 

the Willston site. (140623_RSem)  The change from the mixed-use activity center described in 

the 6 Aug meeting to the county office building had not been discussed in task force meetings or 

in meeting minutes.  Apparently staff had made the change outside task force meetings. 
 

During the 23 Jun meeting, 20 residents and association representatives expressed concerns 

about the task force concept and the process used for its development.  Principal concerns were: 

 Excessive density/intensity of development 

 Traffic, including cut-thru traffic in neighborhoods 

 Overcrowding in schools 

 County’s ability to fund and implement road improvements paced with development 

 Need for community to have more effective opportunities to comment on the plan, including 

the need for more time to review and comment 

 

Ravenwood submitted written comments (140610_CMcltr) as did Ravenwood Park 

(140609_JIltr). Community comments are summarized in the 23 Jun 2014 meeting minutes on 

the Mason District Web site. 

 

JoAnne Fiebe, the OCR program manager, sent Thillman an e-mail (140611_PGem) describing 

her concern about “very consistent” community concerns that “have the ability to derail the 

process.”  The concerns included schools, traffic, and the Area C floor areas. 
 

6.3.2  Aug 12 meeting 

Eleven community members voiced their concerns at the next public comment session, during 

the 12 Aug task force meeting.  In addition, Mr. Jeffrey Platenberg, Fairfax County Public Schools 

Assistant Superintendent for Facilities and Transportation Services, stated that the task force plan 

would require a new elementary school as well as future capacity enhancements to the middle and 

high schools serving the area. 
 

Six neighborhood associations addressed a six-page letter to Thillman dated 12 Aug 

(140812_Cltr) expressing concerns regarding: 

 Phasing of transportation improvements 

 Traffic 

 Density/intensity of development 

 School capacity deficits and overcrowding 

 Provision of adequate community-serving retail 

 Green space, tree cover, and the environment 
 

Thillman did not respond to the 12 Aug letter. 
 

A new draft of the task force plan dated 12 Aug was distributed in the meeting.  It continued the 

use of the staff recommended Area C floor areas in lieu of the charrette numbers and repeated 

the description of the East County Government Center that first appeared in the 23 Jun draft.  A 

number of community members expressed concern, even outrage (140814_CMcem), that the 

task force plan continued to use the staff recommended floor areas.  It appeared as though the 

task force would not respond to community requests to return to the charrette numbers. On 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140623_rsem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140610-cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140609_jiltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140611_pgem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140812_cltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140814_cmcem.pdf
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17 Aug, Gross sent an e-mail (140817_PGem) to Thillman stating, “A lot of neighbors are not 

very happy with you, and I need to understand what is going on. I will call you in the morning.” 
 

There followed two meetings of community representatives with the task force “administration,” 

one with Gross and one with Thillman.  The community report (140818_DRrpt) of the 18 Aug 

meeting with Gross noted that it was attended by 12 representatives of six neighborhood 

associations plus Mason District Council.  Residents expressed concerns about the task force 

timeline, Co-Chair Thillman’s leadership style, and the lack of task force response to community 

concerns.  There was an appearance that the task force was driving to a preordained conclusion.  

Gross noted that meetings had been added to the schedule in response to community requests.  

At the same time, she said that she appointed the task force and then stepped aside to allow them 

to do their work.  She supported John Thillman and his ability to run the task force on schedule.  

The meeting included discussion of specific issues, including phasing road improvements with 

development.  On the possibility of placing a school on the Willston site, Gross was reported to 

have stated that she had never received a request to revert the Willston school back for use as a 

public school. 
 

Five community members attended the 29 Aug meeting with Thillman.  According to the 

meeting report (140829_DRrpt), they expressed their distrust of the task force process and their 

“elected officials” as well as their interest in smart development at Seven Corners.  Thillman 

stated that he was eager for the process to come to its scheduled conclusion.  Implementation, the 

floor area issue in Area C, traffic, and the proposed high density of development were the main 

topics discussed.  The meeting report contains the following regarding the density of 

development proposed by the task force plan: 
 

When asked where the density numbers came from, JT (Thillman) said the rule of thumb for 

residential density in redevelopment is 3.5 to 4 units for every 1 residential unit replaced. As 

for the Sears and Seven Corners Center parcels, where there are no residential units at all, 

JT stated that the density numbers originated with the property owners as estimates of what 

would be profitable. We did not talk about whether the staff or the other Task Force 

members pressed these owners to justify their numbers, or if the Task Force members 

discussed whether or not the density favored by the property owners support the vision of 

‘live work play’ -- nor did JT offer any further explanation of residential density numbers at 

the Sears site, after being asked several times. 

 

6.3.3 Sep 9 meeting 

Representatives from five neighborhood associations and 13 individuals offered comments on 

the task force plan at the 9 Sep meeting.  Concerns expressed focused on: 

 The planning process and the community’s long list of unanswered questions; more time was 

needed for resolution 

 Skepticism about community benefits to be derived from the redevelopment and the apparent 

lack of community-serving amenities  

 High density of development proposed and resolution of the Area C floor area issue 

 Phased implementation of transportation improvements paced with development 

 Traffic congestion 

 School capacity shortfall and overcrowding 

 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140817_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140818_drrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140829_drrpt.pdf
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Recognizing that the task force intended to vote on their plan at the next meeting, Ravenwood 

submitted a two-page list of 10 questions/concerns that they asked the task force to address 

before they voted. (140909_CMcltr) 

 

6.3.4  Sep 23 meeting 

At the next meeting, county staff distributed another draft of the task force plan.  A principal 

change added a note on the final page stating that the Comprehensive Plan Map was to be 

modified to show the East County Center office building on the Willston School site (Tax Map 

Parcel 51-3((18))1)  This was the first time that a task force plan draft unequivocally showed the 

building on the school site.  The change had not been discussed in a task force meeting or in 

meeting minutes.  Staff made the change outside task force meetings. 

 

Thillman announced that the task force had not been able to reach agreement on Area C.  

Therefore, Gross had decided that a working group would be established to continue work on 

that issue.  In the meantime, task force members were asked to approve the plan for Areas A and 

B notwithstanding the outstanding questions/concerns that the 9 Sep Ravenwood letter asked the 

task force to address and notwithstanding the unresolved community concerns expressed in 

earlier meetings and documents.  All 11 task force members present agreed to approve their plan 

for Areas A and B.  In approving the plan, a number of task force members expressed 

reservations, in particular, about the loss of low-income housing.  None of the reservations was 

recorded in minutes of the meeting. 

 

6.3.5 MDC forum on task force plan 

On 7 Oct 2014, the Mason District Council held a community forum attended by 150 people to 

hear and discuss the plan developed by the task force.  The county staff presentation avoided a 

description of the high-density redevelopment plan and its controversial features (e.g., the 6000 

apartments), and it did not address the community concerns that had been raised.  It focused 

instead on redevelopment objectives and the plan development process. Eighteen residents 

voiced concerns at the microphone.  Most of the concerns expressed related to schools.  

(141023_DSrpt)  An e-mail was sent to Gross protesting the paucity of information provided by 

staff on the redevelopment plan. (141008_CMem) 

 

6.4 Special Working Group for Area C 

The Area C Special Working Group (SWG) was comprised of eleven residents, nine of whom 

were selected by their neighborhood associations at Gross’s invitation.  The chairman of the 

SWG was a resident selected by Gross.  The composition of the SWG and the method by which 

it was populated were an improvement over the exclusive task force formation process. 

 

The first meeting of the SWG was on 29 Oct 2014.  They held their design charrette on 19 Nov. 

True to form, Gross invited 6 walk-ins to participate in the charrette: one resident, one pastor, 

two business owners, a condominium president, and the chairman of her land use committee.  It 

was another intrusion by Gross into the deliberations of a supposedly independent community 

working group.  Why was it not sufficient to allow the SWG members alone to formulate the 

land use design for Area C? 

 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140909_cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141023_dsrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141008_cmem1.pdf
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The design charrette divided SWG members and the walk-ins into three teams, each supported 

by county staff.  Each team developed a land use design for Area C including a layout of 

buildings and the percentage of floor area to be allocated to retail, office, and residential uses.  

The predominant influence of county staff working with the teams was to press for high-density 

concepts. The percentage of residential floor area proposed by the teams ranged from 45-70%. 
 

At the 20 Jan SWG meeting, staff presented a concept for Area C said to be based on charrette 

results.  It called for 685,000 square feet of floor area on the site.  Staff proposed that 84% of the 

floor area would be residential, substantially higher than the 45-70% range proposed by the 

charrette teams.  The SWG did not accept the proposal. 
 

The SWG completed its task on 4 Mar 2015 with a final concept of 530,000 square feet of floor 

area, 75% residential. 

 

6.5 Town Hall Meeting with Gross 

On 19 Feb 2015, Gross hosted a community meeting at Bailey’s Elementary School to discuss 

redevelopment plans for Seven Corners.  Approximately 50 residents came out on a bitterly cold 

winter evening to participate.  County staff provided a 20-minute briefing emphasizing 

redevelopment objectives and features desired while (again) avoiding the controversial subjects 

of high density redevelopment, projected traffic congestion, impacts on schools, and the loss of 

low-income housing. 
 

Seventeen residents expressed their concerns at the microphone.  The issues were familiar and 

little different from those consistently expressed by residents over the past eight months.  The 

meeting was an opportunity to hear first-hand Gross’s responses to the issues.  Frequently, in lieu 

of providing constructive answers to questions, she dubbed the plan a “40-year” plan and 

deflected the question with the notion that, whatever the answer, most of us won’t be here to 

experience it.  But the plan is NOT a 40-year plan, and it is not helpful to regard it as such. Two 

observations: 

 The plan must be a good plan for today.  Elements of the plan, possibly all of it, could be 

implemented within the next 5-8 years.  Nothing requires a 40-year waiting period.  If there 

is little or no confidence that the plan is a good plan for today, then it’s not an acceptable 

plan.  Similarly, it is not an acceptable plan if fundamental questions cannot be answered in 

today’s terms. 

 The plan certainly is NOT a 40-year plan in the sense that in 40 years the plan will be 

different.  State law requires the Comprehensive Plan to be revisited every 5 years.  

Whatever plan may come from the task force effort, it surely will be revised several times 

before 40 years transpire. 

7 Explanation of Community Concerns 

Community concerns principally are in 5 categories: 

 Density of development 

 Traffic 

 Schools 

 Low-income housing 

 Community-serving retail services 
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7.1 Density of Development 

The task force plan would add more than 5.2 million square feet of residential floor area and 

1.1 million square feet of office space to the study area.  The added residential space, at 1000 

square feet per apartment and 1.9 residents in each (the Washington metro average), would be 

sufficient to add nearly 10,000 people to the population living in the study area.  The office space 

would be sufficient for nearly 5,000 workers.  Altogether, the proposal would produce 13,000 to 

15,000 people living and working on the 77-acre site in addition to the people living, working, 

and shopping there today. 

 

On 12 Aug 2014, six neighborhood associations and the Mason District Council sent a letter 

(140812_Cltr) to task force Co-Chair Thillman showing that the proposed residential density is 

two to three times the density found at current redevelopment projects in the county, including 

projects that are within one mile of Metro stations and projects that have much smaller land 

areas. 

 

The proposed density seems unreasonable.  No understanding was developed within the task 

force activity regarding how such a population could be accommodated on the site. The rationale 

for the high-density proposal solely is the profit motives of landowners described in Sections 

6.2.2 and 6.3.2 above.  As described in Section 6.2.3.1, on 6 Aug 2013, the owner of the Seven 

Corners Shopping Center property remarked that redevelopment would require ground-floor 

retail with up to five stories of residential above, a maximum of six stories.  The task force 

proposal is 7-12 stories. 

 

7.2 Traffic 

Fairfax County DOT led the task force through an extensive transportation planning exercise 

launched by a transportation charrette on 12 Nov 2013 and concluding with a transportation 

study report dated Jun 2014.  The study recommended the construction of a road network based 

on a “ring road” around the current complex intersection of Arlington Blvd, Wilson Blvd, 

Leesburg Pike, and Sleepy Hollow Rd. 

 

Community concerns are focused on 3 principal issues: 

 The transportation study is based on speculative assumptions, in particular, regarding 

network roadway alignments and traffic demand. 

 The study shows that network performance would be unacceptable in critical areas. 

 The task force activity produced no information providing confidence that the roadway 

improvements are affordable and could be phased with redevelopment in order to 

accommodate the increased traffic demand. 

 

7.2.1  Study assumptions and results 

A Dec 2014 resident review of the FCDOT transportation report identified a number of 

limitations both in the assumptions that had been made and in the performance of the network.  

In particular: 

 Some critical intersections were heavily congested and operated at unacceptable levels of 

service. 

 The traffic demand increase associated with the task force land use concept seemed too small 

given the additional 6 million square feet of floor area in the study area. 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140812_cltr.pdf
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 There was no analysis of cut-thru traffic, in particular, regarding the degree to which 

congestion in the study area would significantly increase cut-thru traffic in adjacent 

neighborhoods. 

 Castle Rd was not modeled correctly nor were the peak hour traffic restrictions on North 

Roosevelt St. 

 The road network featured broad boulevards to carry traffic, but broad boulevards imply 

extended pedestrian crossing times that would impede traffic in a pedestrian-rich 

environment.  It was not clear that pedestrian crossing times had been modeled accurately in 

the analysis.  

 

FCDOT submitted their Jun 2014 transportation study to Virginia DOT for review on 17 Jul and 

received in response 38 VDOT comments with a request for revisions to the report.  FCDOT 

submitted their response to the VDOT comments on 4 Dec 2014.   

 

On 23 Jan, VDOT completed their second review of the transportation study concluding with a 

second request for revisions.  Amongst VDOT’s 28 comments requiring resolution, the following 

seem most significant: 

 The failure of intersections along Rt. 50 to operate adequately (i.e., Level of Service E or 

better) should be addressed. 

 Verify the traffic pattern on N. Roosevelt St.  Is it one-way or two-way during peak hours? 

 Why doesn’t the analysis include volumes, travel demand, etc. for Patrick Henry Drive?  

Patrick Henry Drive is an integral part of this Plan and within the Study Area. 

 The easterly half diamond interchange may not be geometrically feasible. 

 Were intersection spacing and access control analyzed? 

 The increase in traffic volume demand assumed in the study seems too small given that the 

task force land use concept adds 5000 dwelling units and 1 million square feet of office 

space. 

 

FCDOT responded to the 23 Jan VDOT comments on 3 Mar 2015. 

 

To date, the traffic study has failed to show that the ring-road network would be capable of 

successfully carrying the traffic volume imposed by the proposed high-density redevelopment of 

Seven Corners. 

 

7.2.2 Phased construction of roadway network 

Understandably, the community has been clear that adequate road improvements should be 

constructed and in service by the time redevelopment generates a significant increase in traffic 

demand.  Three related issues remain unresolved: 

 No cost estimate for the proposed roadway network has been provided by FCDOT, not even 

a rough order of magnitude estimate.  Consequently, no information is available regarding 

affordability, the feasibility of funds being provided, or the expected sources of the funds.   

 Redevelopment almost certainly would occur in phases; the road improvements would need 

to do the same.  Yet the ring road, the centerpiece of the proposed network, seems of one 

piece.  FCDOT has not demonstrated that it would be feasible to implement the proposed 

network incrementally as redevelopment occurs. 
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 The proposed network depends upon major links that would be constructed on private 

property outside the redevelopment area.  In particular, construction of the ring road segment 

between Arlington Blvd and Wilson Blvd would require demolition of either the recently 

renovated Corner Shopping Center or several buildings of low-income housing.  How could 

the segment be constructed if these landowners refused to sell their properties? 

 

In summary, there is no confidence that the road improvements proposed would be affordable 

and funded, that the network could be implemented in increments paced with redevelopment, or 

that the necessary private properties could be acquired.  

 

7.3  Schools 

It is generally agreed that public schools in Mason District are not in satisfactory condition.  The 

principal dimensions of the issue are swelling student population, overcrowded schools, and 

inadequate funding.  It seems certain that a ten-fold increase in population at Seven Corners 

would make matters worse. 

 

Comprehensive Plan policy protects schools from growth.  It stipulates that growth and new 

development should be held to a level consistent with the adequacy and accessibility of existing 

schools and phased in accordance with the community’s ability to provide new ones.  Growth 

should not be allowed to overwhelm the quality of schools.  In particular, specific plans for 

school facilities should be in place before plans for population growth are adopted.6    

 

Furthermore, the plan provides that schools are to be located in safe, aesthetically pleasing areas 

conducive to pedestrian access.  Commercial areas are to be avoided.7 

 

The School Board solely has the power to select school sites and determine how school 

properties shall be used.8 

 

7.3.1 Requirement for a new school 

On 22 Nov 2013, Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) asked FCPS to 

comment on the task force plan for redevelopment of Seven Corners.  In response, FCPS sent 

DPZ a letter dated 23 Jan 2014 stating that the redevelopment would require the dedication of an 

elementary school site and additions to other schools.  FCPS updated their analysis in a letter to 

DPZ dated 25 Apr 2014 with the same conclusion. 
 

The community’s frequently expressed concern about schools was based of its recognition that 

an immediate challenge was and is to dedicate a school site to accommodate the additional 

students that Seven Corners redevelopment would generate.  As mentioned earlier, the task force 

apparently had been “instructed that schools are not the task force’s problem to address.”  

(140611_PGem)  Consequently, the task force was making no progress on the issue. 

 

                                                 
6 Comprehensive Plan, Policy Plan, Public Facilities, pg 1-3. 
7 Ibid, pg 6-8. 
8 Ibid 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140611_pgem.pdf
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7.3.2  Willston school site 

The five-acre Willston School site above Arlington Blvd opposite Seven Corners is one of the 

few remaining county-owned parcels in Mason District suitable for a school.  The school 

building on the site is used today as a multicultural center.  Prior to 1983, the site belonged to the 

School Board; it is now owned by the Board of Supervisors. 
 

On 8 Dec 2014, Fairfax County School Superintendent Karen Garza sent a letter to County 

Executive Edward Long affirming the need for the Willston site to be returned to Fairfax County 

Public Schools for use as a school.  The letter noted that “Fairfax County Public Schools staff 

and Board members, including Sandy Evans, have articulated the need for Willston on many 

occasions over the past two to three years.” 
 

Over the years that the School Board was asking for the Willston site, children at Bailey’s 

Elementary sat in 19 trailers.  Last fall, relief of sorts was provided by opening Bailey’s Upper 

Elementary in a converted five-story office building on blacktop in a commercial district on the 

opposite side of Seven Corners.  The $20M school has no gym, no auditorium, and no green 

space, and it does not comply with Comprehensive Plan policy discouraging the placement of 

schools in commercial areas or in areas that are not conducive to pedestrian access.  At the 

Bailey’s Upper ribbon-cutting ceremony on 15 Oct 2014, Gross stated that she and Sandy Evans 

had been looking for a new school site for the past four years and had come upon the converted-

office-building solution by “thinking outside the box.”  She hailed the “urban school” as a new 

“gold standard” for Mason District schools recognizing the scarcity of vacant land and an 

increasing school population as a consequence of population growth.  Many residents find the 

school inferior and not suitable as a “standard” for the future. 
 

Gross has claimed the Willston School site for a new $125M East County Center office building 

for which there is no demonstrated need.9  Last Jan, the Mason District Council posted a petition 

asking Gross to take immediate action to ensure that the Board of Supervisors returns Willston to 

the School Board.10  To date, the petition has 559 signatures. 
 

In an 18 Dec Fairfax Times article (141218_FTart), Gross justified her claim to the Willston site 

with the statement that “the county” sees other solutions to the school system’s tight squeeze, a 

school site on the SE Quadrant on Columbia Pike at Bailey’s Crossroads.  At the 19 Feb town 

hall meeting, (Section 6.5), Gross mentioned that she might be willing to share some part of the 

site with the School Board, perhaps for a pre-K facility.  She provided no justification for her 

continued refusal to comply with the School Board request and the evident will of the 

community to return the site for school use. 
 

7.3.3   Proposed school site on the SE Quadrant 

In Nov 2013, Barbara Byron, director of the county Office of Community Revitalization, had 

assembled a team with a two-part mission: (131119_BBem) 

                                                 
9 https://sites.google.com/site/masondistrictcouncil/willston-resolution/education-should-be-a-

top-priority 
10 https://www.change.org/p/pat-herrity-put-the-children-first-return-the-former-willston-school-

site-to-the-fairfax-county-school-board 

 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141218_ftart.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/131119_bbem.pdf
https://sites.google.com/site/masondistrictcouncil/willston-resolution/education-should-be-a-top-priority
https://sites.google.com/site/masondistrictcouncil/willston-resolution/education-should-be-a-top-priority
https://www.change.org/p/pat-herrity-put-the-children-first-return-the-former-willston-school-site-to-the-fairfax-county-school-board
https://www.change.org/p/pat-herrity-put-the-children-first-return-the-former-willston-school-site-to-the-fairfax-county-school-board
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 Redevelopment of the SE Quadrant site adjacent to Radley Acura on Columbia Pike at 

Bailey’s Crossroads with an “urban school” and a multi-family residential development 

(apartment building) 

 Redevelopment of the Willston site to incorporate the East County Government Center  
 

Byron’s team included:  

 Supervisor Gross 

 John Thillman, task force co-chair and vice president at Landmark Atlantic Holdings 

 Scott Herrick, president of Landmark Atlantic Holdings 

 Jon Cox, senior vice president, Avalon Bay 

 Jeffrey Platenberg, FCPS Assistant Superintendent for Facilities and Transportation 

As mentioned earlier, Byron recused herself from the team at some time prior to 2 Sep 2014. 
 

The list of team tasks at the 18 Nov 2013 meeting included three tasks pertinent to the Seven 

Corner task force effort: 

 Establish a timeline for construction of a school on the SE Quadrant 

 Developers negotiate financial proposal with schools 

 Identify a relocation site for the Willston day care center - a task that was assigned to the 

Seven Corners task force 
 

In Jun 2014, Avalon Bay submitted a rezoning application to permit a 251-unit multi-family 

(apartment) building and an elementary school to be constructed on the SE Quadrant.  On 1 Jul, 

Gross asked the Board of Supervisors to authorize an out-of-turn plan amendment to allow the 

rezoning application to be processed and approved.  The Board hearing that approved the plan 

amendment occurred on 13 Jan 2015.  The amendment was fast-tracked through the county approval 

process. No opportunity whatsoever was provided for public review and comment.  

 
During the 13 Jan hearing and in written comments, the community strongly opposed the plan 

amendment on the basis that the site is not suitable for a school.  The high-rise school would be 

confined to a 2-acre lot shoehorned onto the curb of Columbia Pike in a busy commercial district.  

There would be no useable green space for the children; recreation space would be on the roof of the 

garage.  Moreover, the location would not be a safe destination for children walking to and from 

school.  Residents emphasized the Comprehensive Plan policy that schools are to be located in 

aesthetically pleasing areas that are conducive to pedestrian traffic; commercial areas are to be 

avoided.  It was pointed out as well that few would select such a school for their children where a 

school with green space in a suitable location was available, and the Willston site was and is 

available to accommodate such a child-friendly school.  All to no avail.  Gross made a motion 

that the Board approve the plan amendment; the vote to approve her motion was unanimous.  

One resident called it “a slap in the face.” 

 
The staff report supporting the plan amendment noted that Avalon Bay had entered into negotiations 

to purchase the Bailey’s International Center in order to fill in the east end of the parcel to be 

redeveloped.  According to a 16 Jan Washington Post article (150116_WPost), the Bailey’s 

International Center is co-owned by Scott Herrick, a member of Byron’s SE Quadrant team and 

president of Landmark Atlantic Holdings where task force Co-Chair Thillman holds a position as 

vice-president.  The Post noted that Thillman functioned as an agent for Herrick on filings for the 

project. 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/150116_wpost.pdf
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7.3.4  FCPS endorsement of the SE Quadrant school site 

On 19 Aug 2014, task force Co-Chair Thillman sent an e-mail (140819_JTem) asking FCPS to 

revise their 25 Apr school needs assessment described in Section 7.3.1.  He asked that the 

revised assessment assume the existence of the school site on the SE Quadrant.  The revised 

FCPS assessment dated 4 Sep 2014 (140904_FCPSltr) complied and concluded: 
 

In consideration of projected conditions at surrounding schools, as well as the impact 

that redevelopment would have on school facilities in the Seven Corners area, the 

dedication of an elementary school site and additions to schools serving the development 

would be necessary to increase school capacity in this area. 
 

FCPS is currently working with the elected officials and have identified a potential 

elementary school site in the Bailey's Crossroads area. A new elementary school in this 

area would address current and projected elementary level capacity challenges. It is 

important to note that this potential school site has not been finalized yet. Also, prior to 

the opening of this new school, a boundary study needs to be undertaken to establish the 

attendance areas for the school. 

 

The FCPS endorsement that the SE Quadrant location “would address” capacity challenges is not 

supported by the community or the School Board and violates the Comprehensive Plan policy 

that schools should not be located in commercial districts.  Nonetheless, it is clear from the 

events described and the Fairfax Times article that Gross is determined that the site is to be used 

for a school.  No alternative site is under consideration. 

 

The process by which the county selected and FCPS endorsed the SE Quadrant school site was 

hidden completely from public view.  No opportunity was provided the community to review 

and comment on the plan amendment prior to Board approval.  The task was not told that the SE 

Quadrant team would provide the school site needed to accommodate the additional students 

from the Seven Corners redevelopment.  FCPS first informed the School Board of the school site 

at a work session on 10 Nov, two months after FCPS had endorsed it.  The county took it upon 

itself to select and endorse the site with no consideration of the views of the community or the 

School Board.  This cannot be the Fairfax Way of selecting school sites for the community’s 

children and preserving neighborhood property values. 
 

7.4 Loss of Low-Income Housing 

The task force plan would demolish 589 dwelling units of low-income housing in Areas A-1 and 

A-2.  These units are affordable for families earning as little as 60% of the area median income 

(AMI).  They are within walking distance of shopping, transit, and medical services; and, of 

course, they are located inside the Beltway.  Housing this valuable to the low-income community 

is rare in Fairfax County. 
 

The task force plan calls for the 589 units to be replaced and for 12-15% of the new units in 

Areas A-3, B, and C to be affordable housing.  All of the new construction would be expected to 

be priced on a specified affordability scale ranging from 60% to 120% AMI.  For example, 13% 

of the units would be affordable at the 60% AMI level, 20% would be affordable at the 70% 

level, etc.  Consequently, of the 589 units demolished, only 13% of the replacements (77 units) 

would be priced for the 60% AMI community.  The remaining 512 units would be more 

expensive.  For the entire study area with 5500-6000 dwellings, only 140 to 160 of the units 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140819_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140904_fcpsltr.pdf


Task_Force_Plan_RevD  16 Mar 2015 

 Page 23 of 29 

would be affordable at the 60% AMI level, a net loss of 430 to 450 units. 
 

The loss of low-income housing was a discussion item in task force meetings.  One member, a 

developer of affordable housing, lamented the loss.  He argued that Seven Corners 

redevelopment was an opportunity for the county to demonstrate how low-income housing can 

be protected from the losses characteristic of redevelopment projects.  Co-Chair Thillman’s 

response was that affordable housing is a policy matter for the county to decide, a topic outside 

the purview of the task force. 
 

7.5 Loss of Community-Serving Retail Services 

Seven Corners today is a thriving neighborhood shopping center.  It provides retail outlets that 

surrounding families and households require and enjoy for day-to-day needs such as groceries, 

clothing, housewares and hardware, fabric and craft supplies, books, even haircuts.  Included are 

a post office, a UPS store, and a number of popular pubs and casual/family restaurants.  

Typically, the parking lot is full, and shops and restaurants are busy.  It’s thriving. 
 

Some people point to the absence of “better shopping” that years ago was available at Seven 

Corners as evidence that the center is declining and approaching collapse.  But the Woodies, 

Garfinkles, and Lord & Taylor stores that were there 25 or 30 years ago didn't so much leave the 

community as the community left them when Tysons Corner and Tysons Galleria mushroomed 

just a few miles north on I-495.  Woodies, for example, was at Seven Corners thru the late 80's at 

which point Tysons Corner Center was expanding (added second level and upscale stores in 

1988) and Tysons Galleria opened (1988).  As Tysons developed, the community of Seven 

Corners shoppers moved its higher-end shopping there where the number and variety of stores 

were far greater than anything possible at Seven Corners.  Today there are 300 stores at Tysons 

Corner and more than 120 at Galleria.  When Woodies et al moved out, Seven Corners 

effectively reinvented itself.  It has continued to serve the community as a vital, accessible, and 

convenient shopping center. It is one of the attractions of living in the area. 
 

Appropriately, the Comprehensive Plan states that areas providing community-serving retail and 

service uses should be reserved and conserved.11  Loss of the shopping services currently 

available at Seven Corners would diminish the community’s quality of life.  It is important to the 

community that they are protected. But they are jeopardized both by the limited retail floor area 

in the task force plan and developers’ preferences for high density residential floor area at the 

expense of accessible retail.  The unhinging of the task force process in Summer 2014 came 

when staff changed the Area C floor area to 100% residential, replacing two office buildings that 

long have provided the community essential medical services and Sears with high-rise 

apartments.  Fortunately, the community did not accept the proposal. 

8 Community Petition for Resolution of Concerns 

In Oct 2014, 440 residents signed a petition (141024_Cpet) asking Gross to expand the charter of 

the Area C special working group to include resolution of community concerns with the task 

force plan for Areas A and B, in particular, the concerns summarized in the 12 Aug 2014 letter to 

Thillman (Section 6.3.2). 
 

Gross has not responded to the petition. 

                                                 
11 Comprehensive Plan, Policy Plan, Land Use, pg 5. 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141024_cpet.pdf
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9 Uncertain Community Benefits of Redevelopment 

During the community comment period at the 12 Aug 2014 task force meeting, one resident 
asked that a cost/benefit analysis of the plan be shared with the community. He said there is a cost of 

new development to the community in terms of the quality of life, pollution, density, traffic, and 

schools. He said there should be a transparent discussion of community costs and benefits.   
 

During the town hall meeting, a similar question was asked. What are the expected benefits of 

redeveloping (“revitalizing”) Seven Corners?  Gross’s response was similar to the response Thillman 

several times offered in task force meetings along the following lines. 
 

The people living at Seven Corners today generally earn low incomes.  We need to bring in 

people who are better educated and better paid.  High-density apartment development will 

bring in the people needed to revitalize the area.   
 

But will it?  In his book, The Option of Urbanism, C.B. Leinberger points out that rental housing 

“tends to bring lower income households that might require more social service (especially 

education), increase crime, and lower prestige.” (Pg 39) 
 

Interestingly, Saul Centers, on their Seven Corners Web site, provides the income information in 

Exhibit 5 for the area surrounding the shopping center. 
 

Exhibit 5. Household Incomes in Area Surrounding Seven Corners. 

Distance from Shopping Center 

(miles) 
Average Household Income 

1 $115,600 

3 $125,100 

5 $121,500 

 

Can the community expect high-density apartment development to substantially increase the average 

household income in the area?  Or is it expected that increasing the number of households in the 

study area by a factor of 9 or 10 at today’s income levels will improve the quality of life in the 

community? 

 

The community does not have a reliable understanding of the costs and likely benefits of the 

redevelopment proposed by the task force plan. 

10 Conclusion and an Approach to Resolution 

The task force plan is NOT an acceptable plan for the redevelopment of Seven Corners.  It is rife 

with conflicts of interest and decisions inconsistent with resident’s concerns.  There is more 

uncertainty and controversy in the plan than definition and answers.  Since the first monthly task 

force meeting in which floor areas were discussed (Apr 2014), the community has clearly 

expressed its concerns at every opportunity.  Supervisor Gross has provided no constructive 

response to the community’s concerns. 

 

Certainly, the task force did NOT achieve its objective of creating an independent community 

vision of the future of the CBC.  The activity was riven by conflicts of interest, principally: 

 Gross’s plan for a county office building on Willston and its potentially damaging 

consequences for Mason District schools and neighborhood property values, 
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 The high-density floor area proposal solicited by Thillman based on the profit motives of 

Seven Corners property owners, 

 Thillman’s company interest in developing the SE Quadrant site and its presumed interest in 

developing Seven Corners properties in the future, and 

 County staff’s collaboration with both Gross’s school/office building scenario and 

Thillman’s direction of task force activities. 
 

The plan should not be adopted in its current form.  One reason alone is sufficient for refusing 

the plan: Gross would take the Willston site for the county office building thereby condemning 

the community’s children and property values to an elementary school on the SE Quadrant. 
 

The community appears to support sensible mixed-use redevelopment of Seven Corners; few 

want to dismiss the plan in its entirety.  Exhibit 6 provides suggestions for addressing the 

principal outstanding concerns. 
 

Exhibit 6. Suggestions for Resolving Principal Community Concerns 

Concern Resolution 

1. Schools Gross return the Willston site to School Board for school use 

2. Density of 

development 

The current 7-12 story buildings with 7.5M sq ft of floor area and 13,000-15,000 

new people in the study area seem too much.  The SWG experience for Area C 

demonstrated the difficulty of rationally determining an appropriate density of 

development with no specific development plan on the table.  One approach for 

Areas A and B would be to take building height and floor area numbers out of the 

plan and leave it to the rezoning process to decide density based on developers’ 

plans.  This is the approach that the City of Falls Church uses in its comprehensive 

plan.  It saves the community from committing to high-density redevelopment 

when it has no idea what developers would propose. 

3. Traffic 

congestion 

Assuming VDOT accepts a revised FCDOT traffic plan at some time, FCDOT 

should publish the revised traffic plan and all VDOT comments on the Mason 

District Web site for a community review that would include submission of 

resident comments and FCDOT response to those comments.  The review process 

would include one or two public meetings with FCDOT over a 60-75 day period. 

4. Phased 

development of 

road network 

A rough estimate of the cost of road improvements coupled with a concept for 

phased implementation of the network would facilitate understanding the 

feasibility of incremental funding and the sources from which funding could be 

expected.  FCDOT should be tasked to provide the analysis based on past funding 

experience and anticipated availability of future funding.  The analysis and a fully-

referenced professional report could be produced in parallel with community 

review of the revised traffic plan.  This is not a difficult task; it would be reckless 

to adopt the redevelopment plan without this feasibility study. 

5. Low-income 

housing 

Means for protecting the low-income (60% AMI) housing should be addressed by 

a study required by a Follow-On Motion.  The analysis would include a plan both 

for replacing all of the low-income housing in its original land sub-units and for 

providing housing for displaced households over several years of reconstruction 

activity. 

6. Community-

serving retail 

amenities 

The current plan allocates a relatively small floor area to retail use, and developers 

would be expected to prioritize retail services to accommodate tenants’ needs, not 

the community’s.  Taking the floor area numbers out of the plan per Item 2 above 

would provide the community more leverage in arguing for amenities.   
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11 Appendix:  Summaries 

Three aspects of the task force plan are summarized in tables below: 

(1) Instances in which residents expressed concerns regarding the task force plan 

(2) Changes county staff made to the plan outside task force meetings 

(3) Summaries of referenced documents 

 

(1) Instances in which residents expressed concerns 
 

Over the eight-month period between the 23 Jun 2014 task force meeting and the 19 Feb town 

hall meeting with Gross, the community expressed their concerns in any number of private 

letters to Gross.  In addition, the community stated their concerns in public meetings and 

documents on the nine principal occasions summarized below.  Concerns focused on: 

 Excessive density/intensity of development 

 Capacity deficits in schools and overcrowding 

 Traffic congestion and cut-thru traffic in neighborhoods 

 Likelihood that transportation improvements would not keep pace with redevelopment 

 Loss of low-income housing 

 Lack of community benefits, including loss of existing retail services 

Neither Gross nor Thillman has provided a constructive response to any concern. 
 

Exhibit 7.  Resident Expressions of Concerns Regarding Task Force Plan 

Date Event Reference Section 

23 Jun 2014 Task force meeting: 

 20 residents and association reps spoke* 

 Ravenwood and Ravenwood Park submitted 

written concerns 

140609_JIltr 

140610_CMcltr 

6.3.1 

12 Aug 2014 Task force meeting: 

 11 residents and association reps spoke* 

 6 neighborhood associations sent a letter listing 

concerns to Thillman 

140812_Cltr 

140814_CMcem 

6.3.2 

18 Aug 2014 Meeting with Gross: 12 reps of 7 associations 140818_DRrpt 6.3.2 

28 Aug 2014 Meeting with Thillman: 5 association reps 140829_DRrpt 6.3.2 

9 Sep 2014 Task force meeting: 

 13 residents and 5 association reps spoke* 

 Ravenwood submitted a list of concerns for task 

force to address before their vote 

140909_CMcltr 6.3.3 

7 Oct 2014 Mason District Council forum on Seven Corners 

redevelopment: 

 18 residents spoke* 

141023_DSrpt 6.3.5 

24 Oct 2014 Community petition to allow Area C working 

group to address community concerns 

141024_Cpet 8 

12 Jan 2015 Mason District posted petition asking Board of 

Supervisors to return Willston School site to 

School Board: 

 561 people have signed the on-line petition 

 7.3.2 

19 Feb 2015 Town hall meeting with Gross: 

 17 residents spoke* 

 6.5 

* Residents expressed concerns at the microphone. 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140609_jiltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140610-cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140812_cltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140814_cmcem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140818_drrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140829_drrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140909_cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141023_dsrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141024_cpet.pdf
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 (2) Changes county staff made to the plan outside task force meetings 
 

As summarized in the table below, county staff supporting the task force made a number of 

changes to land use concepts and plan drafts wherein the changes had not been discussed in task 

force meetings, and meeting minutes provided no record that the task force had agreed to the 

changes.  Some of these changes were consistent with the clandestine staff activity to conform 

plan language with the school plans under development by Gross and developers in Byron’s SE 

Quadrant working group (Section 7.3.3).  Other changes incrementally increased the 

density/intensity of development in the study area.  It had been agreed that the task force would 

do its work and make its decisions in public meetings (Section 3).  However, it is apparent that 

significant decisions were being made behind the scenes in violation of the principle that the task 

force plan would provide an independent community vision of the future of Seven Corners. 

 

Exhibit 8.  County Staff Changes Made Outside Task Force Meetings  

Date Staff Change (Section) 

8 Oct 2013 Task force meeting:  County staff showed slides depicting the land use concept for 

the study area as a campus of predominately 6-10 story buildings.  During the 6 Aug 

meeting, the concept included only one high rise building on Area B; there was no 

mention of high rise buildings on Area A. (Sec 6.2.3.2) 

29 Apr 2014 Task force meeting:  Staff recommended a change to the Area C floor areas adopted 

by the task force in Nov 2013.  The recommended change was based on a 

developer’s proposal that had not been discussed in task force meetings. (Sec 6.2.3.3) 

23 Jun 2014 Second plan draft:  A county office building (East County Center) was shown for the 

first time as an option for Area A, the Willston Village Center, and the Willston 

Multicultural Center.  In the previous plan draft, there was no mention of a county 

office building at any particular location in the study area.  In the 6 Aug 2013 task 

force meeting, the Multicultural Center was described as the site of a mixed-use 

activity center.   Staff did not describe the change to the plan in any task force 

meeting. (Sec 6.3.1) 

23 Jun 2014 Second plan draft:  Building heights were shown as ranging from 7-12 stories.  The 

8 Oct 2013 land use concept (above) limited buildings to 6-10 stories. Staff did not 

describe the change to the plan in any task force meeting. (Sec 6.3.1) 

23 Sep 2014 Fourth plan draft:  The draft stated that the Comprehensive Plan Map would be 

modified to show the East County Center office building on the Willston 

Multicultural Center property by tax map reference.  Previously (23 Jun), it was only 

an option for the site. Staff did not describe the change to the plan in any task force 

meeting. (Sec 6.3.4) 

 

(3) Summaries of referenced documents 
 

Exhibit 9 lists the documents referenced in this paper and describes their topics along with the 

sections of the paper where they are cited. 
 

Exhibit 9.  Summaries of Referenced Documents 

Reference Section Topics 

130607_JFem 6.2.1 Gross invited non-members to participate in the 27 Jun 2013 

land use design charrette 

130711_JTem 6.2.3.1 Thillman directed staff to provide “very abbreviated” 

report/minutes on the design charrette 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130607_jfem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130711_jtem.pdf
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  Exhibit 9.  Summaries of Referenced Documents (cont.) 

Reference Section Topics 

130802_JTem 6.2.2 Thillman told Gross that he planned to delay briefing task force 

on charrette site layouts so he would have time to consult with 

landowners re layouts of proposed land use design/density 

130807_JTem 6.2.3.1 Thillman told Gross that staff wanted to move county office 

building mostly off the Willston site; he wanted Gross’s 

agreement before he “let the staff move forward” 

130819_JTem 6.2.3.1 Thillman wanted to meet with staff re a fix for county office 

building issue based on his meeting with Gross 

131119_BBem 7.3.3 List of current task assignments for Bryon’s SE Quad team 

(Gross, Thillman, Platenberg, developers) 

140609_JIltr 6.3.1 Ravenwood Park letter to Thillman stating concerns 

140610_CMcltr 6.3.1 Ravenwood letter to Thillman stating concerns 

140611_PGem 5.1 

6.3.1 

7.3.1 

(1) Task force had been instructed that schools were not their 

problem to address. 

(2)  OCR program manager, J Fiebe, told Thillman that there are 

consistent concerns expressed by residents that could derail the 

task force process 

140623_RSem 5.4 

6.3.1 

Task force staff, E Hagg, told Deputy County Executive, 

R Stalzer, that staff intends to assure that task force plan 

language reflects placing the East County Center on Wilston 

site. 

140812_Cltr 6.3.2 

  7.1 

Four-page letter to Thillman from seven community associations 

stating concerns with task force plan 

140814_CMcem   6.3.2 Ravenwood letter to Thillman expressing consternation over 

task force refusal to use the charrette floor areas for Area C 

140817_PGem   6.3.2 Gross told Thillman that neighbors are upset with him, they 

needed to talk 

140818_DRrpt 6.3.2 Results of 18 Aug community reps meeting with Gross re task 

force plan and process 

140819_JTem 7.3.4 Thillman asked FCPS to redo the school needs assessment 

assuming a school site on the SE Quadrant 

140829_DRrpt 6.3.2 Results of 29 Aug community reps meeting with Thillman re 

task force plan and process 

140902_FTem 5.3 OCR director, B Byron, asked to be recused from the SE 

Quadrant project due to a conflict. 

140904_FCPSltr 7.3.4 FCPS responded to Thillman’s 19 Aug e-mail stating that a 

school on the SE Quadrant site “would address current and 

projected” elementary school needs. 

140909_CMcltr 6.3.3 Ravenwood letter to the task force asked them to address 10 

questions prior to voting to accept the plan they had developed 

141008_CMem 6.3.5 (1)  Resident C Miller sent a letter to Gross protesting the 

“empty” briefing that Thillman and county staff had given to 

150 residents attending the MDC forum on task force plan for 

Seven Corners. 

(2)  Gross sent C Miller an e-mail defending the composition of 

the task force and Thillman’s role as co-chair. 

141023_DSrpt 6.3.5 Results of 7 Oct 2014 Mason District Council forum on task 

force plan to redevelop Seven Corners 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130802_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130807_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/130819_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/131119_bbem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140609_jiltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140610-cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140611_pgem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140623_rsem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140812_cltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140814_cmcem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140817_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140818_drrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140819_jtem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140829_drrpt.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140902_ftem.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140904_fcpsltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/140909_cmcltr.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141008_cmem1.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141023_dsrpt.pdf
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Exhibit 9.  Summaries of Referenced Documents (cont.) 

Reference Section Topics 

141024_Cpet 8 Community petition to Gross asked for an extension of the Area 

C special working group activity to allow resolution of 

community concerns regarding the task force plan for Areas A 

and B. 

141218_FTart 7.3.2 Fairfax Times article reported Gross’s position that Willston site 

will be used for the East County Center, FCPS can use the SE 

Quadrant for a school site. 

150116_WPost 7.3.3 Washington Post article reported on conflict between the 

community and Gross re the choice of a school site. 

 

 

##### 

https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141024_cpet.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/141218_ftart.pdf
https://holmesrun.files.wordpress.com/2015/03/150116_wpost.pdf

	1 Introduction
	2 Summary of Unresolved Community Concerns
	2.1 Excessive development density
	2.2 School capacity and overcrowding
	2.3 Traffic congestion
	2.4 Road improvement implementation
	2.5 Loss of low-income housing
	2.6 Loss of retail services

	3 Task Force Objective
	4 Flawed Composition of the Task Force
	5 Conflicts of Interest
	5.1 Supervisor Gross
	5.2 Task Force Co-Chair John Thillman
	5.3 OCR Director Barbara Byron
	5.4 County Staff

	6 Plan Development Process
	6.1 Summer 2012 Community Workshops
	6.2 First Draft
	6.2.1 Design charrette 27 Jun 2013
	6.2.2  Landowner input
	6.2.3  Publication of charrette results
	6.2.3.1 Aug 6, 2013 meeting:
	6.2.3.2 Oct 8, 2013 meeting:
	6.2.3.3 Apr 29, 2014 meeting:


	6.3 Summer 2014 Controversy
	6.3.1  Jun 23 meeting
	6.3.2  Aug 12 meeting
	6.3.3 Sep 9 meeting
	6.3.4  Sep 23 meeting
	6.3.5 MDC forum on task force plan

	6.4 Special Working Group for Area C
	6.5 Town Hall Meeting with Gross

	7 Explanation of Community Concerns
	7.1 Density of Development
	7.2 Traffic
	7.2.1  Study assumptions and results
	7.2.2 Phased construction of roadway network

	7.3  Schools
	7.3.1 Requirement for a new school
	7.3.2  Willston school site
	7.3.3   Proposed school site on the SE Quadrant
	7.3.4  FCPS endorsement of the SE Quadrant school site

	7.4 Loss of Low-Income Housing
	7.5 Loss of Community-Serving Retail Services

	8 Community Petition for Resolution of Concerns
	9 Uncertain Community Benefits of Redevelopment
	10 Conclusion and an Approach to Resolution
	11 Appendix:  Summaries

