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An Alternative Affordable Housing Strategy for Seven Corners Redevelopment 
Redevelopment of Seven Corners Community Business Center 

Plan Amendment PA 2013-I-B2 
June 24, 2015 

 
1. Introduction 

This document is a supplement to a document entitled “Recommendations of the Seven Corners 
Community Working Group” that describes revisions to Plan Amendment PA 2013-I-B2 
recommended by the Seven Corners Community Working Group.  The plan amendment 
provides for the redevelopment of the Seven Corners Community Business Center (CBC).  A 
principal recommendation of the Community Working Group (CWG) is that the affordable 
housing now at Seven Corners should be protected and that additional affordable housing should 
be added to the area in accordance with industry best practices.  This document restates the 
CWG recommendation in the Recommendations document.  A detailed rationale for the 
recommendation then is provided in an effort to illustrate a strategy by which the 
recommendation possibly could be implemented. 
 
2. CWG Recommendation on Affordable Housing 
The 589 affordable housing units in Areas A-1 and A-2 that would be displaced by 
redevelopment should be replaced with units having the same bedroom count and affordable at 
the same income level as the current units (60% AMI).  The units should be replaced within 
Opportunity Areas A, B, and C, and any addition of affordable housing should take into account 
the high concentration of such housing in the CBC immediately surrounding the opportunity 
areas.  The CWG believes that a certain amount of workforce housing could be added in 
accordance with industry best practices for transforming low-income communities into 
sustainable mixed-income communities.  
 
3. Rationale and an Alternative Strategy 

The Seven Corners Community Business Center (CBC) is home to 1627 rental and fee 
ownership one and two-bedroom residential properties.  Of these, 1407 are affordable for 
households earning 60% of the area median income (AMI).  The remaining 220 are affordable at 
80% AMI.  The units are well maintained in an excellent location within walking distance of 
shopping, medical services, and transit.  The principal affordable housing objective in any 
redevelopment within the CBC should be preservation of this invaluable Fairfax County housing 
resource at the existing income levels.  Consequently, the 589 affordable housing units in Areas 
A-1 and A-2 that would be displaced should be replaced by units having the same bedroom count 
at the current income level (60% AMI). 
 
County housing policy provides that new developments should include a minimum of 12% of 
residential units as affordable housing and should increase the supply of affordable housing by 
12% of new units constructed.  The application of these policies is relatively straightforward in 
developments where there is little or no pre-existing affordable housing.  The situation is more 
challenging at Seven Corners where the redevelopment effectively would transform a thriving 
homogeneous community consisting of a large number of low-income housing units into a 
mixed-income community.  Such a transformation, to be successful, must take into account 
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potential difficulties in attracting upscale tenants and in sustaining the income mix over the 
years.  One Urban Institute study points out that mixed-income communities “shift toward 
income homogeneity over time.”  (Levy, D.K. et al.  Effects from Living in Mixed-Income 
Communities for Low-Income Families.  Urban Institute.  Nov 2010.  Pg 23.) 
 
The plan amendment strategy for providing affordable housing at Seven Corners would NOT 
replace at current income levels the 589 units of 60% AMI housing that would be displaced in 
Areas A-1 and A-2.  Only 13% of the units would survive at 60% AMI; the remaining 87% 
would be replaced by units affordable only at higher income levels.  At the same time, the 
strategy would add nearly 12% of new units to the existing concentration of affordable housing 
in the CBC.  The CWG believes that the loss of 87% of the 60% AMI housing resource in Areas 
A-1 and A-2 would be wasteful and unjust, and that using the Seven Corners redevelopment as 
an opportunity to increase the county’s supply of affordable housing by 12% of new units could 
be counterproductive to the success of the redevelopment.  
 
The following sections described an alternative strategy by which the CWG recommendation 
possibly could be implemented. 
 

3.1.  Summary of the Alternative Strategy 

The essential elements of the alternative strategy are the following: 
• Replace all 589 units at 60% AMI:  The 589 units in Areas A-1 and A-2 currently renting at 

60% AMI should be replaced by units with the same bedroom count and affordable at the 
60% AMI income level. 

• Distribute the replacements over Areas A, B, and C:  The 589 replacement units should be 
distributed over Opportunity Areas A, B, and C as opposed to the plan amendment proposal 
to replace the units one-for-one in Areas A-1 and A-2. 

• Allow the 589 units to serve 60-80% AMI households:  For existing tenants whose incomes 
increase, the 589 units should be allowed to serve income levels up to 80% AMI.  When 
units are vacated, they would revert to 60% AMI units.  In this way, the 589 replacement 
units could serve 60-80% AMI households while assuring that vacant units are available only 
to 60% AMI households. 

• Add 80-120% AMI housing in accordance with best practices:  The CWG believes that 
additional affordable housing could be added at the 80-120% AMI levels in accordance with 
industry best practices for successful transformation of low-income communities into 
sustainable mixed-income, mixed-use communities. 

• If necessary, use county tax revenues to subsidize rents for low income households:  The 
distribution of the 589 units over Areas A, B, and C would be straightforward if Areas B and 
C were redeveloped first; it would be more challenging if Area A were the first to be 
redeveloped.  In that case, 589 units would need to be available in Area A at 60% AMI.  To 
meet this requirement, the CWG envisions that the redevelopment of Area A would replace 
41% of the 589 units at 60% AMI; additional units of affordable housing may be provided as 
workforce housing at 80-120% AMI. To meet the requirement for 589 units at 60% AMI, 
designated workforce housing and/or market rate units, when vacant, would be offered on a 
priority basis to 60% AMI households.  For these units, the county would subsidize the rent 
difference from property and sales tax revenue generated by the apartments and tenants in 
Area A.  As other areas (B and C) were redeveloped and their share of the 589 replacements 



AH Strategy Page 3 of 6 

was made available at 60% AMI, the number of workforce and market rate units in Area A 
designated for 60% AMI households would decline along with the necessary subsidies. 

 
The following sections explain the basis for the alternative strategy for providing affordable 
housing at Seven Corners.  
 

3.2.  Plan Amendment Affordable Housing Strategy 

The plan amendment does not protect the current affordable housing resource in Areas A-1 and 
A-2.  Figure 29 on page 13 of the plan amendment provides a Plan Schedule whereby the 
existing affordable housing would be replaced.  Table 3 below shows the effect of applying that 
schedule under the assumption that Areas A, B, and C are fully redeveloped at the density 
proposed in the plan amendment (5545 dwelling units). 
 

Table 3.  Plan Amendment Proposal for Provision of Affordable Housing Units  

  Area: A-1 & A-2 A-3 B C (*) A-C 
Subtotal 

  Dwelling Units: 2200 560 2450 335 5545 

AMI 
Percent 

Affordable 
(Plan Schedule) 

Number of Affordable Housing Units 
by Area 

120% 2% 79 11 49 0 139 
100% 3% 118 17 74 7 215 
80% 5% 196 28 123 17 364 
70% 3% 118 17 74 10 218 
60% 2% 79 11 49 7 145 

Totals: 15% 589 84 368 40 1081 
Percent 60-70% AMI Housing 8.9% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 6.6% 

Percent 80-120% AMI Housing 17.8% 10.0% 10.0% 7.0% 12.9% 
Percent Affordable Housing 26.8% 15.0% 15.0% 12.0% 19.5% 

  
  (*)  Plan Schedule for Area C:(0, 2, 5, 3, 2%) = 12% total 

Number of Affordable Dwelling Units Currently in A-1 & A-2 = 589 
 
The plan proposes that the 589 units at 60% AMI in Area A-1 and A-2 would be replaced 
one-for-one in those two areas.  The number of units provided at each income level would be in 
the same ratio as the percentage in the Plan Schedule is to the Plan Schedule total of 15%.  For 
example, the Plan Schedule calls for 2% of units to be affordable at 60% AMI.  Consequently, 
two-fifteenths (2/15) of the 589 units (79 units) would be replaced at 60% AMI.  At 70% AMI, 
of 3/15 of the units (118 units) would be replaced; 5/15 of the units (196 units) would be 
replaced at 80% AMI, etc.  Rather than replace the 589 units at 60% AMI, the plan proposes to 
replace them in Areas A-1 and A-2 at income levels spread over 60-120% AMI.  Of the 589 
units currently available at 60% AMI, only 79 (13%) would be replaced at that income level.  
Consequently, redevelopment of Areas A-1 and A-2 would result in the irretrievable loss of 87% 
of the 60% AMI units now in those land units.  The sum total of units replaced at 60% and 70% 
AMI in Areas A-1 and A-2 would amount to only 197 units, barely one-third of the 589 units 
now available at 60% AMI. 
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Full redevelopment of the area in accordance with the plan amendment would not recoup the 
loss.  As shown in Table 3, the plan schedule allocates additional affordable housing units to 
Areas A-3, B, and C according to the Plan Schedule and the number of dwelling units in each 
area.  For example, in Area A-3, 2% of 560 dwelling units (11 units) would be allocated as 
affordable housing at both 60% and 120% AMI, 5% of 560 dwelling units (28 units) would be 
provided at 80% AMI, etc.  If all areas were fully redeveloped, only 145 units would be provided 
at 60% AMI (25% of the 589 units now in Areas A-1 and A-2).  At 60% and 70% AMI, only 363 
units would be provided (62% of the 589).   
 
The 60% AMI affordable housing resource in Areas A-1 and A-2 is not protected by the 
replacement strategy proposed in the plan amendment; the units are replaced at elevated income 
levels. 
 

3.3.  Alternative Affordable Housing Strategy 

Table 4 illustrates the alternative strategy for replacing the 589 units.  The 589 units are replaced 
at 60% AMI in Areas A through C in proportion to the number of dwelling units in each.  For 
example, at the CWG recommended density, Areas A-1 and A-2 would have 1650 dwelling 
units, 40.7% of the 4055 dwelling units in the redevelopment.  Consequently, 40.7% of the 589 
units to be replaced (240 units) would be redeveloped at 60% AMI in Areas A-1 and A-2.  A 
total of 51% of the 589 units would be replaced in Areas A-1 thru A-3.  
 

Table 4.  Alternative Strategy for Replacement of 589 60% AMI 
Affordable Housing Units (AHUs) 

A. CWG Recommended Density   

Area: A-1 & A-2 A-3 B C A-C 
Total 

D-F 
Subtotal Total CBC 

Dwelling Units: 1650 420 1650 335 4055 1074 5129 
Percent of DUs: 40.7% 10.4% 40.7% 8.3% 100.0%     
60% AMI AHUs 240 60 240 49 589 818 1407 

80% AMI AHUs:      220 220 
Percent AHUs: 14.5% 14.5% 14.5% 14.5% 14.5% 96.6% 31.7% 

  

B. Plan Amendment Density   

Area: A-1 & A-2 A-3 B C A-C 
Total 

D-F 
Subtotal 

Total 
CBC 

Dwelling Units: 2200 560 2450 335 5545 1074 6619 
Percent of DUs: 39.7% 10.1% 44.2% 6.0% 100.0%     
60% AMI AHUs: 234 59 260 36 589 818 1407 
80% AMI AHUs:      220 220 

Percent AHUs: 10.6% 10.6% 10.6% 10.6% 10.6% 96.8% 24.5% 
 
The alternative strategy replaces 100% of the 589 units at 60% AMI and immediately replaces 
41% of the units at 60% AMI at the time Areas A-1 and A-2 are redeveloped.  The strategy in 
the plan amendment (Table 3) replaces only 25% of the 589 units at 60% AMI and replaces only 
13% of the units at 60% AMI at the time Areas A-1 and A-2 are redeveloped. 
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The two right hand columns of Table 4 account for the affordable housing in the CBC that is 
outside Opportunity Areas A, B, and C.  Areas D, E, and F host 1074 residential units of which 
1038 are affordable housing (818 at 60% AMI and 220 at 80% AMI).  (Page A-1 of the 
Attachment document accompanying this document provides an illustration of the land units in 
the CBC.)  As shown in Part A of the table, at the CWG recommended density, replacing the 589 
units together with the 1038 units of affordable housing currently in Areas D-F would result in a 
proportion of affordable housing in the CBC equal to 32%.  At the density proposed by the plan 
amendment (Part B of the table), the proportion of affordable housing would be 25%. 
 
Coverage for Incomes Ranging from 60 to 80% AMI:  Keeping all 589 units at 60% AMI could 
force households whose incomes increase to leave the development.  To avoid this difficulty, the 
rent charged a household occupying a unit could be increased over the range corresponding to 
60-80% AMI as its income increased while maintaining the rent at 60% AMI for new tenants.  In 
particular: 
• Vacant, a unit would be available only to 60% AMI households. 
• Once occupied, the unit could rent as a 60%, 70%, or 80% AMI unit depending upon the 

income of the household.  As the household income increased, the rent would be adjusted 
accordingly over the range 60-80% AMI. 

• If the household income increased to the point that they failed to qualify at the 80% AMI 
level, they would need to move on to a workforce or market rate unit. 

• When a unit was vacated for any reason, it would revert to a 60% AMI unit. 
 
This arrangement would allow the 589 units to cover the 60-80% AMI range while always being 
available at 60% AMI when vacant. 
 
Managing the proportion of affordable housing and its distribution:  In mixed-income 
communities, it is important to manage the proportion of affordable housing and to disperse the 
affordable units among the market-rate units.  Housing literature cites the mixed-income, mixed-
use model wherein affordable housing may represent 15-25% of the residential units as an 
effective means for including affordable housing within transit-oriented and other attractive 
locations.  (See, for example, Haughtey, R and Sherriff, R.  Challenges and Policy Options for 
Creating and Preserving Affordable Housing near Transit and in Other Location-Efficient 
Areas.  Center for Housing Policy.  Dec 2010.  Pg 17.)  Table 4 demonstrates that meeting the 
15-25% criterion at Seven Corners is unrealistic as a consequence of the existing high 
concentration of affordable housing.   Even if the redevelopment added no additional affordable 
housing units to the CBC, the proportion of affordable units would equal 25% at the plan 
amendment density and would stand at 32% with the lower density recommended by the CWG.  
It follows that using the Seven Corners redevelopment to increase the supply of affordable 
housing by 12% of new housing units could be counterproductive to the success of the 
redevelopment.  It would exacerbate the discrepancy between accepted practice and the 
concentration of affordable housing on site.  The CWG believes that a certain number of 
workforce housing units at 80-120% AMI could be added in accordance with industry best 
practices for development of mixed-income communities. 
 
Section 2-801 of the Zoning Ordinance (Affordable Dwelling Unit Program) cites the importance 
of dispersing affordable housing among market rate units as opposed to developing them in 
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isolated enclaves.  Together with the paragraph above, two important objectives in providing 
affordable housing in the Seven Corners redevelopment are to manage the proportion of 
affordable housing units in accordance with industry best practices and to disperse the units 
among the market-rate housing.  The alternative strategy summarized in Section 3.1 above meets 
these objectives. 
 


