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From: Clyde Miller <cmiller1017@verizon.net> 
Subject: Comments on a Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment Regarding the PDC and PRM 
Districts 
Date: August 24, 2015 10:17:29 PM EDT 
To: Donna Pesto <Donna.Pesto@fairfaxcounty.gov> 
Cc: Supervisor Penelope Gross <Mason@fairfaxcounty.gov>, Julie Strandlie 
<julie.strandlie@fairfaxcounty.gov> 
 
Dear Ms. Pesto - 
 
Thank you for your e-mail below soliciting comments on subject proposal to relax certain zoning 
ordinance requirements.  The comments that follow are submitted on behalf of the Holmes Run 
Valley Citizens Association and reflect recent community experience with plan amendments for the 
Seven Corners and Bailey's Crossroads Commercial Revitalization Districts (CRD's). 
 
The CRD/CRA program is based on a 17-year-old (1998) determination that eight named areas of the 
county are underutilized and dilapidated to the point that redevelopment is warranted in accordance 
with county processes and guidance that are substandard in a number of respects.  The pertinent 
processes and guidance are substandard in the sense that they are not accepted in areas other than 
CRD/CRA's.  This substandard treatment is justified by the assumption that relaxed standards will 
encourage developers to rescue the derelict CRD's.  At the same time, the comprehensive plan 
amendment process is NOT transparent and utterly lacks appropriate checks and balances limiting 
the ability of supervisors to implement plan changes that are not accepted by the community.  Such 
has been the experience in Mason District with the recent plan amendments for Seven Corners and 
the Southeast Quadrant at Bailey's.  Under these conditions, the proposed relaxed standards would 
increase the ability of one's district supervisor to push through plan amendments that violate the 
rights and interests of the community, in particular, the community's right to participate in 
development planning. 
 
The CRD program, as currently implemented, presents a second challenge, albeit only an 
administrative one.  The documentation is fragmented and somewhat disorganized.  Two examples: 
• Out-of-turn plan amendments are allowed at any time in CRD's, but the section of the Policy Plan 
dealing with out-of-turn amendments makes no mention of this exception.    Apparently, the county 
relies upon an Apr 2013 brochure entitled "An Overview of the Development Review Process within 
CRD/CRA's" to communicate the provisions of the program.  Relevant material from the brochure 
belongs in the applicable sections of the Policy Plan in order to foster community understanding of 
the program.  All provisions for out-of-turn amendments should be explained in the appropriate 
section of the Policy Plan, including provisions associated with the CRD program. 
• Appendix 7, Part 2 of the zoning ordinance in Sect. A7-209 Par 5 provides that the adopted 
comprehensive plan can waive/reduce requirements for transitional screening in the Bailey's/Seven 
Corners CRD's.  This may be the only instance or one of a few instances in which the adopted plan 
trumps zoning ordinance requirements. The practice blurs and confuses the established functions of 
the comprehensive plan and the zoning ordinance.  It should be "nipped in the bud."  The county 
should not be writing zoning ordinance requirements in the plan.  In particular, it should not be 
necessary to read the 60-plus pages of the Seven Corners plan in order to understand the zoning 
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ordinance requirements that apply to Seven Corners redevelopment.  Those zoning ordinance 
requirements, in their entirety, should be in the zoning ordinance. 
Attached please find a red-lined copy of subject proposed zoning ordinance amendments.  The copy 
shows all of the comments submitted hereby.  The comments are in several categories as described 
next. 
 
Red Line #1.  Design guidelines endorsed by the Board in a separate document.  In several places 
"other design guidelines" and "design guidelines endorsed by the Board in a separate document" are 
accepted as area planning documents on a par with the adopted comprehensive plan.  For example, 
on pg 6, line 33, the maximum floor area ratio for a future Seven Corners (that is, for a planned 
residential mixed use (PRM) district in a CRD) could be increased from the standard 3.0 to 5.0 when 
the proposed development would be implemented in accordance with the adopted plan or "any 
other design guidelines endorsed by the Board."  In effect the developer would be able to propose 
guidelines in a rezoning application, the Board would be able to "endorse" them, and the max FAR 
would jump up to 5.0; no need for a plan amendment.  Today's requirement that all development 
must be in accordance with the adopted plan should be retained.  "Other design guidelines" should 
not be accepted as a substitute.  The "other design guidance" shortcut would risk rushed and 
inadequate planning that precludes adequate opportunity for community review and comment.  
 
Red Line #2.  Reduced requirements for off-street parking and loading facilities.  In several areas, 
applicants are invited to propose reductions in off-street parking and/or loading facilities where the 
applicant can argue and the Board agrees that such reductions would further the goals of the 
adopted plan, for example, facilitate the redevelopment of a CRD.  The concern is that the language, 
with one exception on pg 9, line 32, ignores consequences of such parking reductions on surrounding 
communities.  Where there is insufficient parking space at a future Seven Corners, residents, workers, 
and visitors will be parking on neighborhood streets adjoining the CRD.  The amendment language 
should explicitly recognize such impacts and require the applicant to propose and the Board to adopt 
and implement means for protecting adjacent neighborhoods from overflow parking. 
 
Red Line #3.  FAR 5.0.  On pg 3, the amendment proposes that, in a CRD, the maximum floor area 
ratio for a planned development commercial (PDC) district could be increased by the Board from the 
standard 2.5 to 5.0.  In a PRM, the FAR could be increased from the standard 3.0 to 5.0 (pg 6).  It is 
not apparent, and the county has provided no evidence, that a FAR of 5.0 would be appropriate for 
any of the eight areas currently identified as CRD/CRA's.  Similarly, there is no evidence that FAR's in 
excess of 2.5 would be appropriate.  The only areas in Northern Virginia with FAR's approaching 5.0 
are the Rosslyn Metro Station Area and, perhaps, some limited parcels at Ballston and Tysons.  To the 
extent that, in the future, a PDC or PRM district in a CRD warrants a FAR above the current limits of 
2.5 and 3.0 respectively, a specific district plan should be developed in accordance with the current 
practice of providing district plans for Tysons.  The district planning process would assure that 
development at the elevated FAR is supported by adequate planning and community involvement. 
 
Red Line #4.  Parks and Open Space.  The Seven Corners community was encouraged by the Mason 
District district supervisor and county staff to embrace mixed-use redevelopment of Seven Corners by 
the prospect of an attractive live-work-play community featuring abundant parks and open space.  At 
that time, the zoning ordinance required that, as a PRM district, 20% of the gross area at Seven 
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Corners would be landscaped open space.  In addition, urban parks would be provided in accordance 
with the Parks and Recreation section of the Policy Plan.  Now that the plan amendment for Seven 
Corners has been adopted by the Board, the other shoe drops - proposed reductions in requirements 
for open space and parks in PRM districts.  The proposed reductions should not be accepted. 
()  Par A. of the amendment on page 7, line 22 states that landscaped open space would satisfy the 
requirement for parkland.  The plan for Seven Corners states that approx 14 acres of parkland would 
be required by current Policy Plan guidance.  If 20% of the 77-acre site were provided as landscaped 
open space and those 15 acres (20% of 77 = 15) were allowed to count toward the 14-acre parkland 
requirement, the requirement for parkland at Seven Corners would be zero. No parkland.  Par A 
should not be accepted.. 
()  Par B (line 26) states that streetscape elements and vegetated areas related to green building 
standards shall be accepted by the Board as landscaped open space.  Streetscape elements and 
inaccessible green roofs do not satisfy the zoning ordinance definition of landscaped open space nor 
do they satisfy the intent of requiring open space in PRM districts.  Par B should not be accepted. 
 
Red Line #5.  Vehicle sale and service establishments in PRM districts.  On pg 8, the proposed 
amendment would no longer allow vehicle sale and service establishments by special exception at 
Tysons but, as a new feature of the zoning ordinance, would allow them by special exception (SE) in 
PRM districts.   Vehicle rental establishments currently are allowed by SE in PRM districts.  Vehicle 
sale and service establishments, even by SE, seem incompatible with the high density 
residential/retail/office environment of PRM districts.  If such establishments are not appropriate at 
Tysons, how are they appropriate in PRM districts?  The proposed amendments to Sect. 9-518 should 
not be accepted. 
 
Red Line #6.  Bulk regulations and landscaping and screening requirements.  On pg 10 at line 33 it is 
proposed that the bulk regulations and landscaping and screening provisions of a PRM or PDC district 
shall apply only at the periphery of a CRD.  Presumably, within the CRD, the zoning ordinance would 
set no restrictions on building bulk and impose no requirements for landscaping and screening even 
though there may be any number of different development projects and land uses within the 
CRD.  For example, a rezoning application for a PRM district wholly contained within the 530-acre 
Bailey's CRD would have no limit on building bulk (including no limit on floor area ratio) and no 
requirement whatsoever for landscaping and screening.  This modification should not be accepted.  It 
would give the Board far too much latitude in establishing standards for projects on a case-by-case 
basis without adequate planning and community involvement. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Clyde Miller 
 
3436 Skyview Terrace 
Falls Church, VA 
Fairfax County 


