RCA Board Minutes – November 27, 2006
Attendance:

	Position
	Name
	Present

	President
	Mike Corrigan
	X

	Vice President
At Large Director
	Marion Stillson
	X



	Treasurer
South Lakes Director
	Collin Mills
	X

	At Large Director
	Debra Steppel
	X

	At Large Director
	Sue Merk
	

	Hunters Woods Director
	Jan Bradshaw
	X

	Lake Anne Director
	John Lovaas
	X

	Lake Anne Director
	John Fay
	X

	North Point Director
	Gary Lee Thomas
	

	South Lakes Director
	Bob Haley
	X


1. Agenda

Draft Agenda accepted with no changes.
2. Announcements; Member Comments
Mike Corrigan announced that at its November 20th Meeting, the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors approved adoption of a resolution to realign the boundary of Small Tax District No. 5 more nearly with the Reston Master Plan. The changes, deleting 687 parcels from the district, will be effective January 1, 2007. No further revisions are expected in the near future. It was mentioned that RCA has not taken a position on the Tax District reduction.

RCA received a letter of welcome from CHOICE; The Coalition for Housing Opportunities in the Community for Everyone, Inc. Attached to the letter was the “Choice Board of Directors Meeting Calendar” from November 17th 2006 through August 17th, 2007 along with an invitation to attend their meetings.  

Thursday, November 30th, RCA is hosting the COROL (Coalition of Reston Organizational Leadership) meeting at the Grace Facility. Board Members are welcome.
3. Approval of October 2006 Minutes.
Bob Haley moved that the revised version of the October minutes distributed by Mike Corrigan be approved. Colin Mills seconded the motion. All were in favor.

4. Treasurer’s Report

Colin Mills reported that, not including the $42.42 check from ARCH for their half of the room rental for the Density Forum, the RCA bank account balance was $803.38. There was discussion regarding fundraising ideas. Some discussion ensued about creating a 501C3 subsidiary of RCA such as “Friends of RCA” in order to have tax deductible donations. RCA is currently a 501C4 Organization. Since we are not an organization for charitable purposes, but rather advocates of issues, it is doubtful RCA could itself become a 501C3 Organization.
Marion Stillson donated a check to the Treasury and issued a challenge. She challenged the Board and viewers to donate also, even if the amount is only $1.00. She stated that there is no need for anyone but the Treasurer to know the amount donated by any person. 
5. Appointment of a New Director
After some discussion, Marion Stillson moved that this Board appoint Keith Kelly to this Board as a North Point Director, a position open for election in 2007. Debra Steppel seconded the motion. All were in favor.

6. Report on WiFi Committee Status
The report on the WiFi Committee Status was postponed due to the absence of the acting Chairman, Keith Kelly, from this meeting.
7. Report on the Status of the Planned Residential Community Ordinance and discussion of the RCA Letter to the Supervisor.


Mike Corrigan led the discussion regarding the status of the Planned Residential Community Ordinance and the RCA letters to our Supervisor, the Honorable Cathy Hudgins and the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. He mentioned that there was, to date, no response from Cathy Hudgins and the Board of Supervisors regarding his two letters, one dated October 2, 2006 (See Attachment I) and one dated October 25th (See Attachment II) which posed some serious questions about both the planned process, the staff report and its recommendations. He was told that the County Staff was working on it and we would get the answer in the next few days. A Draft Position Paper entitled “RCA/ARCH Recommendations on Proposed Changes to the Fairfax County Planned Residential Community Ordinance and Related Planning and Zoning Documents” was distributed and discussed in detail regarding the density issue (See Attachment III) and the cap. (See Attachment IV). 
  
This information was presented in detail. It was agreed that ARCH and RA should be consulted and the three organizations reach consensus on a position. The discussion cumulated in a motion made by Marion Stillson that we go forward with this information as the basis for discussions with ARCH (Alliance for Reston Clusters and Homeowners) and RA (Reston Association), a letter to the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, as well as letters written and information sent to RA. In addition, a letter is to be sent to the papers also stating our thoughts and position. Debra Steppel seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous. 

Finally, it was mentioned that Fairfax County has plans to hold at least two public hearings regarding changes to the zoning ordinance in January or February, 2007.

8.  Reston License Update.

Two designs were received for the Reston License Plate as well as one order fee for the license. Colin Mills was asked to open another RCA checking account in which to deposit the funds from the license plate orders. The entry fees for license design will be deposited in RCA’s regular account.
9. Update on Participation in the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations. 

Colin Mills is RCA’s primary representative to the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations, Mike Corrigan is our secondary representative, and Sue Merk is the secondary alternate. This was put into a motion by Debra Steppel, seconded by John Lovaas, and all were in favor.

Colin Mills attended the November 16th meeting of the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations and reported that they met and approved sending their Legislative Packet to the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. He also reported on their stated priorities for the coming year which are: Conservation Priorities; Education; Governance; Infrastructure; Land Use; Tax Structure; Taxation; and Taxation Authority for the County, Cities and Towns. RCA will work to include our Reston Town Plan in the Federation’s 2008 Legislative Packet. RCA will be receiving “The Bulletin”, the Fairfax County Federation of Citizens Associations Newsletter.

It was noted that RCA was only organization in attendance representing the Hunter Mill District. Debra Steppel nominated Colin Mills as our representative for the Hunter Mill District and John Lovaas seconded the motion. All were in favor.
10. Initial Planning for a Community Health Care Forum

The Northern Virginia Regional Health Information Organization has a meeting set for Dec. 1st with the Northern Virginia Hospital and the Reston Chamber.
Mike Corrigan would like to base a community meeting around this topic in March, 2007 and would like to present this information at the COROL (Coalition of Reston Organizational Leadership) Meeting on November 30th. Marion Stillson motioned that this be case, and Colin Mills seconded the motion. All were in favor.
11. Agenda, Location and Time of Next Meeting.

The next RCA meeting is be held on December 18th at Comcast Studios.
Before closing, it was mentioned that RCA plans to resume Community Meetings on Town status in February and March, 2007.

12. Debra Steppel made the motion to adjourn the meeting and Colin Mills seconded the motion. All were in favor and the meeting was adjourned at 9:37pm.
Respectfully Submitted,

Jan Bradshaw
See Attachments
ATTACHMENTS TO RCA BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 11/26/06

Reston Citizens Association

P.O. Box 2851

Reston VA, 20195

Attachment I

October 2, 2006

Supervisor Catherine M. Hudgins
Hunter Mill District Governmental Center
North County Governmental Center
12000 Bowman Towne Drive
Reston, VA 20190-3307

Dear Supervisor Hudgins:

The Reston Citizens Association (RCA) looks forward to participating in the County process to review issues related to the County’s Planned Residential Community (PRC) Districts. However, based on the information that has been provided at the September Reston Planning and Zoning Committee meeting and in the September 8, 2006 county staff paper, we have a number of serious questions about both the planned process and the staff report and its recommendations:

 1. Scope and Pace of the Process: Several months ago, the Chief of Planning for Fairfax County, Jim Zook, briefed the Reston community on the innovative PRC Ordinance written 40 years ago for Reston. It was the impression of many, based on that briefing and further analysis, that the ordinance was hopelessly out of date and in need of a complete rewrite. Mr. Zook outlined a two phase analytical process which first reviewed the current density cap in the ordinance, but would also have closely examined each neighborhood as it really exists now, on the ground, in order to assess its status as either “stable residential” or suitable for additional development or redevelopment and what kinds and amounts of new development would be appropriate.  He warned that only with this new baseline and new rules based on multiple owners and a new reality would there be clear rules understood and observed by developers, residents and county officials. A number of comments from the community suggested that these two steps needed to be considered together, and that, in fact, the Comprehensive Plan (including not just the sections related to the PRC, but also to the Reston-Herndon Suburban Center and Transit Station Areas) should be comprehensively reviewed, and that piecemeal changes were unacceptable.

Now, it seems that the current effort is narrowly focused on the density “cap” and a new issue, not previously stressed by Mr. Zook, relating to the approval of zoning changes within the PRC. It does not appear that the planned community process will give us a clearer and more secure future, but rather a quick fix that for some reason must be accomplished within a few weeks. What was wrong with the vision for a new ordinance and plan with a strong, community-supported analytical base as outlined to us earlier? Why is the process being limited to the narrow set of issues in the staff report?

2. Urgency of Action on the Cap Limitation: It would seem that the potential impending collision with the 13 people per acre cap foreseen earlier this year is driving the process.  No doubt developers with plans, such as the one which exists (but has not been seen by the public) for Lake Anne redevelopment, are pressing for action.  However, based on the May 2006 briefing of Fred Gelden, we would only slightly exceed the cap in 2025. Is there really any need for an emergency increase in the available cap (either by raising the cap or by lowering the population factors by housing type), and is that a good basis for planning the future of this place we call home? Wouldn’t it be better to do as a gentleman from Colorado suggested at the recent RCA-ARCH Forum on this subject—declare a halt to new projects (or at least operate within the current cap) for a specified period of maybe one or two years while the analytical work is done and a new ordinance and comprehensive plan prepared jointly with the community?  It would seem that in the long run everyone would benefit from DOING IT RIGHT up front.  The community would have the security of a shared vision for and rules governing future development.  Developers would have a clear set of rules allowing for predictability sometimes missing in county processes now.  And, county staff and elected officials would have clearer rules to guide them as well. Given the slowdown in the current residential housing market, this would seem to be an excellent time to take a pause.

3. Housing Mix: One exception to any pause should be the continued development of affordable housing in Reston. The current PRC explicitly exempts affordable housing from the cap, although this point does not seem to have been mentioned in any county briefing. Given the goals of the PRC (the first of which is to provide “A variety of housing types, employment opportunities and commercial services to achieve a balanced community for families of all ages, sizes and levels of income”) and the loss of affordable housing in Reston over the years, why can’t the County encourage developers to take advantage of this exception to the cap? The county staff report seems to assume that essentially all new residential construction will be multi-family “elevator” units, which are exempt from any requirement to have a percentage reserved for affordable housing, so retaining the cap may be the only way under current rules to meet the goal of diverse housing.

4. Meeting Format: We understand that the community may not even be allowed by the proposed format for these “community meetings” to address the broader issues such as doing a complete overhaul of the 40 year-old patchwork ordinances and plans.  Are we to be broken down into small groups to each examine lesser, component issues such as should the cap be left at 13 and adjustments made by recalculating factors and such to allow for more development?  It seems like a diversion from much larger concerns about our future development. In addition, the small group process limits the number of issues discussed, can assign people to issues they are not knowledgeable about, and can keep knowledgeable people away from issues they would be able to and want to contribute to. The only background the community has received for this meeting is the staff report, which effectively eliminates consideration of the Comprehensive Plan, and ignores future development around the Metro stations. How is it possible to make sense of a potential increase in density if infrastructure issues (which would presumably be addressed by a review of the comprehensive plan) are not reviewed at the same time?

5. Population Factor Revisions and Infrastructure Requirements: The revisions to the “population factors”  seem to be based solely on general 2000 census information, not on Reston-specific data such as might come from  professional survey data.  Reston has more diversity, and more new arrivals than some communities which may result in more persons per unit than in other areas, especially after years of soaring property values and rents, forcing more sharing of units. Lowering the population factors is the equivalent of raising the cap. What was the justification for the original cap? What information would lead the community to believe that that justification has changed? What would lead us to believe that the “real” factors won’t change in the future? What is the impact of the changes in the infrastructure requirements of the population? As we pointed out at the RCA/ARCH community forum, miles per person and cars per person have roughly doubled since 1969. We see problems with both parking and traffic with the current density, and unless a comprehensive look at infrastructure issues, including traffic, parking and watershed impact are part of the process, what is the justification for increasing density beyond the relatively high density currently permitted? While many community members at the RCA/ARCH forum saw the possible utility of potential development in such places as near the Metro stations and at Spectrum, most have serious concerns about the adequacy of the current infrastructure to support that development. How does the county propose to address these concerns in the limited process proposed?

6. Excellence and Innovation: Excellence of design and innovative approaches to community interaction were hallmarks of what Mr. Simon began 40+ years ago.  Why shouldn’t we seek those same objectives for our second generation of development?  Why not examine the experience in Colorado and other places confronted with the challenge of the second generation of development instead of stumbling along with a model that served well for many years, but frankly has failed the community, if not the developers, in recent years?  Outside of the core of Town Center, there are too many examples of the ordinance and county processes failing us—Tall Oaks, Hunters Woods, and Spectrum to name a few.  Again, we can do better.

7. Openness:  As we proceed to plan for the next generation, shouldn’t we require that every step of the planning, project preparation and review be open to the public?  Development proposals, whether they be at Lake Anne, the South Reston park and ride or on county land in Town Center, should be made public from the beginning and in every step of the review process.  Can we establish sunshine rules to assure this is the case at least in Reston? The proposed changes to the PRC ordinance appear to represent at best a minor improvement in this area.

8. Zoning Approval Oversight Process: The staff report states a theoretical case for the need for additional oversight in zoning decisions. It makes the case that there is little or no Board of Supervisors oversight in the current process. In order to understand the concern, could the County provide a pictorial representation of the current process and the suggested changes? Many in Reston believe that the combination of the P&Z committee and the Reston Association Design Review Board (and similar boards in non-RA areas) protect against the kind of activities that appear to be of concern to the staff. Could the County explain why these mechanisms are insufficient?

9. Specific Questions on the Staff Report: In addition to the broader questions raised above, there are a number of assumptions and conclusions in the staff report for which additional background information would be helpful:

a. The source of the number of acres in the staff report is not clear. In May 2006, the number of acres based on the information provided by Fred Selden (A population of 53,900 and 11.6 people per acre) is about 4650 acres. The original master plan assumes 75,000 people and 10 square miles, or 6400 acres. The staff report assumes 6,224 acres. The map provided is not sufficiently detailed to determine what is intended to be included or excluded. Could the details of the acreage calculation be provided?

b. Does the current limit on additional development of “8,212 persons of available density” include currently planned and approved development or not? 

c. How much additional residential development, by location, is currently planned? How much of it has been approved? How much is within the “Reston Master Plan” area of 6,224 acres? How much additional residential development has been approved within the current Tax District #5 boundaries? How much within the proposed alternative Tax District #5 boundaries?

Thank you again for beginning a process for Reston to plan its future. We look forward to your response and to participating in a meaningful, comprehensive planning effort that takes adequate time to address the important questions of our future.

Sincerely,

/Signed/

Mike Corrigan

President

Reston Citizens Association

/Signed/

Jerry Volloy

Vice President

Alliance of Reston Clusters and Homeowners

cc: 
Mr. Jim Zook


David Vannell


Arthur Hill


Reston Press (Reston Times, Connection and Observer)

Reston Citizens Association

P.O. Box 2851

Reston VA, 20195

Attachment II

October 25, 2006

Supervisor Catherine M. Hudgins
Hunter Mill District Governmental Center
North County Governmental Center
12000 Bowman Towne Drive
Reston, VA 20190-3307

Dear Supervisor Hudgins:

The Reston Citizens Association (RCA) and the Alliance of Reston Clusters and Homeowners (ARCH) have been participating in the series of community meetings that you have held on issues related to the Planned Residential Community Ordinance. While some of the information that we have previously requested in our letter of October 2, 2006 has been provided in the community meetings, some was not, so we look forward to your response before we formulate a position on the issues. The meetings have also led to a number of additional questions. While we would have liked to ask many of these questions at the meeting, there was either no time to do so, or the speakers did not choose to answer the questions in that venue.

1. In the first session, the issue of changing the factors was raised, and a county staff member indicated a part of the ordinance that she interpreted as allowing the factors to be changed. While we do not have the reference the staff member referred to, page 12 of the ordinance, Section 6-308, paragraph 2, states: “Within 3 years following the commencement of residential constructions within a PRC community, such factors shall be reviewed and, for that community, shall become fixed for the purpose of calculating the permitted number of dwelling units.” It is difficult to for us to interpret this language to suggest that there was any need to change the factors, ever, after 1967 (assuming construction began in 1964). While we assume it is possible for the Board of Supervisors to modify the ordinance, including the factors, if they so choose, the arguments given by the staff for choosing this approach (changing factors) rather than some other is that the factors might be subject to challenge because of changes in the actual population per dwelling unit. But the apparently clear language of the ordinance seems to fix the factors, legally, for an indefinite period. Why does the county believe that the language would not withstand a challenge? Assuming the language would (or might very well) withstand a challenge, what evidence did the county obtain from the meetings that would lead it to believe that a change to the factors was desired by the community if a challenge to the current factors were likely to be defeated?

2. Changing the factors, and otherwise leaving the ordinance unchanged, seems to allow some of the additional 3,815 units to be constructed anywhere in the PRC that is not currently at its zoning limit. Specifically, the “horror story” of the cluster selling out and being built to the “blob” limit, is not addressed by this action. Since the community appeared to be much more receptive to the approach suggested by Bob Simon of any additional construction occurring at the Metro sites, Town Center, and (perhaps) Village Centers, why has the county chosen this approach rather than more focused additional density (as has already been taken in the comprehensive plan for the Metro sites)? There seem to be several possible approaches to focus density: for example, remove the locations where further development is desirable from the PRC and develop an appropriate ordinance for those areas, or use the “Stable Residential Community” approach to rezone the areas where additional development is not expected to be desirable. Although part of this question was asked at the last meeting, county staff was unresponsive. Given what appears to be very strong language in the PRC ordinance protecting both the maximum density and the density factors, it is not at all clear why we should modify that language, rather than directly address the areas where further development might be most acceptable to the community. Tinkering with the ordinance, rather than rewriting it, would appear to leave the county in a weaker, not a stronger position with respect to challenges. For example, the County has suggested revised factors based on county-wide population data. However, there is a difference of about 8,000 people between the County’s proposed “new” population estimate and the 2000 census (64,227 versus 56,000). Why would a developer not request another 4000+ elevator units be added once the new limit was reached? If the county has abandoned the language referenced above in the ordinance (in question 1), then the county would seem to have a weaker position to reject a further requested increase.

3. The county staff, at both community meetings, stated that the language in Section 6-308, paragraph 5, that appears to exempt affordable housing from the density cap actually means something else, at least for new or anticipated construction. We assume that this will be clarified in response to a question in our previous letter. However, it would appear that the paragraph might apply to at least some affordable housing units already in Reston. Is this the case? If so, to how many of the existing dwelling units in Reston would it apply? If there are any, have these units been subtracted from the current total units? In any case, assuming the ordinance is to be rewritten, and given the lack of affordable housing in Reston, why couldn’t a real exemption for affordable housing be built into the revised ordinance?

4. The county staff’s opinion appears to be that the issue of adequate infrastructure (roads, parking, schools, libraries, watershed drainage area) does not need to be looked at, at least at this time, if the density factors are changed and up to 3,815 additional dwelling units are added to the PRC. There did not appear to be any support in the community meeting for this position. Will the county reconsider coupling a review and update of the relevant portions of the comprehensive plan dealing with infrastructure to any significant density increase?

5. The revised factors do not distinguish between garden and elevator apartments. As pointed out in the meeting, the actual observed factors appear to be quite different for these two types of units. Especially given the heavy weighting of garden apartments relative to elevator apartments in Reston, could the county review its data in this area to revalidate the resulting factors? It appeared that the county may not have separate data for these two categories available. If not, it still appears appropriate to revalidate the estimate, perhaps by looking at school population records as suggested in the last community meeting.

While we would like to wait for the responses to our questions to formulate our position on the issues, based on our participation in the meetings so far, it does not seem like the staff recommendations, unless they are expanded significantly, will fully address the issues raised in the meetings. We look forward to your response and to continuing to be involved in the process.

Sincerely,

/Signed/

Mike Corrigan

President

Reston Citizens Association

/Signed/

Frank Pfeilmeier

President

Alliance of Reston Clusters and Homeowners

cc: 
Mr. Jim Zook


David Vannell


Arthur Hill


Reston Press (Reston Times, Connection and Observer)

Attachment III: 
RCA/ARCH Recommendations on Proposed Changes to the Fairfax County Planned Residential Community Ordinance and Related Planning and Zoning Documents

Summary of the county staff’s view of problems to be solved:

1. The residential housing development “cap” in the PRC Ordinance of 13 persons per acre might be challenged on the grounds that the dwelling unit factors do not accurately represent the current number of people per dwelling unit. The population of Reston may be limited to less than that originally planned, due to the lower actual people per dwelling unit.

2. There is a lack of legislative review of development plans within the PRC, for plans conforming to the current PRC zoning.

3. There is the related potential for significantly increasing the density in stable residential areas within Reston, without legislative review and without conforming to the intention of a single developer making decisions in the context of the original “master plan.”

Summary of the county staff’s view of the issues to be considered (related to the above problems), their current recommendations, and their assessment of the community input:

1. Issue: Modification of the 13 person per acre cap


County staff recommendation: “Staff believes that, while it may be appropriate to do so in the future, modifying the cap either by increasing it or eliminating it is not necessary at this time. Prior to changing the cap sufficient analysis needs to occur so that the implications of doing so are fully understood.”

County staff assessment of community input: The community supports the staff recommendation for no change in the overall cap.

2. Issue: Modification of the density factors for various housing types


County staff recommendation: “Staff believes that modifying the person per dwelling unit factors is appropriate and would result in a population for the community closer to the original vision for Reston and the average household size based on the recent Census.”

County staff assessment of community input: The community does not have a unified position on this issue.

3. Issue: Changes to the process for PRC Plans


County staff recommendation: “Staff believes that the existing ordinance evaluation provisions are effective; however, staff recommends a change in the process by which PRC Plans are approved from an administrative approval to one done by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. Staff believes that among other benefits, this change in process would allow public participation and influence in the review and approval of a PRC Plan.”

County staff assessment of community input: The community supports the staff recommendation for changes to the PRC plan approval process.

4. Issue: Amending the Comprehensive Plan text and the Reston Master Plan Maps


County staff recommendation: “Staff believes that it is not necessary to amend the Comprehensive Plan at this time.”

County staff assessment of community input: The community does not have a unified position on this issue..

5. Issue: Undertaking additional planning studies in addition to the Lake Anne study.


County staff recommendation: “Staff would recommend that efforts to advance the planning for Lake Anne should be the first priority for staff focus. In the event the Community identifies additional areas, those should be considered subsequent to the Lake Anne effort.”

County staff assessment of community input: The community supports the staff recommendation.

RCA/ARCH Draft Recommendations:

1. Don’t put the cart before the horse: revise the Comprehensive Plan first, before contemplating any changes to the PRC density cap or the dwelling unit factors. The Comprehensive Plan review should include both the PRC and non-PRC areas. Demonstrating the adequacy of transportation and educational infrastructure, as well as any environmental impact, including watershed impact, should be part of the Comprehensive Plan review. There should be a significant opportunity for community input during the review.

2. Replace the Planned Residential Community Ordinance with a Sustainable Community Ordinance that:

a. Replaces “blob” zoning with “as built” zoning

b. Specifies the areas where additional development is anticipated (to be reviewed and revised, if appropriate, every three years), based on the revised comprehensive plan

c. Provides a community body as a replacement for the “single developer” that reflects the community’s interests and, as a minimum, has official standing in the county zoning process.

d. Establishes a process for development or redevelopment plans in areas like the village centers, RCIG, and (post-completion) town center.

3. As a separate action, immediately provide a stand-alone ordinance or a modification to the PRC ordinance that modifies the process for zoning plan approval in the PRC, to include the process of legislative review proposed by the county staff. This ordinance would be repealed upon the completion of recommendations 1 and 2.

4. Retain the current cap and density factors until Recommendations 1, 2, and 3 are implemented.
Attachment IV

Impact of Population and Miles Driven per Person on Reston Infrastructure

1975-2004
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