RCA Board of Directors Meeting
Minutes

September 22, 2008

The meeting came to order at 8:00 p.m.  Members present:  Marion Stillson, Colin Mills, Michael Corrigan, Barbara Burleson, John Bowman, Diane Lewis, Jane Wong, Dan McGuire, Marie Huhtala.  Members absent: Jason Hartke, John Lovaas.

1.  The meeting agenda was adopted as shown below.

Agenda
	Item
	Time
	Topic
	Disposition
	Presenters

	1
	8:00 PM
	Adopt Agenda
	Action 
	Marion Stillson

	2
	8:05 PM
	Briefing by Dulles Corridor Rail Association
	Discussion
	Patty Nicoson

And RCA Board

	3
	8:35 PM
	Announcements
	Action
	RCA Board

	4
	8:40 PM
	Approve August 2008 Minutes 
	Action
	Marie Huhtala and RCA Board

	5
	8.45 PM
	Treasurer’s Report 
	Action
	Dan McGuire

	6
	8.55 PM
	Charter Issues: RCA Election Districts; Membership and Dues 
	Discussion
	Colin Mills

	7
	9.00 PM
	Stakeholder Committee
	Discussion
	John Bowman

	8
	9:05 PM
	License Plate Committee 
	Discussion
	Diane Lewis. Dan McGuire

	9
	9.10 PM
	Sustainable Reston Committee
	Discussion
	Diane Lewis and Barbara Burleson

	10
	9:15 PM
	Reston Access Committee
	Discussion
	Marion Stillson

	11
	9:20 PM
	Citizen of Year Committee
	Discussion
	John Lovaas, Colin Mills

	12
	9:25 PM
	Location and Time of Next Meeting
	Discussion
	RCA Board

	13
	9:30 PM
	Adjourn 
	Action
	RCA Board


2.  Patti Nicoson of the Dulles Corridor Rail Association briefed the Board about progress to date on the Metro Rail extension to our area.  She said that utility relocation work was already underway in Tysons Corner.  On August 21 the FTA issued a letter that authorized work to begin on a tunnel portal (a 2,100-foot tunnel is scheduled to go under a small part of Tysons Corner).  The project is now awaiting final approval of full funding of a $140 million grant agreement representing the Federal share of the project; this could come by the end of October.  Then OMB and Congressional approval would be sought.  Nicoson hoped the construction could start by the first quarter of 2009.

She noted that the Tysons Task Force had presented its plans to the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors that very day (Sept. 22), and the Board approved going forward.  [NOTE:  In fact, the Board of Supervisors voted to send the Task Force report to County staff for analysis.]

Nicoson further noted that the Reston Metro Access Group (RMAG) had spent 15 months looking at public access to the two Metro stops planned for Reston; their report is available online at: http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/fcdot/pdf/wr_sam/sam_report.pdf
There is also an ongoing effort aimed at property owners in the Reston Center for Industry Government (RCIG) [the area on either side of the Dulles Toll Road] to secure owners’ approval to change existing covenants to permit mixed use development, including residential units.  This will be important for developing the land surrounding the proposed Wiehle Avenue metro station. 
Nicoson said a lawsuit filed by two users of the Dulles Toll Road challenging the transfer of that road to the Airports Authority had been sent back by the Virginia Supreme Court to the local courts for consideration on the merits; arguments are expected on October 3.  A decision is expected soon.  If it is positive, Metro development can go “full bore ahead;” if not, there will be serious rethinking.  [Toll revenues from the Dulles Toll Road are to be devoted to funding the Metro Rail extension.]

Marie Huhtala asked Nicoson why the Metro project had not decided to put one of its Reston stations in the Reston Town Center.  Since the RTC is in most respects Reston’s “downtown,” she said, locating a Metro stop there would vastly increase commuter convenience (and hence ridership), and also help alleviate parking problems.  Nicoson replied that locating a Metro stop at the RTC would represent an additional cost ($300 million more, she said), and also impact the W&OD trail.  Moreover, keeping the station in the median of the Dulles Toll Road would provide access to present and future business development both north and south of the road.  She suggested a bus circulator system, costing perhaps $15 million a year, could ferry workers between the Metro station and the RTC; the private sector would pick up the cost for this.
John Bowman asked what were the remaining issues for the Federal full funding agreement.  Nicoson said they were not serious, just a lot of back and forth.  Already they were looking at Phase Two (from Wiehle Avenue to Dulles Airport and beyond), which would start as soon as possible, with a second tax district formed to tap property owners in the area to the west of Reston.   As the Virginia Commonwealth plan for funding for transportation projects has now been ruled unconstitutional, the region is searching for a reliable source of funding.  The Governors of Maryland and Virginia, together with Mayor of the District of Columbia, may meet to discuss this during the coming fall.
Dan McGuire noted that northern Virginia bears an unfair share of the funding burden.  He recalled that when the Dulles Toll Road was built, the authorizing legislation provided that once the cost of the road bond was repaid, toll collections should end.  Continuing to charge tolls to cover the cost of the Metro extension is an act of bad faith.  Furthermore, taxes paid by northern Virginia residents support projects elsewhere in the state, such as the tunnels and roads in Norfolk; our region gets only about 2% of state transportation funding.  Nicoson responded that because federal funds are declining, our region will have to pay for our own improvements; moreover, property values will rise with the arrival of Metro, which will generate tax revenue increases that can help support rail.
3.  Next, the Board voted to approve the August minutes, with two minor amendments (correct a misspelling of Colin Mills’ name and attach a report of the Stakeholders Committee dated 9/22/08).

4.  Dan McGuire presented the Treasurer’s Report, which the Board voted to approve.

5.  Announcements.  President Stillson announced that a volunteer named Connor McGee had completed research on the 1980 referendum, a 90-page project.  A table of contents and executive summary were presented to the Board (Attachment 1).

6.  Charter Issues.  Colin Mills reported that a working group (Mills, Stillson, Bowman, Huhtala) was looking at RCA election districts, including the definition of each district, the proportion of Reston’s population represented in each district, and the map.  In some cases, the state voting precincts did not coincide with the footprint of the Small Tax District 5 that covers most of Reston.  In addition, the state has recently established a new precinct called Cameron Glen that covers the Town Center area, which used to be part of the Lake Anne district.  The working group will present a final proposal for defining RCA’s election districts by next month’s meeting.
Colin also raised the issue of whether RCA should charge dues.  He said there were a lot of issues surrounding this proposal; he will put forward a proposal in the next few months.

7.  Stakeholder Committee.  John Bowman reported (Attachment 3) that the Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning was engaged in an iterative process to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors about possible revisions to the Reston Master Plan.  To that end, they have been holding meetings with various groups important in Reston.  RCA has been monitoring that process; our interest is to preserve the best interests of the Reston community.  
The last stakeholder meeting with County officials will take place October 6.  After that, there will be a larger community meeting (not yet scheduled).  RCA should have outreach to our community organizations to see if we can work together.  The County has received various nominations for amendments to the Plan, all of which should be reconciled with the Master Plan revision.  Among the issues to be decided are a possible change of the covenants governing the Reston Center for Industry and Government (RCIG) area along Sunset Hills Road; the covenants currently prohibit residential development along this corridor, but developers would like much more leeway.  
Mike Corrigan inquired whether the zoning proposals were available to the public yet; Bowman replied that they were not yet on the website, though the Planning and Zoning committee had copies.  It was noted that the current Master Plan provides for mixed use development; covenants relief is a separate issue.  All the recommended proposals need to be considered collectively, not piecemeal.
8.  License Plate Committee.  Diane Lewis and Dan McGuire reported.  We need 350 signatures of people wishing to purchase the proposed Reston license plate; so far, we only have around 35.  At our next meeting, this Committee will present a plan to move this issue forward.  The Reston Association is helping out; an announcement may be made as early as November 8.

9.  Sustainable Reston Initiative.  Diane Lewis said the group was working on ideas for green projects for Reston, some of them small and some long-range.  They had a lively session the previous evening facilitated by volunteer Paul Hughes in which they brainstormed ideas.  Hank Blakely, another volunteer, has provided a logo and some technical help in intra-group communications and archiving. 
10,  Grants Committee.  Mike Corrigan reported that his committee had recently met and looked at potential grants and donors, plus the approval process and committee reviews.  Most grants will have a fairly narrow scope but will also need sufficient infrastructure.  It may be appropriate to fold this committee into the Sustainable Reston committee at some point. 
11.  Reston Access Committee.  Marion Stillson passed out copies of an attractive new, full-color brochure the committee has produced, giving information about the committee’s activities and objectives.  She also reported (Attachment 2) that the committee has had two successful negotiations with business owners this year.  First, they talked with the Sunrise Valley Professional Center, owned by Tetra, and won agreement to help with parking arrangements.  Then they got the American Tap Room to install a mirror in the ladies’ room low enough to be used by people in wheelchairs.  The committee is now focusing on further initiatives.  For example, it has identified 11 gas stations that pose particular problems for the mobility-impaired; they are working on an electronic survey to send to those stations.  Also, they have several suggestions for the parking area of the Spectrum Center.  If anyone has any further action recommendations, they should forward them to Marion.

12.  Citizen of the Year Committee.  Colin Mills reported that a nominating form has been generated and will soon be distributed (and put on the website).  By mid-October the Committee will be collecting nominations, reviewing them, and submitting finalists to the Board.  An announcement of the winner will be made at the October Board meeting.
13.  The Board agreed that its next meeting will be held at 8:00 p.m. on Monday, October 27.  The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Marie Huhtala, Secretary

Attachments:
1.  Report by Connor McGee on Reston Self-Governance

2.  Report of the Reston Accessibility Committee

3.  Stakeholder Committee Report

Attachment 1:  
EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THE COMMUNITY OF

RESTON, VIRGINIA WITH LOCAL SELFGOVERNANCE,1973-1980

A Report Presented to the Board of Directors of the

Reston Citizens Association

By Connor McGee

Submitted July 28th, 2008

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Connor McGee holds a Masters in Public Administration from Cornell University

and a Bachelor of Arts in Government with Departmental Honors from The University of Texas at Austin. He has written theses on alternative models for the United States Electoral College and budgetary outlooks of the most recently created US Departments. While in college, he also published a paper on presidential public approval ratings at the start of US conflicts abroad.

Connor McGee is a native of Austin, Texas. During the time of this research, he

resided in Springfield, Virginia and has held a total of ten months of residency in the Commonwealth. Prior to this project, he did not have any ties to the community of Reston. His chief motive for undertaking this research was a desire to improve his skills and credentials.
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METHODOLOGY AND GOALS

On March 3rd, 2008, the author sat down at a coffee shop with then-Vice President of the Reston Citizens Association, Marion Stillson, to discuss details for research of the 1980 community referendum to incorporate Reston as a town. Generally, Mrs. Stillson indicated that only bits and pieces of the story were known and that she was seeking information regarding its genesis, how long it took to put the referendum before a vote, which parties were involved, which civic leaders supported or were against incorporation, and a sense of the overall scope of involvement (i.e., local, state, and/or federal parties).  The author felt that in order to give the clearest sense of all of these directives, the best

means would be to perform a reasonably thorough search and explanation of the series of relevant events that led up to the incorporation referendum.

Over the next three months, the author was able to piece together the story of the incorporation movement using mostly a large array of articles from The Reston Times, some articles from The Washington Post, papers from the Planned Community Archives of the Special Collections and Archives Office of George Mason University, and a handful of other sources.  In terms of goals, nothing in this report should be interpreted as a judgment of whether incorporation for Reston was necessarily “good” or “bad.” Rather, the main

focus has been to examine the method and sequence of events in which community leaders of Reston, Virginia intended to incorporate as a town, from the idea’s inception up to the 1980 referendum. This report has been written in a chronological format, showcasing the periods where relevant events culminated and with an emphasis on how the central players in the incorporation movement worked and reacted.  Occasionally, to better illustrate those methods, personal interactions have been discussed but only as a means to convey sentiments and intentions. Also, when specific connections between events were not explicit, the author inferred connections that he felt were the most rational and likely. To point out such occurrences, the author used qualifying language in this report to indicate when an original analysis or assumption was being used (e.g. “It’s most likely that…”).  

The report has also been divided into two sections, each showing separate movements to provide local governance to Reston. Section I details the long-term movement initiated by the Reston Community Association, and Section II details a local governance movement that, while much briefer in execution, was starkly different in methodology and initiated by other parties.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The movement for Reston’s town sovereignty began in the early 1970’s as a

response to the county’s inability to provide municipal services to the community in a timely fashion and also to fill a void of organizational infrastructure that could efficiently handle all operational aspects of a thickly settled community. Shortly after Reston’s inception, Fairfax County adopted the Urban County Executive form of government, which prohibited further town incorporations. The theory was that towns only needed to incorporate to provide municipal services, and if a county had assumed that role, then there was no need to allow for new incorporations.

However, as Reston rapidly grew after its creation, county resources were

difficult to manage, and the bureaucratic structure of Fairfax County made it difficult to answer repeated requests for expanding services. Complaints included police services, sewer management, road infrastructure, and especially a lack of schools. By 1972, county voters turned down a large and much-needed school bond proposal, which motivated members of RCA to seek an official voice for the community.

RCA first broached the idea of a town government in an advisory referendum

during their ’73 elections, followed a couple of years later by county-sponsored Task Force to Study Alternative Forms of Government for Reston. Fairfax County was generally inflexible with full town powers due to fears of a declining tax base, the possible obligation of funds without offsets, potential harm to their credit rating, and fears that other communities would follow suit. The Board’s reluctance, coupled with the legislation prohibiting incorporations in an urban county, led RCA to lobby the General Assembly for an exception in the Virginia Code. However, the Commonwealth’s annexation crisis of the 70’s made the political environment difficult, and it quickly became evident that any change was going to require the consent of the county Board of Supervisors.

RCA then sought a compromise of limited local governance, whereby Reston

would utilize a town-like government structure with a constrained set of powers.

Generally, it provided for a town government, levying personal property taxes, managing recreational facilities, and providing intra-town transportation. Instead of a legislative charter, the community would be sovereign to the county, and as it developed, other powers could be sought out with the Board of Supervisors’ approval. The plan was endorsed by two studies of the General Assembly but ultimately scrapped for a town charter sovereign to the state legislature and similarly incorporated with limited powers.

In 1980, after the charter was approved, the referendum caught many residents

within the community off guard, the majority of whom either saw little need for a local government or didn’t believe that Reston deserved anything short of full town status.  Members of RCA made efforts to lobby in favor of incorporation, but they were ultimately short-sighted. Most residents wanted a firm figure of the town costs, and after RCA released an ambiguous and elusive report of the estimated costs for a powerless bare-bones town structure, it became clear that it was doomed to fail. Opposition members formed an advocacy group, “COLTS,” that often made questionable arguments but were able to play on the fears of a town whose budget would spiral beyond control. In the end, the referendum lost by a margin of roughly 2-1.

Attachment 2:

September 2008 Report to the Board of the Reston Citizens Association

Reston Accessibility Committee

RAC met first in January, 2008 and is chaired by Ken Fredgren. A core committee of 5 persons is supplemented by 5 or 6 other Reston residents who want to belong but not be activists.

The activists have completed these accomplishments:

1. Design and printing of 100 brochures (distribute)

2. Successful requests to two Reston businesses for accommodations: Tetra Partnerships re their property at Sunrise Valley Professional Center, and Thompson Hospitality re its American Tap Room restaurant at Town Center

3. Partnership with Reston Rotary Club for RAC to present certificates of thanks to these two businesses at the Rotary’s October 8, 2008 lunch at Hidden Creek Country Club. The press has been notified.

4. Invitation!! One Board member can be included at the Rotary Club lunch on Oct. 8. Is anyone interested? I will let you know the details.

The activists are working on these projects:

· Electronic survey of all 11 Reston gas stations to determine what facilities they have for mobility-impaired gas purchasers

· Request to owners of the Spectrum Center for several improvements---if the improvements are made, RAC will publicly honor the owners

By Marion Stillson, RAC member and liaison to the RCA Board
Attachment 3: Stakeholder Committee Report to RCA Board, September 22, 2008


The RCA stakeholders committee has met twice, on August 27 and September 11, to get organized and discuss how to be an effective participant in the current review of the Reston planning documents (the Master Plan, the county’s Comprehensive Plan, and the Planned Residential Community—PRC—ordinances).  John Bowman and Dick Stillson were elected as co-chairmen.


A county planning department staff member, Heidi Merkel, has been holding “focus group” meetings with various Reston organizations (the stakeholders) to get a view of what Reston residents want in any revisions to the planning documents.  A final meeting with the Town Center Association will be Wednesday, September 24; after that meeting Heidi will have met with all the Reston organizations she originally intended except Reston Interfaith and the Community Center Board.   Committee members attended all of the meetings, collected the various position papers that the organizations prepared, and kept a scorecard (attached) on which issues were raised in each of the meetings.  Heidi apparently plans to recommend to Cathy Hudgins by mid-October that a task force be formed to study suggestions for revisions to at least the Master Plan and the county Comprehensive Plan, and make recommendations to the supervisors. 


 A large number of proposals for zoning changes for the Reston/Herndon Suburban Area have been filed with the county in this cycle of the review of the county Comprehensive Plan (called nominations).  The schedule calls for county staff to screen the nominations first, then release the accepted ones in October.  A local, ad hoc, Task Force meets between November and February 2009 to consider them.  Some experts have suggested that consideration of the nominations in this cycle be postponed until the separate Reston document review has been completed and this position was strongly argued in the focus group meeting with the DRB.  The RCA stakeholders committee agrees with this view and is staying abreast of the issue.

 
The committee decided to cooperate with and, indeed, encourage the process of forming a task force on the condition that the primary Reston stakeholders would have a very strong representation on the taskforce and that it would be the main group to decide on changes in the documents to recommend to the supervisors.  Our idea is that these organizations would form a caucus within the taskforce to work together for common goals.  In this way the views of the Reston organizations would be more credible and forceful to the supervisors, who would ultimately make the decisions about any changes to the planning documents.  In order to begin the process of establishing this caucus we have contacted representatives of each of the Reston organizations listed above, as well as the Reston Community Center Board and Reston Interfaith.  We are arranging a meeting for Sun., Sept. 28, during which we hope there can be broad agreement on a list of important issues that would form the basis of the positions of the caucus.  The next step will be to persuade Heidi Merkel/Cathy Hudgins that representatives of each Reston organizations should be on the task force.


The following list of issues that the committee feels should be included in the September 28 meeting is, in large part, based on discussions in the various focus group meetings.  In every meeting density and traffic were considered the most important problems facing Reston.


A.
Density:  Most meetings thought that increased density was inevitable and, as Bob Simon pointed out in one meeting, the original plan for Reston was for 80,000 residents, 20,000 more than now.  The following issues were considered paramount planning objectives to regulate increased density:



i.
Increased density should be focused in Town Center, the village centers, and the RCIG (particularly around the metro stations).



ii.
The timing of increased density should be planned with infrastructure changes so as to minimize problems, particularly traffic.



iii.
As density increases planners should maintain the suburban and open feel of much of Reston by establishing stable or “as built” neighborhoods which cannot be re-developed at higher than existing density without the consent of current residents.



iv.
To accomplish the above three objectives, the new plans must regulate re-development and new projects in all parts of Reston, including the RCIG, which now is governed by a set of covenants that does not take into account its place within Reston as a whole.


B.
Traffic:  



i.
How to ameliorate current traffic congestion through planning measures.  


ii.
The impact of Metro on traffic and how to alleviate it, for example:




a.
 improved bus service,




b.
 RMAG proposals for pedestrians and bicycles,




c.
 parking restrictions.


C.
Articulating the ideals of Reston as a planned community in the text of a revised Reston Master Plan.  Currently the Master Plan is three maps.  New planning documents should include the revised Bob Simon goals for the community and restate the ideals of the planned community for the 21st century.


D.
The influence of Reston residents and organizations.  Resident individuals and organizations should be a substantial, indeed a predominate, voice in the plan revisions and the future planning process.


E.
Other Issues:  Many issues came up during two or more of the focus group meetings.  Some of those which may find general agreement among the participants are:



i.
Preserving Reston diversity by requiring an adequate level of affordable and assessable housing in new and re-development projects.



ii.
Preserving a good work/life balance by planning for a good balance of residential, retail, entertainment, and commercial development.


iii.
Improving the design of village centers which, except for Lake Anne, have become more like standard suburban strip malls.
