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The Zoning Ordinance is the primary implementation tool for the 2019 Comprehensive 
Plan, which the Board of Supervisors (Board) adopted on June 20, 2019. It contains 
an added level of specificity for how and where land development can happen that is 
based on the community’s vision as expressed in the goals, policies, and actions of the 
2019 Comprehensive Plan. The Zoning Ordinance therefore needs to be revised and/or 
replaced to maintain consistency between the County’s visionary and regulatory 
planning documents. Moreover, while numerous amendments varying in scope and 
scale have been adopted to the existing Zoning Ordinance, there has not been a 
comprehensive evaluation and update of the ordinance since January 2003. As such, 
the rewrite project will include updating the content and structure of the Zoning 
Ordinance based on modern best practices in land use regulation.  

As the local governing body, the Board will ultimately consider, revise, and adopt the 
proposed Zoning Ordinance text following recommendation by the Planning 
Commission. The process of formulating the proposed Zoning Ordinance has and 
continues to involve engagement of a wide variety of internal and external 
stakeholders. The Zoning Ordinance Committee played a critical role in supporting the 
Board, Planning Commission, and County staff. 

History and Structure 
On October 6, 2020, the Board approved the formation of the Zoning Ordinance 
Committee (Committee), structure, and bylaws. The Committee is comprised of 
citizen-members representing a broad spectrum of countywide stakeholder 
organizations and professional areas of expertise potentially impacted by Zoning 
Ordinance changes. The Committee’s purpose, as stated in the bylaws, is “supporting 
the Commission, the BOS, and Loudoun County staff by reviewing and recommending 
changes to the current Loudoun County Zoning Ordinance”.  

Recommendations may include, but are not limited to:  
Correcting errors and inconsistencies. 
Clarifying regulations. 
Simplifying the Zoning Ordinance to make it more user friendly.  
Keeping the Zoning Ordinance current to reflect changes in the state code, the 
market, economic, fiscal and land use conditions and the emergence of new 
uses.
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Addressing a specific issue. 
Identifying when proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments are inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan and may require a Comprehensive Plan amendment. 

From November 2020 to April 2022, the Committee served as a sounding board for 
County staff, reviewing and commenting on early draft zoning ordinance text. The 
Committee reviewed early draft language prepared by staff, discussed the draft text 
during Committee meetings, and provided written comments through an online 
platform called enCodePlus. Comments made by Committee members are provided 
as Appendix 2.  

Membership

Stakeholder Organizations and Subject Matter Experts 
Planning Commission Representative John Merrithew 
Loudoun County Chamber of Commerce Colleen Gillis 

NAIOP Ross Stevens 
William “Bill” Junda* 

NVBIA Matt Lawrence
DAAR Rich Brittingham
Subject Matter Expert: Architect Kevin Ruedisueli, Chair 

Subject Matter Expert: Urban Land-use Planner Jean Ault 
Russ Forno** 

Coalition of Loudoun Towns (COLT) Bridge Littleton 
Farm Bureau Tia Walbridge 
Rural Economic Development Council Jeff Browning 
Homeowner/Condominium Association Ben Keethler 
Economic Development Advisory Commission Joe Paciulli 
Environmental Organization Gem Bingol 
Preservation/Conservation Organization Maura Walsh-Copeland 
At large Michael Capretti, Vice Chair 
At large Charles Houston 
At large Packie Crown 
At large Eric Zicht 
*William Junda replaced Ross Stevens. (His first meeting was 3/14/22).
*Russ Forno replaced Jean Ault (His first meeting was 2/2/2022).
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Subcommittees
The Committee established four subcommittees to facilitate the review of draft 
language. The focus areas and assigned committee members were as follows:  

Uses Zoning Districts
1. Colleen Gillis 1. Matt Lawrence
2. Charlie Houston 2. Bridge Littleton
3. Russ Forno 3. Kevin Ruedisueli
4. John Merrithew 4. Tia Walbridge
5. Maura Walsh-Copeland 5. Eric Zicht

Development Standards Attainable Housing 
1. Gem Bingol
2. Rich Brittingham
3. Bill Junda
4. Ben Keethler
5. Joe Paciulli

1. Jeff Browning
2. Michael Capretti
3. Packie Crown
4. Colleen Gillis
5. Kevin Ruedisueli 

Meeting Schedule 

Committee Meetings
Date Topic 

2020-11-12 Overview of the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite 
2020-12-02 Summary of Input, Round 1 
2021-01-06 Code Audit Overview 
2021-02-03 Parking
2021-02-17 Best Management Practices

(Planned Unit Developments and Zoning Incentives) 
2021-03-03 Software Platform enCodePlus
2021-03-17 Programmatic Overview
2021-04-07 Code Audit
2021-04-21 Code Audit
2021-05-05 Use Tables
2021-06-02 Use Tables
2021-06-16 Use Tables
2021-07-07 Parking
2021-07-21 Parking
2021-08-25 Use Specific Standards 
2021-09-08 Use Specific Standards 
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Committee Meetings
Date Topic 

2021-09-15 Overlay Districts 
2021-10-06 Overlay Districts 
2021-11-03 Zoning Districts 
2021-11-17 Zoning Districts 
2021-12-15 Signs 
2022-01-05 Development Standards 
2022-01-19 Development Standards 
2022-02-02 Attainable Housing 
2022-02-16 Historic District Overlay 
2022-03-14 Subcommittee Expectations and Outcomes 
2022-05-18 Review Subcommittee Findings and Recommendations 
2022-06-01 Review Subcommittee Findings and Recommendations 
2022-06-15 Review Draft Findings and Recommendations Report 
2022-06-27 Review Draft Findings and Recommendations Report 
2022-07-06 Key Issues Polling 
2022-07-20 Final Findings and Recommendations Report Vote 

Subcommittee Meetings 
Date Topic 

2022-04-05 Attainable Housing 
2022-04-08 Attainable Housing 
2022-04-21 Zoning Districts 
2022-04-26 Zoning Districts 
2022-04-25 Development Standards 
2022-04-26 Development Standards 
2022-04-26 Use Standards 
2022-04-27 Use Standards 

Meeting summaries and recordings are available online: 
www.loudoun.gov/zoningordinancecommittee
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The Committee began its work on the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite project with briefings 
on a consultant’s audit of the existing zoning ordinance and assessments of best 
management practices. Links to these consultant deliverables are provided below.   

Best Management Practices 
Kendig Keast Collaborative completed two Best Practices Assessments to inform the 
Zoning Ordnance Rewrite project: 

Planned Unit Developments – Best Practices Assessment (PDF) 
Zoning Incentives – Best Practices Assessment (PDF) 

Code Audit 
The code audit, completed by WSP, provided recommended updates to the Zoning 
Ordinance to improve usability, modernize regulations, and implement the Loudoun 
County 2019 General Plan.  

Code Audit – Text Analysis (PDF) 
Code Audit – District Assessment and Recommendations (PDF) 
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The Findings and Recommendations of the Zoning Ordinance Committee (Committee) 
are a result of the pre-referral, early look process that spanned from November 2020 
through February 2022, as well as work from each of the subcommittees between 
March and June 2022, which produced draft findings and recommendations for 
consideration by the committee-of-the-whole. The Findings and Recommendations in 
this report represent the majority positions of the committee based on either 
discussion during Committee meetings or MentiMeter votes taken at the July 6, 2022 
Committee meeting.  If a vote was taken on a specific finding/recommendation, those 
vote results are included in parenthesis after the Findings and Recommendations 
statement (Affirming, Dissenting, Abstaining, Absent).  

Minority Findings and Recommendations from committee members discussed either in 
the subcommittees or the committee-of-the-whole are captured in the Findings and 
Recommendations Matrix (Appendix 1). Furthermore, each subcommittee section 
within the matrix includes a section titled: “Subcommittee did not flag the items below 
this row for further discussion by the full ZOC. However, a ZOC member may flag 
an item below for further discussion during the ZOC Committee of the Whole 
meetings.” The items that fall below this title in each section are not in this report, as 
project staff either agreed with the subcommittee that the change was necessary, 
or additional research was necessary to make the appropriate change. If any of these 
items are not addressed in staff’s draft Zoning Ordinance presented to the 
Planning Commission, then this Committee considers those to be unresolved issues 
that should be identified in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission.  

The Findings and Recommendations in this report include discussions of the 
topics identified in the Findings and Recommendations Matrix (Appendix 1). Staff 
prepared the Matrix, identifying topics where additional discussion or input from 
subcommittees would be beneficial. Subcommittees used the Matrix a tool 
during subcommittee meetings to assist members in developing draft Findings and 
Recommendations for the ZOC committee-of-the-whole’s consideration.  

To develop draft Findings and Recommendations, subcommittees discussed each item 
listed on the Matrix and evaluated whether the draft text sufficiently implemented the 
2019 GP. Subcommittees found that draft text 1) did not adequately addressed 
policies, goals, or strategies or implement the 2019 General Plan, 2) addressed 
policies, goals, or strategies in the 2019 GP, but implementation was incomplete, 3) 
addressed a policies, goals, or strategies in the 2019 GP, but implementation 
surpassed the intent of the 2019 GP, exceeding the necessary level of regulation.  
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Staff documented the subcommittees’ suggested solutions in the Matrix. Solutions 
were intended to 1) align the draft text with the goals of the 2019 GP, 2) correct errors 
and inconsistencies, 3) clarify regulations, 4) simplify the Zoning Ordinance to make 
it more user friendly, 5) bring or keep the Zoning Ordinance current, or 6) address a 
specific issue. Subcommittees presented and discussed their Findings and 
Recommendations during two ZOC committee-of-the-whole meetings held in May and 
June 2022.  

This Findings and Recommendations report must be considered in conjunction with 
the subcommittee matrices attached to this report (Appendix 1). The 
subcommittees considered many policy issues that were considered below the line 
and not voted on by the entire Zoning Ordinance Committee. These items deserve 
further consideration and deliberation by the Planning Commission and Board to 
consider an overall policy direction on these issues. Additionally, many of these 
items are flagged as issues not to be considered by the Committee but items that 
staff would “research and revise if needed”. Since the Committee did not have the 
opportunity to review or discuss staff’s consideration and revisions, an overall 
Committee position is not included at this time on these considered below the line. 
However, there are several specific topics outlined below the line that should be 
considered:     

1) Zoning Districts: Line #8 – Block and street patterns. Looks at
interconnectivity, grids, cul-de-sacs, curvilinear streets to preserve natural
resources and topographic features. (Various Districts) 

2) Zoning Districts: Line #12 – Lot sizes and coverage especially with regard to
small lots in suburban and transition neighborhoods (Various Tables in Chapter
2)

3) Use Standards: Line #7 – A clearer/better definition of Agriculture is sought.
(3.03.07)

4) Development Standards: Line #7 – Adaptive reuse of Non-Historic Structures
is sought besides that of Historic Structures. (5.10, 9.01.C.5 and 5.04.04.A.1)

5) Attainable Housing: Line #7 – Concern about the 50% Occupancy Permit
requirement in multi-family buildings when Occupancy Permits are not actually
based upon finished units within the building. Occupancy Permit needs 
clarification in this situation. (8.01.I) 

6) Attainable Housing: Line #20 – A concern about defining quality, limiting
flexibility and increasing costs when the Ordinance stipulates similar or higher
quality materials for AHU’s. (8.01.K)
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Two important items should be noted from this process. The Committee reviewed 
many chapters and sections of the staff draft new Zoning Ordinance. However, the 
Committee was not provided an opportunity to review all sections. These include the 
following key sections: Procedures, Legacy Districts, and the Suburban Mixed Use 
Overlay District. Secondly, the Committee was not provided the opportunity to review 
critical language dealing with potential map revisions, the creation of possible non-
conforming uses, vesting, and the implementation of the new ordinance. Staff’s 
analysis of the items could have a major impact on the Committee’s position on the 
proposed Zoning Ordinance Rewrite. The Committee would appreciate the opportunity 
to review the updated ordinance and the sections that have not been prepared and 
provide feedback to the Planning Commission and Board. 

Finally, the Committee remains engaged in the process and will be prepared to assist 
the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, as requested. 
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The Findings and Recommendations below represent the majority positions of the 
Committee based on either discussion during Committee meetings or MentiMeter votes 
taken at the July 6, 2022 Committee meeting. If a vote was taken on a specific 
finding/recommendation, those vote results are included in parenthesis after the 
Findings and Recommendations statement (Affirming, Dissenting, Abstaining, Absent). 
Findings and Recommendations that appear in blue font indicate these items did not 
receive a vote from the committee-of-the-whole. Instead, these items originated in a 
ZOC subcommittee and were presented to and discussed by the committee-of-the-
whole during two meetings on May 18, 2022 and June 1, 2022. 

Overall Zoning Ordinance 

The Committee found that the draft Zoning Ordinance is too narrowly prescriptive. (9-
8-1) Other comments that apply to the overall draft Zoning Ordinance follow. 

1) Aligning the Zoning Ordinance with the 2019 General Plan 

a) The draft Zoning Ordinance references 
the 2019 General Plan (2019 GP) 
throughout the ordinance, requiring 
compliance with this policy document. 
These references should be removed. 
(12-6-0)

b) The draft Zoning Ordinance should 
facilitate the goals of the 2019 GP 
without codifying the policy language. 
(8-3-6-1)

c) Eliminate redundancy between the draft Zoning Ordinance and the 2019 GP and 
clarify the purpose of the two separate documents. Overarching goals and 
objectives are appropriate.

d) Shift from policy language used in the 2019 GP to clear requirements in the draft 
Zoning Ordinance.  

e) Shift from ideal concepts, which are appropriate in the 2019 GP, to regulations 
in the draft Zoning Ordinance for real development situations. 

f) Purpose statements repeat policies from the 2019 GP. Revise Purpose 
statements and clearly indicate that they are not regulations or remove them 
from each section.

Findings and Recommendations 
that appear in blue font did not 
receive a formal vote from the 
ZOC and originated in a ZOC 
subcommittee.
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2) Streamlining and User-Friendly

a) Efforts to streamline and improve the usability of the draft Zoning Ordinance are 
not fully realized, and there are still many opportunities to improve.  

b) Continue working towards achieving a clearly written, easier-to-understand, 
user-friendly zoning ordinance.  

c) The draft is not clear enough and difficult for laypersons to understand.  
d) The links are helpful but there is too much jumping back and forth. Consider 

pop-ups within the electronic platform rather than links. 

3) Modifications 

a) Zoning Modifications in the draft Zoning Ordinance should not be limited to 
Planned Development districts. (17-1-0)  

b) Zoning Modifications should be permissible in all zoning districts pursuant to an 
applicant’s statement explaining how the modifications achieve equal or better 
solutions to meet the district purpose. Modifications would not be permitted to 
increase planned density, add a new use to a district, or propose to modify a 
definition. (14-3-1) 

c) Modifications or administrative flexibility should be allowed if an applicant is able 
to achieve conformance with the 2019 GP but unable to meet the regulatory 
standard by a nominal amount (example – applicant can only provide 29% open 
space and the requirement is 30%). (8-7-2-1) 

d) With guidance or standards, modifications should be available to encourage 
creative design to achieve equal or better solutions to meet the district’s 
purpose.

4) Sustainability 

a) The term “sustainability” should be strengthened, and the principles of 
sustainability be incorporated further throughout the draft Zoning Ordinance. 
(9-4-5)

b) Define sustainability. 
c) Incentivize sustainable initiatives or move sustainable practices and standards 

to the Facilities Standards Manual (FSM). 
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Zoning Districts 
The Committee was generally receptive to the draft zoning districts, however, offered 
the following findings and recommendations on the Zoning Districts Chapter: 

1) Zoning Districts

a) Clarification is necessary regarding whether properties within the Route 28 Tax 
District will be remapped and how many zoning ordinances the County will 
administer. (11-1-6) 

b) In Mixed-Use districts, the required mix of uses and the vertical mix requirement 
is too high. These two requirements should be relaxed or eliminated if the 
applicant can demonstrate that their proposed mix of uses meets the 2019 GP 
goals. (15-2-0-1) 

c) Mixed-use requirements for height (vertical mix) and the required mix of uses 
should be more relaxed, flexible, and consider the surrounding parcels/uses 
during the legislative process. 

d) Revise or eliminate minimum building heights for individual buildings if targeted 
floor-area-ration (FAR) is met. These minimums do not allow for unique, 
pedestrian-scale buildings. (11-4-2-1) 

e) Eliminate or add flexibility to the minimum building heights in the UPA to 
encourage creative design and address situations where some buildings and 
uses cannot conform to the minimum height requirements. 

f) Relax block length requirements in Urban Transit Center/Urban Mixed Use 
(UT/UM), Suburban Employment (SE) and Transitional/Joint Land Management 
Area (JLMA) districts. (13-3-2) 

g) Block length requirements, to meet the goals of walkability, should be modifiable 
through a legislative process that considers the FAR goals, zoning and place 
type. 

h) AR-1 and AR-2 zoning districts should be renamed to ARS and ARN 
(respectively) to correspond to the Place Types in the 2019 GP. (12-4-1-1)

2) Draft New Planned Development Zoning District  

a) The Committee supports the proposed Planned Development Zoning District 
process, as it adds flexibility for future market shifts and supports innovation.  

b) The draft requirement to begin with a base zoning district, then modify it, will 
create a negative connotation associated with modifications. 

c) As drafted, the PD district does not minimize the need for modifications.
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d) A planned development application should provide an applicant with a “blank 
slate” in which to justify innovation that may not be able to adhere to individual 
regulations.

e) A planned development application should not be required to modify another 
zoning district. Such requirement to include zoning modifications would have a 
negative connotation to the public.  

Additional items were discussed within the subcommittee but not discussed at the 
committee-of-the-whole due to either staff agreement or staff acknowledging that 
more research is necessary. Those items are found in Appendix 1, Pages 4-6, items 3-
15.
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Uses
The Committee was generally receptive to the tables, changes, reorganization, and 
revision to Uses, however, offered the following findings and recommendations for the 
Uses Chapter: 

1) Uses and Use Tables 
a) Reduce the number of uses requiring Special Exception (SPEX) review, 

recategorize more uses to by-right and develop appropriate use-specific 
standards. (9-9-0) With a tie vote, the final recommendation was inconclusive.  

b) Those uses with similar offsite impacts should have consistent standards 
addressing the scale, intensity, density and location to minimize those impacts. 
(15-2-1)

c) There are inconsistencies within use tables that need to be corrected. Uses and 
use-specific standards within these districts need to be more clearly defined as 
to not create loopholes and zoning enforcement issues. 

d) The ordinance provides no mechanism to consider or evaluate properties with 
more than one primary use in terms of location, total acreage, and intensity 
impacts. Provide standards to evaluate and address allowing multiple principle 
uses on a parcel to ensure compatible scale, use, intensity, character, and 
environmental protections, including, but not limited to, acreage calculation, 
scale, intensity, hours of operation, parking calculations, quantity of events and 
attendees, setbacks, buffering, road access, and noise. 

e) Develop more standardized use-specific standards, temporary use regulations 
for events, and performance standards requirements for similar or equivalent 
intensity uses. Standardization should include, but not limited to, noise, lighting, 
traffic capacity, road access, site constraints and design (amount of land 
disturbance, buffers, location/siting) that depend on the use’s size, number of 
employees, number of patrons, hours of operation, ability to host special events, 
etc.

2) Balancing Agricultural and High-Intensity Uses in Rural Policy Area

a) Agricultural uses should require a recognizable level of farming on-site. (12-5-
1)

b) Agricultural uses should require conservation of farmed areas on-site. (10-7-1) 
c) Require a larger minimum acreage for those agricultural uses that are 

considered “more intense.” (11-4-3) 
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d) Event management regulations need to be consistent throughout the ordinance.
Event permits should be less cumbersome for off-site farm market events.

e) Some uses and terms are unclear or undefined.  Examples include, but are not
limited to: “Farm,” “Historic,” “Agricultural Operations,” “Production
Agriculture,” “Agriculture manufacturing.” 

f) Develop regulations for non-event businesses hosting semi-regular events.
Previous discussions by ZOC and draft language addressing this concern should
be (re)considered, including review of draft text reviewed by ZOC in 
September/October 2021. 

g) Clarify and define uses and terms:
a. Define “recognizable” or use a term that clearly identifies the goal and

how much “farming” on-site is necessary to qualify as agriculture (i.e.,
percentage of land area devoted to farming or agriculture).  

b. Define “high-intensity agricultural uses” and the additional regulations or
use-specific standards for those uses that meet that definition should be
consistent with similar uses. 

c. Other examples include, but are not limited to: “Farm,” “Historic,”
“Agriculture,” “Agricultural Operations,” “Production Agriculture,”
“Agriculture manufacturing.” 

h) Evaluate a tier system based on the intensity of uses for properties with more
than one primary use.

i) Develop a mechanism to allow the existing uses to expand/modify without being
subject to the SPEX. This will be similar to an administrative/minor modification
of existing plan. 

Additional items were discussed within the subcommittee but not discussed at the 
Committee-of-the-whole due to either staff agreement or staff acknowledging 
that more research is necessary. Those items are found within Appendix 1, Pages 
7-9, items 3-12. 
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Development Standards 
1) Streamlining and User-Friendly Standards 

a) The Development Standards section is too dense, long, and overwhelming.  
b) Reduce density and length of the Development Standards by dividing and 

reorganizing subsections. Consider dividing it into developer related topics (i.e., 
parking, utilities, site development) and environmental topics (i.e., NER, trees, 
landscaping, and buffering). (9-7-2) 

c) There should be more development standards and performance standards to 
increase historic resource protection. (10-8-0) 

d) There should be more development standards and performance standards to 
increase restoration of natural resources. (11-7-0) 

2) Variation of Residential Lot Sizes  

a) The Committee expressed general support of the concept of variation of 
residential lot sizes for SFD and SFA duplex, triplex, and quadruplex lots in the 
SN, SCN, TLN, TSN, and JLMA districts. The regulation requires projects 
containing 10 or more residential lots to include a mixture of lot sizes and 
dimensions. No more than 60% of all single-family detached, and no more than 
60% of all single-family attached duplex, triplex, and quadruplex building lots, 
are permitted to be similar in total lot area. "Similar" lot areas in the SN, SCN, 
TSN, TCN, JLMA-LN, is defined as within 500 square feet of each other. 

b) Evaluate whether the variation requirement should apply to duplex, triplex, 
quadruplex.  

c) ZOC does not find that the variation needs to be dispersed and has concerns 
that too many requirements would complicate the application and negatively 
impact the goal of providing more affordable housing. 

d) Evaluate the parameters for similar lot size to determine whether they will create 
enough of a variation, as 500 square feet may be too small.  

3) Open Space

a) Revise and clarify open space bonuses and incentives to protect high-quality 
open space. (12-0-6) 

b) Add a prioritized list/checklist of environmental and historic resource protections 
to the open space requirements. (13-5-0) 
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c) Modifications or other tools to incentivize protecting high-quality open space 
should be considered. (18-0-0) 

d) Allow modifications or other tools to incentivize protecting high-quality open 
space. An applicant may provide further protections for high-value areas as a 
trade-off for reduced front yards. 

e) Maintain the current ability to count, buffer yards, ponds, unprogrammed lawn 
areas and other areas, towards open space requirements. (11-4-3) 

f) Do not eliminate those areas that are currently permitted to count towards an 
applicant’s open space requirement. 

g) Limiting the use of land area within Floodplain Overlay District (FOD) to only 
25% open space should be revisited. (13-2-3) This can have detrimental impacts 
on viability many parcels within the Broad Run watershed and can be a 
contradiction to recognizing the priority areas such as mature forests, as 
beneficial open space.  

h) Off-site open space should be allowed, but only through a legislative process. 
(13-5-0)

i) Revise to allow off-site open space through legislative approval with standards, 
review, and justification.  

j) The new requirement of 30% open space in commercial districts is too 
restrictive, particularly when combined with the reduced allowable areas. (11-
5-2)

k) Maintain the current 20% open space requirement in commercial districts versus 
the draft 30% open space requirement. 

l) Require an open space plan at the beginning of the legislative review process. 
(10-7-1)

m)Revise open space definitions so there is less interpretation regarding what types 
of spaces count towards requirements. (17-0-1) 

n) Clarify open space definitions and explore reducing the multiple types of open 
space.

4) Lighting

a) Lighting is a technical subject where industry expertise should be consulted. 
(17-0-1)

b) “Color temperature” standards should be added to the existing lighting 
standards. (12-5-1) 

c) Lighting standards should be removed from the draft Zoning Ordinance and 
placed in the Facilities Standards Manual (FSM). (11-5-2) 
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5) Parking 

a) Reduce parking regulations overall to avoid over-regulation. (15-0-3). 
b) Remove parking standards in villages until small area plans are completed. (9-

6-3)
c) Revise the illustrations in the parking standards for clarity or remove the 

illustrations. (18-0-0) 
d) Reduce the 25% limitation on impervious areas for side yards to accommodate 

access for side or rear loaded garages. (13-4-1) 
e) Eliminate parking maximums within the RPA for all uses except large events. 

(14-3-1)
f) Eliminate parking maximums for residential uses in all zoning districts. (15-3-0) 
g) Include the ability to modify parking requirements within the legislative 

processes resulting in an approved parking plan. (18-0-0) 
h) Revise parking maximums and required parking locations to not conflict with 

setbacks and buffers, creating unnecessary restriction. (9-2-7) 
i) Develop parking maximums for large events in the RPA. 

6) Landscaping

a) Revise landscaping regulations to require exclusion of invasive, non-native 
species. (15-2-1) 

b) Revise landscaping requirements to allow an alternative to turf grass in median 
plantings, while not conflicting with Virginia Department of Transportation 
(VDOT) requirements. (16-0-2). 

Additional items were discussed within the Development Standards Subcommittee but 
not discussed at the Committee-of-a-whole due to either staff agreement or staff 
acknowledging that more research is necessary. Those items are found within 
Appendix 1, Pages 2-3, items 7-17. 
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Attainable Housing 
The Attainable Housing Subcommittee initiated discussion acknowledging attainable 
housing is a challenging issue and that administering ADUs and UHNUs through the 
zoning ordinance represents only one of many attainable housing tools in the County’s 
toolbox for achieving attainable housing goals. The Committee made the following 
findings and recommendations regarding attainable housing in the draft Zoning 
Ordinance.  

1) Unmet Housing Needs Units (UHNU) Compatibility and Interspersion 

a) Make compatibility and interspersion requirements for UHNUs more flexible 
and/or making modifications simpler to pursue. Draft text requires site plans 
and subdivision plats to demonstrate that UNHUs are compatible with and 
interspersed among market rate dwelling units. To be considered compatible, 
UNHUs must be similar in width, depth, height, and exterior architectural 
treatment to market rate dwelling units in the development.  

2) Affordable Dwelling Unit (ADU) Compatibility and Interspersion 

a) Make compatibility and interspersion requirements for ADUs more flexible 
and/or making modifications simpler to pursue. Draft text requires site plans 
and subdivision plats to demonstrate that ADUs are compatible with and 
interspersed among market rate dwelling units. To be considered compatible, 
ADUs must be similar in width, depth, height, and exterior architectural 
treatment to market rate dwelling units in the development.  

3) Timing of Delivery of Affordable Dwelling Units and Unmet Housing Needs 
Units 

a) Provide more flexibility for the delivery timing of AHUs and UHNUs.  
b) Based on the draft text, occupancy permits for 50% of the ADUs must be issued 

prior to issuance of more than 50% of the market rate dwelling units occupancy 
permits for the development. Occupancy permits for 75% of the ADUs must be 
issued prior to issuance of more than 75% of the market rate dwelling units 
occupancy permits for the development. Occupancy permits for 100% of the 
ADUs must be issued prior to issuance of more than 90% of the market rate 
dwelling units occupancy permits for the development. The Committee finds 
more flexibility is needed regarding the timing of delivery for ADUs and market-
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rate units.  For example, consider linking timing to funding approval or loan 
closing. Examine allowing occupancy permits for all units once the funding is 
provided.

c) When a developer provides more Affordable Housing Units (AHU) than required, 
they are still held to the same standard, meaning the calculation is based on 
AHUs, not the ADU requirement. Tie the delivery triggers to the required 
number of ADUs, not AHUs, that are additional to the requirement. 

Additional discussion by the Attainable Housing Subcommittee is included in the 
Findings and Recommendations Matrix (Appendix 1, pages 7-11). 
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Transitioning to the New Zoning Ordinance 
The Committee made the following findings and recommendations based on their 
understanding of non-conforming uses, vesting, and grandfathering. 

1) Non-Conforming, Vesting, and Grandfathering 

a) The draft zoning ordinance should clarify whether a remapped property that 
does not meet new zoning district criteria (i.e., design characteristics, 
setbacks, parcel size, etc.) becomes non-conforming. (16-0-2) 

b) The draft zoning ordinance should clarify how properties subject to proffered 
development under the “Revised 1993 Zoning Ordinance, as may be 
amended” will be handled. (16-0-2) 

c) Reasonable grandfathering should be implemented as a transition to the new 
ordinance. (15-1-1) 

d) Grandfathering should apply to existing rural businesses if acreage 
requirements for their use increase. (17-0-1) 

e) The new zoning ordinance should clarify how a pre-existing by-right use is 
impacted if it is no longer a use included in the Use Tables. (Is it 
grandfathered? If so, for how long?) (16-0-1-1) 

f) The new zoning ordinance should clarify what happens if a by-right parcel is 
partially developed and whether the last phase/building needs to comply with 
new district regulations. (16-0-1-1) 

g) Clarification of grandfathering, vested rights, and non-conforming uses is 
necessary during this process. 
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The Committee considered issues that could be separated from the Zoning Ordinance 
Rewrite project and addressed individually as stand-alone Zoning Ordinance 
Amendments (ZOAMs following Board adoption of the Zoning Ordinance.  

The Committee decided that, while each issue could be further researched and 
developed as a separate ZOAM, the following issues should all be addressed within the 
new Zoning Ordinance during the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite project, if feasible: 

1.  Lighting
2.  Flexibility
3.  Consistent standards for high intensity uses
4.  Sustainability
5.  Solar 



Appendix 1. Zoning Ordinance Committee Findings and Recommendations Matrix
Development Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

1 4/25/2022 GP Chapter 7 Implementation states two 
implementation priorities: a. the comprehensive 
review of the Zoning Ordinance and b. preparation 
of a Zoning Ordinance consistent with the Plan's 
policies, strategies and actions.  Seeking 
confirmation that staff and the proposed ZOR has 
addressed these priorities.

More than 40 entries in the Implementation Matrix in 
Chapter 7 of the GP refer directly to Zoning Ordinance 
amendments, development standards or design guidelines. 
Chapter 5 Development Standards, alone or in conjunction 
with Zoning Districts, Chapter 2, and Use Tables, Chapter 
3, directly addresses these implementation items with 
attention to clarified and user friendly language, the 
encouragement of retention and reuse of historic structures 
through adaptive reuse and nonconformity relaxation, 
incentives for protection of sensitive environments in open 
space, accessibility for all populations as well as 
accessibility to all areas of new development thru 
comprehensive pedestrian/bicycle and shared use path 
networks, improved natural and environmental protections, 
updated and expanded parking standards, consolidated 
transportation standards and improved lighting standards.

5.0 Consistency 
with CP

Still have concerns for streamlining and user friendly goals.  Latest version can 
still use work.  Reliance on hot links and jumping back and forth may not be 
most effective and efficient. Development standards have everything covered 
in one section, keep suburban section seperate.  Dev. Standards meant to 
apply across the board to all of the policy areas. Compared to older zoning 
ordinance and implementation, sometimes application can be different. Looked 
at it how it matches Comp Plan- specific references to sustainability and some 
environmental natural resource elements are missing.  Subcommittee should 
provide list and can review during future meeting. Appropriate for ZOC to 
make their recommendation based on list.

The subcommittee consensus is that the 
characteristics of "streamlining" and making the new 
ordinance more "user friendly"  have been noticably 
improved but there is still much room for 
improvement. The current format including the hot 
links seems to encourage jumping back and forth 
which can be distracting and confusing and could be 
lessened.  The subcommittee recommends ZOC 
discussion of additional methods to further 
streamline and improve ease of use.  

Y

2 4/25/2022 Action 1.1.B. "Create incentives that provide the 
opportunity to implement design guidelines" Open 
space standards include bonus credit in meeting 
minimum % requirements as incentive to achieve 
protection of sensitive environments and historic 
resources. Seeking confirmation that the concept 
of providing bonus credit is appropriate and 
acceptable.

Credits for Inclusion in Open Space 5.04.04 Consistency 
with CP

Limiting inclusion of floodplain to 25% of total open space is an unnecessary 
limitation. Staff noted the addition of bonus credit for inclusion of floodplain 
that also contained proposed additional facilities such as trails, etc., and 
dedication to County as park if it meets adopted plan needs or 
recommendations (LPAT, GP, Broad Run, etc). (see 5.04.04.B.4). Generally, 
the concept of bonus credit for important priority areas toward meeting open 
space requirement of district is a good incentive. However, subcommittee 
expressed much concern that bonus credit reduces the actual acreage of open 
space provided which would not be desirable in all cases and impacts 
development residents.  Implies less importance of resource that receives less 
bonus (such as forest vs historic). Support the concept but the implementation 
needs more standards and a clear process that will ensure the benefits to 
development and County outweigh the reduced acreage of open space.  Need 
to ensure sensitive environmental areas on site get protection in open space. 
Are there other ways to incentivize the provision of open space and protection 
of sensitive environments such as bonus density? Concerns about getting 
areas of open spaces that are not valuable such as too small or otherwise not 
useable. Suggest requiring identification and reservation of open space on 
sensitive resources first and then design development on remainder although 
actual process to accomplish that needs development. Possible credits for 
providing more than the minimum required. Should open space be addressed 
by policy area? Already is in some ways by differing % and type specified by 
policy area. Should bonus credit only be allowed in urban or suburban areas? 
What incentives would be most attractive to developers and residents?

The subcommittee agreed by consensus that the 
concept of bonus credits for inclusion of priority 
areas in open space be retained and further analyzed 
and developed with the inclusion of criteria and a 
process that would counteract the reduction of 
actual open space area.  The ultimate goal of the 
analysis of the open space provisions should be the 
benefit to the residents of the community and the 
County.

Y

3 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.08 Subcommittee member focused question on Section 5.08 and discussion 
expanded to Zoning Ordinance in general.  Need to increase the references to 
sustainability by linking requirements to sustainability practices. Create a more 
inclusive purpose statement and provide incentives for sustainable 
development.

By consensus the subcommittee recognized the 
importance of identifying zoning practices than 
result in sustainability and did not object to including 
greater reference to it in the Zoning Ordinance. The 
subcommittee did not object to the possibility of a 
separate ZOAM to address the issue.

Y

1



Appendix 1. Zoning Ordinance Committee Findings and Recommendations Matrix
Development Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

4 4/25/2022 Action 7.3.A "Update Lighting Standards" includes 
Action 7.3.A.v. "To promote the International Dark 
Sky Associations standards."  ZOC members 
commented on the lack of revisions to address 
Dark Sky standards in the 70% draft. Seeking 
confirmation that amendments to improve lighting 
standards is appropriate and acceptable.

Consolidation, improvement and expansion of light and 
glare standards to limit light trespass from most uses 
instead of only selected uses in current ordinance.  
Proposed text does not include all features of Dark Sky 
Model Ordinance determined by staff to be inconsistent 
with current policy areas. 

5.08.05 Consistency 
with CP

Dark Sky requirements could be applied across all lighting standards. The 
suggested overlays do not neatly coincide with zoning districts or policy areas 
and may have required a drastic revision.  Districts based on existing light 
levels and limitations to achieve least amount of additional lighting to the night 
sky. Did not change any requirements for uses that currently have 
requirements. More needs to be done, specifically, learning the impacts of 
bright white lights (temperature of light) on insects which have ecological 
effects. “It should be included in the rewrite.” Make effort to maintain current 
nighttime darkness in rural areas and not increase existing light pollution in 
suburban and urban areas.  Add specificity to where and how much. 
Reasonable compared to past ordinance. Great attempt to incorporate the dark 
sky standards. Concern for exemption for security lighting to be determined by 
Zoning Administrator. What are the limitations/standard to follow? Rewrite 
includes hours of operation limitations and retains the standards for and 
distinction between private and public athletic fields (schools and public parks). 
Schools limited to 10 foot candles for field and 5 for parking lot. Public athletic 
fields would be 10. Private athletic fields (Loudoun Soccer) not addressed but 
should be. Committee suggests make all athletic fields the same and 
consistent with standard that would apply to private athletic fields.  Windows 
for time to shut down. Ex. Scott Jenkins park where surrounding area is dark 
so even lower intensity lightning has an impact. Concern for piecemeal 
changes that are found later to be troublesome or unintended consequences.  
Lighting is a technical topic.  Need to define security, temperature standards, 
policy area standards. Should it be saved for a separate ZOAM. Adopt a Dark 
Sky Ordinance? Subcommittee unsure of its full understanding of proposal and 
complicated regulations of lighting.

Subcommittee consensus is that changes made are 
appropriate and an improvement but also 
recommend that the issues of standards and/or 
limits regarding temperature (effects on insects), 
criteria for Zoning Administrator to use in 
determining security lighting including a definition or 
criteria and modifying lighting limitations to address 
differences among policy areas should be 
investigated and added.  The subcommittee 
suggested that it would be appropriate to initiate a 
separate ZOAM to further investigate the highly 
technical subject of lighting including analysis of the 
Dark Sky model and if it is appropriate and desirable 
for Loudoun County.

Y

5 4/25/2022 3.1.K.vii- "Amend the zoning ordinance and 
development regulations as needed to permit a 
percentage of the open space required on an 
individual site to be met through off-site 
permanent open space that creates a more usable, 
desirable, or environmentally significant open 
space." The recommendation to allow provision of 
off-site open space is not addressed in proposed 
standards and is an issue of concern as it lessens 
useable open space within the proposed 
development. Feedback from County staff also  
indicates concern. Needs subcommittee discussion 
and recommendation.

Proposed open space standards do not address or provide 
for off site open space to meet the minimum requirement

5.04 Open Space 
Standards

Consistency 
with CP

Concerns about allowing off-site open space.  Not part of the development it is 
meant to serve and is not treated, maintained or used as was intended. 
Definition of off-site. Is this concept something to support especially in light of 
GP recommendation.  Not addressed in current or rewrite.  Often on the 
opposite side of the road from the development.  As protected natural area or 
sensitive environment may be OK but as recreation area not accessible or 
maintained properly. Concerns that HOA may dispose of it.  Option of allowing 
less credit toward total open space requirement if it is allowed off site. Allowed 
in other jurisdictions (Forest Conservation example). May be appropriate in 
Urban Policy Area to help focus density. Seems like a benefit to developer at 
cost to residents of community.  Available only in special circumstances or 
case by case. Need specific criteria for case by case. May provide opportunities 
to gain public parkland or additions. Needs to be targeted and consistent with 
County's ownership and capital plans (CIP. PRCS, LPAT, GP). Have an option at 
rezoning if it meets criteria. An option worthy of being included if it presents 
advantage to the community.  If it becomes an option the primary factor for 
approval should be the value of the open space to the community and costs to 
County, not if it is on or off site.  Although there are strong reservations about 
permitting open space to be off site the subcommittee determined by a 
consensus that the concept is worth additional exploration. If included, there 
should be criteria and process that ensure off site open space is an advantage 
to the resident population, the County in general and not an economic burden 
to the County or residentsand determined appropriate on a case by case basis.

By consensus the subcommittee agreed that off site 
open space should be an option with a low priority, 
and strict criteria and limitations such as: available 
only at the time of rezoning, limits on the 
percentage of the total amount required permitted to 
be off-site, consistency with other County adopted 
plans such as the GP, LPAT, CTP CIP and others and 
preferably dedication to the County or enforceable 
requirements for maintenance. The benefits must 
outweigh the perceived and stated concerns

There is general 
concern and 
reservation about 
recommending off site 
open space as an 
option due to the 
concerns stated in the 
findings.

Y

6 4/26/2022 Parking is identified frequently in the GP as a 
critical design element to achieving Place Type 
goals which led to significant revisions to current 
parking standards that are presented in Section 
5.05. Additional discussion is warranted. Revised 
parking standards tables will be provided. 

Chapter 5, Subsection 5.05 Parking, contains tables and 
text providing minimum and maximum parking standards 
divided by policy area.

Chapter 5, 
Subsection 5.05

Consistency 
with CP

The subcommittee felt that the parking maximums are concerning, limiting 
where not necessary and over-regulation, especially for residential uses, as 
well as for specific policy areas. Suggestion that applicant be permitted to 
propose appropriate parking requirements based on acquired experience. 
Additionally, there was discussion on providing more parking reduction options 
for areas within proximity to the Metro/Transit, especially for residential 
development. Another key concern was Section 5.05.13 Specific Residential 
Design Type Parking- felt section was unclear and that subsection D 
(illustrations) should be eliminated.

The subcommittee agreed by consensus that the 
proposed parking standards, especially the concept 
of maximums and modifications for proximity to 
transit is worthy of discussion by ZOC to determine 
if there is ZOC consensus on concern for the new 
parking requirements and therefore a need for 
revision.

At least one 
subcommittee member 
was strongly supportive 
of not having standard 
requirements for multi 
family residential 
development and the 
concept of allowing 
those developers to 
propose unique parking 
standards for individual 
development based on 
their experience with 
current trends realized 
in the field. 

Y

Subcommittees did not flag the items below this row for further discussion by the full ZOC. However, a ZOC member may flag an item below for further discussion during the ZOC Committee of the Whole meetings. 

2



Appendix 1. Zoning Ordinance Committee Findings and Recommendations Matrix
Development Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

7 4/25/2022 Action 1.3.B (among others) "Identify strategies to 
preserve and enhance a community’s sense of 
place, social fabric, and historic assets and 
functions. " Seeking confirmation that proposed 
amendments address a GP priority to include 
significanly improved protection of historic 
resources through Adaptive Reuse and Open Space 
standards.

Adaptive Reuse, Nonconformities and Credits for inclusion 
in Open Space all identify historic resources as priority for 
protection and reuse.

5.10, 9.01.C.5 
and 5.04.04.A.1

Consistency 
with CP

There are three places in the rewrite where we have addressed the importance 
of historic resources, 5.10 Adaptive Reuse, 9.01.C.5 Nonconformities and 
5.04.04.A.1 Open Space bonus credits. Need confirmation that it has been 
addressed as envisioned in the Comp Plan. Are there suggestions to further 
protect historic resources? Committee felt that the sections addressed 
protection and reuse of historic resources and there is no need for more 
regulation. Adaptive reuse is focused on historic structures, but should it also 
include non-historic buildings. May be opportunities for affordable housing.   
Need some more investigation to determine if needed or desirable in non-
historic buildings. Does it implement the GP completely if limited in the 
applicability?  Concern for burden on Zoning Administrator to determine the 
value of the change of use, very narrow. Are sense of place items (other than 
buildings) protected enough?

Subcommittee  agreed by consensus that adaptive 
reuse of historic structures recomended by the GP 
has been adequately addressed in the rewrite.  
Subcommittee expressed interest in options for 
reuse of non-historic structures.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

8 4/25/2022 The General Plan speaks often of the provision of 
open space but comprehensive general and type 
specific open space standards do not exist in the 
current Zoning Ordinance. Seeking confirmation 
that the proposed topics, general arrangement and 
standards provided in the proposed Chapter 5 
address the GP recommendation.

To address this, Chapter 5 (in conjunction with minimums 
in Chapter 2, Zoning Districts) contains an extensive listing 
of sections (5.04.01 thru 5.04.12)to address the lack of 
open space standards.

5.04 Open Space 
Standards

Open space standards do not currently exist in ZO, proposed were developed 
from scratch looking at standards from other jurisdictions, APA guidance and 
known concerns. Need a general consensus that proposal has addressed GP 
recommendations. Concerns that it is such an expansive and new topic for the 
ZO that there could be conflicts. Should there be standards provision by policy 
area? (Addressed by varying % specified in zoning districts and policy areas 
and requirements for specific types of open space.) Prior to adoption there will 
be an effort to review the whole ordinance to look for and correct conflicts and 
that section references are correct. Management and modification process 
seems very complex. Examine that language and make sure we are not 
making it more difficult for maintenance. Modifications allowed only through 
PD districts process. Streamline the review and maintenance language. Well 
laid out, clearly organized. Discuss natural, environmental and heritage space - 
is there a maintenance requirement/element to a tree save area? Make 
maintenance requirements clearer. What are we intending the maintenance 
requirements for natural areas to be? Did not think anything was missing but 
did not know what could be missing. May need to clarify Calculations of Open 
Space (Part C.1) regarding inclusion in an easement and current ZO 
permission to exclude public utilities. Concerns about connections to linear 
trails, maintenance costs and permanency of the open space.

The subcommittee agreed by consensus that the 
new open space section of development standards 
generally addressed the GP recommendations. 
However, there are still questions and concerns 
about the costs to an HOA of long term management 
and maintenance of open space and requiring use of 
the PD district to modify open space requirements.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

9 4/25/2022 Development standards are currently scattered 
among the districts promoting and allowing 
inconsistent application. Seeking confirmation that 
the proposed consolidation into one inclusive 
Development Standards chapter has achieved goal 
of simplification, consistency and user friendly 
priorities as well as improved standards 
recommended by the GP .

Chapter 5 Development Standards containing standards 
that apply to all development and often improved standards 
that improve the quality of development and achieving 
Place Type goals

5.0 Consistency 
with CP

Ordinance needed a separate Development Standards section because the 
current ordinance has a lot of standards scattered throughout. Committee 
members liked the layout and the purpose statement at the front. There is a 
feeling that the section is not entirely user-friendly. Many questions about the 
functionality of Encode that could address the concern for ease of use of the 
section. Search tool would address many concerns. 

The subcommittee agreed by consensus that the 
organization and consolidation of development 
standards into one section minimally addressed the 
GP recommendations and also agreed that there is 
still much room for improvement of clarity and 
simplification which may or may not be addressed by 
Encode functionality.  

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

10 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.05.13.d and 
5.05.14.D

Parking for SFA units and garages, subsection D is confusing and the 
"must/similar" language is conflicting.  

There was not agreement or recommendation. N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

11 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.07.02 Confusion as to whether street trees required in Road Corridor Buffer section 
(5.07.02) can be included in Tree Canopy coverage requirements of 5.06.  

Subcommittee agreed there is need for clarification N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

12 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.07.04 Cemetery buffer- last sentence of Section 5.07.04.E- offiste cemetery burial 
ground or grave buffer is unclear. 

Subcommittee agreed there is need for clarification N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

13 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.07.07 Need to provide recognition that plants, especially native plants are not just for 
visual impact but also functional impact for the ecosystem (host and nectar 
plants). Should increase requirement for percentage of native plants and link 
required plantings to function.  Limiting grass and increasing tree cover or 
retaining existing tree cover can help with reducing maintenance costs for 
HOAs and improving water quality.  Developing a credit system similar to open 
space to help acheive sustainability goals.

There was not acknowledgement of importance, but 
not an agreement or recommendation.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

14 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.09 Section 5.09.03.B Midblock passage way. Clarify if it is to be provided on the 
roads or between buildings?

Questions raised by individual committee member 
with no opposition to revisions if needed. 

N Staff will 
revise

3



Appendix 1. Zoning Ordinance Committee Findings and Recommendations Matrix
Development Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

15 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.10 Continued discussion of the potential to expand adaptive reuse concepts to 
buildings that are not historic which would appear to be addressed in earlier 
adaptive reuse discussion.  Table in 5.10 allows reuse with uses that may not 
be allowed in district if not adaptive reuse.  

Questions and concerns raised by individual 
committee member with no opposition to revisions if 
needed. 

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

16 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.11 Transition Areas - Concerns for absolute requirements without flexibility to 
address variety of unknown future situations.  Concern for adjacent 
development dictating requirements across property lines. Confusion on the 
definition of perimeter setbacks

Questions and concerns raised by individual 
committee member with no opposition to necessary 
revisions

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

17 4/26/2022 Question arising during free discussion of member 
initiated questions.

5.12 May want to revise the order. Items B.2-4 seem like requirements and better 
suited for the requirements section. Specify where HOA document 
amendments should be provided. 

Question or concern raised by individual committee 
member with no opposition to necessary revision.

N Staff will 
revise

4



Zoning Districts Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue (Significant 
Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

1 4/26/2022 Housing Chapter 4, Action 1.1.D. Develop zoning regulations 
and design standards that facilitate innovative, lower cost, 
compact residential
and mixed-use development that emphasizes the physical form 
and the character of the built environment and seamlessly 
integrates uses.       

Action 3.1.A. Develop zoning regulations and design standards 
that remove barriers and incentivize the development of 
housing affordable to households at or below 100 percent AMI 
in all residential and mixed-use development.                           

ZOC Comment on variation of lot sizes: Maybe one answer to 
the problem of variation in lot sizes is to simply state that if 
there are 10 or more lots, they must include a variety of 
dwelling sizes/configurations with whatever lot size is needed 
to accommodate them. 

Included or retained a variation of lot size requirement for SFD and SFA duplex, triplex, 
and quadruplex lots in the SN, SCN, TLN, TSN, and JLMA districts. The regulation 
requires projects containing 10 or more residential lots to include a mixture of lot sizes 
and dimensions. No more than 60% of all single-family detached, and no more than 60% 
of all single-family attached duplex, triplex, and quadruplex building lots, are permitted 
to be similar in total lot area."Similar" lot areas in the SN, SCN, TSN, TCN, JLMA-LN, is 
defined as within 500 square feet of each other. 

"Similar" lot areas in the TLN-10, TLN-3, TLN-1, JLMA-1, JLMA-2, and JLMA-3 Zoning 
Districts is defined as within 1,000 square feet of each other. Similar single-family 
detached and similar single-family attached duplex, triplex, and quadruplex lot sizes 
must be distributed throughout a subdivision rather than grouped in one area.

2.02.01.D  
2.02.02.F  
2.03.01.E.4.  
2.03.02.E.3  
2.03.03.E.2 
2.05.01.D  
2.05.02.F  and 
5.13

Consistency 
with CP

Support for lot size variation of residtential lot sizes.

Do not find that the variation needs to be dispersed.

Difficult to determine or enforce whether lot sizes are distributed.

Recommendation to evaluate the parameters for similar lot size to 
determine whether they will create enough of a variation. 500 square 
feet may be too small. 

Re-evaluate whether dispersion requirement should apply. 

Confirm that dispersion of variety of lot sizes does not create an issue 
with ADU dispersion requirement.

Evaluate whether the variation requirement should apply to duplex, 
triplex, quadruplex. 

Evaluate whether there are too many requirements that would 
complicate application and feasibility.

Consistent lots leads to pleasing rhythm and 
pattern. 

Variation should be natural rather than grid 
pattern with variation in lot sizes. Variety 
should come from how people develop 
property individually/personally rather than 
required and should be completely removed. 

Mix of unit types achieves affordability and this 
section is redundent to achieve same effort. 

Maximum lot size, percent unit type, lot 
variation, and lot size distribution will 
complicate application of requirements and 
may not be feasible.

Y

2 4/26/2022 Current process allows applicants to modify individual zoning 
district regulations in the Planned Development and Suburban 
Zoning Districts. Current criteria are limited, poorly worded, 
and difficult to enforce. Applicants do not demonstrate why 
modifications are needed, how they improve upon current 
reegulations, how modifications will be used in a project, or 
how they conform to the General Plan. In general, staff and 
the public are not provided with a clear understanding of how 
the modification will affect the overall development and 
whether the proposal is an improvement.

New Planned Development Zoning District revises the current approach to proposing 
modifications to individual regulations. With the exception of buffers and certain ADU 
Program regulations, the modification process is eliminated. Any modification to zoning 
district standards must be through the PD District. Regulations that can be modified as 
part of a PD proposal are listed, as well as limitations to these proposals and specific 
submission requirements. In general, the proposal must meet the General Plan, provide 
an overall plan of development (Master Plan), and demonstrate that the proposal 
achieves a higher quality design than if the base district standards were used.

 2.06 and 7.09.09 Keep the ZO 
current 

Adds flexibility for future market shifts. Allows people to be creative.

General support for reducing the number of modifications proposed. 

Generally, good step in the right direction; it is good to give people 
options. 

Support for ability for staff to request a submission that shows what 
would be provided if they had to use base district standards as a way to 
demonstrate higher quality design.

N/A Concern everyone will utilize PD district, but 
requirements may mean people don't use it. 

Enforcement and subjectivity will lead to more 
staff discussion ahead of application 
submission, especially to determine higher 
quality design.

Y

3 4/19/2022 Received several ZOC comments about UE and Urban Transit 
Center/Urban Mixed Use (UT/UM) minimum district size of 40 
acres. 

Retained minimum district sizes needed to establish new UT/UM and UE zoning districts, 
but reduced the size from 40 acres to 20 acres. Retained the inability to modify the 
minimum district size. A larger, non-modifiable minimum district size ensures that the 
compact, pedestrian-oriented development pattern of a rectilinear grid of streets is 
established consistent with the associated Place Types. Also, in the Ashburn Metro area 
the UT/UM (PD-TRC) district is already established, so each new rezoning should be an 
incremental addition. Similarly, once the districts are established around the other 
metros, new contiguos rezonings should be incremental additions.

2.01.01.A  
2.01.02.A.

Keep the ZO 
current 

Concern 20 acres is not enough space to establish block development 
pattern.

Easier to consolidate several parcels to meet 20 acre minimum district 
size (than 40 acres), which also allows the development process to start.

Recommendation to re-evaluate 20-40 acre minimum district size to 
ensure the size retains the ability to accomodate block development. 
Research Mosaic District, which may be about 17 acres.

Confirm how open space is required for incremental additions. Would 
not want to reduce open space requirements for smaller additions.

None N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

4 4/19/2022 The Urban Transit Center, Urban Mixed, and Suburban Mixed 
Use Place Types anticpate buildings with a vertical mix of uses. 

Draft UT/UM Zoning District regulations require:                 
 UT Inner Core Subarea - minimum 70% of buildings. 
UT Outer Core Subarea - minimum 50% of buildings.
UM Subarea - minimum 30% of all buildings.                    
 Draft SM Zoning District regulations require:                        
Core - minimum 50% of all buildings. 
Fringe - no requirement.
In both districts, single-family detached (SFD), single-family attached (SFA), and 
multifamily (MF) stacked dwelling units are not included in calculating required 
percentages of vertical mix buildings.

 2.01.01.F  
2.02.03.G

Consistency 
with CP

Mix is appropriate. PD-MUB requirements recently amended and 
reasonable. The UT/UM requirements are in line with these percentages 
(higher because more dense development anticipated).

Market will consider interests of markets and not community.

Concern for dense buildings regulations focus on FAR rather than number 
of dwelling units in the building. Units could be very large; this will not 
result in attainable units.

Recommendation for considering minimum number of units with floor 
pattern to meet growth demands and make the mixed use work as 
intended. 

Recommend calculating attached multifamily by both FAR and dwelling 
unit number to make ensure housing is attainable to a range of 
incomes. Also, to ensure density is created to make the mixed use 
district function. Require the size of units are provided at rezoning so 
that the County is assured that attainable units are provided.

Ensure that bonus FAR available in the UM subarea and SM district also 
results in the provision of ADUs, not just FAR.

Market should inform the amount of mixed use 
buildings; it does not need to be prescribed by 
the government. What is the difference 
between an office building next to a residential 
building and a building that has a mix of office 
and residential uses?

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

5 4/19/2022 Most Place Types have a preferred mix of uses. Primarily this 
mix of uses is by percent of gross land area, with the exception 
of the UT/UM, UE, and SM where the percent is of approved 
square footage.

Added Permitted Mix of Uses table that includes percentage ranges of uses consistent 
with the Place Types. Changed TCC use mix to percent of square footage to accomodate 
potential for live/work and residential over first floor nonresidential. Percent of land area 
or square footage must equal 100%.

Permitted Mix of 
Uses Tables in 
each zoning 
district except 
ARN, ARS, VC, VR-
1, -2, -3, -4, VAR, 
JLMA-1, -2, -3

Consistency 
with CP

No issues with proposed Mix of Uses requirements. Recommend including a regulation in the ordinance consistent with the 
2019 GP for sites under certain acreage that allows the development 
to not meet the use mix.

None N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

6 4/19/2022 Design amenities in the Urban Transit Center and Urban Mixed 
Use Place Types include anticipated plazas, pedestrian malls, 
network of green spaces, public art. The PD-TRC district 
(revised to UT/UM) has a requirement for one plaza in the 
inner core (UT Inner Core Subarea), but there has never been 
a minimum size requirement. The PD-MUB and PD-TC districts 
(consolidated into Suburban Mixed Use (SM)) each have a 
plaza requirment with a minimum size, which has been 
retained and revised with the consolidation. 

The propsed UT/UM district regulations retain the plaza requirement with no minimum 
size for the UT Inner Core. Should we include a minimum plaza size for the UT Inner 
Core?  How should we determine an appropriate size? Note, the plaza or other park-like 
space is allowed to count toward the minimum 5% public/civic space and the 10% open 
space requirement.

 2.01.01.G.1         
Table 2.01.01-1 
Table 2.01.01-3 
Table 2.02.03-4

Address 
specific issue

Oppose minimum size noting size does not equate to quality. 
Percentages create opportunities for consolidating space, but does not 
assure interesting space. Small can work but if it's small and done 
prescriptively, quality can diminish.

Provide guidelines with purpose, goal, and intent to evaluate proposals 
including options and suggestions of favorable ideas or best practices 
without being too prescriptive.

The suburban mixed use district should also not have a minimum size, 
but should have design guidelines.

Recommendation to develop guidelines for the required plaza.  Should 
include a purpose and vision rather than specific elements. Guidelines 
should set expectations for these spaces, identifying what is 
anticipated and providing assurances for what will be favored. 

If size required it should be tied to the volumn of people using the 
space.

No need for design guidelines, as it is hard to 
find a one size fits all and should be subject of 
a rezoning. Ideas should come from 
developpers with Staff and Board to review.

N Staff will 
revise

Subcommittees did not flag the items below this row for further discussion by the full ZOC. However, a ZOC member may flag an item below for further discussion during the ZOC Committee of the Whole meetings. 
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Zoning Districts Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue (Significant 
Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

7 4/19/2022 Consolidated PD-OP, PD-IP, PD-RDP into the Suburban 
Employment (SE) Zoning District. The setback from residential 
or agricultural uses for each of these districts is different: 
PD-OP = 50 feet 
PD-IP = 75 feet 
PD-RDP = 100 feet

Retained 50 foot setback from residential and agricultural uses. This means that certain 
uses that were permitted in all districts, such as data centers, will be allowed the lesser 
setback. It also means that some uses currently only allowed in PD-IP, such as flex 
building, vehicle repair or rental, mini-warehouse storage, and general manufacturing will 
be allowed the lesser setback.

Table 2.02.05-1 Address 
specific issue

Yard setbacks by use rather than by district is an appropriate way to 
address certain uses in the consolidated districts. These yards by use 
would be included n the use specific standards for the use.

Increasing or retaining agricultural yard setbacks might be appropriate, 
particularly in the SPA, where the property could develop as residential 
and the yard setback should be larger.

Retaining agricultural yard setbacks in the TPA would be appropriate to 
protect view and visual transition.

Retain 50 foot yard setback as general SE requirement. Evaluate 
consolidated uses and identify need for additional use specific 
standards, particulalry larger yard requirements for certain uses. 

Review agricultural use yard setback requirement. Determine how 
much and where agricultural uses are located in the SPA and TPA. 
Distance should be created based on the parcels remaining (location 
and number).

TPA and SPA should be looked at and treated differently, particularly 
as related to agricultural uses, where the yard setback could be larger 
in the TPA. 

Evaluate consistency with General Plan on transition from east to west 
within the TPA.

None N Staff will 
revise

8 4/19/2022 Several Place Types anticipate a street pattern that forms 
blocks (gridiron, rectilinear, rectagular) with varying minimum 
and maximum block lengths. 

Included block street pattern requirement with minimum and maximum block lengths 
consistent with Place Types. Provided relief when natural, environmental, or heritage 
resources, district shape, or other features, such as railroad tracks, preclude creating 
blocks. 

UPA Districts, 

SPA Districts 
(excluding SI, 
SME),              

TPA Districts 
(excluding TLN, 
TSN, TLI, TI, 
TME),                   

JLMA Districts 
(excluding JLMA-
LME)      

Consistency 
with CP

Support for interconnectivity from one development to the next.

Support for block pattern because it is easier to maintain, resultis 
invaried housing stock, closer knit communities, better walkability, and 
more efficient use of space.

Cul-de-sacs discourage mass transit, requires children to ride school 
busses, increased pollution, creates exclusivity and expensive 
neighborhoods. 

Research VDOT requirements for SAAR program. Research recent 
state code legislation does not remove connectivity requirement.

Recommendation to incorporate descriptions and images of block types 
and street patterns for when blocks are required. 

Recommendation to allow more curvilinear streets that follow 
topography and natural contours for lower density residential 
development. 

Curvilinear streets allow the avoidance of 
natural resources.

Concern that regulation based on 
environmental features lead to subjectivity. 
Support for objectivity when considering block 
pattern.

Cul-de-sacs still desireable to avoid through 
way traffic and is more desireable when 
considering 1 acre lots as opposed to 
block/grid pattern. 

N Staff will 
revise

9 4/26/2022 Adoption of the General Plan and revision of road designations 
in the CTP caused conflicts along certain roads in the Urban 
Policy Area and more compact Suburban Policy Area Place 
Types. The County received an increase in the requests to 
modify Road Corridor Setbacks. Some of the modification 
requests are appropriate based on the Place Type. However, 
other requests have been for substantial reductions of Road 
Corridor Setbacks.

Revised Road Corridor Setback requirements as follows: 

Eliminated requirement (except for arterial roads, which retains reduced setback of 150 
feet to 100 feet along Route 267) in the UT/UM, UE Zoning Districts. 

Reduced Structure Setbacks to be consistent with current Parking Setbacks in SM, SCN, 
SC, SE, and TCC. 

Allow Road Corridor Setbacks to be modified as part of a Planned Development District, 
including additional requirements for such a modification. 

Section 
5.07.02.A.6.a.3, 
Table 5.07.02-1 
Section 
2.06.C.1.h 
Section 
7.09.09.B.2

Consistency 
with CP

Draft text addresses issue. No additional revisions. None N

10 4/26/2022 Place Types have anticipated minimum open space that is a 
percentage of the gross area of a site. Currently, during the 
rezoning process an applicant commits to this requirement. 
Typically, applicants commit to meeting the minimum open 
space percentage consistent with the plan or more. 

Open space requirements based on the Place Types are new to the Zoning District 
standards. In addition, the Planned Development Zoning District requires the minimum 
open space requirement to be met. It cannot be modified. Additionally, the open space 
standards award a bonus credit for certain open space, such as historic resources or LPAT 
trails, while awarding less than a 1 to 1 credit for spaces that are not usable, such as 
buffers or SWM facilities.

Chapter 2,  
Dimensional 
Standards Table 
for each Zoning 
District Section 
2.06.C.8 Section 
5.04.04

Consistency 
with CP

Support for not allowing non-usuable space, such as buffers or SWM 
facilities, to get full credit to towards open space requirement. 

Concern that LPAT is consistently integrated throughout the Zoning 
Ordinance, especially in the Development Standards.

Support for including requirement into the Zoning Ordinance. It will be 
harder to retrofit green spaces, particularly interconnected spaces with 
access points, after the fact. Consistent integration of LPAT is a way to 
do this. 

Ensure definition of "Historic" and/or Heritage are applied consistently 
throughout the Zoning Ordinance. Ensure that Natural, Environmental, 
and Heritage Resources is defined in a way that is implementable. 

Re-evaluate consistency of integration of LPAT throughout the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

Ensure open space calculations required by the Zoning Ordinance are 
consistent with the General Plan.

None N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed

11 4/26/2022 Place Types have anticipated minimum open space that is a 
percentage of the gross area of a site. The Landscaped Open 
Space requirement is complicated to calculate and does not 
specifically address or take into consideration properties with 
large areas of natural resources.

Eliminated landscaped open space requirement in Mixed Use Districts. Draft zoning 
districts retain the current Landscaped Open Space requirement for nonresidential 
districts. Buffering and screening and parking lot landscaping requirements will still be 
required and achieve at least some, if not most or all, of a Landscaped Open Space 
requirement.

Chapter 2,  
Dimensional 
Standards Table 
for Mixed Use and 
Nonresidential 
Districts

Make user 
friendly

Removing the landscaped open space would remove a redundency of 
requiring both open space and landscaped open space, which achieve 
similar goals, and reduces confusion. 

Remove landscaped open space requirement. Concern, particularly in Leesburg, that 
landscaping requirements for different uses 
between County and Town would create a 
stark difference.

Concern "Easement" is not used consistently 
throughout different chapters.

N Staff will 
revise

12 4/26/2022 Housing Chapter 4, Action 1.1.D. Develop zoning regulations 
and design standards that facilitate innovative, lower cost, 
compact residential
and mixed-use development that emphasizes the physical form 
and the character of the built environment and seamlessly 
integrates uses.       

Action 3.1.A. Develop zoning regulations and design standards 
that remove barriers and incentivize the development of 
housing affordable to households at or below 100 percent AMI 
in all residential and mixed-use development.                           

ZOC Comment on maximum lot size: Also take note that 
expandability of dwellings may be desirable. If homes are 
jammed to tightly onto lots, there is no room for future 
expansion. 

Included ADU Development Standards as base district standards to integrate more 
affordablity. 

Introduced maximum lot sizes for SFD and SFA duplex, triplex, quadruplex in the SN, 
SCN, SM, TSN, TCN, and JLMA-LN districts. 

Introduced or retained a mix of unit types and added maximums for each in the UM 
Subarea of the UT/UM district, SN, SCN, SM, and JLMA-LN districts.  

Tables 2.01.01-1 
& -3 Tables 
2.02.01-1 & -3 
Tables 2.02.02-1 
& -3 Tables 
2.02.03-1 & -3 
Table 2.03.02-1    
Table 2.03.03-1    
Table 2.04.03-1    
Tables 2.05.02-1 
& -3

Consistency 
with CP

Concern 10,000 sq ft in SN4 + SN6 with 50% lot coverage is too large 
and does not achieve affordability. Also, 4,000 sq ft house is not 
concerned with providing an rental accessory unit. Reducing lot sizes will 
allow 2 affordable houses as opposed to 1 expensive house.

Support for more lot coverage rather than larger lots. Support for no 
maximum lot coverage on smaller lots. Must meet yard requirements 
instead.

Support for ADU development standards as base standards.

Support for maximum unit type mix to achieve affordability and decrease 
large lot SFD as effort to correct existing imbalances. Less flexibility is 
needed to adress the imbalance.

Concern lot coverages restrict accessory dwellings.

Confirm there is no conflicting language in SN where we are trying to 
reduce residential costs but also requiring dwellings are "built to 
highest quality" Reconcile as needed. 

Re-evaluate districts with small lots to see if no maximum lot coverage 
is appropriate (suburban vs transition). Re-evaluate current 
percentages, which do not align.

Evaluate text with assumption that people will build to maximums 
possible, then determine if affordability goal will be met. 

Recommendation to check current unit mix commitments and 
applications to gauge proposed percentages, though this will be what 
the market currently supports.

Evaluate whether smaller lots or dwelling unit count of a certain size 
should be allowed to not meet the unit mix percentages. 

Add "how to" calculate section.

Maximum lot sizes and unit type maximums 
are redundant. If a unit mix is achieved, the 
maximum lot sizes should not be required 
because the lot size is related to the unit size. 
Unit type percentage maximums by nature 
reduce lot sizes. 

Requirement of a certain mix limits flexibility 
and is not what the market will bear. 

 SN4 + SN6 mix percentages do not allow 
flexibility for development community. Overall, 
reducing dwelling count and return.

Residential market is consistently tight in 
Loudoun, any unit type is marketable/will sell. 
Cyclical real estate markets do not mean we 
should change zoning to what will sell during a 
downturn. Should be acheiving a goals of the 
plan.

Impervious surfaces and stormwater drainage 
are concerns often mitigated in more dense 
areas

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if needed
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Zoning Districts Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue (Significant 
Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

13 4/26/2022 Each Transition Policy Area Place Type includes language about 
establishing significant, extensive, wooded setbacks, open 
space, and/or buffers along roads and at the perimeter of 
neighborhoods. Each Place Type also has a requirment of 50% 
open space (70% in some TLN-3 districts). 

TPA perimeter setback of 100 feet along public roads forming subdivison boundaries and 
other subdivisions or developable land in a different Place Type. Retention and 
augmentation of existing native vegetation to screen subdivision from views from roads 
or other developments. Additional siting requirements to reduce visibility (below 
ridgelines, end of fields). Also, removed Road Corridor Buffer exemption for TLN-10 and 
TLN-3 (TR-10 and TR-3).  

Each TPA Zoning 
District                 
5.11.E.1               
5.07.01.B.2.a.

Consistency 
with CP

100 foot perimeter is the minimum, but no issue with increasing.

All open space should not be forced to the exterior. 

Open space should not locate exclusively in the middle, should locate 
outside and along roads (exterior) exclusive of protected resources.

Increase 100 foot perimeter buffer.

Ensure open space requirements balance placement on the exterior, to 
create the buffer anticipated by the 2019 GP, and protecting resources 
and providing internal open spaces.

100 feet perimeter setback is too small and 
should be increased.

Ridgelines, ends of fields will be tough to meet 
on individual basis. Concern how this will be 
evaluated in plan proposal/process. 

N Staff will 
revise

14 4/19/2022 In the Place Type uses, MF is not specified as attached or 
stacked. In the Urban Transit Center and Suburban Mixed Use 
Place Types, MF is a Core Use. MF and SFA are core uses in the 
Urban Mixed Use Place Type. In Suburban Mixed Use Place 
Type, SFA is a Complimentary Use. Suburban Neighborhood 
Place Type Identifies MF as a Complementary Use, while 
Suburban Compact Neighborhood indicates it is a Core Use.

To ensure the appropriate amount of MF attached and MF stacked is provided, the 
districts treat MF stacked similar to SFA, since the building type is more similar to 
stacked towhnhouses. MF Stacked is allowed as follows: 
UT inner and outer core: not allowed (also would not meet minimum height). 
UM subarea: allowed MF stacked and SFA to be 50% of land area. 
SM District: allowed MF stacked and SFA to be 10% of the land area in SM Core if no 
fringe is provided or 10% of SM Fringe land area. 
SN District: allow only MF Stacked, cannot exceed 5% of units in SN-4 and 15% of units 
in SN-6. 
SCN District: MF Stacked only is allowed, cannot exceed 15% of units in SCN-8; 
MF Stacked cannot exceed 20% of units in SCN-16 and    25% of units in SCN-24; 
MF Attached is allowed to be 75% of the units in SCN-16   and 100% of the units in SCN-
24. 
Also established MF stacked requirements for certain districts.

Table 2.01.01-3 
Table 2.02.01 
 3.06.02.09

Consistency 
with CP

Appropriate to treat multifamily stacked like a single family attached 
townhouse (rather than multifamily attached).

Support for mix of unit types; unsure of whether the mix is correct. 
Supports moving away from SFD only and the proposed unit mix 
requirements correcting existing imbalances. 

Important to allow each type and range of housing to avoid "bedroom 
community" where people who work in a community cannot afford to live 
there. Important to accomodate a range of unit types to address a range 
of incomes.

Ensure mix of unit type regulation will work for smaller sites, such as 5 
acres. Evauate whether unit mix requirements should apply to smaller 
sites of a certain size.

Ensure that % of land area requirements for SFA and SFD also result 
in smaller, denser units and lots.

Unit type mix percentages should be based on data that demonstrates 
the imbalance of unit types in the County.

Consider proactively rezoning areas to ensure higher density with an 
appropriate mix of unit types is achieved.

Concern certain developers may be squeezed 
out if they do not develop certain type of 
housing, such as multifamily attached.

Concern the numbers do not account for 
enough infill and density should be higher to 
accomodate further in the future.

Percentage should apply to a larger area, not a 
site. Interested in a banking system for larger 
developments to give leftover unit types to 
smaller developments, such as allowing all 
multifamily from a larger project to be placed 
on a small infill site. 

N Inconsistent 
with 2019 GP

15 4/19/2022 Received several ZOC comments about Urban Employment 
(UE) Zoning District, including minimum 40 acre district size, 
grid of streets/block requirement, incorporating Broad Run 
floodplain into development or park, and limitations of current 
development pattern.

District regulations implement the Urban Employment Place Type, which is the envisioned 
development pattern. It does not attempt to accomodate the current development 
pattern or uses. The current districts will be renamed Suburban Employment (SE), and a 
rezoning to the UE district would be necessary. This Place Type anticipates a rectilinear or 
gridiron street pattern with specified minimum and maximum lengths. The block 
regulations anticipate natural resources and other barriers and in these cases allow 
revisions to block lengths or a more linear development pattern. The Open Space 
Standards support creation of a linear park along Broad Run by allowing 100% of 
floodplain to count toward open space if it is provided as a park or has a trail consistent 
with the LPAT Plan. Otherwise, 25% of the floodplain can count toward the open space 
requirement. The minimum district size is addressed below.

2.01.02  
5.09.02.B  
5.04.04.B.4

Consistency 
with CP

Support for incorporating use of the Broad Run floodplan as a park by 
creating an incentive that allows 100% of floodplain on a property to 
count as open space if park or trail consistent with the Linear Parks and 
Trails (LPAT) plan is provided.

Support for block standards and flexibility incorporated into development 
standards.

Concern district requirements are too prescriptive and unrealistic, 
especially due to existing conditions including natural resources, 
drainage, sewage, surrounding properties, and, in light of existing 
development pattern, redevelopment. District regulations do not address 
these limitations.

Access to trails and parks from properties should be addressed. It 
should include maintenance of access, parking, and open access points 
for people coming to use those areas. Emphasis on access from metro 
station to trails and parks. It could be a path to other areas in the 
County, including other employment areas. Need to do this now, not 
after development has occured.

Review draft regulations to identify opportunities to accomodate 
existing development pattern when applying the UE district. 
Note: Redevelopment standards to be drafted by the consultant may 
be able to address this concern.

Concern about allowing data centers in this 
area because they are not big employment 
generators, which is a goal of the district. They 
should not be permitted here. This valuable 
real estate should be used for something else 
that generates more employment and takes 
advantage of location near the metro.

Note: Discussion during the meeting assumed 
that data centers are not supported in Urban 
Employment. This was an error. Data centers 
are listed as a Core Use in this Place Type.

N Inconsistent 
with 2019 GP
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Use Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement 
Policy or Address Issue

ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

1 4/27/2022 Received several comments on the proposed 
uses permitted in the ARN and ARS zoning 
districts. 

Uses are identified in the proposed 
Use Tables.  Which uses should be 
permitted by-right, not permitted 
or permitted by special exception?

3.02.01
3.02.02
3.02.03

The subcommittee stated there are 15 to 20 potential high-intensity uses that should 
have legislative oversight and require a SPEX.  If these uses are successful it may 
cause negative impacts to neighbors. Examples of high-intensity uses include: country 
inn, limited brewery, campground, banquet event facility, theater, auto, cultural 
facility, telecommunication, etc.   It was noted that existing businesses could be 
subject to SPEX if they consider expanding the use and the County cannot deny use 
because other similar uses exist.  The subcommittee would like to see a mechanism to 
allow the existing uses to expand/modify without being subject to the SPEX.  This will 
be similar to an administrative/minor modification of existing plan.  To make it less 
cumbersome, consider annual permits for multiple off-site farm market events rather 
than 1 permit for 1 event.  As many agriculture-related uses to be allowed by-right or 
minor SPEX as possible.  More intense uses in the ARS and ARN should be separated 
and implemented through an overlay district or sub-district while other uses should be 
removed.  There are inconsistencies in the use tables that need to be corrected.    
Village uses need to be clarified to address any possible confusion between residential 
and commercial uses.  

The subcommittee agrees the uses and standards within these 
districts needs to be more clearly defined as to not create any 
loopholes, a tier system based on intensity of the use should be 
considered, consideration should be given for properties with more 
than one prinary use, and consider mechanism o exclude uses within 
overlay districts.

A member noted that a number of uses 
have the potential to be too intense for the 
district and surrounding area, these include: 
P/M and P/S possible problems = Country 
Inn (a major problem), Restaurant, Rural 
Retreat, Commercial Winery. M possible 
problems = Rural Resort, Banquet/Event 
Facility (a major problem), Campground. P 
can be huge problems and some are vague 
= Limited Brewery, Great Farm/Ranch, 
Agriculture Cultural Center, Cultural 
Tourism, Feed Lot. Also notes these uses 
are not a problem because they are not 
allowed = Hotel/Motel, Farm Equipment 
Repair, Auto Repair. Also notes these uses 
already require a SPEX and thus are not a 
problem = Amphitheater, Cultural Facility, 
Conference/Training Center, Active 
Recreation.

Y

2 4/26/2022 9.5.A. Adopt solar zoning and permitting best 
practices for accessory use solar development. 
9.5.B. Become certified as a "solar-ready" 
community under the Department of Energy's 
SolSmart program.

To assist in addressing this action, 
specific use standards have been 
drafted for commercial solar 
facilities. Staff is requesting review 
and comment on these use 
standards. 

3.06.07.04 Consistency 
with CP

Height of solar panels should not exceed 15 feet. Minimum lot size should be 5 acres 
to achieve the needed megawatt. Add regulations for transmission lines.  Require all 
new utility lines to be buried.  Require a glare study when proposed location is within 
close proximity to an airport.  

Develop measures to minimize impacts on viewsheds. With the best locations for this 
use being in the rural ares of Western Loudoun it may not be necessary to require 
access from a 20-ft wide paved road because many will be low-traveled gravel roads. 
How will abandonment of a project be determined and tracked?

Consider allowing commercial solar as an overlay district?  Consider allowing in 
conjunction with data centers.  A comparison map to high-voltage transmission lines 
may be necessary to appropriately site these facilities.

Consider allowing commecial solar facilities within the rural areas, which is where 
property owners are receiving solicitations from solar companies.

The subcommittee understood standards for commercial solar facilities 
are necessary given the increased awareness and acceptance of the 
technology and that property owners are receiving solicitations from 
solar companies.  However, with most of the opportunities for this use 
being in the western rural areas of the county, the allowance for these 
facilities should be expanded to the rural districts.  To be consistent 
with other districts, establishment of this use should be allowed only 
through approval of a special exception.  The subcommittee also had 
questions and concerns about the decommissioning plan with regard 
to regulation, monitoring, enforcement, and the requirement of a 
performance bond.  

None. Y

3 4/26/2022 To provide additional dwelling unit types, 
specific use standards should be provided for 
live/work dwellings.

To address this need, use 
standards have been drafted for 
live/work dwellings. Staff is 
requesting review and comment on 
these use standards. 

3.06.02.03 Clarify 
regulations

Add Art Studios as permitted use by-right. Concern with outdoor storage screening 
requirements. 

Live/work unit use is generally uncommon in the County and is difficult to implement. 
Request clarification on live/work vs. mixed-use vs. home occupation. Live/work = 
own both units; mixed-use can be leased; home occupations are small scale and not a 
primary use. Add cross-references. The intensity factor plays an important role in 
differentiating.

Section C.2.F. establish a measurement for excessive noise, traffic, deliveries, etc. and 
provide specific guidelines. 

Section C.2.G. base prohibited vehicles on maximum vehicle weight rather than 
vehicle type.  Limitation on vehicle signage should remain in place.

To maintain long-term viability, consideration should be given to permit the transfer, 
sell or lease of the "work" portion of the dwelling.

Clarify the allowance of live/work dwellings within the districts.

Consider establishing a list of uses suitable for live/work dwellings rather than allowing 
those uses permitted within the underlying zoning district.

While in agreement with the draft language for the most part, the 
subcommittee believed clarification should be provided that would 
identify a clear distinction between live/work dwellings and home 
occupations.  Also, restrictions or limitations on operational standards 
for the use should not be subjective rather based upon definitive 
measures.  As noted, staff will consider the subcommittee concerns 
and revise the draft text accordingly.

None. N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

Subcommittees did not flag the items below this row for further discussion by the full ZOC. However, a ZOC member may flag an item below for further discussion during the ZOC Committee of the Whole meetings. 
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Use Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement 
Policy or Address Issue

ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

4 4/26/2022 Several comments have identified a need for 
specific use standards for mobile vendors (i.e., 
food trucks). 

To address this concern, standards 
have been drafted to limit where 
they are permitted, the number 
allowed onsite, and their location. 
The staff is requesting review and 
comment on these use standards.

3.06.04.17 Address 
specific issue

Consider seperating into "mobile vendor, food" and "mobile vendor, other" because 
there is a wide range of mobile businesses.

Proposed regulations are okay for temporary uses/events.  There are, however, too 
many specific regulations such as car dimensions.

There is concern the proposed regulations will not work in real world situations. 
Consider modifying the hours of operation, number of vendors allowed at a single 
location and the standards for mobile carts. Use of a public address (PA) system 
should be limited to announcing when orders are ready.  The location of trash cans 
should be at the vendors discretion.  Unnecesary language such as keeping the 
seating areas free from trash, etc. does not seem necessary to include.  Important to 
note, the issues seem to revolve around food vendors, but not other mobile vendors 
such as clothing store, horse tack, dog wash, nail salon, etc.

The use table needs to be updated because it does not allow the use in any districts. 
Wants to clarify these vendors are businesses and not simply an accessory use. Any 
sketch plan should include customer parking. When adjacent to residential, generator 
noise should also be regulated. Need to address health, safety, welfare concerns 
related to water hookups, backflow, sanitation.

It was noted that, in part, these regulations are attempting to reach a balance 
between mobile vendors and brick and mortar restaurants.

Based on the comments staff will examine the difference between 
"mobile vendor, food" and "mobile vendor, other" with the 
understanding that they may function differently.  The draft language 
will be revised accordingly.  It is also understood that the standards as 
noted should be revised to reflect their real world application.  The 
allowance for this use will be added to the relavent use tables.    

Should be under the purview of the Health 
Department instead of Zoning Ordinance.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

5 4/26/2022 The ordinance does not include specific 
standards for donation drop-off boxes. 
Through interpretation, they are currently 
included under the category of recycling 
center.  

To address this concern, standards 
have been drafted to identify and 
regulate donation drop-off boxes as 
an accessory use. The staff is 
requesting review and comment on 
these use standards.

3.04.G Address 
specific issue

Donation drop-off boxes should be weather-proof, water-proof, and rust-proof like 
containers for recycling centers. 

The donation box may be most appropriate near residential. Functional issue with 
mixed-use districts that may become residential one day—the area is regulated 
differently—need to be more precise on how to appropriately regulate the situation.

Exemptions for non-profits should be flexible and allow placement of drop-off boxes in 
the front of the building. Intent is to prevent them from being used as a dump.

Staff noted drop-off boxes are considered to be an accessory use to any parking lot.

The subcommittee generally approved of the draft language with 
suggested modifications.  Those modifcations included standards for 
the container construction, simplifying the language, and providing 
flexibility for placement at non-profit organizations.

None. N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

6 4/27/2022 3.2.B. Evaluate and revise zoning regulations 
and design standards to permit a variety of 
accessory residential unit types, such as 
accessory apartments for seasonal farm 
laborers and year-round tenant housing, that 
support the rural economy. Received several 
comments on the draft standards for seasonal 
labor dormitories.

Discuss those draft standards and 
how they should be modified.

3.06.02.07 Correct errors 
&
inconsistencie
s

The subcommittee stated that similar to live/work there is a need to define where one 
use ends and the other begins so the regulations are focused correctly.  The following 
issues should be addressed: use of the terms, parcel vs. lot, and how it relates to the 
court case with co-housing; identify building type(s) allowed in open space; why is 
minimum square footage higher in Loudoun County then what is allowed by IRC and 
OSHA; certain farm activities require less workers than others and thus should be 
allowed fewer residential structures, consider a scale based on number of tenants per 
acre; use should tie into true agricultural production not hobby farms; why is tenant 
dwelling a SPEX and others can be modified; the need for a SPEX can be prohibitively 
costly; temporary housing needs architectural requirements/building materials; need 
to establish bathroom facilities.  Consider using the term "on the property or farm" 
rather than "onsite."  Clarify if building code requires permits for residential units or is 
it exempt like other farm structures.
No SPEX if already establising use-based standards. What other regulations would 
there be?

The consensus within the subcommittee is to make any process for 
agricultural activity as less cumbersome as possible while also being 
aware of any impacts potentially created by having multiple 
residential structures on a property.  Staff will research the concerns 
provided by the subcommittee and revise the draft language as 
necessary.   

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

7 4/27/2022 Several comments have identified a need for a 
more comprehensive definition for "farm." 

To address this concern, a new 
definition has been drafted.  
Review and comment is requested.

3.03.07 Clarify 
regulations

A clear definition of agriculture that ties back to the definition of farm should be 
provided. Consider using terms already defined by other groups like the state, REDC, 
Farm Buearu, etc.  Include the processing of agricultural products.  Farms should 
require a minimum acreage for production, not processing.  Avoid language that 
generalizes the use of the property.  Consider identifying a percentage threshold for 
production and processing.  Consider requirements for the creation of production 
agriculture.  Consider the inclusion of tax assessment classification or a farm plan as a 
requirement to be considered a farm that meets the ZO definition.  Establish a 
minimum acreage for wineries and breweries that are compliant with state 
definitions/rules as well as additional County regulations such as minimum acreage 
and minimum percentage of production.  Acreage cannot be more restrictive with local 
regulations than the state.  Recognize boutique farming as well as commercial 
farming.  Allow minor changes to be exempt from full site plan review, and when a 
small change is proposed do not open up the whole site to meet new regulations, limit 
the review to the impacted area only.

The subcommittee recommends clarity and specificity be provided to 
the proposed definitons for farm, agriculture, and other relative uses.  
Staff will review for consistency with state regulations and revise 
accordingly. 

Remove the need for a farm plan as it hurts 
the equine industry.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

8 Open discussion item Religious housing, improve/add definition and address appropriate parking. Staff will research this issue and provide a definition. N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

9



Use Standards Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue 
(Significant Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement 
Policy or Address Issue

ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Finding Recommendation Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

9 Open discussion item Consistentcy 
with CP

The event management regulations need to be consistent throughout the ordinance.  
Previous discussions and draft language addressing this concern should be considered.  
The regulations for non-event businesses hosting semi-regular events should be 
presented to ZOC for review and inclusion in the draft ordinance.  

Staff will research this issue and address in a future ZOC meeting. Several subcommitte members agreed it 
should be a new business agenda item at 
the May ZOC meeting, but not necessarily 
as a recommendation from the 
subcommitte.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

10 Open discussion item 3.06.08.01.C Section 3.06.08.01.C. Conservation Farm Plan. This is aspirational language that 
equine owners see as onerous.  This language should be removed to allow smaller 
farms to operate.  This is not a zoning issue and should be in codified general 
ordinances. 

Soil, Water, and Conservation has guidelines to prepare and monitor farm plans.

Staff will research this issue and revise the draft language as 
necessary.

If removed it could allow unsuitable uses on 
the side of a mountain.  Without the plan, 
there is no mechanism for enforcement.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

11 Open discussion item Any business with an ABC license is regulated by square footage.  Should that 
calculation be used for parking regulations, traffic trips, number of patrons, etc.  
Occupancy permit may also establish a maximum occupancy that can be used to 
address this concern.
Occupancy Permits are not required for agriculture-related uses. Inconsistent to not 
have the same type of health, safety, and welfare matters.
(CH) floor area net should not include outdoor areas, see outdoor spaces

Staff will research this issue and revise the draft language as 
necessary.

N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

12 Open discussion item Identify the difference between a monopole, telecommunication facility and 
communication facility.  Each is defined and regulated differently, but differences are 
unclear.  

Definitions and any possible standards will be drafted to identify a 
clear distinction of these uses.  It is understood that FCC rules will 
provide some guidance.

None. N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed
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Attainable Housing Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue (Significant 
Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Subcommittee Finding Subcommittee Recommendation Subcommittee Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

1 4/19/2022 Received comments about how to provide Affordable Dwelling 
Unit (ADU) Homeownership Units in Place types that only allow 
single family detached products. 

This limits creativity and the ability of applicants to provide 
more affordable units. 

ADUs are not permitted to be provided in a dwelling unit 
type that is not also provided as a market rate unit in the 
development application or project.

8.01 D. 3. Address 
specific 
issue

Support for more flexiblity around meeting Chapter 8 requirements in single 
family detached place types around unit type. 

SFA units would be required to look like SFD; supported by policy and this 
unit type flexibility would be limited to ADUs. 

Recommend allowing SFA products for ADUs in place types 
that only  allow single-family detached units. 

Support for only applying to rezonings. 

If not ADUs, recommend allowing for UHNUs.

Concern about this proosal as the BOS 
made the decision to remove SFA from 
specific place types. Do not support this 
flexibility within the TPA. 

Concern about defining the flexibility and 
what to with an ADU that doesn't sell but 
is SFA? 

Y

2 4/5/2022 Concern that draft new language around ADU compatibility and 
interspersion is too prescriptive and not modifiable. 

Concern about the cost related to meeting the new 
requirements. 

Also feedback that currently the Design Book can changed 
administratively. If the language is codified, it becomes more 
challenging to change. 

ADU Compatibility/interspersion language 8.01 H Clarify 
regulations

Need more flexibility for compatibility and interspersion or the ability modify 
the requirements. 

Recommend making compatibility requirements more 
flexible and/or making modifiations simpler to pursue

N/A Y

3 4/5/2022 Concern about requiring bedrooms to be the same dimensions 
between ADUs and market-rate unit

Bedrooms in MF stacked and MF attached ADUs are the 
same dimensions and number of bedrooms in equivalent 
market rate dwelling units in the development.

8.01 H. 3 Address 
specific 
issue

Support for removing "dimensions" from 8.01 H.3 and requiring only the 
same number of bedrooms. 

Only require the same number of bedrooms for ADUs and 
market-rate units

N/A Y

4 4/19/2022 Concern about timing related to delivering ADUs and market- 
rate units. Having different developers for market rate units 
and AHUs makes it difficult to meet the occupancy trigger. 

Questioned how the calculation/timing applies to developments 
providing more AHUs than required. AHUs held to the same 
requirement in terms of timing. 

The delivery of a Multi-family AHU building is very different 
than the delivery of MF Stacked Units. 

Occupancy permits for 50% of the ADUs must be issued 
prior to issuance of more than 50% of the market rate 
dwelling units occupancy permits for the development.

Occupancy permits for 75% of the ADUs must be issued 
prior to issuance of more than 75% of the market rate 
dwelling units occupancy permits for the development.

Occupancy permits for 100% of the ADUs must be issued 
prior to issuance of more than 90% of the market rate 
dwelling units occupancy permits for the development.

8.01 I Address 
specific 
issue

Support for more flexibility around timing of delivery for ADUs and market-
rate units.  

Also difficult when a developer provides more AHUs than required, they are 
still held to the same standard (e.g. calculation based on AHUs, not ADU 
requirement). 

Recommend flexiblity for AHU timing - Ideas were to link 
to funding approval, loan closing, etc. Once the funding is 
provided, some support for having Zoning release all of 
the units. 

Support for tying the delivery triggers to the required 
number of ADUs, not AHUs that are additional to the 
requirement. 

N/A Y

5 4/5/2022 Discussed value in providing some or all ADUs off-site because 
of limited land area in certain parts of the County like the 
Urban Policy Area.

Notwithstanding Sections 8.01.J.6.a and b. above, any 
request for rezoning, special exception, site plan, 
subdivision, or preliminary subdivision that contains only 
SFD dwelling units, a modification may be requested to 
provide developable land within the development or cash in 
lieu of the ADUs. If an applicant requests a modification to 
make such cash payment or land dedication, the following 
criteria applies:

8.01 J 6 c Address 
specific 
issue

Support for providing flexibility to allow ADUs to be provided offsite or to 
provide a percentage of ADUs offsite, especially within the UPA,  on a case 
by case basis. 

Recommend allowing ADUs to be provided off-site for 
devleopments within the Urban Policy Area if they meet 
certain criteria. Example, within a certain radius, 
integrating with school sites

N/A Y

6 4/19/2022 Concern that draft new language around Unmet Housing Needs 
Unit (UHNU) compatibility and interspersion is too prescriptive 
and not modifiable. 

Concern about the cost related to meeting the new 
requirements. 

Also feedback that currently the Design Book can changed 
administratively. If the language is codified, it becomes more 
challenging to change. 

UHNU Compatibility and Interspersion requirements. 8.02 F Clarify 
regulations

Need more flexibility for compatibility and interspersion or the ability modify 
the requirements. 

Recommend making compatibility requirements more 
flexible and/or making modifiations simpler to pursue

N/A Y

7 4/19/2022 Concern about term "occupancy permits." Multi-family 
buildings are issued occupancy permits for the entire building 
and then occupancy permits for each unit. 

Occupancy permits for 50% of the ADUs must be issued 
prior to issuance of more than 50% of the market rate 
dwelling units occupancy permits for the development.

8.01 I Clarify 
regulations

Concern that the new language is not clear about how occupancy permit is 
defined. 

Recommend tying occupancy to building, instead of unit. N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

8 4/5/2022 Expressed feedback that the 180 day timeline described is not 
accurate or that the review does not actually happen in 180 
days bit takes at least 10 months before getting to PC and 
BOS. 

Takes approximately 5 months just for public hearings.

 Related to this discussion was an idea to allow expedited 
review for projects providing more than the required number of 
ADUs

Expedited Review. 8.01.A.5.b Address 
specific 
issue

Need to carefully look at this language around the timeline. 

Support for putting into an administrative document similar to expedited 
process for data centers or consider in Article 6. 

Not Zoning Ordinance Related – Practice Concern, 
Administrative/Implementation: Outside the Scope of the 
ZO Rewrite. 

N/A N

9 4/5/2022 Concern about placement for applicability as well as how 
defined (adoption date v. effective date)

To active rezoning applications that have not complied with 
Section 7.09.01.I as of the adoption date of this Ordinance.
To rezoning, special exception, site plan, subdivision, and 
preliminary subdivision applications officially accepted by 
the County after the adoption date of this Ordinance.

8.01 D.1 and D.2 Clarify 
regulations

Support for applicability being defined as the effective date of the ZO. Staff will review this language and consider how to define 
applicability per this suggestion

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

Subcommittees did not flag the items below this row for further discussion by the full ZOC. However, a ZOC member may flag an item below for further discussion during the ZOC Committee of the Whole meetings. 
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10 4/5/2022 Strengthen Affordable Dwelling Unit regulations in the Loudoun 
County Zoning Ordinance and the County Codified Ordinances, 
to the greatest extent that the Code of Virginia allows, to 
increase the development of housing that helps address the 
County’s unmet housing needs in all residential and mixed-use 
development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 G

When the development applications in Section 
8.01.A.1 above request approval of single-family detached 
dwelling units (SFD), single-family attached dwelling units 
(SFA), and/or multifamily (MF) stacked dwelling units, a 
minimum of 15% of the total number of dwelling units 
approved for the development application must be ADUs.

8.01 D 3. Consistency 
with CP

Concern about cost of complying with any ADU requirement, especially for 
single-family units, and the need for cost offsets and other incentives. 

Want to see more incentives from the County.

No specific issue with the new requirements.

No additional revisions N/A N

11 4/5/2022 Strengthen Affordable Dwelling Unit regulations in the Loudoun 
County Zoning Ordinance and the County Codified Ordinances, 
to the greatest extent that the Code of Virginia allows, to 
increase the development of housing that helps address the 
County’s unmet housing needs in all residential and mixed-use 
development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 G

When the development applications in Section 8.01.A.1 
above request approval of MF attached dwelling units, a 
minimum of 10% of the total number of dwelling units 
approved for the development application must be ADUs.

8.01 D 4. Consistency 
with CP

Concern about cost of complying with any ADU requirement, especially for 
single-family units, and the need for cost offsets and other incentives. 

Want to see more incentives from the County.

No specific issue with the new requirements.

No additional revisions N/A N

12 4/5/2022 Strengthen Affordable Dwelling Unit regulations in the Loudoun 
County Zoning Ordinance and the County Codified Ordinances, 
to the greatest extent that the Code of Virginia allows, to 
increase the development of housing that helps address the 
County’s unmet housing needs in all residential and mixed-use 
development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 G

When 15% of the total number of SFD, SFA, and/or MF 
stacked dwelling units and/or 10% of the MF attached 
dwelling units approved for the development application are 
provided as ADUs, the development is permitted an optional 
20% maximum density increase as provided in Table 8.01-
2.

8.01 D 5. Clarify 
regulations

Support for increasing the bonus density, since the County is increasing the 
ADU requirements. 

Could look at a sliding scale based on the amount of market rate units being 
proposed. 

As currently proposed, concern that the bonus density does not offset the 
cost of the additional ADUs required.

Support for increasing the density bonus. Concern that other incentives beyond 
bonus density would be more effective. 

Concern that will end up getting fewer 
ADUs as developers will propose less 
units because not taking full allowed 
density. 

Would not want to see the bonus density 
go beyond 20%

N

13 4/5/2022 Concern about the relationship between bonus density and 
ADUs and requiring ADUs as part of the density bonus. Concern 
this reduces the cost offset.

The density of a development application subject to 
voluntary provision of ADUs which is otherwise exempt may 
be increased between 10% to 20%.

Of any units approved pursuant to the 10% to 20% density 
increase, not less than a percentage equal to the density 
increase percentage must be ADUs.

8.01D 6. Clarify 
regulations

Support not calculating ADUs on the bonus density and ensuring all bonus 
units are market-rate to help offset cost of providing ADUs 

Reconsider how the density bonus calcuation works in 
terms of ADUs required.

Concern that applicants should not get 
more units if they aren't also providing 
more ADUs

N

14 4/5/2022 Concern about needing to calculate the optional density 
increase when a developer is choosing not to pursue the 
optional increase.

Each development application subject to the ADU Program 
must calculate required ADUs and optional density increase, 
as well as demonstrate the calculations,

8.01 E.1 Address 
specific 
issue

This has been corrected. Staff revise dslightly to read “Determine the 
maximum number of dwelling units proposed, including any dwelling units 
allowed by the optional density increase in Section 8.01.D.5.”

No further revisions needed N/A N

15 4/5/2022 Strengthen Affordable Dwelling Unit regulations in the Loudoun 
County Zoning Ordinance and the County Codified Ordinances, 
to the greatest extent that the Code of Virginia allows, to 
increase the development of housing that helps address the 
County’s unmet housing needs in all residential and mixed-use 
development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 G

Sample calculations 8.01 E 3., 5. Clarify 
regulations

No issues with the new language describing how to calculate ADUs No further revisions needed N/A N

16 4/5/2022 Concern about ADU and UHNU Compatibility and determining 
when features or amenities are provided as "standard" as 
opposed to at the buyer's option

ADUs must have exterior features, such as decks or 
fences, if they are standard on market rate dwelling units.

8.01 H. 1. e. 4 Clarify 
regulations

Features provided as buyers' options only should not be considered standard 
or required for ADUs. 

Staff determined that If only provided as buyer's option, not a standard 
feature and would not be required for the ADU.

No further revisions needed N/A N

17 4/5/2022 Concern that the modifications language is too limiting. Notwithstanding modifications permitted in Section 2.06, 
only modifications to the requirements of Sections 8.01.D.3 
and 4 and 8.01.I.1 through 3 of the ADU Program are 
allowed. Requests for modifications as applied to a specific 
development application or project must be submitted in 
conjunction with the specific development application for 
Zoning Map Amendment, Special Exception, Site Plan, or 
Preliminary Subdivision. The ADUAB will review requests for 
modifications and make its recommendation to the Planning 
Commission within 60 days of receipt of a complete 
application

8.01J Address 
specific 
issue

Concern that if modifications are not permitted after the initial application, 
that not enough flexibility is provided. 

Support for the ability to modify some of the regulations to allow for new 
product types to be proposed.

Support for being less prescriptive in the modifications section.

Recommend allowing more flexiblity around timing for 
submission of modifications and for different product 
types. 

N/A N

18

4/5/2022 Would like to see more flexibility around the entity that could 
receive cash or land in lieu

Deposited in the Loudoun County Housing Trust Fund 
for cash in lieu and dedicated to the County Economic 
Development Authority for land until such time as a County 
land bank is established.

8.01 J 7 c Address 
specific 
issue

Support for more flexiblity around the entity to hold cash or land in lieu. Recommend specifically "OR such other place as approved 
by the BOS."

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

19

4/5/2022 Fix a typo Notwithstanding Sections 8.01.J.6.a and b. above, any 
request for rezoning, special exception, site plan, 
subdivision, or preliminary subdivision that contains only 
SFD dwelling units 

8.01 J.6.c Correct 
errors & 
inconsistenc
ies

Typo: Should be SFD Staff revised this typo. No further revisions needed. N/A N

20

4/5/2022 Concern about defining quality, limiting flexibility and 
increasing cost

Buildings containing AHUs must utilize exterior building 
materials similar to or higher quality than and be of an 
architectural style compatible with the market rate dwelling 
units within the development in which they are located.

8.01.K Clarify 
regulations

Concern about who determines what constitutes higher quality and how it is 
defined. 

Concern that this language is subjective and hard to administer. As Virginia 
Housing already requires this, not necessary to have in the ZO. 

Recommend either revising this language or pulling from 
the ZO.

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed
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21

4/5/2022 Dispersion of AHUs A development that provides the same number or more 
AHUs as the number of ADUs required under Section 
8.01.D.3 and 4 above will satisfy the ADU Program 
requirements.

8.01 K. Clarify 
regulations

AHU program: does not specifically state that you are exempt from 
dispersion. 

Support specifically stating that AHUs are not subject to interspersing 
throughout the project. 

Staff considered this suggestion. Because there is no 
requirement to interpserse units, more explict language 
seems unnecessary.

N

22

4/5/2022 Organization of 8.01 K. AHUs The applicant must provide written verification to the Zoning 
Administrator from the applicable affordable housing 
program of the approval of funding to provide AHUs. Until 
such written verification is provided by the applicant, only 
ADUs are permitted to be provided to meet the 
requirements of the ADU Program.

K.5. a. Clarify 
regulations

Concern about organization of this section. Recommend moving this lanugage farther up in the ZO. N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

23

4/5/2022 Concern about the placement of violations and penalties in the ZIn addition to enforcement under Section 10.01 et seq., the 
following apply whenever any person, whether owner, 
lessee, principal, agent, employee, or otherwise, violates 
any provision of the ADU Program, or permits any such 
violation, or fails to comply with any of the requirements 
hereof

8.01 L. L. Clarify 
regulations

Concern that violations and penalities should not be in the zoning ordinance.  

Concern that should be in the Codified Ordinance. 

Staff will review and consider N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

24
4/19/2022 Accessory units; How to incentivize accessory units N/A N/A Address 

specific 
issue

Need to have an exemption to allow for these types of units. Worthy of 
discussion in the actual districts as well. How to incentivize accessory units

Recommend considering accessory units as way to provide 
ADUs or UHNUs

N/A N

25

4/5/2022 Want to see Habitat for Humanity as an AHU option AHU programs/definitions 8.01 K. Address 
specific 
issue

Add Habitat for Humanity to eligible AHU programs Staff believe Habitat homeownership programs could be 
added as an AHU option.

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

26

4/5/2022 "Chapter 8" title "Attainable Housing" Chapter 8 Title Make user 
friendly

May want to look at calling this section something other than Chapter 8; Can 
this be article 7 instead? Could switch it with the definitions chapter

Staff looking at changing the chapter # for Attainable 
Housing

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

27

4/19/2022 Develop zoning regulations and design standards that remove 
barriers and incentivize the development of housing affordable 
to households at or below 100 percent AMI in all residential and 
mixed-use development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 C

This section applies to UHNUs provided as part of 
a development application for rezoning, special exception, 
site plan, subdivision, or preliminary subdivision, as 
submitted by the applicant:
a.
To achieve an adjusted FAR in the UM Subarea of the UT/UM 
District pursuant to Section 2.01.01.E. 
b.
To achieve an adjusted FAR in the SM District pursuant to 
and Section 2.02.03.F.c.

To meet the Alternative Location Criteria for locating the 
SCN District in the Suburban Neighborhood or Suburban 
Mixed Use Place Types of the General Plan pursuant to 
Section 2.02.02.K.1.d.

As a permitted adaptive reuse of a building or 
structure pursuant to Section 5.09.C.

8.02 A. 1. a-d Consistency 
with CP

Support for sliding scale  for the UHNUs; otherwise it is a disincentive. 

Concern that UHNU lanugage appears to require 15% ADUs and 15% UHNUs.

Also concerned with putting forms of ownership in the ZO. 

Concerned that we will not get UHNUs moving forward. It will continue to be 
a proffer and will create more risk in the development process and 
uncertainty. 

Need threshold certainty of what the County will expect with regards to 
UHNUs. Concerned that the goal will not be met with the ZO as it is currently 
proposed. 

UHNUs should be required and taken out of the proffer discussion. Important 
to get density to make it financially feasible.

Recommend looking at what happens when both ADUs and 
UHNUs are proposed

N/A N Staff will 
research and 
revise if 
needed

28

4/19/2022 Amend zoning regulations and design standards to incorporate 
density bonuses and other incentives into appropriate zoning 
districts to encourage the provision of housing to address the 
County’s unmet housing needs in areas currently served by or 
planned for mass transit. Chapter 4 Action 1.2 A

To achieve an Adjusted FAR, calculate the UHNUs required 
by multiplying the applicable UHNU percentage requirement 
in Section 2.02.01.E, Table 2.02.01-2 or 2.02.03.F, Table 
2.02.03-2 by the total number of dwelling units proposed.
To meet the Alternative Locational Criteria in Section 
2.02.02.L.1:

8.02 D. 1-2 Consistency 
with CP

There are other things that would incentivize a client than permitting 
additional FAR.

Reduce the capital facilities for market rate units if additional affordable 
units are provided. Especially those market rate units that are affordable by 
design. 

Cost of structured parking and other costs for specifically multi-family 
product would be helpful to reduce the capital facility costs. Suburban Mixed 
Use, Urban Transit place types for Multi-family housing. 

How does this type of incentive get implemented? Need to look at creating 
new capital facility costs for high rise multi-family units

Recommend other incentives like reduced capital facilities 
fee and parking incentives instead of Floor Area Ratio

Outside scope of Chapter 8 N

29

4/19/2022 Develop zoning regulations and design standards that remove 
barriers and incentivize the development of housing affordable 
to households at or below 100 percent AMI in all residential and 
mixed-use development. Chapter 4 Action 3.1 C

All UHNUs must be controlled by covenant that is recorded 
among the land records of Loudoun County, Virginia, runs 
with the land, in a form approved by the County and in favor 
of the County or its designee, and controls the sales or 
rental price for the following periods of time: Rents for 
rental UHNUs must be controlled for a period of at least 30 
years from the date of the issuance of the occupancy permit 
for each rental UHNU. Sales prices for UHNUs for purchase 
must be controlled for an initial period of at least 20 years 
and an extended control period pursuant to the control 
period for for-sale units included in Section 1450 of the 
Codified Ordinances.

8.02 H Clarify 
regulations

No issues with draft new language. Use new text for UHNU covenants N/A N

30
4/19/2022 Should the current practice of attainable housing units 

converting to market rate units after 15 years continue?
No language about ADU covenant in ZO n/a Address 

specific 
issue

Looking to address this in the codified ordinances Update the codified ordinance once zoning ordinance 
adopted.

N/A N

13



Attainable Housing Subcommittee - Worksheet for Developing Proposed Findings and Recommendations

# Meeting 
Date

Comprehensive Plan Policy or Issue (Significant 
Revisions Only) 

Draft ZO Text to Implement Policy or Address Issue ZO Section ZOC Bylaw Subcommittee Finding Subcommittee Recommendation Subcommittee Opposing Comment ZOC to 
Consider 

Y=Yes N=No

31

4/19/2022 Do regulations requiring attainable units to be comparable in 
size with market rate units result in less attainable housing in 
the long-term?

Approved site plans and subdivision plats must demonstrate 
that the ADUs are compatible with and interspersed among 
market rate dwelling units by meeting the following 
requirements:

8.01 H Address 
specific 
issue

Need to look at size of housing to ensure affordability in the long term 
beyond the 30 year term. 

Need to look at this holistically. 

Nothing in the Urban Transit district purpose that mentions affordable 
housing

Don't know how we can do anything about size of housing 
units in Chapter 8. 

Could be addressed in other parts of the zoning ordinance.

ADUAB looks at housing holistically. This 
subcommittee is only tasked with the ZO.

N

14
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ID Section 

#5844 2.01 Urban Policy Area Zoning Districts 

By: Charles Houston 
Tags: zoc 
CharlesHouston3@yahoo.com 
Date:11/4/2021 

Overall this is complex and shows disregard of market forces. While I comment 
below, this section really needs deep attention by a subcommittee. 

#9676 2.01 Urban Policy Area Zoning Districts 

By: Kate McConnell 
Tags: staff 
kate.mcconnell@loudoun.gov 
Date:4/14/2022 

In general, these zoning district regulations are similar to the existing district 
regulations. The UE regulations are less regulatory that the PD-TREC district. 
The goals in the Place Types are typically achieved through proffer 
commitments, which means they could also be met through a similar regulation. 
In addition, the PD district allows a proposal different than the base district 
regulations. Otherwise, this is a very general statement that is difficult to respond 
to. Please identify specific regulations that you feel cannot be attained. 

 

#5894 Chapter 2: Zoning Districts 

By: Joe Paciulli 
Tags: zoc 
joepaciullizoc@gmail.com 
Date:11/5/2021 

I have over reaching questions on the implementation of all new districts.  How 
will they be implemented, what happens to all of the old district requirements, will 
differences be non conformities, will there be a remapping.  I wonder after we 
complete our current review scheduled through February if we could get an 
update from the County Attorney in March on number of new ordinances, Rt. 28, 
implementation, etc. 

#6159 Chapter 2: Zoning Districts 

 

#5791 Chapter 2: Zoning Districts 

By: Jean Ault 
Tags: zoc 
jean.ault@gmail.com 
Date:11/2/2021 

Taking a quick look at old and new districts - there were appx 41 old zoning 
districts and now there are appx 53.  I am concerned that this makes the 
ordinance MORE complicated, not less and reduces the flexibility we are looking 
for.  I did read that we are still considering combining districts, and I hope that we 
do so. 

 

#9707 1.01 Title, Purpose, and Intent 

By: Charlie Houston 
Tags: zoc 
CharlesHosuton3@yahoo.com 
Date:4/19/2022 

I STRONGLY advise adding a section C, to read something like this: "At the 
beginning of the sections of this Ordinance, italicized text is for guidance only 
and shall not control." 

 




