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DATE:	July 12, 2010	

TO:		Board of Supervisors

FROM:	Judi Birkitt, Project Manager
		Julie Pastor, AICP, Director 

SUBJECT:	ZMAP 2008-0021, Kincora Village Center

Staff has prepared a clarification memorandum in response to the applicant’s July 9, 2010 letter to the Board of Supervisors and in response to inquiries regarding the credit applied to capital facilities impact as it relates to the applicant’s proffered transportation commitments.  

1. Land Use

b. Amount and Scale of Retail
As stated previously, the proposed amount of commercial retail and service uses exceeds policy guidance, which recommends a maximum of 136,110 square feet, including hotels. Policy guidance also limits free-standing retail within regional office developments to 50,000 square feet. The 3 proposed 60,000 square-foot buildings exceed policy guidance. 

c. Land Use Phasing
Policy guidance calls for office uses to be the predominant use within regional office developments. If employment uses are not developed beyond the thresholds established in Phase 2 and all of the residential units are constructed, residential would be the predominant use rather than office. 

2. Market Study

Staff requested that the applicant submit a market study to analyze how much commercial retail and service uses, including hotels, the area could support. The applicant responded that they would be submitting a market study during the Community Development Authority review process.

The Fulton Study is not a market study. It is an assessment of the viability of Class A office within the Route 28 Corridor. The study questioned whether there is still a market for the Class A office product type. It did not assess the proposed project or how much commercial retail and service uses the market could support. 




3. Transportation

Without a CDA - Under the transportation phasing proffers, Gloucester Parkway must be open for traffic prior to occupancy of Phase 3 buildings. However, the Proffer Statement provides no assurances that the applicant will seek occupancy permits for Phase 3.  

4. Capital Facilities

On June 15, 2010, the Board voted 5-4 (Burk, Burton, McGimsey and Miller – opposed) to accept regional road improvements as capital facility mitigation for this application.  As noted in the staff memorandum dated July 12, 2010 and distributed on July 7, 2010, the applicant has revised the proffered per unit contribution for Gloucester Parkway as follows: 
· Cash Contribution – The Applicant has increased the proffered per unit cash contribution, for the Gloucester Parkway connection to Loudoun County Parkway, by $11.9 million to $31.9 million ($24,538 x 1,300 residential units). The $31.9 million is today’s total cost of the road improvement. The County would hold the funds in an account designated solely for the Applicant or the County to use for the design and construction of the Gloucester Parkway connection (Proffer III.M). 
Table 2 of the previously issued memorandum provided an analysis of the credits to be applied to the proposed capital facility impact of the Kincora application.  Staff would like to clarify that there are no adopted guidelines with respect to how capital facilities credit is to be applied in these situations, and the Board may wish to direct staff to develop draft policies for the Board’s future consideration.
Staff had indicated that under the alternative scenario that the development proceeds without a community development authority (CDA), credit could be applied for Pacific Boulevard upon completion of that improvement at Phase 2.  This was based on the road being in place at that time and reflected a distribution that included Kincora-generated and non-Kincora-generated traffic.  Staff also included a credit for the $31.9 million value of the Gloucester Parkway improvement and applied a similar credit based on traffic distribution, but differed with the Pacific approach because it was applied at full-build out.  Upon further review and for the sake of consistency, staff recognizes that the credit may be applied using the same timing approach and offers the following:
· Credit for both Pacific and Gloucester should be based on full-build out.
· Applying credit for Gloucester at the Phase 2 level is not recommended.  While the per unit contributions have accrued to the total balance at the end of Phase 2, the road improvement may not necessarily be in place at the time.
· Approved transportation proffers in prior rezonings that were accepted by the Board of Supervisors as eligible for capital facilities credit did not discern amount of credit by phasing limits or timing, so applying a full-build out approach would be consistent.
· The new outstanding capital facilities number is $1.6 million, with or without a CDA.

Further, County staff recommends evaluating transportation impacts based on the project’s traffic volume/number of trips generated, not the potential capacity of the roads, because any additional capacity on Pacific Boulevard and Gloucester Parkway would be offset by insufficient capacity due to Kincora-generated trips added to Waxpool Road at site build-out.  
Table 2. Staff’s Capital Facilities Analysis

Public Use Site
The appraisal was not completed according to County policy, as it was based on the existing PD-IP zoning rather than the planned land use, Keynote Employment. Further, the appraised value ($3.2 million) was the same as that submitted for the 2004 Kincora application, and the market has changed since that time. Rather than reject the appraisal, staff adjusted the appraised value ($2.8 million) based on staff’s knowledge of the market and comparable projects. 

On-Site Trails (trail-head parking spaces)
The $450,000 for trail-head parking spaces is a new request. Staff reiterates that staff only applied capital facility “credit” for those items that are consistent with the County’s capital facility definition. Any other requests, such as the trail-head parking spaces, are at the Board’s discretion. Further, the Proffers provide no assurances that the trail-head spaces would not count towards the spaces required by the zoning ordinance (i.e., shared parking).

Totals
Under the County Policy column of staff’s capital facility analysis (Table 2 of the July 12, 2010 memorandum distributed on July 7, 2010), totals do not reflect the items that do not meet the County’s definition of a capital facility (these are at the Board’s discretion): 
· observation plat form
· Broad Run toll house
· trail head parking spaces

Totals do include items that meet the County’s definition of a capital facility: 
· public use site 
· on-site trails

Site Layout and Design

As stated previous, the site layout and design are inconsistent with County policy and the PD-MUB zoning district.  

