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MOTION: June 17, 2014
Regular Meeting
SECOND: Res. No. 14-
RE: ADOPT THE 2014 POLICY GUIDE FOR MONETARY
CONTRIBUTIONS
ACTION:

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan includes level of service components for
schools, parks, fire and rescue, libraries, and transportation chapters; and

WHEREAS, a Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions was created to
establish the suggested monetary contributions for development applications to address levels
of service in 1998; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Board’s request to update the policy guide, it was
updated in 2000, 2002, 2004 and 2006; and

WHEREAS, On October 8, 2013, the Board of County Supervisors initiated a
review and update of the 2006 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions (RES 13-604); and

WHEREAS, the Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions has been updated to
reflect updated demographic and supporting statistical information necessary to complete the
required computations for each suggested proffer amount; and

WHEREAS, staff has coordinated the update with the associated level of
service agencies; and

WHEREAS, on June 3, 2014, the Board of County Supervisors directed staff to
prepare a suggested monetary contribution level for Police based on the existing
Comprehensive Plan level of service standards; and

WHEREAS, staff is in the process of developing the Police proffer policy and
will forward it to the BOCS after it has been fully vetted by staff; and

WHEREAS, staff does not recommend changes to the existing non-residential
Fire & Rescue proffer at this time;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Prince William Board of
County Supervisors does hereby adopt the updated 2014 Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions, to become effective July 1, 2014;
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Prince William Board of County
Supervisors does hereby initiate an amendment to the Schools Chapter of the Comprehensive
Plan to address the school capacity issue.

ATTACHMENT: 2014 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Votes:

Ayes:

Nays:

Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:

For Information:
Planning Director

ATTEST:

Clerk to the Board
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

I.  Background

The Virginia General Assembly, at its 1974 session, enacted legislation allowing counties having
an urban county executive form of government to accept the voluntary proffering of certain
conditions in writing from a zoning applicant. Va. Code Section 15.2-2303. In a subsequent
action, the State Code was amended allowing a handful of other jurisdictions, including Prince
William County, to accept proffers. In 1976, the Prince William County Zoning Ordinance was
amended to include provisions for the acceptance and enforcement of proffers submitted with
rezoning applications. The purpose of the legislation, known as conditional zoning, is to provide
additional flexibility to local jurisdictions. The concept intends that the negative effects of a
particular zoning application be offset to some degree through the proffering of mitigative
conditions by the applicant. Proffers have become an increasingly significant factor in the
County’s land use regulation process.

II.  Purpose of This Document

As part of the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, Prince William County established level of service
(LOS) criteria for the various chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. LOS is a standard or bench-
mark by which to measure the quantity and/or quality of service provided by a government
agency. LOS criteria were established for the Transportation, Parks and Open Space, Fire and
Rescue Plans and an LOS standard for the Library Plan was adopted in 1994,

LOS standards are measured on a Countywide basis. The LOS standards provide an objective
justification for mitigation requests. If a proposal does not meet the established LOS for a
particular chapter of the Plan, either a monetary, facility and/or site proffer is expected to be
provided. Such a proffer seeks to mitigate the demand on Countywide schools, parks, roads, fire
and rescue services, and libraries presented by the proposed development.

In most cases, LOS standards have been computed on a “per capita” or per resident basis.
According to Prince William County’s Demographer, the population of Prince William County
was 419,577 as of September 30, 2013. The purpose of this document is to provide a guide to
the methodologies used for those equitable monetary contributions for the Schools, Fire and
Rescue, Libraries, Parks and Open Space, and Transportation Plans in the Comprehensive Plan.
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SUMMARY OF REQUESTED MONETARY PROFFER AMOUNTS

Single Family Amount
Schools $20.694
Parks $5,591
Libraries $812
Fire and Rescue $1,053
Transportation $16,780
Total $44,930
Townhouse
Schools $17.489
Parks $5.144
Libraries $805
Fire and Rescue $974
Transportation $15,425
Total $39,837
Multifamily
Schools $10,300
Parks $3,792
Libraries $597
Fire and Rescue $718
Transportation _$11,371
Total $26,778

These suggested voluntary monetary contributions reflect 2013 data. Actual proffer contribu-
tions may be adjusted to account for inflation, based on the Consumer Price Index. The Board of
County Supervisors reaffirms its commitment to address workforce affordable housing either by
requesting affordable units with new development or requesting an increased contribution in lieu
of construction of affordable units.
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Schools

Level of Service for Schools is defined as average use capacity determined on a Countywide
basis. These average use capacity ratios are used to determine the capital cost per student. In
turn, these figures are used to determine the capital cost per unit type based on student generation
factor for each education level for each unit type.

Student Generation Factors (SGF)

*provided by Prince William County Schools (2013 Student Census) and excludes proffered age-restricted units.

Single Family Townhouse Multifamily Total
Elementary 0.305 0.289 0.192 0.284
Middle 0.162 0.129 0.077 0.140
High 0214 0.153 0.085 0.177
Total 0.681 0.572 0.353 0.601
Costs
Standards Elementary Middle High**
Acres/School Site 20 40 80
Cost/Acre * $132,813 $132,813 $132,813
Total Land Cost $2,656.,260 $5,312,520 $10,625,040
Facility Cost $27,973,000 $53,246,000 $90,465,000
Total Cost $30,629,260 $58,558,520 $101,090,040
Student Capacity 924 1,464 2,053
Gross Capital $33,149 $39,999 $49.240
Cost/Student

*Cost/Acre based on public land acquisition between 2011-2013
**Battlefield High School Model

Revised
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Cost per Unit Type
Single Family Townhouse Multifamily
Type Cost/Student | SGF | Cost/Unit | SGF | Cost/Unit | SGF | Cost/Unit
Elementary $33,149 0.305 $10,110 0.289 $9,580 0.192 $6,365
Middle $39,999 0.162 $6,480 0.129 $5,160 0.077 $3,080
High $49,240 0214 $10,537 0.153 $7,534 0.085 $4,185
Total $27,127 $22,274 $13,630

State/Federal Contribution Calculation

Total capital budget for schools
% of Capital budget used for new construction
% of Capital budget used for renewal
Total § received from state for capital

$13,964,000 x 0.678

Percent of state/federal going to new development
$9,467,592/$206,126,000

Suggested Monetary Contribution

= $206,126,000

I

67.8%
32.2%

Il

$13,964,000

= $9,467,592

4.593%

The suggested monetary contribution for schools is determined by subtracting from the gross

cost per housing unit both funding received from state and federal sources for capital needs and a

debt service credit. The debt service credit is derived annually by amortizing projected CIP

school debt.

Unit Type | Gross Cost | Less State/Federal | Less Credit for | Net Cost per
per Unit Share of Capital Debt Service* Unit
FY14=4.593%
Single Family $27,127 -$1,267 -$5,166 $20,694
Townhouse $22,274 -$1,048 -$3,737 $17,489
Multifamily $13,630 -$644 -$2,686 $10,300

*Debt Service calculations provided by Finance Department

Revised
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Parks

Determination of Gross Cost of parkland per Dwelling Unit

Step 1 Parks standard for acres of parkland per 1,000 residents
Parks standard is 15.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, calculated as follows:

acres of neighborhood park per 1,000 residents --- 1
acres of community park per 1,000 residents ------ 4
acres of regional park per 1,000 residents ---------- 6
acres of linear/resource park per 1,000 residents ---4.0
total acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 15.0

Based on updated information from the County Demographer as of September 30, 2013, on
average, there are:

3.32 persons/unit in Single-family houses
3.04 persons/unit in Townhouses
2.24 persons/unit in Multifamily/Condominium units

Park Construction Costs

Cost Per Acre to develop a Park (Includes Land, Site Improvement and Facility Costs)
*Provided by Parks and Recreation Department

Community Park = $147,615 per acre
Regional Park = $151,008 per acre
Linear Park = $25,640 per acre

4/1,000 = 0.004 acres of Community Park per person
6/1,000 = 0.006 acres of Regional Park per person
4/1,000 = 0.004 acres of Linear Park per person

0.004 acres * $147,615 = $590 per person for community park
0.006 acres * $151,008 = $906 per person for regional park
0.004 acres * $25,640 = $103 per person for linear park

= $1,599 per person cost

Single Family Dwelling Unit Cost
3.32 * §$1,599 = $5,309

Townhouse Dwelling Unit Cost
3.04 * $1,599 = $4,861

Multiple Family Dwelling Unit Cost
2.24 * §1,599 = $3,582

Revised
Effective
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Additional Facility Needs

The following calculation represents the facility needs generated by new development that have
not been accommodated within the calculations for school recreation facilities or new park
construction.

Additional people by 2030 = 142,376
Facility costs = $23,564,752

*Costs based on estimates provided by the Parks and Recreation Department
*Facility estimates provided by the Planning Office based on the Comprehensive Plan

$23,564,752/142,376 = $166 per person

Single Family Dwelling Unit Cost
3.32 * $166 = $551
Townhouse Dwelling Unit Cost
3.04 * §166 = $505
Multiple Family Dwelling Unit Cost
2.24 % $166 = $372

The suggested monetary contribution for parks is determined by subtracting from the gross cost
per housing unit both funding received from state and federal sources for capital needs and a debt
service credit. The debt service credit is derived annually by amortizing projected CIP debt.

Unit Type Gross Cost | Gross Cost per | Less State/Federal | Less Credit for | Net Cost per
per Unit — Unit — Share of Capital Debt Service* Unit
New Parks Additional 5% s ot
Facilities
Single Family $5,309 $551 -$147 -$121 $5,592
Townhouse $4,861 $505 -$135 -$87 $5,144
Multifamily $3,582 $372 -$99 -563 $3,792

*Debt Service calculations provided by Finance Department
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Libraries

Level of Service for Libraries is defined as building square footage and volumes (books) needed
in order to meet nationally recognized standards for suburban populations.

Square Feet of Library Building Needed = 0.41 square feet per capita
Volumes Needed = 2.5 volumes per capita
COSTS:
Standards
Square feet/capita 0.41 $257.48
Building cost/square foot $628
Acres/capita 0.000053 $7.04
Cost/acre ** $132,813
Construction Cost Per Capita $264.52
Volumes/capita 25
Cost/volume *** 2.5 % $30.00 $75.00
Gross Cost Per Capita $170.63 + $75.00 = $339.52

Single Family Dwelling Unit Cost

3.32 persons per household * $339.52 = $1,127
Townhouse Dwelling Unit Cost

3.04 persons per household * $339.52 = $1,032
Multiple Family Dwelling Unit Cost

2.24 persons per household * $339.52 = $761

Suggested Monetary Contribution

Unit Gross Cost Less Credit for Net Cost

per Unit Debt Service per Unit
Single Family $1,127 -$315 $812
Townhouse $1,033 -$228 $805
Multifamily $761 -$164 $597

*Debt Service Calculation provided by Finance Department

**Cost/Acre based on the average of the public land acquisition between 2011 —2013

***Cost/Volume is computed by using the acquisitions module to determine the actual average cost per volume paid in the last fiscal year, then
adjusted based on assumptions about collections.
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Fire and Rescue
NEEDS:
Needs are defined as building square footage, acreage, and equipment needed to provide new fire

and rescue stations that meet local service standards for suburban populations, expressed as cost/
capita (residential) and cost/incident (nonresidential).

Cost Per Station

Bldg. Cost Per Sq. Ft.* $602.17
Land (per acre)* $132,813
Equipment** $3,870,000

*#17,500 square feet on 5.0 acres = 6.0 new stations needed
(Based on projected population growth of 142,376 by 2030)

** Based on current cost to outfit a fully equipped station

RESIDENTIAL COSTS:
Residential Factor: (2013 data)
Residential incidents = 21.818= 0.54
Total incidents 44 404

Residential factor applied to total cost of fire and rescue services.

Standards for Residential;

Bldg. cost/capita’ 105,000 square feet (6 stations)/142,376 = 0.7374
0.7374  x $602.17 x 0.54 = $239.78
Land cost/capita® 0.0002215 x $132,813=$2942 x 0.54 = §$15.89
Equipment cost/capita’ $163.09 x 0.54 = $88.07
COST PER CAPITA $343.74

Multiply by 3.32 for single-family dwelling ($343.74 x 3.32 = $1,141.22)
Multiply by 3.04 for townhouse ($343.74 x 3.04 = $1,044.97)
Multiply by 2.24 for multifamily ($343.74 x 2.24 = $769.98)

' This figure is based on the average cost times the number of stations needed divided by the new population.
® This figure is based on the average cost of recent land acquisitions for county agencies.
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Suggested Monetary Contribution (Amortize current debt and project CIP debt)

Unit Type Gross Cost Less Funds Fire Less Credit for | Net Cost
per Unit Levy for Capital Debt Service per Unit
FY14=357%
Single Family $1,141 -$43 -$45 $1,053
Townhouse $1,045 -$39 -$32 $974
Multifamily $770 -$29 -$23 $718

*Based on FY14 Capital Budget
*Debt Service calculations provided by Finance Department

NONRESIDENTIAL COSTS:
Suggested monetary contribution based on 2006 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions
Unit Cost
Nonresidential $0.61 per sq. ft.

Revised
Effective
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Transportation

In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, the following calculations are based upon roadways
classified as Major Collector and above. Roadways classified as Minor Collectors and Local
Streets are evaluated in conjunction with development proposals as stipulated in the Prince
William County Design and Construction Standards Manual (DCSM). Calculations reference
lane-miles. Lane-miles are defined as the product of the number of through-traffic lanes for a
given segment of roadway multiplied by the length in miles of that given segment of roadway.

Standards:

Total lane-miles needed in 2030 to meet LOS goals in adopted

Thoroughfare Plan network’ = 1,555.8
Less lane-miles opened to traffic through December 31, 2015 - 1,124.1
Additional lane-miles of road needed by 2030 = 431.7

Less improvements included in the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (COG’S) 2013 Financially Constrained

Long-Range Plan (CLRP)* - 984
Lane-miles of unfunded road improvements (rounded to nearest tenth mile) = _H3_3H3_3

Multiplied by the estimated average cost/mile of new road’ x $4,300,000
Total estimated cost of unfunded road improvements = $1,433,190,000

The following are forecasted residential trips based on current Thoroughfare Plan and COG
Round 8.1 forecast.

Total trips per day forecasted for 2030° 1,977,610

Resident-based trips per day
Home-based work trips = 48,257

Home-based other trips = 357,135
Home-based shopping trips = 164,161
Trips to other counties = 433.565

Includes interstates, parkways, principal and minor arterials, major collectors and ramps that are identified in the 2030 Thoroughfare Plan,

* The number shown includes the 41.1 lane-miles approved by Prince William County voters for funding in 2002, as well as the 102.0 lane-miles
approved in the 2006 bond referendum and the 49.5 lane miles under consideration for a 2010 bond referendum, which have been paid through a
combination of local, state and federal funds.

Based upon actual costs for recent Capital Division construction projects.
® Forecasted trips per day from 2010 Comprehensive Plan transportation model.
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Total resident-based trips per day = 1,103,118

Residential share of total trips (1,103,118/1,977,610 rounded
to whole percent) = 56%

Residential share of unfunded road improvements
($1,433,620,000 x .56) = $799,438,558

Residential Share

An applicant for a rezoning for residential use will be asked to proffer a LOS contribution to help
offset the unfunded road improvements identified above. The methodology for calculating this
LOS contribution is shown below. If the applicant elects to dedicate transportation
improvements and/or right-of-way for roads identified in the Thoroughfare Plan which are above
and beyond what is required to mitigate the transportation impact of the proposed development
and satisfy VDOT safety requirements, the value of that dedication will be credited against the
suggested monetary contribution. The value of that credit will be determined based on the
County’s assessed value of the right-of-way and the cost of the transportation improvement using
the County’s Unit Price List.

Calculating the Cost of a Lane Mile on a per Household Basis
Total Lane Miles/2030 Population = 1,555.8/561,953 = 0.00277 lane miles per person
Persons Per HH * 0.00277 * $4,300,000 (estimated average cost/mile of new road) = X

Single Family = 3.32 pphh * 0.00277 * $4,300,000 = $39,545
Townhouse = 3.04 pphh * 0.00277 * $4,300,000 = $36,209
Multifamily = 2.24 pphh * 0.00277 * $4,300,000 = $26,681

Calculating the Suggested Proffer Amount

Additional lane-miles of road needed by 2030 = 431.7

431.7 lane miles needed — 98.4 funded lane miles = 333.3/431.7 = 77.2% unfunded lane miles
X *0.772 * 0.56 (Residential Share of Total Trips) = Suggested Proffer Amount

Single Family = $39,545 * 0.772 * 0.56 = $17,096

Townhouse = $36,209 * (0.772 * 0.56 = $15,654

Multifamily = $26,681 * 0.772 * 0.56 = $11,535

Cost per unit type:

Type of Gross Cost Lass I?ebt :
. . : Service Cost/Unit
Dwelling Unit Per Unit .
Credit
Single-family $17,096 -$316 $16,780
Townhouse $15,654 -$229 $15,425
Multifamily $11,535 -$164 $11,371

*Debt Service Calculation provided by Finance Department
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Non-Residential Share

Based upon the per unit residential calculations shown above, Prince William County will still
experience a shortfall of $633,751,442 for necessary roadway improvements required by 2030.
The Council of Governments (COG) Round 8.1 forecasts approximately 61,100 additional jobs
will be created from nonresidential uses by 2030. Applicants for rezoning nonresidential
development will be asked to contribute right-of-way, roadway construction, and other
transportation improvements that serve to mitigate the impacts of that development on the level
of service LOS of roads serving that development. Cash contributions in lieu of transportation
improvements may also be requested, provided the cash contribution is calculated based on the
approximate costs of the transportation improvements that serve to mitigate and have a
reasonable relationship to the proposed development. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
submitted with each nonresidential development application will indicate the extent of that
impact and the mitigation measures required to maintain an acceptable level of service. These
mitigating improvements and the anticipated revenue growth from new nonresidential
development are anticipated to alleviate the nearly $634 million shortfall.
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Suggested Proffer Language

To facilitate the subsequent review of site and subdivision plans, the proffer statement should be
written in clear and concise language with consideration toward future interpretation. The
performance details of a proffered condition should be defined. More specifically, the proffer
text should include information pertaining to not only what is being proffered, but also when the
action will occur and who is involved in performance of the action.

Where possible, proffers should define objective standards of performance to avoid any
subsequent debate regarding interpretation. Restatements of already existing state or local
requirements should be omitted from the proffer text.

Each proffer should state the time frame within which the proffered obligation will be
performed. In the absence of explicit language indicating when performance is to occur, the
County will generally request demonstration of performance of the proffered obligation with the
preliminary or first final site or subdivision plan affecting the rezoned property. Actual
performance is expected at the time of development subject to approved plans and issuance of
permits. Examples of preferred collection dates for monetary proffers generally are listed below:

- Final plan approval

- Lump sum with the issuance of a land disturbance permit

- Lump sum with the first building permit for a particular type of unit

- Per lot or unit amount with every building permit for a particular type of unit

Pursuant to direction from the Board of County Supervisors, applicants will be encouraged to
make monetary contributions for transportation improvements as a lump sum prior to issuance of
a site development permit.

In order to facilitate more efficient use of proffered monetary contributions, the direction of such
contributions to specific capital projects will be discouraged, as will limitation of monetary
contributions to a specific area of the County.

Applicants proffering monetary contributions will be encouraged to include a provision to adjust
the proffered amount consistent with the increase in the cost of improvements over time. The
County will maintain a cost of construction “index” to assist the applicant in determining the
appropriate rate.

The County Attorney’s Office will assist the Planning Office in review of proffer language.
Applicants seeking assistance with drafting specific proffer language are encouraged to contact
the Planning Office.

Revised
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Exception Policies

There are some instances where the strict adherence to the Policy Guide is inappropriate.
Although each proposal will be looked at on a case by case basis, these exceptions can be
divided into three broad categories:

1. Credits for on site or off site improvements

Since the beginning of the proffer process in late 1970’s, the County has allowed credits for
physical improvements and donations of land. The County will continue this policy with the
understanding that physical improvements (such as school site donation, road construction above
and beyond that required by the code) must address the level-of-service measures outlined in the
Comprehensive Plan. Confirmation of value, correct location, useable acreage, and need will be
determined by the County.

2. Uses that have reduced or have no impact on certain levels of service

There are some uses that have no impact on a specific level-of-service measure. Each proposal
will be considered on a case-by-case basis and at the sole discretion of the County. Consideration
may be given to reducing proffer amount requests in such circumstances.

In particular, developments with an age-restricted component that prohibits school-age children
will have no impact on the schools level of service; therefore, the proffer amounts for schools

will not be requested for any age-restricted unit proposed within the County.

3. Targeted or desirable land uses

There are a select number of targeted industries and land uses for which the County may
consider a reduction in monetary contributions. These targeted industries are listed by the
Department of Economic Development.
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TO: Board of County Supervisors

FROM: Christopher M. Price, AICP /) Vi4 /l/\
Director of Planning (/\

THRU: Melissa S. Peacor
County Executive

RE: Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetarv Contributions — Countywide

L Background Information is as follows:

A. Proffers Overview — Proffers are voluntary contributions (monetary and non-
monetary) made by applicants in order to mitigate potential impacts of proposed
developments. Once offered by the applicant and accepted by the Board of
County Supervisors, proffers become part of the zoning of the subject property
and have similar legal standing fo other applicable zoning provisions. Protfered
funds can be used to add capacity to capital facilities in accordance with the
proffer language and consistent with state law.

Proffers are a significant factor in the County’s land use regulation process and
are used to link land use decisions to impacts on public facilities. This linkage
must be based on the proposed development, the proportionate impacts that it will
likely create, and conditions appropriale to mitigate those impacts. To ensure that
this relationship is achieved, Prince William County has developed a Policy
Guide for Monetary Contributions (proffer policy) to anticipate impacts of
development and to provide a framework for negotiating conditions to mitigate
those impacts. Prince William County’s policy is based on unit type and is
uniform throughout the County. Recommended contributions by unit type are
detailed in the Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions.

Between July 1. 1992 and December 31, 2013, Prince William County has
collected $209.350,112 in cash profters. This cash amount is in addition to non-
cash proffers such as land dedications, roadway improvements and other on-site
and off-site improvements that, in tandem with cash proffers, mitigate potential
impacts on public facilities.

B. Proffers History — In 1974, the Virginia General Assembly enacted legislation
allowing counties to accept voluntary proffering of certain conditions in wriling
tfrom a zoning applicant. In 1976, the Prince William County Zoning Ordinance

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions Update
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was amended to allow for acceptance and enforcement of proffers submitted with
rezoning applications. In 1990, the County established Level of Service standards
and incorporated those standards into the Comprehensive Plan. In 1999, the
Board of County Supervisors instituted the first Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions. That guide has been updated periodically, with the effective date
of the last update being July 1, 2006 (See Attachment A). Since 2006, the
General Assembly has adopted legislation that requires proffer funds to be
expended within twelve years of receipt. In addition, a jurisdiction is not
permitted to require cash proffers to be paid until such time that a final inspection
has been completed on the property. The most recent change in proffer legislation
indicates that proffer funds may not be utilized for any capital improvement to an
existing facility that does not expand the capacity of that facility.

C. Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions Methodology — The policy guide
provides a suggested dollar amount for voluntary contributions made by
applicants to mitigate the potential impacts of proposed developments. The
methodology is detailed in the guide and is generally based on input factors
provided by each level of service agency. Examples of the input factors include
site acquisition and construction costs, student generation rates, number of road
lane miles, etc. Per unit contributions are based on levels of service standards
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. In order to ensure adequate mitigation
of impacts over time, the policy includes an inflationary escalator clause.

D. BOCS Initiation — On October 8, 2013, the Board of County Supervisors (BOCS)
initiated a review and update of the 2006 Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions (RES 13-604).

E. BOCS Directive — On February 25, 2014, a directive was issued by Supervisor
May (DIR 14-27) to study the possibility of requesting capital contributions from
new development with respect to large capital projects, such as the proposed jail
addition (Attachment B).

F. School Board Action — On April 23, 2014, the Prince William County School
Board adopted prototype designs for their new school facilities. Schools staff
revised their previously prepared calculations accordingly.

G. Agency Coordination — As part of the proffer policy review, staff held meetings
with representatives of each level of service review agency, including; Fire and
Rescue, Libraries, Parks and Recreation, Schools, Transportation, Adult
Detention Center, Finance, and the Office of Management and Budget. Each
meeting allowed staff to receive feedback on potential issues and concerns with
the existing Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions and the corresponding
Comprehensive Plan level of service standard. Recommendations for updates to
mnput criteria and methodologies are based on feedback from the levels of service
agencies. Each agency has provided written confirmation that the updated
methodologies and calculations accurately reflect existing conditions.

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions Update
May 28, 2014
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II. Current Situation is as follows:

Al Proffer Policy Update — The Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions is based on
the level of service criteria identified within the Comprehensive Plan. It is
important that the Policy Guide maintains a rational nexus with the
Comprehensive Plan to ensure the suggested proffer amounts meet level of
service needs and that they are roughly proportional to the costs required to
mitigate impacts directly associated with the proposed development.

B. Level of Service Categories — The following summarizes the draft update of the
Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions associated with each level of service
category. Commentary on each level of service methodology is provided in
Appendix C.

jif Schools — The proposed proffer for Schools is as follows:

Schools Proffer 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $14 462 $20,694 +43
Townhouse $11,685 $17,489 +50
Multifamily $5,033 $10,300 +105

a) Policy Impact — The 2008 Comprehensive Plan school facility
standards identifies specific capacity numbers for each type of
school. The School Board has amended their planned capacities
for elementary schools, middle schools and high schools. Staff
recommends initiation of a Comprehensive Plan amendment to
align planning policies with school standards.

2. Parks — The proposed proffer for Parks is as follows:

Parks Proffer 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $3,972 | 85,591 +41
Townhouse $3,725 | $5,144 | +38
Multifamily $2,679 | 83,792 | +42
3. Libraries — The proposed proffer for Libraries is as follows:
Libraries Proffer 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $610 $812 +33
Townhouse $601 $805 +34
Multifamily $418 $597 +43
4 Fire & Rescue —Fire & Rescue is the only level of service category that

suggests a proffer amount for non-residential development. The proposed
proffer for Fire & Rescue is as follows:

[ Fire & Rescue Proffer [ 2006 | 2014 [ % Change |

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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Single Family $749 $1,053 +41

Townhouse $720 $974 +35

Multifamily $509 $718 +41

Nonresidential $0.61 per | $1.33 per +118
sq.ft. sq.ft.

5. Transportation — The proposed proffer for Transportation is as follows::

Standards 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $17,926 $16,780 -6

Townhouse $15,196 $15,425 +1.5

Multifamily $10,887 $11,371 +4

Summary of Findings — The combined totals for each existing level of service
results in a final recommended contribution. The comparison of the proposed
amount and the 2006 amount is provided below:

Unit Type 2006 2014 %o
Adopted | Proposed | Change
Single Family | $37,719 | $44,930 |19%
Townhouse $31,927 | 839,837 |25%

Multifamily $19,526 |$26,778 |37%

Adult Detention Center Directive — Based on Directive 14-27, the Planning Office
met with staff at the Adult Detention Center to prepare and review a proposed
proffer methodology. As a result, the suggested proffer amounts are as follows:

Proposed ADC Proffer 2014
Single Family $700
Townhouse $693
Multifamily $514

Staff does not recommend adoption of the Adult Detention Center proffer due to
the fact that there is currently no level of service standard within the
Comprehensive Plan to justify the proposed proffer.

Policy Considerations — In addition to the suggested monetary contribution
amounts and the associated methodology for each level of service category, the
Planning Office has been asked to consider several policy issues including the
following:

1. Credit for By-Right Uses - Some jurisdictions provide a credit for a by-
right units (or a portion thereof) from the suggested proffer contribution
since these units could be constructed without any legislative approval (e.g
Rezoning or Special Use Permit). Such a policy could encourage
redevelopment in areas of the County where the zoning is already

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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established and the County is actively pursuing and encouraging new
investment and/or more creative community development strategies.
However, it is difficult to accurately ascertain the amount of by right units
that should be credited without an approved subdivision plan. For
example, issues such as environmental constraints, necessary
waivers/modifications, etc. may limit the amount of by right development
and such limitations may not fully be known at the time of a rezoning.
Staff recommends that the policy remain silent on this issue and that such
credits continue to be negotiated on a case by case basis to achieve
outcomes consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Funds Transfer Between Categories- Prince William County specifically
delineates each level of service category and collects/spends proffer funds
accordingly. Some jurisdictions collect for “General Government™ which
can be utilized for a variety of capital facility needs. Proffer funds must
be utilized for capacity adding capital facility improvements intended to
mitigate impacts associated specifically with proposed development. In
addition, recent court decisions and state legislation appear to further limit
the ability to collect and allocate proffer funds without specificity. As
such, staff recommends retaining our existing system of categorizing level
of service contributions by service type.

Age Restricted Units — The current Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions does not specifically address the issuc of requesting proffers
to mitigate schools impacts associated with age restricted communities;
however in practice neither Schools nor the Planning Office requests
school proffers from proposed age restricted units (although we do request
such proffers for instances where a proffer amendment is being requested
to eliminate an age restriction). In addition, there does not appear to be a
legal basis by which to connect the mitigation of impacts associated with
increases i school children to an increase in age restricted units. The
revised Schools level of service calculation has been updated to remove
age restricted units from the total units by which the number of school
children are derived. The effect of this change has been a higher per
household student generation rate due to fewer households being included
in the calculation. This results in a higher cash proffer amount for
Schools.

Credit for Constructed Facilities — The County routinely negotiates for the
construction of public facilities intended to mitigate the impacts associated
with new development. Credits are considered and negotiated within the
context of recent court decisions and State Code changes. Construction of
such facilities is generally given a credit against the level of service
calculations. In general, the County prefers the construction of public
facilities to the provision of cash contributions because the actual
construction allows for the phased mitigation of impacts tied to residential
construction activity rather than future construction utilizing proffered

Attachment A — June 3, 2014 BOCS Meeting Staff Report
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funds pooled from various projects.

Surrounding Communities — As part of the initiation, the BOCS directed
staff to investigate neighboring community policies regarding monetary
contributions. A summary of these findings is provided in Appendix E.

F. Issues for Future Consideration - Several issues were identified that may warrant

consideration in future updates to the Comprehensive Plan and corresponding
updates to our levels of service standards. Such issues include changes to the
Libraries business model that may necessitate future Comprehensive Plan
amendments, development of a monetary proffer for transit (including PRTC and
VRE), a monetary proffer for Police, and development of a level of service
standard for Senior Centers and human services facilities.

ITI.  Issues in order of importance are:

A Policy — Are the policies incorporated into the revised policy guide consistent
with the level of service approach outlined within the Comprehensive Plan?

Attachment A — June 3, 2014 BOCS Meeting Staff Report

B. Fiscal Impacts — What are the impacts of the proposed revisions to the policy guide on
the County’s fiscal strategy?

. Timing — When will implementation of the revisions to the policy guide occur?

D. Legal — Are there any legal implications associated with the Board’s
consideration of the proposed revisions?

IV.  Alternatives beginning with the staff recommendation are as follows:

A. Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions.

1.

Policy — The Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions is consistent with
the general tenets of the Comprehensive Plan. It provides for calculation
of the initial capital costs needed to support each new dwelling unit. Staff
is not recommending inclusion of the newly created Adult Detention
Center since it lacks a level of service standard within the Comprehensive
Plan. Further, staff is recommending an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan to amend school student capacity levels. Without
this amendment the proposed methodology for schools is inconsistent with
the Comprehensive Plan.

Fiscal Impacts — The proposed monetary contributions are intended to
offset the impact of the initial capital costs generated by each new
dwelling unit for the five services identified within the Comprehensive
Plan.

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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V.

Staff:

3. Timing — The revised policy will apply to applications for rezoning
accepted on or after July 1, 2014. Periodic reviews to the policy as
appropriate are necessary to ensure that the policy remains aligned with
the Comprehensive Plan. Adjustments should occur as needed to the
current policy for changing conditions.

4, Legal — Cash proffers are voluntary contributions. This methodology
provides the rationale in determining a suggested cash proffer amount
necessary to mitigate anticipated impacts of future development.

B. Take No Action.

1. Policy — The policy guide will not be updated for infrastructure costs and
relative household data.

2. Fiscal Impacts — This alternative would result in a Policy Guide that does
not accurately reflect the impact of initial capital costs generated by each
new dwelling unit and would also not reflect changes to the
Comprehensive Plan that have occurred since 2006.

3. Timing — Not applicable

4. Legal — Cash proffers are voluntary. The current methodology provides a
rationale for the determination of suggested amounts.

Recommendation is that the Board of County Supervisors concur with Alternative A and
approve the attached Resolution.

Christopher Price, AICP, Planning Director, 703.792.7615

Attachments:

mHoOowE

. 2006 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

BOCS Initiating Resolution
Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

. Adult Detention Center Draft Level of Service Calculation

Jurisdictional Proffer Amount Comparison
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I. Background

The Virginia General Assembly, at its 1974 session, enacted legislation allowing counties having
an urban county executive form of government to accept the voluntary proffering of certain
conditions in writing from a zoning applicant. Va. Code Section 15.2-2303. In a subsequent
action, the State Code was amended allowing a handful of other jurisdictions, including Prince
William County, to accept proffers. In 1976, the Prince William County Zoning Ordinance was
amended to include provisions for the acceptance and enforcement of proffers submitted with
rezoning applications. The purpose of the legislation, known as conditional zoning, is to provide
additional flexibility to local jurisdictions. The coneept intends that the negative effects of a
particular zoning application be offset to some degree through the proffering of mitigative
conditions by the applicant. Proffers have become an increasingly significant factor in the
County’s land use regulation process.

II. Purpose of This Document

As part of the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, Prince Wiiliam County established level of service
(LOS) criteria for the various chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. LOS is a standard or bench-
mark by which to measure the quantity and/or quality of service provided by a government
agency. LOS criteria were established for the Transportation, Parks and Open Space, and Fire
and Rescue Plans. The Library Plan, adopted in 1994, also includes LOS eriteria.

LOS standards are measured on a Countywide basis. The LOS standards provide an objective
justification for mitigation requests. Ifa proposal does not meet the established LOS for a
particular chapter of the Plan, either a monetary, facility and/or site proffer is expected to be
provided. Such a proffer seeks to mitigate the demand on Countywide schools, parks, roads, fire
and rescue services, and libraries presented by the proposed development.

In most cases, LOS standards have been computed on a “per capita™ or per resident basis.
According to Prince William County’s Office of Information Technology (OIT), the population
of Prince William County was 354,383 as of June 15, 2005. The purpose of this document is to
provide a guide to the methodologies used for those equitable monetary contributions for the
Schools, Fire and Rescue, Libraries, Parks and Open Space, and Transportation Plans in the
Comprehensive Plan.

Adopted May 2, 2006 1
Effective July 1, 2006
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SUMMARY OF REQUESTED MONETARY PROFFER AMOUNTS

Single Family Amount
Service
Schools $14,462
Parks $3.972
Libraries $610
Fire and Rescue $749
Transportation $17,926
Subtotal $37,719
Townhouse
Service
Schools $11,685
Parks $3,725
Libraries $601
Fire and Rescue §720
Transportation $15,196
Subtotal $31,927
Multifamily
Service
Schools $5,033
Parks 52,679
Libraries $418
Fire and Rescue $509
Transportation $10.887
Subtotal §19,526

These suggested voluntary monetary contributions reflect 2005 data. Actual proffer contribu-
tions may be adjusted te account for inflation, based on the Consumer Price Index. The Board of
County Supervisors reaffirms its commitment to address workforce affordable housing either by
requesting affordable urits with new development or requesting an increased contribution in licu
of construction of affordable units.

Adopted May 2, 2006 2
Effective July I, 2006
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Schools

Level of Service for Schools is defined as average use capacity determined on a Countywide
basis. These average use capacity ratios are used to determine the capital cost per student. In
turn, these figures are used to determine the capital cost per unit type based on student generation
factor for each education level for each unit type.

Student Generation Factors (SGF)

Single Family Townhouse Multifamily Total
Elementary 0.289 0.251 0.135 0.252
Middle 0.152 0.118 0.056 0.127
High 0.206 0.151 0.062 0.167
Total 0.647 0.520 0.253 0.546
Costs
Standards Elementary Middle High
Acres/School Site 20 40 80
Cost/Acre ** $128.468 $128,468 $128.468
Cost/Site | $2,569,360 $5,138,720 $10,277,400
Facility Cost $16.930.000 $32.700.000 $64,190,000
Total Cost $19.499.360 | $37.838,720 §74,467,440
Student Capacity 850 1,250 2,150
Gross Cost/Student $22,940 $30.271 $34,636

**Cost/Acre based on the average of the public land acquisitions between 7/03 — 7/05

Adopted May 2, 2006 3
Effective July 1, 2006
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Cost per Unit Type
Single Family Townhouse Multitamily
Type Cost/Student | SGF* | Cost/Unit | SGF* | Cost/Unit | SGF* | Cost/Unit
Elementary $22.940 0.289 $6,630 0.251 $5,758 0.135 $3,097
Middle $30.271 0.152 54,601 0.118 §3,572 | 0.056 $1.695
High $34.636 0.206 $7.135 151 §5,230 | 0.062 $2,147
Total $18,366 $14,560 $6.940

*SGF = Student Generation Factor

Suggested Monetary Contribution

The suggested monetary contribution for schools is determined by subtracting from the gross cost
per housing unit both funding received from state and federal sources for capital needs and a debt

service credit. The debt service credit is derived annually by amortizing projected CIP school

debt.
Unit Type Gross Cost | Less State/Federal | Less Credit for | Net Cost
per Unit Share of Capital Debt Service*
FY06 = 11.2%
Single Family $18.366 -$2,056 -$1,848 $14,462
Townhouse $14,560 -$1,630 -$1,245 $11,685
Moultifamily $6,940 -$777 -$1,130 $5,033
*See attached debt service tables
Total capital budget for schools = $107,454,000
% of Capital budget used for new construction = 67.6%
% of Capital budget used for renewal = 32,4%
Total § received from state for capital = $17.815,000
$17,815,000x 0.676 = $12,042,940
Percent of state/federal going to new development
$12.042.940/$107,454,000 - 11.2%

Adopted May 2, 2006
Effective July I, 2006
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School Credit Single Family - 6 Years
1145999695 1075986668 1.0699RIGET 1050007633 FMODSEAIR
Fiscal Year
2006 2007 2008 2009 010 2001

Average Assessedt Vilos L 1 495565 % 67600 5 63000 3 655900 $ 6BE.T00 S 05,400
Reaf Este Tas Rare 031 037 [ 53] o 0.30 aH
Real Esaie Tar Revenwe 449 4353 4401 460 4835 2045
Percest to Credit 13% LI% 1% 39% 46% 338
Anm dete service credin [ 51 % 49 5 156 % 179§ 211 3 i_i:.‘_
Totat Credut S1.848
Reat Bstace Tax Revenue § 351686000 S 4ILE40000 § 471553000 § 513476000 5 SSRIII000 5 06059000
Detx Service for Schoals 5 4954661 S 4895500 § 12.43538% § 10.96¢.134 § 35.500.993 § 31,900,490
Percent 1o Credit 13% (ALY 16% 19% 6% 53%

{Debr service a8 8 perens of real calale fevenue)

Discaunt Rate 6% £1% 6.1% 61% 61% A%
Single Family
Fiscal Year

Year 2006 2007 2009 2010 011
[T 667 $56.67
0 3 9,35 34935
10 1 116,07 $11607
40 3 men $1%a32
50 s 108 5220482
60 s 26661 526561
70 3128 5.2
BQ 2319938 §239.95
90 27662 522662
108 nie brink.J
1o 199.96 $199.96
120 18A63 5186.61
130 1129 117329
140 159,96 5159.96
150 146.63 S146.63
160 133,30 $133.30
120 11937 11997
150 106,64 $106.64
190 e 89331
06 19.9% $19.98
Tout 5322168
Discount Aate & 1% NPV S1.848

Adopted May 2, 2006 5
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Schoal Credit

Townhouse - 6 Years

T.H4OR53975 108004 1852 1069592734 LASKN2EIS 1029963254
Fiscal Year
2006 607 2008 2008 2010 1011
Average Assessed Value 1] 132477 8 38200 S5 412900 3 &4 BOG 46370 § ATLEOD
Eea! Estate Tax Rawe o 0.77 2.7 0.7 0.70 an
Real Estate Tax Reverne 1oe 2032 2,088 ERTC 118 340
Percer 1o Credit 1.3% LI 167 9% 46% 53%
Anrmal debt zervice credn 1 1B 5 LA () 121 149 % 180
Tosa! Credit 31,245
Rea! Estate Tax Revenue 3 192686000 § IEI.W;C_W 5 11;.;_:_;.[!30 3 311,476,000 SSR33I000 & 606,059 000
Dele Service for Schools 3 4934657 S 1.!‘1552 3 12435383 3 19,965,114 Z!S(&”! $ 31.900.4%0
Pergent to Credin 1L3% L% 16% 19% LX L 3%
(Dete seevice as & percest of real esizie revease|
Déscouns Fame f.1% 6.1 AR A% (AL a1
Single Family
Fiscal Year
Yeae 2006 3067 7008 2009 2010 FoI
(1] H 3817 $38.17
0 1 3324 $33.24
30 3 8.8 57818
40 s 1207% S0
G 14874 §148.74
60 $ 11957 179
7.0 179,39 $170.59
80 il 61 £181.61
&0 15263 §l5263
(LT 143865 $143.65
[IF:] 13588 513468
1.0 1257 $125.70
1360 116.72 311672
140 o $107.74
150 58.76 39876
(LY4) #9718 58978
[3X) AG.81 350.81
180 CLR ) 7183
e 6288 56185
0o 3387 pLxE o)
Tt $2.159.90
Dszount Axe LRLE £1,245
Adopted May 2, 2006 6
Effective July 1, 2006
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School Credit Multifamily 6 Years
. 1149943331 1080115274 1 DEAS034S 1.0501 24688 1.029921634
Fusal Year
2006 007 2008 009 010 2011
Averape Assesied Valor 3 anTse § 347000 % 34800 § 401000 § 421,100 § 435700
Rezl Estate Tax Rae 0.91 [ 0.7 090 0.3 07t
Real Estaie Tax Revense 1746 1661 1691 519 2956 Lo
Percent to Cradis 13 LI% 16% 9% 6% 3%
Ananl debe service credi 3 3§ 30 % s 110§ 115 § 163
Totad Crediz §1.130
Real Estste Tox Reveowe 5 191536000 % 431840000 $ 471583000 S 313076000 % 558333000 5 &06.059.000
Debt Service for Schools $ 5954661 8 495500 S 12433381 5 19969.13¢_§ 25,500,993 § 31,900,450
Percent 1o Credit L% L% 16% 15 46% SA%
(Detx service 38 3 percent of real esisie revenoe)
Disconn Rate 6.1% fil% 635 6% al% 1%
Single Family
Fiscal Year
Year 2006 007 2008 1005 1010 20t1
10 H 34.65 g
20 5 o $30.47
30 s w097 37097
40 $ 10963 $109.63
50 1 13502 $135.02
40 3 16299 5162599
0 15484 315484
80 14669 314669
. 138.54 §136.54
0o 130.39 513039
to 12225 512225
120 1410 s14.10
130 16595 310595
140 5130 $97.80
50 #9.65 $89.65
160 .50 $31.50
g B35 37335
180 65.20 §65.20
19.0 5105 35705
04 090 $48.90
Total 31.965.62
Discoum: Rase 6.4% NPV 31.130
Adopted May 2, 2006 7

Effective July 1, 2006
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Parks
(no changes proposed)

Determination of Gross Cost per Dwelling Unit

Step 1 a= Park Authority standard for acres of parkland per 1,000 residents
Park Authority standard is 13.8 acres of parkland per 1.000 residents,
calculated as follows:

acres of neighborhood park per 1,000 residents ---
acres of community park per 1,000 residents ------
acres of regional park per 1,000 residents --=-aeaes-
acres of special use park per 1,000 residents —----- 2.
total acres of parkland per 1,000 residents 13.

00 O b e

Based on updated information from the Office of Information Technology, and approved for
use by the Policy Committee in February 2003, on average, there are:

3.19 personsfunit in Single-family houses
2.94 personsfunit in Townhouses
2.14 personsfunit in Multifamily/Condominium units
Step 2 c = axd
Where: ¢ =  the gross cost per new dwelling unit to acquire and develop an acre of
parkland
d = the cost per acre to acquire and develop an acre of parkland ($97,259

average cost per acre)

Determination of Net Cost per Dwelling Unit

Step 3 n= c-(gth)
Where: n =  the net cost to the County per new dwelling unit to acquire and develop an
acre of parkland
g =  state/federal/other contributions for parks (2.50% of c)*
b =  debt service credit per dwelling unit

*2.50% avernge amount of funds from state and federal grants cstimated July, 2003

Adopted May 2, 2006 8
Effective July 1, 2006
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Per Unit Calculations
Single Family
Gross Cost

Step 1 a =

Step 2

o
Il

Net Cost
Step 3

o
L

n

Townhouse

Gross Cost

Step 1 a =
Step 2 c =
Net Cost
Step 3 g =
b =
n =
Multifamily/Condo
Gross Cost
Step 1 a =
Step 2 ¢ =
Net Cost
Step 3 g =
b

3.19(13.8)
1000

{0.044022)*$97.259
0.025 (34,282)

$202
$4,282 - ($107+202)

2.94(13.8)
1000

(0.040572) $97.259
0.025 ($3.946)

$122
$3,946 — (99+122)

2.14 (13.8)
1000

(.029532)(92,085)
0.025 (2.872)

$121
$2,872 - (72+121)

0.044022

$4.282

$107

$3,972

040572

$3,946

$99

$3,725

029532

$2.872

$92

$2,679

Adopted May 2. 2006
Effective July 1, 2006
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Suggested Monetary Contribution (Amortize only projected CIP debt)

The suggested monetary contribution for parks is determined by subtracting from the gross cost

per housing unit both funding received from state and federal sources for capital needs, and a

debt service credit. The debt service credit is derived annually by amortizing projected CIP debt.

Unit Type Gross Cost | Less State/Federal Less Credit for Net Cost
per Unit Share of Capital Debt Service*
2.5%
Single Family $4,282 -$107 -$202 $3,972
Townhouse $3.946 -$99 -$122 $3,725
Multifamily $2,872 -$72 -$121 $2.679
*See attached debt service tables
Adopted May 2, 2006 10

Effective July 1, 2006
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Averzge Assessed Value
Real Estate Tax Rate
Real Estate Tax Reveaue

Percent 1o Credit
Annual debt serviee credit

Tuatal Credit

Real Estte T Revenue

Parks Credit Single Family - 6 Years

1080000562 1039999792 10400001 1039998941  1.039998941
Fiscal Year
2004 20035 2006 2007 2008 2009
b 355835 § 384,302 § 399674 § 415661 5 432,287 8 449578
L16 .16 1.16 1.16 115 116
4.128 4458 4.636 4.822 5,015 3215
0.0% 0.3% .3% 0.3% 0.6% D.6%
3 - 3 13 $ 12 § I5 § 28 S 28
1202

$ 315284640 § 354952584 $ 382745950 § 411525970 § 442338782 § 475458689

Debt Service for Parks 5 - § 99952125 § 97517394 § 126582663 § 246137931 $ 2.679.637.00
Peroent 1o Credit 0.0% 0.3% 03% 03% 0.6% 0.6%
(Debt serviee as a percent of real estate revenug)
Discount Rate 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1%
Single Family
Fiscal Year
Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1.0 $ - $0.00
20 $ 1255 $12.55
3.0 s 11.81 $11.81
4.0 $ 14.83 $14.83
5.0 $ 27.90 $27.90
6.0 $ 2939 $29.39
7.0 27.92 $27.92
8.0 26.45 $268.45
9.0 2498 $24.98
10.0 23.51 $23.51
11.0 22.04 $22.04
12.0 20.57 $20.57
13.0 19.10 $19.10
14.0 17.64 $17.64
5.0 16.17 $16.17
16.0 14,70 $14.70
17.0 13.23 $13.23
18.0 11.76 $11.76
19.0 10.29 $10.29
20.0 8.82 3$8.82
Total $353.67
Discount Rate 6.1% NPV - 8202
Adopted May 2, 2006 11

Effective July 1, 2006
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Parks Credit Townhouse - 6 Years
1.080601113 1.038696807 1.040003304 1.039997458 1.039997458
Fisca! Year
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Average Assessed Value k1 215,872 § 232818 8 242150 8 251816 § 261888 s 272,383
Resz! Estale Tax Rats 1.16 1.16 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.16
Rea! Estale Tax Revenue 2,501 2,701 2,809 2921 3,053 3,15¢
Percont to Credit 00% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0 6% 5%
Annual debi service credit £ - 8 8 5 15 - 17 8 18
Total Crecit $122
Real Estate Tax Revanue 3 315284040 © 354552584 § 002,745,950 5 411525870 § 442338782 5 475456888
Debt Senvice far Parks $ $ 99052125 § 07517394 § 126682683 $ 248137931 § 2679637.00
Percent to Cradit 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 08% 0.6%
{Dabi service a5 a percent of real sstate revanus)
Discount Rate 8.1% 8.1% 8.1% 6.1% 51% 6.1%
Townhouse
Fiscal Year
Year 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
1.0 $ - $0.00
2.0 $ 7.60 - $7.60
3.0 $ 716 $7.16
4.0 $ 899 8899
5.0 $ 16.90 _§j_8_,90
6.0 $ 17.81 $17.81
7.0 16.92 $16.92
8.0 16.02 $16.03
2.0 15.14 31514
10.0 14.24 $14.24
11.0 13.38 $13.35
12.0 12.4€ $12.46
13.0 11.57 $11.57
14.0 10.68 $10.68
15.0 9.7¢9 $9.79
16.0 8.80 - $8.90
17.0 8.01 $8.01
18.0 7.12 i $7.12
18.0 6.23 -~ $6.23
200 5.34 - $5.34
Total $214.26
Discount Rate 6.1% NPV $122
Adopted May 2, 2006 12
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Parks Credit Multifamily 6 Years
1.080002058  1.039897821  1.040000333  1.039998358 1039990350
o Figcal Year e
2004 2005 2006 7007 2008 2008
Awverage Assessed Valus $ 213,807 § 230,912 § 240,148 § 249754 § 250,744 S 270,134
Real Eslate Tax Rate 116 1.16 116 1.16 1.16 1.16
Real Esfale Tax Revanue 2.480 2,679 2,786 2,897 3.013 3134
Percant ta Credit 0.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6%
Annual debi service credil s - % g g T s 9 5 17 5 8
Total Credit 8121
Real Esiate Tax Revenus $ 315,284,840 § 354952584 $ 382745850 5 411525070 S 442338782 S 4754585885
Debt Service for Parks $ - § 90052125 § 97517384 § 126682663 § 246137831 § 2,679,63700
Percent lo Credil 0.0% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 08%
{Debt service as a percent of real estate revenue)
Discount Rate 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 8.1% 6.1%
Multifamily
Fiscal Year
Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1.0 $ a $0.00
2.0 $ 754 $7.54
30 § 7.10 $7.10
4.0 $ 8.91 $8.91
5.0 $ 16.77 $16.77
6.0 $ 17.66 $17.66
7.0 16.78 $16.78
8.0 15.89 $15.89
9.0 15.01 $15.01
10.0 14.13 $14.13
11.0 13.25 $13.25
12.0 12.36 $12.36
13.0 11.48 $11.48
14.0 10.60 $10.60
15.0 9.71 $9.71
16.0 8.83 $8.83
17.0 7.95 $7.95
18.0 7.06 $7.06
19.0 6.18 $6.18
20.0 5.30 $5.30
Total $212.51
Discount Rate 6.1% NPV %121
Adopted May 2, 2006 13
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Libraries

Level of Service for Libraries is defined as building square footage and volumes (books) needed
in order to meet nationally recognized standards for suburban populations.

Square Feet of Library Building Needed = (.41 square feet per capita

Volumes Needed = 2.5 volumes per capita

COSTS:

Standards
Square feet/capita 0.41 $173.84
Building cosl/square foot 8424
Acres/capita 0.000053 $6.81
Cost/acre ** $128,468
Subtotal to construct building per capita $180.65
Volumes/capita 2.3 $60.00
Cost/volume *** $24.00

GROSS COST PER CAPITA 5240.65

Multiply by 3.19 for single-family dwelling, 2.94 for townhouse, or 2.14 for multifamily

Suggested Monetary Contribution

Unit Amount Less Credit for Net
Debt Service
Single Family $767.67 -S$157.00 $610.67
Townhouse $707.51 -$106.00 $601.51
Multifamily $514.99 -$96.00 $418.99

**Cost/Acre based on the average of the public land acquisitions between 7/03 — 7/05

***Cost/Volume is computed by using the acquisitions module to determine the
actual average cost per volume paid in the last fiscal year, then adjusted based on
assumptions about collections.

Adopted May 2, 2006 14
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Library Credit Single Family - 6 Years
1149959695 LOTHIRGEEE 1 DEFIEIEET 1020007623 1 ORO0S6A2E
Fucal Year
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 1011

verage Antegped Value < 493565 § 561600 § 613000 § 635900 § G3E700 5 T0%,400
3l By Tax Rare 091 07 02 0.0 0.70 nrs
eal Estate Tax Revenar 4491 4153 4401 4611 4835 S0632
ercen to Credit 00% 0% 4% 0.5% 05% L
nrndl deb service credit H - 3 . 5 18§ 24 5 I 11
nial Creait 5187
exl Fstste Tan Revenwe $ WIGREN00 S SILM0000 § 471552000 S SI3AT6000 S SSEINI000 S 606.039.000
iebi Service for Libaries ) -5 - & 1918300 % 169495 § 1606950 § 2.518.950
ercent to Credit 0.0% 0a% 04% 0.5% 5% fam

Debx service as 8 pescend of real esiaie reverue]

Sisenunt Kate 6% 61 A1% £1% f1% (LY
Single Family
) Fineal Vi

Year 2006 2007 2008 209 win 2011
s s - $0.00
20 s . $0.00
30 H 1791 $17.91
a0 1 2430 $24.20
50 § ny s
6.0 H 2108 £21.05
0 2000 $20.00
O 1895 $ER9S
0 17.89 $17.89
10.0 16.84 Si6.84
110 1579 $15.79
120 1474 51474
130 13.68 51368
140 12.63 §12.63
150 158 §1158
160 10,51 510.53
170 947 $9.47
180 w42 SH.42
190 L 3757
200 6.31 £6.32
Tout $169.94
Discount Rate &1% NPV 5157
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Library Credit Townhause - 6 Years
1149853575 10804 1852 1.069007734 LASNTI61S 1 (29963385
Year
2006 2007 2008 2009 010 2011
Averape Asseesed Value s B4 % 2300 § 412800 § wy g0 § <83900 § 477,500
Real Enate Tax Rate 891 [ ) an o 0.1 8.7t
Resl Extate Tas Revenue 16%% 1932 1965 3106 1187 A
Percent ro Credis 0% 00% - ] 0.5% 05% 047
Annual Gebt service credi § -5 - 5 [P T3] 15 3 i
Totsl Credit _'_____slﬂ_u_
Real Estate Taz Revenae S I926Ee000 § 431640000 % 470552000 § 513476000 3 §58331000 3 606059000
Detn Service for Uibearies S = - 1818300 ¢ 2694050 % 2606950 3 1.518.950
Percent 1o Credn aoe ao% D% 05 05% Hax
{Det service as & percent of real esiate revenve)
Discoum Rme 1% 1% £1% &1 (ALY &I
Single Famity .
Fiscs! Year
Yew 2006 007 2008 200 10 011
[ - 008
i H . 000
10 5 12.06 $12.06
40 4 16,30 $16.30
5.0 5 1521 sis28
66 s 1418 s16.18
1.0 1147 51347
80 1276 1276
9.6 1208 $12.08
0o n s11.34
1o 10.63 51063
120 (153 $9.91
130 .22 .12
140 851 1831
1560 780 $7.80
1640 e 109
170 638 5638
L1 $.67 3567
190 496 496
1m0 425 2435
Totad S18LEY
it Fave E1% NOV £106
Adopted May 2, 2006 16
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Lihrary Credit Multifamily 6 Years
1.149943231 108013274 [ e 10501 246ER 102997184
Fiscaf Year
2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 i

Average Assesied Vakee 5 01754 3 41000 § EILE S 0m § 420100 % 433,700
Real Estiee Tas Rae 091 077 an 0.0 0.70 ki)
Real Engee Tar Reverne 1746 2661 2691 2819 1956 3097
Percent to Credit 00% 00% 04% 05% 05% 04T
Aneuial debi service credit § - 3 - 3 ST 15 8 i+ 8 i3
Vota) Cradit 596
Real Estase Tas Reverse H I92686000 3 435740000 S 471352000 % 511476000 § 558331000 § 503 059 000
Detw Service for Libwanes $ o | - 3 198500 § 2854550 3 2606950 § 2518950
Percest to Credit no% oo G4% 0s5% 05% adn

{Debs service 15 & percent of el estine reveaus)

Discoum Rare (313 a1% 61% (353 [SL 3 &1%
Stagie Family
Fiscal Year

Yeur 206 2007 2008 2008 2010 21
ie 1 . £0.00
20 $ - $0.00
kY] 3 1095 51095
" s 1480 $1480
55 s 1380 51380
&8 H 1287 51287
1] 1223 $12.3%
&0 (15 ] $IL5
o8 1084 51094
00 10w $10.30
1ng $65 1955
120 st s9.01
30 (5] 5837
140 7 s
150 108 ST.08
18, b4d $6.44
nm 579 1579
L 548 5315
19n 45 450
00 EES 5386
Tota sres.03
Discount Rate 1% Ny §96
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Fire and Rescue

NEEDS:

Needs are defined as building square footage, acreage, and equipment needed to provide fire and
rescue service that meets local service standards for suburban populations, expressed as cost/
capita (residential) and cost/incident (nonresidential).

RESIDENTIAL COSTS:

Residential Factor:

(20035 data)
Residential incidents = 17939 = (.585
Total incidents 30,655

Residential factor applied to total cost of fire and rescue services.

Standards for Residential:

Blidg. cost/capita’ $298.00 x  0.585 =
$17433
Land cost/capita’ $68.88 x 0585 =
$ 40.29
Equipment cost/capita’ $106.43 x 0,585 =
$ 62.26
COST PER CAPITA $276.89

Multiply by 3.19 for single-family dwelling, 2.94 for townhouse, or 2.14 for multifamily

' ‘This figure is based on the average cost over the proceeding 3 years.

“ This figure is based on the average cost of recent land acquisitions for county agencies.

Adopted May 2, 2006 18
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Suggested Monctary Contribution (Amortize current debt and project CIP debt)

Unit Type Gross Cost Less Funds Fire Less Credit for Net Cost
per Unit Levy for Capital Debt Service
= 197%
Single Family $883.27 -$17.40 -$116.00 $749.87
Townhouse $814.04 -$16.04 -§78.00 $720.00
Maultifamily $592.54 -$11.67 _$71.00 $309.87

*Based on FY05 Capital Budget
NONRESIDENTIAL COSTS:
Standards for Nonresidential;

Capital cost of station

(land, building. and equipment) $ 8.828.031 - $2,942.68
Maximum desirable incidents 2,000 Capital cost per incident

served per station
Capital cost per incident x nonresidential incident generation factor { 0.000206sf)

$2942.68 x 0.000206 = $ 0.61
per square foot

Suggested Monetary Contribution

Unit Amount

Nonresidential $ 0.61 per sq. ft.

Adopted May 2, 2006 19
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F&R Credit Single Family - 6 Years
11456994695 | DI9986668 | 069983687 105007623 LMWIEG2R
Fisca! Year
2006 2007 2008 100% 2010 paiig]
Average Assessed Valoe $ 493565 § 567600 S 613000 § 655900 % 688700 § 09 400
Resl Estate Tax Rase 09l on 0.12 0.2 0.7 .71
Real Estate Tax Reverwe 1491 435 4451 4811 4835 5065
Percent to Credul 01% 0.1% 01% 3% 03% 0.1%
Anrmal dete tervice credit 3 263 % 1042 3§ [EXTIE] 507 5 .13 § 13.91
Total Credat 5116
Fleal Estate Tax Revenue 3 392686000 3 411 240000 § 471.551.000 % 313876000 % 538512000 3 £06.039.000
Debn Service far F&R 5 234175 3 1034081 % | 409679 § 1ATR029 5 |.632.196 S 1 hbé 464
Percent 1o Credit 01% 0.2% 03% ays @3 03
{Detx service as a pereent of real estate revenus)
Discount Rae 61% 1% Bl AT LAk (843
Single Farnily
Fiseal Year
Year 206 x0T 2008 Pl 216 0H .
o8 168 s1.68
0 1 1042 31042
LX) £ 1316 212,16
40 1 1597 $15.07
50 1 Wil §1413
a0 L 1391 1381
0 1222 $13.n
£0 158 L P A>3
90 a2 Sil82
1on i3 SiLL3
Ho 043 $H042
120 974 9.7
140 9,04 S9.04
140 835 SE3S
150 165 5765
160 696 5636
170 6.26 $6.26
180 556 $5358
19.0 487 ¥ 5487
mwo 417 S4.17
Tot! 19109
Giscount Rate £ 1% NPV 3116
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F&R Credit Townhouse - 6 Years
1143853975 1 0ENNLITS2 1049092734 1030022638 1029563354
Fsesl Year
2006 207 2w W 010 Wt
Average Assessed Value ] 3341 8 WLIN 5 €00 § im0 8 463 B00 § £79.600
Fea! Egmee Tax Rate 09 7 032 0,70 0.70 0.1
Real Estate Tax Reverue 1,025 HLTH 2665 2106 1357 EXTE
Percent 10 Credit 0.1% 0.3% 2I% 83% 8.3% 3%
Ansual debi service credit s 18 7 5 9 $ i6_$ i 5 ]
Totad Credit S78
Real Estate Tax Revenue £ 192686000 § 431840000 § 431.552.000 S 513476000 % 338131000 § 606,059,000
Debt Seeviee fon F&R 3 3 21478 § 1034081 % 1AL § L6TROZE % 1612.196 § 1,664,464
Percent to Credit [R5 T 0% ais 0.3 0.3% n.AF
[Debit seevice as 8 percent of real estate revenie)
Drscount Rate 1% 615 &1% [SL) 1% 61%
Single Family
Fisexl Year
Year 3006 007 2008 2009 £ 3011
o s 181 $LEr
10 H .02 $7.02
30 H BEs 35,86
40 H nis $10.15
50 H 952 19.52
60 3 931 $9.37
70 8.90 £8.90
50 343 58.43
a0 196 57.96
0o 1.50 s1.50
na 103 57.03
120 656 16.56
30 600 3600
140 582 8562
150 513 358
6.0 4.68 34,68
1.0 421 3422
8o 11 B ARAY
19.0 38 $3.28
0.0 b} a8
Toia 513N
Discount Hale £1% NPV 578
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F&R Credit Multifamily 4 Years
1 14894703 188011574 1069903949 1 01501 24688 1019921634
Frazal Yea
2006 2037 2008 patsl pl] 01
verage Assessed Value 5 MIH S 17 p00 TIAED § 401000 5 411100 § 433,700
cal Eatate Tax Rite 09! an 02 0.70 0.0 (el
¢al Extate Tar Revenve 2748 1pal 2661 RIS 2936 1087
ercent to Credit 0.1% 8.1% 0.5 B.3% 0.3% 03%
sl ebi service (redil 3 23 & . 9 s 9 5 $
ousl Credis 571
cat Esuate Tax Hevere 5 qu,asn,ﬂ_)} 5 A7) fal) (00 471,552000 § 511476000 % $58.353000 S 606059000
ota Service for FAR 5 234375 § 1934081 1400678 3 1618020 $ 1632,196 3 | 664 46t
rreent ta Credit o 0.2% 0I% a3 03% 01%
dent servine 33 & percent of real estate revense)
racouns Rate 61 6% 61% 6.1% 61% 6%
Single Famsly
Fical Yew
Year 2004 W08 2006 0 008 008
s 164 $1.64
0 3 [ 3637
o 1 Bod $8.04
40 s ™’ $9.21
50 3 6 3564
6.0 3 8.50 5830
70 LE $EOR
Lo 165 $7.43
90 1 7.3
lika) 680 36.80
"o 638 5638
120 595 3595
130 15 3533
140 540 $5.18
150 4.68 54,68
160 428 $4.25
17.0 181 3383
15.0 140 $3.40
19.0 298 $2.9%
0.0 133 5258
ot —__sussn
Discoum Rare 6.1% NEV m
Adopted May 2, 2006 22

Effective July 1, 2006

Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions Update
Page A-23

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
Page A-30



Attachment A — June 3, 2014 BOCS Meeting Staff Report

Attachment A — 2006 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions
Transportation

In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, the following calculations are based upon roadways
classified as Major Collector and above. Roadways classified as Minor Collectors and Local
Streets are evaluated in conjunction with development proposals as stipulated in the Prince
William County Design and Construction Standards Manual (DCSM). Calculations reference
lane-miles. Lane-miles are defined as the product of the number of through-traffic lanes for a
given segment of roadway multiplied by the length in miles of that given segment of roadway.

Standards:

Total lane-miles needed in 2025 to meet LOS goals in adopted _

Thoroughfare Plan network = 1,659.0%
Less lane-miles opened to traffic through January 1, 2006 -967.6

Additional lane-miles of road needed by 2025 = 6914

Less improvements included in the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (COG’s) 2005 Financially Constrained

Long-Range Plan (CLRP) -346.9%
Lane-miles of unfunded road improvements (rounded to nearest mile) - 3445
Multiplied by the estimated average cost/mile of new road x $4.000.000"

$ 1,378,000.000

Total estimated cost of unfunded road improvements

The following are forecasted residential trips based on current Thoroughfare Plan and COG
Round 7 forecast.

Total trips per day forecasted for 2025 = 1,989,731
Resident-based trips per day
Home-based work trips = 108,067
Home-based other trips = 473,862
Home-based shopping trips = 222,097
Trips to other counties = 367,381

Total resident-based trips per day 1,171,607

2 Includes Interstates, Parkways, Principal and Minor Arterials, Major Collectors and ramps identified in 2025
Thoroughfare Plan.

“ The number shown includes the 41.1 lane-miles approved by Prince William County voters for funding in 2002,
the 102.0 Jane-miles under consideration for a 2006 bond referendum and the 49.5 lane-miles under consideration
for a 2010 bond referendum.

° Based upon actual costs for recent Road Bond Branch coastruction projects.

Forecasted wips per day from 2006 Comprehensive Plan ansportation model,

Adopted May 2, 2006 23
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Residential share of total trips (1,171.607 / 1,989,731 rounded
to whole percent) = 39%
Residential share of unfunded road improvements
($1,378,000,000 x .39)

$ 813,620,000
Residential Share

An applicant for a rezoning for residential use will be asked to proffer a LOS contribution to help
offset the unfunded road improvements identified above. The methodology for calculating this
LOS contribution is shown below. If the applicant elects to dedicate transportation
improvements and/or right-of-way For roads identified in the Thoroughfare Plan which are above
and beyond what is required to mitigate the transportation impact of the proposed development
and satisfy VDOT salety requirements, the value of that dedication will be credited against the
suggested monetary contribution. The value of that credit will be determined based on the
County’s assessed value of the right-of~way and the cost of the transportation improvement using
the County’s Unit Price List. The value of the credit will be determined during subdivision plan
approval,

Cost per unit type:

Forecasted residential trip generation by type of dwelling unit in 2025:

Type of New Units Daily Trip Total New Trips | % New Trips

Dwelling Unit by 2025 Generation/Unit by Unit Type by Unit Type
Single family 25,397 10.0 253,970 56%
Townhouse 5,885 8.7 51,200 11%
Multifamily 24,642 6.0 147,852 33%
TOTAL 55,924 453,022 100%

Distribution of costs attributable to residential trip making to type of dwelling unit in 2025:

Residential % New Residential
Type of Share of Trips by Share by New Units
Dwelling Unit | Unfunded Needs | Unit Type | Unit Type by 2025 Cost/Unit
Single-family $813,020,000 0.56 $455,291,200 25,397 $17,926
Townhouse $813.020.000 0.11 $ 89,432,200 5,885 $15,196
Multifamily $813,020,000 0.33 $268,296,600 24,642 $10.887
TOTAL 1.00 $813,020,000 55,924
Adopted May 2, 2006 24
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Non-Residential Share

Based upon the per unit residential calculations shown above, Prince William County will still
experience a shortfall of $564,980,000 for necessary roadway improvements required by 2025.
The Council of Governments (COG) Round 7 forecasts however, approximately 73,000
additional jobs will be created from nonresidential uses by 2025. Applicants for nonresidential
development will be asked to contribute right-of-way, roadway construction, and other
ransportation improvements that serve to mitigate the impacts of that development on the LOS
of roads serving that development. Cash conuributions in lieu of transportation improvements
may also be requested, provided the cash contribution is calculated based on the approximate
costs of the transportation improvements that serve to mitigate and have a reasonable relationship
to the proposed development. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted with each
nonresidential development application will serve as an indication of the extent of that impact
and the mitigation required to maintain LOS. These mitigating improvements and the anticipated
revenue growth from new nonresidential development are anticipated to alleviate the $564
million shortfall.

Adopted May 2, 2006 25
Effective July 1, 2006

Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions Update
Page A-26

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
Page A-33



Attachment A — June 3, 2014 BOCS Meeting Staff Report

Attachment A — 2006 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions

Suggested Proffer Language

To facilitate the subsequent review of site and subdivision plans, the proffer statement should be
written in clear and concise language with consideration toward future interpretation. The
performance details of a proffered condition should be defined. More specifically, the proffer
text should include information pertaining to not only what is being proffered, but alse when the
action will occur and who is involved in performance of the action.

Where possible. proffers should define objective standards of performance to avoid any
subsequent debate regarding interpretation. Restatements of already existing state or local
requirements should be omitted from the proffer text.

Each proffer should state the time frame within which the proffered obligation will be performed.
In the absence of explicit language indicating when performance is to occur, the County will
generally request demonstration of performance of the proffered obligation with the preliminary
or first final site or subdivision plan affecting the rezoned property. Actual performance is
expected at the time of development subject to approved plans and issuance of permits.
Examples of preferred collection dates for monetary proffers generally are fisted below:

- Final plan approval
- Lump sum with the issuance of a land disturbance permit
- Lump sum with the first building permit for a particular type of unit
Per lot or unit amount with every building permit for a particular type of unit

Pursuant to direction from the Board of County Supervisors, applicants will be encouraged to
make monetary contributions for transportation improvements as a lump sum prior to issuance of
a site development permit.

In order to facilitate more efficient use of proffered monetary contributions, the direction of such
contributions to specific capital projects will be discouraged, as will limitation of monetary
contributions to a specific area of the County.

Applicants proffering monetary contributions will be encouraged to include a provision to adjust
the proffered amount consistent with the increase in the cost of improvements over time. The
County will maintain a cost of construetion “index” to assist the applicant in determining the
appropriate rate.

The County Attorney’s Office will assist the Planning Office in review of proffer language.
Applicants seeking assistance with drafting specific proffer language are encouraged to contact
the Planning Office.
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Exception Policies

There are some instances where the strict adherence to the Policy Guide is inappropriate.
Although each proposal will be looked al on a case by case basis, these exceptions can be divided
into three broad categories:

1. Credits for on site or off site imaprovements

Since the beginning of the proffer process in late 1970°s, the County has allowed credits for
physical improvements and donations of land. The County will continue this policy with the
understanding that physical improvements (such as school site donation, road construction above
and beyond that required by the code) must address the level-of-service measures outlined in the
Comprehensive Plan. Confirmation of value, correct location. useable acreage, and need will be
determined by the County.

2. Uses that have reduced or have no impact on certain levels of service

There are some uses that have no impact on a specific level-of-service measure. In particular,
developments with an age-restricted component that prohibits school-age children will have no
impact on the Schools level of service; therefore, the proffer amounts for schools may not be
requested. Similarly, units such as assisted living may have a lower traffic generation rate based
on population per unit type and may be elizible for reduced proffers. Each proposal will be con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis and at the sole discretion of the County. Consideration may be
given to reducing proffer amount requests.

3. Targeted or desirable land uses

There are a select number of targeted industries and land uses for which the County may consider
a reduction in monetary contributions. These targeted industries are listed by the Department of
Economic Development.

Adopted May 2, 2006 27
Effective July 1, 2006
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Attachment B— BOCS Initiating Resolution

MOTION: MAY October 8, 2013
Regular Meeting

SECOND: CANDLAND Res. No. 13-604

RE: INITIATE REVIEW AND UPDATE OF THE POLICY GUIDE FOR

MONETARY CONTRIBUTIONS - COUNTYWIDE
ACTION:  APPROVED

WHEREAS, the Planning Director presented the Board of County Supervisors
with information about proffers and the Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions, including a
comparison with nearby jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan includes level of service guidelines for
schools, parks, fire and rescue facilities, libraries, and transportation infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, the Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions was last updated on
May 2, 2006; and

WHEREAS, staff indicated that a review and update of the Policy Guide for
Monetary Contributions would take approximately six months to complete;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Prince William Board of
County Supervisors does hereby initiate a review and update of the Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions to provide the Board of County Supervisors an accurate reflection of the costs
needed to meet level of service guidelines found in the Comprehensive Plan.

Votes:

Ayes: Caddigan, Candland, Covington, May, Nohe, Principi, Stewart
Nays: None

Absent from Vote: None

Absent from Meeting: Jenkins

For Information:
Planning Director

Oferk /0 the Board -

ATTEST:
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Attachment C — Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

Methodology and Assumptions — The methodologies for each level of service category have

been developed to achieve as much uniformity as possible throughout while recognizing the
unique differences within each service area. The general assumptions are as follows:

A. General Assumptions —

1.

Persons Per Household (Provided by County Demographer) —
a. Single Family - 3.32

b. Townhouse - 3.04

c. Multifamily - 2.24

Population Projections (Provided by County Demographer) —
a. September 30, 2013 Population - 419,577
b. 2030 Population Projection - 561,953

Average Cost of Land Per Acre — $132,813 (Based on County land
purchase FY 11-13 exclusive of right-of-way acquisition).

Debt Service (Provided by Finance Department) — The debt service
calculation for each level of service agency is generally described as an
amount deducted from the calculated cost per dwelling unit for facilities
already planned and identified in the FY 15 CIP. This is the debt service
for known projects that the new units should not have to pay as part of the
proffers, as they will be paying it as part of their taxes.

B. Level of Service Categories — The following summarizes the draft update of the
Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions associated with each level of service
category.

1.

Schools — Prince William County Schools provided updated data to the
Planning Office in regards to current costs and facility standards.

a) Methodology - The methodology generally remains the same, with
the exception of an adjustment to the total number of households
used to calculate students per unit which has been updated to
remove age restricted units (the effect of which increases the
requested contribution amounts). In addition, updated input factors
include the following:

i Updated land acquisition costs — 3.4% increase from 2006
il. Updated facility costs as follows:
. Elementary School — 65% increase from 2006
. Middle School —63% increase from 2006
. High School — 41% increase from 2006
iii. Updated school capacities
iv. Updated student generation factors — Increase of 10% (age-
restricted units removed from calculation)
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Attachment C — Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

The increase in the suggested proffer amount is primarily
the result of a substantial increase in facility construction
costs. On April 23, 2014, the School Board elected to
utilize the Battlefield/Freedom High School model as the
design for the 13" High School. The 2006 facility cost
estimate for a high school was $64 million, while the
facility cost for a future high school is over $90 million.
The following table provides information on the last four
high schools constructed by the School District.

School Year Sq.Ft./ | Building
Pupil Cost

12" 2014 199 78,907,000

Patriot 2009 153 58,655,600

Freedom 2002 130 31,006,970

Battlefield | 2002 129 28,893,426

*Source: Virginia Department of Education

b) Result — The proposed proffer for Schools is as follows:

Schools Proffer 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $14.462 $20,694 +43
Teownhouse 311,685 $17.,489 +50
Multifamily $5,033 $10,300 +105

c) Policy Impact — The 2008 Comprehensive Plan school facility
standards identifies specific capacity numbers for each type of
school. The School Board has amended their planned capacities
for elementary schools, middle schools and high schools. Staff
recommends initiation of a Comprehensive Plan amendment to
align planning policies with school standards. The change is as

follows:

2008 Comprehensive | Proposed Student
Sehouls Type Plan Student Capacity Capacity
Elementary School 850 924
Middle School 1,250 1,464
High School 2,150 2,053

2 Parks — The Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions has not been
updated since the 2008 update to the Parks, Open Space & Trails Chapter
of the Comprehensive Plan. In an effort to coordinate the County’s
policies, the Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and the Department of
Parks and Recreation policies, the Planning Office has worked closely
with Parks and Recreation to modify the proffer methodology to
accurately reflect current costs and align with the Comprehensive Plan.
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Attachment C — Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

a)

b)

Methodology — The proposed methodology reflects the
Comprehensive Plan standard of 15.0 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents (the prior standard was 13.8 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents). The revised methodology centers on cost estimates for
the development of a community park, regional park and linear
park. Costs to develop each type of park were provided by the
Department of Parks and Recreation. In order to avoid “double
counting”, the updated methodology ensures that park facilities
developed on a school site are not included in the calculation.
Modifications to the existing methodology were also necessary to
ensure that, consistent with Virginia Code, existing parks needs are
not included in the proffer amounts but rather that each unit
contributes its proportionate share of the impact that it will
generate.

Result — The proposed proffer for Parks is as follows:

Parks Proffer 2006 2014 % Change |

Single Family | $3,972 | 85,591 | +41

Townhouse $3,725 | 85,144 +38

Multifamily $2,679 83,792 | +42

3. Libraries — Prince William County Libraries provided updated data to the
Planning Office in regards to current costs and facility standards.

a)

b)

Methodology — The Library methodology remains the same,
however the input calculations were updated to reflect recent
construction costs and per acre land acquisition cost. The
following updates are noted:

i. Building Costs per sq.ft. — increase of 48% from 2006
ii. Land Costs — increase of 3.4% from 2006
iii. Material Costs — increase of 25% from 2006.

Result - The suggested proffer has increased by approximately
one-third above the 2006 amount. The significant factors
influencing the overall total include an increased debt service
credit, an increase in the number of residents per unit (e.g. 3.32
persons per single family dwelling in comparison to 3.19 persons
per single family dwelling in 2006) and an increased building
construction cost.

Libraries Proffer 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $610 | $812 +33
Townhouse $601 $805 +34
Multifamily $418 $597 +43
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Attachment C — Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

4,

Fire & Rescue — The Department of Fire and Rescue provided updated
data to the Planning Office in regards to current costs and facility

standards.

a)

b)

Methodology — As a result of this review, modifications to the
input calculations are proposed as described below:

i

il.

iii.

iv.

Building cost per square foot was updated to reflect the
construction costs of the three most recent fire stations. As
aresult of the increase in construction costs, the building
cost per capita increased 37.5% from 2006

Land costs have been updated to reflect the County average
Residential/non-residential incidents were updated using
2013 data — Non-residential incidents increased by 7.5%
Equipment costs were updated utilizing the Fire
Department’s most recent estimates to outfit a fully
equipped station — Increase of 41.4% from 2006
Non-residential contribution statistics were updated -
Increase of 121% from 2006

Result — Fire & Rescue is the only level of service category that
suggests a proffer amount for non-residential development. The
suggested proffer amount has increased for non-residential uses
from $0.61 per square foot in 2006 to $1.33 per square foot. This
increase is primarily due to a significant increase in the
construction and equipment costs necessary to develop and outfit a
fire station. The suggested proffer has increased as a result of
higher construction costs and an increase in the number of people
per dwelling unit.

Fire & Rescue Proffer 2006 2014 %o Change

Single Family $749 $1,053 +41

Townhouse $720 3974 +35

Multifamily $509 3718 +41

Nonresidential $0.61 per $1.33 per +118
sq.ft. sq.ft.

Transportation — The Prince William County Department of
Transportation provided updated data to the Planning Office in regards to
project costs and facility standards.

a)

Methodology — The existing methodology and input calculations
have been updated to reflect the following:

i

Total lane miles planned by 2030 — decrease of 6.2% from
2006
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Attachment C — Methodology and Assumptions of the Proposed Policy Guide

ii. Cost to construct a mile of new road — increase of 7.5%
from 2006

1. Updated trips per day/traffic generation rates

iv. Funded lane miles in the Constrained Long Range Plan

were reduced from 346.9 to 98.4 miles

v. Updated the residential share of unfunded road
improvements — decrease of 1.3% from 2006

Vi. Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP)
funding was included and deducted from the total cost

vii.  New funding from the Northern Virginia Transportation
Authority (NVTA) was deducted

viii.  Debt service credit calculation was added

b) Issues — Modifications to the existing methodology were necessary
to ensure that, consistent with Virginia Code, existing
transportation needs are not included in the proffer amounts but
rather that each unit contributes its proportionate share of the
impact that it will generate.

c) Result — The suggested proffer amounts are as follows:
Standards 2006 2014 % Change
Single Family $17,926 $16,780 -6
Townhouse $15,196 $15,425 +1:5
Multifamily $10,887 $11,371 +4

Adult Detention Center — Based on Directive 14-27, the Planning Office
met with stafT at the Adult Detention Center to review a proposed proffer
methodology.

a) Methodology — The Regional Adult Detention Center Phase 11
Expansion Study, completed by Moseley Architects on December
23, 2013 was utilized to determine the number of beds needed to
accommodate future population growth. In addition, the per bed
cost of the proposed expansion was utilized as the basis for a larger
scale facility cost estimate. The methodology subtracts State
financial contributions, as well as the City of Manassas
contribution, and isolates costs associated with new development,
rather than County deficiencies that may already exist.

b) Result — The suggested proffer amounts are as follows:
Proposed ADC Proffer 2014
Single Family $700
Townhouse $693
Multifamily $514
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Attachment D — Adult Detention Center Draft Level of Service Calculation

Adult Detention Center

The suggested adult detention center proffer is based on the Regional Adult Detention Center
Phase II Expansion Study, completed on December 23, 2013. The proffer calculation utilizes
projected needs based on year 2030 population estimates. State funding, debt service and the
City of Manassas share of costs are excluded from the final total.

Estimates

Total Number of Beds Needed by 2030 = 1,892

2030 Projected Population = 561,953

419,577 existing population

561,953-419,577 = 142,376 additional persons by 2030

Construction Cost Per Bed = $186,683

*Based on estimated costs of ADC expansion

Suggested Proffer Calculation
Beds per Person = 1,892 beds/561,953 = 0.00337 beds per person
0.00337 * 142,376 = 480 additional beds by 2030

$186,683 * 480 beds = $89,607,840 Gross Cost
$89,607,840/142,376 = $629 Per Person

Single Family = 3.32 pphh * $629 = $2,088
Townhouse = 3.04 pphh * $629 = $1,912
Multifamily = 2.24 pphh * $629 = $1,409

Deductions

$89,607,840 * 50% State Funding exclusion = $44,803,920/142,376 = $315
Single Family = 3.32 pphh * $315 = $1,046

Townhouse = 3.04 pphh * $315 = $958

Multifamily = 2.24 pphh * $315 = $706

City of Manassas Cost Share = 6.7% = §3,001,863/142,376 = $21
Single Family = 3.32 pphh * $21 = $70

Townhouse = 3.04 pphh * $21 = $64

Multifamily = 2.24 pphh * $21 = $47

T £ Less Debt Less State | Less City of
Dw ]3;]' . OU it Gross Cost Service Funding Manassas | Cost/Unit
efing Credit 50% Share 6.7%
Single-family $2,088 -$272 -$1,046 -$70 $700
Townhouse $1,912 -$137 -$958 -$64 $693
Multifamily $1,409 -$142 -$706 -$47 $514

*Debt Service calculation provided by the Finance Department
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Attachment E — Jurisdictional Proffer Amount Comparison

A. Comparison Chart of Adjacent Jurisdictions

County (Last Revised) Single-Family Unit | Townhouse Unit Multifamily Unit
Loudoun (7/09) $45,923 - $59,470 | $30,716 - $40,385 | $17,837 - $23,758
Stafford (Existing) $45,923 $39,125 $25,155
Stafford (2014

PC Approved Draft) * $29,975 $16,182 $15,102
Prince William

(2014 Proposed) $44,930 $39,837 $26,778
Prince William (Existing) $37,719 $31,927 $19,526
Spotsylvania (5/10) $33,285 $24,088 $11,539
Fauquier (11/08) $28,613 $20,597 $13,158
Chesterfield (9/13) $18,966 $18,966 $18,966

1. Loudoun County Monetary Contribution — Loudoun County’s policy is based on

its Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Proffer contributions are set aside for
both school and non-school improvements designated within the CIP. The cost
range for each unit type is based on the varied cost of providing services to
different geographic areas of the County.

° Credit is given for a portion of by-right development potential. Prince
William County uses the Comprehensive Plan rather than the CIP as a
basis for its policy. This results in a more accurate long-range assessment
of actual needs. Utilizing the CIP, as Loudoun does, only projects
programmed costs over the next 6 years. The Comprehensive Plan
anticipates improvements that will be necessary over the next 20 years
based on long term growth projections.

. In addition, Prince William County identifies specific level of service
agencies in its calculation as opposed to the Loudoun method, which
designates school and non-school improvements. While the Loudoun
methodology grants more flexibility in the use of its proffer funds for non-
school improvements, the Prince William County method results in a more
accurate assessment of where funds will be utilized, based on the impacts
a specific unit has on the community, thus placing Prince William County
in a stronger position if challenged regarding the use and legitimacy of its
proffer expenditures.
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Attachment E — Jurisdictional Proffer Amount Comparison

Stafford County Monetary Contribution — Stafford County maintains a proffer
policy for Fire and Rescue, Library, Parks and Recreation, Schools and General
Government. Stafford increased proffer amounts in 2012, but since that time the
Planmning Commission has recommended approval to the Board for a reduced
proffer policy. A proposal to substantially reduce those amounts is currently
under consideration by the Board. Part of the reduction is due to the Board’s past
decision to remove the transportation proffer since transportation is now covered
under a separate impact fee requirement ($3,000 for all unit types). One of the
key differences in Stafford’s methodology includes utilizing state average costs
for school construction. Prince William County utilizes costs provided by the
School District based on actual construction costs.

Fairfax, Alexandria and Arlington Monetary Contribution — Each of these
Jjurisdictions negotiates impact mitigation on a case by case basis. There is no
formal proffer policy established and the required contribution amount may vary
depending on the circumstances of the development case.
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EstagrisHen (936

N-V-B-I-A
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

BUILDING INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION

June 10, 2014

Christopher Price, Director

Prince William County Planning Office
5 County Complex Court, Suite 210
Prince William, VA 22192

Re: Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions
Follow Up Comments / Questions

Dear Mr. Price,

In regard to your presentation before the Prince William County Board of Supervisors on June 3, 2014,
the Northern Virginia Building Industry (NVBIA} would like to provide follow up comments and questions
pertaining to the updated Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions, and supporting documentation that
are included in your May 28, 2014 staff report.

As the largest residential home construction trade group in the commonwealth of Virginia, NVBIA
represents the interests of over 580 builders and trade partners, many of whom do business in Prince
William County. A substantial number of the companies and people that build our homes are located in
Prince William County and, as we have seen over the past eight years, the health of our industry directly
impacts the health of Prince William County’s economy. As detailed below, the proposed proffer
increases are substantial and will have an adverse effect on the still fragile housing industry.

2014 Proposed % Increase /
Service 2006 Guidelines Guidelines Delta Decrease

Single Family
Schools s 14,462 ) 20,694 $ 6,232 43%
Parks S 3,972 S 5,591 $ 1,619 41%
Libraries S 610 S 812 S 202 33%
Fire and Rescue $ 749 S 1,053 S 304 41%
Transportation S 17,926 S 16,780 $ (1,146) -6%

Subtotal § 37,719 S 44,930 § 7,211 19%
Townhouse
Schools S 11,685 S 17,489 $ 5,804 50%
Parks S 3,725 S 5,144 $ 1,419 38%
Libraries S 601 S 805 ) 204 34%

NVBIA ¢ 3684 Centerview Drive ¢ Suite 110B ¢ Chantilly, VA 20151
703-817-0154 office ¢ 703-991-1398
www.NVBIA.com
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Fire and Rescue § 720 S 974 S 254 35%
Transportation S 15,196 S 15,425 S 229 2%
S 31,927.00 S 39,837 $ 7,910 25%
Multifamily
Schools S 5,033 S 10,300 S 5,267 105%
Parks S 2,679 S 3,792 $ 1,113 42%
Libraries S 418 S 597 S 179 43%
Fire and Rescue § 509 S 718 S 209 41%
Transportation $ 10,887 S 11,371 S 484 4%
S 19,526 S 26,778 $ 7,252 27%

Following the Monetary Guidelines increases in 2006, NVBIA hired a consultant to complete a
comprehensive analysis of the methodology that was used to calculate the monetary contribution
amounts, and the data that was supplied by each level of service department to support the new
amounts. While the results of the study generally indicated the methodology Prince William County
uses is sound, it also revealed that the data provided by each level of service department that was used
in the calculations was often inflated.

In reviewing Attachment “C” to the staff report, we have the following comments and questions:
Schools:

The methodology outlined in the Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions suggests site acquisition and
construction costs for public facilities be based on costs at the time the policy is revised. The Facility
Costs for Schools in the proposed Monetary Policy Guide used to update the School Level of Service
(LOS) are significantly higher than the Current Costs for school construction and furnishing as outlined in
the Schools Approved CIP for Fiscal Years 2015-24. The Facility Costs of $27,973,000, $53,246,000 and
$90,465,000 appear to reflect project budgets in excess of current costs rather than current costs which
is the methodology outlined in the Guide.

1. Elementary School Facility Costs. The Facility Cost for Elementary Schools should be revised
from $27,973,000 to $23,037,000 to reflect current school construction costs for the Haymarket
and Devlin Road elementary schools that are currently under construction. The average cost of
the construction contract bids for Devlin Road ($20,286,000) and Haymarket ($18,788,000)
elementary schools is $19,537,000. The total project costs outside of the construction contract
for change orders, engineering, furnishings, etc. for elementary schools as shown on page D-2 of
the FY15-24 Schools CIP is around $3,500,000. This brings the current total Facility Costs for the
Elementary Schools under construction to $23,037,000. The $27,973,000 Facility Cost in the
Monetary Policy Guide appears to be a project budget in excess of the Current Costs, which is
inconsistent with the methodology outlined in the Monetary Policy Guide.

2. Middle School Facility Costs. The Facility Cost for Middle Schools should be revised from
$53,246,000 to $42,593,000 to more accurately reflect current school construction costs.
Approach — Increase the actual Facility Cost for the recently constructed Reagan MS which has a

NVBIA ¢ 3684 Centerview Drive ¢ Suite 110B ¢ Chantilly, VA 20151
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capacity of 1,102 students to the new prototype middle school that will have a capacity of 1,464
students and increase the per pupil cost by an additional 30% for modernization and the new
middle school prototype.

MS Adjusted Cost = (524,662,430 Reagan MS actual Facility Cost / 1,102 student capacity)
x 1,464 student capacity of the new prototype
x 1.30% (30% increase for modernization and the new prototype)
= $42,593,000 or $29,094 per pupil

The per pupil cost of $29,094 is consistent with the per pupil cost for the Trailside MS recently
completed in Loudoun County and other middle schools recently constructed. The $53,246,000
Facility Cost in the Monetary Policy Guide appears to be a project budget in excess of the
Current Costs, which is inconsistent with the methodology outlined in the Monetary Policy
Guide.

High School Facility Costs. The revised Facility Cost for High Schools for the Battlefield/Freedom
model of $90,465,000 is higher than the actual Facility Cost for Patriot High School of
$85,204,494 ($92,596,265 Total Cost — $7,391,771 Land Cost) as shown on page D-2 of the FY15-
24 Schools CIP. The $90,465,000 or $44,065 per pupil remains among the highest per pupil cost
in the state and is still extremely high compared to similar capacity high schools that are
currently under construction in Stafford and Loudoun Counties that have construction costs of
$28,460 and $32,591 per pupil as stated on page D-7 of the FY15-24 Schools CIP even if you add
$5,000 to $6,000 per pupil for engineering, furnishings, etc.

The Facility Cost for High Schools should be revised from $90,465,000 to around $72,475,000 to
reflect the current school construction costs for the Battlefield/Freedom prototype of 130
sf/pupil. Approach — Adjust the actual Facility Cost for Patriot HS, the 153 sf/pupil prototype
and the CIP Construction Project Budget for the 12™ HS, the 199 sf/pupil prototype to the
Battlefield/Freedom prototype of 130 sf/pupil.

Patriot HS Adjusted Cost = (585,204,494 / 153 sf/pupil) x 130 sf/pupil = $72,396,000
12" HS Adjusted Cost = ($110,943,000 / 199 sf/pupil) x 130 sf/pupil = $72,475,000

$72,475,000 or $35,302 per pupil is consistent with the per pupil cost for similar capacity high
schools that are currently under construction in Stafford and Loudoun Counties. The
$90,465,000 Facility Cost in the Monetary Policy Guide appears to be a project budget in excess
of the Current Costs which is inconsistent with the methodology outlined in the Monetary Policy
Guide.

NVBIA ¢ 3684 Centerview Drive ¢ Suite 110B ¢ Chantilly, VA 20151
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Parks:

1.
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Why does the cost per acre for Community and Regional Parks differ from the County average
cost per acre of $132,813?

Transportation:

L

Please update footnote 4 in the Guide to reflect current conditions and the specific number of
lane miles funded by all funding sources. Historical funding sources have been the VDOT Six
Year Plan, Revenue Sharing, CMAQ, HSIP, TRIP, RSTP, TROF, Road Bond Referendums, Proffers,
General Funds, Transportation Reserve Fund, Innovation Business Park Land Sales and a variety
of Federal Funds.

The 98.4 lane miles funded represents a total investment of $423,120,000 and an average
annual investment of $26,445,000 (98.4 miles x $4,300,000 / (2030 — 2014)) over the next 16
years. The average annual investment of $26,445,000 per year seems very low given the annual
investment over the past 10 years of 550,000,000 to $60,000,000 per year as outlined in the
FY2007 through FY2015 Transportation CIP’s. Observation — When reviewing the Transportation
CIP’s for the past 9 FY's we observed a pattern. The first 2 FY’s of each CIP have identified
funding levels typically in the $50,000,000 to $60,000,000 per year range and then the funding
levels for the next 4 FY’s drop off very sharply often to $0 or close to $0. Each CIP is a snap shot
in time and could lead one to conclude that it is difficult to predict the level of transportation
funding for a specific project out more than 2 years. If it is difficult to predict the level of
transportation funding out more than 2 years in the CIP’s then it may be a significant challenge
to accurately reflect the level of transportation funding out 16 years in the Monetary Policy
Guide. We would recommend that an average annual funding level over the past 5 years of
$50,516,322 (($67,866,795 FY15 + 63,089,399 FY14 + 558,058,385 FY13 + $54,100,725 FY12 +
$9,466,305 FY11) / 5) be used to estimate future funding levels and the number of funded lane
miles through 2030.

Funded Lane Miles = $50,516,322 per year x 16 years / 54,300,000 per lane mile
= 188.0 lane miles

Since it is difficult to estimate transportation funding levels in the near future, estimating them
out 16 years is quite a challenge and appears to be significantly underestimating the total
number of funded lane miles. We recommend that the 5-year average of the actual
transportation funding levels be used to estimate future funding levels and the total number of
funded lane miles through 2030. The number of funded lane miles should be revised upward
from 98.4 to around 188.0 to more accurately reflect the current level of transportation funding.
Given the County’s commitment to transportation and their robust road construction program
over the past 20 years with funding from numerous sources it would be difficult to foresee
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transportation funding levels falling significantly below current transportation funding levels—
especially with a major new source of transportation funding.

3. Many members have questions regarding how the new NVTA funding of roughly $40,000,000
per year raised in Prince William County will benefit transportation projects in the County. Since
NVTA funding is intended to be over and above existing funding levels, the NVTA funding should
provide a significant amount of new funding over and above existing funding levels for
transportation projects. Please explain how this new funding will benefit transportation
projects and how many additional lane miles are expected to be constructed through 2030 with
the increase level of transportation funding.

| am sure you would agree that we should be using the most accurate data possible to calculate the
proposed Monetary Contributions and we believe that the above outlined changes will go a long way

toward achieving the goals of the Board without causing an adverse impact on the county’s economy.

After you have had a chance to review this information, we would appreciate the opportunity to discuss
this important issue with you prior to the Board taking action on June 17",

| appreciate your consideration and | look forward to hearing back from you in the near future.

Kindest Regards,

J.Mruett Young, Presiden
Northern Virginia Building Industry Association.

NVBIA ¢ 3684 Centerview Drive ¢ Suite 110B ¢ Chantilly, VA 20151
703-817-0154 office ¢ 703-991-1398
www.NVBIA.com
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Attachment C — Staff Response to June 10, NVBIA Questions

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM

5 County Complex Court, Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201 PLANNING
(703) 792-7615 FAX (703) 792-4401 OFFICE
Internet Wwww.pwegov.org

Christopher M. Price, AICP
Director of Planning

June 11,2014

J. Truett Young, President

Northern Virginia Building Industry Association
3684 Centerview Drive, Suite 110B

Chantilly, VA 20151

Re:  Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions, Follow Up Comments / Questions
Dear Mr. Young,

Thank you for your correspondence. The information that you have provided is appreciated. The
letter from the Northern Virginia Building Industry Association (NVBIA) dated June 10, 2014
makes comments regarding the Schools, Parks, and Transportation sections of the Policy Guide
for Monetary Contributions. Qur responses are provided below.

Schools

The NVBIA has noted that the new school prototypes, while less expensive than previously
identified alternatives, are still more expensive than recently completed school construction
projects. As such, you have a request that we utilize actual costs associated with recently
completed capital facility projects rather than Capital Improvement Program (CIP) project
estimates. CIP project estimates are based on multiple data points including recent construction
costs, predesign activities, market trends, recent bid data, historical information, and other
industry standard estimating guides. The objective is to have the most up-to-date and realistic
cost estimate to ensure that sufficient funding is identified to support the completion of the
planned capital project. Staff’s recommendation is that utilizing well established, up-to-date CIP
cost estimates, using multiple data sources, is the most prudent way to tie the mitigation of
impacts associated with the need for future capital facilities with the Comprehensive Plan levels
of service.

Parks

Why does the cost per acre for Community and Regional Parks differ from the County average
cost per acre of $132,813? The per acre costs within the Parks section reflects the average cost
to develop an acre of parkland. The County cost per acre referred to in the question includes the
cost of land only. The Community and Regional Park per acre cost includes land, site
improvements such as parking lots and utilities, and facility costs.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions, Follow Up Comments / Questions
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Page 2

Transportation

1.

2.

Comment has been addressed by adding additional language to the footnote.

Although you are correct in observing that there have been high levels of transportation
funding in the past 4 years, this is due to the finalization of the 2006 ($300 million)
County road bond program. The County’s bonding authority expires in 2016, and the CIP
and 5-year budget do not include any additional bonding authority for transportation
projects. If the Board approves additional transportation bond programs, the County will
re-examine its methodology of calculating monetary contributions for transportation
projects. The current methodology is based on what the County believes it can afford in
transportation improvements through the next 16 years. This was based on the financial
analysis of the region’s Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP), which included the use of
local, regional, state and federal funding,.

The only guaranteed funding the County will be receiving from NVTA on an annual
basis is the “30% local funds™ which total $10 million/year. This funding can be used for
public transportation improvements, which means that the money could fund transit,
pedestrian, bicycle and safety projects, not necessarily road projects. The CLRP miles
include roads that the County assumes will be funded through the 30% NVTA local
funding.

The 70% regional money can fund all the modes of travel mentioned above and the
County is not guaranteed to receive an annual allocation. The legislation specifies that the
regional funds must benefit the jurisdictions that they are raised in over the long term.
However, the terms “benefit” and “long term” have not yet been defined but the benefits
of these funds may include projects outside the physical jurisdiction of the county. Also,
regional transit improvements such as VRE and PRTC will count against Prince William
County’s “benefits” from these regional funds. Thus, the County does not believe that the
totality of this funding will go to road improvements. Until the Board makes policy
decisions about this funding, it is uncertain how it will be allocated to road projects.

Transit projects have become a priority for Prince William County and significant
amounts of funding have been recently allocated to major transit projects. Thus the
County may analyze the possibility of a level of service contribution towards transit as
approved in the 2010 update of the Comprehensive Plan under the new Transit section.

Again, thank you for providing input. Please contact me if you have any questions or if you
would like any additional information.

Sincerely,

d
Christopher M. Price
Director of Planning

Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide For Monetary Contributions - Memo
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COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS

OFFICE OF EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT Corey A. Stewart, Chairman
1 County Complex Court, Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201  Michael C. May, Vice Chairman
(703) 792-6600 Metro 631-1703 FAX: (703) 792-7484 Maureen S. Caddigan

Pete Candland

W. S. Wally Covington, 111
John D. Jenkins
Martin E. Nohe
Frank J. Principi

Melissa S. Peacor
County Executive

June 11, 2014

TO: Board of County Supervisors

FROM:  Christopher M. Price, AICP & V%

Director of Planning

THRU: Melissa S. Peacor
County Executive

RE: Adopt the 2014 Policy Guide for Monetary Contributions — Countywide

One June 3, 2014, staff presented a proposed update to the Policy Guide for Monetary
Contributions (Proffer Policy) to the Board of County Supervisors (BOCS). A copy of the staff
report is included as Attachment A. In order to allow for additional public review, the BOCS did
not take action on the item but rather directed that staff bring the proposed update forward for
consideration on June 17, 2014. In addition, the BOCS requested that staff discuss the proposed
policy update with representatives from the Northern Virginia Building Industry Association
(NVBIA) and that staff review, update, and make recommendations regarding a Police level of
service methodology. During the presentation, staff recommended that the BOCS consider
delaying implementation of the proposed Fire and Rescue nonresidential proffer until such time
that a review and update of the Comprehensive Plan Economic Development Chapter is
completed. Subsequent to that meeting, staff met with NVBIA representatives and worked with the
Police Department to update the previously proposed Police methodology. The NVBIA has
submitted a comment letter (Attachment B) and staff has prepared a response (Attachment C). The
proposed Police methodology is described below.

Police Methodology

A suggested monetary contribution for Police is being developed using the most recent available
cost estimate data. The proposed methodology is still undergoing review and will be provided to
the BOCS as soon as it is available. The methodology utilizes the existing level of service
standards within the adopted Comprehensive Plan to estimate facility and equipment needs and is
based on the methodology developed in 2007.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Staff Recommendation
Based on our analysis and review of information received, staff recommends the following:

1. Update the Schools, Parks, Transportation, and Libraries suggested monetary contributions
as presented on June 3", Do not adopt the proposed Adult Detention Center suggested
monetary contributions.

2. Update the suggested monetary contribution amount for Fire and Rescue, however do not
increase the Fire and Rescue non-residential suggested contribution amount until such time
that the policy can be evaluated in conjunction with an update to the Economic
Development Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Staff recommends consideration of a Police proffer policy once the guidelines have been
fully vetted by staff and provided to the BOCS.
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The recommended contributions are summarized as follows:

Attachments:

Single Family Amount
Schools $20,694
Parks $5,591
Libraries $812
Fire and Rescue $1,053
Transportation $16,780
Total $44,930
Townhouse
Schools $17,489
Parks $5,144
Libraries $805
Fire and Rescue $974
Transportation $15,425
Total $39,837
Multifamily
Schools $10,300
Parks $3,792
Libraries $597
Fire and Rescue $718
Transportation $11,371
Total $26,778

Attachment A: June 3, 2014 BOCS Meeting Staff Report
Attachment B: June 10, 2014 NVBIA Letter
Attachment C: Staff Response to June 10, NVBIA Questions




