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Land Use:























Consider more interim uses to jump start development
Categories are fine, although would like to see lower densities
Less apartments and more townhouses
Young people don’t live this far from Washington, DC
Loudoun County was not supposed to be urban; it is for families with kids who need open
space.
Coordinate land use boundaries with natural features
Only 20% of the area in the Metrorail tax district is developable
Land north of the Dulles Greenway within 1-mile of Metro should avoid single use
zoning
Mixed-use around the Ashburn Station is sufficient
Provide more flexibility to create urban mixed-use areas within 1-mile buffer of Ashburn
Station, especially on larger parcels
Mixed-use, including residential should be located outside of the 65 ldn Airport Impact
Overlay district boundary similar to what is proposed south of the Dulles Greenway
Residential needs to be allowed in more areas to promote commercial development
Want development similar to Reston
Support overall proposed land use mix; however, concerned that Urban Mixed Use will
not develop as intensely as envisioned as seen at other Metro Stations, specifically the
Dunn Loring-Merrifield Station
The Plan cannot be very rigid in terms of specific land uses and categories for each
parcel; some level of flexibility is required. Can still have percentage of uses without
dictating specific locations
Greater flexibility with Suburban Employment and Compact, Walkable Employment
areas
Need gas stations south of the CPAM area
Need to consider possible George Mason facility in the northwest corner of the CPAM
area
Explore air rights over roadways, specifically the Dulles Greenway (Look at creating
performance standards)
Standard office parks should not be encouraged, instead encourage walkable
developments with a mix of uses.
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o Route 28 area already has unsuccessful office parks. Since the CPAM area is
close to Route 28 adding more office parks will compete with nearby, existing
office parks.
o With more people teleworking, the demand for office space is declining.
Propose moving the study area boundary farther south and east, along the Route 606
corridor to include the existing concrete plant. Propose designating this new area for
mixed-use development.
Support the urban environment the draft plan is proposing
Urban Mixed Use, Tall Buildings
o Generally approve of high density around the Ashburn Station, just not 10 to 15
stories
o Less tall buildings. Why does Ashburn have to be so urban?
o Population too dense
o Will not blend in with the rest of the County, it will interfere with the airport
o Necessary to stay competitive with areas like Reston and Ballston
o Arlington has benefited significantly from similar growth around Metro Stations
o Will provide a place for millennials and those looking to downsize
Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings
o Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings (4-6 stories) is typically 55 – 70 dwelling
units per acre (du/acre) or even as high as 75 – 80 du/acre on an individual parcel
o Add more Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings to allow the flexibility to truly
create a walkable, vibrant mixed-use community, particularly within the 1-mile
buffer
Compact, Walkable Non-Residential
o Land use should follow the Airport Impact Overlay district line, not the property
line
o Concerns with taller buildings farther away from the Loudoun Gateway Station
due to flight patterns
o Consider residential within 65 ldn Airport Impact Overlay district boundary
o Designate the area proximate to the Loudoun Gateway Station as Urban Mixed
Use, Tall Buildings similar to the Ashburn Station
o No residential at Loudoun Gateway Station is a missed opportunity
o Concerns that without a residential component it will not be mixed-use
o Look into noise mitigation technology.
o Airport nose study should be performed before decisions are made to not have
residential at Loudoun Gateway Station
o New aircraft engines will be 75 percent quieter than existing (NextGen). Redirect
approach/departures from Dulles Airport
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o Redo noise contours
o Look at noise contours from Dulles Airport Environmental Impact Statement to
evaluate proposed residential uses (differs slightly from Airport Impact Overlay
District)
o Will Compact, Walkable Non-Residential be economically viable, given that the
uses will be competing with similar future uses on nearby northern airport land
and will not have a residential component? If it is not economically viable, how
will the County pay for Metro?
o Consider other uses than Compact, Walkable Non-Residential at Loudoun
Gateway Station. Office users want to be in an urban center with residential
development.
o Might not work without any mixed-use/retail
o There must be foot traffic for this area to work
o Note that the airport does not follow the County’s Zoning Ordinance
o Opportunity for affordable housing
o Support the idea of a professional sports team/stadium
Urban Multifamily Attached
o This area is isolated. No integration or interconnectivity with the center of
activity around the Metro Station. Suggest designating this area as Urban Mixed
Use instead
o If residential cannot be developed within the 65 ldn Airport Impact Overlay
district consider a mixture of uses within the area designated as Urban
Multifamily Attached with transportation options to the Metro Station.
o Too far from the Loudoun Gateway Station
o Need to consider orientation, presence of balconies, the amount of outdoor space,
and building envelope requirements
Suburban Employment
o Suburban Employment at the Loudoun County Parkway/Waxpool Road
intersection establishes the image for the area and should be designated as mixeduse, including residential. Data Center Overlay at this intersection is not
pedestrian friendly
o Extend Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings east of Loudoun County Parkway
and along Waxpool Road
o Suburban Employment and Compact, Walkable Non-Residential east of Loudoun
County Parkway and west of the Broad Run floodplain should be designated as
mixed-use – leverage the area within the 1-mile buffer to maximize benefits
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Compact, Walkable Employment
o The area designated Compact, Walkable Employment west of Loudoun County
Parkway does not correlate with Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings to the
west, creates an inability to connect with the Urban Mixed Use, Medium
Buildings. Designate this area as Urban Mixed Use, Medium Buildings to allow
for mixed-use and shared parking
o Why is the area west of Loudoun County Parkway designated as Compact,
Walkable Employment? What will fit on this piece of land?
Urban Residential
o Increase “green” and single family usage in this area
o The area designated as Urban Residential south of the floodplain and west of
Loudoun County Parkway should be designated as Urban Mixed Use, Medium
Buildings
o Why is a portion of the Verizon Campus designated as Urban Residential? It
would appear unfeasible to building residential at this site. Should be Suburban
Employment with Data Center Overlay similar to the rest of the Verizon Campus.
Data Centers:
o Data Center Overlay within the Urban Mixed Use, Tall Buildings around the
Ashburn Metro Station is not a good use for such valuable land
o Data Center Overlay just outside of the 1-mile buffer for the Ashburn Station is
too close to Metro. Should not mix data centers with the transit area.
o Existing data centers are a good interim use that will retain large portions of land
for redevelopment in the 20 to 30 year horizon as land values increase around the
Metro stations.
o Would like to see how data centers contribute to lowering the tax rate or
contribute to government funded facilities. Seem so unfriendly to our
communities.
o Data centers are good for low service demands, but need to keep them out of
mixed-use areas and need to make them look much nicer
o Existing data centers are hurting the density and future mixed-use
o No more data centers, they are not visually appealing
o Very concerned with the spread of data centers in the area
o Will not generate employment
o Will there be design guidelines for data centers? Look like prisons, too close to
the road
o Concerns with data centers needing tall water towers near Metro
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Concerns regarding adequate schools to serve new units in light of existing capacity
issues
Schools should be addressed at the “front end” of the planning process
Where and how will the County get land for schools? Concerned that once the area
begins to develop the land will be unaffordable for schools.
Designate areas for schools
Mixed-use will minimize housing and transportation issues but can cause challenges for
schools.
Recommend changing forecast methodology to estimate student generation
Support public spaces in urban areas, such as farmers markets and art spaces (art theater
similar to Cinema Arts in Fairfax – the County could offer tax incentives to encourage
this type of use over typical entertainment venues)
Support senior center in urban area – seniors should be accounted for, not just millennials
Place for concert performances
Post offices
Keep boy scout campground north of Shellhorn Road and west of Loudoun County
Parkway

Parks and Open Space:












Incorporate meaningful parks and open space beyond floodplain areas (more substantial
than pocket parks and some ability to host team sports such as little league or soccer)
There should be more areas designated as parks and open space
Active spaces in urban core
Need schools, playgrounds, and dog parks within Moorefield Station development
Designated dog parks and places to walk dogs
Soccer, baseball, and football fields for school aged kids
Basketball courts
Support active recreation areas over movie theaters – already a lot in the area. Incentive
other types of activities, such as indoor climbing and bowling
Community gardens
Preserve existing environmental features like trees and wildlife habitats when developing.
Don’t just clear cut and grade everything
Miss trees south of Dulles Greenway. Bring back shade
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Need trees south of Croson Lane, east of Old Ryan Road within the Moorefield Station
development
Need green space north of Croson Lane, east of Old Ryan Road within the Moorefield
Station development
Why are the Regency open space parcels across Ashburn Village Boulevard designated
as Urban Residential?
The open space area on Loudoun County Parkway on the Verizon campus needs to be
reanalyzed.

Transportation:
















Add the floodplain to the transportation map to show constraints
Concerns regarding existing traffic conditions and whether it will be addressed in the
interim versus new development under the new plan (i.e. longer period)
Connect existing residential to the mixed-use areas
Concerns that more people will have cars than we think
Note that there will be more transportation options
Commuters should use the Loudoun Gateway Station rather than the Ashburn Station
Better access at the Loudoun Gateway Station
Make it possible to get out of Denton Terrace onto Old Ryan Road
Encourage car sharing locations
Reduce reliance on automobiles
FSM standards, especially for vehicle level of service should be “relaxed”, so there is a
balance between vehicular and pedestrian/transit traffic
Travel Demand Management strategies should be considered for areas beyond 1-mile
buffer to allow for a higher density
Bike share; zip cars; carpooling; park-and-ride; streetscape; holiday celebrations;
pedestrian crossings; stop lights, especially in Urban Mixed Use area; street furniture;
wide sidewalks; street lighting; plants; art sculptures; shade; one way urban streets
Roadway:
o Once the Plan is adopted the County should post online with projected dates for
the completion of roadway projects
o Need a traffic light at:
 Claude Moore Avenue/Loudoun County Parkway
 Mooreview Parkway/Croson Lane
 Old Ryan Road/Vantage Pointe Place
 Old Ryan Road/Allisons Ridge Terrace
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o Need alternative routes to Loudoun County Parkway
o Concerned that road network does not provide adequate through traffic on
Loudoun County Parkway
o Concerns with additional vehicles on area roadways that are already at capacity
o Clarify which roads would be through routes and which would be urban, slower
routes
o Overall need to consider the impact of the anticipated development on the
transportation network outside of, but near the CPAM area
o Concerned about traffic cutting through existing neighborhoods (Loudoun Valley
Estates, Regency)
o Be mindful of existing residential bordering the CPAM area, development is
going to lock residents into communities with only one way in. Work with
existing communities to protect their space from being overrun with traffic
o Maintain right-of-way along streets for future widening
o Concerned with the flow of traffic from Route 7 into the CPAM area
o Need barrier walls along the Dulles Greenway as it passes through the CPAM
area
o Reduce lane sizes for future transportation modeling
o Concerned about the Florida T at Hartley Place and Shellhorn Road
o Too many roundabouts proposed for Shellhorn Road
o How will right-of-way for Barrister Street Extended be acquired? Not sure the
road can be built without eminent domain
o Keep Shellhorn Road away from Loudoun Gateway Station
o Make roads less suburban in nature
Parking:
o Consider parking policies with a reduction in the required parking minimums.
Fairfax penalizes applicants for providing parking above and beyond what is
required.
o Concern about sufficient parking at the station
o Recommend more parking at the Loudoun Gateway Station, perhaps on Dulles
Airport land
o Avoid on street parking near the residential part of Urban Mixed Use and Urban
Residential, on street parking should only be outside businesses
Transit:
o Recommend early planning of shuttle service within the CPAM area and direct
transit service to metro
o Connect the rest of the suburban area to the Metro Stations by bike and transit, not
just vehicular connections.
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o Need transit connections from other activity and population centers (Leesburg,
Dulles Community) to the CPAM area
o Encourage transit and discourage vehicular traffic. People will take the best
transportation options available.
o Provide education regarding transit options
o Support transit services such as shuttles or circulators to serve new development
o Consider light rail or bus to provide connectivity between Urban Multifamily
Attached and Compact, Walkable Non-Residential
o Neighborhood buses to Metro
o Encourage shuttle between the rail stations through mixed-use areas
Bike/Ped:
o Too many bikes are within the vehicular travel lanes. Support street sections with
bike lanes as shown during the presentation.
o Why on-road bike lanes instead of off-road 10-foot shared use paths?
o Keep bike lanes as separate from vehicular lanes as possible
o Consider raised bike lanes and bridges over roads and intersections
o Need bike lanes, an overall bike lane plan, and continuous connecting bike lanes
(not piecemeal)
o Bike lanes for school children/youth
o Clearer picture needed of bike networks (in addition to W&OD Trail)
o Need pedestrian connections and bike trails from the suburban area/W&OD Trail
to metro
o Need bicycle and pedestrian connections to Metro from different uses and
neighborhoods around the CPAM area
o Urban Mixed Use, Tall Buildings needs walkable trails to Ashburn Station
o Suburban Employment area needs bicycle and pedestrian nodes
o Sidewalks or other pedestrian connections linking neighborhoods immediately
outside of the CPAM area to the higher intensity areas should be constructed prior
to the anticipated development
o European “auto-free pockets” with no streets like the Ballston Station
o Need greater emphasis on pedestrian only areas
o How will safe pedestrian connections be provided across Shellhorn and Waxpool
Roads? Suggest tunnels and bridges
o Add more sidewalks and trails
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Employment:



Concern with the residential density increasing by 15,000 units with only an increase in
9,000 jobs
What kind of jobs will be created? Will there be a wide range of different types of
employment?

Design:






Prohibit front loaded townhouses
Reduce setbacks along Prentice Drive Extended and Loudoun County Parkway within 1mile buffer
Truly urban school designs
Look at AMA’s recent recommendations on lighting in urban environments
Support a grid network over curvilinear

Existing Development:



Concerns from existing residents that the intensity of new development will negatively
impact the suburban environment they bought into (i.e. noise, traffic, etc.)
Not sure if the Airport Overlay Contours are correct. A newer runway is further west
than previously planned. There might be multifamily development in the actual (not
zoning overlay) 65 ldn noise contours right now
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September 13, 2016 Flip Chart Notes
Schools
 LC Parkway impendent for students and walkability
 Share fields for schools with other recreation leagues
 Schools / parks collocate on floodplain stream valley edges
Public Safety
 Add, connect sidewalks, trails – wide enough for bicycles, pedestrians, dogs and strollers
Environment
 Tree preservation area should not be rail station area
Parks and Open Space
 Show the linear park, green infrastructure elements, Broad Run
Land Use
 Revisit / shorten noise contours (update), 2016 study needed
 Include LDN on LU map
 Consider mixed-use east of Loudoun County Parkway
o Can support mixed-use west of Loudoun County Parkway
o One land owner
o More mixed-use in general in all areas not LDN 65
o Mixed-use can support compact walkable non-residential
 Capital Bikeshare
 Connect (add) sidewalks, trails
 Noise mitigated residential at rail station (Loudoun Gateway)
 Urban single-family detached in urban (8-10 du/ac) residential area (fringe or buffer to
single family dwelling)
Transportation
 Capital Bikeshare stations (30 mins free)
o One Loudoun to Loudoun Station
o Loudoun Station to Mooreview
o One Loudoun to Ashburn Village and to W&O Trail (A.B.V.)
o Ashby Ponds (Gloucester Parkway) to W&O Trail and Smith Switch
o W&O Trail and Pacific (north of Wegmans, Target)
 Paved sidewalks and bike trails (wide) both sides of the Loudoun County Parkway:
Loudoun Station to One Loudoun including Smith Switch/Gloucester Parkway to Ashby
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Ponds and the Smith Switch W&O Trail to Loudoun Station including Shellhorn Road
(LCP) to Home Depot / Giant
Shuttle route (purple) – Look at moving to Barrister instead of Loudoun County Parkway
Keep Route 789 from Route 606 to Airport boundary

CTP Chapter 9 Implementation
Implementation Recommendations
G. Other
G. OTHER
Rural/Historic Roads

Area Planning Efforts

1.

Preserve the rural and historic character of
roads through documented heritage areas,
entrance corridors to historic districts and
context-sensitive designs.

Provide ongoing transportation planning in
conjunction with other Board strategic and land
use planning initiatives.

1.

Designate Route 50 as either an Historic
Access Corridor or Historic Roadway District
and Route 626 as an Historic Access Corridor.

2.

Work with the Town of Leesburg to designate
Edwards Ferry Road from Battlefield Parkway
east to River Creek Parkway as a Historic
Access Corridor.

3.

Work with VDOT to find low-impact, case-bycase design solutions to solve traffic calming
and safety issues in unique and sensitive
environments.
Detailed transportation and mobility planning
will be conducted in conjunction with
community and small area planning including
the Silver Line Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and similar efforts.
Policies of the small area plans shall supersede
any conflicting policies in the CTP as they
may apply to the same planning area.

1.

2.

General Plan Chapter 6 Suburban Policy Area
Land Use Pattern and Design Policies
4.

The County will develop four Community Plans that will provide for the development of the Suburban Policy
Area. The four communities are Sterling, Potomac, Dulles, and Ashburn, as shown on the Suburban Community
Boundaries Map.

4.

The County will develop three Small Area Plans encompassing the suburban communities and the three Silver
Line Metro Stations within the County. These plans, which may be redefined in the future will provide for the
development of the Suburban Policy Area. The communities are Sterling, Potomac, Dulles, and Ashburn, as
shown on the Suburban Community Boundaries Map. Other small area, corridor and strategic plans may be
adopted by the Board to refine planning in specific areas of the Suburban Policy Area.

(Policy four is currently before the Board for adoption with the Proffer CPAM. The last sentence is the
add on for the Silver Line CPAM.

Attachment 3

________________________________________________________________________

Chapter 2
County Road Network
Loudoun County’s roads form the backbone of its transportation network. This chapter outlines the vision
and associated policies that govern the planning, design and operation of Loudoun County’s road system.
It features a revised road network that attempts to address future congestion concerns, reflecting vehicular
travel needs through the year 2030.

I. Development of the Road Network
II. The Road Network
A. Countywide Transportation Plan Map
The structure of the revised road network is described graphically by the CTP map, which has been divided
into sections for ease of use and is shown in Figures 2-1a-g. It should be noted that the road network
featured on the CTP map and within this document consists of what are referred to as “CTP roads.” CTP
roads include those roads that have a significant impact on the function of the network, classified as
arterials and collectors. Within the Silver Line Policy Area, roads are defined by both functional
classification and by the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation’s Multimodal System
Design Guidelines (DRPT Guidelines), with classifications including Multimodal Through Corridors,
Boulevards, Major Avenues, Avenues, and Local Streets. These roads require careful long-range planning
to ensure that the network functions adequately as they carry the majority of the traffic throughout the
County. Local roads are not individually considered in the analysis of the County road network, although
their net effect on the operation of the network is taken into account in the analysis process. For reference,
local roads are shown on the map in a subdued gray color within the Rural, Suburban, and Transition
Policy Areas, and the CTP document itself contains some policies regarding specific aspects of local roads.
In the Silver Line Policy Area, some local streets are included as well, due to the nature of existing and
planned development in the area, and to conform to the DRPT Guidelines.

B. Countywide Transportation Plan Road Planning Guidelines
The structure of the revised road network is further detailed in Appendix 1, Planning Guidelines for Major
Roadways Countywide, which includes the functional classification, number of lanes, right-of-way
required, planning-level design criteria, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities guidelines descriptions for each
road segment in its currentexisting, interim, and ultimate conditions, as appropriate. Appendix 1 will be
updated as necessary and may be modified by resolution of the Board of Supervisors through land
development applications or as otherwise deemed appropriate by the Board.

III. Road Network Concepts and Policies
Within this section are contained the road network concepts and policies that provide for the orderly
development and implementation of the road network as defined on the CTP map and described in
Appendix 1. The policies contained herein are critical to ensuring that the long-range vision for the
network comes to fruition.

2-1

Attachment 4

________________________________________________________________________

A. Functional Classification and Access Management
1. Functional Classification
2. Access Management

B. Road Policies by Geographic Policy Area
1.
2.
3.
4.

Suburban Policy Area Roads
Rural Policy Area Roads
Transition Policy Area Roads
Silver Line Policy Area Roads

For all policies related to roadways within the Silver Line Policy Area, including design and
construction policies, traffic calming policies, and private streets policies, refer to the Silver Line
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

5. Town Joint Land Management Area (JLMA) Roads
Each of Loudoun County’s seven incorporated towns controls their own transportation planning
functions within their corporate limits. Additionally, both Leesburg and Purcellville are responsible
for the maintenance and operation of all public roads within their boundaries. However, the County
works cooperatively with each Town regarding transportation matters both within the Towns and in
unincorporated areas outside the Towns’ boundaries. As outlined in detail in Chapter 9 of the Revised
General Plan, Joint Land Management Areas (JLMAs) have been established by the County around
four of the Towns: Hamilton, Leesburg, Purcellville, and Round Hill. As the name implies, the
JLMAs are areas of joint Town-County interest and their boundaries set the limits for municipal water
and sewer extensions. In that respect, the JLMAs can be viewed as the “urban growth boundary”
around each of the four Towns.
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Chapter 3
Transit and Other Mobility Options
The County supports and promotes the use of commuting options to the citizens, employees and visitors of
Loudoun County. These commuting options include carpooling, vanpooling, transit, biking, telework and
work schedule alternatives. Transit, also known as public transportation, can take many forms. It includes
regional rail transit, such as Washington, DC’s Metrorail service and Maryland’s MARC train, as well as
various types of bus service.
The County employs Transportation Demand Management (TDM) which is a group of strategies and
policies designed to facilitate mobility options for residents, employees and visitors of the County, and to
reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. These TDM strategies can increase the efficiency of the
transportation system through the encouragement and facilitation of alternatives such as transit, car and van
pooling, bicycling and walking. By providing these mobility choices, air and water quality can be
improved, congestion can be reduced and citizens may enjoy a better quality of life. TDM measures also
support the County’s goal of creating walkable mixed-use communities because they help to reduce the
need to build multi-lane roadways. In addition, alternative modes serve the mobility needs of a growing
and diverse population, and help attract employers to the County. A balanced transportation system is vital
to Loudoun citizens.
For all policies related to transit and TDM within the Silver Line Policy Area, refer to the Silver Line
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

I. Transportation Demand Management
Over the next twenty years, Loudoun County and the Washington Metropolitan Region will face great
challenges in managing its transportation system. The population of Virginia is expected to grow 20-25%
by 2025. This region is also the second most congested in the nation (2007). The state and the county can
no longer build their way out of congestion. Instead the focus must be on how to best manage what is
already in place and plan for the anticipated growth.
1

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is key to improving utilization of existing facilities and
services while accommodating growth. TDM programs help manage travel demand to make the systems
more efficient. Its core mission is to move more people in fewer vehicles, move travel time out of the peak
period, or, in the case of teleworking, eliminate travel time altogether. TDM focuses on people-oriented
transportation choices and shared ride transportation solutions.
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Chapter 4
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
Loudoun County aspires to be a place where pedestrians and bicyclists of all abilities have a safe, secure
and convenient alternative transportation network of walkways and bikeways that enable everyone to move
efficiently to and from such places as work, school, transit, shopping, libraries, parks and recreation sites.
As such, planning for the bicyclist and pedestrian is integrated with the entire process of planning, design,
and implementation by both the public and private sectors and effectively advocated within that process.
Contained within this chapter are policies and recommendations to implement the County’s vision for
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations along CTP roads. Planning guidelines for the provision of these
facilities along CTP roads are contained in Appendix 6: Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities General Planning
Guidelines. The information contained in the CTP with respect to bicycle and pedestrian facilities
supplements the recommendations and guidelines that are specific to the facilities contained in the Loudoun
County Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Master Plan. For location of bicycle and pedestrian facilities
within Leesburg Town limits, refer to the Leesburg Town Plan, as amended.
For all policies related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the Silver Line Policy Area, refer to the
Silver Line Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

I. Pedestrian Mobility
Pedestrian-friendly communities are a key component of an efficient multi-modal transportation system.
Every trip starts with walking. Walking is an affordable, clean, and healthy form of transportation. The
County has worked to improve provisions for pedestrians, including sidewalk networks, pedestrian-oriented
intersection designs, and traffic calming measures to encourage pedestrian travel. While much progress has
been made with respect to pedestrian accommodations, much still needs to be accomplished to ensure that
walking is reliably a safe and convenient option.
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About this Report
This report provides a forecast of the potential fiscal impact of the increase in development envisioned by
the Silver Line Comprehensive Plan Amendment. It discusses capital needs and financing costs, and the
difference that could be expected between County revenues and operating expenditures. This report also
includes a calculation of the potential increase in Metrorail Service Tax District revenues.
Much of this analysis focuses on status in the year 2040, consistent with the format of forecasts provided
by Loudoun County’s Department of Planning and Zoning. Scenarios and sensitivity tests are included
that illustrate what could occur based on variations in assumptions. Sensitivity tests of the difference
between revenues and operating expenditures also help illustrate fiscal impacts that could occur during
any periods where residential development precedes nonresidential development.
On November 29, 2016, the Board of Supervisors directed that the Planning Commission restore urban‐
style townhomes to the plan. For this memorandum, development from Iteration 3, the last version
with townhomes, has been used to calculate potential fiscal impacts. As plan policies are developed,
assumptions and data used for these calculations can continue to be refined.
This report, and the calculations underlying it, can be updated periodically.

Changes since the October 11, 2016 Report
This report was first prepared for the October 14, 2016 Board of Supervisors Transportation/Land Use
Committee (TLUC) meeting, using staff’s “Iteration 3” draft land uses. This report was subsequently
updated using “Iteration 4” (townhomes removed) for the November 10, 2016 TLUC meeting. The fiscal
models were updated yet again for the presentation shown at the November 29, 2016 Board of
Supervisor’s special business meeting, incorporating some formula adjustments. This report is based on
running Iteration 3 through the latest fiscal models.
Changes since the October report include:


A correction to the increase in the amount of office development forecast to occur Countywide
by 2040 if the plan is adopted, from 2.452 to 2 M SF of additional office development.



A correction to a formula error in Table 11 reducing cumulative tax district revenues in the case
of delayed, then rapid development.



A correction to the calculation of school‐related revenues.



Including the state car tax payment as part of the calculation of vehicle personal property
revenues.



A correction to the calculation of school expenditures in Scenario 1.
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Background
Plan Goals, Location, and Process
On October 16, 2013, the 2012‐2015 Loudoun County Board of Supervisors initiated a Silver
Line/Metrorail Tax District Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPAM). Part of the focus of this effort was
encouraging development to increase the tax base while minimizing demands on transportation
infrastructure (and implicitly, minimizing the needed infrastructure investment to support this
development). The Board looked to achieve a balance between these four goals:
1) Prompt realization of tax revenues to support future Metrorail operations,
2) Maximizing future employment generation,
3) Achieving the desired land use pattern, and
4) Minimizing demands on the county's transportation infrastructure.
Staff sought input from an Urban Land Institute Technical Assistance Panel (ULI TAP) in 2014, followed by
two consultant studies:


Market Analysis and Best Practices (HR&A, September 2015). This study focused on the station
areas and the best practices for planning near airports.



Land Use Scenario Planning (Stantec, January 2016). This study focused on land planning options
between the station areas, and included fiscal impact calculations.

The 2016‐2019 Board of Supervisors gave direction to continue forward with the CPAM on March 17,
2016. The boundary for the CPAM is shown in black on Figure 1. The focus area for Stantec’s Land Use
Scenario Planning effort was within the red boundary.

Silver Line Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017
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Figure 1. Plan Boundary

The Small Area Plan area overlaps with the Metrorail Service Tax District, a major source of funding to
support Loudoun County’s obligations with the extension of Metrorail (see Figure 2). The boundary of the
plan area is shown in black, and the boundary of the tax district is shown in red. The plan area generally
is located in the northern portion of the district, west of Route 28 and north of Dulles Airport. A small
portion of the study area encompasses the portions of the airport north and east of the Greenway (Route
267), which is an area where future development associated with the Loudoun Gateway station may
occur. The plan area also includes some land outside of the Tax District.

Silver Line Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017

Page 2

Figure 2. Comparison of the Plan Area to the Metrorail Service Tax District
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Overview of this Study
Loudoun County includes fiscal impact analyses as part of planning efforts, especially when the proposed
type of development is new to the County. These analyses project the County’s revenues and
expenditures that could flow from an area, whether it be at the individual project level, an area of the
County, or the County as a whole. The net of revenues and expenditures is known as the fiscal impact.
To understand whether a proposed land use change is fiscally beneficial, the focus of these studies is on
the fiscal difference between current and proposed land use patterns and policies. The results of an
analysis can help decision makers understand whether and to what extent the proposed land use change
improves the County’s overall fiscal condition. In addition to expressing results in dollars, results also can
be expressed in terms of the impact on the County’s real property tax rate.

Features of this Analysis
This analysis is based on the differences in levels of development in the year 2040 Countywide. The
analysis has been done based on Iteration 3 development totals for residential units (multi‐family and
single‐family attached) and office square feet.
This fiscal impact analysis:
1. Forecasts capital facility needs and costs.
2. Forecasts the land needed for capital facilities, based on Loudoun County’s current capital facility
standards.
3. Characterizes the change to the overall fiscal balance within the County based on the proposed
land use changes.
4. Forecasts the increase in real property tax revenue to the overall Metrorail Service Tax District.

To characterize the County’s fiscal balance in the year 2040, two aspects are examined:



the net of revenues and operating expenditures in 2040, and
the capital financing costs in 2040.

Additional information is provided on capital facilities:





Capital facilities needed
Total capital costs
Total land needed
Cumulative financing costs that would be
incurred if the County paid for these
facilities
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And on Metrorail Service Tax District revenues:



In the year 2040
Cumulative to the year 2040

This analysis focuses on changes to the revenues and expenditures that support the operation of County
government and the Loudoun County Public Schools, along with capital costs specifically tied to the
proposed increases in development.
Other than for Metrorail Service Tax District calculations, the focus of this study is on Countywide impacts.
Using this approach, the impact of land use changes in this area on the County’s overall revenues and
expenditures can be clearly identified. Any shifts in development from outside to inside the plan area that
would not change the overall fiscal balance of the County are excluded from the assessment of fiscal
balance.
While a forecast of Metrorail Service Tax District revenues is included, this analysis does not incorporate
the capital and operating costs related to the Silver Line extension. Metrorail tax district revenues are
one source of funding to offset Metrorail costs. Tax district revenue forecasts from this report can be
used to assess the potential impact of land use changes on Loudoun County’s options for paying for
Metrorail costs.

Assumptions
Countywide Changes in Development as of 2040
The Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) provided the forecasted aggregate change in development
Countywide as of the year 2040. DPZ identified residential units and office space as the two types of
development that both would increase in the plan area and also Countywide. Countywide changes result
from increases in development within the plan area only. While the amounts of other types of
development (such as retail, hotels, etc.) may change within the plan area, there is not expected to be an
increase in these types of development overall within the County.
For the purposes of tax district revenue calculations, DPZ also provided a forecast of office and residential
development within the tax district area. Within the tax district, office development is expected to
increase beyond the overall increase in office development Countywide.
DPZ’s figures are based on the mid‐point of the range of densities proposed for each land use, and a
consideration of market conditions and projected rates of absorption. Development of residential units
and office space could be greater or less than these forecasts.
DPZ anticipates that the proposed change in planned land use would lead to an increase of almost 11,000
multi‐family housing units and 2 million SF of office development Countywide. DPZ’s assumptions draw
from advice provided by the Stantec study team, which identified the potential for increases in office
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space and the development of relatively small multi‐family units with the establishment of a different land
use pattern in the area between the Ashburn and Loudoun Gateway stations.
Table 1 shows forecasts for additional residential development through 2040 under the proposed plan. It
also shows the forecast under the current plan, and the difference. Forecasts are presented for single‐
family detached (SFD), single‐family attached (SFA), and multi‐family (MF) units.
With regards to nonresidential development, by 2040 an additional 2 million SF of office development is
forecast within County, based on instituting the proposed land pattern and policies. Some shift of office
development that would have occurred elsewhere in the County into the plan area also is anticipated.
Table 1. Forecasted New Housing Units in the Plan Area: current versus proposed plan

Current Plan,
2015 to 2040
SFD
SFA
MF

Proposed
Plan, 2015
through
20402

45
1,209
5,888
7,142

45
5,611
16,595
22,251

Difference,
Growth
Through 2040
‐
4,402
10,707
15,109

This report analyzes the impact of differences between the current and proposed plan – in other words,
this report focuses on the impact of the increment of development above and beyond what is called for
under the current plan and existing entitlements. For residential development, that means looking at the
impacts of the additional 15,109 housing units and their residents, as illustrated by Figure 3.

2

Table 1 presents forecasted residential development through 2040. It is anticipated that additional residential
development under the proposed plan would continue past 2040 to ultimate buildout. The timing of development
is subject to market conditions.
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Figure 3. Analyzing the Increase in Future Development: housing units
30,000

25,000

20,000

Increase
above
2015
level

15,000

Increase above
current plan

15,109

10,000
Existing Units, 2015

7,142
5,000

Current Plan
3,124

Proposed Plan

‐
1

Table 2, shows this net difference through 2040, along with the net increase in households, population,
and school children. The proposed plan anticipates that all additional multi‐family units in this area will
be fairly small and of urban format – and thus have fewer residents and school children. Figures in Table
2 reflect that assumption.
Table 2. Increase in Housing Units, Households, Population, and School Children
Housing
Units
SFD
SFA
MF

‐
4,402
10,707
15,109

School
Households Population Children
‐
4,270
9,958
14,227

‐
12,298
18,073
30,371

‐
2,306
1,056
3,362

Year 2016 Revenues and Expenditures
To evaluate a change in fiscal balance, fiscal impact analyses use revenue and expenditure figures all from
one fiscal year. Doing so ensures that the real property tax rate (used here, $1.135 as of January 1, 2015),
assessed values (also as of January 1, 2015) and expenditures are all aligned.
This analysis uses figures from fiscal year 2016, and draws some of its inputs from the analysis done by
TischlerBise as part of the Stantec Scenario Planning report: “Fiscal Impact Assistance for Loudoun County
Land Use Scenario Planning Project,” December 22, 2015. TischlerBise developed assumptions using the
FY 2016 Adopted Budget.
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Revenues and expenditures are shown in FY 2016 constant dollars.
Current Capital Facility Standards and Costs
The following assumptions were used to estimate the number of capital facilities that may need to be
developed as a result of the Silver Line Small Area Plan, as well as the cost in current dollars of the
development of these capital facilities:






The facility cost factors are based upon facility cost estimates used to develop the FY 2016 Budget.
The per capita factors and other guidelines used to calculate the number of capital facilities
triggered for development are based on the 2014 Adopted Capital Facility Standards.
The costs related to facilities that are already developed or do not relate to this type of
development have been provided with zero values (Animal Shelter, Fire Tanker Trucks, Brush
Trucks, Community Centers, Recycling Drop‐off Centers, Special Waste Drop‐off Centers, Juvenile
Detention Center, Emergency Homeless Shelter, Youth Shelter, and Bus Maintenance Facility).
For facilities that require land to be developed, the total acreage required and estimated land
acquisition costs are based upon a "worst case scenario" using current standards. The Silver Line
Comprehensive Plan Amendment calls for development of facilities with an urban character and
with smaller footprints.

Capital Financing
Capital costs for general government and school projects are typically financed through a combination of
cash and long term debt. The County’s fiscal policy requires that 10% of the Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) be funded with local tax funding, fund balance and other recurring local revenue sources.
This 10% cash contribution is referred to as “Pay‐Go” (for “pay as you go” financing).
Below is a list of the assumptions in the debt service calculations:






Assumes 90% debt financing and 10% Pay‐Go financing
Conservative interest rate of 5 percent, which is higher than the current market for AAA credit
Amortizes the debt over 20 years
Assumes one issuance per year
Does not include costs of issuance (e.g. financial advisor and bond counsel fees, rating agencies
fees, etc.)

Assumptions used in this analysis can be found in Attachment 2.

Sensitivity Tests
Fiscal results can vary based on key assumptions, including the number of residents and school children
generated, how rapidly development occurs, and the balance of nonresidential and residential
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development. This report includes scenarios and sensitivity tests3 that show the impact of varying these
assumptions (Table 3). These tests can help the reader consider the possible range of fiscal outcomes,
both in the year 2040 and in the years leading up to then.
Table 3. Tests of Key Assumptions
Assumption
Number of residents and school
children

When and how rapidly
development occurs

Balance of nonresidential and
residential development

Test
Scenarios 1 and 2, assuming
different household sizes and
pupil generation rates for multi‐
family units
Slower and sooner versus faster
and later development

The forecast mix of residential
and nonresidential
development, versus residential
development only, and versus
townhouse development only








Influences
Operating costs
Capital costs

Capital financing costs
Cumulative Metrorail
Service Tax District
revenues
Fiscal balance

Real property values are also an important assumption. For this analysis, values are based on current
assessed value data and analysis done for the Stantec Scenario Planning study. Calculations assume that
real property values outside of the plan area are not influenced by this land use plan.
Number of Residents and School Children
Since the number of residents and school children influence fiscal results, two scenarios are used in this
report, as shown in Table 4. Scenario 1 is based on a smaller number of residents and school children in
multi‐family units (1.87 residents and 0.15 school‐aged children per occupied multi‐family unit). These
are the forecasts developed by DPZ for this plan, as shown in Table 2.
Scenario 2 illustrates the difference in population and school children if the multi‐family units have the
same average number of residents and school children as seen in typical suburban style multi‐family units
built elsewhere in the County (1.97 residents and 0.23 school‐aged children per occupied multi‐family
unit).

3

A sensitivity test examines the impact of changing an assumption on the results of a calculation. Sensitivity tests
are used to consider “what if” the assumption is different.
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Table 4. Increase in Housing Units, Households, Population, and School Children

Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units
throughout the plan area
Housing
School
Units
Households Population Children
SFD
SFA
MF

‐
4,402
10,707
15,109

‐
4,270
9,958
14,227

‐
12,298
18,073
30,371

‐
2,306
1,056
3,362

Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household
sizes and pupil generation rates
Housing
School
Units
Households Population Children
SFD
SFA
MF

‐
4,402
10,707
15,109

‐
4,270
9,958
14,227

‐
12,298
19,616
31,914

‐
2,306
2,291
4,596

How Rapidly Development Occurs
The speed of residential development influences how much funding will be needed for capital facilities in
a given year. To evaluate this impact, fiscal results were compared for two options: relatively slower
development, starting soon, and relatively faster development, starting later. To help evaluate cumulative
tax district revenues, similar assumptions were used for office development. (Starting the faster growth
case later is more conservative, as the Metrorail Service Tax District will accumulate less revenue.)
For both the slower and faster growth options, residential and office development is modeled using flat
average rates per year. In the slower and sooner option, residential development begins in 2018 and
office development begins in 2021. In the faster and later option, both residential and office development
begin in 2031. Figure 4 illustrates the two options, using the example of residential development. Since
the need for capital facilities goes hand‐in‐hand with the arrival of residents, the slope of the two lines
can give a sense of the difference in how rapidly capital facilities would need to be provided.
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Figure 4. Slower and Sooner versus Faster and Later Sensitivity Test Options: residential example
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Balance of Residential and Nonresidential Development
Capital facility payments are only one part of the fiscal impact equation. Other components are
revenues and operating expenditures. By the year 2040, the year for which fiscal impacts are calculated
for this report, the total amount of development is the same.
This report analyzes the fiscal balance (the balance between revenues and expenditures) for the year
2040. The amount of nonresidential and residential development is an important determinant of fiscal
balance, with nonresidential development generally increasing revenues more than it increases costs to
the County, whereas the costs of residential development can exceed the revenue it provides.
To evaluate the impact of the mix of development on revenues and operating expenditures, the
forecasted mix (office, single‐family attached, and multi‐family development) was modeled, along with
two “worst case” sensitivity tests:



development of only residential uses (single‐family attached and multi‐family development)
development of only townhouses (single‐family attached)

These options were selected as sensitivity tests, reflecting in general that residential uses have developed
more quickly than office uses in the past.
While modeling results are presented for the year 2040, these results also can act as a guide to the range
of fiscal impacts that could occur prior to 2040, if residential and nonresidential development do not occur
at the same time.

Silver Line Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017

Page 11

Limitations
Any analysis of this type is subject to future conditions being different than those assumed. This can be
the case for forecasts, and also for the means of service delivery, including the services the County
provides and the types of capital facilities needed.
As this report provides analysis of a plan still under development, policies and data available in the future
may change results. Examples include:


Development of housing policies. In this report, all multi‐family structures are modeled as having
12.5% of their units designated as affordable (such as Affordable Dwelling Units [ADUs] and
Unmet Housing Needs Units where ADUs are not required). This is in excess of current
requirements, which do not require ADUs in buildings of four or more stories with elevators.



Any road improvements needed as the result of this plan. The cost of road improvements are not
included in this report.



Any concentration of nonresidential development, other than office, in this area. Other uses
may shift their location to this area without increasing their total amount Countywide, which
could impact the calculation of Metrorail Service Tax District revenues.

Other aspects of this study’s design to note:


The fiscal impact is provided in the year 2040, rather than annually. It is possible that
nonresidential and residential development will not occur at the same rate throughout the period,
and even for residential development to precede nonresidential development for several years.
Since residential development can be fiscally negative, the fiscal balance in a given year could be
worse than is modeled for the year 2040.



Data were not available by location within the plan area, so real property values for all
development are largely based on County averages, with no increase in values close to the Metro
stations.



It is possible that redevelopment of some areas close to the two Metro stations also could occur,
resulting in the replacement of some current nonresidential development. The impact of
potential redevelopment has not been assessed.
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Capital Facilities
Capital Facility Needs and Costs
Residential development leads to the need for additional County services, and the facilities used to
provide those services. Table 5 on the following page shows the incremental increase in facilities needed,
for the development under the proposed plan through 2040.
Calculations are based on the increment of a facility needed to accommodate population growth each
year, then summed as of 2040. To be conservative, costs are included even if the facility is not triggered
(i.e., the increments do not add up to a full facility, but rather are 0.6 of a facility, etc.). Doing this reflects
the uncertainty inherent in any long‐term forecast, is consistent with how staff has calculated needs for
previous plans, and is consistent with how the Capital Intensity Factor is applied.
The results serve as a guide to the number and costs of capital facilities that will need to be developed
and the amount of land need to accommodate those facilities. Under Scenario 1, the total value of capital
facility costs in 2040 is approximately $580 million. This is a little over half the value of the current six‐
year CIP excluding transportation‐related projects. The FY 2017 – FY 2022 CIP totals approximately
$1,073,880,000 for general government‐ and school‐related capital projects. A need for 330 acres for
capital facilities is projected by 2040, using the current, conservative standards, based on a suburban
model.
Using the current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation rates, Scenario 2 has slightly higher
capital facility development costs when compared to the smaller multi‐family unit sizes used for Scenario
1. Higher generation rates result in higher overall capital facility costs given the higher service demand
driven by an increase in the growth of the population. Under Scenario 2, the total value of capital facility
costs in 2040 is approximately $690 million. A need for 380 acres for capital facilities is projected by 2040,
using the current, conservative standards, based on a suburban model.

Capital Financing Costs
Capital costs for general government and school projects are typically financed through a combination of
cash, proffered land or facilities, and long term debt. Debt financing capital projects can be beneficial for
several reasons. Debt financing frees up cash flow so that large amounts of funds are not tied up for capital
projects and can be used elsewhere. Also, debt financing allows capital costs to be spread out over the
useful life of the assets. This creates another benefit of generational equity; because the costs are spread
out over time, they are also spread out over current and future users; therefore, everyone using the asset
“shares” in the cost. Although there are borrowing costs (interest payments) associated with debt
financing, as a locality with a triple AAA credit rating, Loudoun has access to the market at lower interest
rates.
To show the impact of capital costs on the County’s ability to pay for them, capital costs are translated
into annual expenditures. Table 6 presents costs in the year 2040.
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Table 5. Additional Capital Facilities Needed4: current versus proposed plan
In constant dollars.
Scenario 1

Capital Facility
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Animal Shelter
Sheriff Stations
Fire Station
Fire Engine
ALS Ambulance
Aerial Truck
Heavy Rescue Squad
Fire Tanker Truck
Brush Truck
Recreation Center
Community Center
Teen Center
Senior Center
Adult Day Center
Satellite Maintenance Facility
Regional Park
District Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Recreational Trails
DS Group Residence
MH Group Residence
Library
Juvenile Detention Center
Emergency Homeless Shelter
Youth Shelter
Adolescent Living Residence
General Government Support
Space (SF)
Bus Maintenance Facility
Park and Ride Lot
Transit Buses
Recycling Drop Off Center
Special Waste Drop Off Center
Total Costs
Total Acres

Portion of
Facility

Cost in
constant dollars

1.67
0.57
0.57
0.06
0.30
1.21
3.04
3.04
1.21
0.61
3.04
3.04
0.37
0.67
0.15
0.54
0.36
0.18
0.31
0.49
1.21
3.04
19.74
0.80
1.66
0.46
0.06
0.06
0.12
0.06

$ 90,125,232
47,625,460
99,719,219
‐
4,926,176
24,509,397
2,429,680
1,062,985
1,214,840
485,936
‐
‐
29,639,657
‐
1,977,152
6,950,449
2,477,190
285,777
55,741,829
31,589,085
32,667,048
46,750,080
11,864,431
2,117,978
4,019,082
13,393,611
‐
‐
‐
488,279

121,484
0.06
1.16
6.14
0.55
0.06

57,540,244
‐
9,837,673
3,681,333
‐
‐
$ 583,119,823
334

Scenario 2
Portion of
Facility

Cost in
constant dollars

2.29 $ 123,216,850
0.79
65,112,278
0.79
136,333,497
0.06
‐
0.32
5,176,336
1.28
25,754,025
3.19
2,553,063
3.19
1,116,965
1.28
1,276,532
0.64
510,613
3.19
‐
3.19
‐
0.39
31,144,809
0.71
‐
0.16
2,077,555
0.57
7,303,404
0.38
2,602,986
0.19
300,289
0.32
58,572,492
0.52
33,193,231
1.28
34,325,935
3.19
49,124,127
20.74
12,466,927
0.84
2,225,532
1.74
4,223,178
0.48
14,073,761
0.06
‐
0.06
‐
0.13
‐
0.06
513,074
127,653.16
0.06
1.22
6.45
0.58
0.06

60,462,233
‐
10,337,247
3,868,278
‐
‐
687,865,216
382

4

Capital facility needs shown reflect the incremental additional needs, above and beyond capital facilities needed
under the current plan.
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To the extent proffers do not offset these costs, debt financing and County cash payments (“pay‐go”)
would be used. Debt service results from payments for bonds not just issued in one year, but also
payments for bonds issued in prior years. When development occurs over a shorter period, annual
expenditures are higher, therefore, Table 6 includes illustrative “slow” (23 year, from 2018 through
2040) and “fast” (10 year, from 2031 through 2040) growth periods.
Table 6. Annual Costs of Projected Capital Facility Needs
In constant dollars
Annual Cost in 2040
Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units throughout the plan area
Residential development over 23 years

$

37,338,000

Residential development over 10 years

$

48,348,000

Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation rates
Residential development over 23 years

$

44,044,000

Residential development over 10 years

$

57,021,000

The impact to the County depends on how quickly residential development occurs. If residential
development occurs slowly (at an even rate over the entire 23 year period from 2018 to 2040), annual
capital expenditures will be less. If residential development occurs quickly (for this example, over a span
of ten years), annual capital expenditures will be higher. While Table 6 presents the total costs in 2040,
expenditures past 2040 could be higher, as development continues.
For each scenario, the cost in 2040 ranges from $37 to $57 million. Table 6 shows full costs in 2040,
including those that could be paid through both debt service and pay‐go payments. These forecasts do
not include the impact of offsetting proffers, and are based on the County’s practice of selling debt in
tranches and amortizing over 20 years. These additional payments in 2040 would be in addition to
payments for capital facilities supporting growth already anticipated under the current plan.
These payments equate to 21 to 33 percent of current debt service expenditures. The County has a ten‐
year debt payout ratio above 60%, therefore, the full impact of adding this additional cost would be
mitigated to an extent by retiring old debt.
It is important to note that the County has a self‐imposed debt issuance guideline currently set at $225
million per year. While the fiscal policy requires review of this guideline every five years, the current
guideline, set through FY 2022, is not sufficient to accommodate the additional debt issuance assumed in
the “slow growth” scenarios which begin with the issuance of an additional $23 to 27 million in debt in
2018. The fiscal policy further defines the debt issuance guideline as based on the Consumer Price Index
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five‐year rolling average. Based on this, it is unknown what the incremental adjustment to the debt
issuance guideline could be in FY 2022.
While Table 6 provides projected costs in the year 2040, Table 7 below provides the total costs for facilities
needed for development through 2040 over time. This cost includes both payments through 2040, and
those that would continue afterwards. For comparability to Table 6, data are presented for both the
slower and faster growth options, although overall costs for facilities would be about the same in either
case.
Table 7. Total Costs of Projected Capital Facility Needs from 2018 to 20405
In constant dollars
Residential
Residential
Development Over Development Over
10 Years
23 Years
Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units throughout the plan area
Principal
$
524,808,000
$
524,808,000
Interest payments
275,649,000
275,463,000
Total Debt Service
$
800,457,000
$
800,271,000
Pay‐Go (Cash)
Total Costs

$
$

58,312,000
858,769,000

$
$

58,312,000
858,583,000

Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation
rates
Principal
$
619,079,000
$
619,079,000
Interest payments
325,144,000
325,049,000
Total Debt Service
$
944,223,000
$
944,128,000
Pay‐Go (Cash)
Total Costs

$
68,787,000
$ 1,013,010,000

$
68,787,000
$ 1,012,915,000

Offsetting Capital Costs through Proffers
In the past, proffers have been utilized to help mitigate the impacts of residential development. County
policy has been to request payments, whether as cash, or in kind through donation of land and/or
facilities, to offset 100% of costs for residential development above the base density allowed in the zoning
district, other than for costs associated with affordable dwelling units.
Currently, the zoning within the plan area largely is for nonresidential uses (residential base density equals
zero) or is already rezoned for transit‐oriented development. If this zoning is retained, changes to

5

Slight differences in interest payments result from modeling principal payments in $5,000 increments.
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development consistent with the proposed plan would require a rezoning. To the extent that proffers
have offset 100% of costs, they have lessened the impact of capital costs on the County’s fiscal balance.
Facilities proffered do not always offset the total costs of capital facility development as reflected in the
County’s Capital Facility Standards (see the list shown in Table 5). For example, developers have sought
capital facility credits to provide roadway improvements or other facilities not shown on this list. Doing
so reduces the funding available for the other capital facilities, increasing the amount of funding the
County needs to provide to construct them.
By existing policy, the County has sought to offset 100% of capital facility development costs related to
increased residential densities allowed as part of rezoning applications in the Suburban policy area.
Proffers can include provision of cash, land and facilities.
Cash proffers currently only offset 4% of total CIP project costs, and 6% of non‐transportation related CIP
costs. This is due to the following factors:
1. Capital facility contribution credits are granted for residential units allowed under the base
density zoning of the rezoned land.
2. Capital facility contribution credits are granted for affordable dwelling units (ADU) proposed as
part of a rezoning application.
3. Capital facility contribution credits are granted for the value of any proffered land or in‐kind
dedications accepted by the County.
4. Cash proffer contributions are paid to the County upon issuance of zoning or occupancy permits.
The timing of the issuance of these zoning permits depends upon the economy, the housing
market, and consumer trends.
5. Cash proffers are programmed for use in the CIP only after they have been collected and cash is
on hand. Due to the uncertain nature of when cash proffers will be collected, the County does
not prospectively program the use of cash proffers in the CIP, but waits until sufficient balances
have been accumulated to program onto capital projects to drive down the amount of debt
required to be issued on projects.
6. Cash proffers can only be programmed for the stated programmatic purpose provided in the
approved proffer statement. Many cash proffers have very specific uses, which if that use is not
currently in the CIP, the proffer cannot be programmed for use.
7. Cash proffers can only be programmed in the same planning subarea of the County as the
approved rezoning application it is related to. There are geographic limitations as to where and
what projects cash proffers can be programmed for. For example, cash proffers collected in the
Sterling area cannot be programmed into the CIP if there are no capital projects in the Sterling
area planned for development.
It is anticipated that a higher amount of cash proffers will be programmed for use in the Silver Line area
than the typical amount programmed into the six‐year CIP. This is because most of the remaining land in
the Silver Line area has no underlying, existing base residential density that would be credited to rezoning
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applicants. Capital facility contributions credits that would be granted to applicants would be related to
ADU credits and credits on the value of land or in‐kind proffers dedicated to the County.
Furthermore, most of the Silver Line area is in the Ashburn planning subarea. Cash proffers collected
would be eligible for use on projects in the Silver Line area, and also predominantly in the Ashburn
planning subarea.
The amount of debt financing required to offset capital facility development costs in the Silver Line area
will largely be dependent on the timing of the collection of capital facility cash proffer contributions, and
the level of capital facility credits granted to rezoning applications for ADU’s. There is a likelihood that
some capital facilities will be triggered for development before sufficient amounts of cash proffers are
collected to offset 100% of the facility costs. Also, due to the provision of some capital facility credits
(primarily related to ADU’s), 100% of capital facility costs will not be able to be offset using proffers. The
timing of cash proffer contributions is hard to determine and is dependent on housing market demand
for residential units in the Silver Line area. Therefore, the use of debt financing and local tax funding may
be required to offset capital facility development costs in the Silver Line area when there is uncertainty in
the timing and issuance or residential zoning or occupancy permits.
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Changes to the County’s Fiscal Balance
Revenues and Operating Expenditures
To investigate how and the extent to which Loudoun County’s ability to pay for services could be impacted
by changes to the planned land uses, the balance of the revenues and operating expenditures in the year
2040 was examined (Table 8). These results can indicate the general direction and magnitude of potential
fiscal impacts, prior to subtracting capital expenditures.
To illustrate the level of variance in fiscal results that could occur from differing pupil generation rates and
household sizes in multi‐family units, fiscal results for the two scenarios are presented in Attachment 3.
Annual capital financing costs, not including any offset from proffer contributions, are also included in this
attachment, for slower/sooner and faster/later development. The difference between revenues and
operating expenditures is identified as the “net operating flows.” Then figures less capital financing costs
are shown below this row.
As noted above, tests of the results with the development of 1) only residential uses (single family
attached and multi‐family development) and 2) only townhouses (single‐family attached) are included
along with modeling the forecasted mix of development (office, single‐family attached, and multi‐family
development).
Table 8. Revenues less Operating Expenditures in the Year 2040, Additional Development under the
Proposed Plan
In constant dollars

Operating
Expenditures

Revenues

Net Operating
Flows

Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units throughout the plan area
Forecast mix of
residential and office
development

$

91,114,000

$

78,062,000

$

13,052,000

Residential
development only

78,242,000

75,752,000

2,490,000

Townhouse (SFA)
development only

37,625,000

42,811,000

(5,186,000)
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Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation rates
Forecast mix of
residential and office
development

$

94,475,000

$

95,242,000

$

(767,000)

Residential
development only

81,603,000

92,932,000

(11,329,000)

Townhouse (SFA)
development only

37,625,000

42,811,000

(5,186,000)

The mix of development (both office and residential) under Scenario 1 provides a positive fiscal impact
equal to almost two pennies on the tax rate (roughly $7 million for two collections, based on FY
2016/calendar year 2015 assessments), prior to taking into account capital payments. Most of the other
examples shown in Table 8 are fiscally negative. Table 8 demonstrates that:




Achievement of small household sizes and pupil generation rates in multi‐family units is key to
achieving positive fiscal results, with this mix of land uses.
Office development provides a large positive fiscal impact, helping to offset the costs of residential
development.
While a mix of residential and office development is a goal of the plan, to the extent residential
precedes office development, net operating flows could be lower, or even negative.

Annual Expenditures on Capital Costs
When a rezoning is submitted, a capital contribution amount has typically been calculated using a
worksheet that incorporates the adopted Capital Intensity Factors (the “CIF”). There are different factors
by unit type and area of the County, so that the anticipated capital needs of a given type of unit in a given
location can be estimated. These factors are estimates based on averages.
The CIF is revised every two years. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the CIF matches
capital costs, although in practice, it can become somewhat out‐of‐date before it is revised. It should be
noted that the CIF is based on the anticipated capital needs of the County. When there is a large scale
change in future development as is proposed with this plan, additional facilities – such as additional
schools – are needed, which can lead to increases in the CIF.
The capital needs of affordable dwelling units (ADUs) and also of any units that could be developed by‐
right are not included in present capital facility impact calculations. By‐right units are negligible in this
area.
For the purposes of this analysis, the annual cost to provide for the portion of capital facilities attributable
to 12.5% of the residential units is being considered the annual cost to the County. Based on the draft
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plan’s policies, multi‐family buildings (including those with elevators that are four or more stories) are
assumed to include housing designated to be affordable, such as Unmet Housing Needs Units and ADUs.
The section discussing proffers above highlighted issues with relying on proffers to fully offset the costs
of capital facilities. If proffer contributions do not mitigate capital costs, the amount paid by the County
will be higher.
Table 9. Capital Expenditures Needed as a Result of Units Designated Affordable in the Year 2040,
from Additional Development under the Proposed Plan
Annual Cost in 2040
Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units throughout the plan area
Residential development over 23 years
$
4,969,000
Residential development over 10 years
$
6,435,000
Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation
rates
Residential development over 23 years
$
5,500,000
Residential development over 10 years
$
7,123,000

As is shown in Table 9, affordable unit‐related capital costs could range from $5 to $7 million per year in
2040.

Net Fiscal Impact
As shown on Table 8, there is a range of possibilities for the County’s fiscal balance in 2040, and the years
leading up to it. The most fiscally positive possibility is the forecasted mix of development (both office
and residential) under Scenario 1, which assumes smaller multi‐family units.
If smaller household sizes and pupil generation rates are not achieved, net operating flows are negative.
Net operating flows also can be greatly reduced or negative when residential development is not
accompanied by office development.
When the intended mix of office and residential development occurs along with smaller household sizes
and pupil generation rates, net operating flows are much greater than the capital costs for affordable
units shown in Table 9. Without this mix, the net fiscal impact is negative.
Attachment 3 provides detail on revenues and operating expenditures in scenarios 1 and 2, along with
capital costs. Capital costs are substantial, highlighting the importance of securing proffers to help offset
these costs.
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Tax District Revenues
Metrorail Tax Districts
Three Metrorail tax Districts (see the map in Figure 5) were adopted by the Board in December 2012 to
fund the capital and operating costs of the Silver Line extension into Loudoun County. Each district can
have a maximum special levy (in addition to the general real property tax levy) of $0.20 per $100 of
assessed value.
A special levy of $0.20 has been in effect for the large Metrorail Service Tax District, which encompasses
the two Metrorail station service districts plus some additional areas, since January 1, 2013. The primary
purpose of the special levy in the Metrorail Service District is to service the debt incurred by the County
to fund its portion of the cost of constructing the Metrorail extension into Loudoun.
Figure 5. Map of the Three Districts

Figure 6 provides a closer view of the planned land uses within and outside of the Metrorail Service Tax
District (shown by the red outline) along with the two Metrorail station service districts (dotted lines).
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Figure 6. Metrorail Tax Districts with Planned Land Uses

To date, no special levies have been authorized for the Route 606‐Airport Stations Service District or for
the Route 772 Station Service District. However, revenue from special levies in these districts would be a
source of funding for the County’s ongoing annual payments to the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA) for providing Metrorail service to these stations.

Rt. 28 Tax District
Approximately the eastern third of the plan area lies within the Route 28 Highway Transportation
Improvement District. The Route 28 Special Tax District was created by Loudoun and Fairfax Counties in
response to a joint petition by the owners of real property located near Route 28. Commercial and
industrial real property within this district is subject to a maximum special levy of $0.20 per $100 of
assessed value. The proceeds of this special levy are used to finance improvements to Route 28, including
debt service for improvements financed by bond issuance.
When commercial and industrially zoned land is rezoned to allow residential uses (including to mixed‐use
zoning districts), a “buy‐out” payment is required. The Route 28 District contract requires payment by
the property owner of a sum representing the present value of the future special improvement taxes to
be lost as a result of a zoning change from a nonresidential to a residential zoning district. This payment
offsets the value of the taxes that would have been paid to the district if the land had remained
commercial/industrial. Any rezonings within the tax district pursuant to the proposed land use plan would
mitigate their impact on the district through the buy‐out payment.
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Increase in Metrorail Service Tax District Revenues
Table 10 presents the increase in Metrorail Service Tax District revenue in the year 2040. As with the
other calculations, this is based on the forecast increase in development beyond what would occur with
the current land use plan. Residential development levels shown are somewhat less, since the tax district
overlaps with much of, but not all of, the plan area. Nonresidential (office) levels are somewhat higher,
reflecting a concentration of office uses in this area, in addition to increased development with the plan.
Calculations use a 20 cent tax rate.
Table 10. Increase in Metrorail Service Tax District Revenues in the Year 2040, from Additional
Development under the Proposed Plan
In constant dollars
Increased
Development
through 2040 (SF
or unit
Nonresidential Development
Office
Residential Development
SFD
SFA
MF

2,660,122
‐
3,218
10,412

Additional Real
Property Value as
of 2040

Additional Tax
District Revenues

$

433,600,000

$

867,000

$
‐
$ 1,354,714,445
$ 2,115,458,000

$
$
$

‐
2,709,000
4,231,000

$

7,807,000

Additional Tax District Revenues in 2040

As Table 10 provides revenues for the year 2040, it shows the highest amount of revenue anticipated in a
single year. Since development is ongoing, there would be fewer structures to tax and lower real property
revenues in earlier years.
Table 11 shows the forecasted cumulative increase in revenues through 2040, both using the slower and
sooner option and the faster and later option. The impact of development beginning earlier is evident.
The primary means of funding the capital costs of the Silver Line extension into Loudoun is a loan of $195
million (the TIFIA loan), which finances approximately 71 percent of the total capital construction costs.
Payments on this loan are expected to be complete by April 2042. Additional appropriation‐backed debt
will need to be issued to fund the remaining portion, currently estimated to be approximately $61 million.
Payments on this debt also would be expected to be complete by 2042 or 2043. Together, the maximum
debt service payment is expected to be around $16 million.
Note that revenues are presented in constant dollars. With inflation, revenues would be expected to
increase, increasing the revenue available to pay debt service on the TIFIA loan and additional debt.
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Table 11. Cumulative Increase in Metrorail Service Tax District Revenues as of 2040, from Additional
Development under the Proposed Plan
In constant dollars
Slower/Sooner
Development
Nonresidential Development
Residential Development
Total Additional Revenues

$
$
$
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9,106,000
83,284,000
92,390,000

Delayed, then Rapid
Development 2031‐2040
$
$
$

4,770,000
38,172,000
42,942,000

Page 25

Conclusion
In 2013, the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors identified these four goals to pursue in considering
planning for this area:
1) Prompt realization of tax revenues to support future Metrorail operations,
2) Maximizing future employment generation,
3) Achieving the desired land use pattern, and
4) Minimizing demands on the county's transportation infrastructure.
This study addresses the first goal, by forecasting future Metrorail Service Tax District revenues. It also
looks more broadly at the potential change to the fiscal balance within the County as a whole based on
choosing the path envisioned by the proposed land use plan.

Metrorail Service Tax District Revenues
By 2040, based on forecasts provided by DPZ, this tax district is forecast to produce $7.8 million more in
revenue than it would without the plan change. Almost ninety percent of this increase is forecast to result
from residential development.
Cumulative revenues available to help support the district are strongly influenced by the timing of
development.
2040 is near the end of the timeframe for payment of debt service funding Loudoun County’s share of the
construction of the Silver Line. The two smaller station districts, created to generate revenues to cover
ongoing operating expenses, overlap with smaller portions of the plan area. Development within the two
smaller districts can help support the operation of Metrorail into the future.

Changes to the County’s Fiscal Balance
The results of this study show that the additional development allowed under this plan, as compared to
the current plan, has the potential to be fiscally positive. However, to achieve that, three things are
needed:




a balance of nonresidential and residential development,
residential development that generates fewer residents and school children, and
developer contributions that offset capital costs.

With a plan and policies to guide this development, market conditions may still lead development to be
fiscally negative, if residential development occurs without accompanying nonresidential development.
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Attachment 1: Planned Land Use Map
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Attachment 2: Assumptions
Assumptions: Capital, Debt Service, and Metrorail Service Tax District Calculations
Development Amounts and Timing: scenarios and options (timing within each scenario)
Changes between current and proposed land use plans are provided by the Loudoun County Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ).
2,000,000 Change in office SF Countywide as of 10/27/16
2,660,122 Change in office SF inside of tax district, iteration 3, as of 9/30/16
Scenarios: for sensitivity testing of differences in household sizes and school children in multi-family units
Scenario 1
Development data based on iteration 3 draft land use map as of 9/30/16; demographic factors (household sizes, pupil generation rates, vacancy rates) per DPZ.
Development data based on iteration 3 draft land use map as of 9/30/16; demographic factors from the 2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines.
Scenario 2
Options for Timing of Residential Development (Annual Time Lines): to enable Debt Service and Tax District Revenue Modeling
A
Slower development, starting in 2018: flat (same average values each year)
B
Faster development, starting later (in 2031): flat (same average values each year)
Options for Timing of Nonresidential Development (Annual Time Lines): to enable Tax District Revenue Modeling
A
Slower development, starting in 2021: flat (same average values each year)
B
Faster development, starting later (in 2031): flat (same average values each year)
Mix of Rental versus Condo Multi-Family Units
60.0% Share of rental units, based on 2012 RCLCO assumptions used in modeling the impact of the Silver Line extension
40.0% Share of condo units
Affordable Dwelling Unit Shares
12.5%
12.5%
12.5%
12.5%

Single-Family Detached (SFD)
Single-Family Attached (SFA)
Multi-Family (MF) Condo
Multi-Family (MF) Rental

Per the draft plan's policies, all multi-family buildings (including those with
elevators that are four or more stories) are assumed to include housing
designated to be affordable, such as Unmet Housing Needs Units and

Other Demographics
494,180 County Population, end of forecast period (2045): 2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines
5.0% Share of population ages 12-14. DPZ, interpolation of U.S. Census Bureau data.
17.9% Share of population ages 55+. U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 Population Estimates Program.

School Children
100.0%
46.2%
23.1%
30.8%

Share of school-aged children attending public schools
Elementary school student share of total (6 out of 13 grades)
Middle school student share of total (3 out of 13 grades)
High school student share of total (4 out of 13 grades)

Real Property Values, January 1, 2015
Market Rate
SFD
SFA
MF Condo -- per unit
MF Rental -- per unit

$
$
$
$

Office -- per square foot

$

676,017
460,406
300,000
160,000

2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table A-9
2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table A-9
Value for Urban Multifamily Attached, Figure 2, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget, analysis of average values for rental units at Loudoun Station
2015 assessment data from the Office of the Commissioner of the Revenue.
163 2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table B-8
$
216,000.0
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Affordable Dwelling Units
SFD
SFA
MF Condo -- per unit
MF Rental -- per unit

$
$
$
$

222,000
145,000
129,000
103,000

Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget

Real Property Taxation, Metrorail Service Tax District
Tax Rate
Collection rate

$

0.20
100.0%

Debt Service
Debt service calculations are amortized over 20 years, the length used for funding the construction of buildings. No refinancing is assumed
5.00% Interest rate

Capital Costs
CIP

per FY 2016 Budget: 2014 CIF land costs; 2016 CIP facility costs
CIP

Basis for costs
10% PAYGO Percentage -- school facilities
10% PAYGO Percentage -- remaining costs

Notes:
1. The per capita factors used to calculate the number of capital facilities triggered for development are based on the 2014 Adopted Capital Facility Standards.
2. For capital facility standards that are not based on a per capita measure, the total population estimate for 2045 is divided by the number of facilities called for
by the Capital Facility Standard.
3. All facilities included in the 2014 Adopted Capital Facility Standards are listed. The costs related to facilities that are already developed and accounted for
have been provided with zero values as these facilities will not need to be developed with net population growth, although in some cases expansion may be necessary.
4. Total acreage required and estimated land acquisition costs are based upon a "worst case scenario" if each facility required land acquisition
as a component of its development.
5. Per lane mile costs for additional road improvements associated with the plan are based on data submitted to the Fiscal Impact Committee for its October 6, 2016 meeting.
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Cost assumptions: CIP Basis

Total Projected New Facilities
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Animal Shelter
Sheriff Stations
Fire Station
Fire Engine
ALS Ambulance
Aerial Truck
Heavy Rescue Squad
Fire Tanker Truck
Brush Truck
Recreation Center
Community Center
Teen Center
Senior Center
Adult Day Center
Satellite Maintenance Facility
Regional Park
District Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Recreational Trails
DS Group Residence
MH Group Residence
Library
Juvenile Detention Center
Emergency Homeless Shelter
Youth Shelter
Adolescent Living Residence
General Government Support Space (SF)
Bus Maintenance Facility
Park and Ride Lot
Transit Buses
Recycling Drop Off Center
Special Waste Drop Off Center
Extra Lane Miles based on
plan (lane miles and cost
per mile)

Acreage Cost Per
Per Capita /Lane
Acre/Lane
Factor
Mile
Mile
928
1,350
1,800
494,180
100,000
25,000
10,000
10,000
25,000
50,000
10,000
10,000
82,363
45,000
10,000
10,000
15,000
164,727
98,836
61,773
25,000
10,000
1,000
38,000
18,325
494,180
494,180
247,090
494,180
4
494,180
100
4,950
54,909
494,180

-

20
35
75
5
5
5

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
15 $
6 $
5 $
5 $
4 $
$
200 $
75 $
30 $
15 $
0.63 $
0.5 $
0 $
7 $
6 $
2 $
2 $
2 $
0 $
10 $
5 $
$
0 $
1 $

-
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$

Total Acreage/Lane
Mile Costs

Facility Costs

Total Cost

630,000
630,000
630,000
900,000
900,000
630,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
630,000
630,000
630,000
630,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000
900,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

12,600,000
22,050,000
47,250,000
4,500,000
4,500,000
9,450,000
4,500,000
4,500,000
3,600,000
126,000,000
47,250,000
18,900,000
9,450,000
567,000
450,000
225,000
6,300,000
1,800,000
83
4,500,000
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

41,300,000
60,820,000
126,265,000
11,720,000
15,675,000
800,000
350,000
1,000,000
800,000
70,930,000
8,520,000
8,285,000
3,235,000
1,550,000
55,400,000
17,000,000
7,990,000
5,943,000
34,000
2,200,000
2,200,000
23,100,000
6,145,000
391
3,950,000
600,000
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

53,900,000
82,870,000
173,515,000
16,220,000
20,175,000
800,000
350,000
1,000,000
800,000
80,380,000
13,020,000
12,785,000
6,835,000
1,550,000
181,400,000
64,250,000
26,890,000
15,393,000
601,000
2,650,000
2,425,000
29,400,000
7,945,000
474
8,450,000
600,000
-

4,000,000

$

-

$

-

$

-
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Assumptions: Revenues and Operating Expenditures -- County General Fund, Schools, and General Fund Transfers
Development Amount and Mix Assumptions
Changes between current and proposed land use plans as of 2040 provided by the Loudoun County Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ).
2,000,000 Change in office SF as of 10/27/16
Scenarios: for sensitivity testing of differences in household sizes and school children in multi-family units
Scenario 1
Development data based on draft land use map as of 10/27/16 demographic factors (household sizes, pupil generation rates, vacancy rates) per DPZ.
Development data based on draft land use map as of 10/27/16; demographic factors from the 2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines .
Scenario 2
Options for Mix of Development: sensitivity tests
A
Mix of office and residential (SFA, MF) development, as forecast
C
SFA and MF development only

Mix of Rental versus Condo Multi-Family Units
60.0% Share of rental units, based on 2012 RCLCO assumptions used in modeling the impact of the Silver Line extension.
40.0% Share of condo units
Affordable Dwelling Unit Shares
12.5%
12.5%
12.5%
12.5%

Single-Family Detached (SFD)
Single-Family Attached (SFA)
Multi-Family (MF) Condo
Multi-Family (MF) Rental

Per the draft plan's policies, all multi‐family buildings (including those with elevators that are
four or more stories) are assumed to include housing designated to be affordable, such as
Unmet Housing Needs Units and Affordable Dwelling Units.

Revenue Assumptions
Real Property
Market Rate Real Property Values, January 1, 2015
SFD
$ 676,017
$ 460,406
SFA
$ 300,000
MF Condo -- per unit
MF Rental -- per unit
$ 160,000
Office -- per square foot

$

2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table A-9
2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table A-9
Value for Urban Multifamily Attached, Figure 2, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget, analysis of average values for rental units at Loudoun Station;
2015 assessment data from the Office of the Commissioner of the Revenue.
163 2015 Fiscal Impact Committee Guidelines, Table B-8
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Affordable Dwelling Unit Values

SFD
SFA
MF Condo -- per unit
MF Rental -- per unit

Real Property Taxation
General Fund Tax Rate, 2015
Metrorail Service District Tax Rate
Collection rate

$
$
$
$

222,000
145,000
129,000
103,000

$
$

Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Family Services.
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget.

1.135 FY 2016 Budget
0.20 FY 2016 Budget
100.0%

Personal Property and Sales Tax
Personal property and sales tax figures below were derived, by TischlerBise for market rate for sales units and by County staff for rental and affordable dwelling units, by adjusting
Countywide personal property and sales tax receipts proportional to unit values.
Average Assessed Value per Unit, 2015
Average Personal Property Tax per Unit
Average Sales Tax per Unit

415,000 Figure 9, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.
867 Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget.
90 Figure 11, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.

$
$
$

Personal
Property
Residential (per unit) - market rate
SFD
SFA
MF Condo -- per unit
MF Rental -- per unit

$
$
$
$

Residential (per unit) - affordable dwelling unit
SFD
$
SFA
$
MF Condo -- per unit
$
MF Rental -- per unit
$

Sales Tax
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget and Figure 11, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memora
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget and Figure 11, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memora
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget and Figure 11, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memora
Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget.

1,413
962
627
334

$
$
$
$

147
100
65
35

464
303
270
215

$
$
$
$

48
31
28
22

$

45 Figure 10, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.

Office (per job)
$

Figure 8, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.

794

Other County Revenues
Residential (per capita)
Office (per job)

$
$

275 Figure 8, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.
440 Figure 8, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.
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School Revenues
Residential (per capita)
Residential (per student)

$
$

Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget.
3,875 Loudoun County Department of Management and Budget.

Expenditure Assumptions
County Expenditures
Residential (per capita)
Office (per job)

$ 1,026.70 Figure 13, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15, less transfer to the CIP Fund and plus DTCI expenditures.
$
322.11 Figure 13, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15, less transfer to the CIP Fund, plus DTCI expenditures.

School Expenditures
Residential (per student)

$

13,091 Figure 14, TischlerBise, Fiscal Impact Assistance Technical Memorandum, 12/22/15.

Debt Service in the Year 2040
Affordable units only
Timing Option A from Cap_DS_TDRev Model

Slower development, starting in 2018 (residential) and 2021 (office)
Scenario 1
Scenario 2

Mix of office and residential development,
as forecast
Timing Option B from Cap_DS_TDRev Model

$

34,802,472 $

41,053,175

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

$

4,632,060 $

5,126,099

$

5,659,965 $

6,263,181

$

337,087 $

373,825

$

775,299 $

859,799

Faster, later development, starting in 2031 (both residential and office)

Mix of office and residential development,
as forecast

$

42,516,351 $

50,142,537

Cash (PAYGO) in the Year 2040
Timing Option A from Cap_DS_TDRev Model

Slower development, starting in 2018 (residential) and 2021 (office)

Mix of office and residential (SFA, MF)
development, as forecast
Timing Option B from Cap_DS_TDRev Model

$

2,535,304 $

2,990,718

Faster, later development, starting in 2031 (both residential and office)

Mix of office and residential (SFA, MF)
development, as forecast
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$

5,831,198 $

6,878,652
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Attachment 3: Fiscal Impact Analysis Results
Scenario 1: assuming small multi‐family units throughout the plan area
Market Rate Residential Units
SFD
SFA
Housing Units
Households
Population
School Children
Square Feet
Jobs

‐
‐
‐
‐

MF Condo

3,852
3,736
10,761
2,018

MF Rental

3,747
3,485
6,326
370

Affordable Dwelling Units
SFD
SFA

5,621
5,227
9,488
554

‐
‐
‐
‐

MF Condo

550
534
1,537
288

MF Rental

535
498
904
53

Nonresidential
SF
Office

Totals, Year 2040

803
747
1,355
79

15,109
14,227
30,371
3,362
2,000,000
7,171

2,000,000
7,171

Fiscal Impact Analysis: Operating Flows

Market Rate Residential Units
SFD
SFA

MF Condo

MF Rental

Affordable Dwelling Units
SFD
SFA

Nonresidential
SF
Office

Totals, Year 2040

MF Condo

MF Rental

$
783,833
$
144,545
$
14,990
$
256,032
$ 1,199,399

$
938,776
$
172,650
$
17,667
$
384,049
$ 1,513,142

$
$
$
$
$

3,700,100
5,694,024
322,709
3,155,378
12,872,212

$
$
$
$
$

49,424,140
14,110,452
1,197,924
11,657,820
76,390,336

County Government
Revenues
Real Property
Personal Property
Sales Tax
Other

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$
$
$
$
$

20,127,736
3,705,384
385,175
2,959,068
27,177,363

$
$
$
$
$

12,760,067
2,349,651
243,584
1,792,227
17,145,530

$
$
$
$
$

10,208,054
1,877,472
196,741
2,688,341
14,970,608

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$
905,574
$
166,726
$
17,058
$
422,724
$ 1,512,081

Expenditures

$

‐

$ 11,047,573 $ 6,691,215 $ 10,036,822

$

‐

$ 1,578,225 $

955,888 $ 1,433,832

$

2,309,925

$

34,053,479

County Government Subtotal

$

‐

$ 16,129,790 $ 10,454,315 $ 4,933,786

$

‐

$

(66,143) $

243,512 $

79,310

$

10,562,287

$

42,336,857

Revenues

$

‐

$ 7,818,470 $ 2,025,854 $ 3,038,782

$

‐

$ 1,116,924 $

289,408 $

434,112

$

‐

$

14,723,550

Expenditures

$

‐

$ 26,411,703 $ 4,838,434 $ 7,257,650

$

‐

$ 3,773,100 $

691,205 $ 1,036,807

$

‐

$

44,008,900

Schools Subtotal

$

‐

$ (18,593,233) $ (2,812,579) $ (4,218,869)

$

‐

$ (2,656,176) $

(401,797) $

(602,696)

$

‐

$

(29,285,350)

Net Operating Flows

$

‐

$ (2,463,443) $ 7,641,736 $

$

‐

$ (2,722,319) $

(158,285) $

(523,385)

$

$

13,051,507

Schools

Silver Line Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017

714,918

10,562,287
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Annual Capital Financing, without offset by proffer contributions, 2040
Slower development, starting in 2018 (residential) and 2021 (office)
Debt Service
Cash (PAYGO)

$
$

34,802,472
2,535,304

Operating Flows Less Capital Costs

$

(24,286,269)

Debt Service
Cash (PAYGO)

$
$

42,516,351
5,831,198

Operating Flows Less Capital Costs

$

(35,296,042)

Annual Capital Financing, without offset by proffer contributions, 2040
Faster, later development, starting in 2031 (both residential and office)

Silver Line Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017
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Scenario 2: using current multi‐family household sizes and pupil generation rates
Market Rate Residential Units
SFD
SFA
Housing Units
Households
Population
School Children

‐
‐
‐
‐

MF Condo

3,852
3,736
10,761
2,018

MF Rental

3,747
3,485
6,865
802

Affordable Dwelling Units
SFD
SFA

5,621
5,227
10,298
1,203

‐
‐
‐
‐

MF Condo

550
534
10,761
288

MF Rental

535
498
981
115

Nonresidential
SF
Office

Totals, Year 2040

803
747
1,471
172

15,109
14,227
41,137
4,596

Square Feet
Jobs

2,000,000
7,171

2,000,000
7,171

Nonresidential
SF
Office

Totals, Year 2040

Fiscal Impact Analysis: Operating Flows

Market Rate Residential Units
SFD
SFA

MF Condo

MF Rental

Affordable Dwelling Units
SFD
SFA

MF Condo

MF Rental

$
783,833
$
144,545
$
14,990
$
269,724
$ 1,213,091

County Government
Revenues
Real Property
Personal Property
Sales Tax
Other

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$
$
$
$
$

20,127,736
3,705,384
385,175
2,959,068
27,177,363

$
$
$
$
$

12,760,067
2,349,651
243,584
1,888,068
17,241,371

$
$
$
$
$

10,208,054
1,877,472
196,741
2,832,103
15,114,370

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$
905,574
$
166,726
$
17,058
$
422,724
$ 1,512,081

$
938,776
$
172,650
$
17,667
$
404,586
$ 1,533,679

$
$
$
$
$

3,700,100
5,694,024
322,709
3,155,378
12,872,212

$
$
$
$
$

49,424,140
14,110,452
1,197,924
11,931,652
76,664,167

Expenditures

$

‐

$

11,047,573 $ 7,049,034 $ 10,573,551

$

‐

$ 1,578,225 $ 1,007,005 $ 1,510,507

$

2,309,925

$

35,075,819

County Government Subtotal

$

‐

$

16,129,790 $ 10,192,337 $ 4,540,819

$

‐

$

(66,143) $

206,086 $

23,172

$

10,562,287

$

41,588,348

Revenues

$

‐

$

7,818,470 $ 3,106,310 $ 4,659,465

$

‐

$ 1,116,924 $

443,759 $

665,638

$

‐

$

17,810,566

Expenditures

$

‐

$

26,411,703 $ 10,493,478 $ 15,740,217

$

‐

$ 3,773,100 $ 1,499,068 $ 2,248,602

$

‐

$

60,166,169

Schools Subtotal

$

‐

$

(18,593,233) $ (7,387,168) $ (11,080,752)

$

‐

$ (2,656,176) $ (1,055,310) $ (1,582,965)

$

‐

$

(42,355,603)

Net Operating Flows

$

‐

$

(2,463,443) $ 2,805,170 $ (6,539,932)

$

‐

$ (2,722,319) $

$

$

(767,254)

Schools

Silver Line Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017

(849,223) $ (1,559,792)

10,562,287
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Annual Capital Financing, without offset by proffer contributions, 2040
Slower development, starting in 2018 (residential) and 2021 (office)
Debt Service
Cash (PAYGO)

$
$

41,053,175
2,990,718

Operating Flows Less Capital Costs

$

(44,811,148)

Debt Service
Cash (PAYGO)

$
$

50,142,537
6,878,652

Operating Flows Less Capital Costs

$

(57,788,444)

Annual Capital Financing, without offset by proffer contributions, 2040
Faster, later development, starting in 2031 (both residential and office)

Silver Line Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2017
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