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County of Fairfax, Virginia 

 
 

April 3, 2018 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

APPLICATIONS 
PCA 79-C-090-02 

PCA 91-H-001 
RZ 2017-HM-019 
SE 2017-HM-016 

 
HUNTER MILL DISTRICT 

 
APPLICANT:  TH Holding Company, LLC 
 
PARCEL:   PCA 79-C-090-02: 18-3 ((8)) 10A-1 part-eastern portion 

PCA 91-C-H-01: 18-3 ((8)) 10A-1 part-western portion 
RZ 2017-HM-019 and SE 2017-HM-016: 18-3 ((8)) 10A-1 

 
ACREAGE:   PCA 79-C-090-02: 3.58 

PCA 91-C-H-01: 1.24 
RZ 2017-HM-019 and SE 2017-HM-016: 4.82 

 
PRESENT ZONING: I-4 (Industrial-Medium Intensity) 
 
REQUESTED ZONING: I-4 (Industrial-Medium Intensity) 
 
PROPOSED FAR:  0.67 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
 
PLAN MAP:   Office 
 
PROPOSAL:  PCA 79-C-090-02 proposes to delete 3.58 acres from the proffers 

for RZ 79-C-090 and PCA 91-H-001 proposes todelete 1.24 acres 
from the proffers for RZ 91-H-001.RZ 2017-HM-019 proposes to 
rezone the entire parcel from I-4 (Medium Intensity Industrial) 
District to the I-4 District to remove the site from the proffers 
associated with Lake Fairfax Business Center and consolidate the 
development under a single approval. The Special Exception 



application is to allow an increase in the FAR from 0.50 to 0.67 and 
to permit a new hotel use and an existing office use to remain, 
totaling 139,858 square feet. 

 
Angelica P. Gonzalez  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends denial of PCA 79-C-090-02. 
 
Staff recommends denial of PCA 91-H-001. 
 
Staff recommends denial of RZ 2017-HM-019. If it is the intent of the Board of 
Supervisors to approve RZ 2017-HM-019, staff recommends the approval be subject to 
the execution of proffers consistent with those contained in Appendix 1, and that PCA 
79-C-090-02 and PCA 91-H-001 be approved. 
 
Staff recommends denial of SE 2017-HM-016. If it is the intent of the Board of 
Supervisors to approve SE 2017-HM-016, staff recommends the approval be subject to 
the proposed development conditions contained in Appendix 2. 
 
The applicant requests a modification of Sect. 11-203 of the Zoning Ordinance for the 
loading space requirements to that shown on the Generalized Development 
Plan/Special Exception Plat. 
 
It should be noted that it is not the intent of staff to recommend that the Board of 
Supervisors, in adopting any conditions proffered by the owner, relieve the 
applicant/owner from compliance with the provisions of any applicable ordinances, 
regulations, or adopted standards. 
 
It should be further noted that the content of this report reflects the analysis and 
recommendation of staff; it does not reflect the position of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
The approval of these applications does not interfere with, abrogate or annul any 
easement, covenants, or other agreements between parties, as they may apply to the 
property subject to this application. 
 
For information, contact the Zoning Evaluation Division, Department of Planning and 
Zoning, 12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 801, Fairfax, Virginia 22035-5505, 
(703) 324-1290. 
 
 

(Note: Multiple architectural drawings appeared in the original and are omitted 
from this excerpt. The following written staff analysis begins on page 35 of the 

original pdf, pp 14-18 of the Fairfax Planning & Zoning narrative.) 
 



 
 
Page 14 
 
Transportation Fund 
 
As part of a follow-on motion with the approval of the Reston Master Plan on February 
11, 2014, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to explore the creation of a 
transportation funding plan. An advisory group consisting of members from the 
community, property owners and staff met for approximately three years to establish a 
funding plan. The Reston Funding Plan, including the Reston Road Fund and its 
respective Guidelines, was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on February 28, 2017, 
and is contained in Appendix 8. This funding plan calls for money for road 
improvements to come from both public and private entities. Developers are expected 
to construct their frontage improvements, as well as proffer to monetary 
contributions to the Reston Road Fund to establish the Grid of Streets. On February 
28, 2018, the Board of Supervisors adjusted the residential and non-residential rates to 
$2,142 per unit and $9.80 per gross square foot, respectively. 
 
Based on the Guidelines, this application is expected to contribute $965,300 for the 
98,500 square feet of new development proposed on site (the hotel). The applicant has 
not followed the Guidelines, and instead proffered a contribution of $333,367 for 
the 34,871 square feet of new development that exceeds the 0.50 FAR they would 
otherwise be permitted to construct by-right. The applicant justifies this proposal based 
on the following: 1) that the standard contribution amounts would be “economically 
infeasible” for a development of this scale and therefore, the applicant commits to a 
contribution amount for the density above what is permitted by-right under Par. 3 of 
Sect. 5-407 of the Zoning Ordinance; 2) that the applicant has committed to 
accommodate a private local road (and streetscape) onsite; 3) that the trips generated 
by this proposal result in a decrease in the AM peak hour trips and only a miniscule 
increase in the daily weekday traffic when compared to the by-right development of 
general office uses; and 4) that the traffic in the surrounding area will benefit from a the 
forthcoming traffic signal at the intersection of Business Center Drive and Sunset Hills 
Road. 
 
As stated previously, the Reston Funding Plan, Road Fund, and Guidelines were 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 28, 2017, and the application was 
accepted on July 12, 2017. The applicant was aware of the expectation for a Reston 
Road Fund contribution prior to the submission of the application. During the 
review, the applicant did not provide a contribution amount until the final submission on 
February 28, 2018, when the application had minor outstanding issues. In addition 
although the Zoning Ordinance allows by-right development up to 0.50 FAR, the 
Reston Road Fund Guidelines clearly state that a contribution amount is 
expected “for any Land Use Action application proposing a change in use, 
change in zoning district, or increases in density and/or intensity per gross 
square foot (“GSF”) of building structure of the total proposed new non-residential 



space” (2018 rate = $9.80/sf). In this case, the applicant is requesting an increase in 
intensity on the site as well as a change in use, requiring a Special Exception, and 
therefore the contribution amount should reflect the total square footage of the new 
proposed development. This concept was the basis for the development of the Reston 
Road Fund rates and Guidelines, and of the overall Reston Funding Plan. 
 
The applicant has made a commitment to construct a section of the southwestern road 
as recommended in the Comprehensive Plan and requests credit for the construction of 
this portion of the road. The road is located on the applicant’s property, and is 
necessary to serve the site, (including serving required fire access). Therefore, it is an 
unrelated, separate responsibility from the Reston Road Fund contribution. The Board 
has approved the Reston Funding Plan and Guidelines with the intent that, as stated in 
the Guidelines, “the private sector be responsible for construction of portions of the Grid 
network and intersection improvements that are within and immediately adjacent to 
properties to be redeveloped as well as for contributions to the Reston Road Fund to 
support the construction of off-site portions of the Grid”. Following this intent, the 
applicant may not request a reduction of, or credit toward, the fund contribution 
with this argument since both the construction of the road and the contribution are 
expected from the applicant. Also, during the initial review of the application, it was 
noted that the Comprehensive Plan recommended a road along the entire southwest 
property line along the hotel and the office buildings. Because of the constraints to 
constructing this road, entirely along the entire southwest property line (discussed 
earlier in this report), staff and the applicant coordinated an alternative consisting of 
partial construction and a public access easement so that a section of the road may be 
constructed by others. In this case, the applicant is not responsible for incurring the cost 
of constructing the entire road along the southwestern property line. As part of this 
argument, the applicant states in the proffers that they will be entitled to receive credit 
against the road fund for the value of the right-of-way dedicated for public street and 
streetscape purposes. There is no public road being requested from the applicant, and 
as such, no dedication to be credited. Furthermore, permitting credit for right-of-way 
dedication would be the same as the County purchasing the right-of-way. Developers 
are expected to dedicate right-of-way and retain density credit. 
 
The applicant also states that the proposal results in a reduction to AM peak hour trips 
and only a miniscule increase in the daily weekday traffic when compared to the by-right 
development of general office uses currently permitted on site. According to the 
Guidelines, the Road Fund contribution amount is not determined by number of 
trips. Contributions are to be made on a per square foot or per dwelling unit basis. 
Since the Guidelines dictate how to calculate this contribution, the applicant’s argument 
to reduce the contribution amount is irrelevant. 
 
Finally, the applicant states that traffic in the surrounding area will benefit from the  
forthcoming traffic signal at the intersection of Business Center Drive and Sunset Hills 
Road. As part of this application, the applicant was not required to proffer any 
contributions for a traffic signal. The traffic signal is being provided by a separate 
application (General Dynamics Corporation, PCA 86-C-054-02/CDPA 86-C-054 / FDPA 



86-C-054-02-01, Proffer #27). Improvements based on another developer’s 
commitments are immaterial to this developer’s meeting or not meeting the guidelines. 
Staff has reviewed the applicant’s justifications, and does not support the applicant’s 
arguments to provide a contribution amount that does not meet the expectations 
of the Reston Funding Plan and Guidelines for the Reston Road Fund. Staff has 
also reviewed this application with regards to creditable improvements, and staff finds 
that the private road proposed does not meet the criteria identified in the Guidelines for 
a credit; however, were a creditable expense proposed, that would be addressed at the 
time of the contribution. Since the approval of the Reston Road Fund, the Board of 
Supervisors has not approved any applications for new development where the 
proposed application proposes a change in use, zoning district, or increase in intensity, 
but does not comply with the guidelines. Allowing a reduced contribution amount would 
be inconsistent with current policy and would result in negative implications for funding 
future roads in Reston. This application alone would result in a loss of $632,233 for the 
Reston Road Fund. This issue is outstanding and therefore, staff continues to 
recommend that the applicant make the full contribution to the road fund as 
outlined in the guidelines. 
 
Environmental Stewardship: Protecting, restoring and enhancing Reston’s diverse 
natural areas will remain a central planning principle. Planning Principle: Developments 
should provide for environmental sustainability and green technology. Applicable staff 
memos are provided in Appendices 5 and 9. 
 

 
(passages omitted from original document on Electric Vehicle Charging Stations, 
Energy, Tree Preservation and Tree Cover, Provision of Onsite Urban Parks. See 

pp 16-17 from original pdf.) 
 
 
Active Recreation Facilities (bottom of p 17) 
 
The Comprehensive Plan has a goal of providing an athletic field in each TSA and the 
equivalent of 12 total new athletic fields serving Reston. Using a measure of 2.2 million 
square feet gross floor area of development per field, this development generates the 
need for 0.04 athletic fields. Absent the provision onsite of an athletic field, the 
applicants were requested to contribute $1.72 per new square feet of development 
towards the athletic fields, such contribution equates to $169,420 (at 98,500 square feet 
of new development). The applicant has proffered $1.72 for each new square foot 
beyond an FAR of 0.50, for a total commitment of $59,978 resulting in $109,442 less 
than the expected contribution amount. 
 
The applicant states that a lower contribution is warranted since the application 
generates a lower number of employees than office and that the I-4 District allows 0.50 
FAR by-right. Although the applicant has shown that the proposed hotel generates a low 
number of employees and the I-4 District allows a 0.50 FAR, the contribution amount is 
not based on the anticipated employees generated by the hotel or the FAR permitted in 



the zoning district. According to the Reston Plan, the need for athletic fields is equally 
shared among all types of new development, irrespective of the type of GFA 
proposed. For applications generating the need for less than a full athletic field, 
monetary contributions (in lieu of construction) are requested to offset the cost of 
building new athletic fields and upgrading existing fields. 
 
As provided in the statement of justification, the applicant justifies proffering a lower 
contribution amount since the applicant has offered a potential 5-year commitment for a 
school partnership program in lieu of providing the full contribution amount. Staff 
appreciates the commitment made by the applicant for an internship program, however, 
the commitment has no relationship to the athletic field contribution or land use. 
Further, the commitment is based on the applicant continuing to own the property, 
which is contrary to the nature of proffers which run with the land. Staff continues to 
recommend that the applicant commits to their fair share contribution amount of 
$169,420 and therefore, this issue is outstanding. 
 
Public Facilities: Providing adequate public facilities to serve the planned growth will 
require the expansion or modification of existing facilities in some cases and the 
development of new facilities in other cases. Planning Principle: Development will be 
phased with infrastructure. Applicable staff memos are provided in Appendices 11-13. 
 
 
 
Parcel in question is marked in yellow on this image: 
 



 


