Area Plans Review

TYPE OR PRINT RESPONSES IN BLACK INK

Incomplete forms will not be accepted for review and will be returned to the nominator. Staff reserves the
right to carrect errors in street address, tax map number, acreage or current Flan designation. Be sure to
attach required map and original certified mall receipts as proof of property owner notification.

PART 1. NOMINATOR/AGENT INFORMATION
Name: WILLIAM C. THOMAS, JR.

11320 RANDOM HILLS ROAD,
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030
wthomas@fspd.com

£

oie Phone: (703)385-8282
SUITE 325

Address:

- BRAC# 08-IV-1LP -

L N\

NOMINATION FORM

THIS BOX FOR STAFF USE ONLY

Date Received: 3,[ 2—5: / 0%
Y- 4. 28 can

Date Accepted:

Planning District:

Nominator E-mail Address:

Signature of Nominator (NOTE: There Céﬂ be only ewinator per nomination):
f .

L2 L= P A
VN

Special Area:

G

Signature of Owner(s) if applicable: (NOTE: Aftath an additional sheet if necessary. Each owner of a nominated parcel must either sign the
nomination or be sent a certified letter.) A

Anyone signing on behalf of a business entity must state the relationship to that organization pelow or on an attached page.
N/A

PART 2. GENERAL INFORMATION

ClLlee %X Mount Vernon

12

Check appropriate supervisor district:

Total number of parcels nominated:

Total aggregate size of all nominated parcels (in acres and square feet): 5 , 7 Gacres 251,062 square feet
(0 Yes EXNo
¥Xves [ No

s the nomination a Neighborhood Consolidation Proposal?

Are the parcels within the Approved Sewer Service Area?

PART 3: PROPERTY INFORMATION - Attach either the Property Information Table found at the end of this application form or a separate
8% x 11 page (landscape format) identifying all the nominated parces utilizing the format as shown in the Table found at the end of this application.

Al subject property owners must be sent written natice of the nomination by certified mail unless their signature(s) appears in Part 1 (above).

IMPORTANT NOTE: Any nomination submitted without originals or copies of all the postmarked certified mail receipt(s) and copies of each
notification letter and map wili not be accepted.

PART 4: CURRENT AND PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS
See Section IV of the Guide to the 2608 BRAC APR for instructions.

a. CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT for nominated progerty: Use the Plan on the Web {www,fairfaxcouatyigoviczlgz/) f%r your citation,
Itis the most current version: SEE ATTACHED AREA IV PLAN EXCERPT; LOWER POTOMAC

FORT BELVOIR SECTOR (VILLAGE OF ACCOTINK)

b. CURRENT PLAN MAP DESIGNATION: NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL

¢. CURRENT ZONING DESIGNATION: __©~8 and R-3
BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
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NOMINATION FORM

Area Plans Review

d. PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: (NOTE: The proposal you submit with your nomination is the proposal thatisfobe

presented to the task force and will be the subject of their consideration and vote). _ADD: _ QPTION FOR MIXED USE
HOTEL/OFFICE WITH RETAIL ON CONSOLIDATION OF SUBSTANTIAL/ADEQUATE PARCELS

e. DESCRIBE what development under the new plan would look like. (What uses? Type of pbuildings? Building heights? Surface or structured park-
ing? Typical unit size?) HOTEL, OFFICE OR COMBINATION WITH 15T FLOOR RETAIL/

RESTAURANT USES. BUILDING HEIGHTS: 6 STORIES MAX.

f. NON-RESIDENTIAL: Check the appropriate use: EXOffice k¥Retail O Govi/institutional
(-1 Industrial £ Open Space
7] Mixed Use {specify uses in table)

g. TOTAL Ficor Area Ratio (FAR) Proposed: 1.2 FAR TOTAL Gross Square Feet: 300,000
Categories Percent of Total FAR Square feet
~Office-—/HOTEL ~88%—up—Ee—1-00% 7 300,000
Retad—— 2% approx.-30 = 60,000
Public Facility, Govt & institutional . _
Private Recreation/Open Space >f§/ j> & f P - j f 7% A /;?mi pESA
Industrai e oo flcadion Falbic
Residential®
TOTAL 100%

*If residential is a component, provide the approximate number and size of each type of dwelling unit proposed in the chart beiow based on the
approximate square footage.

h. RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT (Circle the appropriate density Residential Unit Types
range proposed and complete the table to the right}: )
Unit Type Number Unit Total
1 -2 dufac (5-10 acre lots) 5-8duiac of Units Size Square
(sq ft) Feet
.2 - 5 dufac (2-5 acre lots) 8- 12 dufac X -
Single Family Detached
5-1 dufac {1 -2 acre lots) 12 - 16 dufac Townhouse
1-2dufac 16 - 20 dufac { ow-Rise Multifamily
2.3 dulac 20+ {specify 10 unit {1-4 stories;
density range) Mid-Rise Multitamily
3-4dufec ——— (5-8 stories)
4 -5 dufac High-Rise Multifamily
(9 + stories)
TOTAL:
BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
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FAGELSON, SCHONBERGER, PAYNE & DEICHMEISTER, PC
Attorneys and Counsellors at Law
11320 RANDOM HILLS ROAD, SUITE 325
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030
Phone:703-385-8282
Facsimile: 703-385-8761
email: wthomas@fspd.com

28 March 2008

Fairfax County Planning Commission
Government Center, Suite 330

12000 Government Center Parkway
Fairfax, Virginia 22035-5505

Statement of Justification
Area Plan Nomination
Properties at Map# 109-1-01-29,30.31 ,32,35,36,37,38.39,40,41.42

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:

In justification for the nomination of the subject properties, and on behalf of 9140 Backlick
LLC, the owner of Parcel 31, the following is submitted.

The subject properties form a well defined building envelope for the development of a
commercial building in this area substantially surrounded by and serving Fort Belvoir. Present Plan
language calls for neighborhood serving commercial and varying levels of residential. This nomination
proposes, in addition 10 the existing language for the individual parcels, the option for the
development of a hotel and/or office with a retail component on the consolidation of some or all of
the subject parcels. Based on the needs anticipated for Fort Belvoir and standards for the
development of offices serving military/defense locations, this proposal allows for a conforming office
development close to the served facility. Ifahotel1s developed, it will serve BRAC related needs for
corporate, military, and extended stay quarters.

As this propesal focuses on the properties fronting on Richmond Highway, primarily already
soned C-8 Commercial, and by consolidation increases its site amenity (landscaping, buffering,
sethacks, etc.) potential, it is a project which can meet the needs associated with defense contracting
standards while also blending into and not encroaching on existing residential and church uses located
within the Village of Accotink. This propesal, therefore, enhances existing policy goals for the area
and allows for the development of a project which meets very real needs in this Fort Belvoir serving

area.
BRAC# 08-1IV-1LP
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Fairfax County Planning Commission
28 March 2008
Page 2

While no specific development has been planned as yet on this site, interest related to BRAC
needs and opportunities has been steady and, with BRAC time frames in mind, it is anticipated that
a specific proposal for development will be brought to the County in the near future.

Thank you for your kind consideration of and attention to this proposal. We look forward to
the discussions and deliberations which will further define this request.

Respectfully submitted,

FAGELSON, SCHONBERGER, PAYNE & DEICHMEISTER, PC

) ¢ H
o / !

Nl T e

Williarh €. (Tom) Thomas, Jr -~
{/

enclosures

c. 9140 Backlick LLC

BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
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FAIREAX COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 2007 Edition AREA IV
Lower Potomac Planning District, Amended through 1-28-2008
LP4-Fort Belvoir Community Planning Sector Page 117

A substantial buffer utilizing existing tree cover along Richmond Highway and Telegraph
Road should be part of the site design.

As an option, parcels 47 and 47A may be considered for residential use at 4 to 6 dwelling
units per acre subject to the following conditions: the housing for the elderly on Parcel 47B
not intensifying above that on the approved development plan; full consolidation of parcels
47 and 47A; the provision of buffering and screening adjacent to the housing for the elderly
facility and Fort Belvoir; maintaining parcel 47 as open space; and providing a substantial
buffer utilizing existing tree cover along Route 1 and Telegraph Road as part of the site
design.

he non-military area known as the Village of Accotink is planned to generally maintain its
current uses and densities/intensities as follows:

A. Neighborhood-serving commercial use is planned along Route 1 (Tax Map 109-
1((1)3, 11, 12, 32 and 40). There should be no expansion or intensification of the
existing commercial uses.

B. Residential use at 2-3 dwelling units per acre is planned generally along Backlick
Road as shown on the Plan map.

C. Residential use at 5-8 dwelling units per acre is planned generally east of Shepherd
Lane (Tax Map 109-1((1))35, 36, 37, 38 and 39) provided that the development
achieves good design, substantial parcel consolidation, and buffering and screening
along any portion of the property line adjacent to an existing commercial use or
single-family detached dwelling unit.

D. Residential use at 12-16 dwelling units per acre is planned along Route 1 and east of
Shepherd Lane (Tax Map 109-1((1))41 and 42). Affordable housing at 16-20
dwelling units per acre is planned east and west of Anderson Lane (Tax Map 109-
(1)1, 2, 8, 9 and 10) and along Route 1 west of Shepherd Lane (Tax Map 109-
1((1))31). These planned land uses generally reflect existing uses and densities,
except for the area adjacent to Anderson Lane to the east (Tax Map 109-1{(1 )8, 9
and 10) which contains single-family dwelling units. Parcels 8, 9 and 10 may be
redeveloped at 16-20 dwelling units per acre, if the development provides good
design, substantial parcel consolidation and buffering and screening between any
property line which is adjacent to an existing commercial use or a single-family
detached dwelling unit.

E.  The Methodist Church in the Village of Accotink and environs is a local landmark
and should be considered for inclusion in an historic district. Any future development
or redevelopment in the area should be compatible with the church in terms of design,
mass, scale, height, color, type of material and visual impact.

F. Protective landscape buffer treatment should be utilized in those cases where
commercial development could alter the residential character within the Village of
Accotink.

BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
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Klibaner, Aaron K.

From: Wiliam Tom’ Thomas fwthomas@fspd.com]

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2008 313 PM

To: Klibaner, Aaron K.

Subject: RE: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Revised per call 4-25-08...

Aaron: Please amend the application as discussed and as follows:
Scenario A: Hotel dominant

Hotel: 70% 210,000 sq. ft
Retail: 20% 60,000 sq. ft.
Office: 10% 30,000 sq. ft.
Scenario B: Office dominant

Office: 80% 240,000 sq. fi.
Retail: 20% 60,000 sq. ft.

Thank you again. .
- Tom

William C. “Tom” Thomas, Jr.

Fageison, Schonberger, Payne & Deichmeister, PC

11320 Random Hills Road, Suite 325

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

703-385-8262

withomas@fspd.com

NOTICE: The information contained in (and attached to) this e-mail is intended only for the personal and confidential use of the designated
recipient{s) named above. This message may be an attorney/client communication and as such is privileged and confidential. 1f the reader
of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this docurmnent in error and that any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by reply e-mail, and delete the original message (including attachments).

From: Klibaner, Aaron K. [mailto:Aaron.Klibaner@fairfaxcounty.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2008 9:47 AM

To: William Tom' Thomas

Subject: RE: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Mr. Thomas:

Thank you for the quick reply on this, | also received your telephone call on this matter. | apologize for the
comment about your meeting with Marianne Gardner, | am new and have been thrown into so many meetings
and told about so many meetings that | can‘t quite keep them alf straight! Anyway, | did just have one foliow-up
question regarding the breakdowns you provided below. | noticed that the square footage numbers for the
ancillary office component and its percentage were missing from scenario A, and the ancillary hotel square
footage number and percent was missing from Scenario B. The total for the proposed development in your
original nomination was for 300,000 s.f., and now the figures below total to 270,000 s.f. Are you now proposing a
mixed use with just the two uses, retail plus office and retail plus hotel, or did you mean to still have all three uses
in each scenario?

if you could just clarify thie last issue for me, we will be good to go.

Thank you,
BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
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Klibaner, Aaron K.

From: William Tom' Thomas [wthomas@fspd.comj

Sent: Thursday, Aprit 24, 2008 2:21 PM

To: Klibaner, Aaron K.

Subject: RE: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Aaron: Please amend the application as discussed and as follows:
Scenario A: Hotel dominant

Hotel: 80% 240,000 sq. ft.
Retail: 20% 30,000 sq. ft.
Scenario B: Office dominant

Office: 80% 240,000 sq. ft.
Retail: 20% 30,000 sq. ft.

Thank you again.

Tem

William C. “Tem" Thomas, Jr.

Fagelson, Schonberger, Payne & Deichmeister, PC
11320 Random Hilis Road, Suite 328

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

From: Klibaner, Aaron K. [mailto:Aaron.Kiibaner@fairfaxcounty.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 10:33 AM

To: William Tom' Thomas

Subject: RE: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Mr. Thomas:

Thank you for your quick reply to my inquiry regarding BRAC APR 08-IV-1LP, your Accotink Village proposed
plan amendment. | appreciate your desire to remain flexible in your development priorities, and ! can understand
why you wish to submit broad ranges for the percentages of office versus hotel as part of a mixed use nomination.
Unfortunately, we will not be able to evaluate your nomination based on a percentage range, we must have a
specific percentage figure for office and hotel within a single mixed use proposal. | would refer you to page 15 of
the BRAC APR Area Plans Review Guide, and the last paragraph which states “If you are proposing Mixed Use
or Alternative Use, the percentage, intensity/density, and square footage of the different types of uses in the mix
must be specified". The Guide can be found at www fairfaxcounty.govidpz and follow these links: BRAC Area
Plans Review/2008 BRAC Area Plans Review/Guide to the 2008 BRAC Area Plans Review (APR).

What | would suggest is that you develop 2 different scenarios, one that gives exact percentages for a

dominant hotel/ancillary office/retail mixed use project, and one that gives exact percentages for a dominant
office/ancifiary hotel/retail mixed use project. These would replace the broad range of percentages that you
submitted in your last e-mail. | hope this clarifies what we need-to complete your nomination form. Please call me
with any questions you might have. Please keep in mind that this issue must be addressed within 9 days of this e-
mail.

Thank you,

Aaron Klibaner, AICP

Planner il

Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning

703-324-1497 phone BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
703-324-3056 fax Page 9 of 11
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Agron. Klibaner@fairfaxcaunty.gov

From: William Tom' Thomas [mailto:wthomas@fspd.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2008 3:59 PM

To: Klibaner, Aaron K.

Subject: RE: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Aaron:

Hotel: 10% to 80% 30,000 to 240,000 sq. ft.

Office: 10% to 80% 30,000 to 240,000 sq. fi.

Retail: 20% 30,000 to 60,000 sq. fi.

Though the percentages of office to hotel are somewhat broad, it is hoped that this may remain flexible to
accommodate development priorities once established more specifically...It is envisioned that, if developed with a
hotel, this would be the dominant use, with office as ancillary. If developed primarily for office, it may be that no
hotel use would make sense. This said, the property is located such that either use, or hoth, would be valuable for
BRAC needs.

Thank you for your attention to and consideration of this application. Please call with any questions, concerns, or
if you need further elaboration.

Tom
Witliam C. “Tom™ Thomas, Jr.

Fagelson, Schonberger, Payne & Deichmeister, PC
11320 Random Hills Road, Suite 325

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

From: Klibaner, Aaron K. [mailto:Aaron.Klibaner@fairfaxcounty.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2008 2:44 PM

To: wthomas@fspd.com

Subject: Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination-clarification

Dear Mr. Thomas:

| am the planner that is reviewing your Fairfax County BRAC APR Nomination for the Accotink Village area in the
Ft. Belvoir Planning Sector of the Lower Potomac Planning District. Upon reviewing your nomination form, under
your description of the proposed pian nomination you failed to give a percentage breakdown for the office/hotel
combination mixed use. in the table in part g. you specify 80-100% for office/hotel, but not what the percentage of
each would be in a mixed use development combination.

Please provide a percentage breakdown for office and hotel separately as part of a combined mixed use
development. Please forward this information to me within 10 days of the date of this letter in order to
avoid rejection of your proposed nomination from the BRAC APR process.

Thank you,
Aaron Klibaner

Aaron Klibaner, AICP

Planner li

Fairfax County Departmernt of Planning & Zoning

703-324-1497 phone

703-324-3056 fax

Aaron.Klibaner@fairfaxcounty.gov BRAC# 08-IV-1LP
Page 10 of 11
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