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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Purpose of the Development Impact Statement
The purpose of this Development Impact Statement is to estimate (i) the cash proffers that may be
collected as a result of the development of West Creek Residential Development (the “Proposed
Development”), and (ii) non-proffers impacts, also referred to as the fiscal and economic impacts,
to Goochland County resulting from the Proposed Development.
There are two sections of the report. Section A of the report covers the cash proffers that may be
collected from the Proposed Development accompanied with detailed calculations of the cash
proffer analysis. Section B of the report shows the non-proffer impact on Goochland County,
including potential costs of services, and net revenues as a result of the Proposed Development
with detailed calculations supporting the conclusions of the analysis.

Project Description
According to HHHunt Land, LLC (the “Developer”), the Proposed Development plan includes
520 age-restricted residential units, which may include a combination of single family units and
townhomes. The Proposed Development is planned for households with at least one resident over
55 years of age and the units are projected to have first floor living and master bedrooms. No
residents under the age of 19 will be permitted. The community will also feature outdoor amenities
in additional to several miles of trails and sidewalks to promote an active lifestyle.
The property is primarily accessible from Tuckahoe Creek Parkway and Broad Branch Drive and
is located on the southeast quadrant of the Hockett Road and Tuckahoe Creek Parkway
intersection. The site is currently zoned for office use and the rezoning request is to allow agerestricted residential development at the site. The Proposed Development is located in close
proximity to the Short Pump Town Center in Henrico County, Virginia and is considered an
excellent location for retiree housing. A map showing the location of the Proposed Development
is shown in Table A.

Summary of Analysis
Based on MuniCap’s analysis of various documents and research, the estimated cash proffer that may be

collected from the Proposed Development is shown below.
Table M
Summary of Analysis
Public Facilities
Public school facilities
Public parks
Public safety facilities
Public transportation facilities
Estimated proffer per dwelling unit
Projected number of units
Total projected cash proffer
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Estimated Proffer per
Dwelling Unit
$0
$177
$1,471
$0
$1,648
520
$856,960

As stated in the section titled Legislation Limiting Residential Proffers, all off-site proffers under
the New Proffer Legislation are unreasonable unless they address an impact to an off-site public
facility, which means that the proposed use of the new development results in a need for public
improvement to facilities in excess of the existing public facility capacity, and the proposed new
development receives a direct benefit from the proffer paid for the public facility.
The results presented in this report are based on the New Proffer Legislation. Proffers are
calculated only for those public facilities actually impacted by the proposed development and only
if there is not existing capacity sufficient for the proposed development.
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Table A
Map of Development Site
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A. DEVELOPMENT IMPACT – RESIDENTIAL CASH PROFFERS
Cash proffers are one-time, voluntary monetary commitments from a property owner related to a
property that is subject to rezoning. Goochland County currently has a proffer policy in place for
public facilities and services.

Legislation Limiting Residential Proffers
In 2016, legislation was passed by the General Assembly, and effective July 1, 2016, Virginia
Code 15.2-2303.4 (the “New Proffer Legislation”) was created, placing certain limits on proffers
for residential rezoning. The New Proffer Legislation applies to residential rezoning cases only
and applies to applications or cases filed after July 1, 2016.
The New Proffer Legislation applies only to residential rezoning and residential components of
mixed-used rezonings and does not apply to commercial rezonings or commercial components of
rezonings and special permit use.
The New Proffer Legislation states that in order for local governments to request or accept proffers,
the impact on public facilities and services must be specifically attributable to the property subject
to the residential rezoning. The New Proffer Legislation does not allow proffers to be
unreasonable. Proffers related to off-site improvements are considered unreasonable unless they
address an impact to an off-site public facility, which means that the proposed use of the site results
in a need for public improvement facility in excess of the existing public facility capacity, and the
proposed use receives a direct benefit from the proffer is paid for the public facility.
The New Proffer Legislation applies to the four categories of public improvements and facilities,
which are as follows:
(i)

(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

Public School Facilities Improvements – Public school facilities improvements mean
construction of new primary and secondary public schools or expansion of existing
primary and second public schools, to include all buildings, structures, parking, and
other costs directly related thereto.
Public Parks – Public parks related improvements mean improvement to or
construction of a public park or public facility.
Public Safety Facilities Improvements – Public safety facilities improvements mean
construction of new law enforcement, fire, emergency, medical, and rescue facilities or
expansion of existing public facilities, to include all buildings, structures, parking, and
other costs directly related hereto.
Public Transportation Facilities Improvements – Public transportation facilities
improvements mean construction of new roads, improvement or expansion of existing
roads, and related appurtenances as required by applicable standard of the Virginia
Department of Transportation, or the applicable standard of the locality, and
construction, improvements, or expansion of buildings, structures, parking, and other
facilities directly related to transit.

As indicated in the New Proffer Legislation, all proffers will be deemed unreasonable unless the
proffer addresses an impact to public facilities that is specifically attributable to the proposed
residential development and for which there will not be adequate existing capacity for the proposed
residential development.
Page 4

Analysis and Results
As previously stated, the New Proffer Legislation defines public facilities as public school
facilities, public parks, public safety facilities, and public transportation facilities. In order to
estimate the impact of the proposed project on the existing public facilities, MuniCap, Inc. relied
on various resources, including the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Green Light Solutions, Inc.
(the “Traffic Engineer”), information obtained from the Goochland County website or through
correspondence with the Goochland County staff, and other resource information as defined
herein.
Subsequent sections of this summary include each public facility identified in the New Proffer
Legislation, the impacts on local facilities, and sources of information utilized to estimate the
projected proffer. Detailed calculations related to the cash proffers are attached hereto as
Appendix A.
(i)

Public School Facilities

Based on the information provided by the Developer, the projected development is expected to
include 520 age-restricted single family homes and townhomes. The proposed community will
prohibit any occupants younger than 19 years of age. The range of public school-aged children
from kindergarten to high school is between 5 years to 18 years. As a result, and in accordance
with the New Proffer Legislation, there will be no impact on the existing public-school facilities
as a result of the Proposed Development. Table B shows the estimated proffer calculation as a
result of the Proposed Development.
Table B
Public School Facilities
Projected number of single family homes (55+)
Projected number of town homes (55+)
Projected number of homes 1

338
182
520

Minimum age of occupants required per policy 2
Range of public school-aged children
Estimated students per household 3
Projected number of students to attend public schools
Estimated school improvement proffers
1

19
5-18
0
0
$0

Represents the projected number of age-restricted units to be built. Source: HHHunt Land, LLC.
Represents the minimum age requirement of occupants at the Proposed Development. Source:
HHHunt Land, LLC.
3
Based on adopted proffer guidelines of Goochland County for FY16, the current student generation
rate is 0.3 students per household. However, due to occupant restriction, no public-school students
are expected to reside at the Proposed Development. As a result, the student generation rate is zero.
2

Page 5

(ii)

Public Parks

Based on the guidelines in the New Proffer Legislation regarding public parks, an impact on the
existing or future public facilities must be specifically attributable to the Proposed Development
subject to rezoning.
In order to determine potential impact on the existing public park facilities, a list of the current and
planned facilities in Goochland County is shown in Table C. This information is based on the
Goochland County – Parks, Recreation and Facilities Master Plan 2016-2020.
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Table C
Parks and Recreation Master Plan 2016-2020

Facility

Type

Description

Hidden Rock Park

Existing

Irrigation of fields
Trail improvements
Playground replacement
Drainage improvements
Hard surface work
Dog park

Sub-total
Tucker Park

Existing

New parking lot
Playground installation
Upgraded restrooms

Sub-total
Leakes Mill Park

Existing

Completion of phase 2
Additional trail work

Sub-total
Central High
School

Existing

Existing

Scheduled

Scheduled

Phase 1 development
Upgraded restrooms

Phase 1 development
General improvements

Sub-total
Eastern Park

No Impact

$450,000
$10,000
$460,000

No Impact

$30,000
$40,000
$15,000
$10,000
$195,000

Sub-total
East End Trails

$80,000
$20,000
$50,000
$150,000

Irrigation of fields
Playground installation
Shelter construction
Trail construction

Sub-total
Matthews Park

No Impact

$100,000

Upgraded site or relocation of
athletic field

Sub-total

$200,000

No impact

$75,000
$30,000
$105,000

No impact

$50,000
$100,000

$1,690,000
Page 7

Projected
Impact

$250,000
$250,000

Total

No Impact

$200,000

$150,000
Design and Construction

Impacted
from
Proposed
Development

$50,000
$25,000
$50,000
$25,000
$15,000
$15,000
$180,000

Lighting upgrades

Sub-total
Sports Complex

Estimated
Expense

Projected
Impact

As shown in Table B, the total estimated cost of improvements related to the public park and
recreation is $1,690,000. With a wide array of walking trails and other amenities within the
Proposed Development, it is anticipated that the public parks impact of the community will be
limited to East End Trails and Eastern Park when taking proximity and preferred convenience into
consideration.
Table D shows the estimated cost per dwelling unit related to public parks based on the provisions
of the New Proffer Legislation.
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Table D
Public Parks
East End Trail
Phase 1 development
General improvements
Total 4
Less: previously funded through CIP FY15-FY2020 4
Costs to be funded
Number of linear acres per County's CIP FY15-FY20 5
Estimated cost per linear acre 6
Eastern Park/East End Park
Design and construction 4
Estimated acreage 4
Estimated cost per acre 6
Level of Service (LOS) 7
Linear parks/greenways (2 acres/1,000 residents)
Community parks (3 acres/1,000 residents)

$50,000
$100,000
$150,000
($50,000)
$100,000
2.65
$37,736
$250,000
89
$2,809

0.002
0.003

East End Trail cost per acre
Linear parks/greenways (2 acres/1,000 residents)
Estimated cost person

$37,736
0.002
$75.47

Eastern Park cost per acre
Community parks (3 acres/1,000 residents)
Estimated cost person

$2,809
0.003
$8.43

Total estimated cost per person
Average persons per household 8
Estimated cost per dwelling unit

$83.90
2.11
$177

Total estimated cost per dwelling unit

$177

4

Based on the Goochland County, Parks, Recreation and Facilities Master Plan 2016-2020. According to the Master Plan, $50,000 of
the cost related to East End Trail has been previously funded and the construction is ongoing.
5
Represents the projected linear acres of the proposed East End Trail as noted in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan.
6
Represents the average cost per acre (projected cost divided by linear acres).
7
Source: Goochland County Parks and Recreation Master Plan. The Level of Service (LOS) for linear parks/greenways is 2 acres per
1,000 residents. The LOS for community parks is 3 acres per 1,000 residents.
8
Based on U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, the average Persons Per Household (PPH) by Age of Household Head
is as follows: 55+ is 2.11 PPH, 65+ is 1.87 PPH, 75+ is 1.62 PPH, and 85+ is 1.40 PPH. The analysis assumes PPH factor of 2.11,
which is for the age-group of 55+.
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East End Trail
•

As shown in Table D, the total cost related to East End Trail is $150,000, of which $50,000
has been previously funded, resulting in a net cost of $100,000.

•

The estimated number of linear acreage of the East End Trail is 2.65 acres, which results
in an average cost per acre of $37,736 ($100,000 / 2.65).

•

The Level of Service (LOS) as stated in the Goochland County Parks and Recreation
Master Plan for linear parks/greenways is 2 acres per 1,000 residents.

•

By multiplying average cost per acre ($37,736) by acres per 1,000 residents (0.002), the
estimated cost per person is equal to $75.

•

The average size per household for age-restricted or senior living is 2.11 persons per
household.

•

As a result, the estimated cost per dwelling unit for East End Trail is approximately $159
($75.47 x 2.11).

Eastern Park
•

As shown in Table D, the total cost related to Eastern Park is $250,000.

•

The estimated number of acreage of the Eastern Park is 89 acres, which results in an
average cost per acre of $2,809 ($250,000 / 89).

•

The Level of Service (LOS) as stated in the Goochland County Parks and Recreation
Master Plan for community parks is 3 acres per 1,000 residents.

•

By multiplying average cost per acre ($2,809) by acres per 1,000 residents (0.003), the
estimated cost per person is equal to $8.

•

The average size per household for age-restricted or senior living is 2.11 persons per
household.

•

As a result, the estimated cost per dwelling unit for Eastern Park is approximately $18
($8.43 x 2.11).

Based on the analysis shown in Table C above, the total estimated cost per dwelling unit for public
parks as a result of the proposed development is $177 ($159 + $18).
Additional Cost for East End Trails and Eastern Park
According to the Goochland County Staff Report dated August 30, 2017, the estimated additional
cost to fully develop the East End Trails and Eastern Park is $1.6 million and $1.1 million,
respectively. However, these estimated costs are not included in the County Capital Improvement
Plan or the Goochland County – Parks, Recreation and Facilities Master Plan 2016-2020.
Additionally, based on subsequent discussion with the County, the estimated costs related to the
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East End Trails and Eastern Park are in planning stages and there have been no formal approvals
by the County. Accordingly, there is no cash proffer due from the Developer related the potential
additional cost for the East End Trails and Eastern Park, as such costs are not finalized and formally
approved.
Tucker Park
As noted in the Goochland County Staff Report dated August 30, 2017, the County requested a
review of potential impact on the existing Tucker Park as a result of the Proposed Development.
According to the New Proffer Legislation, an impact on the public facilities must be specifically
attributable to the Proposed Development subject to rezoning. The primary use of Tucker Park is
to provide access to James River and other recreational use. The boat ramp access to James River
already exists and MuniCap is not aware of any future improvements planned by the County to
provide additional access to the river. Furthermore, the approximate distance of Tucker Park from
the Proposed Development site is fifteen miles. As a result, it is unlikely for residents of an agerestricted community to have any measurable impact on the existing facilities. For these reasons,
there is no cash proffer due from the Developer related to Tucker Park.
(iii)

Public Safety Facilities

The estimated proffer amount in this section is based on information provided by Goochland
County regarding certain planned capital improvements, East End demographics, service and
incident calls, and projected use of planned capital improvements. The County also reports that
the information regarding the capital improvement costs is only an estimate based on available
information and may change in future. This section covers estimated capital improvement costs
related to fire and rescue, sheriff’s department, and animal protection and control that may be
directly impacted by the Proposed Development.
(a) Fire and Rescue
According to Goochland County Capital Improvement Plan, a fire and rescue station is expected
to be built to service the East End of the County, which includes the site of the Proposed
Development. The estimated cost per residential unit related to the construction of the fire and
rescue station is shown in the following table.
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Table E
Estimated Cost per Unit – Fire and Rescue
Fires and Rescue
Total cost of new fire and rescue facility and equipment9
Incidents
Total number of calls received in 2016 in the East End of the County 10
Estimated number of calls involving residential incidents (90%) 10
Estimated incident factor involving residential development at East End

$5,500,000
1,085
977
0.90

Estimated Cost Per Home
Total cost of new fire and rescue facility and equipment
Total number of calls received in 2016 in the East End of the County
Estimated cost per service call

$5,500,000
1,085
$5,069

Estimated number of calls involving residential incidents (90%)
Estimated residential population in the East End of the County 11
Estimated calls per residential population in East End

977
12,000
0.0814

Estimated new residents at the Proposed Development 12
Estimated calls per residential population in East End
Estimated calls at the Proposed Development

1,097
0.0814
89

Estimated calls at the Proposed Development
Estimated cost per service call
Estimated cost related to the Proposed Development
Projected number of homes
Estimated proffer cost per home

89
$5,069
$451,141
520
$868

9

Based on cost of a new fire and rescue facility as provided in the Goochland County's Capital Improvement Plan.
According to Goochland County, the total number fire/rescue calls received in the East End part of the County was
1,085. Additionally, the County stated that approximately 90 percent of the calls responded by the fire/rescue squad
is related to residential incidents.
11
According to Goochland County, an estimated 12,000 residents of the total 22,668 County residents live in the East
End the County that would service by the proposed fire/rescue station.
12
Represents the projected increase in residents as a result of the proposed development.
10

•

As shown in Table E, the cost related to the construction and equipment of a new fire and
rescue station in the East End of the County is $5,500,000.

•

The estimated number of total incidents related to fire and rescue in the East End of the
County in 2016, as reported by the County, was 1,085.

•

According the County, an estimated 90 percent of the total incidents in the County have
been residential related. Accordingly, the analysis assumes an estimated 977 service calls
related to the residential development.
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•

According to the County, the estimated number of people residing in the East End of the
County is 12,000.

•

The estimated number of people projected to reside at the Proposed Development at full
build-out is 1,097 (520 x 2.11).

•

The estimated cost per service call related to the new fire and rescue station is $5,069
($5,500,000 ÷ 1,085).

•

The ratio of estimated calls per residential population in the East End of the County is
0.0814 (977 ÷ 12,000).

•

The estimated number of calls to be generated from the Proposed Development based on
the ratio of estimated service calls per residential population is 89 (1,097 × 0.0814).

•

The estimated cost of service calls related to the Proposed Development is $451,141 (89 ×
$5,069).

•

Accordingly, the estimated fire and rescue proffer cost per home is $868 ($451,141 ÷ 520).

Additional Public Safety Facilities Cost – Fire and Rescue
As noted in the Goochland County Staff Report dated August 30, 2017, the County requested a
review of additional fire and rescue costs related to the new fire station. Based upon review of the
New Proffer Legislation and subsequent discussion with the County, it was determined that there
will be no impact on the existing facilities that may cause the County to incur additional capital
expenditures as a result of the Proposed Development.
The New Proffer Legislation clearly states that all off-site proffers are unreasonable unless they
address an impact to an off-site public facility, which means that the proposed use of the new
development results in a need for public improvement to facilities in excess of the existing public
facility capacity and the proposed new development receives a direct benefit from the proffer paid
for the public facility. As indicated in follow-up correspondence from the County, dated
September 13, 2017, the County stated that the fire and rescue stations currently serving the areas
surrounding the Proposed Development site are beyond capacity due to operational issues rather
than facility limitations. Under the New Proffer Legislation, operational issues, such as personnel
needs, cannot be addressed by proffers. Furthermore, the projected additional costs related to the
fire and rescue are not included in the County Capital Improvement Plan and, therefore, have not
been approved by the governing body. As a result, there is no cash proffer due from the Developer
related to the additional projected cost of fire and rescue.
The County’s concern related to the operational issues, as noted in the email correspondence dated
September 13, 2017, may be addressed by the projected tax revenues generated by the Proposed
Development as shown in Section B of this report.
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(b) Sheriff’s Department
According to Goochland County, the Sheriff’s Office is expected to see an increase in capital costs
related to patrol vehicles and equipment as a result of the Proposed Development. Table F shows
the projected capital cost per unit of the Proposed Development related to the Sheriff’s
Department.
Table F
Sheriff’s Department
Projected number of units in the proposed development
Projected persons per household 13
Projected population increase
Sheriff's Department officer to population ratio (1 officer per 850 residents) 14

520
2.11
1,097
0.0012

Sheriff's Department officer demand factor based on Proposed Development 15
Projected Capital Cost for Sheriff's Department
Patrol car cost 16
Equipment cost 16
Total projected capital cost per 850 residents
Sheriff's Department officer demand factor based on Proposed Development
Total projected capital cost as a result of the proposed development 17
Projected number of units
Estimated cost per unit

1.29
$37,220
$6,000
$43,220
1.29
$55,790
520
$107

13

Based on U.S. Census Bureau 2006 American Community Survey, the average Persons Per Household (PPH)
by Age of Household Head is as follows: 55+ is 2.11 PPH, 65+ is 1.87 PPH, 75+ is 1.62 PPH, and 85+ is 1.40
PPH. The analysis assumes PPH factor of 2.11, which is for the age-group of 55+.
14
Based on Goochland County, the officer to resident ratio is 1 officer per 850 residents or 0.0012 (1 / 850).
15
Based on officer/resident ratio of 0.0012 times the number of projected residents.
16
Represents the average cost of patrol vehicles and equipment based on information provided by Goochland
County.
17
Represents average cost of patrol vehicle and equipment times the population ratio factor as a result of the
Proposed Development.

•

As shown in Table F, the total number of projected residents at the Proposed Development
is equal to 1,097 (520 × 2.11).

•

According to Goochland County, the officer to resident ratio is one officer per 850
residents, which equates to an officer/resident factor 0.0012 (1 ÷ 850).

•

The estimated officer to resident demand factor based on the officer/resident ratio and
projected number of residents is 1.29 (0.0012 × 1,097).

•

The estimated average capital cost related to patrol vehicles and equipment, as provided by
the Goochland County is $43,220.

•

The estimated total capital cost related to patrol vehicles and equipment as a result of the
Proposed Development is $55,790 (1.29 × $43,220).

•

The estimated cost per unit related to Sheriff’s Department is $107 ($55,590 ÷ 520).
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Goochland County Courthouse
According to Goochland County, a new courthouse building is expected to be built in the future
with an estimated cost of $22,000,000. Pursuant to the New Proffer Legislation, the need for a
facility under the public safety category must be directly attributable to the Proposed Development.
In general, the fundamental functions of a courthouse building include courtrooms, judges’
chambers, clerks’ offices, and other judicial purposes, such as land records, probate, etc. Although
the Sheriff’s Department may be responsible for maintaining safety of the courthouse, such as
hiring additional personnel, these costs are not considered capital expenditures. Furthermore, (i)
the proposed plan to build the new courthouse building is not directly attributable to the
construction of the Proposed Development, and (ii) the Capital Improvement Plan for FY20152020 does not provide the actual costs related to the proposed courthouse building and MuniCap
is not aware of any approved plans adopted by the County for the construction of the proposed
courthouse building. As a result, there is no cash proffer due from the Developer related to the
courthouse building.
Any potential increase in personnel cost is expected to be mitigated from the projected increase in
tax revenues anticipated to be generated from the Proposed Development as explained in Section
B of the report.
(c) Animal Protection and Control
According to Goochland County, the existing animal control facility in the County has exceeded
its capacity and a large facility is planned to be built in future, which would service all residents
and households of the County. Table G shows the projected capital cost per unit related to the
animal control facility as a result of the Proposed Development.
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Table G
Projected Cost per Unit – Animal Control
Anticipated animal protection and control facility18
Goochland County current number of households19
Projected annual County-wide growth20
Projected number of households through build-out period21
Projected apartments to be built in the county22
Projected residential units at the Proposed Development23
Estimated total number of households at build-out
Estimated cost of new facility per household
Anticipated new Animal control vehicle18
Goochland County current number of animal control vehicles24
Estimated total number of households at build-out
Number of animal control vehicles per household
Estimated cost of new animal control vehicle per household
Estimated animal protection cost per household

$5,000,000
8,148
2%
9,547
373
520
10,440
$479
$35,000
5
10,440
0.00048
$17
$496

18

Based on Goochland County's estimate of a new animal control office and vehicle. According
to the County, the estimated cost of the animal control office is expected to be covered from all
households in the County.
19
Based on the 2016 U.S. Census Bureau data.
20
According to Goochland County 2035 Comprehensive Plan, Welden Cooper estimated an
annual population growth of 1.75%. However, the County anticipates the growth to be higher
than 1.75%. Accordingly, the analysis assumes an annual growth rate of 2% per year.
21
Represents estimated number of households at 2 percent per year through the build-out period.
22
Represents the proposed apartments to be developed in the County in near future. This site is
not controlled by HHHunt Land, LLC.
23
Represents the number of units to be built at the Proposed Development.
24
Represents the number of animal control vehicles currently operating in Goochland County
(4) plus the one additional animal control vehicle that is needed. Source: Goochland County
Purchasing Director.

New Animal Protection and Control Facility
•
•
•

•
•

As shown in Table G, the estimated cost for a new animal protection and control facility is
$5,000,000.
According to U.S. Census Bureau, there are approximately 8,148 households in Goochland
County as of 2016.
According to Goochland County 2035 Comprehensive Plan, Welden Cooper estimate of
annual population growth is 1.75 percent. However, the County estimates the growth to
be higher than 1.75 percent. As a result, the analysis assumes an annual growth of 2 percent
per year.
An annual growth rate of 2 percent per year through 2024, the anticipated construction of
373 apartments in the County, and 520 projected residential units at the Proposed
Development results in 10,440 (9,547 + 373 + 520) total estimated number of households.
Accordingly, the estimated proffer cost per household related to the new animal protection
and control facility is $479 ($5,000,000 ÷ 10,440 = $479).
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New Animal Protection and Control Vehicle
•
•
•
•
•
•

As shown in Table G, the estimated cost for a new animal protection and control vehicle is
$35,000.
According to the Goochland County Purchasing Director, there are currently four animal
control and protection vehicles operating in Goochland County.
As mentioned above, the number of households at full build out of the development is
estimated to be 10,440 (9,547 + 373 + 520 = 10,440).
The estimated number of animal control and protection vehicles per household is equal to
0.00048 (5 ÷ 10,440 = 0.00048).
The estimated proffer cost per household related to the new animal protection and control
vehicle is equal to $17 ($35,000 ÷ 10,440).
Accordingly, the total estimated proffer cost per household related to Animal Protection
and Control is equal to $496 ($479 + $17 = $496).

Summary of Public Safety Improvements
Based on the calculations show in Tables E and F, the estimated total cost representing the Public
Safety Improvements is $1,471 ($868 + $107 + $496).
(iv)

Public Transportation Facilities

The information reflected in this section is based on the analysis and conclusions of the Traffic
Engineer.
According to the Traffic Impact Study, dated May 1, 2017, the Traffic Engineer established the
following scope of study area:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Hockett Road/Tuckahoe Creek Parkway
West Creek Parkway/Broad Branch Drive
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway/Site Drive No. 1
Broad Branch Drive/Site Drive No. 2

As noted in the Traffic Impact Study, direct access to the site of the Proposed Development will
be provided by the Tuckahoe Creek Parkway and Broad Branch Drive. The Proposed Development
site is currently zoned for office development. The Traffic Engineer states that both Tuckahoe
Creek Parkway and Broad Branch Drive were built to accommodate higher traffic volumes created
by future development.
Regional access to the site will be provided by Broad Street, Patterson Avenue, and VA Route
288.
Existing Capacity
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway is a four-lane major collector road with a functional capacity (LOS D –
LOS E) of 35,000 vehicles per day. The Traffic Engineer reports that the latest data from the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) shows that the Tuckahoe Creek Parkway is
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carrying approximately 2,500 vehicles per day, which is significantly less than the functional
capacity of the parkway. Tuckahoe Creek Parkway is expected to provide regional access to and
from VA Route 288. The analysis of the existing roads was performed during AM peak hours (7
a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM peak hours (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).
Broad Branch Drive
According to the Traffic Engineer, Broad Branch Drive is a two-lane minor collector road with a
functional capacity of 15,000 vehicles per day. The Traffic Engineer reports that the latest data
from VDOT shows that Broad Branch Drive currently carries approximately 3,000 vehicles per
day, which is 12,000 vehicles less than the functional capacity. This roadway is expected to
provide access to and from West Creek Parkway and Patterson Avenue. The analysis of the
existing roads was performed during AM peak hours (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM peak hours (4 p.m.
to 6 p.m.).
Hockett Road
According to the Traffic Engineer, Hockett Road is a two-lane roadway with capacity of 12,000
vehicles per day. The Traffic Engineer also reports that the latest data from VDOT shows that
Hockett Road currently carries approximately 2,000 vehicles per day. Hockett Road is expected
to provide accessibility to and from Broad Street to the north and Patterson Avenue to the south.
The analysis of the existing roads was performed during AM peak hours (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM
peak hours (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).
The analysis of Hockett Road by the Traffic Engineer addresses and assesses link capacity and
crash rate analysis for the corridor.
Projected Traffic Generation Analysis
The Proposed Development of 520 age-restricted units is expected to be completed by 2025.
According to the Traffic Engineer’s analysis of the Proposed Development site, surrounding areas,
and capacity of the existing public facilities based on various sources as described in the Traffic
Impact Study, the results of the traffic impacts are shown in the table below.
Table H
Proposed Development Trip Generation Results

Proposed
Use
Age-restricted

AM
Estimated
Peak Hour
No. of
(VPH) –
Units
Enter
520

41

AM
Peak
Hour
(VPH) –
Exit
77

PM
Peak Hour
(VPH) –
Enter
94

PM
Peak
Daily
Hour
Vehicles
(VPH) – Per Day
Exit
60
2,050

As shown in Table H above, the Proposed Development is expected generated 118 vehicles per
hour during AM peak hour and 154 vehicles per hour the PM peak hour, and a total of 2,050
vehicles per day on a typical 24-hour weekday.
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Conclusion of the Traffic Impact by the Traffic Engineer
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway
As noted above, Tuckahoe Creek Parkway has a functional capacity of 35,000 vehicles per day.
The data from VDOT indicates that the current traffic count on the parkway is 2,500 vehicles per
day, which is well below the current capacity. The projected traffic impact of 2,050 vehicles per
day resulting of the Proposed Development means the impact on the current traffic conditions will
remain well under the functional capacity. Table I shows the estimated traffic impact on Tuckahoe
Creek Parkway as a result of the Proposed Development.
Table I
Estimated Increase in Traffic – Tuckahoe Creek Parkway
Estimated
Traffic Impact
2,050

Traffic Distribution
Assumptions 24
40%

Estimated
Vehicles per Day
820

Projected traffic distributions based on MuniCap’s analysis on the information provided by HHHunt and the
Traffic Impact Study. The basis of the assumption is that the projected 2,050 vehicles per day will use a
combination of the two roads that provide direct access to the Proposed Development site. Additionally, 40 percent
of the site traffic uses Tuckahoe Creek Parkway to access Route 288 and 25% of the site traffic is expected to use
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway to access Hockett Road.
24

The functional capacity of Tuckahoe Creek Parkway is 35,000 vehicles per day and the current
estimated traffic conditions show approximately 2,500 vehicles per day. The analysis assumes
that of the 2,050 total vehicles per day, approximately 820 vehicles per day will be added on the
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway as a result of the Proposed Development. Based on the analysis by the
Traffic Engineer and traffic distribution assumption as shown in Table E, the estimated remaining
capacity of Tuckahoe Creek Parkway is as follows:
35,000 – 2,500 – 820 = 31,680 (remaining estimated capacity)
Broad Branch Drive
As stated previously, Broad Branch Drive has a functional capacity of 15,000 vehicles per day.
The data from VDOT indicates that the roadway currently carries 3,000 vehicles per day, which is
12,000 vehicles less than the functional capacity of the roadway. The projected traffic impact of
2,050 vehicles from per day resulting of the Proposed Development means the impact on the
current traffic conditions will remain well under the functional capacity. Table J shows the
estimated traffic impact on Broad Branch Drive as a result of the Proposed Development.
Table J
Estimated Increase in Traffic – Broad Branch Drive
Estimated
Traffic Impact
2,050

Traffic Distribution
Assumptions 25
35%

Estimated
Vehicles per Day
718

Projected traffic distributions on based on MuniCap’s analysis on the information provided by HHHunt and the
Traffic Impact Study. The basis of the assumption is that the projected 2,050 vehicles per day will use a
combination of the two roads that provide direct access to the Proposed Development site.
25
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The functional capacity of Broad Branch Drive is 15,000 vehicles per day. The current data from
VDOT shows that the current estimated traffic count on the roadway is 3,000 vehicles per day.
The analysis assumes that of the 2,050 total vehicles per day, approximately 718 vehicles per day
will be added on the Broad Branch Drive as a result of the Proposed Development. Based on the
analysis by the Traffic Engineer and traffic distribution assumption as shown in Table F, the
estimated remaining capacity of Broad Branch Drive is as follows:
15,000 – 3,000 – 718 = 11,282 (remaining estimated capacity)
Hockett Road
The Traffic Engineer also analyzed Hockett Road Corridor to examine link capacity and crash rate.
The Traffic Impact Study states that the traffic capacity of the two-lane roadway is approximately
15,000 vehicles per day under ideal road conditions. Due to current constraints along the corridor,
the two-lane capacity is approximately 12,000 vehicles per day. According to the data from
VDOT, the current traffic count of Hockett Road is equal to 2,000 vehicles per day. The Traffic
Engineer estimates that as a result of the Proposed Development, the daily traffic count south of
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway will be 2,100 vehicles per day and 2,500 vehicles per day north of the
Tuckahoe Creek Parkway. Accordingly, the Traffic Engineer’s analysis concludes that existing
capacity of the corridor is expected to be more than adequate for the Proposed Development
buildout.
Subsequent to the original Traffic Impact Study, dated May 1, 2017, the Traffic Engineer also
performed supplemental analyses to determine impact on the existing infrastructure on Broad
Street and Hockett Road as a result of the Proposed Development. The Traffic Engineer
concluded, under all scenarios, that traffic impacts are not expected to create unacceptable
intersection operations within the traffic study area. The analyses also indicated that all traffic
movements are expected to remain at the accepted Level of Service (LOS) at completion of the
Proposed Development and that the existing road infrastructure is expected to operate well within
its existing capacity.
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis
As noted in the letter from the Engineer, dated July 26, 2017, a traffic signal warrant and cost
sharing analysis was performed for the intersections of Hockett Road and Tuckahoe Creek
Parkway, and West Creek Parkway and Broach Brand Drive. In order to establish a cost sharing
methodology, the Engineer applied the peak hour traffic conditions as noted in the revised Traffic
Impact Study and standard Traffic Warrants related to minimum vehicular volume, as more fully
described in the Engineer’s letter, used by VDOT.
The results of the analysis, as shown in Tables K and L, reflect specific traffic conditions to both
major street approaches and the minor street left turn movement on westbound Tuckahoe Creek
Parkway and southbound Broad Branch Drive.
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Table K
Hockett Road and Tuckahoe Creek Parkway

Warrant 26
Major
AM
Street
PM
Warrant 26
Minor
AM
Street
PM
26
27

Hourly Totals
Total
Site
(vph)
(vph)
420
N/A
329
10
291
23
105
N/A
12
4
181
3

Approach Totals
Total
Site
27(vph)
(vph)
840

Intersection Totals
Total
Site
Percent
(vph)
(vph)
Site

33
1,126

286

40

3.6%

7

Total (hourly) is based on peak hour volume or warrant volume depending on which is greater.
Warrant thresholds adjusted to reflect posted speed limit on major street approaches in excess of 40 mph.

Table L
West Creek Parkway and Broad Branch Drive

Warrant
Major
AM
Street
PM
Warrant
Minor
AM
Street
PM
28

Hourly Totals
Total
Site
(vph)
(vph)
600
N/A
1,409
14
523
33
150
N/A
31
8
289
6

Approach Totals
Total 28
Site
(vph)
(vph)
2009

Intersection Totals
Total
Site
Percent
(vph)
(vph)
Site

47
2,448

439

61

2.5%

14

Total (hourly) is based on peak hour volume or warrant volume depending on which is greater.

The Engineer’s analysis indicates that the site contributes 3.6% of the total traffic needed to meet
the signal warrant at the intersection of Hockett Road and Tuckahoe Creek Parkway, and 2.5% of
the total traffic needed to meet the signal warrant at the intersection of West Creek Parkway and
Broad Branch Drive. However, traffic will not reach thresholds necessary to warrant a traffic
signal within the Proposed Development build-out.
Based on review of the preliminary traffic signal warrants, the Engineer concluded that the existing
infrastructure provides sufficient capacity for both existing and future traffic conditions until the
Proposed Development buildout.
As noted earlier, the New Proffer Legislation states that the collection of cash proffer can only be
justified if the capacity of the existing facilities will be exceeded as a result of the rezoning. As
indicated by the Traffic Engineer’s analyses, results of which are more fully described in the
Traffic Impact Study and supplemental analyses, the traffic and road impacts are expected to be
within the capacity of the existing infrastructure. As a result, there is no cash proffer due from the
Developer related to the public transportation facilities.
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Summary of Analysis
Based on MuniCap’s analysis of various documents and research, the estimated cash proffer that
may be collected from the Proposed Development is shown below.
Table M
Summary of Analysis

Public Facilities
Public school facilities
Public parks
Public safety facilities
Public transportation facilities
Estimated proffer per dwelling unit
Projected number of units
Total projected cash proffer

Estimated Proffer per
Dwelling Unit
$0
$177
$1,471
$0
$1,648
520
$856,960

As stated in the section titled Legislation Limiting Residential Proffers, all off-site proffers under
the New Proffer Legislation are unreasonable unless they address an impact to an off-site public
facility, which means that the proposed use of the new development results in a need for public
improvement to facilities in excess of the existing public facility capacity, and the proposed new
development receives a direct benefit from the proffer paid for the public facility.
The results presented in this report are based on the New Proffer Legislation. Proffers are
calculated only for those public facilities actually impacted by the proposed development and only
if there is not existing capacity sufficient for the proposed development.
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B. DEVELOPMENT IMPACT – NON-PROFFER OR FISCAL IMPACTS
This section of the report covers information regarding non-proffer or fiscal impacts to Goochland
County as a result of the Proposed Development. The fiscal impacts include one-time construction
impacts, one-time fees, and recurring revenues. This section of the report also provides an estimate
of the additional tax revenues and expenses that Goochland County may receive or incur as a result
of the Proposed Development and contrasts the expected costs with expected revenue through June
30, 2019. Detailed calculations related to the fiscal impacts are attached hereto as Appendix B.
Existing Property’s Assessed Value
As of FY18, the current assessed value of the Proposed Development area is $8,527,600. Table N
shows the current parcels located in the development area.
Table N
Current Assessed Value
Parcel Identification
Number
7725-16-1563
7725-15-0818
7725-04-7895
7725-14-0528
7725-15-4511
7725-15-6921
7725-16-8309
7725-16-6436
7725-15-4957
7725-15-2550
7725-03-9215
7725-02-7809
7725-02-8362
7725-01-8650
7725-21-2414
7725-12-8128
7725-11-4854
7725-30-3926
7725-20-9115
7725-30-8874
7725-06-8823
7725-31-9008
Total
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Current Assessed
Value
$1,320,000
$859,900
$562,200
$159,700
$689,500
$558,300
$644,800
$800
$1,800
$1,500
$18,800
$414,200
$367,900
$392,200
$516,400
$336,600
$4,400
$6,600
$1,615,700
$54,200
$0
$2,100
$8,527,600

Proposed Development
As stated previously, the Proposed Development is expected to include 520 age-restricted
residential units. Table O on the following page shows the projected assessed value as well as the
incremental property value and real property tax expected to be generated from the Proposed
Development.
Table O
Projected Incremental Assessed Value and Property Tax

Development Type
Units 29 Per Unit 30
Residential
65' single family
173
$437,728
55' single family
165
$374,728
Townhomes
182
$314,728
Total projected assessed value at full build-out (current dollars)
Current assessed value
Projected incremental property assessed value
County's real property tax rate
TCSD tax rate
Total projected incremental real property tax at full build-out (current dollars)

Total
Estimated
Assessed
Value
$75,726,944
$61,830,120
$57,280,496
$194,837,560
($8,527,600)
$186,309,960
$0.53
$0.32
$1,583,635

29

Based on the information provided by HHHunt Land, LLC.
The estimated value per unit is based on MuniCap's research on properties in the Central Virginia region. See Appendix
D of the fiscal impact analysis.
30

As shown in Table O above, the projected incremental real property tax revenues are estimated to
be $1,583,635 at full build-out.

Projection of Impacts
MuniCap, Inc. estimated future fiscal and economic impacts on Goochland County using a
combination of accepted approaches for projecting fiscal impacts.
To calculate construction employment and economic impacts, MuniCap used IMPLAN
Professional 3.0 software developed by IMPLAN Group, LLC. IMPLAN is an industry-accepted
economic impact assessment software system with which trained users can create local area Social
Accounting Matrices and develop Multiplier Models that can be used to estimate detailed
economic impacts.
For the inputs used in developing the models, such as density and cost, MuniCap relied on a variety
of sources, which are noted in the accompanying appendix to this report. MuniCap, Inc. analyzed
current commuting trends among employees in Goochland County to estimate the percentage of
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non-residents and thus represent an additional cost to the County for services above those provided
to the current service population.
In estimating the population increase, MuniCap applied the current number of residents per
household to the proposed housing units, using information from the U.S. Census Bureau to
establish baseline information. The results were further adjusted by MuniCap to determine the
projected increase in population as a result of development of the owner-occupied units.
For the calculation of economic benefits, primarily those in the form of increased tax revenue,
MuniCap applied the actual taxing methodology by multiplying the applicable tax rate by the
estimated taxable item in question whenever possible. For instance, real property taxes were
estimated by multiplying estimated assessed value by the current applicable real property tax rate.
Other revenues calculated in this manner include personal property tax on vehicles, vehicle license
fees, consumer utility tax, recordation fees, and permit fees. In some instances, revenues were
estimated on a per capita basis, typically when the revenue source was not in the form of a tax. In
still other cases, revenues that will likely increase as a result from the Proposed Development were
dismissed altogether, as they represent charges for services that will likely be offset by the cost of
providing said services.
To calculate fiscal impacts in the form of additional costs to Goochland County, MuniCap
reviewed the approved budget of various departments of Goochland County to determine the most
appropriate approach to estimating potential increases. In some cases, expenses were estimated
on a per capita basis using residents or service population, while in other cases, another pro rata
basis was used, such tax revenues, number of households, and number of assessment accounts.
Finally, in cases when a charge for services was eliminated from the estimation of revenues, the
corresponding costs for services were also eliminated from the estimation of expenses.
While estimating impacts in future years, MuniCap assumed a uniform net annual increase in both
revenues and expenses of one and half percent per year. Tax rates are expressed at their level as
of the date of this report.
The specific calculations used to estimate these impacts, along with the sources of the underlying
assumptions, are included in the appendix accompanying this report.

Results of the Study
A. Employment Impacts and Economic Output
Table P outlines the projected one-time employment impacts as well as economic impacts resulting
from the development of the Proposed Development. Direct jobs are jobs at the development site;
indirect jobs are jobs created within Goochland County, but not at the Proposed Development.
The same methodology is applicable to direct and indirect economic outputs.
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Table P
Employment Impacts31
Construction Jobs (One-Time)
Employment and Wages
Direct impacts
Indirect impacts
Total

Jobs
704
372
1,077

Economic Output
Direct impacts (construction cost)
Indirect impacts
Total

Wages
$37,900,374
$12,862,471
$50,762,845

$120,900,000
$41,490,451
$162,390,451

Average annual labor income per full-time employment

$53,815

31

Employment, wages, and economic outputs are calculated using IMPLAN software based on industry multipliers derived
from national income and product accounts data published by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Detailed calculations
are provided in the attached projections.

The methods of estimating employment impacts are explained in the subsequent schedules
included in the appendix accompanying this report.
B. Population Impacts
Table Q outlines the projected residential population increase resulting from the Proposed
Development.
Table Q
Population Impacts - Residents
Proposed
Development

Projected Residents 32
Owner-occupied
Total new townhomes and condominiums
Person's per household
Total projected resident increase

520
2.11
1,097

32

Based on U.S. Census Bureau 2006 American Community Survey, the average Persons Per Household (PPH) by Age of
Household Head is as follows: 55+ is 2.11 PPH, 65+ is 1.87 PPH, 75+ is 1.62 PPH, and 85+ is 1.40 PPH. The analysis
assumes PPH factor of 2.11, which is for the age-group of 55+.
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C. Fiscal Impacts
Table R outlines the projected revenues to Goochland County both annually and through fiscal
year ending June 30, 2039 based on projected development under the current allowable density
and Proposed Development. Annual revenues are shown at full build-out in current dollars. The
twenty-year cumulative revenues reflect projected absorption and inflation.
Table R
Projected Revenues
Cumulative through Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2039

Goochland County Gross Tax
Revenues - Full Build-Out
One-time Revenues
Recordation tax
Permit fees
Re-occurring Revenues
Real property tax revenues
Personal vehicle property tax
Vehicle license fees
Consumer utility tax
Additional tax revenues
Goochland County gross revenues

Annual
(Current
Dollars at Full
Build-Out)

Cumulative
through Fiscal
Year Ending
June 30, 2039

$11,960
$545,454

$11,960
$545,454

$1,583,635
$476,896
$29,146
$37,440
$7,599
$2,692,130

$32,143,648
$9,603,984
$586,958
$753,987
$153,038
$43,799,029

Table S outlines the projected County expenditures and resulting net tax revenues, based on
Proposed Development, both annually and for a period of twenty years, ending in fiscal year June
30, 2039.
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Table S
Projected Net Revenues
Cumulative Through Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2039

Goochland County Net Gross
Revenues

Annual (Current Dollar
at Full Build-Out)

Cumulative
through Fiscal
Year Ending
June 30, 2039

Goochland County projected gross
revenues 33

$2,692,130

$43,799,029

Less: projected expenditures for public services 34
Commissioner of the revenue
County assessor
Treasurer
Finance
Sheriff
Fire-rescue cost recovery
Fire-rescue
Animal Protection
Convenience Centers
Facilities Management
Grounds Management
Parks and recreation
Regional library
Local Health Department
Tax Relief for Elderly & Disabled
Goochland free clinic & family
Sub-total expenditures

($16,046)
($14,636)
($19,696)
($19,920)
($107,666)
($20,450)
($91,326)
($24,807)
($41,983)
($48,135)
($23,306)
($22,143)
($20,562)
($11,897)
($21,539)
($8,763)
($512,875)

($330,726)
($301,663)
($405,948)
($410,564)
($2,219,088)
($421,500)
($1,882,317)
($511,297)
($865,301)
($992,107)
($480,360)
($456,393)
($423,804)
($245,202)
($443,946)
($180,621)
($10,570,837)

Net Goochland County Revenues

$2,179,254

$33,228,192

33

See Table R.

34

Represents the cost to Goochland County for providing services.

The projected revenues and expenditures from the Proposed Development would translate to an
approximate 5.34 percent and 1.02 percent increase over the current County budget as shown in
Table T.
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Table T
Revenues and Expenditures Comparison
Proposed Development
Comparison of Projected Revenues and Expenditures

Revenues

Goochland County revenues and expenditures 35
Proposed Development projected revenues and expenditures
Overall increase in projected revenues and expenditures

$50,418,147
$2,692,130
5.34%

35

Expenditures
$50,417,847
$512,875
1.02%

Source: Goochland County FY18 Adopted Budget

D. Requested Information by the Department of Public Utilities
The information included in this section addresses certain information related to water and sewer
use, number of utility accounts to be serviced, and potential impact on County’s BMP and storm
water facilities, as requested by the Department of Public Utilities.
(i)

Water and Sewer Daily Use

Table U shows the projected maximum daily consumption of water and sewer in gallons.
Table U
Projected Water and Sewer Use

Use
Water
Sewer
36

(ii)

Projected
Consumption in
Gallons Per Day (No
Irrigation) 36
525
525

Projected
Consumption in
Gallons Per Day
(With Irrigation) 36
825
N/A

Source: Youngblood, Tyler and Associates

Number of Accounts to be Serviced

Based on information discussed with the Developer, the Proposed Development is expected to
have 520 residential accounts, one account for the community clubhouse, and approximately four
accounts related to the irrigation system throughout the community at full build-out. This would
result in an estimated 525 total utility accounts.
(iii)

Impact on BMP and Storm Water Facilities

Based on information provided by the Developer, the storm pipes are anticipated to be maintained
by VDOT and BMP’s are to be maintained by the Home Owners Association. As a result, there
are no impacts expected to the County.
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Sources
Construction and permanent employment impacts for the Proposed were calculated using
IMPLAN software developed by IMPLAN Group, LLC. The software calculates labor income
and the number of jobs based on industry multipliers derived from national income and product
accounts data published by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. This data is then indexed to
local industry data compiled in the U.S. Economic Census. Development data was provided by
HHHunt Land, LLC. Assessed values for tax increment projections were estimated by MuniCap
based comparable research and tax information provided by Goochland County Assessor’s Office.
Goochland County Department of Public Utilities was also contacted to obtain current tax
information. The estimated increase in revenues and expenditures are based on Goochland County
FY18 Adopted Budget.

Limitations
Projecting fiscal and employment impacts is not a precise science. Furthermore, there are different
methods of projecting fiscal and employment impacts and different analysts will arrive at different
conclusions. The conclusions in this study are not intended to be precise results, but rather,
reasonable estimates that provide a general indication of the fiscal and employment impacts to
Goochland County from the Proposed Development.
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