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Staff Report 
 

KINGLAND SYSTEMS 
CAMPUSTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

 
August 27, 2013 

 
 

BACKGROUND:  
 
On March 26, 2013 the City Council heard a presentation from representatives from 
Kingland Systems regarding their proposed redevelopment project along Lincoln Way in 
the Campustown Business District.  At that time they were seeking Council approval for 
a modification to the step-back requirement reflected in the Zoning Ordinance for their 
properties along Lincoln Way and Welch Avenues.  
 
Rather than give consideration to their request that evening, the City Council asked 
Kingland officials first to accomplish three tasks: 
 

1) To come back with a more thorough explanation of what the project would 
entail; 
 

2) To meet with the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) to gain their 
feedback; and  

 
 3) To meet with the Campustown Action Committee (CAA) to gain their input. 
 
At that meeting Warren Madden expressed the University's support for the project and 
indicated their intention to lease office space in the new building as well as to consider 
the possibility of University student housing on the upper floors. After not hearing from 
the Kingland representatives for some time, they recently reestablished contact with 
City staff. The University has now expressed their desire to only lease office space in 
the proposed new development. In addition, as requested Kingland representatives met 
with the CAA and the HPC to obtain their feedback regarding the project. Based on 
this input, the development concept has now been so lidified and Kingland 
officials are prepared to share this information wi th the City Council. 
 
INPUT FROM THE CAMPUSTOWN ACTION ASSOCIAITON:  
 
Campustown Action Association (CAA) has expressed in Attachment I its support for 
the Kingland project. This support is based on the following list of priorities to encourage 
redevelopment that follows the mission and vision of the Campustown Action 
Association and that maintains the character of the district. (It was emphasized that a 
project does not have to meet all of the items referenced below to gain support from the 
CAA.) 
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1. The proposed project will add a missing service to the mix of businesses 

currently offered in Campustown.  
 

2. The proposed project will improve the aesthetics of the business district while 
maintaining the current scale and feel of the district as a whole. 
 

3. The proposed project will preserve structures of historic significance to the 
district.  
 

4. The proposed project will include incentives to retain small, unique businesses to 
retain the distinctive shopping experience of the district. 
 

5. The proposed project will include a percentage of rentable ground floor 
commercial space at lower market rates for local, independent businesses. 
 

6. The proposed project will include high-density uses in penetrable retail street-
level spaces. 
 

7. The proposed project will enhance the cultural experience in Campustown. 
 

8. The proposed project will include spaces for university students/faculty/staff with 
the opportunity for different university departments to interact off campus.  
 

9. The proposed project will include considerations for parking capacities in 
Campustown. 

 
10. The proposed project will consider reimbursement of depreciated leasehold 

improvement values to displaced tenants.  
 
CAA members expressed appreciation that Kingland Systems worked with CAA to 
obtain input on the new building. Their design team utilized suggested ideas by the CAA 
Board to make the project more in line with the mission and values of CAA. Changes to 
the design based on conversations with CAA include (1) additional retail on the first 
floor, and (2) a change in the façade design to be more in tune with other buildings in 
the district, as well as have the appearance of individual storefronts.  
 
The CAA feels that the Kingland Systems project wil l be the catalyst to further 
development in the district. With the design change s Kingland Systems has 
made, CAA supports their request for a variance on the stepback requirement for 
their project. If the City Council directs staff to  develop a tax incentive program 
for this project, they encourage the Council to con sider their list of priorities 
when developing the incentives.  
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INPUT FROM THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:  
 
On August 29th, Kingland Systems presented the concept design of its project to the 
Historic Preservation Commission to allow the Commission to provide feedback to City 
Council.  (See Attachment II) The Commission discussed the following questions and 
issues: 

• Review of the previous historic surveys of the site and area 
• Viability of reusing some of the existing buildings or reuse of some of the 

architectural elements 
• How to document the historical record that would be lost with demolition of the 

buildings  
• Possibility of landscaping along the street facades 
• Appearance of the back of the building 
• Opening in block face on the east side of Welch, especially trade-off between 

providing needed parking and void space that could detract from Campustown 
• Possibility of recesses in building footprint along Lincoln Way that would invite 

pedestrians to interact and spend more time in the area 
 
Statements were made in support of what the project can do for Campustown, along 
with regrets that historic buildings will be demolished.  
 
Commissioners said the owner should document the ex isting structures before 
they are demolished.  Several stated that plaques should be placed on two historic 
sites and that some of the historic materials should be utilized in some way in the 
proposed new building. The Commission also discussed the design compatibility of the 
project with Campustown and referenced the historic storefront patterns of the area.  
 
Roberta Vann stated that the street appearance of the new structure seems harsh and 
non-inviting, and she hopes that they might be able to do something to the proposed 
plans that will help promote a welcoming atmosphere to the public. 
 
THE LATEST CONCEPT DRAWINGS:  
 
The latest concept reflects a 3-story 75,000 square foot building which will include 
25,000 square feet of office space on the second floor for Kingland, 25,000 square feet 
of office space on the third floor for Iowa State University, and 25,000 square feet of 
retail space on the first floor for an anchor tenant and two small tenants. The plan 
includes 72 surface parking spaces and a drive-thru facility to serve the retail anchor at 
the corner of Lincoln and Welch. (See Attachment III.) The concept drawings are based 
on an assumption of no step-back requirement for either the Lincoln Way or Welch 
Avenue frontages.   
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ACTION SOUGHT BY KINGLAND BEFORE PROJECT CAN PROCEE D: 
 
While Kingland officials are poised to initiate the  redevelopment project in 
Campustown, they are seeking approval regarding the  following two  issues 
before they incur the costs of developing final pla ns and construction drawings. 
(See Attachment IV.) 
  

ISSUE 1: Modification of the S tep-back Requirement  in the Zoning      
Ordinance 

 
On March 26, 2013, City Council considered a request from Kingland Systems 
for a modification of the City’s current zoning step-back standard in Campustown. 
The request is to consider allowing a three-story building with no 15-foot step-
back above the second floor for its site at Lincoln Way and Welch Avenue.  The 
concern arises from the difficulty in achieving an efficient layout and additional 
construction costs when incorporating a step-back requirement on the upper 
level. 

 
Zoning in Campustown allows for intense development of up to nine-story 
buildings. At the time of adopting the current zoning for the area, there were 
concerns about the intensity and height of buildings planned for the area 
compared to the surrounding 2-story building pattern. As a result, standards were 
adopted that required any building greater than two stories in height to either be 
set back from the street 15 feet or to step back the upper floors by 15 feet. In 
recognition of the limitations of this standard, additional building height was 
allowed within the zoning district to still encourage high density development.  A 
full discussion of the urban design history for Campustown can be found in 
Attachment V. 

 
 Options Regarding Step-Back Request:  
 

Option 1. No action, leaving the current standard i n place, and step-back 
the building.  

 
Kingland Systems can avoid the cost of the step-back by placing the front of the 
building 15 feet from the right-of-way. However, this will reduce available area for 
parking in the rear of the building which is required by the prospective tenants. 
While this option appears to satisfy the safety and  scale issues associated 
with tall buildings at the street right-of-way, it would not fit the current 
Kingland Systems concept design.  

Option 2.  Initiate a zoning text amendment with design standar ds for 
building façades that create interest at the street  level and pedestrian 
scale.  

 
This approach recognizes the differences between each project and, with general 
standards and architectural review, can allow needed flexibility for buildings that 
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are not as tall or do not have residential units. This approach could replace the 
step-back standard or be an option for projects where the step-back standard is 
not appropriate. It would require a discretionary design review process for 
implementation. The impact of this option would depend on whether Kingland’s 
design meets these standards. 

Option 3. Initiate a zoning text amendment deleting the step-back 
requirement for the block facing along Lincoln Way only.  

 
With the width of Lincoln Way and the open space of the University on the north 
side of the street, the character of this urban space is quite different from Welch 
Avenue and other streets within Campustown that are more narrow.  To promote 
compatibility with existing buildings in the area, design standards as described in 
Alternative 2 could also be required within zoning. This would partially meet 
Kingland Systems’ interests, but would still requir e a step-back along 
Welch Avenue. 

Option 4. Initiate a zoning text amendment revising the step-back standard 
by increasing the allowable height to allow a maxim um of three stories 
without a step-back for all properties in Campustow n, while prohibiting 
residential units on the third floor.  

 
The current requirement of a step-back for buildings over 30 feet, or two stories, 
is based on the predominant building height in the core area. There is no 
“correct” height standard, as its appropriateness may vary by context. Rather, the 
principle is to limit the height at the street face so that it is not greater than the 
right-of-way width, which on Welch Avenue is 66 feet. This option would apply to 
all buildings within the area specified in the Code and appears to satisfy the 
safety and scale issues associated with tall buildings at the street right-of-way. 
The 15 foot step-back requirement would be maintained for buildings over three 
stories, or for projects with residential uses. This would meet Kingland 
Systems’ stated interests. 

Option 5. Initiate a zoning text amendment revising the step-back standard 
to 3-stories for all buildings on sites that have f rontage on Lincoln Way and 
prohibiting residential units on the third floor.    
 
This would allow corner properties along Lincoln Way to have building facades 
extend down Welch and Stanton without a step-back. The 15 foot step-back 
requirement would be maintained for buildings over three stories. It would not 
affect the majority of Campustown properties; and would meet Kingland 
Systems’ interests. 
 
 
It should be emphasized that, no matter which option  is selected, the City 
Council will not be able to approve a modification of the step-back 
requirement on August 27 th. Council will only be able to pass a motion 
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directing staff to prepare a draft modification to the ordinance, which will 
then need to be sent through the Planning and Zonin g Commission for 
recommendation before a final decision is made by t he Council regarding 
this request. 

 
ISSUE 2: City Incentives Totaling $2,064,530 ($1,575,000 principal and 

$489,530 interest) 
 

Kingland officials are now seeking a financial comm itment from the City 
that would allow them to borrow $1,575,000 to be us ed for the funding gap 
they have identified to make their project financia lly viable before they 
move ahead to develop final construction design doc uments. 
 
They have indicated to the City staff that their latest estimates reflect construction 
costs of $10,925,000 with an overall project cost of $18,740,000. After 
accounting for an equity contribution from the comp any, proceeds from a 
conventional loan, and benefits from various federa l tax credit programs, 
the funding gap for their project is $1,575,000. 
 
It is important to note that we currently have a Campustown Urban Revitalization 
Tax Abatement Program for the area in which this project will be located. 
However, to be eligible for tax abatement, projects need to involve such 
requirements as slum and blighted properties, structured parking, adaptive reuse 
of an existing building, including underrepresented uses, and various design 
standards. A review of the proposal indicates that the Kinglan d project will 
not qualify for incentives under our existing progr am.  (See Attachment VI) 
The City Council could ask staff to revise the exis ting tax abatement 
program so that the Kingland project would qualify,  but because of the 
uniqueness of the project a program change for this  one development does 
not seem prudent. 
 
Kingland officials have suggested that the City provide the requested $1,575,000 
incentive through a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) rebate agreement. Under this 
proposal, no debt would be incurred by the City.  Rather, a development 
agreement would be finalized and TIF ordinance passed that would obligate the 
City to transmit all TIF qualified property tax revenue generated for the City, 
Ames School District, and Story County from the incremental assessed value of 
the new project to Kingland over a period of years agreed in advance, in this 
case 10 years. Staff believes Kingland’s incremental valuation estimates are very 
conservative and the level of incentives that are being sought will be satisfied in 
less than 10 years.   
 
It should be noted that the TIF rebate does not pro vide up-front funding to 
the developers for the project. The guarantee of a TIF rebate will allow them 
to borrow $1,575,000 for the project and use the re bated taxes to pay the 
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principal and interest on the debt. Therefore, thei r request will require an 
incentive total of $2,064,530 ($1,575,000 principal  and $489,530 interest). 
 
Under our traditional incentive program, the City c ould grant up to 
$1,260,335 in tax abatement if the project fit the matrix and the developer 
selected the 10 year option. Therefore, the difficu lt policy decision before 
the Council is whether this project is worthy of an  incentive amount greater 
than the standard partial tax abatement program. 
 
The staff believes that a case can be made that thi s is a project worthy of 
uncommon incentives from the City which most likely  will not be replicated 
in the Campustown area because of its size and relat ionship to job 
creation/retention (non-retail employment). If the City Council agrees with 
this assessment, a TIF reimbursement project with a  cap of $1,575,000 for 
the principal plus interest up to 10 years might be  warranted. Under this 
proposal, the City’s obligation to provide an incen tive will end when the TIF 
rebate reaches the cap or when ten years have passe d from the beginning 
of our contract, whichever is sooner.  
 
Here again, it must be emphasized that the City Council will not be able to 
approve a $1,575,000 incentive package on August 27th. You will only be able to 
pass a motion directing staff to initiate the process to accomplish the TIF strategy 
described above. Future staff work will include the creation of an Urban Renewal 
Plan and the preparation of a development agreement for the TIF rebate 
ordinance. 
 
Options Regarding Incentives:  
 

 Option 1. Deny the request to provide incentives t o the Kingland project. 
 

The City Council has already made a decision on the level of incentives they 
want to offer in the Campustown area through establishment of the existing tax 
abatement program. This development, as currently proposed, does not qualify. 
 
Option 2. Provide the standard property tax abateme nt to the Kingland 
project. 
 
This option could yield up to $1,260,335 of tax abatement to the project. 
However, in order to accomplish this option, the Urban Revitalization Criteria 
Matrix must be revised in such a way as to allow the Kingland project to qualify 
for abatement.   
 
Option 3. Provide a TIF Rebate Incentive that split s the incremental 
property taxes generated from the Kingland project between the taxing 
entities and the developers over the next 10 years.  
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Under this option, the City would provide a TIF rebate to the developers that 
would provide them some percentage less than 100% of the TIF qualified 
property tax revenue generated from the incremental assessed value of the 
Kingland project. 
 
For example, a 50% split is estimated to generate a total of $1,238,718 over 10 
years, allowing them to borrow $787,000.   
 
Option 4. Provide a 100% TIF rebate with a cap of $ 2,064,530 ($1,575,000 
principle and $449,530 interest) up until the time the cap is reached or ten 
years have passed from the time of the development agreement, whichever 
comes first. 
 
This option satisfies the developer’s request. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
For a number of years the City Council has been seeking a catalyst project to lead the 
way with the redevelopment of the Campustown Business District. The City’s 
partnership with Lane4 to redevelop the area along Lincoln Way between Stanton and 
Hayward never materialized because of the challenges involved in acquiring the 
multiple properties necessary to accomplish this ambitious plan. 
 
Staff believes that the Kingland proposal is worthy of an incentive package in excess of 
our traditional incentives because (1) the developers are offering the most significant 
redevelopment project in Campustown since the City Council placed a high priority on 
identifying a catalyst project, and (2) this project allows Kingland Systems to retain and 
expand a number of high paying, non-retail jobs in this commercial district, as well as a 
large number of part-time technical positions filled by ISU students. 
 
Staff has consistently cautioned Council about the use of TIF financing as a 
development incentive and that it should be utilized  sparingly. Because of the 
unique set of circumstances involved with this proj ect, staff believes the project 
warrants support in the form of Option 4 above. 
 
With regards to the request to modify the step-back  requirement, staff can 
support Option 5. This support is based on the fact that the height of the Kingland 
project as proposed does not come near the maximum allowable height and is less 
likely to have the impacts associated with a “canyon effect” than originally anticipated. 
With the width of Lincoln Way and the open space of the University on the north side of 
the street, the character of the urban space is quite different from Welch Avenue and 
other streets within Campustown. The proposed height of three stories is also not 
excessively greater than the right-of-way width on Welch Avenue, which is 66 feet. It is 
also significant that the Kingland project will not include any residential units when 
considering the compatibility of the use in Campustown and not just building design 
issues. 






































