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ISSUE: 

Docket Item # 18 A-C 
MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT #2008-0003 
TEXT AMENDMENT #2008-0003 
CDD CONCEPT AMENDMENT #2008-000 1 
POTOMAC YARD DEVELOPMENT 

Planning Commission Meeting 
June 3,2008 

Consideration of a request to amend the City's Master Plan, 
Zoning Ordinance and the CDD #I0 Concept Plan to relocate 
office density from Landbays J and L to Landbay H, revise the use 
map and height limits for Landbay H, delete language regarding 
required mix of residential uses, and permit office use to be 
converted to retail through the special use permit process. 

APPLICANT: MidAtlantic Realty Partners, LLC 
By M. Catherine Puskar, AttomeyIAgent 

LOCATION: Potomac Yard 
230 1,240 1,250 1,280 1,395 1 Jefferson Davis Highway 
1801,2401,2403,2405,2901,3901 Potomac Avenue 
1800,180 1,2000,200 1,2300,2301,2600,2601,2800,280 1,2900 Main 
St. 
600 E. Monroe Avenue 
1000, 1400, 1600 S. Main St. 

ZONE: Coordinated Development DistrictICDD # 10 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, JUNE 3,2008: 

Master Plan Amendment: On a motion by Ms. Fossum seconded by Mr. Jennings, the 
Planning Commission voted to adopt the Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 resolution 
to revise the text regarding the mix of residential building types and heights, as well as 
the height and use maps as requested by the applicant and recommended in the staff 
report. The motion carried on a vote of 4 to 2. Mr. Wagner and Mr. Dunn voted against. 
Mr. Komoroske was absent. 

CDD Concevt Amendment and Text Amendment: On a motion by Ms. Fossum, seconded 
by Mr. Jennings, the Planning Commission voted to recommend apvroval of the CDD 
Concept Amendment #2008-0001 amending conditions and the Text Amendment #2008- 
0003 to allow the conversion of office space to retail space through the Special Use 
Permit process as recommended in the staff report. The motion carried on a vote of 4 to 
2. Mr. Wagner and Mr. Dunn voted against. Mr. Komoroske was absent. 
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Reason: The majority of the Commission supported the transfer of office density to 
Landbay Wpartial I and the amendments necessary to accommodate the buildings in this 
location as appropriate near the approved Town Center and the location set aside for a 
future Metro Station. Commissioners Dunn and Wagner voted against the motion 
because they think there should be a more comprehensive study of the proposal before 
making the decision to transfer the density. 

Speakers: 

Cathy Puskar, applicant's attorney, presented the proposal. 

Marty Wells, applicant's traffic consultant, presented the traffic analysis. 

Gregory Leisch, applicant's economic consultant, presented the economic analysis. 

Michael Nigro spoke on behalf of RREEF, owner of Potomac Yard Shopping Center, 
recommending that retail in Landbays G and H should be limited and spread out to better 
serve those developments. 

Juan Cameron, McCaffiey Interest, Potomac Yard Shopping Center spoke on retail in 
Landbays G and H. 

Stuart Lityin, Alexandria Economic Development Partnership, spoke in support of the 
proposal. 

Katy Cannady spoke in support of the proposal. 

Jack Taylor spoke in support of the proposal. 

Christopher Carnpagna spoke in support of the proposal. 

Amy Slack spoke in support of the proposal. 

Maria Wasowski spoke in support of the proposal. 

Andres Domeyles spoke in support of the proposal. 

David Fromm spoke in support of the proposal. 

Lonnie Rich spoke in support of the proposal. 

Eric Zander spoke in support of the proposal. 

Mike Ernst spoke in support of the proposal. 
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Paul Heitel spoke in opposition to the proposal citing the heights of the buildings that will 
be seen from the Parkway and moving office space further from a currently operating 
Metro station to a location where there may or may not be a Metro station in the future. 

Stewart Schwartz, representing the Coalition for Smarter Growth, spoke in support of the 
proposal. 

Skip Maginnis spoke in support of the proposal. 
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I. IMPACT BENEFIT CHART: 

IMPACTBENEFIT 

Consistency with 
Strategic Plan 

Use 

Open Space/Streetscape 
- 

Pedestrian 

Building 
Compatibility 

TrafficJTransit 

Parking 

Environment/Ecology 

Fiscal 

COMMENTS 

The proposal is consistent with the Strategic Plan because it furthers the goal of 
encouraging the redevelopment of Potomac Yard as a pedestrian oriented urban 
environment with a mix of uses. 

Transfers 765,000 sq.f€. of office space from Landbays-J and L to Landbay- 
Wpartial I 
Increases height limits in Landbay-Wpartial I to match those in the Town Center 
(Landbay-G) 
Deletes language requiring 113 townhouses, 113 multifamily, and 113 stacked 
townhouses 
Permits conversion of office use to retail use through the SUP process. 

No proposed change to open spacelstreetscape requirements proposed at this time. 

No change to open pedestrian requirements proposed. 

Final design of buildings will be addressed in the DSUP process. 
Buildings should be designed to complement the urban design of the Town Center, 
and transition appropriately to lower scale residential development in Landbay I. 
Main vehicular access to site is from the approved Potomac Avenue. 
Portions of the site are also accessed by Route 1, Braddock Road, Monroe Avenue 
andproposed South Main St. 
BRT stops proposed at adjacent Town Center. Bus stop access from Braddock 
Road, Metro stop at Braddock Station. 

Parking will need to be provided at a rate appropriate for office development such 
that impact on retail and residential uses is minimal. 

Possible shared parking to be located underground. 

LEED certification for office buildings. Encourage LEED 

See attached analysis 
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11. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Despite the recent downturn in the economy and real estate market, the planning for 
portions of Potomac Yard continues. The future of this large CDD-Coordinated 
Development District in the northeast portion of the City has been evolving in the City 
for decades. Potomac Yard has not been static and reacts to market as well as 
development trends, as may be necessary for its own economic success, as well as in 
order to meet City and community expectations. In fact, the need to provide enough 
flexibility to accommodate changing conditions was anticipated in the original approval, 
and is expressly encouraged in the 1999 approval. 

Specifically, the applicant is requesting several amendments to the Potomac Yard plan 
and accompanying zoning approvals, which would result in the following: 

A transfer of 765,000 sq.ft. of office from Landbay J and Landbay L to 
Landbay H. 
Increase the height limits in Landbay H from 55-65 ft. to 82 ft. between 
Main St. and Route 1 from 35-55 ft. to 1 10 ft. between Main St. and 
Potomac Ave. 
Allow office use to be converted to retail use with a special use permit . 
Eliminate a requirement for the residential uses to be 113 townhouses, 113 
multifamily, and 113 stacked townhouse. 

A. Enhanced Town Center: 

The applicant is not requesting an increase in density for Potomac Yard, but rather a 
transfer of density within the Yard from one part of it to another. Specifically, under the 
proposal, more density will be added adjacent to the Town Center. Staff is recommending 
approval of the requested amendments, because adding density adjacent to the Town 
Center and helping to create a critical mass of office use will result in a more successful 
Potomac Yard town center. Through the discretionary special use permit process the high 
standards for development, design, public benefits and protection of the surrounding 
community can be maintained. 

The proposal logically leads to discussion and analysis regarding a possible Metro station 
within Potomac Yard. However, a new Metro station is not currently funded and, 
therefore, the proposed land use applications have been evaluated based on their merits, 
assuming no Metro station. 

The critical question regarding the proposed amendments is whether they are consistent 
with the intent of Potomac Yard to create a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented environment 
and Town Center. A corollary question is whether the amendments will help or hurt the 
concept of the Town Center as a critical element to achieving the vision. While there are 
many procedural and technical questions that need to be addressed, the proposal 
accomplishes two specific elements for the Yard and the Town Center. It will: 
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provide a critical mass of office density to make the office development 
more desirable and marketable; and 
provide additional density, i.e. shoppers/patrons, adjacent to the retail- 
restaurant tenants of the Town Center. 

When compared to other existing and recently developed urban centers, including 
Carlyle, East Eisenhower and King Street areas, it is clear that the Potomac Yard Town 
Center would benefit from additional retail above the 80,000 sq. ft. currently approved 
for the Town Center. A critical element for success is an active, pedestrian-oriented 
environment created by a minimum "critical mass" of retail. Support for the active, 
sizeable retail component necessary to create the positive environment of successful 
Town Centers requires additional people and an appropriate mix of office and residential 
uses to support retail. 

The critical mass of retail and people needed to support the Town Center concept 
originally envisioned by the approved plan would benefit from the increased density and 
land area this application seeks to add to the proposed Town Center. Staff, therefore, 
supports the proposed density transfer which will make Landbay Wpartial I an extension 
of the urban Town Center of Potomac Yard. 

B. Timing of Proposed Amendments: 

In addition to the proposed amendments, there are other potential changes in Potomac 
Yard including the potential redevelopment of the retail shopping center (Landbay F). A 
future planning study, to begin in Winter 2009, will assess these and other proposals and 
determine how best to make them work if at all in the context of the overall Potomac 
Yard approved plan. The question then becomes whether to also wait to consider the 
proposed amendments as part of the upcoming Potomac Yard plan. 

Under normal circumstances, staff would strongly recommend making this application 
part of a more comprehensive planning process. We were particularly concerned 
approving this application prior to the small area plan might cause us to overlook some 
concept, improvement or problem that did not occur to anyone until the area was 
reviewed comprehensively. In this instance, we made every effort to anticipate those 
issues; furthermore, we are concerned that, rather than wait for the completion of the 
small area plan, the applicant may begin construction of approved lower density 
development that will be detrimental to the Town Center concept. 

C. Proposed Conditions: 

While staff is recommending approval of the proposed amendments, staff is also 
recommending a considerable number of conditions to address and require the following: 
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Landbay L: Future planning is required prior to any development to ensure that 
the decreased density is appropriate and well planned. 

Open Space: Additional planning is also required in both Landbays L and J in 
order to increase the amount of open space as a result of the reduction in density. 
The 2.78 acre open space area in Landbay N adjacent to the new straightened 
bridge should be dedicated to the City for open space. 

Conversion of office to retail: Requiring a minimum and maximum conversion 
for Landbay G and a maximum amount of conversion for Landbay H. 

Green buildings: Staff is recommending that every office building be LEED- 
certified and that all residential buildings be LEED-certified or comparable. 

Parking: All parking is required to be underground, in contrast to the existing 
guidelines which strongly encourage underground parking. 

Office Use: Urban design and design guidelines to prohibit inappropriate high 
security office tenants within Landbay H. 

D. Conclusion: 

Staff is recommending approval of the proposed amendments because it has studied other 
town center areas and found the original planned center to be insufficient to support the 
type of activity required for success. Staff is also recommending approval because it 
believes the conditions and limitations it is requiring will protect the overall integrity of 
the plan for Potomac Yard as planned. In addition, the staff recommendation is based on 
the fact that there will be the subsequent discretionary approval of Design Guidelines and 
a development special use permit for each of the landbays which will be amended 



Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 
Text Amendment #2008-0003 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment #2008-000 1 
Potomac Yard 

111. BACKGROUND: 

The Potomac Yard/Potomac Greens site is a 295 acre tract of land located in the northeast 
area of the City. The former railroad yard, is linear in nature and is divided into two main 
parcels - Potomac Yards and Potomac Greens - by a 120' wide railroad corridor running 
through the tract. 

Starting in 1987, about the same time that the City began updating the 1974 Master Plan 
for the Potomac YardlPotomac Greens portion of the site, RF&P Railroad began to 
explore development alternatives for the Yard because it was no longer being used for the 
classification of trains. The first proposal for the Yard, Alexandria 2020, was a mixed- 
use, neighborhood development which continued the street grid of the adjacent 
neighborhoods and replicated typical setbacks, heights and architectural styles. The plan 
included a tree lined interior boulevard, parks and interesting pedestrian gathering places. 
The plan included a Metro station near the center of the Yard, with the potential for 
commuter rail service and bus connections. The densities proposed in the 2020 plan were 
much higher than the currently adopted plan: 

- 5.8 million sq.ft. of office space, 
- 440,000 sq.ft. of retail uses, 
- 180,000 sq.ft. for hotel uses, and 
- 6,450 residential units (an estimated 9.67 million sq.ft. @ 1,500 sq.ft./unit) 
Toial development: about 16 million sq.4. 

The 2020 plan was never formally submitted to the City for approval, but the City did 
approve new zoning for the site in the context of the Master Plan update in 1992. The 
new zoning, CDD, provided for a lower overall density of development than was 
proposed with Alexandria 2020, with: 

2.75 million sq.ft. of office space, 
- 300,000 sq.ft. of retail uses, 
- 625 hotel rooms, (an estimated 456,250 sq.ft. @ 650 sq.ft./room +50,000 

sq.ft.) 
- 3,500 residential units (an estimated 5.25 million sq.ft. @ 1,500 sq.ft./unit) 
Total development: about 8.8 million sqlji. 

Immediately after approving these development levels through the zoning of Potomac 
YardPotomac Greens, a proposal to locate Jack Kent Cook football stadium at Potomac 
Yard was pursued by the owner of the Potomac Yard tract. This proposal was 
successfully fought by the City, but as part of the negotiations related to the stadium, the 
zoning on the Potomac YardIPotomac Greens site was changed to allow increased levels 
of development on the site: 

- 3.75 million sq. ft. of office space 
- 425,000 sq. ft. of retail uses, 
- 625 hotel rooms (an estimated 456,250 sq.ft. @ 650 sq.ft./room +50,000 

sq.ft.) 
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- 4,500 residential units (an estimated 6.75 million sq.ft. @ 1,500 sq.ft./unit) 
Total development: about 11.4 million sq. ft. 

In 1997, there was another proposed change to the CDD guidelines in the Master Plan in 
order to allow for the location of a Patent and Trademark Office at Potomac Yard. While 
the office buildings were within the maximum office square footages, a height increase 
was requested, as two other changes to the Master Plan CDD guidelines which were not 
related to the PTO proposal. One of the proposals was a change to the definition of the 
"rule of proportionality" which required a certain amount of residential development 
concurrent with any commercial development on the site, and the other was to permit a 
more dense housing type, stacked townhouses. The request was denied by the Planning 
Commission and withdrawn by the applicant prior to the City Council hearing. PTO 
subsequently located its offices at Carlyle. 

On October 16, 1999 The City Council approved the Potomac YardPotomac Greens 
Small Area Plan and Coordinated Development District (CDD #lo), including an 
Alternative Concept Plan and associated conditions. The Concept Plan details the total 
acreage, proposed uses and maximum densities, and minimum open space requirements 
for each Landbay. Approved development levels are as follows: 

- 1.9 million sq.ft. of office space 
- 735,000 sq.ft. of retail space 
- 625 hotel rooms (an estimated 456,250 sq.ft. @ 650 sq.ft./room +50,000 

sq.ft.) 
- 2,200 residential units (an estimated 3.3 million sq.ft. @ 1,500 sq.ft./unit) 
Total development: about 6.4 million sq.ft. 

A. Potomac YaraWotomac Greens Master Plan: 

The goals of the Potomac YardPotomac Green Small Area Plan are: 

- To encourage the redevelopment of Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens as 
a pedestrian oriented urban environment with a mix of uses. 
To develop livable neighborhoods and successful commercial areas. 
To integrate redevelopment of Potomac Yard into the fabric of the City 
through the design and arrangement of uses, streets, open space and 
pedestrian systems. 
To protect neighboring residential areas from the impacts of traffic and 
incompatible development. 

- To minimize traffic, visual and environmental effects of development on 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
To increase the accessibility of existing neighborhoods to the Potomac 
River, Four Mile Run and transit facilities. 
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Role of the CDD Concept Plan and CDD Concept Plan conditions: 

Potomac Yard is subject to the requirements of the Potomac Yard/Potomac Greens Small 
Area Plan and the Coordinated Development District (CDD) Concept Plan approved for 
Potomac Yard/Potomac Greens in 1999 (CDD Concept Plan # 99-0001). The Concept 
Plan was amended on January 25, 2003 to approve the Alternative Concept Plan. The 
Alternative Concept Plan includes the Potomac Yard Urban Design Guidelines, which 
provide a vision framework and principles for new Potomac Yard development to be 
utilized in evaluating specific proposals. The Concept Plan also created an advisory 
Potomac Yard Urban Design Advisory Committee (PYDAC) to ensure compliance with 
the Guidelines. The CDD Concept Plan, Concept Plan conditions, and the Potomac Yard 
Urban Design Guidelines functionally act as the zoning for the development of Potomac 
Yard. 

Potomac Yard Urban Design Guidelines: 

The purpose of the Potomac Yard Urban Design Guidelines is to ensure a standard of 
high quality urban and architectural design within the new urban fabric of Potomac Yard. 
These guidelines are meant to assist members of the community, project developers and 
City boards and staff, though building an understanding of the important urban design 
principles that shaped the plan. Beginning with the site organizing and design principles- 

- Identifiable neighborhoods and Town Center 
A pedestrian-friendly and pedestrian-oriented environment 
A mixed-use development and concentrations of density at key 
locations 
Improvement and enhancement of the Rt. 1 frontage 
Use of open space as a plan-defining element including parks in 
each neighborhood 
Development of an orthogonal grid and block pattern 

- A hierarchy of street network and types 
The guidelines explain the structure of the framework plan, streets and open space and 
how they apply to each of the proposed development parcels. Dimensioned and 
delineated street sections, park plans, land use and infrastructure descriptions and 
diagrams identify the plan-defining development requirements. Building and landscape 
guidelines further address and ensure a high quality environment in the creation of the 
new neighborhoods, streets, buildings, parks, and open space. Through use and 
implementation of these guiding principles, a pedestrian-friendly environment will evolve 
on the Potomac Yard that is founded on the traditional scale and character of the 
surrounding community context. 
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Street Hierarchy _ -  

Neighborhood Open Spaces 



Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 
Text Amendment #2008-0003 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment #2008-0001 
Potomac Yard 

Existing Approvals for Each Landbay: 

Potomac Yard - Atternatwe Concept Plan 
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Landbay A is approximately 33.66 acres in size and is approved for up to 244 residential 
units and 19.94 acres of open space. The proposal will not affect the densities in 
Landbay A. 

Landbay C is approximately 3.14 acres in size and is approved for 15,000 square feet of 
street retail and 1.50 acres of open space. The proposal will not affect the densities in 
Landbay C. 

Landbay D is approximately 4.22 acres in size and is approved for 4.22 acres of open 
space. The proposal will not affect Landbay D. 

Landbay E is approximately 8.09 acres in size and is approved for 4.44 acres of open 
space. The proposal will not affect Landbay E. 

Landbay F is approximately 69.07 aces in size and is approved for 600,000 sq.ft. of retail. 
The proposal will not affect the densities in Landbay F. 
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Landbay G is approximately 19.15 acres in size, and is approved for up to 800,000 sq.ft. 
of office space, 625 hotel rooms, 80,000 sq.ft. of street retail, 414 residential units, and 
1.6 acres of open space. The proposal will not affect the densities in Landbay G. 

Landbay H is approximately 13.35 acres in size, and is currently approved for up to 
60,000 sq.ft. of office space, 5,000 sq.ft. of street retail, 232 residential units, and 0.8 
acres of open space. The proposal will increase the total allowable office density in 
Landbay H by 765,000 sq.ft. The allowable street retail square footage and the number 
of residential units will remain unchanged. 

Landbay I is approximately 22.65 acres in size, and is approved for up to 104,000 sq.ft. 
of office space, 10,000 sq.ft. of street retail, 407 residential units, and 1.60 acres of open 
space. The proposal will not affect the densities in Landbay I. 

Landbay J is approximately 16 acres in size, and is currently approved for up to 463,000 
sq.ft. of office space, 15,000 sq.ft. of street retail, 272 residential dwelling units and 1.3 
acres of open space. The proposal will decrease the total allowable office density by 
292,000 sq.ft. for a total of 171,000 sq.ft. of allowable office density in Landbay J. The 
allowable street retail square footage and the number of residential units will remain 
unchanged. 

Landbay K is approximately 25.96 acres in size, and is approved for 24.24 acres of open 
space. The proposal will not affect Landbay K. 

Landbay L is approximately 17 acres in size, and is currently approved for up to 473,000 
sq.ft. of office space, 10,000 sq.ft. of street retail, 358 residential units and 0.5 acres of 
open space. The proposal will reduce the allowable office density in Landbay L to zero, 
while maintaining the total allowable street retail square footage and the number of 
residential units. 

Landbay M is approximately 2.75 acres in size and is approved for 1.95 acres of open 
space. The proposal will not affect Landbay M. 

Landbay N is approximately 2.78 acres in size and is a non-usable area. The proposal 
will not affect Landbay N. 

Existing Development Approvals: 

There have been four development approvals for Potomac Greens (Landbay A), Potomac 
Plaza (Landbay C), Landbay Wpartial I and the mixed-use fire station (Landbay G). 
Landbay G is currently in concept review and there have been several meetings with 
PYDAC in recent months to discuss the conceptual site plan for Landbay G. The current 
concept plan for Landbay G provides 80,000 sq.ft. of retail space, 800,000 sq.ft. of office, 
625 hotel rooms and 414 residential units including 64 affordable dwelling units in the 
Fire Station. Potomac Greens is under construction and approximately 80% completed. 
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Potomac Plaza was completed several years ago and is now fully occupied with retail and 
restaurant uses. The Potomac Yard fire station is under construction. The Landbay 
Wpartial I proposal was approved the City Council on October 14, 2006. The final plan 
and construction documents for Landbay Wpartial I have been administratively 
approved. 

* Affordable dwelling units only. 
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IV. PROPOSAL: 

The applicant, Mid-Atlantic Realty Partners, LLC, is requesting approval of the 
following: 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment; 
Master Plan Amendment; and 
Text Amendment. 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment: 

The applicant is requesting approval to relocate office density within Potomac Yard fiom 
Landbays J and L to Landbay Wpartial I, revise the height limits in Landbay Wpartial I, 
and permit office use to be converted to retail use through the special use permit process. 
As shown in Table 2 below, the applicant proposes to transfer 292,000 sq. ft. of office 
density from Landbay J and 473,000 sq.ft. fiom Landbay L to Landbay Wpartial I for a 
total of 765,000 sq.ft. of new office space in Landbay Wpartial I in addition to the 60,000 
sq.ft. of office space already approved for Landbay H. Together Landbay G and Landbay 
Wpartial I would have a total of 1,625,000 sq.ft. of office/comrnercial space or double 
that currently approved for this area. As a result Landbays J and L would be reduced by 
765,000 sq.fi. of office space and would no longer have significant office/commercial 
space. Landbay L would become primarily a residential area and Landbay J would 
become primarily residential with 63 percent less cornrnercial/office space than originally 
planned for the area, a total of 17 1,000 sq.ft. of commercial office space. 

ndbay H 

ndbay I 

Landbay J 

Landbay L 

Totals 

Total Retai 
and Officc 
SF 

Total 
Residential 
Units 

463,000 0 15,000 272 171,000 0 15,000 272 -292,000 0 0 0 

473,000 0 10,000 358 0 0 10,000 358 -473,000 0 0 0 

1,900,000 625 120.000 1,683 1,900,000 625 120,000 1,683 0 0 0 0 

2,020,000 2,020,000 

1,683 1,683 
* Office Use can be converted to Retail Use with City Council approval through the SUP process. 
** An additional 64 affordable dwelling units are approved for Landbay G, for a total of 478 dwelling 

units. 
*** The applicant proposes 400 dwelling units in Landbay Wpartial I. 
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Master Plan Amendment: 

The applicant is also requesting that the height limits be amended in Landbay Wpartial I 
from 55 - 65 fi. to 82 ft. in the block between Main St. and Rt. 1 and from 35 - 55 ft. to 
1 10 ft. in the area east of Main St. to accommodate the additional office density proposed 

,. . - .... . ,.... ,.... -.....- .--.. . for Landbay H. The applicant is 
requesting a Master Plan 
amendment to amend the map of 
heights for the Landbay Wpartial 
I to reflect the proposed changes 
as depicted within the map, 

The applicant is requesting a 
55' nus. ror rsm Master Plan amendment to the 

CDD Guidelines for Potomac 
YardIPotomac Greens to delete 
the requirement that at least one- 

s. lor mnmnder third of the residential units shall 
be townhouses; no more than 
one-third shall be multifamily 
units, no more than one-third 
shall be stacked townhouse units. 

lOloOrc Y a d  / 
Yo-dmrJ @ lPIlt 7 

The applicant is requesting a text amendment to the CDD zoning table to permit office 
space to be converted to retail space with the approval of a special use permit as follows: 

Note : New Text i a  indicated with Underline 

Article V. MIXED USE ZONES * * * 
Sec. 5-600 CDDICoordinated development district. 

* * * 
5-602 Coordinated development districts created, consistency with master plan, 

required approvals. 

(A) The CDD districts, as shown on Table I,  are as follows: 

Table 1. Coordinated Development Districts 

Without a CDD 
Special Use Permit 

CDD 
No, 

With a CDD Special Use Permit 

CDD 
Name Uses 

Maximum F.A.R. 
and/or 
Development 
Levels 

Maximum 
Height 



Potomac 
Yard/ 
Greens 

Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 
Text Amendment #2008-0003 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment #2008-000 1 
Potomac Yard 

The RB zone regulations shall apply to the area 
south of the Monroe Avenue Bridge and east of the 
Metro Tracks, the CSL zone regulations shall apply 
on the first 250 feet east of Rte 1. and the I zone 
regulations shall apply on the remainder of the site; 
except that the U/'T regulations shall apply to an to 1,9009000 

area approximately 120 feet wide located just west Square feet of Heights shall be 

of the Metrorail right-of-way (area shown on the 'pace= as shown on the Predominately 
plat for Case REZ #95-0005) for the purpose of that office map entitled 

,,Predominant residential with 
accommodating the relocated rail mainline on the footage a mix of land 
yard, and except also that the area known as the be converted Height Limits 

for CDD,, (Map uses to include 
"Piggyback Yard" and Slaters Lane portion of to retail square 

No. 24, Potomac retail and 
Potomac Yard (as shown on the plat for Case REZ throueh 

the Svecial Use Yard/ service, hotel, 
#95-0004) may be developed pursuant to the parks and open 
CRMU-L zone provided that the Piggyback Yard: process. POtomac Greens 

spaces, and 
- shall contain no more than 275 dwelling units; 625 hotel Small Area community 

- shall contain no more than 60,000 square feet of 7357000 Chapter of 1992 
facilities 

commercial space, of which no more than 30,000 'quare feet of retail Master 

square feet shall be office; space. UP to 2,200 (1998 ed.)). 

- shall be planned and developed pursuant to a residential units. 

special use permit; 
-shall have a maximum height of 50 feet; and 
-shall generally be consistent with the goals and the 
guidelines of the small area plan 
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V. STAFF ANALYSIS: 

The approved concept for Potomac Yard has and continues to be a good one. It focuses 
density and retail space in a town center at a central location. It reserves land area 
adjacent to the Town Center for a future Metro station. It adds a new lower density 
residential community beyond the Town Center extending south and seeks to integrate it 
with existing residential neighborhoods. The location of retail space through the Yard 
reflects both the Town Center and neighborhood focus by concentrating the greatest 
amount of retail space in the Town Center to support it, and allowing small pockets of 
neighborhood-serving retail spaces to be scattered throughout the generally residential 
areas. 

In the southern portion of the Yard, where the elongated land area intersects with the 
Monroe Street bridge and becomes a "tail," there are moderate concentrations of office 
and additional neighborhood serving retail locations. Open space and streetscape 
requirements are designed to bring harmony, character and attractiveness to this future 
community and significant design considerations govern all development of Potomac 
Yard in order to achieve the mixed use, urban and pedestrian friendly environment the 
Plan seeks to achieve. 

The application now before the City seeks to make changes to the Concept Plan, Master 
Plan and zoning that reflects the above scheme. Therefore, the basic consideration for 
staff, City decision makers and the community is whether the proposed changes enhance 
the approved concept or detract from it. Staff is supporting the proposed amendments, 
with significant conditions, because it believes they do not fundamentally change the 
overall concept approved for Potomac Yard. Instead, staff believes the proposals 
enhance that concept and make its success more likely. 

Transfer of Office Use: 

The most critical question among the several raised by the amendments is whether 
transferring 473,000 sq.ft. of office floor area from Landbay L and 292,000 sq.ft. of 
office floor area from Landbay J to Landbay H is consistent with the intent of the 
Potomac Yard Plan to encourage the redevelopment of Potomac Yard and Potomac 
Greens as a pedestrian-oriented urban environment with a mix of uses. The current 
development planned for Landbay H is 60,000 sq.ft. of office space, 5,000 sq.ft. of retail 
space and 232 residential units. (16% commercial 84% residential) The proposal by the 
applicant would increase the amount of office to 825,000 sq.ft. and leave the retail and 
residential use unchanged (58% commercial and 42% residential). 
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Since the Potomac Yard Plan's approval in 1999, Alexandria has seen the evolution of 
urban planning and design best practices evolve, especially, for example, with the 
Eisenhower East and Braddock Metro Neighborhood planning processes. Those 
practices are reflected in part in the proposed amendments to transfer density. Another 
clear principle that has emerged over time is the great advantage of locating significant 
office density near Metro. While the current proposal leads to the a discussion of the 
desirability of a Metro station in Potomac Yard (as discussed in more detail below), staff 
evaluated the proposal based on current conditions, with a Metro site that is currently 
unfunded and may never be constructed. 

Staffs analysis of the proposed density transfer to Landbay H focused to a great extent 
on the impacts they would have to the adjoining Landbay G (Town Center) development. 
The current proposal for Landbay G consists of 800,000 sq.ft. of office space, 414 
residential units, plus an additional 64 affordable units at the Fire Station, 80,000 sq. ft. of 
retail (195,000 sq.ft. with approval of the conversion of office floor area as part of the 
requested amendments) and 625 hotel rooms. The current proposal for Landbay G 
consists of approximately 5 1 % commercial uses and 49% residential uses. 

Making a new retail street, such as the one proposed to be the heart of Landbay G, 
successfU1 is challenging, but certain critical elements are identifiable. For example, 
density that brings people to the area is important. More importantly is an appropriate 
balance of uses. From a planning perspective, it is ideal to have a 50150 balance of 
residential and office uses, or come as close to that mix as possible. The mix of uses is 
vital to ensure: 

Economic and environmental sustainability that 
combines elements into neighborhoods that are more 
than the sum of the parts; 
Transportation efficiencies, effective use of infrastructure 
investment with two-way Metrorail usage by residents and 
workers, spreading the peaks, decreasing trips, and decreasing 
overall parking demand; 
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The mix and overlap of populations that will add life on the streets; 
24/7 instead of 9 to 5, with increased safety and walkability 
Distinct sub-areas with uses that reinforce uniqueness and 
the maximum opportunity for innovation; and 
Resource-sharing, such as shared parking. 

For example the office uses that surround great streets such as King Street or shopping 
areas such as Clarendon help to maintain the retail and restaurants during the day, and the 
residents and visitors help maintain those uses at night. Not only do the office tenants 
help to ensure that retail can be viable and open during the day, the retail uses and 
amenities are a key attraction for the Class-A office buildings and tenants appropriate for 
a location such as Potomac Yard. For comparison purposes, staff evaluated the mix of 
uses of adjoining mixed use developments and town centers in the area. 

The clear message from the 
comparison of other centers 
is that the planned office 
density near the proposed 
Town Center is insufficient to 
successfully support the 
planned retail within it. Staff 
supports the proposed ,, % -- 

transfer of density to 1 

Use Comparisons 

Landbay H because it ,,, I- 
increases the amount of RES . . 

0 ,  7 1  56' .  39 '. 35% 
supporting density for the ,ce 

w %  25- 51% 30% 55% 60% m 

retail component of the * App1,cmt pmpose, tra",,,", o,, s,, to ,,,,I by D,,. 
Center, and because when 
Landbays G and H are considered together, the transfer helps achieve a more balanced 
mix of office and residential uses within and adjacent to the Town Center. 

Staff voiced this same opinion in 1999 when the Potomac Yard CDD Concept Plan was 
approved. Specifically, staff advised against locating office space in Landbays J and L 
instead of near the Town Center because additional density at the Center was vital. The 
1999 staff report states: 

Of critical importance to the success of such a (Town) Center is the level of 
development concentrated in the immediate area; it is the retail area which 
creates the desirable activity. K%While the applicant has proposed locating 
signiJicant levels of office and residential uses within the Town Center, as well as 
the project's single hotel, staff supports moving additional office from other parts 
of the proposed development to the Town Center in order to increase the potential 
viability of the proposed retail uses. 
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Staff continues to believe that additional office density in an appropriate mix with 
residential uses will be beneficial to the Town Center, and will enhance the existing 
Potomac Yard Plan. Additional cornmercial/office space near the Town Center would 
provide a greater number of potential shoppers for retail and restaurant uses in the Town 
Center during the day and early evening. If a Metro station is constructed adjacent to 
Landbays G and H, ridership at the station would increase due to the increased number of 
workers located within the walk shed. The Town Center - Landbay G is the heart of 
Potomac Yard and staff believes that any changes that add potential day-time population 
for the retail and restaurant tenants are desirable. Staff is recommending the transfer of 
office floor area be contingent on maintaining the all-important balance of a 50-50 mix of 
office and residential uses to the greatest extent possible. 

Office Use- Urban Design- Security Measures: 

Although additional office space is desirable to support the Town Center, staff is 
concerned that potential tenants may include federal government agencies with security 
needs that are inconsistent with the goals for a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented urban 
development at Potomac Yard. 

To address this concern and the potential design, character and functional problems it 
creates, staff is not recommending specific limitations on users of buildings. Instead, it is 
requiring that buildings and users meet certain performance standards to maintain the 
intent of the Potomac Yard Plan. With these performance standards, and the review of 
each building as part of the development special use permit process, staff believes that 
concerns regarding the types of tenants and the associated security measures can 
adequately be addressed. 

Conversion of O f f e  Use to Retail Use: 

The applicant is requesting that office floor area be able to be converted to retail floor 
area as part of the development special use permit for each building or landbay. The 
Potomac Yard Plan currently requires the majority (80,000 sq.ft., or 60%) of the retail 
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(outside Landbay F, Potomac Yard Shopping Center) to be provided within the Town 
Center and that smaller amounts (5,000 to 15,000 sq.ft.) be provided within each landbay 
that would be neighborhood serving retail uses such as dry cleaners and coffeshops. For 
comparison purposes the recently completed Potomac Plaza on Slaters Lane is 
approximately 15,000 sq.ft. The program is important because it seeks to make the Town 
Center retail self sustaining, and is careful not to allow the dilution of retail space 
throughout Potomac Yard. 

Staff seeks to retain these goals. although it is not omosed to allowinn some of the - - - - -  " a 

I" flexibility the applicant seeks for , 
the future. It, therefore, reviewed ; 

the conversion proposal by : - - 

assessing the amount of retail 1 
within Landbay G, the affect on i 
the office density in Landbay G 1 

of allowing a reduction for 
increased retail space there, and 
the need to retain only small 
amounts of small scale retail 
within the neighborhoods. 

Increase in Retail in Landbay G 

If the office space within Landbay G were converted to retail, the amount of retail space 
would increase from 80,000 sq.ft. to 195,000 sq.ft. Staff has compared the planned 
80,000 square feet of retail in the Town Center to the retail component of other town 
centers and retail streets within the region and nation to determine the minimum amount 
necessary for a critical mass of retail a successful center requires. The chart below 
demonstrates that the Town Center plan is deficient and that approximately 150,000 to 
200,000 sq.ft. of retail space is desirable to be self sustaining. 

b* 
(in ' 

Retail 
a== 
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Although the existing, large. Potomac Yard Shopping Center (Landbay F) is adjacent to 
the future Town Center, and may in the future be more supportive, it does not now 
support the type of retail planned for the Town Center. Because of its big-box, 
automobile-oriented nature, the shopping center attracts patrons, with the possible 
exception of Target customers, who are unlikely to also patronize the Town Center within 
the same shopping "trip." Therefore, in assessing this application, staff believes that it is 
necessary that a critical mass of retail be provided within Landbay G to ensure the 
viability of the Town Center. 

While increased retail space in Landbay G, the Town Center, is critical, it is important 
that the increase be balanced by the uses of the adjacent Landbays. For example, there 
has been a desire by the City, community and property owner to see the shopping center 
redevelop into an urban mixed-used and pedestrian-oriented extension of Potomac Yard. 
However, the proposal requires rezoning and, therefore, needs to occur as part of the 
upcoming Potomac Yard planning process which is currently scheduled to begin in 
Winter 2009. Staff anticipates that the study will likely take 12-18 months and that, at 
the earliest, adjoining construction would likely not take place for several years after the 
approval of the Master,Plan. Therefore, it is possible that the Town Center could be 
approved and constructed for quite some time prior to any redevelopment on the existing 
retail center. There is also currently a site plan proposal by Target for a modest 15,000 
sq.ft. addition, which is scheduled for the July Planning Commission hearing, which will 
utilize all of the remaining floor area within the retail center. The hoped for but 
hypothetical future changes to the shopping center site may bring additional retail space 
to Potomac Yard and, if well designed, could provide additional support for the Town 
Center. 

On the south of the Town Center, Landbay H has the future potential to provide 
significant office and residential density to support the vitality and customer activity 
necessary for the successful retail in the Town Center. Increasing the retail space in 
Landbay G also decreases office space there, which is another component necessary to 
the Town Center success. The additional office density in Landbay H which would result 
from approval of this application will also balance the need for office to support the 
Town Center that the reduction in office in G that conversion to retail necessitates. 

Staff is recommending approval of the applicant's proposal to convert office to retail 
space. It will allow flexibility and a potential increase in retail floor area in Landbay G, 
in order to ensure a critical mass of retail for a successful Town Center. Staff is also 
recommending that the amount of total retail in Landbay G be limited to a maximum of 
195,000 sq.ft. to allow for additional retail space within the shopping center area, and to 
limit the reduction of office space. A future special use permit approval is required to 
assess the scale and location of retail buildings, the mix and arrangement of uses, and the 
other design and functional considerations to make Landbay G a great Town Center. 
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Increase of Retail in Landbays other than Landbay G 

In order to support the Town Center, it is important that the plan for Potomac Yard not 
allow significant retail space to be built at other locations in the Yard and compete with 
the Town Center retail space. It is imperative, for example, that the neighborhood 
serving retail space within the residential areas of the Yard be limited to convenience 
shops, such as cafes and dry cleaning stores. It is also critical that the centrally located 
retail on Main Street within the Town Center not be allowed to be extended beyond the 
length of other successful retail shopping streets, which are approximately 1,000 to 2,000 
feet in length. (see Table 3, above) The distance is based on how far people are willing to 
walk and cross shop both sides of each retail street, and generally equates to a maximum 
distance of about five traditional Old Town city blocks. 

As part of the future planning process for Potomac Yard, it is possible that Main Street, 
the primary north-south road, will be extended into the shopping center in Landbay F in 
order to better coordinate and connect retail development in the two Landbays. The 
graphic below shows a hypothetical 2,000 linear foot retail street in both the Town Center 
and Landbay F and demonstrates that there is a limit to where retail space can be located 
so as not to dilute the primary retail area in Landbay G. 

...I.. C O N C E P T  D I A G R A M  

Because it is important that retail space in Potomac Yard support and not compete with 
the future Town Center in Landbay G, staff is recommending that the amount of retail 
within each landbay be limited to a maximum amount of 20,000 sq.ft. The limitation 
includes Landbay H, with a great increase in 
office density under this application, as well as the 
residential neighborhoods. 

D. Green Buildings- Sustainabifity: 

At the direction of City Council, the Planning 
Commission, and as articulated in Council's 
Strategic Plan, staff has been incorporating 
various green and sustainable site and building 

I 
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elements into each development proposal in recent years and incorporating LEED 
certification as part of many of the recent development proposals. As the Planning 
Commission and Council are aware, staff is evaluating elements such as cost and 
certification methods for commercial and residential uses and has begun meeting with 
members of the development community. It is staffs goal that by Winter 2008, staff will 
propose a green building strategy for new developments within the City. In addition to 
requiring certification for certain recent projects and achieving a certain number of points 
for certain projects all of the recent projects (Madison and Jaguar) within the Braddock 
area have been required to provide a green roof for each of the buildings. 

Because of the amount of office floor area proposed as part of this amendment, staff feels 
strongly that all of the office buildings should 
be LEED certified. This approach is 
consistent with the City's Strategic Plan and 
Eco-City strategies. In addition, recently 
released studies indicate that LEED certified 
buildings outperform their conventional - 
counterparts including a variety of areas such 
as energy savings, occupancy rates, sale price 

and rental rates. In addition, LEED certification is a minimum prerequisite for nearly all 
of the Federal government tenants. 

While staff is recommending LEED certification for the office buildings, certification for 

E. Master Plan Increase in Height: 

the residential building, including the 
townhouses and stacked townhouses is more 
problematic for a multitude of reasons. The 
USGBC is in the process of revising the 
scoring for LEED certification although the 
new approach and certification has not yet 
formally been adopted. Therefore, staff is 
recommending that the residential uses be 
LEED certified to the greatest extent possible with the understanding that in the future 
the residential uses many be able to incorporate many of the measures for LEED 
certification but may not be able to achieve LEED certification. Staff also added a 
recommendation that the proposal will also be subject to the City's future green building 
policy for new development. 

An element of the Potomac Yard Small Area Plan is the map of Predominant Height 
Limits for the CDD. Landbay Hipartial I is planned for a height of 55 - 65 ft. for 
buildings between Rt. 1 and Main St. and 35 - 55 ft. for buildings between Main St. and 
Potomac Ave. The applicant is requesting that the Master Plan be amended to increase 
the heights in Landbay Wpartial I to accommodate the office development proposed to be 
moved from Landbays J and L. The proposed heights would be compatible with the 



Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 
Text Amendment #2008-0003 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment #2008-0001 
Potomac Yard 

heights approved for Landbay G. The heights between Route 1 and Main St. are 
proposed to increase from 55 - 65 ft to 82 ft. and heights between Main St. and Potomac 
Ave. are proposed to increase from 35 - 55 ft. to 1 10 ft. If space is increased in Landbay 
Htpartial I to 825,000 sq.ft. as proposed it is necessary to increase the accompanying 
height within Landbay H, Partial I. 

Existing Proposed 

I I 

Staff supports the proposed increase in heights because the heights are similar to the 
heights permitted within Landbay G and unlike other landbays, where there are nearby 
existing homes or adjoining communities, this landbay is separated from the adjoining 
communities by Landbay K and Rt. 1. It is important to note that while the height would 
be increased in the Concept Plan and the Master Plan, the heights would be maximum 
heights and the final heights would be approved as part of the development for each 
landbay and buildings. 

Eliminate 1/3 townhouses, 1/3 multi- family, and 1/3 stacked 
townhouse requirement: 

Currently the Master Plan provision for Potomac Yard within the Land Use section which 
states: 

" At-least one-third of the residential units be townhomes; no more than one-third 
shall be multi-family units; no more than one-third shall be stacked townhomes." 

The applicant contends that the requirement may arbitrarily limit good land use planning 
within Potomac Yard and proposes to delete this requirement. While staff acknowledges 
that requiring 113 mix may be problematic, staff believes the provision was intended to 
ensure a variety of building types which adds to the fine grain mix of buildings similar to 
many of the great neighborhoods such as Northeast and Del-Ray that surround the Yard, 
rather than consolidated areas of building types. In addition, with a mix of building types 
some of the units, such as the multi-family units, are likely to be more "affordable" than 
single family townhomes. Staff does not support elimination of the requirement but 
rather recommends the following: 
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"The residential buildings within Potomac Yard and each Landbay shall consist 
of a variety of buildings types and heights which should include townhouses, 
stacked-townhomes and multi-family units." 

While staff acknowledges that the provision recommended by staff is less specific than 
the current Master Plan provision, the language added by staff requires a variety of 
building types within each Landbay and the overall Yard, while still allowing some 
flexibility for good design as part of each development special use permit. 

Landbay L: 

A significant concern for both the Planning Commission and staff has been the effect of 
the density transfer Landbay L, a landbay located relatively close to the existing 
Braddock Metro station, to Landbay H, a location which may not ever have a Metro 
station. 

The applicant's proposal would remove 473,000 square feet of office development from 
Landbay L, retaining 358 residential units and 10,000 sq.ft. retail space for the landbay. 
The result is a fairly low density residential development next to one of the City's Metro 
stations. 

Appropriateness for Office Development 

With regard to the reduction in office density, the applicant contends that while the site is 
close to a Metro, the approximately 2,000 ft. distance of the site from the Metro station is 
outside the zone where there is the highest Metro ridership occurs. Staff acknowledges 
that the site is outside the !A and !h mile walking distance from the Braddock Metro 
station, and that its location will lack some of the amenities that other office locations 
include. Therefore, office development may be less desirable here than at other locations 
closer to a Metro station and, for example, significant retail space. 

The applicant also contends that Class A office development is not economically viable 
at the Landbay L location. According to the Marshall Valuation Service, the cost to 
construct a Class A office building of good to excellent quality is approximately $380 to 
$3901 sq ft including soft and land costs. Based on comparable buildings within the City 
and standard accepted practices, staff believes the applicant's estimate of the cost of 
construction of $383/sq.ft. is a reasonably accurate reflection of the office construction 
market. According to the applicant, a Class A office space within Landbay L could 
achieve a rental rate of $35 to $36 1sq.ft. Based on a full service rental rate of $35.50 per 
square-foot (the midpoint), a vacancy rate of 5 %, $1 1Isq.R. expenses, and a 7.5% to 8.5 
% projected overall capitalization rates for new office construction, the projected values 
for a Class A office building in Landbay L would range from $267 to $303/sq.ft. of net 
rentable floor area, which is less than the $380 to $390/sq.ft. all-in costs to construct an 
office building. 
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Based on the above assumptions, a rental rate of approximately $42 to $45/sq.ft would be 
needed to support a Class A office building at this location. In comparison, the adjoining 
Braddock Place office buildings are achieving $30-$35/sq.fi, while buildings adjacent to 
the King Street Metrorail station and within Carlyle yield rents as high as $40 to 
$43/sq.ft. 

Staff acknowledges that it would not be economically feasible to construct Class A office 
buildings in Landbay L based on current market conditions. 

Future Planning For Landbay L: 

While there are significant challenges, both in terms of location and economic feasibility, 
to Class A office development on Landbay L, the loss of office density raises other 
planning questions, including how best to arrange the remaining land uses and densities, 
whether there is a way to connect the area to the Braddock Metro for better access, and 
how best to maximize open space on the site. The size, shape and location of Landbay L 
create awkward development sites, and the design of the area must be coordinated with 
both the lower density neighborhood to the west and its high density neighbors to the 
east. Especially given the recently approved Braddock Metro Plan and the adjacent 
Jaguar development, the land use and design of Landbay L is challenging. Even without 
office density, the site is still relatively close to the Metro. 

For all of these reasons, staff is requiring that Landbay L be evaluated as part of the 
comprehensive Potomac Yard planning process to ensure that its future development is 
appropriate, coordinates with adjacent uses, and supports the overall Potomac Yard Plan 
as well as the greater community. The Potomac Yard planning process is scheduled in 
begin in Winter 2009 and is likely to take 18 months to complete. Staff has added a CDD 
condition (condition # 3A) that prohibits the applicant or its successors from submitting a 
preliminary development plan until they have participated in the comprehensive planning 
process and the planning process has been completed. Because the applicant is 
concerned about the unknown future of that planning process and the potential for it not 
to conclude by the time the applicant seeks to proceed with development, Staff has 
included a condition allowing the applicant to submit a plan under the current 
development scheme in the form of a Development Special Use Permit (DSUP) if the 
comprehensive plan is not completed by January 201 1. The applicant would still be 
subject to all of the applicable requirements for Potomac Yard. 
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H. Traffic and Transportation: 

The total number of vehicle-trips that would be generated by the approved density and 
proposed density transfer from Landbays J and L to Landbay G would be the same. The 
approved density for Potomac Yard would generate approximately 1,624 AM peak hour 
vehicle trips and 1,954 PM peak hour vehicle trips, upon completion and full occupancy. 

The density transfer would have relatively few impacts to the study intersections with no 
decreases in operations within the acceptable range. The study intersections would 
continue to operate at an overall acceptable LOS "D" or better in the AM and PM peak 
hour with the exception of Route IfEast Glebe Road which would operate at a LOS "E" 
during the PM peak hour with or without the commercial density transfer. 

The applicant's traffic analysis results, summarized in the table below for key areas 
intersections, indicate that the proposed change in the density transfer will not materially 
change traffic conditions from those of approved density. 
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Parking: 

Underground Parking 

The Potomac Yard/Potomac Greens Chapter of the Master Plan currently states: 
"Required parking in the CDD shall be underground or embedded within 
the block, to the maximum extent possible. Required parking for 
individual townhomes and other single family units shall be served by 
alleys to the maximum extent feasible. " 

While the Potomac Yard approvals currently strongly encourage underground parking, 
staff is recommending (condition # 11A) that as part of this amendment parking for all 
uses (exclusive of townhomes and stacked townhomes) be located below grade, with the 
exception of one above grade parking structure in Landbay-G, which needs to be 
screened with active and/or architectural screening. It has been City policy for 
development special use permit approvals that all parking be provided below grade to 
ensure that people density is added above grade rather than car density, ensure that active 
uses are on each building frontage and eliminate the mass of above grade parking 
structures. Staff is therefore recommending that a condition be added to the CDD 
conditions and Master Plan which states: 

"All parking for all building(s) andor Landbay($ shall be underground, with the 
exception of one above grade parking structure within Landbay G which shall be 
entire screened with active andor architectural screening. Required parking for 
individual townhomes and other single family units such as stacked and duplex 
units shall by rear alleys. " 

Parking - Affordable Housing: 

Current Potomac Yard CDD requirements prohibit the residential units from requesting a 
parking reduction, and the lack of flexibility in the rule hinders creativity with regard to 
additional on-site affordable housing units. While not an amendment requested by the 
applicant, staff is recommending that on-site affordable units that comply with the 
affordable housing requirements of Section 7-700 of the Zoning Ordinance andlor the 
City's Affordable Housing policy be permitted to request a reduction in the amount of 
required parking spaces. A parking reduction may be a way to enable additional on-site 
affordable units because the expense of parking could be reduced or eliminated for each 
unit. The parking reduction would be a special use permit that would require approval by 
the Planning Commission and City Council on a case-by-case basis for each building 
and/or landbay(s). 

Parking - Shared Parking: 

Staff is recommending an amendment to condition # 10 to allow shared parking within 
Landbay G and Landbay H as part of the development special use permit approval 
process for development there. Shared parking operates by allowing the parking for a use 
that is not being used to accommodate other land uses located near a subject parking 
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facility, thereby reducing the total amount of land used for parking. Shared parking in 
the higher density areas, such as Landbays G and H, has the potential of creating a more 
efficient use of the considerable underground parking that will be provided for the retail, 
office and residential uses within each landbay. The shared parking could serve both 
public and private uses; and would be workable with uses such as the office and 
residential uses which have a complimentary peak period usage. It could also function to 
allow access for public events such as City functions within the linear park (Landbay K) 
or the town green (Landbay G) or for activities at the fire station. While shared parking 
has not been used on a large scale in Alexandria, staff believes allowing the flexibility to 
share parking spaces is a good idea to better utilize the parking resources within Potomac 
Yard. 

Open Space - Landbays- 4 L and N: 

One of the issues raised by the proposed transfer of density is whether the amount of 
open space has increased in Landbays J and L as a result of the significant reduction in 
office space there. The answer is that it does theoretically but, depending on the location 
and types of building constructed (stacked townhouses, multi-family etc.) the amount of 
increased open space could vary dramatically. For example, if the majority of units are 
multi-family buildings versus townhomes the amount of open space would probably 
increase substantially. However, if the majority of the units are townhomes, the amount 
of open space would probably not increase significantly, 

Staff believes that there should be a requirement for additional open space within 
Landbay J and Landbay L as part of the amendment. However, additional analysis is 
needed in each case before a specific amount or location for open space can be 
calculated. Therefore, staff is recommending that the Potomac Yard Design Guidelines 
for each of these landbays be revised to reflect the revised open space prior to the 
submission of development plans for Landbay J andlor Landbay L. This will allow the 
applicant to prepare more detailed development plans for Landbay J and Landbay L and 
allow a more detailed review and analysis of potential additional open space within each 
of the landbays. 

In addition to the revision to the 
design guidelines for Landbays J and 
L, staff is also recommending that 
Landbay N be dedicated to the City 
or a public access easement be 8 

provided for this triangular shaped 
piece of property adjacent to the 
bridge. While this landbay is part of 
the Potomac Yard approvals, the 
Concept Plan does not allacate 
density to this landbay. 
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When the Concept Plan was originally approved in 1999, the possible realignment of the 
Monroe Avenue bridge was not finalized and potential redevelopment of the properties 
within the Braddock Metro are was unclear. However, with the current realignment of 
the new Route 1 bridge, the recent adoption of the Braddock Metro Plan and the recent 
approval of the Jaguar development, the land-use and planning approvals have identified 
this area as an opportunity for a gateway to the Braddock neighborhood and a location for 
a landscaped area and possible pedestrian connection. In fact, when the Jaguar 
development was recently approved a condition of approval required the Jaguar 
development to improve this triangular area with landscaping and pedestrian 
improvements. Staff is recommending that this approximately 2.78 acre site be dedicated 
to the City for open space or a perpetual open space easement be provided to ensure that 
this area remains open and functions as a gateway to the Braddock neighborhood. Staff is 
recommending that the area be dedicated or a public access easement be provided prior to 
preliminary development plan approval for Landbays H, I or J. 

Possible Metro Station: 

As part of the proposed amendments to Potomac Yard, staff prepared a conceptual 
analysis of possible funding sources for a Metro station at Potomac Yard. (see 
Attachment #1) In summary, based on the current level of review and certain 
development assumptions 
for Potomac Yard, - 4 k m  
sufficient new tax revenues 
to finance a Metrorail 
station could be generated 
at full build out of Land 
Bays G and H, as well as 
the Potomac Yard retail 
center. However, those 
revenues will grow = 
incrementally over a decade 
or more until they reach ---7 

, a * *  .... .a ..*a, ",*."CI - U...L.d.* L 

their peak. The challenge 
/7(---,vrr 

for the City if it decides to proceed with building a new Metro station in Potomac Yard 
will be to develop a financing plan which provides borrowing for upfront construction 
funding for the Metrorail station and then structures an amortization plan to repay that 
borrowing. Any plan of finance will also need to be consistent with the City's overall debt 
management practices and long range capital financing goals. 

Because Landbay G and Landbay H can be redeveloped even it a Metro station is not 
constructed, the City will need to determine if the investment of new taxes generated by 
the development in the PYRC and Landbays G and H provides a sufficient return on 
investment in overall community long-term transportation benefits to be warranted. 
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Fiscal: 

Based on 2008 real estate tax assessments, the City currently receives about $0.6 million 
in real estate taxes from Landbays G and H. At full build out, if the density transfer is 
approved, Landbays G, H and partial I would include some 1.6 million square feet of 
office and retail units, as well as 848 residential units and 625 hotel rooms. When 
complete, the real estate assessed value would total approximately $1.1 billion. At the 
current City real estate tax rate of 84.5 cents, this $1.1 billion in future property value 
would generate $9.6 million in real estate taxes annually. In addition, the retail and 625 
hotel rooms in Landbays G and H would generate $2.8 million per year in sales, meals 
and transient occupancy taxes. Hotel occupancy taxes would produce $2.6 million of this 
$2.8 million. In total, the direct tax revenue impact at full buildout Landbays G, H and 
partial I in 2008 dollars would $12.4 million in annual tax revenues generated for the 
City. While City expenditures would increase to support this development, such 
expenditures would utilize only a small amount of the $12.4 million in annual tax 
revenue generated. 

VI. COMMUNITY PROCESS: 

There has been a full and open public process in the preparation, review and 
consideration of this proposal. The following is a list of meetings with the Planning 
Commission, PYDAC, and the community. 

May 29,2008 
May 14,2008 
May 6,2008 
April 29,2008 
April 9,2008 
April 3,2008 
March 12,2008 

Community Meeting #3 & PYDAC #4 (scheduled) 
PYDAC #3 
Planning Commission Work Session 
Community Meeting #2 
PYDAC Meeting #2 
Community Meeting #1 
PYDAC Meeting # 1 

VII. CONCLUSION: 

Staff recommends approval of the applicant's Master Plan, zoning text and CDD 
concept plan amendments, subject to the recommended conditions below. The proposed 
amendments transfer office density to support the Town Center, allow increased height 
consistent with the transferred office density, allow increased retail space to support the 
Town Center, and allow greater flexibility as to residential uses. These changes, while 
significant, retain the same goals as the land use and design concepts approved in 1999 
for Potomac Yard while helping to make those concepts more feasible and achievable. 

STAFF: Faroll Hamer, Director, Department of Planning & Zoning; 
Jeffrey Farner, Deputy Director, P&Z 
Terry Russell, Principal Planner, P&Z 
Claire Gron, Urban Planner, P&Z 
Matthew North, Urban Planner, P&Z 
Tom Culpepper, Deputy Director, T&ES 
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Introduction -- Findinns 

F-I. The applicant, Commonwealth Atlantic Properties ("CAP"),' has submitted various documents 
related to its application for approval of a concept plan for the Potomac YardIPotomac Greens 
Coordinated Development ~ i s t r i c t , ~  less the portion of the district known as Old Town Greens, 
which is located on the east side of the Metro rail tracks, between Slater's Lane and the Potomac 
Greens site.3 Two of these documents are considered to constitute the applicant's Proposed 
Concept Plan for this CDD: (1) the plan sheet entitled "Conceptual Design Plan, Overall Plan, 
Potomac YardIPotomac Greens Coordinated Development District," dated "05199" (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Proposed Overall Plan Sheer); and (2) the document entitled "Potomac Yard 
Urban Design Guidelines," dated March 12, 1999, and reissued April 28, 1999 (referred to as the 
"Proposed Design ~uidel ines").~ 

F-2. The concept plan that is being recommended for approval for the Potomac YardIPotomac Greens 
Coordinated Development District (the "Concept Plan") consists of the following: 

(a) the Proposed Overall Plan Sheet, modified by staff to reflect the changes which staff is 
recommending to the applicant's proposal (this modified sheet is referred to as the 
"Concept Plan Sheet" and is attached as Attachment A-I); 

(b) the Proposed Design Guidelines, as modified by staff to reflect the changes which staff is 
recommending to the applicant's proposal (these modified guidelines are referred to as 
the "Concept Plan Design Guidelines" and are attached as Attachment A-2); and 

(c) the conditions set out below under the heading, "Plan Conditions" (the "Concept Plan 
Conditions"). 

F-3. In addition, an alternative to the Concept Plan is also being recommended for approval, although 
this recommendation, as explained below in paragraph 4, is conditioned upon the occurrence of 
certain events in the future. This alternative concept plan is referred to as the "Alternative 
Concept Plan." The Alternative Concept Plan consists of the following: 

1 Unless the context plainly indicates otherwise, the term "CAP" includes any successor to the applicant 
"CAP's interest in any of the property which makes up the Potomac YardIPotomac Greens Coordinated 
Development District. Thus, obligations imposed on"CAPn by these conditions are also imposed on those 
to whom CAP conveys property within the Coordinated Development District. 

Other documents submitted by CAP in conjunction with its application, including the application itself, 
the illustrative concept plan, and responses to issues raised by the City are considered background and 
information materials, and are not included in any concept plan that is being recommended for approval. 
CAP's entire concept plan application is contained in a separate three-ring binder. 

Hereinafter, the terms "Potomac YardIPotomac Greens Coordinated Development District" and the 
"CDD" shall refer to the portion of this coordinated development district that is covered by CAP's concept 
plan application. 

The Proposed Overall Plan Sheet and the Proposed Design Guidelines are set out following tab 2 and 
tab 3, respectively, in the separate three-ring binder that contains CAP's concept plan application. 
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(a) the Concept Plan Sheet, as modified by staff to reflect the changes which this conditional 
plan makes to the Concept Plan (this modified sheet is referred to as the "Alternative 
Concept Plan Sheet" and is attached as Attachment 5-1); 

(b) the Concept Plan Design Guidelines, as modified by staff to reflect the changes which the 
conditional plan makes to the Concept Plan (these modified guidelines are referred to as 
the "Alternative Concept Plan Design Guidelines" and consist of the Concept Plan 
Design Guidelines less the pages of these guidelines which need to be revised to 
incorporate changes called for by the conditional plan, plus replacement pages for the 
removed pages that contain these changes (the "Replacement Pages" which are 
attached as Attachment 5-2); and 

(c) the conditions set out below under the heading, "Plan Conditions" (the "Alternative 
Concept Plan ~ond i t ions" ) .~  

F-4. The major land use distinction between the Concept Plan and the Alternative Concept Plan 
involves the portion of the CDD that lies west of the relocated rail lines and generally to the south 
of Howell Avenue (extended into the CDD). In this area, the Alternative Concept Plan primarily 
differs from the Concept Plan in that it provides: (i) for the elimination of the current Monroe 
Avenue bridge and of the current Route 1 roadway between Monroe Avenue and Howell Avenue; 
(ii) for the construction of a new road structure that provides a direct and relatively straight 
connection between the intersection of Route 1 and Stater's Lane, at the east end of the current 
Monroe Avenue bridge, and Route 1 in the vicinity of Howell Avenue (the "New Route 1 
Connector"); (iii) for the realignment of certain streets, including Monroe Avenue and its tie-in to 
the New Route 1 Connector; and (iv) for changes in proposed land uses and proposed areas of 
open space largely in this portion of the CDD. 

Plan conditions6 

The Alternative Concept Plan T r i ~ ~ e r  Condition 

1. The Concept Plan shall be the operative concept plan for the CDD, under § 5-604 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, unless and until the condition set forth in this paragraph (the "Trigger") is timely 
satisfied and written notice of its satisfaction is provided by the City Manager to CAP, in which 
case the Alternative Concept Plan shall become and remain the operative concept plan for the 
CDD until amended or rescinded by City Council. The Trigger is as follows: 

(a) On or before October 1, 2000, CAP shall prepare, and submit to the City for its review 
and its approval or disapproval (which review shall not exceed 120 days), construction 
documents, in sufficient detail to obtain construction bids, for both the infrastructure to be 

5 The Alternative Concept Plan Conditions differ primarily from the Concept Plan Conditions in that they 
contain additional provisions that address the construction of the New Route 1 Connector (a term defined 
in paragraph 4), the demolition of the Monroe Avenue bridge and the realignment of Monroe Avenue. 

6 These conditions are applicable to, and are a part of, both the Concept Plan and the Alternative 
Concept Plan, except where otherwise expressly provided in the paragraphs below or where it is obvious 
from a condition that it applies only to one plan. 
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constructed and the related work to be undertaken pursuant to the "Route 11Monroe 
Avenue BridgelPotomac Avenue Connection Design -- Concept Plan," (the "Concept 
Plan Connection Design") and the infrastructure to be constructed and the related work 
to be undertaken pursuant to the "Route 11Monroe Avenue BridgeIPotomac Avenue 
Connection Design -- Alternative Concept Plan" (the "Alternative Concept Plan 
Connection Design.") (These two "Connection Designs," which show alternative ways of 
connecting the new "spine road," or Potomac Avenue, with Route 1 and, more generally, 
the different infrastructure schemes for the portion of the CDD that lies, generally, 
between the northern side of Howell Avenue (extended into the CDD) and the southern 
side of the Monroe Avenue bridge, are shown in the document entitled "Route 11Monroe 
Avenue BridgeIPotomac Avenue Connection Concept Design --Two Options," which is 
attached as Attachment C.) 

(b) After receiving the City's approval of the construction documents, CAP shall obtain from 
construction and engineering (and any other appropriate professional) firms, which are 
acceptable to the City, estimates of the construction cost for each of these two 
Connection Designs. The cost estimate for the Concept Plan Connection Design shall be 
known as the "Concept Plan Cost Estimate," and the cost estimate for the Alternative 
Concept Plan Connection Design shall be known as the "Alternative Concept Plan Cost 
Estimate." No later than 120 days after receiving the City's approval of the construction 
documents, CAP shall submit the Concept Plan Cost Estimate and the Alternative 
Concept Plan Cost Estimate, along with detailed information showing the basis for each 
estimate, to the City for its review and approval. The City shall have 150 days from its 
receipt of the Concept Plan Cost Estimate and the Alternative Concept Plan Cost 
Estimate to review and determine whether or not to approve them. 

(c) No later than 90 days after its approval of the Concept Plan Cost Estimate and the 
Alternative Concept Plan Cost Estimate (the "Trigger Deadline"), and based on these 
estimates, the City shall determine whether it will assume responsibility for the difference 
between (i) the actual cost for constructing the Alternative Concept Plan Connection 
Design generally in accordance with the construction documents approved by the City 
pursuant to subparagraph (a) (the "Alternative Concept Plan Actual Cost") and (ii) the 
projected "actual" cost for constructing the Concept Plan Connection Design (the 
"Concept Plan Projected Actual Cost"), such difference to be known as the "Plan Cost 
Difference." 

The Concept Plan Projected Actual Cost shall be the sum of (i) an amount equal to the 
Concept Plan Cost Estimate less the Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost -- Total (as 
defined below), multiplied by the fraction which has as its numerator an amount equal to 
the Alternative Concept Plan Actual Cost less the Alternative Concept Plan Actual 
Special Cost -- Total (as defined below), and as its denominator an amount equal to the 
Alternative Concept Plan Cost Estimate less the Alternative Concept Plan Estimated 
Special Cost -- Total (as defined below), and (ii) an amount equal to the sum of five 
individual amounts calculated separately on the basis of the following formula for each 
Special Cost (as defined below): the Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost (as defined 
below), multiplied by the fraction which has as its numerator the Alternative Concept Plan 
Actual Special Cost (as defined below) and as its denominator the Alternative Concept 
Plan Estimated Special Cost (as defined below). 

For each Special Cost, the Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost shall be defined as the 
portion of the Concept Plan Cost Estimate that is estimated for the particular Special 
Cost; the Alternative Concept Plan Actual Special Cost shall be defined as the portion of 
the Alternative Concept Plan Actual Cost that consists of the particular Special Cost; and 
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the Alternative Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost shall be defined as the portion of 
the Alternative Concept Plan Cost Estimate that is estimated for the particular Special 
Cost. The Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost -- Total shall equal the sum of the 
Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost for all Special Costs. The Alternative Concept Plan 
Actual Special Cost -- Total shall equal the sum of the Alternative Concept Plan Actual 
Special Cost for all Special Costs. The Alternative Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost 
-- Total shall equal the sum of the Alternative Concept Plan Estimated Special Cost for all 
Special Costs. 

A Special Cost shall be defined to be the cost to accomplish, or the cost otherwise 
associated with, each of the following matters which relate to activities that will be 
undertaken in the course of implementing the Concept Plan Connection Design, the 
Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design, or both. 

(1) Special Cost -- Demolition: the cost to remove the existing Monroe Avenue 
bridge, including removal of bridge abutments, approach lanes to the bridge, and 
subsurface structures supporting the bridge, and disposal of waste materials, but 
excluding any cost premium or cost saving under subparagraph (c)(5). It is 
anticipated that this cost, for the most part, would be incurred in the 
implementation of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design, but not in the 
implementation of the Concept Plan Connection Design; 

(2) Special Cost -- Maintenance of Traffic: the cost of activities required to maintain 
acceptable traffic conditions on Route 1 (gg. ,  placement or construction of 
temporary structures) and of the consequences that such activities or other traffic 
maintenance requirements will have on other construction activities (e.g., 
increased cost due to construction activities having to be performed outside of 
normal hours, or due to limitations being placed on the hours in a period during 
which construction activities may take place), but excluding any cost premium or 
cost saving under subparagraph (c)(5). It is anticipated that this cost would be 
incurred in the implementation of both the Concept Plan Connection Design and 
the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design, but that the cost would be 
higher under the latter plan; 

(3) Special Cost -- Relocation of Utilities: the cost to relocate existing underground 
utilities, but excluding any cost premium or cost saving under subparagraph 
(c)(5). It is anticipated that this cost would be incurred in the implementation of 
both the Concept Plan Connection Design and the Alternative Concept Plan 
Connection Design, but that the cost would be higher under the latter plan; 

(4) Special Cost -- Soils: the cost of activities associated with the foundation 
systems of the bridge or bridge system connecting Route 1, at its intersection 
with Slater's Lane, with a roadway within the presently-defined Potomac Yard, 
which activities are required by actual soil conditions within the Yard that differ 
from the conditions that were used in preparing the cost estimates under 
subparagraph (b) above, but excluding any cost premium or cost saving under 
subparagraph (c)(5). It is anticipated that this cost would be incurred in the 
implementation of both the Concept Plan Connection Design and the Alternative 
Concept Plan Connection Design, but that the cost would be higher under the 
latter plan; and 
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(5) Special Cost -- City Construction: the cost premium or the cost saving, 
regardless of the cost item , due to the City itself undertaking the construction of 
a portion of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design pursuant to 
subparagraph (e) below. This cost premium or cost saving, if any, would be 
incurred only if the Alternative Concept Connection Design were constructed and 
the City were to decide to construct a portion of this connection design. 

(d) If the City determines that it will assume responsibility for the Plan Cost Difference, and if 
it conveys this determination in writing to CAP on or before the Trigger Deadline, then the 
Concept Plan shall no longer be of any force or effect, and shall be replaced by the 
Alternative Concept Plan as the operative concept plan, under § 5-604 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, for the CDD. If the City determines that it will not assume responsibility for 
the amount of the Plan Cost Difference, or if it conveys no determination to CAP before 
the Trigger Deadline, then the Concept Plan shall remain the operative concept plan, 
under § 5-604 of the Zoning Ordinance, for the CDD. 

(e) If the City determines that it will assume responsibility for the Plan Cost Difference, then it 
shall exercise that responsibility either by constructing a portion of the Alternative 
Concept Plan Connection Design that has a construction cost equal to the amount of the 
Plan Cost Difference, by contributing the amount of the Plan Cost Difference toward 
CAP'S construction of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design, or by otherwise 
making funds equal in amount to the Plan Cost Difference available for the construction 
of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design. Whether the City constructs a 
portion of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design, contributes toward the 
construction of the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design or otherwise makes 
funds available toward such construction is a determination to be made by the City in its 
sole discretion. 

(f) In the event that the Alternative Concept Plan becomes the operative concept plan 
pursuant to subparagraph (d) above, within 90 days of submission by the Applicant to the 
City of the preliminary development plan for a development consisting of 250,000 square 
feet or less or, if larger, for a development consisting of a single building, which 
development, upon completion, would require, in order to secure a certificate of 
occupancy for all its square footage, completion of the infrastructure improvements 
described in subparagraphs 15(a) and 15(d) below (the "Trigger Plan"), the City shall 
provide the Applicant with evidence that funds for the Plan Cost Difference will be 
available for the purpose of constructing the Alternative Concept Plan Connection Design 
within one year of the date such evidence is provided. In the event that such evidence 
cannot be provided by the City within the required time period, then the Alternative 
Concept Plan shall no longer be of any force or effect, and shall be replaced by the 
Concept Plan as the operative concept plan, under § 5-604 of the Zoning Ordinance, for 
the CDD. 
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(g) In the event the City disapproves construction documents submitted to it by CAP 
under subparagraph (a), or disapproves the Concept Plan Cost Estimate or 
Alternative Plan Cost Estimate submitted to it by CAP under subparagraph (b), 
the City shall, at the same time it notifies CAP of its disapproval, inform CAP of 
the basis for its disapproval. Thereafter, and within a reasonable period of time, 
CAP shall revise the construction documents or adjust the cost estimates to 
address the basis for the City's disapproval, and submit the revised documents 
or adjusted estimates to the City for its approval or disapproval, which the City 
shall provide within 60 days of its receipt of the CAP submission. This process 
shall continue until City approval of the construction documents or cost estimates 
has been obtained. Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragraph, the 
City shall not unreasonably withhold its approval of any construction documents 
or any costs estimates submitted to it by CAP. 

General 

Any preliminary development plan for the CDD, filed or pursued under § 5-605 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, shall be consistent with, and shall meet all requirements which are 
part of, the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan, including the 
design guidelines which are part of the operative concept plan; provided, that no 
preliminary development plan for any portion of the CDD to the west of the relocated rail 
lines and to the south of Howell Avenue (extended into the CDD), and no site plan 
proposing a permitted or special use in this portion of the CDD, may be filed or pursued 
by CAP prior to the Trigger Deadline. 

Uses - 
3A (NEW CONDITION) A preiiminarv development plan andlor any associated develo~ment 

andlor zonina applications for Landbav L shall not be submitted for review to the City 
prior to a comprehensive analvsis bv the Citv of Potomac Yard includina but not limited 
to Landbav L and all associated and a~plicable Master Plan andlor zonina approvals 
have been a~proved bv the Citv. In the event the Citv has not a~Dr0ved all necessarv 
Master Plan andlor zonina approvals as part of the comprehensive review of Potomac 
Yard includinq but not limited to Landbav L bv Januarv 1. 2011. Potomac Yard 
Development LLC ("PYD"), or its successors shall be permitted to file a development plan 
for Landbav L which shall be subiect to all ap~licable provisions of the CDD Concept 
Plan, transportation manaqement plan, Potomac Yard Desiqn Guidelines and Zoning 
Ordinance. 

38. (REVISED CONDITION) CAP may transfer square footage that is approved in the 
Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan from one to another landbay, 
with the approval of the Director of P&Z, subject to the following limitations: 

(a) no transfer shall cause the net square footage of retail use or office use, or the 
number of dwelling units, in a landbay (j.e., whether the transferor or transferee 
landbay) to increase or decrease by 15% or more from the net retail square 
footage or the net office square footage, or the number of dwelling units, 
approved for that landbay in the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative 
Concept Plan; 

(b) no transfer shall cause or result in the decrease #mnsk of any square footage of 
retail use from landbay "G" (the "Town Center"); and 
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(c) no transfer shall cause or result in a change to any element in or part of the 
Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan other than an increase 
or decrease in the amount of retail or office use, or in the number of dwelling 
units, that is consistent with subparagraph (a). 

) Office floor area within Landbav G and/or Landbav H mav be converted to around 
floor retail use throuah a special use permit provided that the conversion occurs 
as Dart of the development plan for each Landbav(s1 and shall also be subiect to 
the followinq: 

(i) Anv conversion of office floor area to retail floor area shall occur on a 
one for one aross floor area for the office and retail uses. 
(ii.) For Landbav G, the conversion shall not decrease the amount of around 
floor retail floor area below 80,000 sa.ft. and the conversion shall not allow an 
overall retail floor area above 195.000 sa.ft. 
(iii.) For Landbav H, the conversion shall not decrease the amount of ground 
floor retail floor area below 5.000 sa.ft. and the conversion shall not allow an 
overall retail floor area above 20,000 sa.ft. 

4. (REVISED CONDITION) For purposes of these concept plan conditions, "retail" is 
defined to include retail shopping establishments, restaurants, personal service 
establishments, banks, amusement enterprises, health clubs and any other activity that 
involves a significant degree of pedestrian activity, as determined by the Director of P&Z. 
Within landbay "G," space approved for "retail" use shall only be occupied by retail use. 

4A. (NEW CONDITION) Potomac Yard Development LLC ("PYD"), or its successors. shall 
hire a LEED accredited professional as a member of the desian and construction team 
for each landbav(s1 and/or buildina(s1. The accredited professional(s) shall incorporate 
sustainable desian elements and innovative technoloaies into the proiect. The 
office/commercial buildina(s1 with the exception of Landbav F shall achieve LEED 
certification under the U.S. Green Buildina Council's Svstem and incorporate sustainable 
desian elements and innovative technoloaies into the ~roiect. The residential buildinas, 
with the exception of Landbav F shall explore the possibilitv of LEED certification under 
the U.S. Green Buildina Council's Svstem or comparable proaram includina but not 
limited to Earthcraft. PYD or its successors shall also work with the Citv for reuse of the 
existins buildina materials as part of the demolition process. 

4B. (NEW CONDITION) The Potomac Yard Desian Guidelines for Landbav H shall be 
amended to reflect the additional office floor area permitted throuqh CDD Concept Plan 
Amendment 2008-0001 and shall be consistent with the Desian Guidelines for the Town 
Center. At a minimum, the Desian Guidelines for Landbav H shall require all parkina for 
the office buildinas and multifamilv buildinas to be entirelv below arade and provide for a 
pedestrian-friendlv. barrier-free streetsca~e with active uses alona a maioritv of the 
street frontaae. The revised Desian Guidelines shall be approved bv the Plannins 
Commission and Citv Council prior to or concurrent with the a~wroval of a development 
special use permit for Landbav H. 

4C (NEW CONDITION) Potomac Yard Development LLC IUPYD"), or its successors, shall 
increase the provided around level open space as part of the approval of the preliminary 
development plan(s) for Landbav J and Landbav L. If a revised plan is approved for 
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Landbav L as required in condition 3A, the open space requirements of the 
comprehensive plan shall aovern for Landbav L. 

5. In addition to the preliminary development plan approval that is required for every 
building constructed within the CDD pursuant to an approved concept plan, any use 
locating within such a building, which is a "special use" under the regulations in effect at 
the time of this concept plan approval for the CD, CG or CL zone in the City's Zoning 
Ordinance, shall obtain a separate special use permit, pursuant to section 11-500 of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

6. Accessory residential units (g.g., Granny Flats) may be constructed within the CDD only if 
they are counted as residential units and all required parking is provided. 

Open Space 

7. The following open spaces within the CDD shall, upon the completion of their 
improvements, be dedicated by CAP to the City: 

(a) the portion of Braddock Field, which is within Potomac Yard Park, as described in 
the Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines (this portion of the field lies within the CDD and will be combined with 
public land adjacent to the CDD to form the field that is to be improved by CAP); 

(b) Monroe Field No. 1, which is within Potomac Yard Park, as described in the 
Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines; 

(c) Monroe Field No. 2, which is within Potomac Yard Park (a playfield that staff has 
relocated from Potomac Greens to the Yard), as described in the Concept Plan 
Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design Guidelines; 

(d) the remainder of Potomac Yard Park (i.e., Potomac Yard Park, less the three 
fields identified in subparagraphs (a) through (c); also referred to below as the 
"Potomac Yard Linear Park), as described in the Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design Guidelines; 

(e) the southern portion of CAP'S proposed Rail Park (i.e. all of the proposed park 
except the northern most approximately 1.2 acres) that is described in the 
Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines; 

(9 Howell Park, as described in the Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the 
Alternative Concept Plan Design Guidelines; 

(g) the finger parks along Custis Avenue and Swann Avenue, as described in the 
Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines; and 

(h) the portion of Potomac Greens Park that consists of approximately 16 acres of 
environmentally-protected land located in the northern and eastern portions of 
landbay A, and an additional parcel of approximately one acre located 
immediately adjacent to said portion of the park at the north end of the landbay A 
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development, as described in the Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the 
Alternative Concept Plan Design Guidelines. 

All improvements to these and to the other open spaces within the CDD that are 
described in the Concept Plan Design Guidelines and the Alternative Concept Plan 
Design Guidelines, including the portion of the improvements to Braddock Field that will 
occur on the public property which is currently part of George Washington Middle School, 
shall be designed and constructed, including with respect to infrastructure and uses, in 
conformance with the Concept Plan Design Guidelines or, if in effect, the Alternative 
Concept Plan Design Guidelines, and shall be completed in accordance with the 
schedule in paragraph 15 below. The improvements to the open spaces identified in 
subparagraphs (a) through (h) above shall be completed by CAP, and accepted by the 
City, prior to the space being dedicated to the City. All dedicated open space, following 
its acceptance by the City, shall be maintained by the City. The remainder of the open 
spaces in the CDD shall not be owned by the City, and shall be privately maintained. 
However, a public access easement shall be conveyed by CAP to the City for all such 
non-dedicated open spaces (except the non-dedicated northern portion of Rail Park) 
which will provide access to these open spaces to members of the public (including, 
where appropriate, access for bicycle purposes); provided, that access to and use of one 
of such spaces, the Town Green on landbay G, may occasionally be limited to the 
owners and tenants of adjacent or nearby buildings, and their invitees, with the consent 
of the Director of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Affairs, which consent may not be 
unreasonably withheld. 

8. (REVISED CONDITION) Landbay "En (Four Mile Run) shall be made available by 
Potomac Yard Development LLC ("PYD"), or its successors, for commercial recreational 
uses, such as an ice rink, a tennis facility, a rock-climbing barn, a health club facility or a 
boating facility and may be made available for an ancillary restaurant use, commencing 
with approval of this concept plan for the CDD; provided, that, to the extent the approval 
of the National Park Service is necessary for such uses of this landbay, its approval shall 
be obtained. Landbay "En shall be made available for these commercial recreational 
uses at rates that will attract and support them. If this landbay is not fully utilized in this 
manner at the time that any development within Landbay I or J has received final site 
plan approval, except for the site area 4Q+in&s already approved in Landbay I pursuant to 
DSUP #2004-0048, then PYD, or its successors, shall submit to the City an alternative 
plan for the landbay which provides for the provision of recreational amenities directly by 
PYD or its successors Construction of any required improvements to Landbay "E" (Four 
Mile Run) shall occur prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any 
development in Landbay I or J except for the site area W-MW already approved in 
Landbay I pursuant to DSUP#2004-0048. 

9. The portion of the CDD to the west of the relocated rail lines and to the south of Howell 
Avenue (extended into the CDD), to the district's southern boundary, shall be graded so 
that the grades in this part of the CDD are designed in accordance with good engineering 
practices and blend gradually, without any abrupt changes, into the existing grades of the 
adjacent neighborhoods and the George Washington Middle School. 
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10. (REVISED CONDITION) No parking reductions shall be requested for any residential 

*a uses within the CDD, except as provided for shared parkinq and on-site affordable units 
as set forth below and ewe@ for "Granny Flats" where the requirement may only be 
reduced to one space per flat and where a limited number of on-street parking spaces 
may be used to meet the parking requirement. A warkinq reduction may be ap~roved as 
part of a development special use permit for any on-site affordable residential units 
provided that the units comply with all applicable requirements and standards of Sec. 7- 
700 of the Zoninq Ordinance and/or the applicable provisions of the Citv's affordable 
housina policy. A warkina reduction mav be permitted as part of a com~rehensive shared 
parkinq plan if approved as wart of the development special use permit for each 
Landbav(s). 

11. A minimum of 15% visitor parking, which may be on- or off-street, shall be provided for all 
residential uses. 

11A (NEW CONDITION) Parkina for all office, and residential multi-familv buildina(s) and/or 
Landbav(s) shall be located underaround with the exception of Landbav F, and with the 
exception of one above grade parkincl structure within Landbav G which shall be entirely 
screened with active andlor architectural screeninq. Required parkinq for individual 
townhomes and other sinqle family units such as stacked and duplex units shall from 
rear allevs. 

Phasinq and Preliminan, Development Plan Processing 

The CDD Landbay, lnfrastructure and Open Space Phasing Plan 

(a) The very first preliminary development plan application (excluding the preliminary 
development plan for Braddock Field) that is filed for the CDD shall be 
accompanied by a "CDD Landbay, Infrastructure and Open Space Phasing 
Plan" (the "CDD Phasing Plan"), which shall be updated and submitted with each 
subsequent preliminary development plan application that seeks approval of one 
or more buildings or structures within the CDD. No such preliminary 
development plan shall be approved unless the Director of P&Z and the Director 
of T&ES have approved the CDD Phasing Plan which accompanies the 
development plan application. The initial and each updated CDD Phasing Plan is 
intended to inform the City of CAP'S projections regarding the timing and nature 
of landbay, infrastructure and open space construction activities, and to ensure 
that the construction of the infrastructure systems identified below in 
subparagraph (b)(ii) is pursuant to a comprehensive plan, covering the entire 
CDD, that has been approved by the City. Notwithstanding the above, CAP 
may, at its discretion, submit an updated CDD Phasing Plan from time to time for 
review and approval by the Director of P&Z and the Director of T&ES; provided, 
that no such submission shall relieve CAP of the requirement that it submit an 
updated CDD Phasing Plan with each preliminary development plan application 
that seeks approval of one or more buildings or structures within the CDD. 

(b) The initial and each subsequent CDD Phasing Plan shall satisfy the following 
conditions and requirements. 

(i) As to landbays, the plan shall provide, for each landbay within the CDD, 
a general outline of the landbay and CAP'S most up-to-date projection of 



Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003 
Text Amendment #2008-0003 

CDD Concept Plan Amendment #2008-000 1 
Potomac Yard 

the times when construction of the different land uses (i.e., office, retail, 
hotel and residential) described in the operative concept plan for the 
landbay is likely to commence. 

(ii) As to infrastructure, the plan shall provide, for each of the systems of 
infrastructure identified below in this subparagraph, (x) the general 
location and layout of the major components, or the backbone, of the 
system (such components to be determined by the Director of T&ES), 
and (y) the times when construction of these major system components 
is expected to commence (provided, that the projected times for the 
commencement of construction of these components shall be consistent 
with the schedule in paragraph 15 below). The systems of infrastructure 
to be addressed are: 

(A) the system of major streets to be constructed within the CDD, 
which shall consist of the streets identified below in paragraph 15 
and the four major east-west streets to be constructed within the 
CDD (East Glebe, Swann, Custis and Howell); 

(B) the sanitary sewer system to be constructed within the CDD, 
including the Trunk Sewer (as defined below in paragraph 22); 

(C) the stormwater sewer system to be constructed within the CDD; 
and 

(D) the utility systems to be constructed within the CDD (e.g., 
electricity, water, gas, phonelcommunications and cable). 

(iii) As to open spaces, the plan shall provide, as to each open space area 
identified in the design guidelines (except neighborhood open spaces) 
for the operative concept plan, (x) the general location of the open 
space, and (y) the time when construction of the improvements to the 
open space is expected to commence (provided, that the projected times 
for the commencement of construction of the improvements shall be 
consistent with the schedule in paragraph 15 below). 

The Landbay Preliminary Infrastructure, Open Space and Use Plan 

(a) The first preliminary development plan that proposes the construction of a 
building or structure within a landbay in the CDD shall be accompanied by a 
"Landbay Preliminary Infrastructure, Open Space and Use Plan" (the 
"Landbay Preliminary Plann). This plan shall (i) show, at a level of detail defined 
by the Director of T&ES, all streets and sidewalks, sanitary sewers, storm 
sewers, and utilities (g.g., electricity, water, gas, phonelcommunications and 
cable), and any other infrastructure items identified by the Director, that will be 
constructed within or otherwise to serve the landbay, (ii) show all the open 
spaces within the landbay, whether public or private, that are described in the 
operative concept plan, and (iii) show the general locations within the landbay of 
the other uses identified for the landbay in the operative concept plan. It is 
anticipated that the Director of T&ES will require the Landbay Preliminary Plan at 
least to contain preliminary plans and profiles for the streets and sidewalks, 
sanitary sewers, storm sewers and utilities to be constructed within or otherwise 
to serve the landbay. The Landbay Preliminary Plan that accompanies the first 
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preliminary development plan for a landbay shall be submitted to City Council 
along with the development plan, and shall be approved by Council in 
conjunction with its approval of the development plan. 

(b) Any subsequent preliminary development plan for the same landbay that requires 
or involves modifications (including additions) to the previously approved 
Landbay Preliminary Plan shall be accompanied by a new Landbay Preliminary 
Plan which includes all such modifications and complies with subparagraph (a). 
This new plan shall be submitted to City Council along with the preliminary 
development plan, and shall be approved by Council in conjunction with its 
approval of the development plan. 

(c) Within 60 days of the approval of the first preliminary development plan for a 
landbay, and within 20 days of the approval of all subsequent preliminary 
development plans for such landbay, the Director of T&ES shall identify the 
components of the landbay's streets and sidewalks, sanitary sewers, storm 
sewers and utilities (and other infrastructure items identified by the Director under 
subparagraph (a)) that are shown in the approved Landbay Preliminary Plan, and 
the components of the landbay's open spaces that are shown in that Landbay 
Preliminary Plan, for which final engineering plans, profiles and, where 
applicable, calculations shall be submitted along with the final site plan for the 
landbay development that has just received development plan approval. No final 
site plan for a building or structure within a landbay shall be released unless the 
Director of T&ES has received as part of the final site plan submission, and has 
approved, the engineering plans, profiles and calculations for the infrastructure 
and open space components which the Director had identified. 

14. The Directors of T&ES and P&Z may require that infrastructure, open spaces, land uses 
and other matters located outside of the landbay that is the subject of a preliminary 
development plan application also be shown and addressed in the application, if they 
deemed it necessary to properly assess the proposed development plan. 

15. (REVISED CONDITION) Construction of the infrastructure and open space 
improvements identified in the schedule below shall be commenced or completed in 
accordance with the dates or events in the schedule, unless a variation from the schedule 
is approved by City Council in conjunction with the approval of a preliminary development 
plan for the CDD. Following the completion of their construction, the new streets and the 
improvements to existing streets, which are identified in the schedule, shall be dedicated 
by CAP to the City. 
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Infrastructure Improvement Commencement or Completion DateIEvent 

Streets 

(a) Potomac Avenue (Spine ~ o a d ) ~  --- Construction of this road from its tie-in with South 
Glebe Road or Crystal Drive in Arlington, to a 
tie-in with the New Route 1 Connector (see 
paragraph 15(d)), shall be completed and 
accepted prior to release of the final site plan for 
any development in Landbay I or J, except for 
the site area ?Btwti(s in Landbay I already 
approved pursuant to DSUP #2004-0048. 
Notwithstanding anything in this subparagraph 
(a) to the contrary, unless construction of this 
road has already occurred pursuant to this 
subparagraph, construction of the Spine Road 
from its tie-in with either South Glebe Road or 
Crystal Drive in Arlington to a tie-in, at grade, 
with current Route 1 in the vicinity of Windsor 
Avenue (or another location determined by the 
Director of T&ES) shall be completed before the 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for 
2,000,000 square feet of any new development 
in this portion of the CDD for which final site plan 
approval is given after the date of concept plan 
approval. 

(b) Main Street and South Main Street---Construction shall occur in phases with each 
landbay, and such construction shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
the landbay 

(c) Route 1 lmprovementsg --------------- Construction of the Route lltransitway 
improvements from Howell Avenue to East 
Glebe Road shall commence within 90 days of 
infrastructure plan approval for the Route 1 
Corridor lmprovement Plan, including the 
transitway, and shall thereafter be diligently 
pursued to completion, subject to an agreement 
between the City and the Applicant for shared 
financial responsibility for the improvements. 

7 In the event the Alternative Concept Plan is in effect, and the City elects, under paragraph l(e) 
above, to construct all or a portion of Potomac Avenue (the Spine Road), then the Applicant's 
ability to develop and receive certificates of occupancy within the CDD shall be affected by the 
date on which the construction of Potomac Avenue is completed only (i) if the City commences 
construction at or before the time that the construction would have been commenced by Applicant 
in order to have the construction completed within the deadlines in this subparagraph (a), and (ii) 
if the City thereafter diligently pursues the construction to completion. 

9 Intentionally deleted. 
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(d) Monroe Avenue bridge removal ---- Demolition of the current bridge, construction 
New Route 1 Connector and of the new 
connector and realignment of Monroe Avenue 
realignment1' Monroe Avenue shall be 
completed before the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the earliest of the following: (i) for 
800,000 square feet of new office development 
in the portion of the CDD west of the relocated 
rail lines (including office development 
consisting of interim, permitted and special 
uses), for which final site plan approval is given 
after the date of concept plan approval; (ii) for 
1,750,000 square feet of any new development 
in this portion of the CDD (including 
development consisting of interim, permitted and 
special uses, but excluding hotel uses), for 
which final site plan approval is given after the 
date of concept plan approval; or (iii) for 
3,250,000 square feet of any new development 
in this portion of the CDD and/or in the Arlington 
County portion of the Potomac Yard (including 
development consisting of interim, permitted and 
special uses, but excluding hotel uses), for 
which final site plan approval is given after the 
date of concept plan approval 

(e) East Glebe ~ ~ ~ d ' ~  ...................... Con~truction shall be completed by the date or 
event described in the initial preliminary 
development plan approval for landbay G 

(f) Swarm Avenue ............................. Construction shall be completed by the date or 
event described in the initial preliminary 
development plan approval for landbay H 

lo These infrastructure items are only required under the Alternative Concept Plan. See 
paragraph 4 above. Realignment of Monroe Avenue shall include tying the avenue into the street 
system within the CDD in a manner approved by the Director of TBES. In addition, in the event 
the Alternative Concept Plan is in effect, and the City elects, under paragraph l(e) above, to 
undertake all or a portion of the Monroe Avenue bridge removal, or of the construction of the New 
Route 1 Connector or the Monroe Avenue realignment, then the Applicant's ability to develop and 
receive certificates of occupancy within the CDD shall be affected by the date on which the 
construction of the New Route 1 Connector or of the Monroe Avenue realignment is completed 
only (i) if the City commences the removal or construction, or if applicable both the removal and 
construction, at or before the time that it would have been commenced by Applicant in order to 
have the removal and construction completed within the deadlines in this subparagraph (d), and 
(ii) if the City thereafter diligently pursues the removal and construction to completion. 

11 The streets addressed in subparagraphs (e) through (h) are east-west streets that are to be 
constructed within the CDD. 
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(g) Custis Avenue ........................... Construction shall be completed by the date or 
event described in the initial preliminary 
development plan approval for landbay I 

(h) Howell Avenue ........................... Construction shall be completed by the date or 
event described in the initial preliminary 
development plan approval for landbay J 

Sewers 

(i) Trunk sewer1* (to the wastewater ------ See paragraphs 22 and 23 below 
treatment plant operated by the 
Alexandria Sanitation Authority) 

(j) Collection systemI3 ....................... See paragraph 24 below 

(k) Stormwater sewers ...................... See paragraph 26 below 

Stormwater Treatment 

(I) Master stormwater quality concept----- See paragraph 27 below plan 

Open Space Improvement Commencement or Completion DatelEvent 

(m) Braddock .................... A preliminary development plan for the 
construction of this field shall be submitted to the 
City within four months of CAP'S receipt of all 
necessary City and School Board consents to 
use public property on the site of the George 
Washington Middle School (see note 14); a final 
development plan shall be submitted to the City 
within two months of preliminary development 
plan approval; construction shall commence 
within three months of City approval of such final 
development plan, and shall thereafter be 
diligently pursued to completion. 

(n) Monroe Fields (final fields) ----------- In the event the City determines not to assume 
responsibility for the Plan Cost Difference under 
paragraph 1 above, a preliminary development 
plan shall be submitted to the City within three 
months of such determination, a final 
development plan shall be submitted to the City 
within two months of the approval of the 

12 The Trunk Sewer is defined in paragraph 22 below. 

13 The Collection System is defined in paragraph 24 below. 

l4 Braddock Field includes public land that is currently part of George Washington Middle School. 
The improvement of Braddock Field, therefore, requires the cooperation and consent of the City 
and the School Board. 
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preliminary development plan, and construction 
shall be commenced within three months of the 
approval of the final development plan and 
thereafter diligently pursued to completion; in the 
event the City determines to assume 
responsibility for the Plan Cost Difference under 
paragraph 1 above, construction shall 
commence within three months of completion of 
construction of the New Route 1 Connector and 
there-after be diligently pursued to completion. 

(0) Monroe Fields (interim fields)'' ----- A plan for the construction of these fields shall 
be submitted to the City within four months of 
concept plan approval; construction shall 
commence within three months of City approval 
of such plan, and shall thereafter be diligently 
pursued to completion 

(p) Pedestrian Bridge across rail tracks-- Potomac Yard Development LLC ("PYD"), or its 
successors, shall submit the pedestrian bridge 
design and location and all applicable 
documents for the pedestrian bridge across the 
WMATA and CSX rail tracks by March 1, 2008. 
The design of the pedestrian bridge shall be in 
consultation with the Potomac Yard Design 
Advisory Committee and the Park and 
Recreation Commission. The bridge design and 
location for the pedestrian bridge shall require 
review and approval by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Construction of 
the pedestrian bridge shall commence prior to 
preliminary site plan approval for any 
development in Landbay I or J, except for the 
site area Xl-m&s already approved in Landbay I 
pursuant to DSUP# 2004-0048. If the City has 
not approved the bridge design and location for 
the pedestrian bridge prior to October 31, 2008, 
PYD, or its successors, shall make a monetary 
payment including a reasonable cost escalation 
clause to the City equivalent to the design, 
construction and all applicable costs of the 
pedestrian bridge, such costs shall be mutually 
agreed upon by the City and PYD. The 
monetary payment shall be made prior to 

'' The final Monroe Fields are unlikely to be constructed for many years. Therefore, CAP shall 
construct two fence-enclosed, regulation-size interim soccer fields, with parking for 65 vehicles 
and vehicular access to Route 1, at a location within the portion of the CDD west of the relocated 
rail lines which is approved by the Director of P&Z. Once the construction of these fields has 
been accepted by the City, the fields shall be operated and maintained by the City. These interim 
fields shall remain in use until construction of the final Monroe Fields is completed or, if earlier, 
the City determines no longer to utilize the interim fields. 
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preliminary site plan approval for any future 
development in Landbay I or J, except for the 
site area 4i&w&s already approved in Landbay I 
pursuant to DSUP# 2004-0048 

(q) Potomac Yard Linear parki6 ---------- Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of each landbay which is adjacent 
to the Linear Park, and shall be completed by 
the date or event described in the initial 
preliminary development plan approval for the 
landbay; provided, that construction of the entire 
park shall be completed before the approval by 
final site plan of 2.5 million square feet of new 
development within the CDD 

(r) Rail Park .................................. P o ~ o ~ ~ c  Yard Development LLC, ("PYD"), shall 
construct or dedicate Rail Park - at the City's 
option, prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for any future development in 
Landbay I or J, except for the site area 4-Q-tmk 
in Landbay I already approved pursuant to 
DSUP#2004-0048. PYD or its successors, shall 
submit a proposal for rail park or an alternative 
off-site dog park plan in another landbay 
consistent with the intent of the Potomac Yard 
Urban Design Guidelines with all applicable 
documentation prior to March 1, 2008. The 
proposal shall require review and approval by 
the Planning Commission and City Council. 
Construction of the approved plan shall 
commence prior to preliminary site plan approval 
for any future development in Landbay I or J, 
except for the site area 4Q-wMk-in Landbay I 
already approved pursuant to DSUP#2004- 
0048. If the City has not approved the proposal 
prior to October 31, 2008, PYD, or its 
successors, shall make a monetary payment 
including a reasonable cost escalation clause to 
the City equivalent to the design, construction 
and all applicable costs of the improvements to 
Rail Park as described in the Potomac Yard 
Urban Design Guidelines, such cost shall be 
mutually agreed upon by the City and PYD. The 
monetary payment shall be made prior to 
preliminary site plan approval for any future 
development in Landbay I or J, except for the 

l6 Potomac Yard Linear Park is the portion of Potomac Yard Park that lies along the rail lines on 
the east side of the Yard. It does not include Braddock Park, Monroe Field No. 1 or Monroe Field 
No. 2, all of which are also part of Potomac Yard Park. 
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site area 4&m& already approved in Landbay I 
pursuant to DSUP#2004-0048 

(s) Potomac Greens Park --------------- Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of landbay "A," and shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
this landbay 

(t) Howell Park ............................... C ~ n ~ t r ~ ~ t i ~ n  shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of landbay "J," and shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
this landbay 

(u) Swarm Finger Park .................... Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of landbay "H," and shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
this landbay 

(v) Custis Finger Park ..................... Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of landbay "I," and shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
this landbay 

(w) Neighborhood Parks ------------------- Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of the landbay in which the 
particular neighborhood park is located, and 
shall be completed by the date or event 
described in the initial preliminary development 
plan approval for the landbay 

(x) Landbay "C" landscaping ------------- Construction shall occur in conjunction with the 
development of landbay "A," and shall be 
completed by the date or event described in the 
initial preliminary development plan approval for 
this landbay 

u Landbav - N .............................. (NEW CONDITION) The a~proximatelv 2.78 
acre Landbav N shall be dedicated to the Citv 
for passive open space Durposes prior to 
preliminarv development special use permit 
approval of Landbav H, I , J and/or L. 
Alternativelv, a perpetual open space access 
easement shall be aranted to the Citv for 
Landbav N prior to the preliminarv development 
special use permit approval of Landbav H. I . J 
andlor L 
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I~A. Possible Future School Site 

(a) A portion of the component of Potomac Yard Park consisting of Monroe Fields 
No. 1 and No. 2 - the portion to be identified by the Director of P&Z and the 
Superintendent of the Alexandria Public Schools ("ACPS"), and not to exceed 
three acres - shall be reserved and made available for the construction of a new 
ACPS school if, in the future, it is jointly determined by the city council and the 
school board to locate a new school at this site. If such a determination is made, 
and it is further determined by the council and board that more than the reserved 
land is needed for construction of the new school, then up to an additional two 
acres of adjacent land will be made available for the new school. 
Notwithstanding the prior provisions of this paragraph, the area that is identified 
by the Director and Superintendent shall be improved in accordance with the 
operative concept plan and paragraphs 15(n) and 15(o) above, and shall 
thereafter be both maintained as public open space and utilized for active 
recreation purposes until such time as it is determined to utilize the area for a 
new ACPS school. 

(b) In recognition of the possibility that, in the future, a portion of Potomac Yard Park 
may be removed from active recreational use and placed in school use, CAP 
shall improve an area of approximately three acres, for active recreational use, in 
the Potomac Yard linear Park (see note 15), in the general vicinity of land bays 
"H" and "I," and at a specific location to be determined by the Director of P&Z. 
The size of this area and the precise nature of these recreational improvements 
shall be determined by the Director of P&Z , after consultation with the City's 
Parks and Recreation Commission, the Director of Recreation, Parks and 
Cultural Affairs, and CAP. Construction of these improvements shall occur at the 
time that development in this portion of the Linear Park is to occur under 
paragraph 15(q), and shall comply with applicable design guidelines. 

16. A separate preliminary development plan shall be submitted by CAP for each of the open 
space areas that is to be dedicated to the City (see paragraph 7 above). The plan shall 
be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council, pursuant to the provisions 
of section 5-600 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

17. (REVISED CONDITION - TO REFLECT EXISTING ZONING ORDINANCE 
PROVISION) A Potomac Yard Design Advisory Committee (the "PYDAC") shall be 
established to assist the city in reviewing applications for preliminary development plan 
approval. 

(a) The Potomac Yard desiqn advisory committee shall consist of nine members 
appointed bv the city council, pursuant to title 2, chapter 4 of the Code of the 
City of Alexandria, Virqinia. 1981. as amended, for staaqered terms of two 
years. The committee shall include two members representinq the Potomac 
East area; two members representinq the Potomac West area; two members 
representina the Potomac Yard area; one member representina the business 
communitv, and two qualified professionals skilled in architecture or urban 
desian. 

(b) The purpose of the Potomac Yard desian advisorv committee is to review 
applications for ~reliminarv development plan special use permit approval 
under this ordinance, within CDD No. 10 Potomac YardIGreens, for 
compliance with the urban desiqn quidelines a~plicable therein, and make 
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recommendation on such applications to the planninq commission and city 
council throuqh the director. 

(c) The director shall send a copy of anv proposed preliminarv development plan 
for the CDD to the committee, and the committee shall send its comments to 
the director in time to be sent to the planninq commission toqether with the 
staff report on the proposed plan. Each applicant for a preliminary 
develo~ment plan approval shall be encouraqed to discuss its proposal with 
the committee, includinq prior to the filinq of an application for a~proval of a 
preliminary development plan. 

(e) The committee shall establish a reqular schedule which provides for 
meetinas at least once per calendar quarter. Additional meetinqs may be 
scheduled bv the chair of the committee, in consultation with the director. 

(f) Section 2-4-7(0 of the City Code, which prohibits a Derson from servinq on 
more than one standinq committee. shall not a p ~ l v  to service on the Potomac 
Yard desiqn advisorv committee; provided, however, that this subsection 
shall expire on December 18,2007. 

PermittedIS~ecialllnterim Use 

18. The Avis and GSA facilities presently located within the Potomac Yard are acknowledged 
to be, and shall be treated as, existing permitted uses. Nonetheless, in the event that 
compliance with the schedule in paragraph 15 above requires the construction of an 
infrastructure or open space improvement in the area occupied by one or both of these 
existing uses, then whatever modifications to these uses are required to accommodate 
the required improvement shall be made; if such modifications are not made, no further 
development in the CDD pursuant to the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative 
Concept Plan may proceed. Further, unless approved as interim uses as part of the 
approval of the first preliminary development plan for the landbay in which they are 
located, the Avis and GSA facilities shall cease operation within 180 days of the date of 
approval for that preliminary plan. 
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19. Land uses not approved in the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan, 
which are proposed for a landbay in the CDD for which no preliminary development plan 
(other than a development plan addressing only the development of open space) has 
been approved, shall be evaluated under the provisions in the Zoning Ordinance for the 
underlying zone applicable to the landbay. If defined as a special use under those 
provisions, such uses shall require a special use permit and, if defined as a permitted 
use, shall only require site plan approval; provided, that no such uses may proceed if 
they would "preclude development consistent with the conceptual design plan" (section 5- 
603(A)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance). A proposed permitted or special use shall be 
determined to "preclude development consistent with the conceptual design plan" if: 

(a) development pursuant to the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept 
Plan, and in the landbay where the proposed use is to be located, is expected to 
commence before the expiration of the period during which the proposed use will 
be permitted to, or is reasonably expected to, continue; 

(b) the use is proposed for a landbay that is adjacent to a landbay for which a 
preliminary development plan has been approved by City Council, and the 
Director of P&Z determines that the proposed use is incompatible with one or 
more of the uses identified in that approved development plan; or 

(c) the use, if undertaken, would preclude the delivery of an infrastructure 
improvement identified in paragraph 15 above by the time set out in that 
paragraph. 

20. Any land use that is lawfully existing in a landbay within the CDD, whether as a permitted 
or special use, at the time the first preliminary development plan for the landbay (other 
than a development plan addressing only the development of open space) is submitted to 
the City shall be eligible to be approved as an interim use, as part of City Council's 
approval of the preliminary development plan. No other land uses shall be eligible for 
approval as interim uses within the landbay. 

Affordable Housinq 

21. Every preliminary development plan shall meet the requirements of the city-wide 
affordable housing policy that is in effect as the time the plan is submitted. 

Sanitary and Storm Sewer 

No preliminary development plan for any landbay west of the relocated rail lines, or for 
any portion of a landbay, which proposes the construction of a building or buildings 
pursuant to the Concept Plan or, if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan, shall be 
approved by City Council until (i) a new sanitary sewer line (the "Trunk Sewer") from 
Potomac Yard to the Alexandria Sanitation Authority ("ASA) wastewater treatment plant 
has been designed by CAP to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES and the 
EngineertDirector of ASA, and (ii) construction of the sewer has commenced. No 
Certificates of Occupancy shall be issued for any building, structure or facility within any 
landbay west of the relocated rail lines until the Trunk Sewer has been completed, has 
been accepted by the City, and is in service; provided, that, notwithstanding the status of 
the Trunk Sewer, certificates may be issued for buildings, structures or facility within 
landbay "F" (the Retail Center at the north end of the Yard), and within the warehouse 
complex in the Yard located generally to the east of the intersection of Route 1 Howell 
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Avenue, which are buildings, structures or facilities that the City understood, at the time 
the sewage retention tank at the Four Mile Run Pump Station was constructed, were to 
be served by that retention tank. 

23. At a minimum, the Trunk Sewer shall be designed and constructed in conformance with 
the following: (i) the length of the forced main and associated facilities (such as pump 
stations) shall be minimized; (ii) the Trunk Sewer shall be a gravity sewer for the 
maximum distance possible within the limits of current technology; (iii) the Trunk Sewer 
shall accept all the sewage now flowing to the ASA River Road Pump Station; (iv) the 
Trunk Sewer shall be capable of accepting a portion (to be determined by the Director of 
T&ES) of wet-weather flows from ASA's Four Mile Run Pump Station; (v) the Trunk 
Sewer shall be capable of accepting all flows from the Slater's VillageIPotomac Greens 
Pump Station (Slater's Village is also known as Old Town Greens); and (vi) the Trunk 
Sewer shall be capable of accepting all the sewage from the Retail Center in landbay "F" 
in the event any portion of the retail center continues in operation beyond January 1, 
2018. Further, the Trunk Sewer shall be built on an alignment designated by the Director 
of T&ES and the EngineerlDirector of ASA. The closure of travel lanes on City streets 
and the disruption of neighborhood activities shall be minimized during construction of the 
Trunk Sewer. 

24. No preliminary development plan for any landbay west of the relocated rail lines, or for 
any portion of a landbay, which proposes development pursuant to the Concept Plan or, 
if in effect, the Alternative Concept Plan, shall be approved by City Council until a 
gravitylforced main sanitary sewer collection system (the "Collection System") has been 
designed by CAP to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES and the Engineer1 Director of 
ASA, and construction of the system has commenced. At a minimum, the Collection 
System shall be designed to: (i) minimize the amount of forced mains and associated 
facilities, such as pump stations; (ii) redirect sewage flows from the ASA River Road 
Pump Station, and a portion (to be determined by the Director of T&ES) of wet-weather 
flows from the Four Mile Run Pump Station, to the Trunk Sewer; and (iii) redirect flows 
from the Retail Center in landbay "F" to the Trunk Sewer, in the event any portion of the 
Retail Center continues in operation beyond January 1, 2018. 

25. No final site plan for any development within the CDD east of the relocated rail lines, shall 
be approved by the City, unless one of the following events has occurred:I7 

(a) a new gravity sanitary sewer has been constructed by CAP from the termination 
point of the forced main in Slater's Lane to the existing City sewer in Lee Street, 
and this new sewer has been accepted by the City and is in service; or 

(b) the forced main from the Slater's VillagelPotomac Greens Pump Station has 
been redirected to connect with the Trunk Sewer, and the Trunk Sewer has been 
accepted by the City and is in service. 

26. All storm drainage systems within the CDD shall conform to the Potomac Yard Master 
Drainage Plan approved by the City on October 25, 1996. 

17 This paragraph is a restatement of condition # 47 of SUP 97-001 0. That SUP approved the 
Old Town Greens residential development now under construction between Slater's Lane and 
Potomac Greens, and it remains in effect. 
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Prior to the submission of the first preliminary development plan for any landbay within 
the CDD west of the relocated rail lines, a master stormwater quality concept plan for the 
CDD, which includes stormwater quality calculations, a description of the best 
management practices ("BMPs") proposed to be employed and the location of those 
BMPs, shall be submitted to and approved by the Director of T&ES. 

28. Prior to the removal or abandonment of any existing storm or sanitary sewer that is 
located within the CDD, a replacement sewer shall be in place and in service, and all 
necessary dedications and easements relating to the replacement sewer shall have been 
granted and recorded. 

Transportation 

29. Shuttle bus service to and from the Braddock Road Metro station andlor the Metro station 
in Crystal City shall be provided. The nature and extent of this service, the time when it 
shall commence, the time when it may terminate and similar issues shall be assessed 
and determined by the City in conjunction with its review of transportation management 
plan amendments which CAP must file along with its applications for preliminary 
development plan approvals. 

30. (a) Unless and until otherwise authorized by the City as an amendment to the 
operative concept plan, CAP shall reserve, and shall undertake no activities 
(except those reasonably required for maintenance and others approved by the 
Director of T&ES) in, an area in the CDD, between Potomac Greens and the 
Potomac Yard, that would be suitable for the location of a WMATA rail station 
(the "Metro Site"). In order to reserve the Metro Site in this manner, CAP shall 
convey a deed of easement to the City, or any other party identified by the City, 
which entitles the grantee to use or to authorize the use of the site for a WMATA 
rail station and for any ancillary purposes. The deed of easement shall also 
provide for reasonable access to the Metro site, by users of a rail station on the 
site, from both the adjacent Potomac Greens site and the adjacent Potomac 
Yard. Within 60 days of the approval of the concept plan for this CDD, CAP shall 
submit to WMATA a drawing which shows, and a statement which describes the 
boundaries of the Metro Site, and conveys CAP'S view that the Metro Site 
contains sufficient land for the construction of a WMATA rail station and for 
reasonable bus, pedestrian and bicycle access to the station. CAP shall 
thereafter request, and diligently pursue, from WMATA a certification that the 
Metro Site contains sufficient land for the construction of a WMATA rail station 
and for reasonable bus, pedestrian and bicycle access to the station; provided 
that, with respect to this requirement for a WMATA certification, CAP shall be 
considered to have not satisfied the requirement only if WMATA affirmatively 
states that the Metro Site does not contain sufficient land for the construction of a 
WMATA rail station and for reasonable bus, pedestrian and bicycle access to the 
station. 

(b) In the event funding from sources other than CAP becomes available in the 
future for the construction of a WMATA rail station at the Metro Site, and the City 
concurs in the decision to proceed with such construction, CAP shall: (i) convey 

- -  - - 

18 Most transportation conditions for the CDD have been recommended for inclusion in the 
Transportation Management Plan special use permit. 
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the Metro Site to WMATA, or another entity identified by WMATA, at no cost to 
the grantee party, for construction of a rail station (the "WMATA Conveyance"); 
(ii) if requested by the City, cooperate in the establishment of a special service 
tax district, or another district or area having a comparable purpose, within the 
CDD, or a portion thereof, to assist in financing the construction of the rail station, 
in accordance with the requirements of law; and (iii) to the maximum extent 
feasible, re-locate the uses in landbays G and H, as shown in the Concept Plan 
and the Alternative Concept Plan, in order to increase the utilization of the 
WMATA station by persons residing and working in these landbays. In the event 
that CAP, other than in a WMATA Conveyance, conveys any of the Metro Site 
property to another party, it shall ensure that the reservation required, and the 
other obligations imposed upon it, by this paragraph 30 shall continue and shall 
be binding upon the grantee party. 

30A. In the event that funding from sources other than CAP becomes available in the future for 
a light rail or another similar transit system (apart from a heavy rail system that is 
addressed by paragraph 30 above) within the CDD, and the City concurs in a decision to 
proceed with the implementation of such a system, CAP shall, if requested by the City, 
cooperate in the establishment of a special service tax district, or another district or area 
having a comparable purpose, to assist in financing the system's implementation, in 
accordance with the requirements of law. In addition, at no time shall CAP undertake 
any activities within any of the rights-of-way that are shown in the operative concept plan, 
or within any of the open spaces shown in such plan that are to be dedicated to the City, 
that would preclude the construction or operation of a light rail or another similar transit 
system; provided, that in the event of such an activity, every effort shall be made to 
accommodate the intent of the design guidelines. Nothing in this paragraph shall affect 
activities undertaken pursuant to the operative concept plan outside of the rights-of-way 
and open spaces identified above. 

31. The New Route 1 Connector, between its intersection with Slater's Lane and with the 
existing Route 1 (in the vicinity of Howell Avenue), shall provide, on both sides of the 
roadway, a minimum 8-foot walkway for use by pedestrians and bicycles. 

Any traffic signalization proposed by CAP and approved by the Director of T&ES, or 
required by the Director, shall be shown on the final site plan for the portion of CDD in 
which or adjacent to which the signalization is to be installed. The costs to acquire and 
install all traffic signalization equipment that is approved or required by the Director shall 
be the responsibility of CAP, and payment of such costs shall be made to the City prior to 
the release of the site plan showing the signalization. Any signalization approved or 
required by the Director shall be installed and properly operating prior to the issuance of 
a certificate of occupancy for any building which is to be served by the signalization. 

Miscellaneous 

33. All utilities serving the CDD, whether located within or outside of the CDD, shall be 
placed underground, and the cost of doing so shall be the responsibility of CAP. 

34. A permanent storage area within the CDD, no smaller than 20 feet by 20 feet, shall be 
made available by CAP for use by the City to place, on a short-term basis, sweeper 
debris. The area shall be acceptable to the Director of T&ES, and shall be made 
available to the City at the time a certificate of occupancy for 1.5 million square feet of 
new development within the CDD has been issued. The storage area shall be easily 
accessible by street sweeping and debris removal equipment, and may be incorporated 
in the waste disposal area of a building within the CDD. 
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35. If the Alternative Concept Plan becomes the operative concept plan for the CDD, CAP 
shall work with the City in the relocation of the Virginia Power substation, presently 
located at the west end of the Monroe Avenue bridge, to a new location along the existing 
Virginia Power underground transmission corridor, in order that pedestrian-oriented 
buildings may be constructed along the entire Monroe Avenue frontage facing Simpson 
Fields. The substation shall be architecturally integrated into the surrounding CDD 
development to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. 

36. CAP shall be responsible for updating the Concept Plan Sheet and Concept Plan Design 
Guidelines, and the Alternative Concept Plan Sheet and the Replacement Pages (see 
paragraphs 2 and 3 above), so that these documents are current at all times. Before the 
very first preliminary development plan is filed with the City pursuant to this concept plan 
approval, CAP shall provide the City with two copies of the Concept Plan Sheet and 
Concept Plan Design Guidelines, and the Alternative Concept Plan Sheet and the 
Replacement Pages, which reflect the Concept Plan and Alternative Concept Plan 
approved by City Council. Thereafter, within 30 days of any modifications being 
approved to the Concept Plan andlor the Alternative Concept Plan, whether approved by 
City Council or approved pursuant to a concept plan condition, CAP shall file with the City 
two updated copies of the Concept Plan Sheet and the Concept Plan Design Guidelines, 
and if appropriate two updated copies of the Alternative Concept Plan Sheet and the 
Replacement Pages, which reflect the approved modifications. CAP shall not be able to 
file any application for preliminary development plan approval within the CDD unless fully 
updated and current concept plan documents have been previously provided to the City. 

37. Any inconsistencies in the approved concept plan design guidelines shall be resolved by 
the Director of P&Z. 

38. Notwithstanding any contrary provisions in the Zoning Ordinance, both the approved 
Concept Plan and, in the event it becomes the operative concept plan for the CDD 
pursuant to paragraph 1 above, the approved Alternative Concept Plan shall remain valid 
for 25 years from the date of City Council approval of the Concept Plan. 
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Text Amendment #2008-0003 

Staff recommends approval of the zoning text amendment subject to compliance with all 
applicable codes and ordinances and the following. 

Article V.MIXED USE ZONES 
* * * 

Sec. 5-600 CDDICoordinated development district. * * * 
5-602 Coordinated development districts created, consistency with master plan, 

required approvals. 

(A) The CDD districts, as shown on Table 1, are as follows: 

Table I. Coordinated Development Districts 

Without a CDD 
Special Use Permit 

The RB zone regulations shall apply to the area 
south of the Monroe Avenue Bridge and east of the 
Metro Tracks, the CSL zone regulations shall apply 
on the first 250 feet east of Rte 1. and the I zone 
regulations shall apply on the remainder of the site; 
except that the U/T regulations shall apply to an 
area approximately 120 feet wide located just west 
of the Metrorail right-of-way (area shown on the 
plat for Case REZ #95-0005) for the purpose of 
accommodating the relocated rail mainline on the 
yard, and except also that the area known as the 
"Piggyback Yard" and Slaters Lane portion of 
Potomac Yard (as shown on the plat for Case REZ 
#95-0004) may be developed pursuant to the 
CRMU-L zone provided that the Piggyback Yard: 
- shall contain no more than 275 dwelling units; 
- shall contain no more than 60,000 square feet of 
commercial space, of which no more than 30,000 
square feet shall be office; 
- shall be planned and developed pursuant to a 
special use permit; 
-shall have a maximum height of 50 feet; and 
-shall generally be consistent with the goals and the 
guidelines of the small area plan 

CDD 
No. 

l o  

With a CDD Special 

Maximum F.A.R. 
andlor 
Development 
Levels 

Up to 1,900,000 
feet of 

office space, 
exceut that ofice 
square footaee 

be converted 

footaee t:rough 
the Soecial Use 
Permit process and 
compliance with 
all ao~licable 

of the 
CDD Concept 
Plan. - 

to 625 
rooms. Up to 
735,000 square 
feet of retail space. 
Up to 2,200 
residential units. 

CDD 
Name 

PotOmac 
Yard/ 
Greens 

Use Permit 

Maximum 
Height 

Heights shall be 
as shown On the 
map entitled 
"Predominant 
Height Limits 
for CDD" (Map 
No. 24, Potomac 
Yard1 
POtOmac Greens 
Small Area Plan 
Chapter of 1992 
Master 
(1998 ed.)). 

Uses 

Predominately 
with 

a mix of land 
uses to include 

and 
service, hotel, 
parks and open 
spaces, and 
community 
facilities 
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Master Plan Amendment #2008 - 0003 

Staff recommends approval of the Master Plan Amendment to the Potomac 
YardIPotomac Greens Chapter of the Master to revise the text as outlined below and the 
height and use map as provided herein. 

"The residential buildings within Potomac Yard and each Landbay shall consist 
o f  a variety o f  buildings types and heights which should include townhouses, 
stacked-townhomes and multi-family units." 





INTRODUCTION 

The following paper analyzes the concept of financing a new Metrorail 
Station at Potomac Yard. As this is the first stage of the complex 
fmancial analysis, this paper does not represent a full, final work 
product. The process of updating this report will be iterative, as new and 
updated information and revised development plans and schedules 
become available. 

BACKGROUND 

. It is estimated by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority (WMATA) staff that the cost to construct a Metrorail 
Station in Potomac Yard is between $125 million and $1 50 
million. 

. This WMATA cost estimate, as well as debt service assumptions, 
are orders of magnitude estimates, which will need to be refu~ed. 

. These costs are in 2008 dollars and would need to be eventually 
adjusted to the years of construction. 

. The highest WMATA estimate of $150 million will be used for the 
purposes of this analysis. 

. Financing the $150 million costs over a 30-year amortization 
period at the City's AAAIAaa rated general obligation tax-exempt 
borrowing rates would result (using today's rates) in a true interest 
cost (TIC) of 4.39% and result in annual average debt service of 
$9.1 million annually (see Attachment 11). 

. If revenue bonds were issued instead of general obligation bonds, 
the TIC would increase depending on the bond's credit structure 
and rating. Other methods or structures of debt financing could 
also decrease debt service costs from the $9.1 million. 



It is likely that it will take a number of funding sources to finance a 
Metrorail Station at Potomac Yard such as: 

1) Federal transportation funds' 
2) State transportation funds2 
3) Developer contributions 
4) Tax increment financing revenues 
5) Special tax district revenues 
6) City General Fund supported capital filnds 

Any federal, state or outside source of fimding would reduce the 
amount of local bond issuance, as well as decrease debt service 
needs from the $9.1 million. 

Private fbnding is an option to consider, but a revenue stream from 
tax and developer sources would be needed to repay any private 
investment. The private sector cost of money is likely to be greater 
than the public sector. 

The cost to operate a surface Metrorail station is about $1 million 
per year. This cost would be shared by all participating 
jurisdictions, resulting in a small City share. 

There are a number of ways to structure the issuance of bonds 
including utilizing: 

1) City government bond issuance (general obligation bonds, 
revenue bonds, certificates of participation or lease-purchase 
funding) 

2) Alexandria Industrial Development Authority 
3) Potomac Yard Community Development Authority (would 

need to be established) 

1 Federal funding is not a probable source due to the regional priority of the Dulles rail comdor project. 
Dependent upon the General Assembly action to substantially increase transportation funding. 



4) Other public authorities in Virginia with bond issuing 
capacity 

As is the case with the private funding option, a dedicated, stable 
and reliable revenue stream would be needed to repay any bonds 
issued. 

There are pros and cons to utilizing a non-City government entity 
to issue bonds, with a review of these pros and cons to occur as 
part of any future analysis. 

A key issue will be how to minimize the need for, or level of, a 
"full faith and credit'' pledge while keeping the cost of borrowing 
low (i.e., interest rates on bonds issued increases as the credit 
pledge weakens). 

Another key issue to address will be how to tailor the repayment of 
the bonds to mirror the likely development build out schedule of 
Potomac Yard (and hence future tax generation), as it is likely that 
the Metrorail station would be built early in the development 
process. 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Station bonds issued by a non-City 
government entity, but backed by City real estate tax revenues, 
represent overlapping debt and would be counted in the City's debt 
ratios by the bond rating agencies. While this is a key issue, the 
City's current low level of debt (about $330 million) compared to 
the $46.2 billion value of the City's tax base will help dilute the 
problem of overlapping debt. 



CURRENT CITY TAX REVENUES 

Utilizing 2008 real estate tax assessments3, the City currently 
receives about $0.6 million in real estate taxes fiom Land Bays 
"G" and "H." 

Utilizing 2008 real estate tax assessments3, the City receives about 
$1.3 million in real estate taxes fiom the Potomac Yard Retail 
Center. The City also earns about $2.1 million in sales, business 
license, meals, admissions and other local taxes per year. Of this 
$2.1 million, 67% is derived fiom the one percent local retail sales 
tax. This brings the current tax yield of the Potomac Yard Retail 
Center to $3.4 million per year. 

Therefore, the total current City-received tax yield from the 
Potomac Yard Retail Center and Land Bays "G" and "H" is 
currently $4.0 million per year. 

FUTURE CITY TAX REVENUES 

At full build out, if the density transfer is approved, Land Bays 
"G" and "H" would total some 1.6 million square feet of oflice and 
retail units, as well as 878 residential units and 625 hotel rooms. 
When complete, the real estate assessed value would total 
approximately $1. l billion. 

At the current City real estate tax rate of 84.5 cents, this $1.1  
billion in future property value would generate $9.6 million in real 
estate taxes annually. 

3 Reflects adopted 2008 real estate tax rate of 84.5 cents per $100 of valuation. 



. In addition, the retail and 625 hotel rooms in Land Bays G and H 
would generate $2.8 million per year in sales, meals4 and transient 
occupancy taxes. Hotel occupancy taxes would produce $2.6 
million of this $2.8 million5. 

. In total, the direct tax revenue impact at full build out of Land 
Bays G and H in 2008 dollars would be $12.4 million in annual tax 
revenues generated for the City. 

. The Potomac Yard Retail Center (PYRC) does not have a 
redevelopment proposal at this time, but is a prime property for 
redevelopment. 

. When the PYRC was constructed, it was intended as a temporary 
interim use. 

. If one hypothetically assumes the same level of density in a 
redeveloped PYRC as currently exists in Land Bay G and then 
allocates the uses, one might develop: 

1 million sq ft ofice 
750,000 sq ft retail 

2,500 residential units 
TBD hotel rooms 

. It should be noted that the above PYRC development assumption 
is for purposes of determining potential revenue impact, and does 
not represent either a developer proposal, or a City proposal. 

At full build out of this hypothetical redevelopment scenario, the 
future property value of this hypothetical redevelopment is 
estimated at $1.5 billion. 

4 Reflects 2008 meals tax rate of 4%. 
' Reflects 2008 hotel occupancy tax of 6.5% plus $1 per room night. 



At the current City real estate tax rate of 84.5 cents, this $1.5 
billion in value would generate $12.8 million in real estate taxes 
annually. 

In addition, the retail space (using current PYRC average per 
square foot retail sales data) would generate $2.4 million annually. 

In total, the direct tax revenue impact at fill build out of the PYRC 
hypothetical scenario would be $15.5 million per year. Adding 
hotels to the PYRC development scenario would increase this tax 
revenue yield. ! 

Combining the annual tax revenue yields of Land Bays G and H, 
as well as a redeveloped PYRC, could yield as much as $27.9 
million per year at full build out. 

If one subtracts fiom this $27.9 million in potential future tax 
revenues, the $0.6 million in current Land Bays G and H annual 
tax revenues, as well as the $3.4 million in current PYRC annual 
tax revenues, the net tax yield at full build out in 2008 dollars 
would be $23.9 million. 

While development at Potomac Yard will generate significant new 
revenues, there also will be additional City costs to serve this 
development. The costs include, but are not limited to, police 
services, parks maintenance, refuse collection, and public 
education for K-12 students. While the government and school 
system will bear additional incremental costs, the net fiscal impact 
to the City when subtracting these costs fiom the previously 
described tax revenue generation remains significantly positive. 

When the Potomac Yard CDD plan and the Patent and Trademark 
Office (PTO) complex were considered by the City for land use 
approvals, fiscal impact studies were conducted which clearly 



show that the proposed development would provide the City with a 
significant fiscal net benefit. Since these studies were completed, 
the value of commercial and residential property has grown far 
faster than the cost of providing government services. 

I . The most recent study was undertaken in 1999 for the U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office. That study showed that for every tax dollar 
earned: J 

I . Hotels return 93.5% of tax dollars generated.: 
I . Retail returns 87.1% of tax dollars generated. 

. Office property returns 83.0% of tax dollars generated. 
I I 

. Condominiums return 53.3% of tax dollars generated. 

. Townhouses return 36.8% of tax dollars generated. 

. Apartments return 27.0% of tax dollars generated. 
I . The reason that residential property provides a loker return is that 

residents use City services at a greater rate than office workers, 
shoppers and hotel guests. One of the biggest factors influencing 
the fiscal impact is the cost of public school education which is 
driven by the number of public school students generated by 
residential property. I , 

I , . With substantially increased residential property vklues (200 1 to 
2006) since this 1999 study, and with the demographic shifts of 
who occupies new residential units being constructed in the City 
(i.e., fewer public school students), the net positive fiscal impact of 
residential property is probably greater now than in 1999. 



. In order to have updated and current fiscal impact data, the City 
plans to undertake a new fiscal impact study in 2008. 

FINANCING A METRORAIL STATION 

. This $23.9 million in net new revenues conlpares to an annual debt 
service of $9.1 million annually on a $1 50 million bond issuance to 
pay for the construction of the Metrorail station. Therefore, one 
can conclude that these development projects could generate 
sufficient revenues to not only pay for this debt service, but also to 
pay for fbture City services to these development areas, as well as 
to pay for the general costs that the City incurs operating the City 
government, as well as funding the Alexandria City School system. 

. A tax increment financing (TIF) type bond could be a workable 
financing instrument to capture a portion of the new tax revenues 
generated by these developments. 

. Under a TIF, bonds are issued to pay for a project, and then tax 
revenues generated by the project pay the debt service on the TIF 
bonds. 

. TIF fmancing is a commonly accepted form of finance and has 
been used in Virginia, the District of Columbia, as well as in 
Maryland. The National Harbor development was financed in part 
with a large TIF bond issuance. 

. Because construction of a Metrorail station benefits the Land Bay 
G and H properties, as well as the PYRC, a special tax district 
could be created. With such a district (which was contemplated 
when the Potomac Yard CDD was created), additional tax 
revenues could be raised. 



If a 20-cent special tax district add-on real estate tax rate was 
levied on Land Bays G and H, as well as the PYRC, it could raise 
$5.3 million per year at full build out which could be pledged 
towards the $9.1 million in debt service. This would significantly 
reduce the amount of future tax revenues which might need to be 
used under the TIF financing structure described above. 

I 
In conclusion, suficient new tax revenues to finance a Metrorail 
station will be generated at full build out by the development of 
Land Bays G and H, as well as the PYRC. However, those 
revenues will grow incrementally over a decade or more until they 
reach their peak. The challenge for the City if it decides to proceed 
with building a new Metrorail station in Potomac Yard will be to 
develop a plan of finance which provides borrowing for upfiont 
construction funding for the Metrorail station and then structures 
an amortization plan to repay that borrowing. Any plan of finance 
will also need to be consistent with the City's overall debt 
management practices and long range capital financing gods. 

Also, since some significant portion of the Land Bays G and H and 
a redeveloped PYRC will occur even it a Metrorail station is not 
constructed, the City will need to determine if the investment of 
new taxes generated by the development in the PYRC and Land 
Bays G and H provides a sufficient return on investment in overall 
community long-term transportation benefits to be warranted. 



j 
i Attachment I 
I 

Dated Date 
Delivery Date 
Last Maturity 

BOND SUMMARY STATISTICS 

City of Alexandria Metromil System 

Arbitmge Yield 4.389327% 
True Interest Cost (TIC) 4.389327% 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 4.434542% 
All-In TIC 4.389327% 
Average Coupon 4.434542% 

Average Life (years) 18.444 
Duration of Issue (ycnrs) 12.189 

Par Amount 
Bond Proceeds 
Total Interest 
Net Interest 
Total Debt Service 
Maximum Annual Debt Service 
Average Annual Debt Service 

Underwriter's Fees (per $1 000) 
Average Takedown 
Other F a  

Total Underwriteis Discount 

Bid Price 

Bond Component 
Par 

Value 
Price 

Average Average 1 
Coumn ~ i f e  I 

Serial Bonds 150,000,000.00 100.000 4.435% 18.444 1 
150,000,000.00 18.444 1 

I 

Par Value 
+ Accrued Interest 
+ Premium (Discount) 
- Underwriter's Discount 
- Cost of Issuance Expense 
- Other Amounts 

Target Value 

Target Date 
Yield 

All-In Arbitrage 
TIC TIC Yield 
------------- ------------ ----.----- 

150,000,000.00 156,000,000.00 150,000,000.00 



I 
i Attachment I1 
I 

I 

Estimate of Full Build Out Value of Potential Potomac Yard Development 
(Chart reflects Land Bays G, H, Part I, and the Potomac Yard Retail Center only) 

~we l l i&  Hotel 
Office Retail Units Rooms 

Land Bay G (existing) 800,000 80,000' 478 625 

Land Bay H, Part I (existing) 60,000 5,000 400 j --- 

Land Bay H (proposed)2 

Potomac Yard Retail Center 
(existing) 

Potomac Yard Retail Center 
(hypothetical new13 

Total 

Unit values4 

Total Estimated Value 

1,000,000 150,000 2,500: TBD 

$1,050.0 million $250.5 million $1,182.3 million $1 56.3 million 

ESTIMATED VALLE AT FULL BUILD OUT: $2,639,100,000 

1 Does not reflect requested future potential conversion of 80,000 square feet of ofice to retail. 
Z~roposed office density transfer from Land Bays J and L. 
' ~ ~ ~ o t h e t i c a l  development scenario using Land Bay G level of density. 
4~epresent average values in 2008 dollars. : 
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PROPERTY LOCATION: Potomac Yard 

APPLICANT 

Name: M i d A t l a n t i c  R e a l t y  P a r t n e r s ,  LLC -- 
Address: 1133 2 1 s t  S t r e e t  NW, S u i t e  720. Washinaton. DC 20036 

PROPERTY OWNER: 

Name: 

Address: 

Potomac Yard Development, LLC 
2403 J e f f e r s o n  D a v i s  Highway, A l e x a n d r i a ,  VA 22301 

Interest in property: 
[ ] Owner fl Contract Purchaser 

[ 1 Developer [ ]  Lessee [ ]  Other 

If property owner or applicant is being represented by an authorized agent such as an attorney, a realtor, or other 
person for which there is some form of compensation, does this agent or the business in which they are employed 
have a business license to operate in Alexandria, VA: 

[ I  yes: If yes, provide proof of current City business license. 

N/A 
[ I  no: If no, said agent shall obtain a business license prior to filing application 

THE UNDERSIGNED certifies that the information supplied for this application is complete and accurate, and, 
pursuant to Section 11-301 B of the Zoning Ordinance, hereby grants permission to the City of Alexandria, Virginia, 
to post placard notice on the property which is the subject of this application. 

h 1 

M. C a t h a r i n e  Puskar, A t t o r n e y I A g e n t  %I h r k \ w f i 4 x ~  ~j;)l5bm" 
Print Name of Applicant or A en Si nature 
Walsh, C o l u c c i ,  ~ u % e i e ~ ,  Emr ich d Walsh, 3~ 
2200 Clarendon Boulevard,  S u i t e  1300 

703-528-4700 703-525-3197 
MailingiStreet Address Telephone # Fax # 

A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 22201 
3/25 12008 

City and State Zip Code Date 

I Application Received: Fee Paid: $ 

Legal advertisement: 

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION - CITY COUNCIL: I 
application master plan amend.pdf 
1 PnzWpplications. Forms. Checklisls\Planning Commission 



SUBJECTPROPERTY 

MPA # 

REZ # 

Provide the following information for each property for which an amendment is being requested. (Attach separate sheets if 
needed.) 

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 

[ ] Individual Owner W Corporation or Partnership Owner 

Frontage (ft.) 

Land Area (acres) 
approx 13.28 

Identify each person or individual with ownership interest. If corporation or partnership owner, identify each person with 
more than 10% interest in such corporation or partnership. 

Zoning 
Designation 
Existing - Proposed 

no change 

1. Name: s e e  a t tached  Extent of Interest: 

Height 
Master Plan 
Designation 
Existing - Proposed 
s e e  maps 

Address 
Tax Map - Block - Lot 

25.03-03-01, 02 ,  
a r t  0 3 ,  part  04 +' 

2 

3 

4 

Address: 

Land Use 
Existing Proposed 
mixed mixed 
u s e  4 

xedom. r e s  

2. Name: Extent of Interest: 

Address: 

3. Name: Extent of Interest: 

Address: 

4 .  Name: Extent of Interest: 

Address: 

application master plan amend.pdf 
8/1/06 Pnzldpplicatiins. Forms. Checklisls\Planning Commlssion 



JUSTIFICATION FOR AMENDMENT 
(attach separate sheets if needed) 

1. Explain how and why any proposed amendment(s) to the Master Plan are desirable, beneficial to 
surrounding properties, in character with the applicable Small Area Plan and consistent with City policies: 

see attached narrative 

2. Explain how and why the proposed amendment to the Zoning Map(s) is consistent with the proposed 
amendment to the Master Plan, or, if no amendment to the Master Plan is being requested, how the 
proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with the existing Master Plan: 

see attached narrative 

3. Explain how the property proposed for reclassification will be served adequately by essential public 
facilities and services such as highways, streets, parking spaces, police and fire, drainage structures, 
refuse disposal, water and sewers, and schools. 

see attached narrative 

4. If this application is for conditional zoning approval pursuant to Section 11 -804 of the Zoning Ordinance, 
identify all proffered conditions that are to be considered part of this application (see Zoning Ordinance 
Section 11 -804 for restrictions on conditional zoning): 

see attached narrative 

application master plan amend.pdf 
8/1/06 PnzWpplications. Forms. Checklis(s\Planning Cornmisston 

A 



- 

area approximately 120 feet wide 
located just west of the Metrorail 
right-of-way (area shown on the plat 
for Case REZ #95-0005) for the 
purpose of accommodating the 
relocated rail mainline on the yard, 
and except also that the area known 
as the "Piggyback Yard" and Slaters 
Lane portion of Potomac Yard (as 
shown on the plat for Case REZ 
#95-0004) may be developed 
pursuant to the CRMU-L zone 
provided that the Piggyback Yard: 
- shall contain no more than 275 
dwelling units; 
- shall contain no more than 60,000 
square feet of comn~ercial space, of 
which no more than 30,000 square 
feet shall be office; 
- shall be planned and developed 
pursuant to a special use pelmit; 
- shall have a maximum height of 50 
feet; and 

- shall generally be consistent with 
the goals and the guidelines of the 

 use^ -. . . - -- 
Predominately residential with a-mix of land 
uses to include office, retail and service. hotel, 
parks and open spaces, and community 
facilities 

CDD 
No. 

CDD Narne 
Potomac 
YardGreens 

Maximum F.A.R. and/or 
Developn~er~t Levels 

UP to 1,900,000 Squarefeet of 
office space, exceDt that office 
sauare footage may be converted 
to retail square footage through 
the Suecia1 use Pennit process. 
UP to 625 hotel moms. UP to 
735,000 square feet of retail 
space. UP to 2,200 residential 
units. 

Without a CDD 
Special Use Permit 

The RB zone regulations shall apply 
to the area south of the Monroe 
Avenue Bridge and east of the 
Metro Tracks, the CSL zone 
regulations shall apply on the first 
250 feet east of Rte I .  and the I zone 
regulations shall apply on the 
remainder of the site; except that the 
U/T regulations shall apply to an 

With a CDD Special Use Permit 

Maximum Height 
Heights shall be as shown on the 
map entitled "Predominant Height 
Limits for CDD" (Map No. 24, 
Potomac Yard/Potomac Greens 
Small area Plan Chapter of 1992 
Master Plan (1998 ed.)). 



RESOLUTION NO. MPA 2008-0003 

WHEREAS, under the Provisions of Section 9.05 of the City Charter, the Planning 
Commission may adopt amendments to the Master Plan of the City of Alexandria and submit to 
the City Council such revisions in said plans as changing conditions may make necessary; and 

WHEREAS, an application for amendment to the Potomac YardPotomac Greens Small 
Area Plan chapter of the 1992 Master Plan was filed with the Department of Planning and 
Zoning on 3/25/08 for changes in the land use designations to the parcels at 2300,2301,2600 
and 2601 Main Street. 

WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Zoning has analyzed the proposed revision and 
presented its recommendations to the Planning Commission; and 

WHEREAS, a duly advertised public hearing on the proposed amendment was held on May 
6, 2008 with all public testimony and written comment considered; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that: 

1. The proposed amendment is necessary and desirable to guide and accomplish the 
coordinated, adjusted and harmonious development of the Potomac YardPotomac Greens 
section of the City; and 

2. The proposed amendment is generally consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
1992 Master Plan and with the specific goals and objectives set forth in the Potomac 
YardPotomac Greens Small Area Plan chapter of the 1992 Master Plan; and 

3. The proposed amendment shows the Planning Commission's long-range recommendations 
for the general development of the Potomac YardPotomac Greens Small Area Plan; and 

4. Based on the foregoing findings and all other facts and circumstances of which the Planning 
Commission may properly take notice in making and adopting a master plan for the City of . -  - 

Alexandria, adoption of the amendment to the ~otomac  ~ard/~otomac- ree ens small Area 
Plan chapter of the 1992 Master Plan will, in accordance with present and probable future needs - 
and resources, best promote the health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity and general 
welfare of the residents of the City; 



RESOLUTION NO. MPA 2008-0003 
Page 2 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Alexandria that: 

1. The following amendment is hereby adopted in its entirety as an amendment to 
the Potomac YardIPotomac Greens Small Area Plan chapter of the 1992 
Master Plan of the City of Alexandria, Virginia in accordance with Section 9.05 
of the Charter of the City of Alexandria, Virginia: 

Amendment the Predominant Height Limits map to increase allowable 
building heights to 82 feet between Route 1 and Main Street, and to 
increase allowable building heights to 11 0 feet between Main Street and 
Potomac Avenue. 

Eliminate the requirement that "At least one-third of the residential units 
be townhomes; no more than one-third shall be multifamily units; no more 
than one-third shall be stacked townhomes." 

2. This resolution shall be signed by the Chairman of the Planning Commission and 
attested by its secretary, and a true copy of this resolution forwarded and certified 
to the City Council. 

ADOPTED the 3rd day of June, 2008. 

Eric Wagner, Chairman 0 
Alexandria Planning Commission 

ATTEST: 



PC Docket Item A C 
Case --u&~SQ z i G z L B ~ ~  

To Kendra Jacobs/Alex@Alex 

bcc 

Subject Re: POTOMAC YARD DEVELOPMENT-DENSITY 
TRANSFERD 

Jeffrey Farner 
Division Chief, Development 
Department of Planning & Zoning 
City of Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
Phone # 703-838-4666 ext. 31 5 
Fax # 703-838-6393 
E-Mail: jeffrey.farner@alexandria.va.gov 
MGLAlA@aol.com 

MGLAlA@aol.com 

05/30/2008 03:47 PM To donna.fossum@verizon.net, JssJennings@aoI.com, 
hsdunn@ipbtax.com, erwagner@comcast.net, 
mslyman@verizon.net, jlr@cpma.com, 
john.komoroske@nasd.com, 
jeffrey.farner@alexandriava.gov 

cc DELPepper@aoI.com, Alexvamayor@aol.com, 
rob@krupicka.com, Councilmangaines@aol.com, 
Timothylovain@aol.com, PaulCSmedberg@aol.com, 
justin@justin.net 

Subject POTOMAC YARD DEVELOPMENT-DENSITY TRANSFER 

Dear Chairman Wagner and Members of the Planning Commission, 
I support the proposal for the transfer of density from Landbays J&L to Landbay H. 
'This change will be more consistent with vision of the original 2020 Citizen Task Force back those many 
years ago. 
The other reasons presented by the developer indicate solid reasoning by concentrating density around 
even a potential metro stop. 
Thank you for your support. 
If you have any questions please feel free to contact me. 
Marlin G. Lord 

Marlin G. Lord AIA Architect 
'On the Avenue' 
PO Box 2778 (Mail) 
2002 Mount Vernon Avenue, Suite 11 
Alexandria, Virginia 22301 
703-836-2724 
703-836-4382 (fax) 
MGLAIA@aol.com 
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CHAMBER RE: Potomac Yard Density 

OFCOMMERCE Department 

On April 1, the Chamber's Government Relations Committee received a presentation by 
MRP regarding its proposed CDD Concept Plan Amendment, Master Plan Amendment 
and Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment relating to density transfers among certain 
parcels at Potomac Yard to place greater density near the proposed town center and 
possible future Metrorail station. The members of the Government Relations Committee 
confirmed that this proposal is consistent with those portions of the Economic 
Sustainability Task Force Report that are supported by the Chamber. 

The Chamber does not typically endorse specific projects; however we wish to state our 
general support to proposals that further advance the recommendations of the Economic 
Sustainability Task Force Report. 

Relocation of office density adjacent to the Town Center in Landbay G creates a mix of 
uses (office/residentiaVretail) consistent with successful town centers in the region. Also, 
the relocation of office adjacent to Town Center concentrates office density within 
mile of proposed Metro, consistent with Smart Growth principles. 

Successful development of the retail, office and town center will contribute to the City's 
tax base, and helps to re-balance the real estate tax base to 50% commercial and 50% 
residential - addressing another component of the Sustainability report. 

As the sustainability report refers to Metrorail development, it specifically mentions 
Potomac Yard and encourages the consideration of higher densities that would better 
encourage the building of a new Metro station in the land reserved for such station. The 
Sustainability Report refers to mixed-use development at Metro station sites with office 
uses as the primary type of development to capture the full economic development 
potential of the City's Metro Stations, which have heretofore been underutilized from a 
land use standpoint. MRP plans appear to factor in compatibility should a Metro station 
there become a reality. 

I 
In conclusion, while the Chamber does not specifically endorse the MRP proposal, we 
conclude that it is consistent with the Chamber's ongoing support of those portions of the 
Economic Sustainability Task Force Report that relate to increasing the City's tax base 
through increased commercial development, particularly with respect to Metro density. 
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Subject Docket Item 18, Planning Commission Public Hearing of 
June 3,2008 

June 2, 2008 

Mr. Eric Wagner, Chairman 
And Members of Planning Commission 

C/o Ms. Faroll Hamer, Director 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
City Hall, Room 2100 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Re: Docket Item 18, Planning Commission Public Hearing of June 3, 2008 

Dear Mr. Wagner and Members of Planning Commission, 

My name is Lisa Lettieri and I reside at 513 East Nelson Avenue. I'm writing in support to 
amend the City's Master Plan, Zoning Ordinance and the CDD #10 Concept Plan to relocate 
office density from Landbays J and L to Landbay HI revise use map and height limits for 
Landbay HI delete language regarding mix of residential uses, and permit office use to be 
converted to retail through the SUP process. 

This amendment to the plan supports smart growth, mixed use of retail and residential, and a 
walkable community. Although the density currently located in Landbays J and L would seem to 
be a good plan because of its proximity to Braddock Road Metro - its challenge is that it does 
not have enough retail to support the commercial/office space and it does not have an easy 
access or good exposure to encourage office use. We are in a state of constant change and the 
plan does not take into account a difficult economic time period. I feel by allowing the 
reallocation of density from J and L to Landbay H will in effect create a more successful town 
center in Landbay G. 

I understand that allowing the reallocation of density will not provide enough density for a 
metro between Braddock and National Airport metros, however it will put the density and mix 
of use in the right place if it should come in the future. 

This is the right move to make and I support the amendment. Thank you for your time. 

Lisa Lettieri 
Del Ray Resident 
ADAM member 
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Chairman Eric Wagner 

ADAM Members of Planning Commission 
301 King Street 
~lexandria, VA 2231 4 

Re: Docket Item 18, Planning Commission Public Hearing of June 3, 2008 

ALEXANDnlANs DEINER'NG SMART Dear Chairman Wagner and Members of Planning Commission: 
GROWTH AROUND METRO STATIONS 

ADAM (Alexandrians Delivering smart growth Around Metro stations) is 
writing in support of the application to transfer density from Landbays J & L 
to Landbay H at Potomac Yard. 

The application does not affect the total square footage approved for 
Potomac Yard, but makes the overall development more economically 
sound and more likely to support a Metro station near the Town Center. By 
moving the allowable office density closer to the Town Center, the 
proposal provides a number of benefits: 

The office space will be in a location where it can be part of a 
mixed use development with nearby retail and residential uses, 
consistent with Smart Growth principles 

a The increased office density will allow additional retail to be 
supported 
The marketability of the office space will be improved, meaning 
that the City of Alexandria will realize increased revenues from real 
property taxes sooner 
'The value of the office space will be higher when it is part of an 
urban style development near a Metro Station, than it would be in 
a suburban-type configuration further than 'h mile from a Metro 
Station, again leading to increased property tax revenues 

a While not sufficient by itself to justify the expense of constructing 
the Metro Station at Potomac Yard, the proposal takes us one 
step closer to making this Metro Station feasible. 

ADAM supports mixed use developments at higher densities in locations 
near mass transit facilities (and particularly Metro Stations) for their 
environmental, economic, and quality of life benefits. We feel the 
proposal before you achieves these objectives, and does not adversely 
affect neighborhood objectives. We urge you to approve the density 
transfer proposal without delay. 

Sincerely yours, 

Vice President, ADAM 

Cc: Faroll Homer, Director of Planning & Zoning 
www.alexmetros.org Jeffrey Farner, P&Z 

Jim Hartmann, City Manager 



June 2,2008 

Mr. Eric Wagner, Chairman 
City of Alexandria Planrring Commission 
City Hall 
301 King Street suite 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Dear Chairman Wagner, 

The Alexandria Econorrric Development Partnership (AEDP) strongly supports 
the staff recommendation approving the proposed amendments to the Potomac 
Yard Master Plan and Coordinated Development District (CDD). 

At its May 29, 2008 Board Meeting, the Board of AEDP voted unanimously to 
support the proposal by MRP Realty to relocate office density in Potomac Yard 
from Landbays J and L to Landbay H adjacent to the Town Center. As revealed 
in the economic impact analysis prepared by Delta Associates, Landbay H is a 
superior office location to Landbays J and L. It provides office tenants better 
access and visibility as well as proximity to the Town Center and the existing 
retail at Potomac Yard Center. As such, the office in Landbay H will be more 
marketable, resulting in quicker occupancy and more day-time tenants in 
proximity to the Town Center; workers will walk to the Town Center to dine and 
shop, thereby creating additional retail tax revenue for the City. 

The fiscal impact analysis also emphasizes that the density transfer will result in 
higher tax revenues than would be realized if the office remained in Landbays J 
and L. Specifically, th9 transferred 765,000 sql_rare feet of office will be I l0h 
more valuable in Landbay H, resulting in an assessed value 1 I % higher and thus 
11% greater property tax revenue for the City of Alexandria. This point is of 
special importance to the AEDP Board, as one of our chief goals is to increase 
economic activity that will result in a 50150 balance of the assessed property 
values throughout the City. This is also a goal of the City Council, reflected in 
their adoption of the Economic Sustainability Recommendations at the end of 
2007. 

1729 K ~ n g  Street. Su~ te  410 

Alexandria Vlrglnla 22314 

p h  703 739 3820 fax 703 739 1384 

nfo(r1 alerecon org 
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AEDP believes that placing high density office in this location would help set the 
stage for achieving a Metrorail station at Potomac Yard. The additional 
workers will help provide the necessary ridership and the additional tax revenue 
could be put toward a TIF, or other financial mechanism, to help pay for the 
transit station. 

AEDP believes that the proposed amendment for this project promotes other 
goals of the Economic Sustainability Workgroup Report as well. We are pleased 
that staff has included a fiscal analysis as part of the land use evaluation 
process, as recommended in the Report. AEDP believes this project is in line 
with the directive to capture the full economic development potential of the 
City's Metro stations, both existing and future, and the Board of AEDP is in 
agreement that the placement of higher density adjacent to the reserved metro 
site will better encourage the building of a new Metrorail station. 

We therefore respectfully request that you support this proposal so that the 
development processcan move forward as soon as possible. 

A 

, :----- 
, ~ ~ a d  L. Litvin, CEcD 
' President & CEO 

Cc: Members of the Alexandria Planning Commission 
Board Members - AEDP 
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Kathy Patrick To pnzfeedback@alexandriava.gov 
<kathyva@aol.corn> 

cc 
06/03/2008 03:lO PM 
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Kathy Patrick Subject COA Contact Us: Potomac Yard Density Transfer 

Issue Type: 

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Street Address: 

City: 

State: 

Zip: 

Phone: 

Ernail Address: 

Subject: 

Comments: 

Time: Due  Jun 03, 2008 15:10:26] IP Address: [205.188.117.77l 

Planning and Zoning General Feedback 

Kathy 

Patrick 

124 E. Raymond Ave. 

Alexandria 

VA 

22301 

kathyva@aol.com 

Potomac Yard Density Transfer 

I am writing in support of the proposal to shift density on the Potomac 

Yard site from Landbays J and L to Landbay H, near the Town Center and 

south of the existing retail center at Potomac Yard. As a 12-year Del Ray 

resident I strongly support the development of a Potomac Yard Metro 

Station, and it is my understanding that this density shift will be an 

important element in creating both the demand and the funding for a future 

station. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy 

Patrick 
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www.rreef.com June 3,2008 

The Honorable Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

RE: Planning Commission Meeting, June 3,2008; Docket No. 18A-C Potomac 
Yard Development, Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003(A), Text 
Amendment #2008-0003(B), CDD Concept Amendment #2008-0001(C) 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission: 

RREEF is the investment advisor for Potomac Yard Shopping Center ("Center"), a 
600,000 square foot retail development on approximately 69 acres in Alexandria, Virginia. As 
thc Commission is aware, the Center was built in 1996, and in 1999 became a part of the 
approved Potomac Yard Conceptual Design Plan. In 1999, entitlements were granted for the 
remaining parcels to the south, but not granted for our parcel, Idand Bay F. RREEFYs studies 
indicate that Land Bay F could support similar densities and uses to those already cntitlcd to the 
south. We are ready to move ahead to seek entitlements for redevelopment of Land Bay F, and 
suggest that an integrated planning approach for all of the Land Bays will best serve the long 
term goals of the City. 

The application before the Planning Commission changes the allowable contiguous land 
uses and densities to the south of our property. We have no objection to the transfer of office 
density to Land Bay H. RREEF anticipates proposing office uses on the southcrn portion of 
Land Bay F in a future redevelopment plan so that the combined off~ce buildings on Land Bays 
F, G and H will create a cornprehensivc business district within this area of the Potomac Yard 
Development and adjacent to the proposed new Metro Station. 

However, we objcct to the proposed amendment to convert o%ce to retail space that 
would create a significant concentration of retail uses in Land Bay G. When RREEF acquired 
the Center in 2004, compelling factors to purchase the asset included its overall position as the 
dominant retail component within Potomac Yard, thc possibility for its futurc redevelopment, 
and the known entitlements which had been granted the adjoining parceIs. 

The Amendment contemplates up to 195,000 square feet oTretail in Land Bay G and 
20,000 square feet in Land Bay H, with a special use permit. This is in addition to 
approximately 20,000 square feet of ancillary retail uses within the proposed hotels. We have no 
objection to the amendment allowing for the conversion of office to retail use, but request the 

A Msrnbsr of tho [Ieutsc!je 8aok Group 
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Commission to limit the amount of retail to a total of 175,000 square feet of gross floor area, and 
spread the retail more evenly within Land Bays G and H. Specifically, we would support 
100,000 square feet of gross retail area on Land Bay G and 75,000 square feet of gross retail area 
on Land Bay 11, plus the ancillary retail associated with hotcl uses. We believe that the retail 
should be evenly dispersed throughout Land Bays G & 14 in order to best serve the ofice, 
residential and hotel uses located above. This will facilitate greater adjacency and integration 
with our plans for retail devcIopment in Land Bay F. 

In addition, RREEF proposes an acceleration of the entitlement process fbr our parcel, 
Land Bay F, so that it may be properly integrated and coordinated with the plans for the rest of 
Potomac Yard. Over the past year we have been in discussions with senior City officials as well 
as the Planning Staff. We recently learned that the Staff has recommended proceeding with a 
Small Area Planning process for the entire Potomac Yard area, but will not start that process 
until late 2009. We recommend that the planning of Land Bay F be initiated immediately and 
brought before the public, Planning Commission, and City Council. This will ensure that thc 
master planning of Potomac Yard will result in an integrated and exciting new community. 

We have also initiated an analysis, in cooperation with City Staff, of the financial 
feasibility of a new Metro Station sewing Potomac Yard. There appears to be consensus in favor 
of the establishment of the new Station. It is apparent that a new Metro Station will only be 
possible if and whcn our parcel (Land Ray F) is replanned and redeveloped in coordination with 
Land Bays G and H. We stand ready to participate in the planning and implementation of this 
much needed amenity. 

To summarize, RREEF has no objection to the transfer of office density to Land Bay H. 
We support the conversion of office space to retail space within Land Bays G and 11, and we 
recornmend a maximum 100,000 gross square feet of retail in Land Ray G and 75,000 gross 
squarc feet in Land Bay 14. 

Thank you for your consideration of our requests. 

Sincerely, 

/ d B +  
Pamela Boneham 
Managing Director, RREEF 

cc: Faroll Harner, Director, Dept, of Planning & Zoning 
Jeffrey Farner, Asst. Director, Development Division, Dept. of Planning & Zoning 
Juan Cameron, V. President, Development, McCaffery Interests, Inc. 
Joseph Antunovich, President, Antunovich Associates 
J. IIoward Middleton, Esq., Reed Smith LLP 

A Member nf Lhr! Ucutsche Hank Group 
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DELTA 
A S S O C I A T E S  
ATUANLWESTELNCOWANY 

April 23, 2008 

Mr. Matthew Robinson 
MRP Realty 
1 133 21 " Street, NW, Suite 720 
Washington, DC 20036 

RE: Economic Study of Office Density Transfer 
Potomac Yard 
Alexandria, Virginia 
Our Project #28238 

Dear Mr. Robinson: 

This letter and the attached appendices present the results of our analysis undertaken in connection 
with the project referenced above. Pursuant to our contract dated March 31, 2008, the primary purpose 
of our work is to help you and the City of Alexandria make an informed judgment regarding the 
movement and concentration of office space at Potomac Yard. 

It is our purpose to provide our best judgments about the existing and proposed plans for the subject 
site with regard to rents, lease-up pace, value, tax revenue, and the impact of Metro. Our findings are 
presented in this report. 

The questions addressed by our work are as follows: 

1. Will the transferred office space in the proposed plan achieve higher rents than what could be 
achieved under the existing plan? 

2. Will the transferred office space in the proposed plan lease-up faster than the existing plan? 
3. Will the proposed plan result in office buildings of greater value than the existing plan? 
4. Will the proposed plan result in office buildings that generate greater real estate tax revenue to 

the City than the existing plan? 
5. What might be the impact of Metro on the value of space to be transferred, if a station is 

established at the Town Center in the future? 
6. How will the expanded Town Center plan compare by way of aesthetics, quantity of uses, and 

success to other town centers or urban concentrations? 

Our findings are detailed following. The data on which these findings are based are found in the attached 
appendices. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

We conclude that the transferred office space in the proposed plan for the subject can rent for 
approximately 11% more than the rents that could be achieved in office buildings under the 
existing plan. We conclude this from an analysis of dozens of leases at locations comparable to both 
the sending locations (Landbays J and L) and the receiving location (Landbay H). 

Office buildings in the proposed density transfer plan for Potomac Yard could lease up at a 
pace as much as 32% faster than office buildings in the existing plan. We conclude this from an 
analysis of the lease-up experience for office buildings at locations like the environments found in those 
planned at Landbays H, J and L. 

We estimate that the value of the transferred space in the proposed plan may be 11% higher 
than the space in the existing plan. While there are an insufficient number of recent office building 
sale transactions at locations that mirror conditions like Landbays H, J and L, we have drawn this 
conclusion from the lease differential cited in the first conclusion above. 

We conclude that the office buildings planned in the density transfer plan (Landbay H) would be 
assessed 11% higher by the City of Alexandria, and generate 11% greater tax revenue, than the 
office buildings planned under the existing approvals, in Landbays J and L. 

In addition, the office buildings in the density transfer plan would be more marketable than 
those planned under the existing approvals and therefore would come on-line sooner to 
generate property taxes earlier, as evidenced by the more rapid lease-up pace of such properties. 

We estimate that if a new Metro station is established at the Town Center in the future, it may 
induce an additional rent premium of at least 8% for office space within % mile of the station. 
We conclude this from an analysis of dozens of leases that are within walking distance of a Metro stop 
versus dozens of leases that are not. 

We conclude that the receiving site for the proposed density transfer (Landbay H) is a better 
location for potential office tenants than the sending sites (Landbays J and L). It offers not only 
better access and visibility, but also proximity to the Town Center as well as the existing retail at 
Potomac Yard Center. 

We believe that the proposed plan for the transfer of density within Potomac Yard will produce a 
development that is superior to most other town centers and urban concentrations in the 
Washington area. 

The balance of this executive summary sets out a description of the subject property as well as our 
methodology and findings as regards the above described office rent analysis, lease-up pace research, 
a discussion of office building values and implications for property tax revenues, our analysis of a Metro 
location premium, and a comparison of the subject planned town center to other, existing town centers 
and urban clusters. 
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THE SUBJECT 

The subject site at Potomac Yard in Alexandria, Virginia consists of two sections located on the east 
and west sides of U.S. Route 1 (Jefferson Davis Highway). The section on the east side of Rt. 1 runs 
roughly between E. Glebe Road on the north and E. Bellefonte Avenue on the south. It is bordered on 
the east by the CSX Railroad right-of-way and on the south by the proposed location of Potomac 
Avenue as it intersects Route 1. The section on the west side of Route 1 runs between E. Monroe 
Avenue on the north and E. Glendale Avenue on the south. Leslie Avenue lies just to the west of this 
section, and the CSX Railroad right-of-way forms the eastern boundary. The subject site is illustrated 
on the site plan included in Appendix A. Please note that the section east of Route 1 includes 
Landbays G, H, I, and J, and the section to the west of Route 1 is designated as Landbay L. 

U.S. Route 1 is the primary access to the site, linking it with the Capital Beltway (1-495) to the south and 
Crystal City, National Airport, 1-395, and the District of Columbia to the north. Currently, a road 
improvement project is underway to replace the Monroe Avenue bridge and realign the Rt. 1 right-of- 
way. We do not consider the subject site to be Metro-served. Landbay G on the northern end is about 
1.8 miles from the Crystal City Metro stop, and Landbay J is 0.8 miles from the Braddock Road Metro 
station at the southern end. Landbay L is a 0.7-mile walk from the Braddock Road Metro station. This 
distance would likely rule out Landbays J and L as a location for government tenants due to Federal 
agency location guidelines to be within 2,500 feet of a Metro station. 

The existing development plan for Potomac Yard calls for the following mix and quantities of uses, as 
outlined in Appendix A: 

Office: 1,900,000 SF 
Retail: 120,000 SF 
Residential: 1,683 units 
Hotel: 625 rooms 

The northern end of the subject site is planned as a Town Center (Landbay G) with 800,000 SF of 
office space in four 8-story buildings, plus 80,000 SF of ground floor retail space, 414 residential units, 
and 625 hotel rooms. Based on the approved CDD Concept Plan, Landbay H to the south of the Town 
Center is planned for 60,000 SF of office, 5,000 SF of retail, and 232 residential units. The applicant 
has an approved Development Special Use Permit with site plan ("DSUP") for Landbay H that contains 
approximately 51,000 SF of office, 4,300 SF of retail, and 206 townhouse/multifamily residential units. 
The proposed plan will replace the approved DSUP, thereby eliminating townhouses in Landbay H. 
Landbay I is currently planned for 104,000 SF of office space, 10,000 SF of retail, and 407 dwelling 
units. 

Landbay J is currently planned for 463,000 SF of office space in three to five buildings, 15,000 SF of 
retail, and 272 residential units. Landbay L (on the west side of Rt. 1) is planned for 473,000 SF of 
office space in two buildings, plus 10,000 SF of retail and 358 residential units. The maximum allowed 
building height in Landbays J and L is 90 feet (7 stories). 

The proposed plan is to transfer 765,000 SF of office density into Landbay H, by taking all of the 
473,000 SF of office density currently planned for Landbay L and 292,000 SF of the 463,000 SF of 
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office density planned for Landbay J. This will permit the concentration of the transferred space 
adjacent to the 800,000 SF of office space planned for the Town Center in Landbay G. With the 
increased office density, Landbay H would be developed with four 8-story office buildings rangirlg from 
160,000 to 220,000 SF, thus serving as an extension of the Town Center. As part of its proposed plan, 
the applicant is also requesting approval to convert office density to retail through the Special Use 
Permit process, which will increase the amount of ground level retail available to support the office 
space in the expanded Town Center. The net effect of the proposed density transfer plan would be 
essentially an expanded Town Center with about 1.6 rr~illion SF of office space in eight 8-story buildings 
and up to 180,000 SF of retail space, in addition to hotel and multifamily residential uses. 

With an average floorplate of approximately 25,000 SF, the buildings in the Town Center and those 
proposed for Landbay H will have the most attractive type of space for large office tenants in Northern 
Virginia. In addition, the Town Center and Landbay H will offer a pedestrian-friendly environment with 
landscaped outdoor spaces and a diverse mix of uses, including residential, office, and a large 
concentration of ground level retail space. Thus, the proposed plan will offer the main characteristics of 
"New Urbanismv--similar to nearby successful developments such as Clarendon, Shirlington, and 
Carlyle. 

In addition, Landbay H, the receiving site for the density transfer, is a superior location to the sending 
sites, particularly Landbay L. For potential office tenants, it offers not only better access and visibility, 
but also proximity to the planned Town Center and the existing retail at Potomac Yard Center. 

In making these proposed changes, the sponsor expects benefits of (1) higher rents, (2) faster 
lease-up, and (3) higher property values for the transferred office space than could be achieved 
if it remains in Landbays J and L. These benefits would translate into greater real estate tax 
revenue for the City of Alexandria. The purpose of this study is to test these assumptions of the 
sponsor. 

OFFICE RENT ANALYSIS 

In order to determine if the transferred office space in the proposed plan can achieve higher rents than 
it would under the existing plan, we have compared effective Class A office rents in locations with New 
Urbanism characteristics, like the proposed plan for the subject, to other locations without those 
characteristics. To make this comparison valid, all other characteristic need to be held constant, such 
as age of building, date of lease, lease terms (such as concessions), quality of building, access to 
Metro, etc. 

New Urbanism characteristics include: 
a walkable, pedestrian-friendly environment 
with a diverse set of residential and commercial uses 
that provide easy access to housing, jobs, shopping, entertainment, and other services. 

In urban locations, these uses are typically planned in mixed-use buildings with street-level retail and 
office and/or residential uses above. 
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The locations analyzed that we judge to have New Urbanism characteristics like the proposed plan for 
the subject are Shirlington and ClarendonICourthouse in Arlington and the CarlyleIKing Street Station 
area in Alexandria. Locations without New Urbanism characteristics include Mark Center, Park Center, 
and Braddock Place in Alexandria. 

Because proximity to a Metro station is known to impact office rents, we have compared Shirlington to 
Mark Center and Park Center, none of which have Metro access, while ClarendonICourthouse and 
CarlyleIKing Street Station, which are near Metro stations, have been compared to Braddock Place. 

We have analyzed 91 office leases written since 2004 in buildiogs in the locations listed above. First, 
we converted base rents to effective rents, taking into account concessions and tenant improvements. 
Then, we adjusted the effective rents for the time elapsed since the leases were written as well as the 
relative age of the buildings. See Appendix B. 

Our analysis indicates that Class A office buildings in Shirlington, ClarendonICourthouse, and 
CarlyleIKing Street Station enjoy a rent premium attributable to New Urbanism that ranges from 10% to 
12%, as shown in Tables B-1, B-2, and B-3 in Appendix B. These premiums are similar to the 11% 
premium that Delta Associates' research has demonstrated for multifamily residential developments 
with New Urbanism characteristics in the Washington metro area. See Tables B-5 to 8-7. 

We conclude that the transferred office space in the proposed plan for the subject can achieve a 
rent premium of at least 11% more than what would be possible under the existing plan. 

LEASE-UP PACE ANALYSIS 

There also appears to be greater demand for office space in office buildings with New Urbanism 
locations. A significant measure of demand is the speed at which the space in a new office building is 
leased, or the "lease-up pace". In order to estimate how fast the transferred office space in the 
proposed plan for the subject will lease up compared to the space in the existing plan, we have 
compared the leasing performance of recently completed office buildings in the Shirlington, CarlyleIKing 
Street Station, and ClarendonICourthouse areas with buildings in the following locations without New 
Urbanism characteristics: Crystal City, Mark Center, East Falls Church, and Ballston. 

Buildings in the three locations with New Urbanism characteristics have leased up at an average pace 
of 5,221 square feet per month, compared to 3,949 square feet in the other locations. This is a 32% 
faster lease-up pace for the New Urbanism locations. See Appendix C. 

We conclude that office buildings in locations with New Urbanism characteristics lease up at a 
pace that is up to 32% faster than buildings in locations without New Urbanism characteristics. 

ANALYSIS OF VALUE 

The value of office space is directly related to the income, or rent, that it generates, so buildings that 
achieve the highest rents can be expected to sell for the highest prices. As demonstrated in the 
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analysis above, office space in settings with New Urbanism characteristics, like the proposed plan for 
the subject, can achieve higher rents than space in locations without New Urbanism characteristics. 

In order to test whether office buildings in New Urbanism locations achieve higher sale prices, we have 
compared recent sales in Clarendon, CarlyleIKing Street Station, and Shirlington to sales in Braddock 
Place and other Alexandria locations without New Urbanism characteristics. Although we identified 
eleven sales in the New Urbanism locations, we found only three in the other locations, which we 
believe is too small a sample on which to base an estimate of the sale price premium. However, we 
can estimate that the sale price premium of space in New Urbanism locations is at least 11%, based on 
our estimated 11 % rent premium for office space in those locations. See Appendix D. 

Therefore, we conclude that the value of the space proposed to be transferred at Potomac Yard 
will be at least 11 % higher than under the existing plan. 

REAL ESTATE TAX REVENUE 

The estimated value premium that can be achieved by the space proposed to be transferred at the 
subject site should translate directly into a higher assessed value and higher real estate tax revenue for 
the City of Alexandria. 

We estimate that the transferred office space in the proposed plan for the subject will generate 
at least 11 % greater tax revenue for the City of Alexandria than it would under the existing plan. 

METRO LOCATION PREMIUM 

We estimate that office space proximate to a Metro station can achieve a rent premium of 7% to 
8% compared to locations that are not Metro-served. Metro proximity is defined as being within "/z 
mile of a Metro station. The estimated premium is based on surveys of asking rents for office space in 
Metro-served submarkets compared to submarkets without Metro access. Table E-1 in Appendix E 
indicates that office rents in Ballston, which is Metro-served, have averaged 8% higher than Tysons 
Corner rents since 1994. Although there may be other factors reflected in the rents in these two 
submarkets, we believe that the largest share of the difference is attributable to Metro accessibility. 
Our estimated Metro premium for office space compares closely to the results of our previous research 
on the Metro proximity premium for apartments, which has been demonstrated to be 7%, as shown in 
Table E-2. 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER TOWN CENTERS AND URBAN CONCENTRA1-IONS 

Appendix F presents a quantitative and qualitative analysis of several town center developments and 
urban concentrations in Alexandria and Arlington, in comparison to the proposed plan for Potomac 
Yard. The locations analyzed are Shirlington, Clarendon, Crystal City, and Pentagon City in Arlington, 
and Carlyle in Alexandria. In addition to a comparison of the physical size and types and quantities of 
space, we have assessed the aesthetic qualities of these locations in comparison to the potential 
aesthetic qualities of Potomac Yard. 
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The Potomac Yard plan is generally comparable to the other locations, the principal difference being 
that the mix of uses will be less heavily weighted toward retail and more toward office space. This 
assessment does not take the existing retail at Potomac Yard Center into account, however. 

We believe all of the comparative locations are successful from an economic standpoint, in that they 
have performed well in terms of sales, leasing, occupancy, rents, and sale prices in relation to the rest 
of the market. Most of them are successful from a design standpoint, the exception being Crystal City, 
which still reflects the principal urban design standards of 40 years ago, with some recent adaptations. 

We believe that the proposed plan for Potomac Yard will be aesthetically superior to most of the 
comparable locations, however, because its size will allow New Urbanism design principles to be 
incorporated in every aspect of the plan without many of the compromises required by infill 
development on a smaller scale. It has the potential to exceed the recognized aesthetic success that 
has been achieved at established town center developments such as Shirlington and Clarendon. 

It has been a pleasure undertaking this assignment for you. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you 
wish to discuss these matters further or if you have any questions regarding our findings. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DELTA ASSOCIATES 

Gregory H. Leisch, CRE 
Chief Executive ,,-, 

David W. Parham 
Senior Vice President and Project Director 

Ann Thompson V 

Senior Associate 



Delta Associates (DA) considers that it is essential to the reader's examination of this document, and 
projections contained herein, to understand the use of data, the methodology involved, the role of 
judgments as distinct from calculations in the methodology, factors which affect current projections, and 
the impact, if any, of change over time. 

The purpose of market, economic and financial projections, together with the basis for the projections, is to 
make available a considered opinion on potential economic returns from the project so that those who 
utilize these results can evaluate them in terms of methodology employed, data applied as well as 
judgments made and identified. All prospective data are subject to uncertainties. As actual market and 
economic factors affecting the project materialize, they may differ somewhat from the basis projected 
herein. Unforeseen changes in laws may also affect real estate market performance and value. 
Accordingly, although the projections in this report are those one would reasonably expect to occur given 
the conditions existing at the time of this writing, actual market and financial results may differ from the 
projections. 

Similarly, projections herein have been prepared utilizing the information, assumptions and calculations 
outlined in this report. Select information utilized in the projection process is on occasion from sources 
other than DA; where such information is from published sources, DA has identified the source and 
assumed such information to be accurate as presented. Where such information is from unpublished 
sources, DA has reviewed the information for reasonableness and consistency before including same 
herein. No representations are made by DA as regards property ownership, size, zoning conformance, 
occupancy and lease terms, availability of utilities, soil conditions, flood hazard, environmental problems, 
or any other matters. All such property specific data has been supplied to DA by the property owner 
and/or its agents and DA has assumed this data to be accurate as provided. 

DA's principal business activity is the evaluation of real estate development economics, including the 
analysis of market potentials, evaluation of projected operating and financial results, and valuations. In the 
course of each year the firm typically performs more than a hundred assignments for building and 
development organizations, financial institutions, property owners and the like. The firm considers that it is 
"expert" in this field, and it is DA's belief that the methodology and other procedures employed by it 
constitute valid and accepted methods of evaluating and valuing real estate. However, it is pointed out 
that procedures used herein rely on judgments dependent on the accuracy of data and influenced by 
external circumstances which can change quickly with time and substantially affect the project and hence 
its value. DA recommends that its clients recognize these limitations inherent in using the projections of 
this report when making business decisions. 

Finally, the reader is hereby advised that Delta Associates is the trade name of Transwestem Delta 
Associates L.L.C., a Delaware limited liability company. As such, DA is part of the Transwestern (TW) 
family of real estate service companies that broker, finance, manage, advise, and develop real estate 
throughout the United States. This disclosure is made so as to (1) avoid the appearance of a conflict and 
(2) to assure the client of confidentiality and impartiality. Delta Associates is independently operated by its 
principals and separately officed in Old Town Alexandria. In no way does Delta Associates' TW affiliation 
affect the judgments expressed herein. 
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A ~ ~ e n d i x  A: 

Summary of Existing Plan and Proposed Density Transfer 



TABLE A-1 

SUMMARY OF EXISTING PLAN AND PROPOSED DENSITY TRANSFER 
POTOMAC YARD 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

Note: The Town Center will include 625 hotel rooms. 

Source: MRP Realty, April 2008. 

DA28238 
Appdx AA-1 

412812008 

Delta Associates 





Appendix B: 

Analysis of Office Rents 



TABLE 6-1 

CLASS A OFFICE BUILDING LEASE COMPARABLES 
SHlRLlNGTON COMPARED TO MARK CENTER AND PARK CENTER 

ARLINGTON AND ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 

I1  We estlmate normal Tls to be S3%F for new space. S201SF for relet space, and W S F  for a lea= renewal 
21 Based on rent growUl Wends at Re  submarket levd. See Table E4. 
3l h~ldlng age adjusted at 1 .81  per yea, a common apprasal standard. 
Note- Class A bulldlngs as defined by Costar. 

DA28238 
Appdx B E 1  Shirlington 

4/28/2008 



TABLE 8-2 

CLASS A OFFICE BUILDING LEASE COMPARABLES 
CLARENDONICOURTHOUSE COMPARED TO BRADDOCK PLACE 

DA28238 
Appdx B E 2  Clarendon 

412812008 

m 
I 

I N  
i 

- 

21 Based on renl growth trends at the submarkel kvel. Sw Table M. 
31 Buildin9 aps adjusted at 1.8% p r  year. a comnon appraisal standad. 
Note: Class A bulldlngr as defined by CoSlar. 

ARLINGTON AND ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 

Adjusted 
Effutlve 
RenVSF 

138.23 
$39.97 
141.83 
144.89 
$39.83 
$35.56 
138.20 
144.72 
136.30 
133.69 
148.12 
138.52 
147.58 
142.66 
$42.66 
$42.76 
$52.82 
$47.28 
$37.92 
$36.99 
$38.60 
$4.40 
139.67 
$43.76 
145.96 
$37.70 
$4.19 
$49.83 
148.67 
143.72 
141.16 
147.86 
139.58 
146.02 
148.75 
145.78 
$37.90 
$4265 

Leaw 11 
Clamndon 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

AVERAGE 
Braddock Place (A Location Wfthout New Urbanism Characteristics) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Effective 
RenVSF 

$31.00 
$32.50 
$28.57 
130.00 
$32.75 
$28.00 
$26.53 
$35.50 
$28.41 
$23.75 
$32.83 
133.22 
131.58 
136.89 
136.89 
130.05 
136.21 
$41.14 
132.99 
$32.18 
132.56 
$36.90 
133.56 
134.89 
136.75 
132.18 
132.86 
133.80 
133.50 
131.50 
$29.12 
134.75 
132.57 
133.50 
134.67 
133.50 
$33 55 
$3273 

Address 
I Courthouse (Locations 
3101 N Wlson Blvd 
3101 N Wlson Blvd 
23M)Clarendm Blvd 
2200 Clarendm Blvd 
3101 N WlS0n Blvd 
1515 N. Courthouse Rd 
2300Clarendm Blvd 
1515 N. CourthouseRd 
2107 \Mlson Blvd 
2110 Washingtm Blvd 
2101 \Mlsm Boulevard 
2300 \Mlson Blvd. 
2000 No& 15th Street 
2300 \Mlson Blvd. 
2300 \Mlscm Blvd. 
2300 Clarendm Blvd 
2101 \MlSOn Boulevard 
23W \Mlson Blvd. 
2300 mlson Blvd. 
2300 WLson Blvd. 
3101 N Wlson Blvd 
2107 mlson ~ l v d  
3101 N W~SO~I Blvd 
2107 \Mlson Blvd 
2107 \Mlson Blvd 
3101 N Wlson Blvd 
2300 Clarendon Blvd 
211 1 \M~so~I Boulevard 
3100 Clarendm Blvd 
2300 Clarendon Blvd 
2107 \Mlson Blvd 
2300 Clarendon Blvd 
2107 \Mlson Blvd 
2300Clarendm Blvd 
2200Clarendon Blvd 
23M)Clarendon Blvd 
1515 N. CwrthouseRd 

AVERAGE 73,646 - 12,226 - $28.28 $26.57 44.3% $38.35 
NEW URBANISM PREMIUM 11.2% 

11 Wa estimate n o m l  TlS lo be S35ISF for new space, S201SF for role1 space. and SOISF lor a !ease mnewsl. 

1330 Braddock PI 
1310 Braddock PI 
1340 Braddock PI 
1330 Braddock PI 

Rate 
Type 

FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

Bldg Size 
with New 
212.441 
212.441 
272.516 
334.279 
212,441 
249,709 
272.516 
249,709 
224,978 
161.W 
245.663 
196.004 
193,657 
196,004 
196.004 
272,516 
245.663 
196.004 
196,004 
196,004 
212.441 
224.978 
212.441 
224.978 
224.978 
212,441 
272.516 
248.245 
238.014 
272.516 
245,663 
272,516 
224,978 
272.516 
334,279 
272,516 
249.709 
236,536 

Yr Bit 

2003 
2003 
1990 
1988 
2003 
2 W  
1990 
2MM 
1999 
1991 
1988 
2005 
1485 
2005 
2005 
1990 
1988 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2003 
1959 
2003 
1959 
1959 
2003 
1990 
1486 
1987 
1990 
1988 
1990 
1999 
1990 
1988 
1990 
2 W  

86,268 
36.874 
85.173 
86.268 

TI PSF" 

$40.00 
240.00 
$30.03 
NIA 
Turnkey 
Ma 
$25.00 
Asis 
132.00 
$20.00 
115.16 
$35.00 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
$25.00 
15.00 
$34.00 
$34.00 
545.00 
$42.50 
$0 
n/a 
$5.00 
$5.00 
142.50 
$14.00 
$12.00 
None 
Asis 
Asis 
$15 
SO 
Asis 
115.00 
n/a 
$35 

Y Fln 
Urbanism 

9 
9 
14 
14 
9 
12 
14 
12 
11 
4 
12 
7 
11 
7 
7 
14 
12 
7 
7 
7 
9 
11 
9 
11 
11 
9 
14 
12 
14 
14 
12 
14 
11 
14 
14 
14 
12 

Free 
Rent 
(Mos) 

o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
1 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.5 
0 
6 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LeaseType 
Characteristics) 

New Lease 
New Lease 
Expans~oniRenewal 
New Lease 
New Lease 
Sublease 
New Lease 
Sublease 
New Lease 
Renewal 
Expansdon 
NewLease 
Renewal 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 
Expans~onlRenewal 
New Lease 
Renewal 
New Lease 
Sublease 
New Lease 
Sublease 
Renewal 
New Lease 
New Lease 
New Lease 

7 
4 
7 

7 _ 

Total X 
Adiustmant 

23.3% 
23.0% 
46.4% 
49.6% 
21.6% 
27.0% 
44.0% 
26.0% 
27.81 
41.9% 
46.6% 
16.0% 
51.6% 
15.6% 
15.6% 
42.3% 
45.9% 
14.9% 
14.9% 
14.9% 
18.5% 
25.7% 
18.Z0/o 
25.4% 
25.1% 
17.2% 
40.6% 
47.4% 
45.3% 
38.8% 
41.3% 
37.7% 
21.5% 
37.4% 
40.6% 
36.7% 
13 0% 
30.3% 

Adjustments 

l imez  

16.1% 
15.8% 
15.8% 
15.4% 
14.4% 
14.4% 
13.4% 
13.4% 
13.4% 
13.1°/0 
12.4% 
12.4% 
12.0% 
12.0% 
12.0% 
11.7% 
11.7% 
11.3% 
11.3% 
11.3'/0 
11.3% 
11.3% 
ll.OO/o 

11.0% 
10.7% 
10.0% 
10.0% 
9.6% 
9.3% 
8.2% 
7.1% 
7.1% 
7.1°/0 
6.896 
6.4% 
6.1% 
- 0.4% 

~ g e '  

7.2% 
7.2% 
30.61 
34.2% 
7.2% 
12.6% 
30.6% 
12.6% 
14.4% 
28.8% 
34.2% 
3.6% 
39.6% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
30.6% 
34.2% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
7.2% 
14.4% 
7.2% 
14.4% 
14.4% 
7.Z0/0 
30.6% 
37.8% 
36.0% 
30.6% 
34.2% 
30.6% 
14.4% 
30.6% 
34.2% 
30.6% 
12.6% 

1985 
1985 
1485 
1985 

SF 
Leased 

17.583 
58.453 
2 2 . W  
2,610 
4,408 
1 5 . W  
6,800 
10.500 
12,063 
60,501 
4.058 
36.533 
1.234 

30,898 
30,898 
3.373 
4.424 
1.866 

30,056 
18.144 
4,939 
17,910 
24,550 
5.007 
6,224 
9.700 
11.265 
21.393 
1.217 
5.527 
4.860 
3.293 
8,372 
20,888 
1,262 
9.100 
21,593 
14,264 

Lease 
Effective 

Date 

4/1/04 
5/1/04 
5/5/04 
66/04 
9/1/04 
9/8/04 
12H104 
12/12/04 
12/26/04 
1/14/05 
24/05 
34/05 
4/1/05 
4/25/05 
425105 
5115M5 
5/24/05 
6/8/05 
6/8/05 
6/17/05 
6/22/05 
6/29M5 
7WJ5 
76/05 
8/1M5 
10/1/05 
10/5105 
11/1M5 
12H105 
4/1/06 
7/1/06 
7/1/06 
7/19/06 
8/21/06 
9/15/06 
10131106 
2/5/08 

Lease 
Term 
IMos) 

120 
120 
84 
12 
60 
55 
w 
6 
49 
60 
70 
125 
12 
120 
120 
63 
51 
126 
126 
124 
96 
84 
120 
84 
48 
84 
84 
120 
38 
36 
52 
48 
36 
12 
36 
120 
61 

Renewal 
New Lease 
New Lease 

.New Lease 

B ~ M  
RentiSF 

$31.50 
133.00 
130.00 
130.00 
132.75 
128.00 
$29.50 
$35.50 
$32.00 
127.75 
$32.00 
134.89 
$31.38 
135.39 
135.39 
131.00 
$33.00 
$41.04 
134.54 
$34.25 
$33.50 
$34.04 
$33.56 
$32.75 
133.00 
133.25 
132.00 
133.00 
133.50 
131.50 
129.12 
133.50 
133.50 
133.50 
$33.00 
133.50 
$36.50 
$3286 

Escal. 

2.5% 
2.5% 
3% 
3% 
2.5% 
3% 
3% 
None 
3% 
2.5% 
3% 
2 5% 
Ma 
None 
none 
2.8% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
None 
n/a 
3% 
3% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
2.5% 
3% 
3.0% 
4% 
3% 
2.5% 
n/a 
3% 
3% 
2.5% 

7,778 
34.050 
3.537 
3.537 

1120104 
W5M5 
W/06 

7/1/07 

60 
120 
14 
36 

$26.50 
$28.00 
127.60 
$31.00 

$20.00 
$35.00 
None 
Asis 

3% 
3% 
n/a 
3% 

48.8% 
45.8% 
43.1% 
41 1% 

3 
0 
0 
0 

$31.51 
138.63 
139.50 
$43.74 

121.18 
126.50 
$27.60 
131.M) 

39.6% 
39.6% 
39.6% 
39.6% 

FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

9.2% 
6.2% 
3.5% 
1 5% 



TABLE 8-3 

CLASS A OFFICE BUILDING LEASE COMPARABLES 
CARLYLElKlNG STREET COMPARED TO BRADDOCK PLACE 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

11 We estimate nonnal Tls to be S35lSF for new space. S20lSF tor relet space, and SOISF for a lease renewal. 
2/ Based on rent growth trends a( the submarket level. See Table B4. 
31 Building age adjusted al 1.8% per year, a common appraisal standard. 
Note: Class A bulldlngs as defined by CoStar. 

Source: Costar, Delta Associates. April 2008 

DA28238 
Appdx 88-3 Cadyle 

4/28/2008 



TABLE 8-4 

EFFECTIVE RENT 'TRENDS 
SELECT NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICE SUBMARKETS 

2004 - 2007 

Submarket 
Rosslyn, Cthse, Ballston 
Crystal/Pentagon Cities 
Old Town Alexandria 
Eisenhower Ave, 1-395 Con. 

Source: Delta Associates, April 2008. 

Submarket 
Rosslyn, Cthse, Ballston 
Crystal/Pentagon Cities 
Old Town Alexandria 
Eisenhower Ave, 1-395 Corr. 

DA28238 
Appdx BB-4 Rent Trends 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 

Effective Rent per SF 
2004 

$30.35 
$31.90 
$27.95 
$23.55 

Change in Rent per SF 

2004 - 2007 

2004 

2005 
$31.50 
$30.70 
$28.65 
$23.35 

2005 - 2007 
Change 
$3.75 
$0.05 
$1.85 
$1.05 

2004 - 2007 

Change 
$2.60 
$1.25 
$1.15 
$1.25 

Average 
$1.25 
$0.02 
$0.62 
$0.35 

2005 
3.8% 
-3.8% 
2.5% 
-0.8% 

Change 
12.4% 
0.2% 
6.6% 
4.5% 

2005 - 2007 

2006 
$32.70 
$31.95 
$29.15 
$24.05 

Average 
$1.30 
$0.63 
$0.58 
$0.63 

Average 
4.1% 
0.1% 
2.2% 
1.5% 

Change 
8.3% 
4.1% 
4.0% 
5.4% 

2007 
$34.10 
$31.95 
$29.80 
$24.60 

2006 
3.8% 
4.1 % 
1.7% 
3.0% 

Average 
4.1 % 
2.0% 
2.0% 
2.7% 

2007 
4.3% 
0.0% 
2.2% 
2.3% 



TABLE B-5 

SUMMARY OF NEW URBANISM PREMIUM ANALYSIS 
FOR APARTMENTS 

WASHINGTON METRO AREA 

11 See Table 8-6. 

21 See Table 8-7. 

COMPARABLE SET: 

COLUMBIA, MD: " 

pp - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - p- 

GAITHERSBURG, MD: " 

AVERAGE OF URBAN AMENITIES PREMIUM: 

DELTA'S ESTIMATE OF URBAN AMENITIES 
PREMlLlM IN COMPARISON TO THE SUBJECT: 

Source: Delta Associates, April 2008. 

Difference in Rent per SF 

Between Urban Amenities Projects 

and Other Projects 

13.4% 

-- - - - - - - -- - - - - 

9.1 % 

11.2% 

11 .O% 

DA28238 
Appdx 8, 8-5 Sum Urb Prem 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 



TABLE B-6 

NEW URBANISM PREMlllM ADJUSTMENT TABLE 
APARTMENTS IN COLUMBIA. MARYLAND 

Urban Amenitlea Project) 

Source: Delta Associates. April 2008. 

DM8238 
Appdx 8 ,  8-8 Urb Prem Col 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 



TABLE 8-7 

NEW URBANISM PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT TABLE 
APARTMENTS IN KENTLANDSIOLD TOWNE GAITHERSBURG. MARYLAND 

(Urban Arnenitias Projact) 

15717 Winners Dnve 
Galthersburg, Maryland 

(No Urban Arnenltles) 

Avalon Fields - Phase II 
15717 Winners Drive 
Galthersburg, Maryland 

(No Urban Arnenltles) 

9905 Boysenberry Way 
Gaithenburg. Maryland 

(No Urban Arnenltles) 

Beacon Placa 
916 Beacon Square Coun 
Galthenburg. Maryland 

Source Della Associates, Aprll2008 
~ p p d x  6 ,  &7 -Urb Prem Kent 

4128RWB 

Delta Associates 



Appendix C: 

Analysis of Office Building Lease-Up Pace 



TABLE C-I 

CLASS A OFFICE BUILDING LEASE-UP PACE ANALYSIS 
BASED ON NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICS " 

ALEXANDRIA AND ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 

LOCATIONS WITH NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICS 

3101 N. Wilson Blvd. Arlington 
1515 N. Courthouse Rd. Arlington 2000 249,709 217,616 87% Oct-00 May-05 55 4,313 
3434 Washington Blvd Arlington 2006 205,372 201,285 98% Jul-04 Jul-06 24 8,129 

Shirlington 

5,221 

LOCATIONS WITHOUT NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICS 

LEASE-UP PACE ADVANTAGE FOR BUILDINGS IN NEW URBANISM SElTlNGS 32.2% 

11 New Urbanism means a walkable, mixed-use environment close to jobs, shopping, entertainment, and other services. 

Source: Costar, Delta Associates, April 2008. 

DA28238 
Appdx CC-1 NewUrbSum 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 



Appendix D: 

Analysis of Office Building Sales 



TABLE D-1 

CLASS A OFFICE BUILDING SALE TRANSACTION ANALYSIS 

BASED ON NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICS" 
ALEXANDRIA AND ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 

LOCATIONS WITH NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICS 

2051 Jamieson Ave 

LOCATIONS WITHOUT NEW URBANISM CHARACTERISTICQ 

11 New Urbanlsm means a walkable m~aed-use environment close to jobs shopping, entena~nment and other servtces 
21 Based on office bulldlng sale prlce trends In Northern Vlrgln~a See Table D-2 
31 Bulldlng age adjusted at I 8% per year a common appraisal standard 

Source. Real Capital Analytics, 
Delta Associates, Apnl 2008 

DA28238 
Appdx D P I  Sales 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 



TABLE D-2 

OFFICE BUILDING SALES PRICE TRENDS 
NORTHERN VIRGINIA 

DA28238 
Appdx DD-2 Price Trends 

Avg. PriceISF 
$ Change 
% Change 

Source: Delta Associates, April 2008. 

Delta Associates 

2004 
$21 3 

2005 
$254 
$41 

19.2% 

2006 
$277 
$23 

9.1 % 

2007 
$368 
$91 

32.9% 

2004-2007 
- 

$1 55 
72.8% 

2005-2001 
- 

$1 14 
44.9% 



Appendix E: 

Analysis of Metro Impact 



TABLE E-I 

RENT PREMIUM ANALYSIS FOR METRO ORIENTED OFFICE SPACE 
NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICE SUBMARKETS 

Askinn Rents 
1994 2008 

Metro Served Su bmarkets 

Ballston $20.15 $39.34 

Non-Metro Served Submarkets 

Tysons Corner $1 9.00 $35.55 

Premium: 6.1 % 10.7% 

Say: 8.0% 

Source: Costar, Delta Associates, April 2008. 

DA23238 
Appdx EE-1 Metro1 

412812008 

Delta Associates 



TABLE E-2 

APARTMENT RENT ADJUSTMENT ANALYSIS FOR 
PROXIMITY TO A METRO STATION 

Source: Delta Associates, April 2008. 

DA28238 
E-2 Metro2 Appdx E 

4/28/2008 

Access to a Metro Station: 
Company Impact on Apartment Rents 

Delta Associates 

Range 

Lincoln Property Co. 

Bozzuto Group 

Post Apartment Development 

Charles E. Smith 

Confidential 

Trammel1 Crow Residential 

Low 

5.0% 

10.0% 

7.0% 

3.0% 

3.2% 

6.0% 

5.7% 
7.0% 

Believe that Metro has a 5% to 10% impact. 

Estimates 10% increase in rent premium. 

Believes this to be a very important factor. 
Estimates 7% to 8% more per month. 

Urban High-rise = 5%-10% of base. Walking 
Distance = 3% -10% of base. 

A lot of variables involved, but estimate $50. 

It is a definite amenity and a plus. Metro locations 
are a priority for us. We think it might add $0.10 to 
$0.15 per SF. 

Average: 
Mid-Point: 

High 

10.0% 

10.0% 

8.0% 

10.0% 

3.2% 

9.0% 

8.4% 



Appendix F: 

Comparative Town Centers and Urban Concentrations 



TABLE F-1 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 
TOWN CENTERSIURBAN CONCENTRATIONS IN ARLINGTON AND ALEXANDRIA 

COMPARED TO POTOMAC YARD PLAN 
AS OF APRIL 2008 

11 Arlington locations equal development within 114 mi. of Metro since 1960. 

Source: Arlington County, City of Alexandria, 
Costar, Delta Associates, April 2008. 

DA28238 
Appdx FF-1 Dev Sum 

4/28/2008 

Delta Associates 



POTOMAC YARD 
DENSITY TRANSFER TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

Prepared for: 
Potomac Yard LLC 

Prepared by: 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

April 22, 2008 

WELLS + A S S O C I A T E S  w 



POTOMAC YARD 
DENSITY TRANSFER TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Introduction 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Background Data 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Road Network 
. . . . . . . .  Transit Services and Facilities 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Site Access Concept 
............ Existing Traffic Volumes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Traffic Analysis 

. . . . . . . . . .  Existing Levels of Service 
. . . . . . . . . .  Traffic Diversions 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Other Development Traffic 
. . . . . . . . . .  Trip Distribution Analysis 

. . . . . . . .  Background Traffic Growth Rates 
. . . . . . . . .  Background Traffic Forecasts 
. . . . . . . . .  Site Trip Generation Analysis 

Option Analysis t o  Convert Office Space t o  Retail Space . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  Site Trip Generation Analysis with Metro Station 

. . . . . . . .  Total Future Traffic Forecasts 
. . . . . . . .  Total Future Levels of Service 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Conclusions 

WELLS AsSOCrATEs w 



POTOMAC YARD 
DENSITY TRANSFER TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

A. Existing Peak Hour Traffic Counts 

B. Existing Intersection Levels of Service Worksheets 

C. Existing Diverted Trips 

D. Trip Generation Tables 

E. Future Intersection Levels of Service Worksheets 

F. Future Intersection Levels of Service with Density Transfer Worksheets 

WELLS ASSOCIATES w 



POTOMAC YARD 
DENSITY TRANSFER TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGIN lA 

LlST OF FIGURES 

Figure Title 

Site Location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Existing Lane Use and Traffic Control . . . 
Future Lane Use and Traffic Control . . . . 
Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes . . . . . . 
Other Development Peak Hour Traffic Assignments . . . . 
Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes . . . . . 
Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

W i t h  Proposed Density Transfer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Total Future Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts . . . . . 
Total Future Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts 

Wi th  Proposed Density Transfer . . . . . . . . . . . . 

LlST OF TABLES 

I Existing Intersection Levels o f  Service . . . . . . 14 

2 Other Development Trip Generation . . . . . 16 

3 Program Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 

4 Site-generated External Auto Trips . . . . . . . 2 1 
5 Approved C D D  Trips by Land Bay. . . . . . . 22 
6 Proposed Density Transfer Trips by Land Bay. . . . . . . 23 
7 Site-generated External Auto Trips 

Wi th  New Potomac Yard Station. . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 
8 Total Future Intersection Levels o f  Service . . . 3 1 

WELLS ASSOCIATES w 



INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of a traffic analysis that evaluates the transportation impacts of 

a proposal by Potomac Yard Development, LLC (PYD) and Mid Atlantic Realty Partners, LLC 

(MRP) to transfer commercial density from Land Bays J and L to Land Bay H within Potomac 

Yard located in Alexandria, Virginia. For purposes of this analysis, Potomac Yard includes Land 

Bays G - L, bounded by Jefferson Davis Highway (U.S. Route I)  on the west, the CSX railroad 

on the east, the existing Potomac Yard Centre to the north, and south of Monroe Avenue, as 

shown on Figure I. 

Potomac Yard is an approved Coordinated Development District (CDD) which includes a mix 

of residential, office, retail, and hotel uses. The overall approved development program for 
Potomac Yard includes 1,900,000 square feet (S.F.) of office space, 625 hotel rooms, 120,000 

S.F. of retail space, and 1,683 residential dwelling units. PYD, owner of Land Bays H - L, and 

MRP, owner of Land Bay G and contract purchaser for Land Bay H, proposed to transfer a total 
of 765,000 square feet of office density from Land Bays J and L to Land Bay H. The overall 

approved development program will remain the same with the proposed density transfer. For 
purposes of this traffic analysis, these uses were assumed to be fully developed and occupied by 

2020. 

The City's east-west and north-south grid street network is being extended through Potomac 

Yard. Route I will be improved along the Potomac Yard frontage. The Monroe Avenue Bridge 

on Route I is currently being straightened. Potomac Avenue is being constructed as a new, 

four-lane, divided roadway, connecting Route I north of Monroe Avenue in Alexandria with 
Crystal Drive at 2Th Street in Arlington County. A connected network of framework streets, 
including Main Street, Custis Avenue, Howell Avenue, Swann Avenue and East Glebe Road are 

also being built within Potomac Yard. 

The purpose of this traffic analysis is to determine any transportation impacts that may occur 

to the planned roadway network as a result of the density transfer. 

WELLS * A S S O C I A T E S  w 



Tasks undertaken in this study included the following: 

I. Review proposed development plans, previous traffic studies, and other background 

data. 

2. A field reconnaissance of existing roadway and intersection geometrics, traffic 

controls, speed limits, pedestrian facilities, and transit services and facilities. 

3. Discussions with City of Alexandria staff regarding the scope of this traffic analysis. 

4. Counts of existing traffic at  six (6) intersections on Route I. 

5. Analysis of existing levels of service. 

6. Forecasts of other approved but incomplete development projects, and background 
traffic growth. 

7. Estimates of the number of AM and PM peak hour vehicle-trips that would be 

generated by Potomac Yard with and without the density transfer based on Institute 
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates, estimates of transit usage, 

and ridesharing mode splits promoted through a Travel Demand Management 

(TDM) program. 

8. Forecasts of total future traffic forecasts with and without the density transfer based 
on background traffic forecasts plus site traffic assignments. 

9. Calculation of total future levels of service a t  each key intersection with and without 
the density transfer based on total future traffic forecasts, future traffic controls, and 
intersection geometrics. 

WELLS ASSOCIATES w 



10. Identify traffic operations andlor roadway improvements, if any, required to 

adequately accommodate total future traffic forecasts. 

Sources of data for this analysis included traffic counts conducted by Wells & Associates, the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the City of Alexandria, the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), the Washington Metropolitan Council of 
Governments (WMCOG), and the Potomac Yard project team. 

W E L L S  + A S S O C I A T E S  w 



The conclusions of this traffic analysis are as follows: 

I. The public street network generally operates well during peak hours. All study 
intersections currently operate at an overall level of service (LOS) "DM or 

better during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

2. The approved but un-built projects in the study area would generate a total of 

1,227 AM peak hour vehicle-trips and 1,674 PM peak hour vehicle-trips upon 

completion and full occupancy. 

3. Potomac Avenue is being constructed with the project and is expected to  
divert existing traffic destined t o  points north from Route I. 

4. The approved density for Potomac Yard, which contains 1,900,000 S.F. of office 

space, 625 hotel rooms, 120,000 S.F. of retail space, and 1,683 residential 
dwelling units would generate approximately 1,624 AM peak hour vehicle trips 

and 1,954 PM peak hour vehicle trips, upon completion and full occupancy. 

5. The density transfer would have relatively few impacts to  the study 
intersections with no decreases in operation within the unacceptable range 

(below LOS "D'). The study intersections would continue to  operate at an 

overall acceptable LOS "DM or better in the AM and PM peak hour with the 

exception of Route IlEast Glebe Road which would operate at a LOS "E" 
during the PM peak hour with or without the commercial density transfer. 

6. The analysis suggests that the traditional grid pattern being constructed within 

Potomac Yard provides many opportunities and diffuses traffic to  allow an 
acceptable operation across the entire project with and without the density 

transfer. 

7. If a new Potomac Yard Metro Station is built in the reservation area adjacent 
t o  Land Bays G and H, an additional 15% reduction in external vehicle trips 
beyond the current transit and TMP assumptions without the station would be 
expected. 

WELLS + A S S O C I A T E S  w 
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BACKGROUND DATA 

Publ ic Road Network 

Existinn Network. Regional access t o  Potomac Yard presently is provided by Jefferson Davis 

Highway (U.S. Route I), the George Washington Memorial Parkway, East Glebe Road, Slaters 
Lane, and Monroe Avenue. Existing intersection lane use and traffic control at key 

intersections in the immediate site vicinity are shown on Figure 2. 

U.S. Route I is a four-lane, median-divided, arterial roadway along the Potomac Yard frontage 
in the City o f  Alexandria. Traffic signals are located on Route I at East Glebe Road, Hume 

Avenue, Swann Avenue, Custis Avenue, Howell Avenue, Monroe Avenue, and Slaters Avenue. 
These signals operate on 128-second cycles. Nor th  of Four Mile Run in Arlington County, 

Route I becomes a six-lane roadway. 

Various highway-related commercial uses are located on the west side of Route I, across from 

Potomac Yard. The residential neighborhoods of Mount Jefferson, Lynhaven, and Del Ray also 

are located west o f  Route I. 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway is a four-lane, median-divided, limited-access, 

arterial roadway with restricted truck use. A t  Slaters Lane, the Parkway ends and becomes 

Washington Street, the major north-south street through Old Town Alexandria. Washington 
Street is a six-lane roadway with the right lanes reserved for high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) 
during peak periods. The lane is used for parking during off-peak periods. 

East Glebe Road is a two- t o  four-lane, undivided, collector roadway with a traffic signal at 

Route I. East Glebe Road generally is aligned in an east-west direction, connecting South 
Glebe Road and Route I. 

Monroe Avenue is a two-lane, undivided, collector street. The Monroe Avenue Bridge is 
currently under construction and will connect Route I (Patrick and Henry Streets) on the south 
with Route I (Jefferson Davis Highway) on the north. 

WELLS ASSOCIATES w 
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Slaten Lane consists of a one-way roadway pair. This one-way pair functions as a collector 

street, providing an east-west connection between George Washington Parkway and Route I. 
The Northeast neighborhood is located south of Slaters Lane, between Route I and 

Washington Street. 

Pronrammed Improvements. Route I frontage improvements and the construction of 

Potomac Avenue have been completed as part of the infrastructure improvements for the 

National Gateway at Potomac Yard project in Arlington County. In Arlington, Potomac 

Avenue will form the fourth leg of the Crystal Dri~e127'~ Street intersection. 

Planned Improvements. The following roadway improvements are planned in the area: 

Potomac Avenue is a new four-lane, divided roadway that is being constructed east of, 
and parallel to, Route I. When completed, Potomac Avenue will connect Route I 
north of Monroe Street to  Crystal Drive at 2 P  Street in Arlington County. The 

roadway will provide direct access t o  Potomac Yard from both Alexandria and 
Arlington. The roadway also is anticipated to  divert existing traffic from Route I. 

Route I will be improved along the Potomac Yard site frontage. Left turn lanes will 

ultimately be provided and new or  modified traffic signals with be built at East Glebe 

Road, Swann Avenue, Custis Avenue, Howell Avenue, and Slaters Lane. The Hume 

Avenue location will be removed and operate as a right-inlright-out intersection with 

the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) improvements to  Route I. As previously noted, Route I, 

between Monroe Avenue and Slaters Lane, is currently being straightened and Monroe 
Avenue will be connected t o  Main Street. 

Main Street is a new, two-lane, north-south, local, street that is being constructed 

between Route I and Potomac Avenue. Main Street will provide on-street parking and 
local access to  adjacent office, retail, and residential uses. The roadway is designed t o  
be pedestrian friendly, carrying only low-volume, low-speed vehicular traffic. 

Figure 3 illustrates the planned future lane use and traffic control for the study intersections. 
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Transit Sewices and Facilities 

Three (3) bus stops are located along Route I and adjacent to Potomac Yard. The Metrobus 
Line 9: Fort Belvoir- Pentagon has seven (7) branches that provide excellent service between 

Fort Belvoir, the Huntington Metro Station, Old Town Alexandria, Crystal City, and the 
Pentagon. This line operates nearly 24 hours a day, seven days a week, on 20- to 30-minute 

weekday headways and 30-minute weekend headways. 

The nearest existing Metrorail stations are located in Crystal City to the north and a t  Braddock 
Road to the south. Virginia Railway Express (VRE) service is provided a t  the Crystal City 

Metro station. The development of Potomac Yard in Alexandria and Arlington is designed to 

facilitate better access to the existing Crystal City and Braddock Road Metro Stations. Right- 

of-way and preliminary planning have established a reservation of land to be dedicated for a 

new Potomac Yard Metro Station located near Land Bays G and H. 

Site Access Concept 

Vehicular Access is proposed via an interconnected roadway system within a traditional 

oriented land use pattern. The access system will consist of the eastward extension of East 

Glebe Road, Swann Avenue, Custis Avenue, and Howell Avenue. These roadways will provide 
access to and from Route I, Main Street, and Potomac Avenue. 

Public Transit Access was initially planned via a shuttle bus service. Transit service is now 
proposed with a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that would connect Potomac Yard with the 

Braddock Road Metrorail Station and National Gateway at  Potomac Yard in Arlington with the 
Crystal City Metro and VRE station. The BRT Route would travel along Route I, turn onto N. 
Glebe Road, and turn on Potomac Avenue toward Arlington. In Arlington, the BRT would 
connect with Potomac Avenue and follow the extension of South Glebe Road (Route 120) 

before turning northward along Route I and Crystal Drive into Crystal City. Along Route I, 
stations are planned a t  Potomac Avenue, Custis Avenue, Swann Avenue, and E. Glebe Road. 

Pedestrian Access is provided by a network of sidewalks and street crossings internal to the 
site. The sidewalk network includes attractive amenities such as landscaping, street furniture, 

urban art, building overhangs, connections to public open spaces, and pedestrian plazas. 
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Existing Traffic Volumes 

Intersection Counts. Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted on 

Thursday, November 29, 2007, prior to the current traffic control on Route I for the bridge 

widening. The counts were taken at the following intersections: 

1 .  Route I and East Glebe Road 

2. Route I and Swann Avenue 

3. Route I and Custis Avenue 

4. Route I and Howell Avenue 

5. Route I and Monroe Avenue 

6. Route I and Slaters Lane 

The results are included in Appendix A and summarized on Figure 4. Figure 4 indicates that 
Route I presently carries 3,O 13 AM peak hour trips (973 southbound and 2,040 northbound) 
and 3,233 PM peak hour trips (1,627 southbound and 1,606 northbound). The peak hours 
occurred between 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM and 500 PM - 6:00 PM. These counts are very similar 

to the counts completed by Wells + Associates for the Infrastructure Trafftc Analysis Study, 
dated December 2,2005. 

WELLS + A S S O C I A T E S  w 



Figure 4 
Exist ing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes North 

Potornac Yard Omsity Transfer Study 
City of Alexandria. Vlrginia 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

Existing Levels of Service 

Existing peak hour levels of service were calculated at the six existing Route I intersections 

based on the existing lane usage and traffic control shown on Figure 2, the existing traffic 

volumes shown on Figure 4, and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) analysis methodology. 

The results are presented in Appendix B and summarized in Table 1 .  

Table I indicates that each of the study intersections presently operates at an overall level of 

service (LOS) "D" or better during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Trafiic Diversions 

The addition of Potomac Avenue will effectively increase the number of north-south through 

lanes in the Route I corridor from four (4) to eight (8). Potomac Avenue will be particularly 
attractive to Crystal City bound traffic that would otherwise use Route I. 

Diversions for Route I were estimated with the December 2, 2005, Wells + Associates 

Infrastructure Traffic Analysis Report and since existing counts are in the same magnitude, the 

same diversion for Route I were used with this evaluation. The study estimated that 
approximately 24 percent of AM traffic and 20 percent of PM Route I traffic would divert to 

Potomac Avenue. 

Other diversions are expected on a local basis with the reconfiguration of Monroe Avenue and 
the straightening of the Route I Bridge. These existing trips are likely to use Potomac Avenue 

via Main Street. Appendix C provides a summary of the traffic diversion assumptions made 

with this traffic study. 



Table I 

Existing Peak Hour lntersection Levels of Service ( ' I  

lntersection 

Approach 1 AM Peak PM Peak 

Control Movement Hour Hour 

Route I 1 East Glebe Road Signal EB D (49.8) D (49. I )  
WB E (60.8) E (60.0) 
NB B (13.9) B (16.1) 
SB B ( 12.6) E (63.91 

Overall 6 ( 1  7.3) D (4 1. I) 

Route I 1 Swann Avenue Signal EB E(61.1) E(59.6) 
NB A (2.8) A (1.1) 
SB A(I.1) A(2.0) 

Overall A (2.8) A (2.6) 

Route I / Custis Avenue Signal EB E (58.5) E (60.9) 
NB A(4.l) A(1.7) 
SB A 5 )  A (0.7) 

Overall A (5.2) A (1.7) 

Route I / Howell Avenue Signal EB E (62.7) E (65.4) 
WB A (0.0) A (0.0) 
NB A (2.8) A (1.1) 
SB A (0.Q A (0.6) 

Overall A (2.7) A ( I. I ) 

Route I / Monroe Avenue Signal EB E (54.3) D (54.4) 
NB A(4.4) A(9.8) 
SB 4-!L@ B (15.5) 

Overall 6 ( 17.9) 6 ( 16.8) 

Route I / Slaters Lane Signal WB E (58.1 ) E (58.6) 
NB C (34.3) B ( I 1.9) 
SB B ( 10.8) A (4.5) 

Overall C (25.4) 6 ( 1  3.3) 

Note: (1) Numbers In parentheses represent average delays, 
in seconds per vehicle at signalized intersections 

Wells Associates. LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Other Development Traffic 

The number of peak hour trips that would be generated by other development projects were 

estimated based on approved studies for each project. These other development projects 

consist of the National Gateway at Potomac Yard project located in Arlington County, just 

north of the City boundaries. As shown in Table 2, it is estimated that these projects will 
generate a total of 1,227 to 1,674 peak hour vehicle-trips, upon completion. 

Trip Distribution Analysis 

The distribution of peak hour trips generated by Potomac Yard and other approved projects 
was determined based on previous transportation studies conducted by the City of Alexandria 

as part of the Potomac YardIPotomac Green Small Area Plan. This distribution was based on 
the regional distribution of trip productions and attractions, as follows: 

ToIFrom Percent 

North via Route I 41.6 % 
North via G W  Memorial Pkwy 2.4 % 

West Via Reed Ave and N. Glebe Rd 17.0 % 
West Via Custis and Monroe Ave 12.8 % 
South Via Route I and Washington S t  26.2 % 

Total 100.0 % 

Background Traffic Growth Rate 

Background traffic growth was estimated at 1.73 percent per year from 2004 to 20 1 6 

compounded, based on historical traffic trends determined through an analysis completed as 

part of the Potomac Yard Infrastructure Traffic Analysis, completed December 2, 2005. This 
growth rate was used for this analysis and applied to the through movements on Route I 
through 2020. The total background traffic growth was estimated at 23 percent over a 12- 
year build-out period. 
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Table 2 
Other Development Trip Generation (I) 

Development 1 Land Use A!?.lQm Units AM Peak Hour n 
In Out Total In Out Total 

I. National Gateway at Potomac Yard (2) 

Office 2.106.876 S.F. 828 20 a48 48 835 883 

Hotd 625 Rooms 40 29 69 35 37 72 

Retail 178,910 S.F. 10 15 25 210 191 401 

Residential 1,548 D.U. 44 241 a5 207 III u!l 
Total 922 305 1.227 500 1,174 1.674 

Notes: (I) Based on ITE. 7th Edition, trip generation equations and Arlington County TMP Requirements. 

(2) Includes One Potomac Yard (Land Bay "A") & The Eclipse on Center Park (Land Bay "F") 

Wells & Associates, LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Background Traffic Forecasts 

The trips generated by other approved but un-built developments shown in Table 2 were 

assigned to the future road network according the directional distribution described above. 

The resulting other development trafic assignments are shown on Figure 5. 

Site Vehicle-Trip Generation Analysis 

The Potomac Yard development consists of 1,900,000 square feet of ofice space, 625 Hotel 
rooms, 120,000 square feet of retail space, and 1,683 dwelling units. The approved Potomac 
Yard Coordinated Development District (CDD) distributed the ofice program with 800,000 

square feet in Land Bay G, 60,000 square feet in Land Bay H, 104,000 square feet in Land Bay I, 
463,000 square feet in Land Bay], and the remaining 473,000 square feet in Land Bay L. 

The proposed density transfer would shift all of the 473,000 square feet of ofice from Land Bay 

L and 292,000 square feet from Land Bay J to Land Bay H. Land Bay H would increase by 
765,000 square feet for a total of 825,000 square feet of ofice space. Table 3 provides a 
program summary of the density transfer by Land Bay. 

The total number of vehicle-trips that would be generated by the approved density and the 

proposed density transfer would be the same and was estimated based on ITE vehicle-trip 

generation rates, estimates of transit and rideshare mode splits, and internal trip making. 

In each case, approximately 30 percent of all site-generated person-trips were assumed to  be 

made by some mode other than private auto, such as Metrorail, Metrobus, shuttle, walk, or  
bicycle. Auto-transit mode splits were estimated for each use in each Land Bay based on 

distance to the nearest Metrorail station and mode splitldistance relationships developed by 

WMATA based on surveys of comparable uses at other Metrorail stations. The average auto 

occupancy was assumed to be 1.4 persons per vehicle. These trip reduction goals are 

consistent with previously approved trafic studies prepared for Potomac Yard and found to be 

achievable through elements of the project's Transportation Management Plan ('TMP). 
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Table 3 

Program Summary 

Difference 

Land Bay1 

Land Use 

Proposed Density Approved vs. 
Approved C D D  

Transfer Proposed 

Amount Amount Amount Unit 

Land Bay G 
Office 

Hotel 

Retail 

Residential 

Land Bay H 

Office 

Retail 

Residential 

Land Bay I 

Office 

Retail 

Residential 

Land Bay 1 
Office 

Retail 

Residential 

Land Bay L 

Office 

Retail 

Residential 

800,000 800,000 S.F. 

625 625 Rooms 

80,000 80,000 S.F. 

4 14 414 D.U. 

60,000 825,000 765,000 S.F. 
5,000 5,000 S.F. 

23 2 232 D.U. 

1 04,000 1 04,000 S.F. 

10,000 10,000 S.F. 

407 407 D.U. 

463,000 171,000 (292,000) S.F. 

15,000 15,000 S.F. 
272 272 D.U. 

473,000 0 (473,000) S.F. 

10,000 10,000 S.F. 
358 358 D.U. 

Summary 

Office 1,900,000 1,900,000 S.F. 

Hotel 625 625 Rooms 

Retail 120,000 120.000 S.F. 

Residential 1,683 1,683 D.U. 

4/22/2008 

Project overview 

Wells + Associates. Inc. 

Leesburg, Va 



In addition, the mixed-use project would promote internal trip making which is estimated to 

account for an overall 15 percent reduction of all site-generated trips. The results of the trip 

generation analysis are presented in Appendix D and summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 indicates this development would generate approximately 1,624 AM peak hour vehicle- 

trips and 1,954 PM peak hour vehicle-trips, upon completion and occupancy. Table 5 provides 

an estimate of the trips by Land Bay for the Approved CDD and Table 6 provides an estimate 

of the trips by Land Bay for the Proposed Density Transfer. 

The site-generated traffic volumes shown in Tables 5 and 6 were assigned to the public road 

network according to the directional distribution described above and the uses in each Land 

Bay. The resulting site traffic assignments are shown on Figures 6 and 7 for the Approved 

CDD program and the Proposed Density Transfer program, respectively. 

Analysis of Option to Convert Ofiice Space to Retail Space 

As part of the transfer of commercial density within Potomac Yard, the owners are requesting 

the flexibility to convert office square footage to retail square footage through the Special Use 

Permit Process. The specific location and amount of any such conversion would be evaluated 

from a traffic perspective during the Special Use Permit process for that particular Land Bay or 

development project. Although a complete analysis of the affect of any conversion is not being 
performed at this time, i t  is expected that due to different peak hours of use and different 

traffic directions, the conversion of office to retail space may improve peak weekday AM and 
PM peak levels of service. 

Site Vehicle-Trip Generation Analysis with New Metro Station 

A review of the trips that would be generated by Potomac Yard with the proposed density 
transfer and existing overall development levels should a new Metro Station be located near 
Land Bays G and H was completed. It should be noted that the addition of a Metro station at 
Potomac Yard is not part of the proposal to transfer density. The additional office space would 
be in close proximity to the new Metro station, thus increasing the potential for ridership and 
use of the station. 
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Table 4 

Site Generated External A u t o  Vehicle-Trips, By Land Use 
With TMP 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Average 

In Out Total In Out Total Daily 
Trips "' 

Office 1,900,000 S.F. 897 33 930 114 922 1,036 6,046 
Hotel 625 Rooms 126 77 203 74 55 129 2,812 
Retail 120,000 S.F. 6 25 3 1 127 182 309 2,285 
Residential 1.683 D.U. J-23 XU !?@ - 312 !h!3 4.878 

Total 1,152 472 1,624 627 1,327 1,954 16,021 

Notes: ( I)  Estimated as a percentage of the PM Peak hour relative to ITE unadjusted values. 

41WZ008 

PY Alex CDD Based & Proposed 

Wells + Associates, INC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 5 
Externa l  Vehicle Trips, B y  Land  Bay and  Land Use 
With TMP 

Land Bay1 Amount Units AM Peak Hour PM P~ak Hour 

Land Use In Our Total In Our Total 

Land Bav C 
Office 800,000 S.F. 3 78 14 392 48 388 436 
Hotel 625 Rooms 126 77 203 74 55 129 
Retail 80,000 S.F. 4 17 20 85 121 206 
Residential 414 D.U. 3 82 A2 2.z a IL8 

Subtotal 538 191 728 284 605 889 

Land Bav I4 
Office 
Retail 
Residential 

4 i x K u d  
Office 
Retail 
Residential 

4arxuw 
Office 
Retail 
Residential 

60.000 S.F. 
5.000 S.F. 

232 D.U. 
Subtotal 

104,000 S.F. 
10,000 S.F. 

407 D.U. 

Subtotal 

463,000 S.F. 
15,000 S.F. 

272 D.U. 
Subtotal 

! A @ u a  
Office 473,000 S.F. 223 8 23 1 28 229 257 
Retail 10,000 S.F. 0 2 3 I I 15 26 
Residential 358 D.U. 26 - 72 24 66 26 42 

Subtotal 249 82 332 105 280 385 

Total Trips 1,152 472 1,624 627 1,327 1,954 

4/22/2008 

PY Alex C D D  Based & Proposed 
Wells + Associates. INC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 6 
External Vehicle Trips, By Land Bay and Land Use 
With TMP 

Land Bay1 Amount Units AM-hWhK PM Peak W 
Land Use In Our Total In Our Total 

Land Bay G 
Office 800.000 S.F. 377 14 392 48 388 436 
Hotel 625 Rooms 126 77 203 74 55 129 
Retail 80,000 S.F. 4 17 20 85 121 206 
Residential 414 D.U. 3 32 JJ-3 zz fl d.8 

Subtotal 537 191 728 284 605 889 

!-adEkH 
Office 825,000 S.F. 39 1 I 5  405 50 400 4 50 

Retail 5,000 S.F. 0 I I 5 8 13 

Residential 232 D.U. Li 36 63 43 23 66 
Subtotal 408 62 469 98 43 1 529 

4dmLEw 
W ~ c e  104.000 S.F. 49 2 5 1 6 5 1 57 

Retail 10,000 S.F. 0 2 3 I I 15 26 

Residential 407 D.U. 3 81 u.l z5 4-L 1l6 
Subtotal 79 85 165 92 107 199 

lscadkw 
Office 17 1.000 S.F. 8 1 3 84 10 83 93 

Retail 15.000 S.F. I 3 4 16 23 39 

Residential 272 D.U. a 3 24 3 22 LB 
Subtotal 102 60 162 76 133 210 

l a d k L  
Office 0 S.F. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Retail 10.000 S.F. 0 2 3 I I 15 26 
Residential 358 D.U. 26 a % 46 24 K!2 

Subtotal 26 74 101 77 5 1 128 

Total Trips 1,152 472 1,625 627 1,327 1,955 

4/22/2008 

PY Alex C D D  Based & Proposed 

Wells + Associates. INC 

Leesburg, Virginta 
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Figure 6 
Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
CDD Approved 
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North 
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Potomac Yard Density Transfer Study 
City of Alexandria. Virginia 
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With a new Metro station, approximately 40 percent of all site-generated person-trips were 

assumed to be made by some mode other than private auto, such as Metrorail, Metrobus, 

shuttle, walk, or bicycle. Auto-transit mode splits were estimated for each use in each Land 

Bay based on distance to the nearest Metrorail station and mode splitldistance relationships 

developed by WMATA based on surveys of comparable uses at other Metrorail stations. The 

average auto occupancy was assumed to be 1.4 persons per vehicle. As with the base 

condition, internal trip making would occur and is estimated to account for an overall 15 
percent reduction of all site-generated trips. The resulting trip generation analysis are 

presented in Appendix E and summarized in Table 7. 

With a Metro Station just east of Land Bay G and H, Table 7 indicates this development would 

generate approximately 1,377 AM peak hour vehicle-trips and 1,698 PM peak hour vehicle- 

trips, upon completion and occupancy. The analysis indicates that with the existing overall 
development levels 247 fewer AM peak hour trips and 256 fewer PM peak hour trips would be 

generated with a Metro station, a decrease of 1 3 to 15 percent. 

Total Future Traffic Forecasts 

The site generated traffic assignments shown in Figures 6 and 7 were added to counts of 

existing traffic plus background traffic growth to yield total future peak hour traffic forecasts for 
approved and proposed density transfer conditions. The resulting traffic volumes are shown 

on Figure 8 for Approved CDD and Figure 9 with the Density Transfer. 
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Table 7 
Site Generated External Auto Vehicle-Trips, By Land Use With N e w  Potomac Yard Station 

With TMP and Comparison 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1,900.000 S.F. 769 28 797 98 790 888 
Hotel 625 Rooms 108 66 1 74 63 47 l I 0  
Retail 120,000 S.F. 6 25 3 1 127 182 309 
Residential 1,683 D.U. l!u z!l - 375 24 l.u 2% 

Total 983 393 1,377 542 1,156 1,698 

Site T r i ~ s  Without Metro (Table 4) 1,152 472 1,624 627 1,327 1,954 

Without vs With Metro (169) (79) (247) (85) (171) (256) 
% Change - 15.2% -13.1% 

4 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 8  
PY Alex CDD With Metro 

Wells + Associates, INC 

Leesburg. Virginia 



Figure 8 $8 
Total Future Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts $8 * 
CDD Approved # 8 North 
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Figure 9 66 
Total Future Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts 8 8  * 
With Proposed Density Transfer S d North 

m o m  

Potomac Yard Osnrity Tronsfsr Study 
City of Alsxondria. Virginia 29 I .is fl we,,. + AS S O C , . , ~ S ,  I.c) 



Total Future Intersection Levels of Service 

Future peak hour levels of service with Potomac Yard and Potomac Yard Proposed Density 

Transfer were estimated at the key intersections in the study area based on the future lane 

usage and traffic control shown on Figure 3, the total future traffic forecasts shown on Figures 

8 and 9, and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) analysis procedures. The results are 

presented in Appendices F and G and summarized in Table 8. 

Table 8 indicates that each of the study intersections would operate at an overall acceptable 

LOS "D" o r  better during the A M  and PM peak hours, with the planned improvements 

proposed with Potomac Yard with the exception of the Route I /East Glebe Road intersection. 

This intersection was previously shown t o  operate at a LOS " E  during the PM peak hour and 

will continue t o  operate at this level with and without the density transfer. In many urban and 
downtown areas, a LOS " E  is the lower threshold for acceptability. 

Comparing the LOS with and without the density transfer, Table 8 indicates that the study 

intersections accommodate the density transfer with relatively few impacts. As might be 

expected, some intersections improve with a decrease in seconds of delay, while other 

intersections deteriorate with an increase in seconds of delay. Most notably, the Route 

IISwann Avenue intersection would deteriorate from an overall LOS " A  t o  LOS "C" during 

the AM peak hour primarily due t o  the inbound southbound left turn volume turning against 
the northbound Route I through traffic. The decrease in LOS, however, does not  extend into 

the unacceptable region. The analysis suggests that the traditional grid pattern being 

constructed within Potomac Yard provides many opportunities and diffuses project traffic t o  

allow an acceptable operation across the entire project. 
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Table 8 
Total Future Peak Hour Intenection Levels of ~ervice") 

AlYmmKm mQmwxQQ 
ApproacW AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Movement Hour Hour Hour Hour 

Route I I East Glebe Road Signal EB E (72.4) F (95.5) E (69.8) F (100.8) 
w e  D (53.0) E (76.3) D (5 I .3) E (72.5) 
NB E (56.7) D (47.0) D (54.0) D (48.2) 

se ~ z z ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 k 6 1  

Overall D (48.0) E (6 1.2) D (47.4) E (6 I .a) 

Route I 1 Swann Avenue 

Route I 1 Custis Avenue 

Signal EB E (66.1) E (59.5) E (66.5) E (59.2) 

WB E (63.0) E (62.0) E (63.7) E (62.6) 
NB A (7.2) B ( I  1.2) D (44.6) B (12.3) 

SB ~ B U 9 ) ~ ~  

Overall A (7.7) B (1 0.2) C (30.3) B (1 0.2) 

Route I I Howell Avenue Signal EB E (67.7) E (64.5) E (67.6) E (68.3) 
WB E (57.5) E (62.4) E (57.9) E (65.3) 
NB A (7.2) A (2.4) A (5.1) A ( I  .6) 

se M ~ L W B U ~ ) A L L U  

Overall A (7.3) A (5.6) A (5.5) A (3.2) 

Main Street 1 Monroe Avenue Signal EB 8 (1 1.0) C (23.9) B ( I  1.5) C (23.2) 
NB D (47.6) C (29.1) D (46.9) C (24.8) 

s e w w u z a  

Overall B (14.6) B (16.6) B (I 1.9) B (17.9) 

Route I 1 Slaten Lane Signal WB C (34.3) D (37.6) C (34.3) D (37.8) 
NB C (24.7) B (16.0) C (24.7) B (15.9) 

se B U . . U ~ W R A W  

Overall C (22.6) C (30.5) C (22.5) C (30.2) 

Route I I Potomac Avenue Signal WB C (28.8) D (44.8) C (25.6) D (41.8) 
NB B (1 3.5) C (28.8) B (14.2) C (27.7) 

se M Z . U U ~ ~ ~ ~ A A U L ( ~ ~ Z ~  

Overall B (14.6) C (32.4) B (14.5) C (30.9) 

Note: ( I )  

Numben in parentheses represent avenge delay, in seconds per vehicle at signalized intersections 

Numbers m brackets represent avenge delay, in seconds per vehicle at unsignalized lntercestlonr 

Wells &Associates. LLC 

Leerburg. V~rgin~a 



Table 8 (Cont.) 

Total Future Peak Hour Intersection Levels of  eni ice(') 

APPROVED QQ PROPOSED CDQ 

Approach1 AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Movement Hour Hour Hour Hour 

Main Street I Potomac Avenue Signal EB C (20.6) C (29.2) C (20.9) C (27.7) 
WB C (23.3) C (24.1) C (20.1) C (21.4) 

NB E (64.0) D (53.2) E (63.0) D (54.3) 

S.6 ~ U 6 k l l ~ ~  

Overall D (31.1) D (36.5) D (37.9) C (33.0) 

Main Street 1 East Glebe Road STOP EEL A [ I  .O] A [I. I ]  A [O.9] A [I. I ]  

WBL A [0.4] A [0.4] A [0.4] A [0.4] 

NB B [I 1.91 B [I 1.81 B [12.3] B [12.3] 

SB A [9.4] B [10.5] A [9.4] B [10.6] 

Ma~n Street I Swann Avenue STOP EBL A [4.3] A [3.6] A [6.8] A [3.9] 
WBL A [4. I] A [4.2] A [2.0] A [3.71 

NB B[IO.q B [ I l . l ]  C[IS.O] B[I I .9]  
SB A p.11 A [9.5] B [10.q B [10.5] 

Main Street I Cust~s Avenue STOP EEL A [2. I ]  A [3.6] A [3.3] A [4.6] 
WBL A [ I  .8] A [I .3] A [0.0] A [0.5] 

NB A p.51 A [10.0] A [9.5] A [9.9] 

SB A[9.1] A[9.9] A[9.1] B[10.1] 

Maln Street I Howell Avenue STOP EBL A [0.1] A [0.2] A [ I . I ]  A [0.q 
WBL A [6.0] A [1.7] A [4.5] A [1.4] 

NB A [10.0] B [10.5] A [9.4] A [9.3] 

SB B [10.1] A [9.71 A [9.3] A [9.5] 

Potomac Ave I East Glebe Rd Signal EB D (39.7) D (38.0) D (44.9) D (38.1) 

NB A (1.6) A (2.5) A (1.5) A (2.6) 

sB ~ ~ 8 1 4 9 1 ~  

Overall A (4.4) A (6.0) A (5.1) A (6.4) 

Potornac Avenue I Swann Avenue Signal EB D (37.2) C (33.5) D (37.5) C (33.9) 
NB A(1.6) A(1.2) A (1.7) A(I.1) 

SB ~~~~ 
Overall A(1.7) A (1.6) A (1.8) A (2.1) 

Potomac Avenue I Cust~s Avenue Signal EB D (42.6) C (32.8) D (46.7) C (29.8) 
NB A (0.7) A (0.3) A (0.5) A (0.3) 

sB a ( e 4 1 m a c P s l 4 U . m  

Overall A (I . I )  A (0.7) A (1.0) A (0.7) 

Potomac Avenue I Howell Avenue Signal EB D (37.4) D (37.4) C (33.4) C (32.9) 
NB A (0.6) A (0.3) A (0.5) A (0.5) 
SB & J . & m w  

Overall A (I .O) A (3.4) A (1.0) A (3.9) 

Note: ( I )  

Numbers in parentheses represent average delay, in seconds per vehicle at slgmlized Intersection! 

Numbers in brackets represent average delay, m seconds per vehicle at unrignalized ~ntwcestionl 

Wells & Assoc~ater. LLC 

Leesburc Virg~nia 



CONCLUSIONS 

The conclusions of this traffic analysis are as follows: 

I. The public street network generally operates well during peak hours. All study 

intersections currently operate at an overall level of service (LOS) "D" o r  better during 
both the AM and PM peak hours. 

2. The approved but un-built projects in the study area would generate a total of 1,227 

AM peak hour vehicle-trips and 1,674 PM peak hour vehicle-trips upon completion and 

full occupancy. 

3. Potomac Avenue is being constructed with the project and is expected to divert existing 
traffic destined t o  points north from Route I. 

4. The approved density for Potomac Yard, which contains 1,900,000 S.F. of office space, 625 
hotel rooms, 120,000 S.F. of retail space, and 1,683 residential dwelling units would 

generate approximately 1,624 AM peak hour vehicle trips and 1,954 PM peak hour vehicle 

trips, upon completion and full occupancy. 

5. The density transfer would have relatively few impacts to  the study intersections with 
no decreases in operation within the unacceptable range (below LOS "D"). The study 

intersections would continue t o  operate at an overall acceptable LOS "D" or  better in 

the AM and PM peak hour with the exception of Route IlEast Glebe Road which would 

operate at a LOS "E" during the PM peak hour with o r  without the commercial density 

transfer. 

6. The analysis suggests that the traditional grid pattern being constructed within Potomac 

Yard provides many opportunities and diffuses traffic to  allow an acceptable operation 

across the entire project with and without the density transfer. 

7. If a new Potomac Yard Metro Station is built in the reservation area adjacent t o  Land 
Bays G and H, an additional 15% reduction in external vehicle trips beyond the current 
transit and TMP assumptions without the station would be expected. 
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Appendix A 

Existing Peak Hour Traffic Counts 

WELLS ASSOCIATES w 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean, Virginla 

txisting Trafflc Count 

PROJECT: Potomac '.Illage DATE: 1 l,iq!2007 SOUTHBOUND ROAD: ~etterson Da.11~ H g m a y  

W B A JOB NO.: 3913 DAY: Thursday NORTHBOUND ROAD: :efferson Davls Hlghway 

PHF 

0.82 
0.84 
0.91 

0.82 

0.91 

0.91 

088 

0.91 
0.91 
0.93 
0.90 
0.88 
0.84 
0.90 

Total 

425 
423 
558 
613 
670 
701 
694 
896 
785 
807 
761 
740 

8,127 

2.017 
2.262 
2.540 
2,678 
2,963 
3,078 
3.184 
3.251 
3.147 

3,251 

721 
625 
740 
655 
719 
659 
806 
855 
880 
965 
807 
923 
795 
727 
659 
690 

9,485 

2.741 
2.739 
2.773 
2.839 
3.039 
3,200 
3.506 
3.507 
3.575 
3.490 
3.252 
3.104 
2,871 

INTERSECTION: 
LOCATION: 

Time 
Period 

AM 
6:006:15 
6:154:30 
6:306:45 
6145-7:00 
7.00-7.15 
7:15-7:30 
730-7:45 
7145-8:OO 
8:OO-8:15 
8:15-830 
8:30-8:45 
8:45-9:OO 

3 Hour 
Totals 
1 Hour 
Totals 

6:OO-7:OO 
€215-7:15 
630-7:30 
6:45-7:45 
7:OO-8:00 
7:15-8:15 
730-8:30 
7:458:45 
8:OO-9:OO 

AM Peak 
: 

PM 
3:OO-315 
315-330 
330-3:45 
3:45-4:00 
4:004:15 
4:154:30 
4 3 0 4 4 5  
4:45-5:00 
5:00-5:15 
5:15-5:30 
5:30-545 
5.456:00 
6:004:15 
6:156:30 
6:30-6:45 
6:45-7:OO 

3 Hour 
Totals 
I Hour 
Totals 

3:004:00 
3:15-4:15 
3:304:30 
3,454145 
4:OO-5:OO 
4:15-5:15 
4:30-550 
4:45-545 
5:006:00 
5:156:15 
5:30-6:30 
5.456:45 
6:OO-7:OO 

PM Peak 

Time 
Period 

6:00-6: 15 
61156130 
6130-6:45 
6:45-7:00 
7:OO-7:15 
7 157:30 
7'30-7:45 
7:45-8'00 
8:0@8:15 
8:158:30 
8:30-8:45 
8:459:00 

6:00-7:00 
6:157:15 
6:30-7:30 

0.966:457:45 
7:0@6:W 

0 .86715415  
0.897'30-8:30 

7:45-8:45 
0.978:OO-9:OO 

AM Peak 
7 1 6 8 : U  

300-315 
315-330 
330-3145 
3:45-4:00 
4:004:15 
4:15-4:30 
4~30-4:45 
4345-5:00 
5:00-5:15 
515-5:30 
530-345 
545-6:OO 
6:OO-6:15 
6:15-6:30 
6.30-6:45 
6:45-7:00 

0.933:OM:W 
0.933:154:15 
0.943:30-4:30 

345445  
0.894.00-5:W 
0.914:155:15 

4:30-5:30 
4:45-5:45 
51006:OO 
5:156:15 
5:30-6:30 
5:456:45 
6:0&7:00 

P Y  Peak 

Route 1 B E Siebe Rd. WEATHER: Isear WESTBOUND ROAD: Irlvemay 

East Glebe 

North 
8 

Soulh 

383 
369 
523 
569 
584 
625 
615 
818 
709 
717 
672 
695 

7,279 

1,844 
2.045 
2.301 
2.393 
2.842 
2.767 
2,859 
2,916 
2,793 

2 3 l 6  

628 
550 
684 
571 
661 
608 
733 
785 
742 
888 
734 
868 
720 
595 
578 
608 

8,520 

2,413 
2.446 
2.504 
2,573 
2.787 
2.868 
3.148 
3.149 
3.232 
3.210 
2.917 
2.761 
2,501 

Road 

East 
8 

West 

42 
54 
33 
44 
86 
76 
79 
60 
76 
90 
69 
99 

848 

173 
217 
239 
285 
321 
311 
325 
335 
354 

335 

93 
75 
76 
84 
56 
51 
73 
70 

138 
77 
73 
55 
75 

132 
61 
82 

965 

326 
293 
269 
266 
252 
332 
358 
358 
343 
280 
335 
343 
370 

EASTBOUND ROAD: 

Eastbound 

BY: Alba b Eduvlna 
BY: w a n  

10 
Right 

22 
26 

20 
25 
23 
30 
37 
23 
35 
22 
39 

310 

Alexanarla,VA COUNTED 
INPUTED 

Tumlng MovemenO 
Westhund 

Highway 

Total 

291 
280 

3 ~ ~ 1  
426 
412 
471 
430 
578 
508 
500 
454 
426 

5,162 

1,3@3 
1,504 
1,695 
1.739 
1.891 
1,987 
2.016 
2,040 
1,888 

2,040 

290 
231 
303 
260 
275 
263 
283 
344 
361 
451 
368 
428 
337 
338 
278 
291 

4,015 

1,084 
1.069 
1.101 
1.081 
1,165 
1.251 
1,439 
1.522 
1,606 
1.582 
1.469 
r.381 
1.244 

East Glebe 
11 

Thru 

8 
5 

8 2  
2 

10 
5 
2 
1 
2 
2 
8 
7 

51 

1 
Right 

7 
2 
3 
3 
5 
3 
6 
6 
5 
5 
8 

13 

66 

15 
13 
14 
17 
20 
20 
22 
24 
31 

24 

30 
23 

26 
19 

23 
33 
33 
36 
36 
38 
29 
41 
37 
$6 
38 
33 

413 

98 
91 

101 
106 
125 
138 
143 
139 
144 
145 
143 
152 
144 

Normbound 
Davis 

9 
Left 

I 

40 
30 

59 
30 
44 
16 
54 
42 
38 
40 
32 

I 
486 

162 
152 
166 
179 
174 
186 
180 
174 
152 

174 

55 
16 
59 
54 
37 
65 
C6 
68 
79 
(17 
61 
64 
63 
61 
38 
44 

743 

214 
196 
215 
222 
236 
278 
310 
305 
301 
285 
249 
226 
206 

~ g h t  

1 
10 

1 
0 
8 

11 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

33 

Southbound 
Jefferson 

2 
Thru 

82 
80 

125 
135 
165 
148 
177 
233 
195 
209 
206 
252 

2,007 

422 
505 
573 
625 
723 
753 
814 
843 
862 

843 

303 
292 
334 
283 
352 
312 
404 
403 
364 
396 
339 
389 
345 
217 
256 
277 

4,034 

1,212 
1,261 
1,281 
1.351 
1.471 
1.463 
1.547 
1.482 
1,464 
1.469 
1.290 
1,207 
1,095 

7 ' 8  
Right 

8 

1 3 
5 
5 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

44 

21 
22 
23 
19 
18 
10 
7 
6 
5 

6 

4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
0 
0 
6 
8 
5 
0 
1 
3 
I 
0 
1 

26 

12 
11 
8 
5 
9 

14 
17 
17 
12 
7 
5 
5 
5 

Road 
12 

L& 

10 
13 
21 
22 
40 
32 
44 
40 
50 
49 
54 
49 

424 

Drlveway 

L& 

1 
0 
? 

0 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
4 
2 

18 

4 5 6  
Thru 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 

9 

Davis 
3 

L& 

3 
7 
9 
5 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
3 
4 
4 

44 

Jefferson 

Thru 

243 
246 
347 
364 
373 
422 
382 
522 
465 
460 
413 
393 

4,630 

1,204 
1.330 
1.506 
1.541 
1.693 
1.791 
1.829 
1.860 
1.731 

1.860 

231 
182 
241 
204 
235 
108 
217 
270 
274 
151 
305 
363 
271 
276 
240 
246 

3,246 

858 
862 
876 
854 
920 
959 

1.112 
1.200 
1,293 
1.290 
1.215 
1.150 
1.033 

17 

Total 

40 
44 
3 
44 
75 
60 
76 
78 
75 
86 
84 
95 

788 

68 
96 

115 
136 
156 
166 
183 
193 
202 

Total 

2 
10 
2 
0 

11 
16 
3 
2 
1 
4 
5 
4 

00 

Highway 

Total 

92 
89 

1 3  
143 
172 
154 
185 
240 
201 
217 
218 
269 

2,117 

98 
115 
113 
125 
117 
119 

159 
194 
210 
255 
289 
289 
315 
323 
340 

14 
23 
29 
30 
32 
22 
10 
j 2  
14 

12 

12 
6 

12 
18 
14 
4 
2 
1 

12 
10 
1 
6 
9 
6 
0 
4 

69 

50 
52 
48 
38 
21 
19 
25 
24 
29 
26 
22 
21 
19 

I 2  
19 
20 
20 
20 
12 
1 
0 
1 

0 

4 
5 
3 
8 
4 
3 
0 
1 
4 
4 
1 
3 
2 
1 
0 
1 

24 

20 
20 
18 
15 
8 
8 
9 

10 
12 
10 
7 
6 
4 

19 
19 
19 
18 
10 
7 

13 
19 

323 

81 
67 
64 
66 
44 
47 
71 
69 

126 
67 
72 
49 
66 

126 
81 
78 

896 

276 
241 
221 
228 
231 
313 
333 
334 
314 
254 
313 
322 
351 

2 4  4 6  

117 

42 
40 
25 
33 
17 
20 
35 
33 
62 
30 
11 
23 
26 
72 
54 
46 

447 

140 
115 
95 

105 
103 
148 
156 
154 
146 
110 
152 
175 
198 

1 
5 
6 
7 
6 
2 
2 
2 

2 

J 
1 
8 
3 
4 
1 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 

12 

15 
16 
16 
8 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 

23 
19 
12 
8 
7 
7 
9 

12 

9 

5 
4 
1 
9 

11 
0 

13 
2 
1 
3 
0 

10 
1 
4 
6 
7 

50 

19 
25 
21 
33 
26 
16 
19 
6 

14 
14 
15 
21 
18 

2 
3 
4 
4 
5 
4 
7 

10 
11 

I 

1 0  

5 
2 
1 
7 
6 
0 
2 
3 
5 
5 
0 
3 
4 
5 
0 
3 

33 

15 
16 
14 
15 
8 
7 

12 
10 
13 
12 
12 
12 
12 

541 
606 
654 
751 
780 
843 
876 
905 

876 

338 
319 
361 
311 
386 
345 
450 
441 
381 
437 
368 
440 
383 
257 
300 
317 

4,505 

1,329 
1.377 
1.403 
1.492 
1.622 
1.617 
1,709 
1,627 
1.626 
1,628 
1.448 
1.380 
1.257 

I 193 

8 
2 
1 

3 
1 
0 
0 
4 
6 
2 
0 
1 
0 
5 
0 
2 

21 

14 
7 
5 
4 
5 

10 
12 
12 
9 
3 
6 
6 
7 

31 
25 
38 
30 
26 
27 
36 
14 
58 
35 
41 
25 
40 
49 
27 
30 

428 

124 
119 
121 
119 
123 
155 
163 
168 
159 
141 
155 
141 
146 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean. Vlrginia 

Existing Traffic Count 

PROJECT: Potomac 'Jllage DATE: ! 1:2Oti007 SOUTHBOUND ROAD: -!efferson Dav~s Highway 
W & A JOB NO.: ;810 DAY: Thursday NORTHBOUND ROAD: Jefferson Davts Hlghway 
INTERSECTION: Route 1 8, Suann Ave. WEATHER: Clear WESTBOUND ROAD: 
LOCATION: Alexandna.L'ri COUNTED BY: Salkic & Bud0 EASTBOUND ROAD: Swann Avenue 

INPUTED BY: aqan 

PHF 

0.86 

0.88 
0.93 

Time 
Per~cd 

AM 
6:008:15 

Tlme 
Pencd 

6:OO-6:15 
6:156:30 
6:3&6:45 
8:45-700 
7:W-7:15 
7:15-7:30 
7:3&7:45 
745-8:OO 
8:008:15 
8:15-8:30 
8:30-6:45 
8:45-9:OO 

0.826:00-7:W 
0.866:15-7:15 

6:3&7:30 
0.876:457:45 

7:0&8:00 
7:15-835 
7:3&8:30 

0.967:45-8:45 
0.978:0&9:00 

AM Peak 
0.967:304:30 

3:OO-315 
3:15-3330 
3:30-345 
3:454:00 
4:0W:15 

7.30-8:30 
7:45-8:45 
8:OO-9:00 

AM Peak 
7:30-850 

PM 
3:0&3:15 
3:15-3:30 
33-3:45 
3:454:00 

1 
Total 

395 

Turning Movements 

6:158:30 3 117 0 0 0 0 0 281 0 281 1 0 2 3 401 3 404 

4:004:15 3 374 0 377 0 0 0 0 252 4 256 3 0 8 11 633 I 1  1 4  

735-7:30 
7-30-7:45 
7:45-8:OO 
8:00-8:15 
8:15-8:30 
8:3&8:45 
8:45-9:OO 

3 Hour 
Totals 
I Hour 
Totals 

6:30-7:30 
6:45-7:45 
7:OO-8:OO 
7 : 1 1 1 5  

4:154:30 4 355 0 359 0 0 0 0 273 0 273 6 0 8 14 632 14 646 4:1M:30 
4:3W:45 3 425 0 426 0 0 0 0 270 1 271 2 0 12 14 699 14 713 4:30-4:45 
4:45-5:OO 8 448 0 456 0 0 0 0 301 1 302 8 0 13 21 758 21 779 4:455:00 

5:0&5:15 
5:15-530 3 416 0 419 0 0 0 0 345 2 347 3 0 7 10 766 10 778 515-530 
5:30-545 2 3'30 0 392 0 0 0 0 304 1 305 1 0 7 8 697 8 705 330-5:45 

5:4S3:00 
6:00-6:15 

6:156:30 4 278 6:15-6:30 
6:30-6:45 3 300 6:30-6:45 

6:45.7:W 

Southbound 
Jefferson Davis Highway 

972 
16 1.019 

1 Hour 
Totals 

3:004:00 
3:1M:15 
3:304:30 
3:4M:45 
4:OO-5:OO 
4115-315 
4:30-5:M 
4:45-5:45 
5:00-6:00 
5:156:15 
5:308:30 
5:45€:45 
6:OO-7:00 

PM Peak 
4:30-530 

3 
5 
3 
4 
6 
3 
5 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

18 

18 

3 
4 

6 

Westbound 

1 
Righl 

3 

1.036 

972 

240 
256 
287 

19 

19 
16 
18 
20 
19 
18 
15 
12 
13 
14 
13 

--- 

19 

3 
Left 

0 

2 
Thru 

101 

192 
219 
277 
238 
238 
266 
294 

452 ,410  

990 
1.035 
1.054 

980 

243 
260 
293 
334 6 328 

Northbound 
Jefferson Davis Highwav 

Total 

104 

0 

515 
585 

13 660 
748 
859 
926 

1.111 
191 .245  

1.344 
1.482 
1.602 
1.627 
1.688 
1,653 
1.594 
1,563 
1.425 
1.335 
1.273 

1,688 

Left 

0 

R ~ h l  

0 

Right 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TMal 

0 

4 5 6  
Thru 

0 

Easmound 
Swann Avenue 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

NOW 
8 

South 

369 

7 8 9  
Thru 

285 

10 
Riihl 

2 

195 
224 
280 
242 
244 
269 
299 

2,455 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

East 
8 

West 

6 

527 
598 
673 
763 
874 
941 

1.130 
1.264 
1.363 
1.498 
1.620 
1.647 
1.707 
1.671 
1.609 
1.575 
1,438 
1,349 
1.286 

1.707 

Left 

0 

11 
Thru 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Total 

285 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

12 
Len 

4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 

6 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

2.059 
1.998 
1,900 

0 2 , 0 5 8  

237 
232 
266 
248 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

10 
8 
8 

- ~-~ 

1 
2 
3 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

480 
533 
514 
513 
519 
452 
416 

5,137 

0 1 , 3 0 9  
1,445 
1.644 

0 1 , 8 0 6  
0 1 . 9 2 8  

2,020 
2,069 
2,004 
1.908 

102 ,069  

236 
234 
269 

983 
998 

1.039 
1.043 
1.096 
1.158 
1.230 
1.264 
1.268 
1.249 
1.169 
1.120 
1,062 

1,230 

2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
1 
2 

23 

8 
10 

11 
9 

19 
24 
24 

I S  

4 
11 
2 
7 248 5 0 

0 
11 0 

6 
9 
7 
5 
6 

5 
5 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 

5 

462 
516 
516 
515 
522 
453 
418 

5,160 

3,059 
3.041 
2.962 

3,059 

481 
494 
562 
562 

28 
35 
36 

28 

6 
14 
6 

12 

12 

9 

2 
3 
4 

4 1 . 3 1 3  
1,4531 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

989 
1.007 
1.046 
1.048 
1.102 

3 1 . 1 6 1  
1.235 
1.269 
1,272 
1.253 
1.171 
1.122 
1,064 

1,235 

1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 

24 

28 
35 
36 

28 

6 
14 
6 

12 

5 
6 

0.96 
3.076 
2.998 

3,087 

487 
508 
5M1 
594 

14 
15 
18 
16 
19 
20 
17 
16 
11 
11 
10 
10 
8 

------------------ 
17 

1,654 6 
1 2 1 . 6 1 8  7 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

3 
1 
6 
7 

1.939 0 
2,D2j 0 

24 
28 
25 
35 
41 
44 
43 
38 
38 
32 
30 
26 
17 

43 

4 
2 
8 

10 

13 
I 0  

1.640 
2,051 

18 
16 

11 
7 

38 
43 
43 
51 
60 
1 
60 
54 
49 
43 
40 
36 
25 

60 

2.327 
2.581 

677 
740 
798 
757 

17 
14 

11 
17 

8 z~ 9 

2.813 
2.970 

766 
722 
717 

7,615 

18 
16 

18 
24 

6 

49 

2.119 
2.271 
2,409 
2.546 
2.722 
2,808 
2.942 
2.940 
2.881 
2.628 
2.609 
2.471 
2,350 

2,942 

1.858 
2,067 

17 
14 

4 
2 
8 

10 

9 

72 

2.344 
2.595 

681 
742 
804 
767 

18 
24 

6 
9 
9 

72 

38 
43 
43 
51 
60 
64 
60 
54 
49 
43 
40 
36 
25 

60 

2.831 

774 
731 
726 

7,687 

2.157 
2,314 
2.452 
2,597 
2.762 
2.872 
3.002 
2.994 
2.930 
2.871 
2.649 
2.507 
2.375 

3,002 

0.91 

0.95 

0.96 
0.94 
0.92 
0.93 

3:OW:W 
0.903:15-415 

3:3C-430 
0.913:45-4:45 
0.894:0&5:W 
0.924:155:15 
0.964-30-5:30 

4:45-345 
5.00-6:OO 

515-8:15 
530-6:30 

0.885:4-:45 
0.886:00-700 

PM Peak 
0.964:30-5:M 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean, Virginia 

Existing Traffic Count 
I I 

PROJECT: Potomac Y~llage 
W I A JOB NO.: 391 3 
INTERSECTION: Paute 1 B ?Uslls Ave 
LOCATION. Aleiandr~a.!lA 

DATE: ' 1.2912007 SOUTHBOUND ROAD: Jefferson Davs Hlqhway 
DAY: Thursday NORTHBOUND ROAD: Jefferson Davs Hlghway 
WEATHER: Clear WESTBOUND ROAD: 
COUNTED BY: Ramz & Fersda EASTBOUND ROAD: Cus11s Avenue 

3 Hour 1 
Totals 1 601 2,3671 01 2,4271 01 0 01 01 0 4,6511 181 4,669 221 01 1481 1701 7,0961 1701 7,268 
1 Hour I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

INPUTED BY: 3qan 

Totals 
6:OO-7:00 
635-735 
630-7:30 
6:45-7'45 
7:OO-800 
7:15-8:15 
730-8:30 
7:45-845 
8:OO-9:00 

Time 
Perlod 

3 Hour 
Totals 
1 Hour 
Totals 

PHF 

AM Peak 
7 : M d : M  

3:0&4:00 
3:154:15 
3:30-4:30 
3:454:45 
4 00-500 
4:15-5:15 
430-530 
4:45-5:45 
5:00-6:00 
5:1W:15 
5:30-6:30 
5:45-6:45 
6:OO-7:OO 

PM Peak 
430-5:R 

Time 
PenCd 

PM Peak 
4 1 , 6 5 3 1  01 1,6921 0 0 01 01 0 1 , 2 6 2  5 1,2871 81 01 2 4  311 2.959 3 1  2,9901 0.991430-5:M 

Total 

Tum~ng Movements 

PM I I I 1 I I I I 1 I 1 1 I I I 1 I 1 I I I 
23 947 

Soulhbwnd 
Jefferson Davls Highway 

Norlhbound 
Jefferson Davis HlQhway 

Westbound 
0 

0 

Total 
4 

Right Total 

EasllMund 
Custis Avenue 

3 
Lefl Rght 

1 
Rlght 

970 

Norch 
a 

Swth 
5 

Thm 
2 

Thm 

East 
& 

West 
7 8 9  

Thm 
10 

Right 

0 

6 
Leff Left 

11 
Thm 

12 
Lefl Total Total 

0 0 0 0 1,924 5 1,929 12 0 89 101 2,899 101 3,000 
AM Peak 

0.977:Md:M 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean, Vlrginla 

Existing Trafflc Count 
r I 

PROJECT: Polornac \i;llage 
w a A JOB NO.: 191 3 
INTERSECTION: Roure 1 & Howell A'ie 
LOCATION: 41exandrla,\/A 

DATE: " L J ~ ' J 7  SOUTHBOUND ROAD' .?hers-r :.3. s 'i qnway 
DAY. -+ . ' c ~ ~ ~  NORThBOUND ROAD' .?fiers-r :.3. s r :nnav 
WEATHER: Clear WESTBOUND ROAD: 
COUNTEO BY 5 ~ ~ c e  Y Rnonaa EASTBOUNO ROAO: tinwell Avenue 

AM Peak 
14 934 0 948 0 0 0 0 01 ,987  1 0 1 , 9 9 7  8 0 29 37 2,943 37 2.982 0.967:30-8:30 

3 333 0 336 0 0 0 0 0 277 2 279 2 0 6 8 615 8 623 3:OC-3:15 
4 345 0 349 0 0 0 0 0 224 3 227 3 0 3 6 576 6 582 3:153:30 
1 322 0 323 0 0 0 0 0 290 5 295 1 0 3 4 618 4 622 3:30-3:45 
4 332 0 336 0 0 0 0 0 234 2 236 2 0 3 5 572 5 577 3:4M:W 
3 332 0 335 0 0 0 0 0 259 4 263 0 0 1 1 598 1 599 4:0&4:15 
3 3 3 3  0 3 3 6  0 0 0 0 0 1 2 6 2  0 0 2 2 598 2 600 4:l M : 3 0  
5 2 0 427 0 0 0 0 0 7 301 2 0 1 3 728 3 731 4 9 - 4 4 5  
7 3 7 2  0 3 7 9  0 0 0 0 2 289 2 0 4 6 668 6 674 4-455:W 
6 386 0 392 0 0 0 0 2 3 325 I 0 I 2 717 2 719 5:OC-5: 15 
4 398 0 402 0 0 0 0 0 113 5 338 3 0 4 7 740 7 747 5:155:30 
7 366 0 373 0 0 0 0 0 306 2 308 1 0 2 3 681 3 684 5.30-5:45 
6 333 0 339 0 0 0 0 0 312 7 319 1 0 2 3 656 3 661 5:45-6:00 
4 361 0 365 0 0 U 0 0 276 5 281 2 0 3 5 646 5 651 6:00-8:15 
6 256 0 262 0 0 0 0 0 254 5 259 3 0 1 4 521 4 525 8:15-6:30 
3 284 0 287 0 0 0 0 277 0 277 1 0 1 2 5W 2 566 6:30-6:45 
9 3 0 0  0 3 0 9  0 0 1 0 

0 246 2 248 3 0 2 5 557 5 562 6:457:00 

3 Hour 
Totals 631 4.1431 01 CZWI 01 01 01 01 01 4427  431 3,4701 191 01 241 4 3  7,6761 431 7,719 

Totals 
3:0&4:00 
3:1M:15 
3:30-4:30 
3:4M:45 
4:OC-5:OO 
4:155:15 
4:3C-530 
4:455:45 
5:00-6:00 
5:15-6:15 
5:30-6:30 
345-345 
6:00-7:OO 

I Hour I I I I I 1 I I 1 I 1 I I I I 1 1 I 1 1 I 

12 
12 
11 
15 
18 
21 
22 
24 
23 
21 
23 
19 
22 

PM Peak 
430-5:30 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

1.332 
1.331 
1319 
1.419 
1.459 
1.513 
1,578 
1.522 
1.483 
1.458 
1,316 
1.234 
1.201 

PM Peak 
430-5:M 0 22 1,600 1,578 0 0 0 0 0 1,21, 17 8 10 1,253 0 18 2,853 0.96 18 2,871 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean, Virginia 

Existing Traffic Count 
I I 
I PROJECT: Potornac W a g e  DATE: I !8z9!zoo7 SOUTHBOUND ROAD: Jeflerson Davis i l g h , ~ a y  

W 8 A JOB NO.: 7.313 DAY: Tnursday NORTHBOUND ROAD: Jaflersan Oavls Mlqhway 
INTERSECTION: Paute 1 (L Monroe Aue WEATHER: ''ear WESTBOUND ROAD: 
LOCATION: kIexandrla.VA COUNTED BY: Jannetle Y Homer EASTBOUND ROAD: !donroe Avenue 

Turninq Movements 1 
Southbound I Westbound 1 Northbound I EasUMund i 1 I 

0 Monrw Avenue Total 1 PHF 1 Time 
Period 

3 Hour 
Totals 
I Hour 
Totals 

6:OO-7:OO 

240 

35 

2,283 

475 

0 

0 

2.523 

510 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 4,492 

0 1 . 2 4 1  

400 4,892 

7 3 1 . 3 1 4  

580 

82 

0 

0 

550 

99 

4,110 

181 

7.415 

1.624 

1,110 

181 

(1,525 

2.005 0.816:0&7:00 



Wells & Associates, LLC 
McLean, Virginia 

Existing Trafflc Count 

PROJECT: Polomac Wage DATE: 11!29:2007 SOUTHBOUND ROAD: Jefferson D a v s  Hlghway 
W & A  JOB NO.: 7913 DAY: Thursday NORTHBOUND ROAD: Jefferson Davs Highway 
INTERSECTION: Route 1 B Slaters La WEATHER: Clear WESTBOUND ROAD: 
LOCATION: Alexanarla,VA COUNTED BY: Aba b Eduvlna EASTBOUND ROAD: Slaters Lane 

Time 
Period 

AM 
6:006:15 
6.156:30 
6:306:45 
6:467:00 
7.00-7:15 
7:15-73 
7:30-7:45 
7:458:00 
8:004:15 
8:15-8:30 
830-8:45 
8:45-9:00 

3 H w r  
Tolals 

PM Peak 
I 

PM Peak 
4:N-5:N 0 1.590 0 1,590 0 0 0 0 0 1,384 0 1,384 315 0 0 315 2,974 315 3,289 0.97 4:N-5:30 

PHF Time 
Penod 

6:00.6.15 
6:156:30 
8:30-8:45 

( % ~ ? ~ ~  
7'1 5 7 : M  
7:3&7:45 
7.468:OO 
8:0&8:15 
8:168:30 
8:3&8:45 
8:469:00 

Total 

0 
408 
534 
598 
548 
759 
821 
852 
883 
854 
833 
810 

7,980 

INPUTED BY: aqan 

Turn~ng Movemenls 
Southbound 

Jefferson Davis Highway 
Westbound 

0 
Northbound 

Right 

0 
0 
0  

Eastbound 
North 

8 
Soum 

373 
506 
559 

0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0 
0 
0 

0 

Jefferson 
7 8 9  

T ~ N  

251 
355 
372 

East 
8 

West 

0 0  
35 
28 
39 

606 
689 
743 
770 
775 
771 
760 
748 

7,300 

Total 

35 
28 
39 

L& 

0 
0 
0 
0  
0  
0  
0 
0  
0 
0  
0  

0 

10 
Right 

35 
28 
39 

1 
Righl 

0  
0 
0, 

42 
70 
78 
82 
68 
83 
73 
62 

880 

TOM 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Davis 

L d l  

0  
0 
0 

2 
T ~ N  

122 
151 
187 

42 
70 
78 
82 
88 
83 
73 
62 

680 

4 5 6  
ThN 

0  
0  
0  

413 
467 
500 
464 
466 
469 
418 
365 

4,540 

Hiahway 

Total 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
251 
355 
372 

Slaters 
11 

ThW 

0  
0  
0 

3 
L& 

0  
0 
0 

0  
0  
0  
0  
0 
0 
0  
0  

0 

Lane 
12 

L d l  

0 
0  
0  

0 
0 
0 
0  
0  
0 
0  
0  

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0  
0  
0  

0 

Total Right 

193 0 
222 0  

193 
222 
243 
306 
309 
302 
342 
383 

2,760 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
122 
151 
187 

243 
306 
309 
002 
342 
383 

2,780 

413 42 
461  70 
500 78 
464 82 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0  
0  
0  
0  

0 

0  
0  
0  
0  
0 
0  
0  
0  

0 

0 
0  
0 

0  
0 
0  
0 
0  
0  

0 

466 
469 
418 
365 

4,540 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0  
0  
0  

0 

88 
a3 
73 
62 

680 



Appendix B 

Existing Intersection Levels of Service 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM 
1: E. Glebe Road & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

> + \  4 + < * \  t P L 4  J 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

'Ci P 7 F 'Ci tt f 'Ci tP 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Fl t Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1612 1770 1863 1770 3539 1583 1770 3525 
Flt Permitted 0.44 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.25 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 819 1612 1461 1863 463 3539 1583 99 3525 
Volume (vph) 193 13 117 10 2 0 174 1860 6 9 843 24 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 203 14 123 11 2 0 183 1958 6 9 887 25 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 203 38 0 11 2 0 183 1958 6 9 911 0 
Turn Type pm+pt Perm Pm+pt Perm pm+pt 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 24.4 24.4 4.1 4.1 93.6 87.4 87.4 80.5 79.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 25.4 25.4 5.1 5.1 94.6 88.4 88.4 82.5 80.3 
Actuated glC Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.04 0.04 0.74 0.69 0.69 0.64 0.63 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 284 320 58 74 447 2444 1093 93 221 1 
VIS Ratio Prot c0.09 0.02 0.00 c0.03 c0.55 0.00 0.26 
VIS Ratio Perm c0.05 0.01 0.27 0.00 0.06 
V/C Ratio 0.71 0.12 0.19 0.03 0.41 0.80 0.01 0.10 0.41 
Uniform Delay, d l  46.5 42.1 59.5 59.1 6.6 13.7 6.1 15.0 12.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.61 0.88 1.09 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 8.3 0.2 1.6 0.1 0.4 2.1 0.0 0.5 0.6 
Delay (s) 54.8 42.3 61.0 59.2 11.0 14.1 6.7 15.4 12.6 
Level of Service D D E E B B A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 49.8 60.8 13.9 12.6 
Approach LOS D E B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 17.3 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.1 % ICU Level of Service E 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

cT+ 4.). .).F 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 
Frt 0.96 
Flt Protected 0.97 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1723 
Flt Permitted 0.97 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1723 3359 3532 
Volume (vph) 24 0 11 0 0 0 8 1998 0 0 1171 16 . . 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
25 0 12 0 0 0 8 2103 0 0 1233 17 
0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 26 0 0 0 0 0 2111 0 0 1250 0 

Perm Perm 
4 2 6 

4 2 
5.1 11 2.9 112.9 
6.1 11 3.9 11 3.9 

0.05 0.89 0.89 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 82 2989 31 43 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 2.8 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.69 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71 -7% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 2 

I (PI 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM 
3: Custis Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

4 44 4T4 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.98 1 .OO 1 .OO 
Flt Protected 0.96 1 .OO 1 .OO 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1757 3538 3525 
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.95 1 .OO 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1757 3347 3525 
Volume (vph) 99 0 12 0 0 0 10 1822 0 0 1053 29 . .  . 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 104 0 13 0 0 0 11 1918 0 0 1108 31 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 113 0 0 0 0 0 1929 0 0 1138 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 14.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.1 1 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 194 2769 2916 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Averaae Control Delay 5.2 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM voiumi to Capacity ratio 0.68 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.2% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 

Existing AM 
4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 9 k f "Ek  
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1900 1960 1900 1900 1900 1900 1906 1900 1900 1900 190b 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 
Frt 0.96 
Flt Protected 0.97 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1731 
Flt Permitted 0.79 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1409 452 3539 3534 
Volume (vph) 28 0 10 0 0 0 11 1885 0 0 1070 11 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
11 0 0 0 12 1984 0 0 1126 12 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 12 1984 0 0 1138 0 

Perm Perm Perm Perm 
8 2 6 

8 2 2 6 
112.5 112.5 112.5 
113.5 113.5 113.5 
0.89 0.89 0.89 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 72 401 3138 31 34 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 2.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.62 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.1 % ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 4 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM 
5: Monroe Ave & US Route 1 412212008 

Lane Configurations f M f 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3539 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1 .OO 0.12 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 225 3539 3539 1583 
Volume (vph) 268 409 177 1638 1264 114 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 282 431 186 1724 1331 120 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 206 0 0 0 19 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 282 225 186 1724 1331 101 
Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm 
Protected Phases 4 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.6 25.6 92.4 92.4 75.1 75.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 26.6 26.6 93.4 93.4 76.1 76.1 
Actuated glC Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.73 0.73 0.59 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 368 329 325 2582 2104 941 
VIS Ratio Prot c0. 16 0.06 c0.49 0.38 
VIS Ratio Perm 0.14 0.36 0.06 
VIC Ratio 0.77 0.68 0.57 0.67 0.63 0.11 
Uniform Delay, d l  47.8 46.8 13.5 9.1 16.9 11.2 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 1 .OO 2.06 0.1 1 1 .OO 1 .OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 5.8 1.2 0.7 1.5 0.2 
Delay (s) 57.0 52.6 29.0 1.7 18.3 11.5 
Level of Service E D C A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 54.3 4.4 17.8 
Approach LOS D A B 

HCM Average Control Delay 17.9 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.69 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.6% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

I7 0 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 5 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing AM 
6: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7'? t 7' '! t+ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 .~ . 

Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 9 1724 323 436 1325 
Turn Type custom Perm pm+pt 
Protected Phases 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.5 66.0 66.0 112.5 112.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 67.0 67.0 113.5 113.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.52 0.52 0.89 0.89 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 142 1852 829 646 3138 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 25.4 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.2% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 6 



HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
1 : E. Glebe Road & US Route 1 

Existing PM 
4/22/2008 

9 - \  ++- ' K T  t P L 4  J 

Lane Configurations 'r k f 'r +% 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 19do 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 190b 190d 1963 1900 . .  . .  
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Utit. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 167 37 0 14 5 0 317 1361 12 15 1692 0 
Turn Type Pm+pt Perm pm+Pt Perm pm+pt 
protected Phases 7 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.3 22.3 4.7 4.7 95.7 88.2 88.2 61.7 59.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 23.3 23.3 5.7 5.7 96.7 89.2 89.2 63.7 60.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.04 0.04 0.76 0.70 0.70 0.50 0.47 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 250 291 58 73 508 2466 1103 223 1642 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.07 0.02 
V/S Ratio Perm c0. 05 
V/C Ratio 0.67 0.13 
Uniform Delay, d l  47.4 43.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 6.6 0.2 
Delay (s) 54.0 44.0 
Level of Service D D 
Approach Delay (s) 49.1 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Average Control Delay 41.1 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.84 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.6% ICU Level of Service E 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1738 3362 3534 
Volume (vph) 38 0 11 0 0 0 4 1268 0 0 1594 15 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 40 0 12 0 0 0 4 1335 0 0 1678 16 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 1339 0 0 1694 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.1 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.1 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 110 2939 3089 . . .  . 

VIS ~ a t i o  Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
VIC Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 2.6 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.54 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.5% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 2 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM 
3: ~ u s t i s  Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

& 44 fP 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Pea k-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 1324 0 0 1691 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 113.3 1 13.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.7 114.3 1 14.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.89 0.89 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 76 2988 31 44 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.48 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.01 0.40 
V/C Ratio 0.26 0.44 0.54 
Uniform Delay, d l  59.1 1.2 1.4 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.08 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 0.4 0.6 
Delay (s) 60.9 1.7 0.7 
Level of Service E A A 
Approach Delay (s) 60.9 0.0 1.7 0.7 
Approach LOS E A A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.7% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

4 7 F 7 ff f f P  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 
Frt 0.95 
Flt Protected 0.97 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 
Flt Permitted 1 .OO 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1762 252 3539 3532 
Volume (vph) 9 0 6 0 0 0 17 1273 0 0 1583 23 . .  . 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
9 0 6 0 0 0 18 
0 6 0 0 0 0 0 
0 9 0 0 0 0 18 

Perm Perm Perm 
4 8 

4 8 2 
1.6 116.4 
2.6 1 17.4 
0.02 0.92 
5.0 5.0 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 1666 24 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1690 0 

Perm Perm 
6 

2 6 
11  6.4 
11  7.4 
0.92 
5.0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 36 231 3246 3240 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.1 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.5% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 4 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM 
5: Monroe & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

> \ + ,  t + J  
Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Y ?  ' r t t t + ?  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 
F rt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Fl t Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3539 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 139 3539 3539 1583 
Volume (vph) 104 236 256 1210 1590 278 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 109 248 269 1274 1674 293 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 222 0 0 0 38 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 109 26 269 1274 1674 255 
Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm 
Protected Phases 4 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.6 12.6 105.4 105.4 82.7 82.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 13.6 13.6 106.4 106.4 83.7 83.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.83 0.83 0.65 0.65 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 168 354 2942 2314 1035 ~. 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.06 cO.11 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.52 
V/C Ratio 0.58 0.16 0.76 
Uniform Delay, d l  54.5 52.0 33.8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.28 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 0.4 8.1 
Delay (s) 58.8 52.4 51.4 
Level of Service E D D 
Approach Delay (s) 54.4 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Averane Control Delay 16.8 HCM Level of Service 
HCM ~ o l u m i  to Capacity ratio 0.73 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.9% ICU Level of Sewice D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 5 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing PM 
6: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations ff f t  f f t  
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.88 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 3539 1583 1770 3539 
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.19 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 3539 1583 353 3539 
Volume (vph) 0 400 1066 379 340 1486 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 421 1122 399 358 1564 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 400 0 123 0 0 . .  . 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 21 1122 276 358 1564 
Turn Type custom Perm pm+pt 
protected Phases 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.5 81.8 81.8 112.5 112.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.5 82.8 82.8 113.5 113.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.65 0.65 0.89 0.89 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 142 2289 1024 609 3138 
V/S Ratio Prot 0.32 c0.12 0.44 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.01 0.1 7 c0.40 
V/C Ratio 0.15 0.49 0.27 0.59 0.50 
Uniform Delay, d l  58.1 11.7 9.7 9.0 1.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.82 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.4 
Delay (s) 58.6 12.4 10.3 10.6 3.1 
Level of Service E B B B A 
Approach Delay (s) 58.6 11.9 4.5 
Approach LOS E B A 

HCM Average Control Delay 13.3 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.56 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 128.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.3% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

Existing 
Wells 8 Associates. LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 6 



Appendix C 

Existing Diverted Trips 
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Figure C-2  
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Appendix D 

Trip Generation Tables 



Table I 
Potomac Yard Development Program 
PY Alexandria 

Alexandria (2 
Main 
Yard 

Office (S.F.) 
Hotel (Rooms) 
Retail (S.F.) (2) 
Residential (D.U.) 

I I 

Notes: ( I ) Source: Potomac Yard Development 

(2) Does not include existing Potomac Yard Centre. 

4/22/2008 

PY Alex CDD Based 81 Proposed 

Wells + Associates. Inc. 

Leesbug. Virginia 



Table 2 
Potomac Yard Analysis Parameters 

Land Parameter 
Use 

Value 

Office ITE Land Use Code: 
HBW Trips: 

Transit: 

Vehicle Occupancy: 

Hotel ITE Land Use Code: 
Transit: 

Vehicle Occupancy: 

Retail ITE Land Use Code: 
Transit: 

Vehicle Occupancy: 

Community All trips are assumed to be off-peak. 

Uses 

Residential ITE Land Use Code: 
HBW Trips: 

Transic 

Vehicle Occupancy: 

7 10 
0% AM exiting and PM entering 

90% AM entering and PM exiting 

0% Base Case 

30% Assumed 
1.15 Base Case 

1.40 Assumed 

310 
0% Base Case 

30% Assumed 

1.40 Base Case 
1.40 Assumed 

820 
0% Base Case 

30% Assumed 
1.60 Base Case 

1.60 Assumed 

220 
90% AM exiting 

67% PM entering 
0% AM entering and PM exiting 

0% Base Case 

30% Assumed 
1.35 Base Case 
1.40 Assumed 

Wells &Associates. LLC 

Leesburg. Virginia 



Table 3 
Potomac Yard Vehicle-Trips 
PY Alexandria 

Land 
Use 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1,740 237 1,978 3 75 1,832 2,207 

Hotel 299 245 544 175 1 75 350 
Retail 107 68 1 75 339 367 706 
Community Uses 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Residential 2.u 623 Bf! 612 376 %!B 
Total 2,377 1,173 3,550 1,502 2,749 4.25 1 

Wells & Associates. LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 4 
Potomac Yard Metrorail Person-Trips 
PY Alexandria 

Land 
Use 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 2.00 1 273 2,274 43 1 2,106 2,538 
Hotel 419 343 76 1 245 245 490 
Retail 170 109 279 542 587 1.130 
Community Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Residential 312 &!-I 827 x!z LXkl 
Total 2,903 1,565 4,468 2,046 3.446 5,49 1 

Wdls & Associates. LLC 

Leesbu~.  Virginia 



Table 5A 

Potomac Yard InternallExternal Person-Trips 

AM Peak Hour 

PY Alexandria 

Internal Tripq External Total External 

From\To Residential Office Retail Hotel Trips Outs As Percent 

of Total 

Internal T r i ~ q  

Residential 0 84 34 2 1 709 848 83% 

Office 27 0 55 1 26 65 273 82% 
Retail I I 22 0 2 1 55 109 25% 

Hotel 17 103 69 0 1 54 343 53% 

External T r i . ~  2x 1.793 L3 2.l 

Total Inq 312 2.00 I 170 419 

Summarv: Internal Trips 
External Trips 

In 

Out 
Subtotal 

Total Trip Ends 4.476 

Wells & Associates. LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 5B 

Potomac Yard InternallExternal Person-Trips 
PM Peak Hour 
PY Alexandria 

Internal Trips External Total External 
From\To Residential Office Retail Hotel Trips Outs As Percent 

of Total 

Internal Trips 
Residential 0 
Office 83 
Retail 83 
Hotel 12 

External Trips - 649 

Total Ins 827 

Summaty Internal Trips 
External Trips 

In 
Out 
Subtotal 

Total Trip Ends 

Wells & Associares. LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 6 

Potomac Yard External Person-Trips 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Main Yard 

Office 
Hotel 
Retail 

Residential 

Total 

Wells & Associates, LLC 

Leesburg, Virginia 



Table 7 

Potomac Yard Transit Person-Trips, By Neighborhood and Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Nelghborhoodl 

Land Use 

Amount Units Nearest AM Peak H o v  PM Peak H a  
Meuo In Out Tool  In Out Tool  
Set~on 

Town C e n w  

Office 
Hotel 

Retall 
Resrdenual 

M n n  m r h o o d  

Office 
Hotel 
Reu~l  
Res~dential 

Howell Nelzh- 

Office 
Hotel 
Retail 
Reridentnl 

Braddock Neizhb~rhhood 

Office 
Hotel 
Retail 
Res~dential 

-- 

800.000 S.F. 
625 Rooms 

80.000 S.F. 
414 D.U. 

164,000 5.F. 
0 Rooms 

15.000 S.F. 
639 D.U. 

463.000 S.F. 
0 Rooms 

15.000 S.F. 
2 R  D.U. 

473.000 S.F. 
0 Rooms 

10.000 S.F. 

358 D.U. 

- - 

Bnddock Road 
Bnddock Road 
Bnddock Road 
Bnddock Road 

Braddock Road 
Bnddock Road 
Bnddock Road 
Braddock Road 

Braddock Road 
Braddock Road 
Braddock Road 

Braddock Road 

Braddock Road 
Bnddock Road 
Braddock Road 
Braddock Road 

Intll 
Office 
Hotel 

Retall 
Residential 

Total 

1.900.000 S.F. 
625 Rooms 

120.000 S.F. 
1,683 D.U. 



Table 8 

Potomac Yard External Transit Person-Trips, By Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hour 
In Out Total 

PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total 

klahlhd 
Oflice 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120,000 S.F. 
Residential 1,683 D.U. 
Subtotal 

Wells & Assocbces. LLC 

Leerburs Virginia 



Table 9 

Potomac Yard Transit Mode Splits (Percent), by Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units m -r 
In Our Total In Our Total 

Office 1.900.000 S.F. 

Hotel 625 Rooms 

Retail 120.000 S.F. 
Residential 1.683 D.U. 

Total 

Wells X Associates. LLC 

Leerburg, V~rgirna 



Table 10 

Total Project Walk Person-Trips 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units 4rlmdhM n 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120.000 S.F. 
Residential 1.683 D.U. 

Total 

Wells 8 Assocnm. LLC 

Leerburg. Wrgln~a 



Table I I 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Person-Trips 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak How PM Peak How 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120,000 S.F. 
Residential 1,683 D.U. 

Total 

Wells & Assoc~ares. LLC 

Leerburg, Wrg~nia 



Table I 2  

Potomac Yard Bus Person-Trips 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak HQUT PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1.900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120.000 S.F. 
Residential 1.683 D.U. 

Total 

Wells B Arsociates. LLC 

Leesbwg. Vlrgnia 



Table I3  

Potomac Yard "Other" Transit Person-Trips 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hooc 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Office 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120,000 S.F. 
Residential 1.683 D.U. 

Total 

Wells & Associates. LLC 

Leesburg. Virginia 



Table 14 

Potomac Yard External SOV Auto Person-Trips, By Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Toral In Out Toral 

- 

P h i Q I d  
Office 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Rerail 120,000 S.F. 
Residential 1,683 D.U. 
Total 
Percent of All External Person-Trips 

Wells 8 Assoaates. LLC 

Leesburp Virg~nia 



Table I S  

Potomac Yard HOV Person-Trips, By Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount Units AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Lnral 
Office 1,900,000 S.F. 
Hotel 625 Rooms 
Retail 120,000 S.F. 
Residential 1,683 D.U. 

Total 
Percent of All External Person-Trips 

Wells & Assaciates, LLC 

Leerburs Virginia 



Table 16 

Potomac Yard Person-Trips, By Land Use and Mode Split 

With THP 

PY Alexandria 

Land Use Amount U n ~ u  Ak&awaK m 
In Out Total In Out  Total 

Qifu I 
Internal 
Walk 
Mewo Rail 

Bus 
Other 
Auto - HOV 

Auto - SOV 
Total 

,900.000 S.F. 
209 
53 

395 
53 
37 

596 

m 
200 l 

625 Rooms !A!& 
Internal 
Walk 
Metro bI 

Bus 
Other 
Auto - HOV 
Auto - SOV 
Total 

Beail I 
Internal 
Walk 
Metro Rail 
Bus 
Other 
Auto - HOV 
Auto - SOV 
Total 

20.000 S.F. 
157 

0 

3 
0 
0 
6 

4 
1 70 

Internal 
Walk 
Mevo Rail 

Bm 
Other 
Auto - HOV 
Auto - SOV 
Total 

1.683 D.U. 

LPrrl 
Internal 
Walk 
Metro Rail 

8us 
Other 

Auto - HOV 
Auto - SOV 
Total 

Percent 
Internal 
Walk 
Metro Rail 
Bus 
Other 
Auto - HOV 
Auto - SOV 
Total 

Wells h Asurcmces. LLC 

Leesbua. Vlrpnir 



Table 17 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Person-Trips, By Neighborhood and Land Use 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Neighborhood1 

b n d  Use 

Amount Uniu Nearest Memo AM Peak PM Peak Hpyl: 

Setion In Out Toel  In Out Toel 

33nmkow 
Office 
Hotel 
Retail 
Reridenrial 

800.000 S.F. Braddock Road 166 6 172 21 171 192 
625 Rooms Braddock Road 55 34 89 32 24 57 

80.000 S.F. Braddock Road 2 8 10 42 M) 101 

414 D.U. Bnddock Road 14 38 52 35 19 54 

&nn and Curtis Neizhborhoods 

Office 164,000 S.F. Braddock Road 34 I 35 4 35 39 
Hotel 0 Rooms Braddock Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Retall 15.000 S.F. Bnddock Road 0 2 2 8 I I 19 
Reridenual 639 D.U. Bnddock Road 21 59 80 54 29 84 

Howell Neinhborhood 

OBce 
Hotel 
Retail 
Res~dential 

Braddock Neiehborhood 

Office 
Hotel 
Retail 

Residential 

463.000 S.F. Braddock Road 96 4 100 I2 99 I l l  
0 Rooms Braddock Ruad 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15.000 S.F. Braddock Road 0 2 2 8 I I I 9  
272 D.U. Braddock Road 10 27 37 25 I3 38 

473.000 S.F. Bnddock Road 98 4 102 13 101 113 
0 Rooms Braddock Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 

IO.000 S.F. Braddock Ruad 0 I I 5 7 13 
358 D.U. Braddock Ruad 17 46 62 42 23 65 

IeFll 
OBce 
Hotel 
Retail 
Residential 

Toel  

1.900.000 S.F. 
625 Rooms 

120.000 S.F. 
1.683 D.U. 



Table 18 

Mode Shares by Transit Mode "' 
PY Alexandria 

Building b n t  o l  All T r i u  . . 

kil Bus Walk Ocher Total ILS Bus Walk Other Total 

- 

1300 N. 17th Sweet 
AM Building 
Air Force Association 

Crystal Mall I 
Crystal Square 2 
27 l l Jeff-Davis 

Van Nas Station 

Intelnt 
I I 00 Wayne Avenue 
Sllver Spring Mevo Center 
Ballston 

Bell Adancic 
East West Towers 
Betherda Memo Center 
Twinbrook 

Rrk lam 
Crystal Square II 
Betherda ORice Center 

Avenge 15.2% 1.9% 2.0% 1.4% 20.5% 73.4% 9.9% 9.8% 6.9% I 00.W. 
I00.m 

rn 

Walk k Asurrrtes. U C  

Led."* v-n. 



Table I 9  

Potornac Yard Metrorail Person-Trips, By Station and Direction 

With TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Station Direction PsLCKI~ -rmhk&u n 
Employment Residential In Out Total In Out Total 

Braddock Road 

F r o d o  North 8% 98% 465 223 688 288 544 832 

F r o d o  south 12% 2% 59 2 5Z IZ 42 22 
Total 515 230 745 305 605 91 1 

Wells .% A r r o c i a ~ .  U C  

Leerburg. Vlrgnnln 



Table 20 
Metrorail Station Patronage Generated by Potomac Yard, With and Without TMP 

PY Alexandria 

Station1 
Direction 

Peak Hour Patronage Daily Patronage 
Without TMP With TMP Without TMP With TMP 

AM PM AM PM 

Braddock Road 

Boardings 

Northbound 

Southbound 
Alightings 

Northbound 

Southbound 

Total 

Notes: ( I )  Peak Hour as a Percent of Day: 10.4% 

Wells & Associates. LLC 

Leerburg, Virginia 



Appendix E 

Future Intersections Levels of Service 

WELLS + A S S O C I A T E S  w 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
1 : E. ~ l e b e  Road & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations k 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1906 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19bb 1900 1906 19b'o 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1697 1826 1583 1770 3531 1770 3525 
Flt Permitted 0.55 1.00 0.51 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.05 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1030 1697 952 1583 238 3531 91 3525 
Volume (vph) 219 128 186 27 39 35 211 2022 30 189 1222 33 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 231 135 196 28 41 37 222 2128 32 199 1286 35 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 13 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 231 291 0 0 69 24 222 2159 0 199 1320 0 
Turn Type pm+pt Perm pm+ov pm+pt Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 1 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.6 28.6 16.8 33.6 95.0 79.6 97.8 81.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 29.6 29.6 17.8 35.6 97.0 80.6 99.8 82.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.13 0.25 0.69 0.58 0.71 0.59 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 259 359 121 448 344 2033 278 2065 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.05 0.1 7 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.14 
V/C Ratio 0.89 0.81 
Uniform Delay, d l  53.4 52.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 29.4 12.7 
Delay (s) 82.8 65.2 
Level of Service F E 
Approach Delay (s) 72.4 
Approach LOS E 

HCM Average Control Delay 48.0 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.4% ICU Level of Service G 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

- - - - - - - - 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

- - -  

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

' *  4 + = ?  t P ' + 4  J 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.96 1.00 085 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fl t Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1 00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1723 1770 1583 1770 3536 1770 3534 
Flt Permitted 0.77 0.80 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.03 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1380 1484 1583 221 3536 65 3534 
Volume (vph) 24 0 11 24 0 35 8 2232 12 72 1653 16 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 095 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 095 0.95 095 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 25 0 12 25 0 37 8 2349 13 76 1740 17 
RTOR Reduct~on (vph) 0 11 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vbh) 0 26 0 25 2 0 8 2362 0 76 1757 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Pm+pt Pm+Pt 
protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.8 6.8 6.8 111.2 110.0 123.2 11 7.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.8 7.8 7.8 113.2 111.0 124.2 118.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.81 0.79 0.89 0.84 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 77 83 88 203 2804 170 2979 . ~ 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 7.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.1 % ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 2 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
3: Custis Ave & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

' *  4 + < ?  t f k i  4' 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

4 7 P T .l.F t .l.F 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fl t Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1762 1770 1625 1770 3539 1770 3528 
Flt Permitted 0.74 0.73 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.06 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1357 1368 1625 231 3539 116 3528 
Volume (vph) 106 12 17 6 7 38 10 1975 2 14 1509 33 . .  . 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 112 13 18 6 7 40 11 2079 2 15 1588 35 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 139 0 6 32 0 11 2081 0 15 1622 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.8 18.8 18.8 111.2 111.2 111.2 111.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 19.8 19.8 19.8 112.2 112.2 112.2 112.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 192 193 230 185 2836 93 2827 
V/S Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.59 0.46 
V/S Ratio Perm c0. 10 0.00 0.05 0.13 
V/C Ratio 0.72 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.73 0.16 0.57 
Uniform Delay, d l  57.5 51.8 52.6 2.9 6.7 3.2 5.1 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 1.01 1.00 0.20 0.10 0.43 0.46 
Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 0.1 0.3 0.4 1.0 3.1 0.7 
Delay (s) 70.1 52.4 53.1 1.0 1.7 4.5 3.1 
Level of Service E D D A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 70.1 53.0 1.7 3.1 
Approach LOS E D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 5.5 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 2-06 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1 900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (~erm)  
Volume (vph) 35 10 13 7 5 8 11 2042 31 71 1466 15 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 37 11 14 7 5 8 12 2149 33 75 1543 16 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 53 0 7 6 0 12 2182 0 75 1559 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm ~m+Pt  Pm+~t  
Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.7 8.7 8.7 110.6 108.3 121.3 114.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.7 9.7 9.7 112.6 109.3 122.3 115.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.80 0.78 0.87 0.82 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 101 89 117 255 2757 182 2903 
V/S Ratio Prot 0.00 0.00 c0.62 c0.03 0.44 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.04 0.01 0.04 0.34 
V/C Ratio 0.52 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.79 0.41 0.54 
Uniform Delay, d l  62.9 61.0 60.8 3.2 8.8 20.9 4.0 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.59 1.58 0.63 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.8 0.4 0.2 0.1 2.1 1.3 0.6 
Delay (s) 67.7 57.9 57.2 3.1 7.3 34.2 3.1 
Level of Service E E E A A C A 
Approach Delay (s) 67.7 57.5 7.2 4.5 
Approach LOS E E A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 7.3 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.74 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.7% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC ab? 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 4 



HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Potomac Ave & US Route 1 

Lane Configurations 9 f ff I' 9 ff+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 1583 3539 1583 1770 5085 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 
Satd . Flow (perm) 3433 1583 3539 1583 187 5085 
Volume (vph) 663 335 1352 979 41 1530 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 
698 353 

0 27 
698 326 

custom 
4 

4 1 
38.7 48.9 
38.7 48.9 
0.28 0.35 
4.0 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
1423 1031 43 

0 63 0 
1423 968 43 

custom pm+pt 
2 1 

2 4 6 
83.1 125.8 93.3 
83.1 125.8 93.3 
0.59 0.90 0.67 
4.0 4.0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 949 553 2101 1422 195 3389 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Averane Control Delav 14.6 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.69 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.6% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 5 

Wells 8 Associates, LLC 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
6: Monroe Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

J 3 3  f d J  

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

'v 7 t . t . T  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1 .OO 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1771 1770 1863 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.63 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1771 1167 1863 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 842 17 8 72 96 220 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 886 18 8 76 101 232 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 903 0 8 76 101 232 
Turn Type Perm pm+ov 
Protected Phases 4 2 6 4 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 102.9 27.1 27.1 27.1 130.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 103.9 28.1 28.1 28.1 132.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.74 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.94 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1314 234 374 374 1583 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.51 0.04 c0.05 0.1 1 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.01 0.04 
V/C Ratio 0.69 0.03 0.20 0.27 0.15 
Uniform Delay, d l  9.5 45.0 46.6 47.3 0.3 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.07 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 0.3 1.2 1.4 0.0 
Delay (s) 11.0 45.3 47.8 52.0 0.3 
Level of Service 6 D D D A 
Approach Delay (s) 11.0 47.6 16.0 
Approach LOS 6 D 6 

HCM Average Control Delay 14.6 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.60 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.2% ICU Level of Service 6 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates. LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 6 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
7: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 412212008 

t f b J  

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

iff ttt if 'r tt 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.88 0.91 1.00 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 2787 5085 1583 1770 3539 
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 5085 1583 1770 3539 
Volume (vph) 0 237 2559 442 440 1781 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 249 2694 465 463 1875 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 84 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 247 2694 381 463 1875 
Turn Type custom Perm Prot 
protected Phases 2 1 8  6 
Permitted Phases 8 1 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.7 84.3 84.3 45.7 100.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 46.7 85.3 85.3 46.7 101.0 
Actuated g1C Ratio 0.33 0.61 0.61 0.33 0.72 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 930 3098 964 590 2553 
V/S Ratio Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 34.3 
Approach LOS C 

HCM Average Control Delay 22.6 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.8% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC a( 0 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
8: E. Glebe Road & Main St 412212008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

4 
Free 

0% 
229 55 3 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
241 58 3 

4 
Free 
0% 
58 7 8 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
61 7 8 

4 
Stop 

0% 
4 

0.95 
4 

None 

0.96 
41 8 

395 
6.5 

4.0 
99 

507 

4 
Stop 

0% 
1 

0.95 
1 

None 

0.96 
444 

42 1 
6.5 

4.0 
1 00 
490 

Volume Total 336 72 16 29 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

..*" U. . ,:. - ' ' . 'CT 3. fQ . ..- 
In- SiSS%fk %24q,,. : ~ ? y .  a.:~,my~;-. ,. . , ~ ~ ~ y . ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ . m ~ q : 1 - q  , .. , . 

Average Delay 1.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.3% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 8 

Wells 8 Associates, LLC 81 1 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
9: Swann Ave. & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 

CT. 
Free 

+ 
Free 

CT. 
Stop 

+ 
Stop 

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (vehlh) 48 3 33 5 0 4 26 4 3 3 15 32 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 1 3 35 5 0 4 27 4 3 3 16 34 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 305 453 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 4 38 176 136 21 139 152 2 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 4 38 176 136 21 139 152 2 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 97 100 96 99 100 100 98 97 
cM capacity (vehlh) 161 7 1572 730 729 1057 803 715 1082 

Volume Total 88 9 35 53 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cS H 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 6.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 23.7% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 9 
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
10: Custis Ave & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width ( f t )  
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (it) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflictiug volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

4 
Free 
0% 
11 9 1 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
12 9 1 

c5* 
Free 

0% 
3 0 25 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
3 0 26 

4 
Stop 

0% 
30 

0.95 
32 

None 

38 

38 
6.5 

4.0 
96 

849 

4 
Stop 

0% 
30 

0.95 
32 

None 

43 

43 
6.5 

4.0 
96 

844 

Volume Total 29 4 61 56 
Volume Left 8 1 26 0 
Volume Right 9 0 3 24 
cS H 1619 1595 863 932 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.06 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6 5 
Control Delay (s) 2.1 1.8 9.5 9.1 
Lane LOS A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 2.1 1.8 9.5 9.1 
Approach LOS A A 

Average Delay 7.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 23.1 % ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC J13 

I 
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
11 : Howell Ave. & Main St 

Lane Configurations 4% 4% 
Sign control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

None None 

Volume Total 119 26 49 52 
Volume Left 1 2 1  12 5 
Volume Right 11 1 2 1 7 
cS H 1616 1470 774 760 
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.07 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 1 5 5 
Control Delay (s) 0.1 6.0 10.0 10.1 
Lane LOS A A A B 
Approach Delay (s) 0.1 6.0 10.0 10.1 
Approach LOS A B 

Average Delay 4.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsig nalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 11 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
12: Potomac Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 095 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3424 1770 3539 1681 1649 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3424 1770 3539 1681 1649 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 0 895 249 59 227 0 766 38 109 0 7 34 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 095 0.95 0.95 0.95 095 095 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 942 262 62 239 0 806 40 115 0 7 36 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 35 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1190 0 62 239 0 492 461 0 0 7 1 
Turn Type Prot Split Split Perm 
Protected Phases 2 1 3 3 4 4 
Permitted Phases 6 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 68.3 9.3 81.6 42.2 42.2 4.2 4.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 68.3 9.3 81.6 42.2 42.2 4.2 4.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.07 0.58 0.30 0.30 0.03 0.03 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1670 118 2063 507 497 56 47 
VIS Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 38.1 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.2% ICU Level of Service E 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

. . 
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HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
1 3: E. Glebe Road & Potomac Ave 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

'r f 'r f + + F  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.98 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3475 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.51 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 948 3539 3475 
Volume (vph) 56 18 46 830 277 38 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 59 19 48 874 292 40 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 0 7 0 . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 59 2 48 874 325 0 
Turn Type Perm pm+pt 
protected Phases 4 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.6 4.6 55.4 55.4 46.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.6 5.6 56.4 56.4 47.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.81 0.81 0.68 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtensio" is) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 142 127 818 2851 2373 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 4.4 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.32 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density ,. . 

Wells 8 Associates, LLC 246 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 13 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
14: Swann Ave. & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

? 7 tt tP 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1 .OO 0.85 1.00 1 .OO 1 .OO 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3531 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.56 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 1043 3539 3531 
Volume (vph) 6 3 4 929 295 5 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 6 3 4 978 311 5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 6 0 4 978 316 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
protected Phases 4 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.2 1.2 58.8 58.8 58.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.2 2.2 59.8 59.8 59.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension is) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 50 891 3023 3016 . .  . 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.00 c0.28 0.09 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.00 0.00 
V/C Ratio 0.1 1 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.10 
Uniform Delay, dl 32.9 32.8 0.7 1.0 0.8 
Progression Factor 1.09 1.15 1.11 1.31 0.96 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 
Delay (s) 36.8 37.9 0.8 1.6 0.9 
Level of Service D D A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 37.2 1.6 0.9 
Approach LOS D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.32 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.7% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density : 
Wells & Associates, LLC a-n 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 14 



HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
15: Custis Ave & Potomac Ave 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Y 7 tt t P  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1 .oo 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 3533 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 3533 
Volume (vph) 14 0 0 917 302 4 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 15 0 0 965 318 4 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 15 0 0 965 322 0 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 4 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 58.7 58.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.3 59.7 59.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 58 3018 3013 . .~ . 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.01 
V/S Ratio Perm 
vlc Ratio 0.26 
Uniform Delay, d l  33.0 
Progression Factor 1.22 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 
Delay (s) 42.6 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 42.6 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.1 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.3% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

- 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC as '  

- - 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
16: Howell Ave. & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 7 .f.f .).F 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.95 1 .OO 1.00 0.99 
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 171 3 1770 3539 3499 
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.52 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 171 3 963 3539 3499 
Volume (vph) 8 5 96 908 280 23 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 8 5 101 956 295 24 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 5 0 0 0 3 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 8 0 101 956 316 0 
Turn Type Pm+Pt 
protected Phases 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 58.7 58.7 49.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.3 59.7 59.7 50.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.72 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 885 3018 2509 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.00 0.01 c0.27 0.09 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.09 
V/C Ratio 0.1 5 0.11 0.32 0.13 
Uniform Delay, d l  32.9 0.9 1 .O 3.1 
Progression Factor 1.10 0.47 0.36 0.29 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 
Delay (s) 37.4 0.5 0.6 1.0 
Level of Service D A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 37.4 0.6 1.0 
Approach LOS D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 1 .O HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.31 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.1 % ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 16 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
1 : E. Glebe Road & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

) + \  4 4- = 4 \  t / * L i  J 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7 F  4 ? + F  7 +F 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 . .  . .  

Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 83 209 0 0 179 90 416 1867 0 103 1910 0 
Turn Type Pm+Pt Perm pm+ov pm+pt Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 1 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 28.9 28.9 19.9 29.2 101.1 86.8 81.3 72.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 29.9 29.9 20.9 31.2 102.1 87.8 83.3 73.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.21 0.21 0.15 0.22 0.73 0.63 0.59 0.52 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 164 356 197 398 371 2213 183 1818 
V/S Ratio Prot cO.04 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.20 
V/C Ratio 1.12 
Uniform Delay, d l  55.8 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 104.7 
Delay (s) 160.6 
Level of Service F 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delav 61.2 HCM Level of Service E 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 1.10 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
l ntersection Capacity Utilization 1 1  3.3% ICU Level of Service H 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Confiqurations 
Ideal Flow ivphpt) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1906 19bb 1900 1900 190b 1900 . .  . , 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 38 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 40 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 43 0 87 7 0 4 1744 0 64 1911 0 
Turn Tvpe Perm Perm Perm pm+pt 
~ r o t e c k d  Phases 4 8 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.6 13.6 13.6 105.5 105.5 116.4 116.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 14.6 14.6 14.6 106.5 106.5 11 7.4 117.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.76 0.76 0.84 0.84 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 134 146 165 141 2689 223 2964 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 10.2 HCM Level of Service 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.0% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis .. .. 

Total Future PM Original Density 
Synchro 6 Report 

Page 2 
Wells & Associates, LLC 



HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Custis Ave & US Route 1 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (VD~DI) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1~60 1900 1906 1900 1900 . .  . .  
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd . Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 41 0 4 29 0 9 1701 0 37 1946 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 
protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.7 7.7 7.7 122.3 122.3 122.3 122.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 8.7 123.3 123.3 123.3 123.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 92 81 108 153 3116 208 3101 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 3.4 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.1 % ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 7 b 7 .)..I+ 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.97 1.00 0.88 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1 .OO 
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1753 1770 1631 1770 3536 1770 3530 
Flt Permitted 0.53 0.84 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.12 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 962 1564 1631 158 3536 226 3530 
Volume (vph) 14 6 7 41 17 84 17 1556 9 20 1803 30 . .  . 

Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 15 6 7 43 18 88 18 1638 9 21 1898 32 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 21 0 43 31 0 18 1647 0 21 1930 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Pm+Pt ~ m + P t  
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.9 8.9 8.9 115.0 112.7 117.2 113.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.9 9.9 9.9 117.0 113.7 119.2 114.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.84 0.81 0.85 0.82 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 68 111 115 170 2872 241 2895 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 5 6 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.61 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.3% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC d23 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 4 



HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
5: Potomac Ave & US Route 1 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7 IC ++ ? 7 4++ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1 00 0.85 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 1583 3539 1583 1770 5085 
Fl t Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 
Satd. Flow (~e rm)  3433 1583 3539 1583 184 5085 
Volume (vph) 1058 300 1156 724 5 1737 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1114 316 1217 762 5 1828 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 86 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 1 14 299 121 7 676 5 1828 
Turn Type custom custom pm+pt 
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 1 2 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 53.5 64.3 66.7 124.2 78.5 78.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 53.5 65.3 66.7 124.2 78.5 78.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.47 0.48 0.89 0.56 0.56 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1312 738 1686 1404 192 2851 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.32 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 0.85 
Uniform Delay, d l  39.6 
Progression Factor 1.16 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.4 
Delay (s) 50.2 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 44.8 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Average Control Delay 32.4 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.78 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.7% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis - .  
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 5 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
6: Monroe & Main 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.99 1.00 1 .OO 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1760 1770 1863 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.73 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1760 1359 1863 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 434 42 4 252 40 406 . - .  
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

Perm 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 930 563 772 772 1583 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.28 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 0.54 
Uniform Delay, d l  21.7 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 
Delay (s) 23.9 
Level of Service C 
Approach Delay (s) 23.9 
Approach LOS C 

HCM Average Control Delay 16.6 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 6 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
7: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 7'7' 444 7' 9 .ft 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 441 1699 294 429 2593 
Turn Type custom Perm Prot 
protected Phases 2 1 8  6 
Permitted Phases 8 1 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.3 84.7 84.7 45.3 100.5 
Effective Green, g (s) 46.3 85.7 85.7 46.3 101.5 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.61 0.61 0.33 0.72 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 922 3113 969 585 2566 

~ . .  . 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 0.33 c0.24 c0.73 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.16 0.19 
V/C Ratio 0.48 0.55 0.30 0.73 1.01 
Uniform Delay, d l  37.2 15.8 12.9 41.4 19.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1 .OO 1.00 1.07 1.07 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.7 0.8 3.4 17.5 
Delay (s) 37.6 16.5 13.7 47.7 38.1 
Level of Service D B B D D 
Approach Delay (s) 37.6 16.0 39.4 
Approach LOS D B D 

HCM Average Control Delay 30.5 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.1% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 7 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
8: E. Glebe Road & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockqge 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (veh/h) 

4 
Free 
0% 
103 49 9 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
108 52 9 

4 
Free 

0% 
209 8 17 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
220 8 18 

4 
Stop 

0% 
2 

0.95 
2 

None 

1 .oo 
426 

425 
6.5 

4.0 
100 
508 

4 
Stop 

0% 
2 

0.95 
2 

None 

1 .oo 
447 

447 
6.5 

4.0 
100 
494 

Volume Total 182 238 25 25 
Volume Left 2 2 
Volume Right 52 
cS H 1340 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 
Control Delay (s) 1.1 
Lane LOS A 
Approach Delay (s) 1.1 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 1.8 
l ntersection Capacity Utilization 28.5% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 8 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
9: Swann Ave. & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

;F 
Free 
0% 
7 32 4 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
7 34 4 

4 
Free 

;F 
Stop 

0% 0% 
0 3 50 15 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 3 53 16 

None 

4 
Stop 
0% 
39 

0.95 
41 

None 

127 

127 
6.5 

4.0 
94 
744 

Volume Total 79 7 77 149 
Volume Left 38 4 53 5 
Volume Right 34 3 8 103 
cS H 1619 1568 670 952 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.00 0.11 0.16 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 10 14 
Control Delay (s) 3.6 4.2 11.1 9.5 
Lane LOS A A B A 
Approach Delay (s) 3.6 4.2 11.1 9.5 
Approach LOS B A 

Average Delay 8.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.3% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC aa g 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
10: Custis Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

4 
Free 

4 
Free 

0% 0% 
5 22 3 14 0 16 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
5 23 3 15 0 17 

;F, 
Stop 
0% 
3 1 

0.95 
33 

None 

93 

93 
6.5 

4.0 
96 
782 

4 
Stop 
0% 

0 69 
0.95 0.95 

0 73 

None 

1 1 1  104 

1 1 1  104 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 4.0 
100 91 
826 771 

Volume Total 56 18 52 96 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cS H 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 7.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.4% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 
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Page 10 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
11 : ~ o w e l r ~ v e .  & Main St 412212008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (veNh) 

4 
Free 

0% 
1 4 29 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
1 4 31 

.T. 
Free 
0% 

9 4 128 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

9 4 135 

4 
Stop 

0% 
46 

0.95 
48 

None 

44 

44 
6.5 

4.0 
94 

845 

4 
Stop 

0% 
72 

0.95 
76 

None 

57 

57 
6.5 

4.0 
91 

831 

Volume Total 36 
Volume Left 1 
Volume Right 3 1 
cS H 1605 
Volume to Capacity 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 
Control Delay (s) 0.2 
Lane LOS A 
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 8.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

- 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 11 

Wells & Associates, LLC 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
12: Potomac Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Confiqurations 4% ? 4% A 
Ideal Flow ivphpl) 1900 19b0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 . .  . ,  
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.95 1.00 1.00 1 .OO 0.96 
Flt Protected 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3351 1770 3539 1681 1648 
Flt Permitted 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3351 1770 3539 1681 1648 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 0 519 286 121 753 0 575 27 84 0 38 135 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 546 301 127 793 0 605 28 88 0 40 142 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 81 . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 803 0 127 793 0 370 342 0 0 40 61 
Turn Type Prot Split Split Perm 
Protected Phases 2 1 3 3 4 4 
Permitted Phases 6 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 59.6 15.5 80.1 37.5 37.5 10.4 10.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 59.6 16.5 80.1 37.5 37.5 10.4 10.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.12 0.57 0.27 0.27 0.07 0.07 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1427 209 2025 450 441 138 118 . . .  . 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
vls Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 36.5 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 2 3  / 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
13: E. Glebe Road & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

= \ \  t i 4  
Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 485 3539 3494 
Volume (vph) 49 45 26 562 809 75 
peak-hou;factor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 52 47 27 592 852 79 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 43 0 0 5 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 52 4 27 592 926 0 
Turn Type Perm pm+pt 
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 8 2 
ActuatedGreen,G(s) 4.7 4.7 55.3 55.3 47.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.7 5.7 56.3 56.3 48.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.80 0.80 0.70 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 144 129 456 2846 2431 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.03 0.00 c0.17 c0.27 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.00 0.04 
V/C Ratio 0.36 0.03 0.06 0.21 0.38 
Uniform Delay, d l  30.4 29.6 1.8 1.6 4.4 
Progression Factor 1.05 1.46 1.26 1.48 1 .OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 
Delay (s) 33.2 43.3 2.4 2.6 4.9 
Level of Service C D A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 38.0 2.5 4.9 
Approach LOS D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 6.0 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.37 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.8% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

- - - - - 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 6 Report 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC 232 

Page 13 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
14: Swann Ave. & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 7 f 7 .).t .fP 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3537 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.30 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 563 3539 3537 
Volume (vph) 15 5 3 586 896 4 
peak-hou;factor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 16 . 5 3 617 943 4 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 16 0 3 617 947 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 8 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.4 1.4 58.6 58.6 58.6 
EffectiveGreen,g(s) 2.4 2.4 59.6 59.6 59.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 61 54 479 3013 3012 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.01 0.17 c0.27 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01 
V/C Ratio 0.26 0.00 0.01 0.20 0.31 
Uniform Delay, d l  32.9 32.6 0.8 0.9 1.1 
Progression Factor 0.97 0.96 1.19 1.17 0.85 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 
Delay (s) 34.2 31.3 0.9 1.2 1.2 
Level of Service C C A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 33.5 1.2 1.2 
Approach LOS C A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.6 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.31 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Lltilization 36.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 233 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
15: Custis Ave & Potornac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 3530 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 3530 
Volume (vph) 7 0 0 589 885 16 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 0 0 620 932 17 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 7 0 0 620 949 0 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.2 58.8 58.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.2 59.8 59.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 3023 3016 
vls Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 0.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.31 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.0% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 15 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
1 6: Howell Ave. & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.99 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1759 1770 3539 3531 
Fl t Permitted 0.96 0.27 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1759 498 3539 3531 
Volume (vph) 27 3 40 562 871 14 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 3 42 592 917 15 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 3 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 28 0 42 592 931 0 
Turn Type Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.5 58.5 58.5 50.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.5 59.5 59.5 51.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.85 0.85 0.73 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 63 501 3008 2583 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.02 0.01 c0.17 c0.26 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.07 
V/C Ratio 0.45 0.08 0.20 0.36 
Uniform Delay, dl 33.1 1.2 0.9 3.4 
Progression Factor 0.98 0.24 0.23 1.14 
Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 
Delay (s) 37.4 0.3 0.3 4.3 
Level of Service D A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 37.4 0.3 4.3 
Approach LOS D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 3.4 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.7% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Original Density 
Wells & Associates, LLC ass' 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
1 : E. Glebe Road & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

~ane~onf i~ura t ions  
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

? F 
1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.92 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1717 
Flt Permitted 0.56 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1047 1717 996 1583 239 3531 93 3525 
Volume (vph) 219 150 164 27 37 35 211 2019 30 219 1193 33 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 231 158 173 28 39 37 222 2125 32 231 1256 35 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 30 0 0 0 13 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 231 301 0 0 67 24 222 2156 0 231 1290 0 
Turn Type Pm+pt Perm pm+ov pm+pt pm+pt 
Protected Phases 7 4 8 1 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 29.2 29.2 17.2 34.0 95.6 79.0 96.0 79.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 30.2 30.2 18.2 36.0 97.6 80.0 98.0 80.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.13 0.26 0.70 0.57 0.70 0.57 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 267 370 129 452 359 2018 278 2019 
V/S Ratio Prot 0.05 c0.18 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.14 
v/c Ratio 0.87 0.81 
Uniform Delay, d l  52.6 52.2 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 24.0 12.8 
Delay (s) 76.6 65.1 
Level of Service E E 
Approach Delay (s) 69.8 
Approach LOS E 

HCM Average Control Delay 47.4 HCM Level of Service D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.9% ICU Level of Service G 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 

Wells & Associates, LLC . 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

4 T P 7 +P 'F bP 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 .~ ~. 

Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1288 1483 1583 303 3532 79 3533 
Volume (vph) 24 0 11 24 0 55 8 2217 32 203 1470 16 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 25 0 12 25 0 58 8 2334 34 214 1547 17 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 51 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 26 0 25 7 0 8 2367 0 214 1564 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Pm+Pt pm+pt 
protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 6.9 6.9 90.1 89.0 123.1 117.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 7.9 7.9 92.1 90.0 124.1 118.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.66 0.64 0.89 0.84 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap ( v ~ h )  73 84 89 221 2271 434 2978 . . .  . 
V/S   at id Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
vlc Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 30.3 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM ~ o l u m i  to Capacity ratio 0.90 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.5% ICU Level of Service F 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 2 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
3: Custis Ave & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

> + \  < ' K T  t P L i  4 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
F rt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1375 1371 1638 295 3538 112 3526 
Volume (vph) 108 16 13 6 7 28 10 1988 3 11 1330 33 
Peak-hour factor, PH F 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated glC Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 
114 17 

0 3 
0 142 

Perm 
4 

4 
18.9 
19.9 
0.14 
5.0 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
14 6 7 29 
0 0 15 0 
0 6 21 0 

Perm 
8 

8 
18.9 18.9 
19.9 19.9 
0.14 0.14 

5.0 5.0 

0.95 
11 
0 

11 
Perm 

2 
11 1.1 
112.1 
0.80 
5.0 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
2093 3 12 

0 0 0 
2096 0 12 

Perm 
2 

6 
111.1 11 1.1 
112.1 112.1 
0.80 0.80 

5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 195 195 233 236 2833 90 2823 
VIS ~ a t i o   rot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

co. 10 
0.73 
57.4 
1 .oo 
12.6 
70.0 

E 
70.0 

E 

HCM Averaae Control Delay 6.2 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.74 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.7% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

33'7 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 4 'Z F 'r +F 'r +F 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.98 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1761 1770 1710 1770 3539 1770 3533 
Flt Permitted 0.80 0.71 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.06 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1456 1320 1710 298 3539 111 3533 
Volume (vph) 36 10 10 8 5 6 11 2058 1 3 1352 15 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 38 11 11 8 5 6 12 2166 1 3 1423 16 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 53 0 8 5 0 12 2167 0 3 1439 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Pm+Pt Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 8 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 8.8 8.8 8.8 117.4 115.1 115.0 113.9 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.8 9.8 9.8 119.4 116.1 117.0 114.9 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.85 0.83 0.84 0.82 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 102 92 120 289 2935 118 2900 
vls Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.00 c0.61 0.00 0.41 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.04 0.01 0.03 0.02 
V/C Ratio 0.52 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.74 0.03 0.50 
Uniform Delay, d l  62.9 60.9 60.7 2.4 5.3 6.6 3.8 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 0.97 0.93 1.04 0.69 1.20 0.65 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.8 0.4 0.2 0.1 1.5 0.1 0.5 
Delay (s) 67.6 59.5 56.8 2.6 5.1 8.0 3.0 
Level of Service E E E A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 67.6 57.9 5.1 3.0 
Approach LOS E E A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 5.5 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.69 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.0% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

J c f O  
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
5: Potomac Ave & US Route 1 412212008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7 ? t ? 'r t t 4  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1 .OO 0.91 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1 .OO 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 1583 3539 158!3 ---A770 5085 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 1583 3539 1583 187 5085 
Volume (vph) 663 333 1339 993 41 1530 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 698 351 1409 1045 43 1611 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 63 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 698 323 1409 982 43 1611 
Turn Type custom custom pm+pt 
protected Phases 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 1 2 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 39.8 49.9 82.1 125.9 92.2 92.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 39.8 49.9 82.1 125.9 92.2 92.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.36 0.59 0.90 0.66 0.66 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 976 564 2075 1424 192 3349 . .  . 

VIS ~ a t i o  Prot 0.20 
VIS Ratio Perm 
vlc Ratio 0.72 
Uniform Delay, d l  45.0 
Progression Factor 0.66 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 
Delay (s) 31.2 
Level of Service C 
Approach Delay (s) 25.6 
Approach LOS C 

HCM Average Control Delay 14.5 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 4.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.5% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift . , 
Wells & Associates, LLC Nl 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
6: Monroe Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1 .OO 1 .OO 1 .OO 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1773 1770 1863 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.75 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1773 1398 1863 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 866 6 8 64 10 220 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 91 2 6 8 67 1 1  232 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 918 0 8 67 1 1  232 
Turn Type Perm pm+ov 
Protected Phases 4 2 6 4 
Permitted Phases 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 102.6 27.4 27.4 27.4 130.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 103.6 28.4 28.4 28.4 132.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.74 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.94 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1312 284 378 378 1583 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 11.9 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.59 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.9% ICU Level of Service B 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

J42 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
7: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 2787 5085 1583 1770 3539 
Volume (vph) 0 237 2559 442 440 1781 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 249 2694 465 463 1875 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 84 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 247 2694 381 463 1875 
Turn Type custom Perm Prot 
protected Phases 2 18 6 
Permitted Phases 8 1 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.7 84.3 84.3 45.7 100.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 46.7 85.3 85.3 46.7 101.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.61 0.61 0.33 0.72 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 930 3098 964 590 2553 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 34.3 
Approach LOS C 

HCM Average Control Delay 22.5 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.8% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
8: E. Glebe Road & Main St 4/22/2008 

' 5  K ' < I \  t ? \ . &  J 

Lane Configurations 
Sign control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

Free 
0% 
58 7 8 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
6 1 7 8 

stop 
0% 

4 
0.95 

4 

None 

0.95 
454 

423 
6.5 

4.0 
99 

482 

stop 
0% 

4 1 
0.95 0.95 

4 1 

None 

0.95 0.95 
455 498 

425 470 
7.1 6.5 

3.5 4.0 
99 100 

495 453 

Volume Total 391 72 16 29 
Volume Left 37 3 
Volume Right 97 7 
cSH 1533 1177 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0 
Control Delay (s) 0.9 0.4 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 0.9 0.4 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 1.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.4% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

----- 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis . 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

--- 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
9: Swann Ave. & Main St 4/22/2008 

C "--*\ t P k i  J 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (veh/h) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehth) 

4 
Free 

0% 
205 3 27 
0.95 0.95 0.95 
216 3 28 

+b 
Free 
0% 

0 11 40 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

0 12 42 

4 
Stop 

0% 
12 

0.95 
13 

None 

0.99 
469 

465 
6.5 

4.0 
97 

424 

+b 
Stop 

0% 
17 

0.95 
18 

None 

0.99 
477 

473 
6.5 

4.0 
96 

41 9 

Volume Total 247 16 59 64 
Volume Left 216 4 42 5 
Volume Right 28 12 4 41 
cSH 1607 1579 418 692 
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.09 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 0 12 8 
Control Delay (s) 6.8 2.0 15.0 10.7 
Lane LOS A A C B 
Approach Delay (s) 6.8 2.0 15.0 10.7 
Approach LOS C B 

Average Delay 8.5 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.2% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
10: Custis Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

' *  - = 4 \  t / * L 4  

Lane Configurations 4 
Free 

.T. 
Free 

4 
Sign Control Stop 

.T. 
Stop 

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Volume (vehlh) 13 11 5 0 3 0 14 27 1 0 30 23 
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 14 12 5 0 3 0 15 28 1 0 32 24 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type None None 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 282 463 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 3 17 85 45 14 60 47 3 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 3 17 85 45 14 60 47 3 
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF ( 9  2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 
pO queue free % 99 100 98 97 100 100 96 98 
cM capacity (vehlh) 161 9 1600 851 840 1066 905 837 1081 

Volume Total 31 3 44 56 
Volume Left 14 0 
Volume Right 5 0 
cS H 1619 1600 
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.00 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 
Control Delay (s) 3.3 0.0 
Lane LOS A 
Approach Delay (s) 3.3 0.0 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 7.7 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 10 

Wells & Associates, LLC 

2Vd 



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
11 : Howell Ave. & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 4 
Sign Control Free 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

+ 
Free 

4 
Stop 

None 

4 
Stop 

None 

Volume Total 14 14 39 53 
Volume Left 2 8 
Volume Right 4 2 
cSH 1616 1607 
Volume to Capacity 0.00 0.01 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 
Control Delay (s) 1.1 4.5 
Lane LOS A A 
Approach Delay (s) 1.1 4.5 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 7.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 16.0% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis , 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC JV? 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
12: Potomac Ave 81 Main St 4/22/2008 

= t  #+- ' < * \  t / . L i  J 

Lane Configurations .)b 4 f 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Frt 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.85 
Flt Protected 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3455 1770 3539 1681 1631 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3455 1770 3539 1681 1631 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 0 974 184 39 226 0 759 21 150 0 6 39 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1025 194 41 238 0 799 22 158 0 6 41 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 39 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1210 0 41 238 0 505 461 0 0 6 2 
Turn Type Prot Split Split Perm 
Protected Phases 2 1 3 3 4 4 
Permitted Phases 6 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 68.1 7.6 79.7 43.0 43.0 5.3 5.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 68.1 7.6 79.7 43.0 43.0 5.3 5.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.05 0.57 0.31 0.31 0.04 0.04 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1681 96 2015 516 501 71 60 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.35 c0.02 c0.30 0.28 c0.00 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.07 0.00 
V/C Ratio 0.72 0.43 0.12 0.98 0.92 0.08 0.03 
Uniform Delay, d l  28.4 64.1 13.9 48.0 46.8 65.0 64.9 
Progression Factor 0.66 0.97 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.94 0.91 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 3.0 0.1 28.5 17.6 0.5 0.2 
Delay (s) 20.9 64.9 12.3 69.0 56.7 61.7 59.3 
Level of Service C E 6 E E E E 
Approach Delay (s) 20.9 20.1 63.0 59.6 
Approach LOS C C E E 

HCM Average Control Delay 37 9 HCM Level o fs rv ice  D 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.9% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

~ - - 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
13: E. Glebe Road & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 3 44 4% 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1906 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 59 3 48 874 325 0 
Turn Type Perm pm+pt 
protected Phases 4 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 4.7 55.3 55.3 46.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 5.7 5.7 56.3 56.3 47.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.80 0.80 0.68 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 144 129 815 2846 2373 

~ . .  

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot c0.03 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 0.41 
Uniform Delay, d l  30.6 
Progression Factor 1.19 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 
Delay (s) 37.2 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 44.9 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Average Control Delay 5.1 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates. LLC 

- 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
14: Swann Ave. & Potomac Ave 412212008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7 f 7 + + f F  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1 .OO 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3531 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1 .OO 0.58 1.00 1 .OO 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 1087 3539 3531 
Volume (vph) 6 5 11 1053 258 4 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 6 5 12 1108 269 4 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 6 0 12 1108 273 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.2 1.2 58.8 58.8 58.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.2 2.2 59.8 59.8 59.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 50 929 3023 3016 
VIS Ratio Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
VIC Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 1.8 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.1% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
15: Custis Ave & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 
Frt 1 .oo 
Fl t Protected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 
Fl t Permitted 0.95 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 3534 
Volume (vph) 12 0 0 1050 268 3 
peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
13 0 0 1105 282 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 0 0 1105 285 0 

Perm 
4 2 6 

2 
1.2 58.8 58.8 
2.2 59.8 59.8 
0.03 0.85 0.85 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 3023 3019 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.01 c0.31 0.08 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 0.23 0.37 0.09 
Uniform Delay, d l  33.1 1.1 0.8 
Progression Factor 1.36 0.17 0.99 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.9 0.3 0.1 
Delay (s) 46.7 0.5 0.9 
Level of Service D A A 
Approach Delay (s) 46.7 0.5 0.9 
Approach LOS D A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 1 .O HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.36 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41 .O% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 251 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis AM 
16: Howell Ave. & Potomac Ave 412212008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 19;60 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1713 1770 3539 3519 
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.54 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 171 3 997 3539 3519 
Volume ( v ~ h )  8 5 84 1040 259 10 . .  , 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G Is) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 54 912 3023 2529 
VIS Ratio Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
vlc Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 1 .O HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.35 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.7% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future AM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC as2 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
1: E. Glebe Road & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

9 + \  < + = 7  t P L i  r' 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Y F 
1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.90 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1669 
Flt Permitted 0.27 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 502 1669 1434 1583 97 3529 102 3487 
Volume (vph) 174 79 179 35 159 101 368 1732 33 99 1639 178 . .  . 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 183 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 83 
Turn Type Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 7 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.3 
Effective Green, g (s) 31.3 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
188 37 167 106 387 
0 0 0 15 0 
0 0 204 91 387 

Perm pm+ov pm+pt 
8 1 5 

8 8 2 
21.3 30.6 99.7 
22.3 32.6 100.7 
0.16 0.23 0.72 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

- - 

HCM Average Control Delay 61.8 HCM Eve1 of Service E 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 1.09 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 1 12.8% ICU Level of Service H 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analyqis Synchro 6 Report 
Total Future PM Density Shift Page 1 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 2C3 



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
2: Swann Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

4 'I F 7 tF tF 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 . .  . .  

Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Fl t Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1348 1396 1583 196 3532 227 3535 
Volume (vph) 38 0 1 1  83 0 50 4 1451 19 85 1769 15 
peak-houffactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 40 0 12 87 0 53 4 1527 20 89 1862 16 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 9 0 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 43 0 87 6 0 4 1547 0 89 1878 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Pm+pt 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.6 13.6 13.6 104.3 104.3 116.4 116.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 14.6 14.6 14.6 105.3 105.3 117.4 117.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.75 0.75 0.84 0.84 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 141 146 165 147 2657 280 2964 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 0.44 0.02 c0.53 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.06 0.02 0.25 
V/C Ratio 0.31 0.60 0.03 0.03 0.58 0.32 0.63 
Uniform Delay, d l  58.0 59.9 56.4 4.4 7.6 6.0 3.9 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.87 1.49 3.95 0.61 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 6.4 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.2 
Delay (s) 59.2 66.3 56.4 8.5 12.3 24.0 2.6 
Level of Service E E E A B C A 
Approach Delay (s) 59.2 62.6 12.3 3.6 
Approach LOS E E B A 

HCM Average Control Delay 10.2 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM ~olum-e to Capacity ratio 0.63 
Actuated Cycle Lerlgth (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.2% ICU Level of Service D 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 25- Y 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
3: Custis Ave & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 4 7 F 7 +% 'i +F 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Frt 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 
Flt Protected 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1760 1770 1782 1770 3537 1770 3517 
Flt Permitted 0.82 0.71 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.16 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1486 1320 1782 264 3537 295 3517 
Volume (vph) 23 13 1 1  3 30 12 7 1432 6 25 1464 65 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 24 14 12 3 32 13 7 1507 6 26 1541 68 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 . .  . 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 40 0 3 33 0 7 1513 0 26 1608 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 
protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.6 7.6 7.6 122.4 122.4 122.4 122.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 8.6 8.6 8.6 123.4 123.4 123.4 123.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 91 81 109 233 3118 260 3100 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 3.2 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.51 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.2% ICU Level of Service 6 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

- - 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
4: Howell Ave. & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

. ' ' t  4 f- < 4 \  t P \ * 4  J 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1475 1638 1816 162 3539 284 3530 
Volume (vph) 15 6 7 17 14 3 17 1458 1 4 1796 30 . .  . 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 16 6 7 18 15 3 18 1535 1 4 1891 32 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 18 15 0 18 1536 0 4 1923 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm ~m+Pt  Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.1 5.1 5.1 122.1 118.8 117.7 116.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 6.1 6.1 6.1 124.1 119.8 119.7 117.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.89 0.86 0.86 0.84 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtensio" is) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 64 71 79 193 3028 265 2965 
V/S Ratio Prot 0.01 cO.00 0.43 0.00 c0.54 
V/S Ratio Perm c0.02 0.01 0.08 0.01 
V/C Ratio 0.35 0.25 0.19 0.09 0.51 0.02 0.65 
Uniform Delay, d l  65.0 64.7 64.6 3.8 2.6 1.9 3.9 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 0.99 0.99 1.58 0.42 0.68 0.34 
Incremental Delay, d2 3.3 1.9 1.2 0.2 0.5 0.0 1.0 
Delay (s) 68.3 65.7 64.8 6.1 1.6 1.3 2.4 
Level of Service E E E A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 68.3 65.3 1.6 2.4 
Approach LOS E E A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 3.2 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.64 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.2% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC A S 6  

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
5: Potomac Ave & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations ' i  f f 'i Wt 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.91 
Frt 1 .OO 0.85 1.00 0.85 1 .OO 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 1583 3539 1583 1770 5085 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 1583 3539 1583 183 5085 
Volume (vph) 1089 197 1154 725 13 1699 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 1146 207 1215 763 14 1788 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 17 0 80 0 0 
Lane Group Flow(vph) 1146 190 1215 683 14 1788 
Turn Type custom custom pm+pt 
Protected Phases 4 2 1 6 
Permitted Phases 4 1 2 4 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 54.8 64.5 66.5 125.3 77.2 77.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 54.8 65.5 66.5 125.3 77.2 77.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.47 0.48 0.89 0.55 0.55 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1344 741 1681 1417 177 2804 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.33 c0.34 0.00 c0.35 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.12 0.43 0.04 
V/C Ratio 0.85 0.26 0.72 0.48 0.08 0.64 
Uniform Delay, d l  38.9 22.5 29.4 1.4 20.3 21.7 
Progression Factor 1.04 1.03 0.71 25.41 1.16 1.17 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.8 0.2 2.3 0.2 0.2 0.9 
Delay (s) 45.1 23.5 23.3 34.7 23.6 26.2 
Level of Service D C C C C C 
Approach Delay (s) 41.8 27.7 26.2 
Approach LOS D C C 

HCM Average Control Delay 30.9 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.78 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.9% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
6: Monroe & Main 412212008 

" 3  3 r d  b 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

'tf = i + t ?  
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 .OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1 .OO 1.00 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.85 
Flt Protected 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1769 1770 1863 1863 1583 
Flt Permitted 0.95 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1769 1372 1863 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 436 15 1 45 30 141 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 459 16 1 47 32 148 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 474 0 1 47 32 148 
Turn Type Perm pm+ov 
Protected Phases 6 4 8 6 
Permitted Phases 4 8 
Actuated Green, G (s) 73.0 57.0 57.0 57.0 130.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 74.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 132.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.94 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 935 568 772 772 1583 . . .  . 
VIS ~ a t i o  Prot 
VIS Ratio Perm 
VIC Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 17.9 HCM Level of Service B 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 4.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.1 % ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 25% 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
7: Slaters Lane & US Route 1 4/22/2008 

Lane Confiqurations FIG +++ IC 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1906 19b0 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 441 1699 295 429 2593 
Turn Type custom Perm Prot 
protected Phases 2 1 8  6 
Permitted Phases 8 1 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 45.1 84.9 84.9 45.1 100.6 
Effective Green, g (s) 46.1 85.9 85.9 46.1 101.6 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.61 0.61 0.33 0.73 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 918 3120 971 583 2568 

~ .~ . 

V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.16 
V/C Ratio 0.48 
Uniform Delay, d l  37.4 
Progression Factor 1 .OO 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 
Delay (s) 37.8 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 37.8 
Approach LOS D 

HCM Average Control Delay 30.2 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.1% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 959 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
8: E. Glebe Road & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free Oh 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

& 
Free 

& 
Free 

0% 0% 
21 103 52 11 223 8 26 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
22 108 55 12 235 8 27 

& 
Stop 

0% 
2 

0.95 
2 

None 

& 
Stop 

0% 
6 2 

0.95 0.95 
6 2 

None 

Volume Total 185 255 35 25 
Volume Left 22 12 27 6 
Volume Right 55 8 5 17 
cS H 1323 1415 527 666 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.04 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 1 5 3 
Control Delay (s) 1.1 0.4 12.3 10.6 
Lane LOS A A B B 
Approach Delay (s) 1.1 0.4 12.3 10.6 
Approach LOS B B 

Average Delay 2.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.9% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 266 
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
9: Swann Ave. & Main St 

Lane Configurations 
Sign control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (ftls) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storqge veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC 1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

Stop 
0% 

None None 

Volume Total 109 11 66 191 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cS H 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 8.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.1 % ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC &I 

- 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
10: Custis Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (veh/h) 

4 
Free 
0% 

2 7 5 11 
0.95 0.95 0.95 

28 5 12 

4 
Free 

4 
Stop 

0% 0% 
14 0 6 37 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
15 0 6 39 

None 

4 
Stop 

0% 
0 95 

0.95 0.95 
0 100 

None 

Volume Total 45 16 47 127 
Volume Left 28 
Volume Right 12 
cSH 1603 
Volume to Capacity 0.02 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 
Control Delay (s) 4.6 
Lane LOS A 
Approach Delay (s) 4.6 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 8.4 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.0% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC aka 

- - 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
11: Howell Ave. & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Sign Control 
Grade 
Volume (vehlh) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vph) 
Pedestrians 
Lane Width (ft) 
Walking Speed (Ws) 
Percent Blockage 
Right turn flare (veh) 
Median type 
Median storage veh) 
Upstream signal (ft) 
pX, platoon unblocked 
vC, conflicting volume 
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 
vCu, unblocked vol 
tC, single (s) 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
tF (s) 
pO queue free % 
cM capacity (vehlh) 

4 
Free 

4 
Free 

4 
Stop 

4 
Stop 

0% 0% 0% 0% 
1 4 5 3 9 4 5 41 10 2 77 20 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
1 4 5 3 9 4 5 43 11 2 81 21 

None None 

Volume Total 11 17 59 104 
Volume Left 
Volume Right 
cSH 
Volume to Capacity 
Queue Length 95th (ft) 
Control Delay (s) 
Lane LOS 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

Average Delay 8.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.7% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 

HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells 8 Associates, LLC 263 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
12: Potomac Ave & Main St 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

+P 7 +F 7 4 4 1' 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 . .  . .  

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 
Flt Protected 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 
Satd. Flow (prot) 3358 1770 3539 1681 1642 
Flt Permitted 1 .OO 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.97 
Satd. Flow (perm) 3358 1770 3539 1681 1642 1863 1583 
Volume (vph) 0 536 278 147 843 0 394 20 67 0 19 155 . .  . 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 
293 155 

0 0 
0 155 

Prot 
1 

18.4 
19.4 
0.14 
5.0 

0.95 0.95 
0 415 
0 0 
0 260 

Split 
3 

0.95 0.95 
0 20 
0 0 
0 20 

Split 
4 4 

0.95 
163 
101 
62 - 

Perm 

4 
10.6 
10.6 
0.08 
4.0 

Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1485 245 2156 385 376 141 120 . . .  . 
V/S ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
vlc Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 33.0 HCM Level of Service C 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.3% ICU Level of Service C 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLt=' 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
13: E. Glebe Road & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

f ' s  
1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.26 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 478 3539 3493 
Volume (vph) 49 46 41 548 807 77 
Peak-hour factor, PH F 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Actuated Green, G (s) 
Effective Green, g (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
Clearance Time (s) 

0.95 0.95 0.95 
48 43 577 
44 0 0 
4 43 577 

Perm pm+pt 
5 2 

8 2 
4.7 55.3 55.3 
5.7 56.3 56.3 
0.08 0.80 0.80 
5.0 5.0 5.0 

Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 144 129 475 2846 2365 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.03 0.01 c0.16 
V/S Ratio Perm 0.00 0.07 
V/C Ratio 0.36 0.03 0.09 0.20 
Uniform Delay, dl 30.4 29.6 1.9 1.6 
Progression Factor 1.04 1.47 1.24 1.54 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 
Delay (s) 33.0 43.6 2.5 2.6 
Level of Service C D A A 
Approach Delay (s) 38.1 2.6 
Approach LOS D A 

HCM Average Control Delay 6.4 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.38 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.4% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 

Synchro 6 Report 
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HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
14: Swann Ave. & Potomac Ave 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

7 f 7 ++ +F 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1770 3539 3537 
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.27 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 497 3539 3537 
Volume (vph) 13 1 1  5 557 1003 5 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 14 12 5 586 1056 5 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 0 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 14 0 5 586 1061 0 
Turn Type Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 8 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 1.3 58.7 58.7 58.7 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.3 2.3 59.7 59.7 59.7 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 58 52 424 3018 3017 
V/S Ratio Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 2.1 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM volume to Capacity ratio 0.35 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC ,. I 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis PM 
15: Custis Ave & Potomac Ave 4/22/2008 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frt 
Flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 
Adj. Flow (vph) 
RTOR Reduction (vph) . .  . 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 5 0 0 595 1068 0 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.2 58.8 58.8 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.2 59.8 59.8 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.85 0.85 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 3023 3017 
V/S Ratio Prot c0.00 0.17 c0.30 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 0.09 0.20 0.35 
Uniform Delay, d l  32.9 0.9 1.1 
Progression Factor 0.88 0.12 0.52 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.3 
Delay (s) 29.8 0.3 0.9 
Level of Service C A A 
Approach Delay (s) 29.8 0.3 0.9 
Approach LOS C A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 0.7 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.1 % ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 6 Report 
Total Future PM Density Shift ouo7 Page 15 
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HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
16: Howell Ave. & Potomac Ave 

-- 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

=r+ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4 0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1 00 1.00 0.95 0.95 
Frt 0.98 100 1.00 1.00 
Fl t Protected 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1756 1770 3539 3533 
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.23 1.00 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 1756 430 3539 3533 
Volume (vph) 14 2 50 552 988 12 . .  . 
Peak-hourfactor,PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 15 2 53 581 1040 13 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 2 0 0 0 1 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 15 0 53 581 1052 0 
Turn Type Pm+Pt 
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6 
Permitted Phases 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.4 58.6 58.6 50.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 2.4 59.6 59.6 51.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.85 0.85 0.73 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Vehicle ~xtension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 60 450 3013 2584 . . .  . 
vls ~ a t i o  Prot 
V/S Ratio Perm 
V/C Ratio 
Uniform Delay, d l  
Progression Factor 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 
Level of Service 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 

HCM Average Control Delay 3.9 HCM Level of Service A 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.6% ICU Level of Service A 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis 
Total Future PM Density Shift 
Wells & Associates, LLC 
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Docket Item #18 A-C 
Revisions to Conditions requested by Mid-Atlantic Realty Partners LLC 

June 12,2008 

The Applicant respectfully requests the following amendments to the conditions: 

Concept Plan Amendment 2008-0001 : 

3A A preliminary development and/or any associated development and/or zoning 
applications for Landbay L. shall not be submitted for review to the City prior to a 
comprehensive analysis by the City of Potomac Yard including but not limited to 
Landbay L and all associated and applicable Master Plan and/or zoning approvals 
have been approved by the City. In the event the City has not approved all 
necessary Master Plan and/or zoning approvals as part of the comprehensive 

I review of Potomac Yard including but not limited to Landbay L by June 1.201 0, 
Potomac Yard Development LLC ("PYD"), or ~ t s  successors shall be permitted to 
file a development plan for Landbay L which shall be subject to all applicable 
provisions of the CDD Concept Plan, Transportation Management Plan, Potomac 
Yard Design Guidelines and Zoning Ordinance. In no even1 shall the 
comprehensive analvs~s oC L.aodbay L reduce the approved development levels 
below those result~ng from the transfer of der~s~ly in CDL) C'oncegl [-'Ian 
A~ncndment n300S-0001 

Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003: 

1 "The residential buildings within Potomac Yard,shall consist of a variety of Deleted: and each Landbay 1 
buildings Vpes and heights which should include townhouses, stacked-townhomes and 
multi-famil~ units. " 

(A01 44288.DOC / 1 Proposed Revisions 005869 00001 0) 



David Fromm or Amy Slack To Bill Euille <alexvamayor@aol.com>, Jackie Henderson 
<alsdmf@earthlink.net> <jackie.henderson@alexandriava.gov> 

06/13/2008 04:09 PM cc Del Pepper <delpepper@aol.com>, Rob Krupicka 
<Rob@krupicka.com>, Justin Wilson 
<justin.wilson@alexandriava.gov~, Tim Lovain 

bcc 

Subject Land Use committee letter, di 13 

History: B This message has been 
- 

Mr. Mayor, Ms Vice Mayor, and members of City Council, 

Attached is a letter of support from the members of the Del Ray Citizens Association Land Use 
committee in support of the density transfer and increase height proposed in docket item 13. 

Amv Slack 



June 13,2008 

Mayor and City Council 
City Hall, Room 2300 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

Hearing date: June 14,2008, docket item #13 
Subject: Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003, Text Amendment #2008-0003, and CDD 
Concept Plan #2008-000 1 

Dear Mayor Euille, Vice Mayor Pepper, and Honorable members of City Council, 

At their meeting last night, the Land Use committee members voted to support the 
proposed transfer of commercial/office density from Landbays J (292,OO sf loss) and L 
(473,000 sf loss) to Landbay H, an increase in height limits in Landbay H to account for 
the increased density, and the conversion of office space to retail with a special use 
permit. We make no comment on the request to eliminate language requiring a specified 
mix of townhouse, multi-family, and stacked townhouse. 

The committee is a recommending body and normally we would not petition Council 
directly but the timing of our review of and discussion on the proposal prevented us from 
the opportunity to take it to the Executive Board and the membership prior to public 
hearings. Still we feel the proposal warrants our support. We relish the opportunity to 
reexamine land uses in Landbay L, particularly how the uses relate to Simpson Field and 
Park and to George Washington Middle School. 

Thank you for your consideration and we ask that you support the proposal. 

Sincerely, 
Amy Slack 
Co-Chair 
Land Use Committee 

cc: 
City Council 
Director of Planning and Zoning 



Real Estate 1nf:astructure Pr ivate E q u ~ t y  

RREEF Alternative Investments 

875 N o r t h  M i c h i g a n  Avenue,  4 1 s t  F loor  

Chicago, l L  60611 

T 312.266.9300 

F 312.266 9346  

www.rreef.com June 12,2008 

The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
City of Alexandria, Virginia 
City Hall 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

RE: City Council Public Hearing, June 14,2008; Docket No. 13 Potomac Yard 
Development, Master Plan Amendment #2008-0003, Text Amendment 
#2008-0003, CDD Concept Amendment #2008-0001 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of the City Council: 

RREEF is the investment advisor for Potomac Yard Shopping Center ("Center"), a 
600,000 square foot retail development on approximately 69 acres in Alexandria, Virginia. As 
you know, in 1999 our property became a part of the approved Potomac Yard Conceptual Design 
Plan. At that time entitlements were granted for the remaining parcels to the south, but not 
granted for our parcel, Land Bay F. RREEFYs studies indicate that Land Bay F could support 
similar densities and uses to those already entitled to the south. We are ready to move ahead to 
seek entitlements for redevelopment of Land Bay F, and suggest that a Conceptual Design Plan 
amendment be utilized to expedite the integrated planning of our site within Potomac Yard. New 
entitlements allowing for the redevelopment of our property will provide the best possibility of 
establishing a new Potomac Yard Metro Station. 

MRP APPLICATION 

The application before the Council changes the allowable land uses and densities to the 
south of our property. We have no objection to the transfer of office density to Land Bay H. 
RREEF anticipates proposing office uses on the southern portion of our property when it is 
redeveloped and the combined office buildings on Land Bays F, G and H will create a 
comprehensive business district within the Potomac Yard Development which will be adjacent to 
the proposed new Metro Station. 

When RREEF acquired the Center in 2004, compelling factors to purchase the 
asset included its dominant retail position within Potomac Yard, the possibility for its future 
redevelopment, and the known entitlements which had been granted the adjoining parcels. 
RREEF has reviewed the special use permit process proposed by MRP and recommended by the 
Planning Staff to convert office space to retail space on Land Bays G and H. RREEF can only 
support this provision if (1) Council limits the total amount of retail as recommended by the 

A Member of the Deutsche Bank Group 



The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
June 12,2008 
Page Two 

Planning Staff and Planning Commission in the Recommended Conditions and (2) the City 
continues to require a retail study prior to approving any conversion to retail in Lands Bays G 
and H. The limitation on the total amount of retail, the requirement of a retail study and the 
opportunity for RREEF to coordinate with MRP's special use permit process should provide a 
comprehensive planning process for all parties. 

PLANNING OF LAND BAY F 

The larger issue, for the City as well as RREEF, is the future planning of Land Bay F. 
RREEF proposes an acceleration of the entitlement process for our parcel. Over the past year we 
have been in discussions with senior City officials as well as the Planning Staff. We recently 
learned that the Staff has recommended proceeding with a lengthy Small Area Planning process 
for the entire Potomac Yard area, and is not able to start that process for 18 months. We 
recommend that the planning of Land Bay F be initiated immediately with an amendment to the 
Conceptual Design Plan and involve the City Staff, the general public and the RREEF 
development team to create a mixed use development plan for Land Bay F. 

We have also analyzed, in cooperation with City Staff, the financial feasibility of a new 
Metro Station serving Potomac Yard. It is apparent that a new Metro Station will only be 
economically feasible if and when our parcel is planned and redeveloped in coordination with 
Land Bays G and H. We stand ready to participate in the planning of this much needed amenity 
as we seek new entitlements for our property. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Boneham 
Managing Director, RREEF 

cc: Faroll Hamer, Director, Dept. of Planning & Zoning 
Jeffrey Farner, Asst. Director, Development Division, Dept. of Planning & Zoning 
Juan Cameron, V. President, Development, McCaffery Interests, Inc. 
Joseph Antunovich, President, Antunovich Associates 
J. Howard Middleton, Esq., Reed Smith LLP 

A Member of the Deutsche Bank Group 



June 12, 2008 

Mayor William Euille 
City of Alexandria 
City Hall 
301 King Street suite 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Dear Mayor Euille, 

The Alexandria Economic Development Partnership (AEDP) strongly 
supports the staff recommendation approving the proposed amendments to 
the Potomac Yard Master Plan and Coordinated Development District (CDD). 

At its May 29, 2008 Board Meeting, the Board of AEDP voted unanimously to 
support the proposal by MRP Realty to relocate office density in Potomac 
Yard from Landbays J and L to Landbay H adjacent to the Town Center. As 
revealed in the economic impact analysis prepared by Delta Associates, 
Landbay H is a superior office location to Landbays J and L. 1.t provides 
office tenants better access and visibility as well as proximity to the Town 
Center and the existing retail at Potomac Yard Center. As such, the office in 
Landbay H will be more marketable, resulting in quicker occupancy and 
more day-time tenants in proximity to the Town Center; workers will walk 
to the Town Center to dine and shop, thereby creating additional retail tax 
revenue for the City. 

The fiscal impact analysis also emphasizes that the density transfer will 
result in higher tax revenues than would be realized if the office remained 
in Landbays J and L. Specifically, the transferred 765,000 square feet of 
office will be 11% more valuable in Landbay H, resulting in an assessed value 
11% higher and thus 11%' greater property tax revenue for the City of 
Alexandria. This point is of special importance to the AEDP Board, as one of 
our chief goals is to increase economic activity that will result in a 50150 
balance of the assessed property values throughout the City. This is also a 
goal of the City Council, reflected in their adoption of the Economic 
Sustainability Recommendations at the end of 2007. 

1729 King Street, Suite 410 

Alexandria. Virginia 22314 

ph. 7113.739.3820 fax. 703.739.1384 

info@alexecon.org 

www.alexecon.org 



AEDP-PY Amendment 
Page 2 

AEDP believes that placing high density office in this location would help set 
the stage for achieving a Metrorail station at  Potomac Yard. The 
additional workers will help provide the necessary ridership and the additional 
tax revenue could be put toward a TIF, or other financial mechanism, to help 
pay for the transit station. 

AEDP believes that the proposed amendment for this project promotes other 
goals of the Economic Sustainability Workgroup Report as well. We are 
pleased that staff has included a fiscal analysis as part of the land use 
evaluation process, as recommended in the Report. AEDP believes 
this project is in line with the directive to capture the full economic 
development potential of the City's Metro stations, both existing and future, 
and the Board of AEDP is in agreement that the placement of higher density 
adjacent to the reserved metro site will better encourage the building of a 
new Metrorail station. 

We therefore respectfully request that you support this proposal so that the 
development process can move forward as soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 

Lynn Hampton 
Vice Chair - AEDP 

Cc: Members of the City Council 
Board Members - AEDP 

1721 King Street. Suite 410 

Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

ph. 703.739.3820 fax. 703.733.1384 

info@alexecun.org 

www.alexecon.org 



SPEAKER'S FORM 

13 DOCKET ITEM NO. 

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND GIVE IT TO THE CITY CLERK 
BEFORE YOU SPEAK ON A DOCKET ITEM 

PLEASE ANN0 L NCE THE INFORMATION SPECIFIED BELOW PRIOR TO SPEAKING. 

I .  NAME: A1\1n*t~m\c~. 
0 

TELEPHONE NO. 312.%. I I& E-MAIL ADDRESS: .GOW 

3. WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT, IF OTHER THAN YOURSELF? A 

R POSITION ON THE ITEM? 
WHAT FOR: I S P  AGAINST: OTHER: 

5. NATURE OF YOUR INTEREST IN ITEM (PROPERTY OWNER, ATTORNEY, LOBBYIST, CTVIC 
INTEREST, ETC.): 

1 

CEIVING COMPENSATION FOR THIS APPEARANCE BEFORE COUNCIL? 
YES 

This form shall be kept as a part of the permanent record in those instances where financial interest or 
compensation is indicated by the speaker. 

A maximum of three minutes will be allowed for your presentation, except that one officer or other designated 
member speaking on behalf of each bonafide neighborhood civic association or  unit owners' association desiring 
to be heard on a docket item shall be allowed five minutes. In  order to obtain five minutes, you must identify 
yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association or  unit ownersy association you 
represent, a t  the start of your presentation. If you have a prepared statement, please leave a copy with the Clerk. 

Additional time not to exceed 15 minutes may be obtained with the consent of the majority of the council present; 
provided notice requesting additional time with reasons stated is filed with the City Clerk in writing before 5:00 
p.m. of the day preceding the meeting. 

The public normally may speak on docket items only a t  public hearing meetings, and not a t  regular legislative 
meetings. Public hearing meetings are usually held on the Saturday following the second Tuesday in each month; 
regular legislative meetings on the second and fourth Tuesdays in each month. The rule with respect to when a 
person may speak to a docket item at  a legislative meeting can be waived by a majority vote of council members 
present but such a waiver is not normal practice. When a speaker is recognized, the rules of procedures for 
speakers a t  public hearing meetings shall apply. If an item is docketed forpublic hearing at  a regular legislative 
meeting, the public may speak to that item, and the rules of procedures for speakers at public hearing meetings 
shall apply. 

In addition, the public may speak on matters which are not on the docket during the Public Discussion Period 
at public hearing meetings. The mayor may grant permission to a person, who is unable to participate in public 
discussion a t  a public hearing meeting for medical, religious, family emergency or  other similarly substantial 
reasons, to speak at a regular legislative meeting. When such permission is granted, the rules of procedures for 
public discussion a t  public hearing meetings shall apply. 

Guidelines for the Public Discussion Period 

(a) All speaker request forms for the public discussion period must be submitted by the time the item is called by 
the city clerk. 

(b) No speaker will be allowed more than three minutes; except that one officer or  other designated member 
speaking on behalf of each bonafide neighborhood civic association o r  unit owners' association desiring to be 
heard during the public discussion period shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must 
identify yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association o r  unit ownersy 
association you represent, a t  the start of your presentation. 

(c) If more speakers are  signed up than would be allotted for in 30 minutes, the mayor will organize speaker 
requests by subject or  position, and allocated appropriate times, trying to ensure that speakers on unrelated 
subjects will also be allowed to speak during the 30 minute public discussion period. 

(d) If speakers seeking to address council on the same subject cannot agree on a particular order o r  method that 
they would like the speakers to be called on, the speakers shall be called in the chronological order of their request 
forms' submission. 

(e) Any spcakers not called during the public discussion period will have the option to speak at the conclusion of 
the meeting, after all docketed items have been heard. 



SPEAKER'S FORM dtd n+ 

DOCmT ITEM NO. 13 
PLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND GIKE IT TO THE CITY CLERK 

BEFORE YOU SPEAK ON A DOCKETITEM 

PLEASE A N N O W E  THE INFORMATION SPECIFIED BELOW PRIOR TO SPEAKING. 

I .  NAME: Q,+~~,EL.+ ~ Q f i I e A ~ ? h  
2. ADDRESS: 7 f i  c&~GM pk ; p,b eI); ) U- k~ b 

3. WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT, IF OTHER THAN YOURSELF? R76q5F 

4. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION ON THE ITEM? 
FOR: AGAIN=: OTHER: / '  

5. NATURE OF YOUR INTEREST JN ITEM (PROPERTY OWNER, AITORNEY, LOBBYIST, C M C  
INTEREST, ETC.): 

6. ARE YOU CElVING COMPENSATION FOR THIS APPEARANCE BEFORE COUNCIL? 
Y E  7- NO 

This form shall be kept as a part of the permanent record in those instances where financial interest or 
compensation is indicated by the speaker. 

A maximum of three minutes will be allowed for your presentation, except that one officer or other designated 
member speaking on behalf of each bona fde neighborhood civic association or unit owners' association desiring 
to be heard on a docket item shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must identify 
yourself as a designated speaker, and identify tbe neighborhood civic association or unit owners' association you 
represent, at the start of your presentation. If you have a prepared statement, please leave a copy with the Clerk. 

Additional time not to exceed 15 minutes m y  be obtaSned with the consent of the majority of the council present; 
provided notice requesting additional time with reasons stated is liled with the City Clerk in writing before 5:00 
p.m. of the day preceding the meeting. 

The public normally may speak on docket items only at public hearing meetings, and not at regular legislative 
meetings. Public hearing meetings are usually held on the Saturday following the second Tuesday in each month; 
regular legislative meetings on the second and fourth Tuesdays in each month. The rule with respect to when a 
penon may speak to a docket item at a legislative meeting can be waived by a majority vote of council members 
present but such a waiver is not normal practice. When a speaker is neognlzed, the rules of procedures for 
speakers at public hearing metinp shall apply. If an item is docketed forpublic hwrlng at a regular legislative 
meeting, the public may speak to that Item, .ad the rules of procedures for speaken at public hearing meetings 
shall apply. 

In addition, the public may speak on matters which are not on the docket during the Public Discussion Period 
at public hearing meetings. The mayor may grant permhion to a person, who is unable to participate in public 
discussion at a public hearing meeting for medical, religious, family emergency or other similarly substantial 
reasons, to speak at a regular legislative meeting. Wben such permission is granted, the rules of procedures for 
public discussion at public hearing wctings shall apply. 

Guidelines for the Public Discussion Period 

(a) AU speaker request forms for the public discussion period must be submitted by the time the item is called by 
the city clerk 

(b) No speaker will be allowed mort than three minutes; except that one officer or other designated member 
speaking on behalf of each bonofidG neighborhood dvic association or unit owners' association desiring to be 
heard during the puMicdiscnssion period shall be allowed five minutea Ia order to obtain five minutes, you must 
identify yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neigbborbood civic association or unit omers* 
association you represent, at the start of your presentation. 

(c) If more spuken are signed up than would be allotted for in 30 minutes, the mayor will organize speaker 
requests by subject or padtion, and allocated appropriate times, trying to ensure that speakers on unrelated 
subjects will a h  be allowed to speak during the 30 minute public dieemmuion period. 

(d) If speakers seeking to a d d m  council on the same subJect cannot agree on a particular order or method that 
they would like the speakem to be called on, the speakers shall be called in the chronological order of their request 
forms* submission. 

(e) Any speakers not called during the public discussion period will have the option to speak at the conclusion of 
the meeting, after a11 docketed items have been heard. 



SPEAKER'S FORM 

DOCKET ,, NO. 1 3 
PLEASE COMPUTE THIS FORM AND GIYE IT TO THE CITY C U R K  

BEFORE YOU SPEAK ON A DOCKET ITEM /" 
PLEASE ANNOUNCE THE INFORMATION SPECIFIED - BELOW PRIOR TO SPEAKING. J 
I N A M E :  M (&~vL( 

2. ADDRESS: 7 . 0 D  b ~ B t h z  Old $= /3077 &I, V+$ 

OUR POSITION ON THE ITEM? 
FOR: AGAINST: OTHER: 

5. NATURE OF YOUR INTEREST IN ITEM (PROPERTY OWNER, ATTORNEY, LOBBYIST, C M C  
INTEREST, ETC.): 

6. ARE Y U RECEMNG COMPENSATION FOR THIS APPEARANCE BEFORE COUNCIL? 
YES 1) NO 

This form shall be kept as a part of the permanent record in those instances where financial interest or 
compensation is indicated by the speaker. 

A maximum of three minutes will be allowed for your presentation, except that one officer or other designated 
member speaking on behalf of each bonafIdc neighborhood civic association or unit owners' association desiring 
to be heard on a docket item shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must identify 
yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association or unit owners' association you 
represent, at the start of your presentation. If you have a prepared statement, please leave a copy with the Clerk. 

Additional time not to exceed 15 minutes may be obtained with the consent of the omjority of the council present; 
provided notice requesting additional time with reasons stated is filed with the City Clerk in writing before 5:00 
p.m. of the day preceding the meeting. 

The public normally may speak on docket items only at  public hearing meetings, and not at regular legislative 
meetings. Public hearing meetings are usually held on the Saturday following the second Tuesday in each month; 
regular legislative meetings on the second and fourth Twsdaya in each month. The rule with respect to when a 
person may speak to a docket item at a legislative mating can be waived by a majority vote of council members 
present but such a waiver is not normal practice. When a speaker is recognized, the rules of procedures for 
speakers at public hearing meetings shall apply. If an item is docketed forpublic hewing at a regular legislative 
meeting, the public may speak to that Item, l a d  the rules of procedures for speakers at public hearing meetings 
shall apply. 

In addition, the public may speak on matters which are not on the docket during the Public Discussion Period 
at public hearing meetings. The mayor may grant permission to a person, who is unable to participate in public 
discussion at a public hearing meeting for medical, religious, family emergency or other similarly substantial 
reasons, to speak at a regular legislative meeting. When such permission is granted, the rules of procedures for 
public discussion at public hearing meetings shall apply. 

Guidelines for the Public Discussion Period 

(a) All speaker request forms for the public discussion period must be submitted by the time the item is called by 
the city clerk. 

(b) No speaker will be allowed more than three minutes; except that one officer or other designated member 
speaking on behalf of each bonafidc neighborhood civic association or unit owners' association desiring to be 
heard during the public discussion period shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must 
identify yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association or unit owners' 
association you represent, at  the start of your presentation. 

(c) If more sperrlrers are slgned up than would be allotted for in 30 minutes, the mayor will organize speaker 
requests by subject or position, and allocated appropriate times, trying to ensure that speakers on unrelated 
subjects will a h  be allowed to speak during the 30 minute public discussion period. 

(d) If speakers seeking to address copodl on tbe same subject cannot agree On a putlcular order or metbod that 
they would like the speakers to be called on, thespeakers shall be called in the chronological order of their request 
forms' submission. 

(e) Any speakers not called during the public discussion period will have the option to speak at  the conclusion of 
the meeting, after all docketed i tem have been heard. 



APPLICATION 

CDD # 

[lnr~sl use black l r ~ k  or type( 

Potomac  Y a r d  PROPERTY LOCATION: 

TAX MAP REFERENCE: >~.oI.o;.oI;I~.o~-01-01.02, 03.04; 3j.0~-06-01. 3501-12- -ZONE C D D  1: 10 
01.;5.04-0~-01:3j.03-10-01:41 01-07-01.02; 4403-07-01,02 

APPLICANT'S NAME: M i d A t l a n t i c  R e a l t y  P a r t n e r s .  LLC, . - 

ADDRESS: 1133 2 1 s t  S t r e e t ,  NW, S u i t e  720 
W a s h i n g t o n .  DC 20036 

PROPERTY OWNER NAME: 10 tomac Y a r d  D e v e l o p m e n t ,  LLC 

AODRESS: 2 4 0 1  J e f f e r s o n  D a v i s  Hiphway, A L e x a n d c i a ,  V A  2 2 3 0 1  

REQUEST: A m e n d i t f i P C h n c q P l a n - . r _ ~ h r a t  e _ o f l i c e . - d r n e k o  m 

C a n d b a y s  J & L t o  L a n d b a y  H a n d  t o  p e t - m i t  o f f i c e  u s e  t o  b e  c o n v e r t e d  t o  r e t a i l  u s e  
f l l r o u g h  t h e  SUP p r o c e s s .  

THE UNDERSIGNED t~creby applles for COD Development Concept Plan approval ~n accordarice w~ttr 1t1e 
prov~sions of Section 5-600 of the 1992 Zon~ng Ordfnance of the City of Alexandria. Virglnla 

THE UNDERSIGNED, having obtained permlsslon from the property owner, hereby grants perrnlssion to the C~ty  of 
Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for whlch th~s appllcat~on is requested, pursuant to Artccle XI. Sect~on 
11 -301(6) of the 1992 Zon~ng Ordinance of the C ~ t y  of Alexandria. Virginia 

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby attests that all of the informatcon here~n prov~ded and spec~fically cncluding all surveys. 
drawings, etc . required to be furnished by the applicant are true, correct and accurate to the best of their knowledge 
and belief. The applicant is hereby notifled that any written materials, drawings or ~llustrations submitted in support of 

this application and any specific oral representations made to the Planning Commission or City Council in the course of 
public hearings on this application will be binding on the applicant unless those materials or representations are clearly 
staled to be non-binding or illustrative of general plans and intentions, subject to substantial revision, pursuant to Article 
XI. Section 11 -207(A)(10), of lhe 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria. Virginia 

M. C a t h a r i n e  P u s k a r ,  A t t o r n e y / A g e n t  X* (dl&/ 
.- -- 

Print Name of Applicant o r  Agent Signalure 
W a l s h ,  C o l u c c i ,  L u b e l e y ,  E m r i c h  & W a l s h  PC 
2 2 0 0  C l a r e n d o n  B o u l e v a r d ,  S u i t e  1 3 0 0  703-528-4700 703-525-3 197 

MailinglStreet Address Telephone # Fax f 

A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 2 2 2 0 1  
- 

Ccty and State Zip Code Date 

Date and Fee Paid: $ I 
ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION: -GIN COUNCICCC approved PC rec 
Recommended a p p r o v a l  6-0 6-3-08 7-0 6/14/08 (See a t - t a c h ~ d )  

application COO devefopment plan.pdf 
61 1/06 Pnr\Aypl~cat~oas Farms. ChecklalsiPlann+n~ Commtss#on 

x 



PROPERTY LOCATION: Potomac Yard 

APPLICANT 

Name: MidAtlantic Realty Partners, LLC 

Address: 1133 21st Street NW, Suite 720. Washington, DC 20036 

PROPERTY OWNER: 

Name: 

Address: 

Potomac Yard Development, LLC 
2403 Jefferson Davis Highway, Alexandria, VA 22301 

Interest in property: 
[ ] Owner fl Contract Purchaser 

[I Developer [ I  Lessee [ I  Other 

If property owner or applicant is being represented by an authorized agent such as an attorney, a realtor, or other 
person for which there is some form of compensation, does this agent or the business in which they are employed 
have a business license to operate in Alexandria, VA: 

[ I  yes: If yes, provide proof of current City business license. 

N/A [ I  no: If no, said agent shall obtain a business license prior to filing application. 

THE UNDERSIGNED certifies that the information supplied for this application is complete and accurate, and, 
pursuant to Section 11-3016 of the Zoning Ordinance, hereby grants permission to the City ofAlexandria, Virginia, 
to post placard notice on the property which is the subject of this application. - / 

M. Catharine Puskar, AttorneyIAgent 5% & b i b d  f j 4 6 $ d  
Print Name of Applicant or A ent Si nature 
Walsh, Colucci, ~ u % e l e ~ ,  Emrich & Walsh, $C 
2200 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 1300 

703-528-4700 703-525-3197 
MailingIStreet Address Telephone # Fax # 

Arlington, VA 22201 

City and State Zip Code Date 

I Application Received: Fee Paid: $ 

Legal advertisement: 
ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION -CITY COUNCIL: CC approved PC 
R ~ c n l r i t i n n  A d n n t e d  L - 7 h - ? - n8 recomrnendatlon 7-0 6/14/08 

application master plan amend.pdf 
8/1/06 PnzWpplications. Forms. Checklish\Planning Commission 

Y 73 
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guide, and to accept the language with regard to redevelopment of entire blocks. 
Council Action: 

TEXT AMENDMENT #2008-0006 
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERNllT #2007-0034 
3750 JEFFERSON DAVIS HIGHWAY 
ALEXANDRIA TOYOTA 
Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for: (1) a text amendment to the 
CDD #7 table in the City's Zoning Ordinance and; (2) a development special use 
permit, with site plan, to construct an auto detailing building and the installation 
of auto lifts; zoned CDD-7lCoordinated Development District #7. Applicant: 
Alexandria Toyota by Harry Hart, attorney 

PLAlVNl NG COMMlSSlOlV ACTION: Recornmend Approval 6-0 

City Council approved the Planning Commission recommendation, with a 
request for staff to come back with a clarification of exactly what the trash can policy is, 
who is asked to pay what, when and how. 
Council Action: 

13. MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT #2008-0003 
TEXT AMENDMENT #2008-0003 
CDD CONCEPT PLAN #2008-0001 
POTOMAC YARD DEVELOPMENT 
(Potomac Yard is bordered by the Arlington County line to the north, Jefferson 
Davis Highway to the east, George Washington Parkway to the west and 
Braddock Road to the south.) 
Public Hearing and Consideration of a request to amend ,the City's Master Plan, 
Zoning Ordinance and the CDD # I  0 Concept Plan to relocate office density from 
Landbays J and L to Landbay H, revise use map and height limits for Landbay H, 
delete language regarding mix of residential uses, and permit office use to be 
converted to retail through the SUP process; zoned CDD #lO/Coordinated 
Development District. Applicant: MidAtlantic Realty Partners, LLC by M. 
Catharine Puskar, attorney 

PLANNING COMMISSION AC-TION: MPA: Resolution Adopted 4-2 
CDD & TA: Recommend Approval 4-2 

City Council approved the Planning Commission recommendation, with the 
following amendments: with the amendment submitted by Mid-Atlantic Realty to correct 
condition 3A, and to amend condition 3B(d) to read: "unless otherwise determined by : 
the City retail study." 
Co~~nc i l  Action: 

14. DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2006-0013 
POTOMAC YARD - LAhlDBAY K 




