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May 16, 2002

The Honorable Kerry J. Donley, Mayor
Members of the Alexandria City Council

301 King Street

City Hall, Room 2300

Alexandria, Virginia 22314

DELIVERED BY HAND

In re: Docket Items 11, 12 and 13, Saturday, May 18, 2002, City Council Public Hearing
DSUP No. 2000-0032, DSUP No. 2000-0031 and SUP No. 2000-0085.

Dear Mayor Donley and Members of Council:

Archstone Communities and Cameron Associates, LLC, respectfully request that
consideration of the above referenced applications be deferred by the Alexandria City Council from
its Saturday, May 18, 2002 public hearing,

The deferral will provide Cameron Associates, LLC and Archstone Communities the
opportunity to re-evaluate the project taking into consideration the many comments heard from the
Cameron Station community, the Planning Commission, the planning staff and members of Council
over the past year and a half. Archstone Communities has in good faith throughout the process
attempted to respond to the Cameron Station community, the Planning Staff, and the Planning
Commission, and to be consistent with the CDD Guidelines. We certainly appreciate that this
process has been long and arduous for everyone involved.

Cameron Associates has been and remains committed to the completion of Cameron Station
in accordance with the CDD Guidelines approved by the Alexandria Planning Commission and City
Council and to complete the project in accordance with the approved CDD Concept Plan.

If you have any questions, or require any further information, please do not hesitate to call.

V ours,

uncan W. Blair

cC: Ahmad Abdul-Baki
James Duszynski
John Wallenstrom
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EXHIBIT NO. __ e /12,73

S-18-02.

ARCHSTONE @ CAMERON STATION
Submission to City Council — May 15, 2002

Planning Commission, May 7, 2002 - Docket Item #6

Development Special Use Permit #2000-0032

Cameron Station (Phase V)

5010 Duke Street :

Consideration of a request for a development special use permit amendment to revise
the boundary of Phase V and Phase VI. Applicant: Cameron Associates LLC.

Planning Commission, May 7, 2002 - Docket Item #7-A

Development Special Use Permit #2000-0031

Archstone - Cameron Station (Phase V1)

450 Ferdinand Day Drive

Consideration of a request for a development special use permit, with a preliminary
site plan, to construct a multi-family residential project. Applicant: Archstone _
Communities.

Planning Commission, May 7, 2002 - Docket Item #7-B
Special Use Permit #2000-0085 -

Archstone - Cameron Station (Phase VI)

450 Ferdinand Day Drive

Consideration of a request for an amendment to the Cameron Station transportation
management plan (TMP) special use permit to incorporate the Archstone
development. Applicant: Archstone Communities. :
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City of Alexandria, Virginia

MEMORANDUM
DATE: MAY 13, 2002
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
THRU: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGEQQ
FROM: EILEEN FOGARTY, DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND ZONIN
SUBJECT: ARCHSTONE @ CAMERON STATION ‘ j@
DSUP # 2000 - 0031

DSUP # 2000 - 0032
SUP #2000 - 0085

Due to the amount of information and recent activity associated with the Archstone applications
and the recommendation of denial by the Planning Commission, staff have prepared a general
overview of the last two Planning Commission hearings.

!

April 2, 2002, Planning Commission Hearing:

The applications were originally deferred by the Commission on May 1, 2001, with a
recommendation to provide all underground parking, eliminate the pedestrian walkways and
participate in the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP). The April 2, 2002,
hearing was the first since the initial deferral. The applicant chose not to revise the plans to
provide all parking underground, but rather reoriented the parking structure and provided
apartments on its two sides. Although staff acknowledged that the modifications did address the
issue of the parking structure’s visibility, the modifications did not address the primary concern
of the massiveness of the project. Therefore, staff 1) restated their prior recommendations to
reduce the parking structure’s mass, and 2) added conditions to address new modifications
introduced by the revised plan, such as a reduction in total parking spaces and building setbacks.

At the April 2 hearing, the Commission continued to recommend that all parking be placed
underground to reduce the project’s overall mass. The applicant stated that it chose not to
provide underground parking primarily due to economic reasons and residents’ convenience. To
address the economic concerns, the Commission requested additional information from the
applicant to evaluate the cost of providing underground parking. The Commission’s

' Three SUP applications are pending: one to revise the boundary of Phases V and VI of
the Cameron Station development (tab 2); another to construct a multi-family residential project
(tab 3); and the other to amend the transportation management plan for Cameron Station (tab 4).



fundamental concerns regarding the overall mass and scale of the proposed plan, its
incompatibility with the neighborhood and the lack of quality open space remained. In addition,
the revised plan raised new issues for the Commission, including the building setbacks and a
decrease in the number of parking spaces. Of the considerable public testimony (25 speakers),
the majority opposed the Archstone applications.

The Commission recommended deferral of the applications to provide the applicant an
opportunity to address the various concerns of mass, open space, parking and compatibility. The
Commission also requested staff to prepare an analysis of the revised conditions and additional
information which had been submitted by the applicant just prior to the April 2 hearing. In
addition, the deferral was intended to provide an opportunity for the applicant to provide the
additional information needed for the economic analysis requested of the underground parking.
The Commission informed the applicant that if the applicant chose not to make substantive
modifications to the plan, the applications would be heard at the next available public hearing,
and the recommendation of the Commission would be denial.

May 7. 2002, Planning Commission Hearing:

The applicant chose to proceed with its existing plan and did not submit additional information
or modify the plans as requested by the Commission. Therefore, the application was docketed
for the May 7, 2002, Planning Commission hearing. Staff prepared an analysis of the revised
conditions and of the information submitted by the applicant prior to the April 2 hearing.

At its May 7 hearing, the Commission recommended denial of the three applications following a
lengthy discussion by the Commission members. The vote in favor of this motion for denial was
unanimous. The Commission stated that while the applicant had made changes to the plan since
the original deferral, the changes did not address its fundamental concerns of mass, scale and
compatibility. The Commission also expressed its concern that prior to preparing the plans and
during the deferrals, the applicant had not taken the opportunity to work on those and other
concerns with the Commission, staff or residents. The Commission stated that the above-grade
parking structure is not a development pattern that the Commission can support and any
approved projects based on this model in the past could be viewed as a mistake. According to
the Commission, the issue is not density or rental apartments. In fact, a denser project possibly
could be supported by the Commission if it addressed the issues of mass, scale, parking, open
space and neighborhood compatibility.

The discussion above is a general overview of the issues and concerns identified by, and of the
recommendation of, the Planning Commission. A more detailed analysis of the issues addressed
by the Commission, and of the rationale for its recommendation that the three Archstone SUP
applications be denied, is set out in the first five pages of the documents in tabs 2 through 4.

cc: Members, Alexandria Planning Commission
Barbara Ross, Deputy Director, Planning & Zoning
Kimberley Johnson, Chief, Development, Planning & Zoning



Docket Item # 6
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0032
CAMERON STATION - PHASE V

Planning Commission Meeting
May 7, 2002

ISSUE: Consideration of a request for a development special use permit amendment
to revise the boundary of Phase V and Phase V1.

APPLICANT: Cameron Associates LLC
by David T. McElhaney, engineer, and
M. Catharine Puskar, attorney

LOCATION: 5010 Duke Street

ZONE: CDD-9/Coordinated Development District

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 7, 2002: On a motion by Mr. Dunn, seconded by
Mr Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to recommend denial of the proposed development
special use permit. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Overview of the Discussion and Motions for DSUP #2000-0031, DSUP #2000-0032 and

SUP #2000-0085. Note: The following is a summation of the discussion and is not a verbatim transcript.
(Audio Tape 1)

Chairman Fric Wagner: The Commission knows that this item has been deferred four times; at our
April public hearing we heard from a number of speakers including the applicant and staff. The
Commission deferred the application to allow staff to prepare an analysis of the materials that
Archstone submitted prior to the hearing. What we agreed was that the applicant would have a
chance to revisit its application and make any modifications that they saw fit before bringing it back
before the Commission, and if the applicant did not come back with modifications, the Commission
would hear these applications without a public hearing. The Commission would hold its discussion
and vote on these items. My understanding from Ms. Fogarty is that the applicant has made no
changes to its applications and has submitted no new material to the staff. The only new material
is the staff analysis of what was submitted by the applicant prior to the last hearing.

Mr. Robinson: One of my concerns last month when we chose to defer this, and for seconding the
motion to defer, I think there were about seven of us six of us, was to really to make sure that we
have examined carefully the staff recommendations and the reasons that we also reject the staff
recommendations. We said we wanted underground parking among other things. I was not one that
felt we absolutely had to have underground parking but had to have something that was certainly



better than the original application and I still believe that we have to have something that is better
than the application that is before us. I felt we should defer it and that we be very clear as to why
the staff recommendation also does not meet with our approval. My feeling is that the application
as it stands now just is not acceptable. At a work session, the Commission had the other day one of
the comments made was that an awful lot of the apartments we are seeing just were not of the level
that we should be building in this market in Alexandria and I'm speaking primarily of the
Eisenhower Valley. I just think we can do better; I think economically this can be done differently
and still have a very worthwhile return for the current residents, for the developers, for the owners,
etc. Ijustdo not feel this application meets what could be done with the land in the community that
exists right now. I just want to make it very plain that I at least was not saying I don’t like this
because you didn’t follow my recommendation for the parking underground. I just think that this
development as it now stands is not suitable for this location.

Mr. Dunn: Well, as a mover to defer, I had hoped that, as often has been the case when we
recommend deferral, the deferral produced positive results and I think this has been a disappointment
in that regard. Mr. Chair, in due course, I would be prepared to make a motion to deny and I think
the reasons for docket item #6 are significantly different than docket item #7-A and item #7-B.

Ms. Fossum: Ithink that we are rather extraordinarily patient and trying to work with the community
as well as the developers, and I don’t know how many years I have been on this Commission, but
it’s been a while. I cannot recall a case in which we have gotten the same stuff back time and time
again. It’s a test to prove that we’re irrelevant, the community is irrelevant, staff is irrelevant. I will
do everything in my power to send them a very strong message tonight to let them know that we’re
not irrelevant, and I agree with Commissioner Robinson that this is not just about underground
parking, This is about mass, this is about setback, this is about composition, this is about everything.
This is an awful development.

Mr. Leibach: Ireally have nothing new to add. I certainly would agree with Mr. Robinson and also
with Ms. Fossum. I worry about the dignity and integrity of this Commission, and I think we have
been abundantly clear to the applicant what we were willing to support on this site. We have listened
very patiently to the applicant and those people with a position different from the applicant. We
have had the benefit of staff analysis of all the materials. I agree with Mr. Robinson, and I am
somewhat concerned that staff continues to recommend approval. It is the responsibility of this
Commission to make the final decision before it goes on to Council, and I would support any motion
that Mr. Dunn intends to make tonight.

Mr. Gaines: Mr. Chairman, I think that the comments of my colleagues accurately and eloquently
express my sentiments as to where we have been with this application and where this application
needs to go. I quite frankly am taken aback of the stance of the developers in this application. We
have made it clear where we stand and where we would like to go, and we have expressed an interest
in working with them and for them to work with us. However, we have received the back hand on
this and I quite frankly find it appalling. They have chosen to take their chances with City Council
and I wish them good luck. The only thing that [ respectively request is that, if Council is to overturn



us, let it be a vote of 7 to 0 from the Planning Commission and let it reflect the strong sentiments I
have heard thus far expressed by all of my colleagues.

Mr. Komoroske: At the last hearing I wanted to deny the application rather than defer. We asked
them for underground parking and they told us they do underground parking in some places but they
do not do underground parking in Alexandria. They do not provide underground parking for
economic reasons, but we don’t know what those economics are so we can’t design around that and
help them with this project. Last night I rode the metro to Van Dom Metro Station and saw the
Avalon Apartments with garages wrapped by apartments, we see the front of them, but from the
metro that is what we got. We now have three or four of those things out there on Eisenhower and
they are creeping in towards the City. We have drawn the line on Eisenhower that future apartments
would require a special use permit. I think this is just another example of what we don’t want to

have, and I will agree to whatever motion we have tonight. [ am not surprised we have what we have
tonight.

Chairman Eric Wagner: It is not often that I disagree with Mr. Komoroske, but this is one of those
occasions. I think it was worthwhile for us to defer this, if for no other reason than to allow staff
to put together additional materials that are useful for the Commission, the record, and it will be
useful for City Council. I think, if for that reason alone, that it was worthwhile to defer the
application. I would also like to set the record straight in a couple other ways. [ know the applicant
is sensitive to these issues. The applicant has made modifications. Regrettably , those modifications
failed to address the issues of the Commission or that staff articulated last year when this came
before us. 1 also think it is regrettable that the previous deferral was based upon working with the
City and the community. The applicant did not work with the City staff, the applicant did not work
with the community, the applicant did not work with the Commission. The applicant revised and
modified its proposal in a manner that they saw fit to do and at that point submitted it to the City to
begin the review process, and came and talked to the Commission about what they had done. The
applicant thought that the real issue was that you could see the parking structure. That was part of
the Commission’s issue. The other issues are the loss of open space, mass that the project creates,
and incompatibility with the neighborhood. I think the Commission, in recommending denial as I
have every confidence we will do tonight, is sending a signal to the development community. The
Commission feels very strongly that those projects that been approved that look in any way like this
Archstone project are not acceptable in the City of Alexandria, they are a mistake. It may be what
these applicants build, it may be what some segments of the population would choose to rent, but
it is not what this Commission will choose to approve. We will not approve future projects that
utilize this above ground parking just because it is for the convenience of the project. Itimpacts the
rest of the City and I think that all of us are ashamed of those projects in the Eisenhower Valley and
their counterparts in Arlington County. They are nasty projects and we need to send a strong signal
that we are not going to approve these in the future. The issues are mass, failing to make adequate
modifications, incompatibility with our vision for Cameron Station. The issue is not density. The
issue is not rental apartments; we could even see a denser project if it addressed the issues raised by
the Commission. The applicant has stated pretty clearly, the Commission cannot force this applicant
to build something that they do not wish to build and that is not the intent of the Commission, it




never has been. The Commission deferred this a year ago because the applicant said that was a
worthwhile step to allow some give and take to refine this project. Given that the refinement has not
happened the Commission cannot force you to do what you don’t choose to do. This applicant does
not intent to address the Commission or staff recommendations. While we can’t force them to make
changes we can say that we reject this proposal, and for those reasons I will support Mr. Dunn’s
motion.

Mr. Dunn: With regard to item #7-A and 7-B, 1 have nothing to add; the reasons for denying those
have all been stated by my colleagues. Withregard to item #6, there are some points that are worth
making. I will remind everyone of the item that proposes to change the phase boundary between
Phase V and Phase VI of CDD #9. This change is vital to this application. Without this, items #7-A
and item #7-B would not be possible. I think that both the applicant and the staff have under
estimated the importance of this item in their evaluation. The staff, in their staff report, states “The
amendment does raise the question of equity, as some adjoining homeowners have argued they were
misinformed about the nature of the adjoining development by the developer or builder from which
they purchased their home, however from a land use and planning perspective staff finds no land use
reason to deny the proposed phase boundary change. The proposed phase boundary amendment is
consistent with the intent of the CDD concept plan to permit a mixed use community with various
elements of residential uses and complies with the general guidelines of the CDD concept plan.”
I read that part, and that staff finds no reason to deny the boundary change, as putting the burden on
the community or someone else. The applicant has the burden to establish why there should be a
boundary change. The owners moved in with the understanding that would be townhouses across
from them. Whether you grant this or you don’t, you will still have a mixed-use community
consistent with the Cameron Station CDD concept plan. So granting this is very crucial and the
applicant has not provided evidence on this requirement that was originally planned as townhomes.
On the contrary, we have had substantial testimony from adjoining neighbors that it would be
detrimental to the neighborhood, particularly the Tancreti Lane residents. It would be injurious to
their property. Ifind it particularly ironic that the applicant, with its application, argues that it is
just trying to do what is in the original plan for the CDD, but now wants to change the phase
boundaries. ! think that for item #6, the applicant has nol presented evidence to support approval
and I therefore recommend that we deny item #6, seconded by Mr. Gaines. The motion carries
unanimously.

Chairman Eric Wagner: Should another proposal of this particular site come back to us, the
Commission would wish to see some rationale regarding the phase boundary to get past this hurdle
that Mr. Dunn raises. ! think the Commission is in full agreement.

Mr. Dunn: [ recommend denial of item #7-A for the reasons stated, seconded by Ms Fossum, the
motion carries unanimously.

Mr. Dunn: I recommend denial of item #7-B, seconded by Mr. Gaines, the motion carries
unanimously.



Chairman Eric Wagner: The Commission has now taken action on Archstone. I would ask the staff
to very clearly incorporate in the documentation all the rationale that was discussed during the
discussion period and incorporate as part of the Commission’s action. I would ask that, if you
would, before you finalize that and forward to Council, that you send it to Mr. Dunn for his review
with copies to the rest of the Commission. I would also ask Mr. Dunn, in accordance with
discussions we’ve had on controversial items in the past, whether Mr. Dunn would be available to
appear at City Council when this matter is heard.

Mr. Dunn: I think, Mr. Chair, that it would be more efficacious if you were at City Council; I think
that you’re statements represented the views of the Commission as I understand them; that sounds
like ducking out. It is meant that way and for any reason you are unable to do so, I would certainly
seek to be present.

Chairman Eric Wagner: Well, you and I will coordinate how this gets handled.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 2, 2002: On a motion by Mr. Dunn, seconded
by Mr. Leibach, the Planning Commission voted to defer the application to allow staff the time to
prepare an analysis of the materials, information and revised conditions provided prior to the hearing
noting that if the applicant does not provide substantial changes to the plan, the applicant will receive
a recommendation of denial from the Planning Commission. The motion carried onavoteof6to 1.
Mr. Komoroske voted against.

Speakers:

Duncan W. Blair, attorney, representing Cameron Associates.

Nan E. Terpak, attorney, representing Archstone Communities.

Cathy Puskar, attorney, representing Archstone Communities.

Converse M. West, 200 N. Pickett Street, #704, and Chairman of Holmes Run Civic Association.
John Higi, 5107 Donovan Drive.

Charles Collison, 5040 Grimm Drive,

Roland Gonzales, 4914 Gardner Drive.

Matthew Natale, 3401 Martha Custis Drive.

Jonathan Wilbor, 310 South Lee Street.



Edward Charity, Jr., 134 Tull Place.

Jack Sullivan, 4300 Ivanhoe Place.
Gomez Bennett, 5022-B Barbour Drive.
Mark R. Schwartz, 5109 Gardner Drive.
Jane Watson, 366 Cameron Station Boulevard.
Alicia Schwartzman, 5237 Tancreti Lane.
Joseph S. Bennett, 5022-B Barbour Drive.
Poul Hertel, 1217 Michigan Court.

Emily Dececcio, 5027 Waple Lane.
Victor Addison, 157 Somerville Street.
Katy Cannady, 20 East Oak Street.

Karen O’Brien, 5120 Donovan Drive.
Michael O’Brien, 5120 Donovan Drive.
Leslie Wright, 5119 Donovan Drive.

Julie Crenshaw, 816 Queen Street.

Joe Profaizer, 5115 Knapp Place.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 1,2001: On amotion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Komoroske, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted to defer the
request. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Reason: The Planning Commission felt that the design of the project was not compatible with the
remainder of Cameron Station. The Commission directed the applicant to come back with a plan
that (1) places all parking underground, (2) provides 15 foot full breaks between buildings (without
breezeways), and (3) includes full participation in the Cameron Station TMP. The Commission also
requested that a model of the development, in context, be provided.



Speakers:

Jonathan Rak, representing the applicant.
John Wallenstrom, the applicant.

Mark Schwartz, Cameron Station resident, requested deferral because additional refinements should
be made.

Carmen Gonzales, Cameron Station resident, raised issues related to public safety.

Brent Wilson, Cameron Station resident (Tancreti Lane) spoke in support, noting that Archstone has
addressed the concerns of the Tancreti lane residents.

Katy Cannady spoke against, noting the poor quality of development.

Gomez Bennett, Cameron Station resident, spoke against, noting the offensiveness of the garage
design.

Darlene Drazenovich, spoke against, noting traffic concerns.

Joe Bennett, Cameron Station Citizen’s Association, spoke against, requesting all parking be placed
underground and complete building breaks.

Roland Gonzales, Cameron Station Citizen’s Association, spoke against, noting the massive garage,
architecture and parking issues.

Poul Hertel spoke against.

Jack Sullivan spoke against.

Linda MacLachlan, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.
Richard Walker, Cameron Station resident, spoke in support.
Marilyn Doherty, League of Women Voters, spoke against.
Nathan Bein, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

John Higi, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.



Teresa Quinn, Cameron Station resident, spoke against because of aesthetic concerns.
Charles Collison, spoke against.

Leslie Wright, Cameron Station resident, spoke against, noting the projects inconsistency with th
character of Cameron Station.

Ellen Pickering, spoke against.

Tom Witte, Northeast, spoke against, noting the size of the buildings.
Joe Profaizer, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Ed Goeas, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Judy McVay, Old Town Civic Association, spoke against in the support of Cameron Station
Citizen’s Association.

Saily Ann Greer, 1168 N. Pitt, spoke against.

Simon Fishman, future Cameron Station resident, spoke against.
Vic Addison, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Jim Farmen, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Emily DeCicco, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 3,2001: Onamotion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to defer the request. The motion carried on a vote
of 7t0 0.

Reason: The applicant requested deferral.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MARCH 6, 2001: The Planning Commission noted
the deferral of the request.

Reason: The staff requested the deferral.
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DSUP #2000-0032
CAMERON STATION - PHASE V

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval subject to compliance with all applicable codes and ordinances.

Special use permits and modifications requested by the applicant and recommended by staff:

1. Amendment to the boundary line for Phase V and Phase V1.

Staff Note: In accordance with section 11-506(c) of the zoning ordinance, construction or operation
shall be commenced and diligently and substantially pursued within 18 months of the date of
granting of a special use permit by City Council or the special use permit shall become void.

10



DSUP #2000-0032
CAMERON STATION - PHASE V

DISCUSSION:

The applicant, Cameron Station Associates, LLC requests approval of a development special use
permit to revise the boundary of Phase V of Cameron Station. The proposed revision to the phase
boundaries are necessary to accommodate the proposed Archstone multi-family project (DSUP
#2000-0031). The portion of Cameron Station that is proposed to be removed from Phase V and
incorporated as part of Phase VIis approximately 1.5 acres, was originally approved for twenty-four
townhomes, and was approved by City Council on June 12, 1999.  The final site plan and
subdivision for all of Phase V except the portion proposed to be removed, have been approved and
released by staff and construction has commenced in the remainder of Phase V.

Staff has no objection to the amendment to the boundary line. The general boundary of each phase
has been determined by the developer with the submission of each new site plan, and the housing
types within each phase has been reviewed based upon the consistency with the CDD concept plan
and general planning and special use permit principles. The original line between phase V and VI
was, therefore, somewhat arbitrary.

The primary issue raised by this proposal is whether the use now proposed is consistent with the
development around it, as land previously approved for townhouse development is now proposed
for multifamily units. Several of the adjoining property owners have expressed concerns regarding
the proposed multi-family use adjacent to their townhouse units. From a land use perspective, staff
has no objection to the juxtaposition of the uses, and the face of the apartment building next to the
townhomes has been designed with an appropriate transitional scale and architecture. Other phases
of Cameron Station have had significant amendments and changes to their development once
initially approved (most notably Phase II but also Phase I); such changes are not unusual.

The amendment does raise the question of equity, as some adjoining homeowners have argued they
were misinformed about the nature of the adjoining development by the developer or builder from
which they purchased their home, however from a land use and planning perspective staff finds no
land use reason to deny the proposed phase boundary change. The proposed phase boundary
amendment is consistent with the intent of the CDD concept plan to permit a mixed use community
with various elements of residential uses and complies with the general guidelines of the CDD
concept plan.

STAFF: Fileen P. Fogarty, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning;
Kimberley Johnson, Chief, Development;
Jeffrey Farner, Urban Planner.

11
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APPLICATION for A mmendmert
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT with SITE PLAN
DSUP # Zeoo- oo 32

) PROJECT NAME: Camz-ros’\ S+a.+;o;ﬁ p;:je. \/

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION:

SQP RUKE ST
PROPERTY LOCATION: __ Adpuconf £ Cameren Statien Bl |>4

TAX MAP REFERENCE: 5'&04'05’10/5(98_0[-551—05 ZONE: €00 #19

{

APPLICANT \Name: Uf[?u'.ﬂ anjimnea.'anﬁysac. Cﬁ.ﬂ/&:f _quj T /ﬂ ([//4,,7/ F £,

V\_ j J — ‘
\"‘“&Address: 771 LJ'#/%:_ Rl'.vzf /ufﬂp;K{. ; ﬂrmqnlq/( i//'} 2003
— L e
PROPERTY OWNER Name: Came,rcn Assocm ¢ L.L,C.

6(‘,} 4*‘- V\fg‘_f'swoJ Cm'h—,, biive , SviTe 900
Address:  V/,enna VA 282 )

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL: Hm,,,g[m(,‘f 7é, . CW,,,,.“J' suf

MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED: _N /A

aé
k
<
X
:
N
3

SUP’s REQUESTED:

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for Development Site Plan, with Special Use Permit, approval in accordance with the
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED, having obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City of
Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for which this application is requested, pursuant to Article XI, Section 11-301 (B) of

the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.
-v pecifically including all surveys, drawings,
Bdge a .

THE UNDERSIGNED also attests that all of the information herein provid
etc., required of the applicant are true; correct and accurate to the best of his know

Oﬂv;cf 7 m dZIAdh C7/

Print Name of Applican't or Agent

Signature
17z LI#IC )erw:r /wﬂp;‘/g 765 (42 Bogp 70 MZ-&’Z;/

Mailing/Street Address 4 Telephone # Fax #

An/mnjﬂ /( A Zze(3 &AI/X)
éity and State Zip Code 7 bate

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE - OFFICE USE ONLY

Application Received: Received Plans for Completeness:
Fee Paid & Date: $ . Received Plans for Preliminary:

ACTION - CITY COUNCIL:
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Development Special Use Permit with-Site Plan (DSUP) #2020 032

All applicants must complete this form,

-

Supplemental forms are required for child care facilities, restaurants, automobile oriented uses and
freestanding signs requiring'special use permit approval. '

1. The applicant is the (check one):
[] Owner I] Contrac;t Purchaser

[] ‘Lessee w Other: Zﬂ{; ine¢v £7 v 4

State the name, address and percent of ownership of any person or entity owning an interest in the

applicant, unless the entity is a corporation or partnership in which case identify each owner of more
than ten percent. :

If properry"“owner or ai)ph'cant is being represented by an authorized agent such as an attorney,
realtor, or other person for which there is some form of compensation, does this agent or the
business in which the agent is employed have a business license to operate in the City of Alexandria,

Virginia?
[T Yes. Provide proof of current City business license
[1 No. " The agent shall obtain a business license prior to filing application,

if required by the City Code.

W
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Development Special Use Permit with.Site Plan (DSUP) # o000 -~ W32

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION

2.

The applicant shall describe below the nature of the request in_detail so that the Planning
Commission and 'City Council can understand the nature of the operation and the use, including such
items as the nature of the activity, the niimber and type of patrons, the number of employees, the
hours, how parking is to be provided for employees and. patrons, and whether the use will generate

any noise. If not appropriate to the request, delete pages 4-7.
(Antach additional sheets if necessary)
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Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) #2000 ~00 32

How many patrons, clients, pupils and other such users do you expect?
Specify time period (i.e., day, hour, or shift).

NJA

How many employees, staff and other personnel do you expect?
Specify time period (i.e. day, hour, or shift).

N/

Describe the proposed hours and d}iys of operation of the proposed use:
Day . Hours Day Hours
N /A |

Describe any potential noise emanating from the proposed use:

A. Describe the noise levels anticipated from all mechanical equipment and patrons.

B. How will the noise from patrons be controlled?

N/A

Describe an? potential odors emanating from the proposed use and plans to control them:

1




Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) #2220 -0 32,

»-) 8.  Provide information regarding trash and litter generated by the use:

)

A. 'What type of trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

-

5w
~

B. How much trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

N/A

C. How often will trash be collected?

N/A

D. How will you prevent litterin_g on the property, streets and nearby properties?

N

L4

9. Wil any hazardous materials, as defined by the state or federal government, be handled, stored, or

generated on the property?
[T Yes. [ ] No.

N/

If yes, provide the name, monthly (iuantity, and specific disposal method below:

10. Will any organic compounds, for example paint, ink, lacquer thinner, or cleaning or degreasing
solvent, be handled, stored, or generated on the property?

[ ] Yes. [ 1 No.

If yes, provide the name, monthly quantity, and specific disposal method below:

N4




Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) # o220 - OO 52,

) 11. 'What methods are pro7scd to ensure the saféty of residents, employees and patrons?

f

s 3

ALCOHOL SALES
12.  'Will the proposed use include the sale of beer, wine, or mixed drinks?

[ ] Yes. [ 1 No.

If yes, describe alcohol sales below, including if the ABC license will include on-premises and/or
off-premises sales. Existing uses must describe their existing alcohol sales and/or service and

identify any proposed changes in that aspect of the operation.

N/A

PARKING-AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS

13.  Provide information regarding the availability of off-street parking:

A. How ni"any parking spaces are required for the proposed use pursuémt to section
8-200 (A) of the zoning ordinance?

N/

B. How many parking spaces of each type are provided for the proposed use:

Standard spaces
Compact spaces
Handicapped accessible spaces.

Other.



@
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D.

Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) #2000 « 00, 72

Where is required parking located? (check one) [ ] on-site [ ] off-site.

N

Pursuant to section 8-200 (C) of the zoning ordinance, commercial and industrial uses may
provide off-site parking within 500 feet of the proposed use, provided that the off-site parking is
located on land zoned for commercial or industrial uses. All other uses must provide parking on-
site, except that off-street parking may be provided within 300 feet of the use with a special use
permit,

If the rec7ired parking will be located off-site, where will it be located:

—

If a reduction in the required parking is requested, pursuant to section 8-100 (A) (4) or (5) of the
zoning ordinance, complete the PARKING REDUCTION SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION.

14.  Provide information regarding loading and unloading facilities for the use:

A.

How many loading spaces are required for the use, per section 8-200 (B) of the

zoning ordinance? /Y /ﬁ
r A i

How many loading spaces are available for the use?

Where are off-street loading facilities located? N /%

During what hours of the day do you expect loading/unloading operations to occur?

/A |

l"[!l'

How frequently are loading/unioading operations expected to occur, per day or per week, as
appropriate?

Wi

15, Is street access to the subject property adequate or are any street improvements, such as a new turning
lane, necessary to minimize impacts on traffic flow?

N/

07/26/99 pr\zoning\pe-appi\formsiapp-sp2***
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From: Schuppert, Susan [susan.schuppert@usop.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2000 9:09 AM '
To: 'marotaix@aol.com'; 'billclev@home.com'; 'vote4eben~ein@aol.com';
Y ‘wmeuille@wdeuille.com': 'delpepper@aol.com”: 'dsepck@aol.com’; 'council-
’ woodson@home.com'
Cc: ‘mrabertson@aofurn.com: ‘Mindy_Lyle@clarkus.com’
Subject: Opposition to Cameron Station Permits .

I am strongly opposed to the following permits issued to developers in the
Cameron Station neighborhood:

“"Development Special Use Permit $2000-0032 P8.04 T CAmERON STATION INT Rk
Development Special Use Permit #2000-0030 68.01—— Camepon ITAT! ~ HALLIARK
Development Special Use Permit #2000-0084 68.01 ChmeRon STATION -
Special Use Permit #2000-0031 68.01 — " dameeow 57’“’“’“"“*"‘“:"”‘:"5
Special Use Permit #2000-0085 g8 . .01 QAMERON STATION ~ARCHSTo

ingress and e€gress to the new elementary school. The addition of the rental
apartments and parking structure will create an unlivable situation for
those of us whe invested (in good faith) in these town homes over 18 months
ago. It is clear to many of us now that the council and developers did not
disclose plans that would have made many of us decide to live elsewhere. Tt
is grossly unfair to us to spring this project on the neighborhood and
further deteriorate the original plan,

Besides this unfair treatment of Cameron Station residents, the new Project
- S designed using neoc-traditional design and the new urbanism. Thisg design
.andard is based on the Project being located at a metro, convergence of

bus lines, or other transportation center. It also is based on residents
being able to walk to grocery stores, dry cleaners, etc. The walking
distance for all of these services and to a transportation center is
considered to be % mile. This is not the case in Cameron station. A1}
activity is dependent on vehicles. For this Teéason, the 1.7 spaces allowed
in the apartment complex is not sufficient. Cameron Station has two sSpaces
Per unit and in some cases 4 with 15% extra visitor pParking. There is a
Critical shortage now, and the additional burden of this project would make
it unlivable.

I am sure that You recognize that the residents of Cameron Station vote and
Pay taxes. We appreciate some of the decisions you have made to pProtect our
neighborhood, such as the defeat of Plans to develop the Eisenhower
Extension to stage cement for the I-95 ang Wilson Bridge project. It is my
hope that you will take similar action and stop these permits, Please think
carefully about what You and Cameron Station's growing list of developers
continue to ask our neighborhood to tolerate,

Sincerely,
Susan Schuppert

276 Murtha Street
Alexandria, va 22304

/ '
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#7A DSUP 2oco-003| - AROKHSTONEL4N . STR
Cameron smlnn Clvic Association, ing, # 7“8 sufP 2eco - 008S - ARCH STONE - CAny. 572

PO Box 22560
Alexandnia, YA 32304

Telephone 703:370-2319

March 29, 2001

Planning Commission

301 King Street, Suite 2100

Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Oommissioners:

We strongly oppose the Archstone project {(docket items 6, 7A and 7B) that is before you on
Tuesday, April 3. This proposed project is an obnoxious design that, if approved, would be a
blight on our community and City for decades, and would set a dangerous precedent for a new
low in architectural design quality. There are no redeeming features of this plan and it should be
rejected outright. The applicant needs to go back to the drawing board and come back with a
design that is worthy of our community aad City.

The design calls for a massive structure that nms uninterrapted for 700 continuous feet, the
length of two and & half city blocks. It is 76 percent of the length of an outside wall of The
Pentagon, and equal in length to the US Capitol. Part of this integral design is a hideous seven
story, unfinished concrete, above ground parking garage, virtually identical 1o the Landmark
Mall garage, only taller. The building does not blend with the rest of Cameron Station in terms
of mass, use of green space, architectural style and quality, etc. It does not deserve a place in
Alexandria,

While it is touted to be a “luxury” building, its design lacks characteristics and qualities that
cnhance one’s quality of life in even less pretentious ones. There is little open space in the
design; some units will get little suntight; intemal corridors are 200-400 long; parking is as much
as one block (and more) from some units; the design encourages op-street parking in lieu of

using the garage; and the design is certainly not user friendly for persons with mobility
disabilities.

While not addressed in the staff report, we believe that there ate serious police and safety issues
inherent in a design like this one, ¢.g. with long expanses hidden from the street and above
ground parking garage that is easily accessible by intruders - all this adjacent to an elementary
school. We are asking the Police Department and Fire Department to give independent
professional judgmeats of whatever problems may be inherent in this design.

We encourage you to reject this proposal, We will be out in force at the April 3 meeting to
express our strong opposition.

RO



Docket Item # 7-A
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0031
ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION (Phase VI)

Planning Commission Meeting
May 7, 2002

ISSUE: Consideration of a request for a development special use permit, with a
preliminary site plan, to construct a multi-family residential project.

APPLICANT: Archstone Communities
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney

LOCATION: 450 Ferdinand Day Drive

ZONE: CDD-9/Coordinated Development District

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 7, 2002: On a motion by Mr. Dunn, seconded by
Mr Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to recommend denial of the proposed development
special use permit. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Overview of the Discussion and Motions for DSUP #2000-0031, DSUP #2000-0032 and
SUP #2000-0085. Note: The following is 2 summation of the discussion and is not a verbatim transcript.
{Audio Tape 1) :

Chairman Eric Wagner: The Commission knows that this item has been deferred four times; at our
April public hearing we heard from a number of speakers including the applicant and staff. The
Commission deferred the application to allow staff to prepare an analysis of the materials that
Archstone submitted prior to the hearing. What we agreed was that the applicant would have a
chance to revisit its application and make any modifications that they saw fit before bringing it back
before the Commission, and if the applicant did not come back with modifications, the Commission
would hear these applications without a public hearing. The Commission would hold its discussion
and vote on these items. My understanding from Ms. Fogarty is that the applicant has made no
changes to its applications and has submitted no new material to the staff. The only new material
is the staff analysis of what was submitted by the applicant prior to the last hearing.

Mr. Robinson: One of my concerns last month when we chose to defer this, and for seconding the
motion to defer, I think there were about seven of us six of us, was to really to make sure that we
have examined carefully the staff recommendations and the reasons that we also reject the staff
recommendations. We said we wanted underground parking among other things. 1 was not one that
felt we absolutely had to have underground parking but had to have something that was certainly
better than the original application and I still believe that we have to have something that is better
than the application that is before us. 1 felt we should defer it and that we be very clear as to why



the staff recommendation also does not meet with our approval. My feeling is that the application
as it stands now just is not acceptable. At a work session, the Commission had the other day one of
the comments made was that an awful lot of the apartments we are seeing just were not of the level
that we should be building in this market in Alexandria and I'm speaking primarily of the
Eisenhower Valley. I just think we can do better; I think economically this can be done differently
and still have a very worthwhile return for the current residents, for the developers, for the owners,
etc. Ijust do not feel this application meets what could be done with the land in the community that
exists right now. I just want to make it very plain that I at least was not saying I don’t like this
because you didn’t follow my recommendation for the parking underground. I just think that this
development as it now stands is not suitable for this location.

Mr. Dunn: Well, as a mover to defer, | had hoped that, as often has been the case when we
recommend deferral, the deferral produced positive results and I think this has been a disappointment
in that regard. Mr. Chair, in due course, I would be prepared to make a motion to deny and I think
the reasons for docket item #6 are significantly different than docket item #7-A and item #7-B.

Ms. Fossum: Ithink that we are rather extraordinarily patient and trying to work with the community
as well as the developers, and I don’t know how many years | have been on this Commission, but
it’s been a while. I cannot recall a case in which we have gotten the same stuff back time and time
again. It’s a test to prove that we’re irrelevant, the community is irrelevant, staff is irrelevant. I will
do everything in my power to send them a very strong message tonight to let them know that we’re
not irrelevant, and I agree with Commissioner Robinson that this is not just about underground
parking. This is about mass, this is about setback, this is about composition, this is about everything.
This is an awful development.

Mr. Leibach: Ireally have nothing new to add. I certainly would agree with Mr. Robinson and also
with Ms. Fossum. I worry about the dignity and integrity of this Commission, and I think we have
been abundantly clear to the applicant what we were willing to support on this site. We have listened
very patiently to the applicant and those people with a position different from the applicant. We
have had the benefit of staff analysis of all the materials. I agree with Mr. Robinson, and I am
somewhat concerned that staff continues to recommend approval. It is the responsibility of this
Commission to make the final decision before it goes on to Council, and T would support any motion
that Mr. Dunn intends to make tonight.

Mr. Gaines: Mr. Chairman, I think that the comments of my colleagues accurately and eloquently
express my sentiments as to where we have been with this application and where this application
needs to go. I quite frankly am taken aback of the stance of the developers in this application. We
have made it clear where we stand and where we would like to go, and we have expressed an interest
in working with them and for them to work with us. However, we have received the back hand on
this and I quite frankly find it appalling. They have chosen to take their chances with City Council
and [ wish them good luck. The only thing that I respectively request is that, if Council is to overturn
us, let it be a vote of 7 to 0 from the Planning Commission and let it reflect the strong sentiments [
have heard thus far expressed by all of my colleagues.



Mr. Komoroske: At the last hearing T wanted to deny the application rather than defer. We asked
them for underground parking and they told us they do underground parking in some places but they
do not do underground parking in Alexandria. They do not provide underground parking for
economic reasons, but we don’t know what those economics are so we can’t design around that and
help them with this project. Last night I rode the metro to Van Dorn Metro Station and saw the
Avalon Apartments with garages wrapped by apartments, we see the front of them, but from the
metro that is what we got. We now have three or four of those things out there on Eisenhower and
they are creeping in towards the City. We have drawn the line on Eisenhower that future apartments
would require a special use permit. I think this is just another example of what we don’t want to
have, and I will agree to whatever motion we have tonight. 1am not surprised we have what we have
tonight. '

Chairman Eric Wagner: It is not often that I disagree with Mr. Komoroske, but this is one of those
occasions. I think it was worthwhile for us to defer this, if for no other reason than to allow staff
to put together additional materials that are useful for the Commission, the record, and it will be
useful for City Council. I think, if for that reason alone, that it was worthwhile to defer the
application. I would also like to set the record straight in a couple other ways. I know the applicant
is sensitive to these issues. The applicant has made modifications. Regrettably , those modifications
failed to address the issues of the Commission or that staff articulated last year when this came
before us. Ialso think it is regrettable that the previous deferral was based upon working with the
City and the community. The applicant did not work with the City staff, the applicant did not work
with the community, the applicant did not work with the Commission. The applicant revised and
modified its proposal in a manner that they saw fit to do and at that point submitted it to the City to
begin the review process, and came and talked to the Commission about what they had done. The
applicant thought that the real issue was that you could see the parking structure. That was part of
the Commission’s issue. The other issues are the loss of open space, mass that the project creates,
and incompatibility with the neighborhood. I think the Commission, in recommending denial as I
have every confidence we will do tonight, is sending a signal to the development community. The
Commission feels very strongly that those projects that been approved that look in any way like this
Archstone project are not acceptable in the City of Alexandria, they are a mistake. It may be what
these applicants build, it may be what some segments of the population would choose to rent, but
it is not what this Commission will choose to approve. We will not approve future projects that
utilize this above ground parking just because it is for the convenience of the project. It impacts the
rest of the City and I think that all of us are ashamed of those projects in the Eisenhower Valley and
their counterparts in Arlington County. They are nasty projects and we need to send a strong signal
that we are not going to approve these in the future. The issues are mass, failing to make adequate
modifications, incompatibility with our vision for Cameron Station. The issue is not density. The
issue is not rental apartments; we could even see a denser project if it addressed the issues raised by
the Commission. The applicant has stated pretty clearly, the Commission cannot force this applicant
to build something that they do not wish to build and that is not the intent of the Commission, it
never has been. The Commission deferred this a year ago because the applicant said that was a
worthwhile step to allow some give and take to refine this project. Given that the refinement has not
happened the Commission cannot force you to do what you don’t choose to do. This applicant does




not intent to address the Commission or staff recommendations. While we can’t force them to make
changes we can say that we reject this proposal, and for those reasons I will support Mr. Dunn’s
motion.

Mr. Dunn: With regard to item #7-A and 7-B, I have nothing to add; the reasons for denying those
have all been stated by my colleagues. With regard to item #6, there are some points that are worth
making. I will remind everyone of the item that proposes to change the phase boundary between
Phase V and Phase VI of CDD #9. This change is vital to this application. Without this, iterns #7-A
and item #7-B would not be possible. I think that both the applicant and the staff have under
estimated the importance of this item in their evaluation. The staff, in their staff report, states “The
amendment does raise the question of equity, as some adjoining homeowners have argued they were
misinformed about the nature of the adjoining development by the developer or builder from which
they purchased their home, however from a land use and planning perspective staff finds no land use
reason to deny the proposed phase boundary change. The proposed phase boundary amendment is
consistent with the intent of the CDD concept plan to permit a mixed use community with various
elements of residential uses and complies with the general guidelines of the CDD concept plan.”
I read that part, and that staff finds no reason to deny the boundary change, as putting the burden on
the community or someone else. The applicant has the burden to establish why there should be a
boundary change. The owners moved in with the understanding that would be townhouses across
from them. Whether you grant this or you don’t, you will still have a mixed-use community
consistent with the Cameron Station CDD concept plan. So granting this is very crucial and the
applicant has not provided evidence on this requirement that was originally planned as townhomes.
On the contrary, we have had substantial testimony from adjoining neighbors that it would be
detrimental to the neighborhood, particularly the Tancreti Lane residents. It would be injurious to
their property. Ifind it particularly ironic that the applicant, with its application, argues that it is
just trying to do what is in the original plan for the CDD, but now wants to change the phase
boundaries. I think that for item #6, the applicant has not presented evidence to support approval
and I therefore recommend that we deny item #6, seconded by Mr. Gaines. The motion carries
unanimously.

Chairman Fric Wagner: Should another proposal of this particular site come back to us, the
Commission would wish to see some rationale regarding the phase boundary to get past this hurdle
that Mr. Dunn raises. I think the Commission is in full agreement,

Mr. Dunn: [recommend denial of item #7-A for the reasons stated, seconded by Ms Fossum, the
motion carries unanimously.

Mr. Dunn: I recommend denial of item #7-B, seconded by Mr. Gaines, the motion carries
unanimously.

Chairman Eric Wagner: The Commission has now taken action on Archstone. I would ask the staff
to very clearly incorporate in the documentation all the rationale that was discussed during the
discussion period and incorporate as part of the Commission’s action. I would ask that, if you



would, before you finalize that and forward to Council, that you send it to Mr. Dunn for his review
with copies to the rest of the Commission. I would also ask Mr. Dunn, in accordance with
discussions we’ve had on controversial items in the past, whether Mr. Dunn would be available to
appear at City Council when this matter is heard.

Mr. Dunn: I think, Mr. Chair, that it would be more efficacious if you were at City Council; I think
that you’re statements represented the views of the Commission as I understand them; that sounds
like ducking out. It is meant that way and for any reason you are unable to do so, I would certainly
seek to be present.

Chairman Eric Wagner: Well, you and I will coordinate how this gets handled.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 2, 2002: On a motion by Mr. Dunn, seconded
by Mr. Leibach, the Planning Commission voted to defer the application to allow staff the time to
prepare an analysis of the materials, information and revised conditions provided prior to the
hearing, noting that if the applicant does not provide substantial changes to the plan, the applicant
will receive a recommendation of denial from the Planning Commission. The motion carried on a
vote of 6 to 1. Mr. Komoroske voted against.

Speakers:

Duncan W. Blair, attorney, representing Cameron Associates.

Nan E. Terpak, attorney, representing Archstone Communities.

Cathy Puskar, attorney, representing Archstone Communities.

Converse M. West, 200 N. Pickett Street, #704, and Chairman of Holmes Run Civic Association.
John Higi, 5107 Donovan Drive.

Charles Collison, 5040 Grimm Drive.

Roland Gonzales, 4914 Gardner Drive.

Matthew Natale, 3401 Martha Custis Drive.

Jonathan Wilbor, 310 South Lee Street.

Edward Charity, Jr., 134 Tull Place.



Jack Sullivan, 4300 Ivanhoe Place.
Gomez Bennett, 5022-B Barbour Drive.
Mark R. Schwartz, 5109 Gardner Drive.
Jane Watson, 366 Cameron Station Boulevard.
Alicia Schwartzman, 5237 Tancreti Lane.
Joseph S. Bennett, 5022-B Barbour Drive.
Poul Hertel, 1217 Michigan Court.

Emily Dececcio, 5027 Waple Lane.
Victor Addison, 157 Somerville Street.
Katy Cannady, 20 East Oak Street.

Karen O’Brien, 5120 Donovan Drive.
Michael O’Brien, 5120 Donovan Drive.
Leslie Wright, 5119 Donovan Drive.

Julie Crenshaw, 816 Queen Street.

Joe Profaizer, 5115 Knapp Place.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 1, 2002: On a motion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Komoroske, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted to defer the
request. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Reason: The Planning Commission felt that the design of the project was not compatible with the
remainder of Cameron Station. The Commission directed the applicant to come back with a plan
that (1) places all parking underground, (2) provides 15 foot full breaks between buildings (without
breezeways), and (3) includes full participation in the Cameron Station TMP. The Commission also
requested that a model of the development, in context, be provided.



Speakers:

Jonathan Rak, representing the applicant.
John Wallenstrom, the applicant.

Mark Schwartz, Cameron Station resident, requested deferral because additional refinements.
should be made. '

Carmen Gonzales, Cameron Station resident, raised issues related to public safety.

Brent Wilson, Cameron Station resident (Tancreti Lane) spoke in support, noting that
Archstone has addressed the concerns of the Tancreti Lane residents.

Katy Cannady spoke against, noting the poor quality of development.

Gomez Bennett, Cameron Station resident, spoke against, noting the offensiveness of the
garage design.

Darlene Drazenovich, spoke against, noting traffic concerns.

Joe Bennett, Cameron Station Citizen’s Association, spoke against, requesting all parking
be placed underground and complete building breaks.

Roland Gonzales, Cameron Station Citizen’s Association, spoke against, noting the massive
garage, architecture and parking issues.

Poul Hertel spoke against.

Jack Sullivan spoke against.

Linda MacLachlan, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.
Richard Walker, Cameron Station resident, spoke in support.
Marilyn Doherty, League of Women Voters, spoke against.
Nathan Bein, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

John Higi, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Teresa Quinn, Cameron Station resident, spoke against because of aesthetic concerns.



Charles Collison, spoke against.

Leslie Wright, Cameron Station resident, spoke against, noting the projects inconsistency
with the character of Cameron Station,

Ellen Pickering, spoke against,

Tom Witte, Northeast, spoke against, noting the size of the buildings.
Joe Profaizer, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Ed Goeas, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Judy McVay, Old Town Civic Association, spoke against in the support of Cameron Station
Citizen’s Association.

Sally Ann Greer, 1168 N. Pitt, spoke against.

Simon Fishman, future Cameron Station resident, spoke against.
Vic Addison, Cameron Staﬁon resident, spoke against.

Jim Farmen, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

Emily DeCicco, Cameron Station resident, spoke against.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 3,2001: Onamotion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to defer the request. The motion carried on a vote
of 7 to 0.

Reason: The applicant requested deferral.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MARCH 6.2001: The Planning Commission noted
the deferral of the request.

Reason: The staff requested the deferral.
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DSUP #2000-0031
ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

SUMMARY:

In April 2001, the Planning Commission considered the original application for a 309 unit apartment
complex on Phase VI of Cameron Station, a project known as “Archstone.” Staff identified
numerous significant concerns with the original proposal, including the overall mass and scale of the
apartment complex, the design of the exposed, above-grade parking structure, the general lack of
compatibility with the remainder of Cameron Station, parking and transportation management
concerns, and general livability issues. Staff recommended approval of the proposal, predicated
on extensive conditions aimed at significantly modifying the design of the project. At the April
meeting, the Planning Commission also expressed numerous concerns about the project, including
issues of mass, scale, compatibility, design, parking, and public safety. The Commission deferred
the case to May 2001 without holding the public hearing in order to allow the applicant to respond
to the issues raised by staff and the Planning Commission prior to the public hearing. In May 2001
the applicant returned with a slightly revised proposal for the 309 unit apartment complex as
generally depicted below.

Original Site Plan

Parking Structure

Apartment Buildings

Note: Red is the six level above-grade parking
structure.

The revised design included full or partial breaks of various sizes in each facade and architectural
treatment of the above grade parking structure; the applicant also provided additional information
to address public safety questions asked by the Commission. At the May public hearing staff
reiterated its concerns, and there was extensive testimony from the public on the project, with most

9



DSUP #2000-0031
ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

speakers opposing the proposed development. Following the testimony, the Commission discussed
the project at length and expressed serious concerns about the mass of the project, its compatibility
with the remainder of Cameron Station, and the ultimate livability of the project. The Commission
stated they would not approve the project and gave the applicant the option of a recommendation
of denial or deferral in order to continue to refine the design of the project to work with staff to
address the issues raised by the Commission, the staff and the public. The applicant accepted the
deferral. In conjunction with its motion of deferral, the Commission specifically instructed the
applicant to do the following:

I. Redesign the project to place all parking underground;
Provide fifteen-foot wide full breaks, without pedestrian walkways:;

3. Full participation in the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP);
and
4. A contextual model of the development.

For comparison purposes staff has included a proposal with all of the parking below grade and the
elimination of the pedestrian walkways as recommended by the Planning Commission. It is the
position of the applicant that providing all of the parking underground will require additional units
and therefore additional mass to enable the project to be economically viable. The plan below is
intended to be illustrative of one possible layout when the above-grade parking is removed; placing
the parking underground creates significant flexibility for site layout and alternative layouts shifting
the open space throughout the site are also possible.

Site Plan Without Above-Grade Parking or Pedestrian Walkways.

Buildings Without
Pedestrian Walkways

i3y

Limits of Underground
Parking

Open Space

Note:
Building sizes and locations are approximate.
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The applicant has now returned with a revised plan for consideration by the City. In this revised
plan, the major change made by the applicant has been to reorient the above ground parking structure
to create breaks occupied by drive aisles between the garage and apartment buildings as depicted
below. Inaddition, the parking structure has been faced with apartment units adjacent to Ferdinand
Day Drive and the linear park, and the other faces of the above-grade parking structure have been
treated architecturally. Other, relatively minor adjustments, have also been made to the plan, as
discussed in more detail in this staff report.

Proposed Site Plan

SiX-Level
Parking Structure

Parking Structure
On First Level Only.

Note: Red is the above-grade parking structure. The central parking
structure is a six-level above grade parking structure  the remainder of the
parking is only on the first level.
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While the refinements the applicant has made to the plan have improved the plan in several ways,
they do not address the major issues of mass and scale or compatibility identified in the former staff
report. Nor do they address the more stringent recommendations made by the Planning Commission
to reduce the massiveness of the project i.e., no underground parking has been added, and the
overhead walkways have not been eliminated from the breaks to create true openings between
buildings similar to those found in other parts of the project. In addition, the revisions made by the
applicant to the plan have created several significant new issues that now need to be addressed;
most notably, the revised site plan has: :

1. significantly reduced building setbacks on Ferdinand Day Drive and adjacent to the
linear park;

2. eliminated public on-street parking along Ferdinand Day Drive;

3. reduced significantly the amount of parking provided; and

4. created more ground level space devoted to the automobile.

While staff recommended approval of the plan during the last review, the recommendation was
contingent upon numerous conditions for changing the plan, The plan that was resubmitted by the
applicant in November does not address many of the major issues of mass, scale and compatibility
identified by staff and the Planning Commission. Since the submission staff has expressed many
specific and general concerns to the applicant about the revised plan, however the applicant has not
provided any substantiative changes during the review process which address the major issues. While
the applicant does propose a number of off-site improvements that provide some benefit for the
community, the plan does not address many of the fundamental issues that have been previously
raised by staff or the Planning Commission. Therefore, staff continues to recommend that the
project only be approved subject to the recommendations as summarized below. These conditions
are consistent with staffs’ previous position for the project. They do not reflect the Planning
Commissions’ recommendations, which went further to reduce the mass and scale and create a more
compatible project by placing all parking below grade.
1. Reducing the mass of the project by placing at least two-levels, approximately
50,000 sq.ft. of parking mass underground,; '
2. Restoring the original setbacks for building #2 along Ferdinand Day
Drive and the linear park;
3. Providing the on-street parking that is proposed to be eliminated:
4. Redesigning the new interior streets to create a true extension of
the Cameron Station street grid, by providing street trees and more
space devoted to pedestrians rather than vehicles;
5. Refining the architectural treatment of the parking structure so that
it truly reads as a facade of the adjoining buildings and continuing
to refine the architectural elevations;
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6. Increasing the level of visitor parking from 15% to the 19%, as originally proposed;
and
7. Implementing a parking management plan to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z

as previously recommended by staff.

The staff analysis contained in the staff report provides a detailed analysis of the current prOJect the
issues it raises and staff’s recommendations.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval subject to the following conditions which incorporate the conditions
previous recommendations, plus additional conditions to address new issues created by the revised
plan.

1. Building # 2 shall be set back a minimum of 15 ft. from the property line on Ferdinand Day
Drive and Building # 2A shall be setback a minimum of 10 £t. from the southern property
line adjacent to the linear park. Three parallel spaces shall be provided on Ferdinand Day
Drive adjacent to Building # 2. (P&Z)

2. Revise the circulation and configuration of the central portion of the site as generally
depicted in Attachment No.1. At a minimum the revisions shall include:
a. Relocation of the entrance for the surface parking to the north for building
# 1 and # 3 to align with the entrances to the parking structure.
b. A maximum 22 ft. wide drive aisle and 10 ft. planting strip on each side of the
interior streets, other than the sidewalk connections to Ferdinand Day Drive that shall
include tree wells on one side of the private street.

C. A continuous row of street trees shall be provided 30 ft. on-center on each side of
the interior private streets.
d. Decorative brick pavers for the southern portion of the private streets and emergency

vehicle easement (EVE) turn-around to differentiate this area as a pedestrian
courtyard and EVE, but not for general resident/visitor traffic.

e. The area adjacent to the pedestrian courtyard shall include amenities such as benches
and trash receptacle, etc. (outside the EVE) to encourage the use of the courtyard.
f. A continuous 22 ft. wide public access easement from Ferdinand Day Drive to the

linear park that shall provide two additional points of pedestrian access to the linear
park. The easement shall be approved by the City Attorney and recorded prior to the
release of the final site plan. (P&Z)

3. The building elevations shall be revised as generally depicted in A#tachment No.2 to the
satisfaction of the Director of P&Z to provide the following:
a. Primarily brick and/or stone facades,
b. Significant variation in building materials and color through the use of varied
building materials with offsets in the building wall between the various materials and
architectural building elements,

c. Significant variation in roofs, including variation in roof-line, provision of shingle
roof material and dormers,
d. Significant variation in fenestration and other architectural treatments,
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HVAC units and grates shall be located to minimize visibility from Ferdinand Day
Drive and Tancretti Lane. Through the wall units shall not be permitted, and

The railings for the balconies on Ferdinand Day Drive (balconies are not proposed
on Tancretti Drive) shall be spaced to minimize visibility into the balconies from the
adjoining streets. (P&Z)

The southern (linear park) elevations shall at a minimum provide significant
variation in building materials (brick/siding) and color through the use of varied
building materials, variations in the roofline, HVAC units and grates that are located
to minimize visibility from the linear park, and railings for the proposed balconies
shall be spaced to minimize visibility into the proposed balconies. (P&Z)

The parking structure shall be revised to provide the following to the satisfaction of the
Director of P&Z:

a.

The applicant shall reduce the mass of the project by the equivalent of two levels of
the above grade parking structure (approximately 50,000 sq.ft.) to reduce the mass
of the proposed project, the reduced mass shall be distributed appropriately
throughout the site.

The additional parking that is located below grade shall not decrease the amount or
quality of open space, landscaping or setbacks.

The grading for the southern portion of the parking garage adjacent to the linear park
shall remain as generally depicted on the preliminary site plan.

The ground level openings and grates on the eastern, southern and western portion
of the parking structure shall be eliminated or replaced with openings suggestive of
windows.

The use of freestanding light poles on the top level shall be prohibited. The light for
the top level shall be bollard or box lighting.

The parking structure shall be constructed and fully operational prior to the first
certificate of occupancy permit. (P&Z)

The architectural treatment for the eastern and western portion of the parking structure and
the first level of parking on the interior streets shall be visually indistinguishable from the
primary building facades. The architectural treatment shall have the same building materials
and level of detailing as the primary building facades that at a minimum shall include:

a.

b.

Brick, siding, recessed balconies, and roofing design and material to match facades
for the apartment units.

Windows, glass and frames that shall match the apartment units, window grate
coverings shall be prohibited. The windows shall be designed in a manner that will
enable the projection of light.

The number of windows and balconies shall be generally consistent with the
preliminary architectural elevations.
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Mechanical parking garage ventilation shall be exhausted through the garage roof
rather than into the space between the buildings. (P&Z)

The applicant shall submit a parking management plan which outlines mechanisms to
maximize the use of the parking structure by the residents and visitors to the satisfaction of
the Director of P&Z prior to release of the final site plan. At a minimum the plan shall
include the following:

a.

R

All visitor spaces shall be on the lower levels of the parking structure and shall not
include controlled access. The final location of the visitor parking shall be to the
satisfaction of the Director of P&Z.

The applicant shall install “Visitor Parking Only” signs for all visitor parking spaces.
All residents and employees shall obtain and maintain a tag, decal or similar form
of vehicle identification. The identification shall be prominently displayed at all
times.

Residents shall be prohibited from parking within any designated visitor parking
spaces.

Provision of secure bicycle racks/storage within the parking structure.

The total amount of parking provided shall not be less than the Zoning Ordinance
requirement plus 19% visitor parking within the parking structure.

A maximum of one space for each one-bedroom unit, two spaces for each two and
three-bedroom units shall be assigned. This allotment of parking spaces shall be free
of charge for each of the units. The applicant may charge a fee for the remainder of
the resident parking spaces.

The parking restrictions of the parking management plan shall be a part of the lease
for each of the units.

All employee parking shall occur in the parking structure and shall be free of charge.
The applicant shall require its residents and employees to use off-street parking.

It shall be the sole responsibility of the applicant to monitor and enforce all
provisions of the parking management plan. All residents who violate the provision
of the parking management plan shall be subject to towing at the expense of the
owner. (P&Z)

The width of the building breaks shall remain as depicted on the preliminary plan, other than
adjacent to the linear park. Adjacent to the linear park the applicant shall provide 8 ft. partial
breaks and additional variation in the roof line to accommodate the building breaks. The
openings (excluding the partial break) shall be unobstructed other than above-grade
pedestrian walkways. The above grade pedestrian walkways shall be designed and include
materials to be more visually transparent to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)
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The gate/door for the trash compactor shall remain closed except when in use. The color of
the door shall match the adjacent wall material and be integrated into the surrounding facade
to minimize its presence. The trash compactors, trash collection dumpsters and recycling
shall be partially located within the parking structure. Clearly label all dumpsters and
recycling containers on the final site plan. (P&Z7)

A minimum 8 ft. wide brick sidewalk shall be provided along Ferdinand Day Drive and a
minimum 6 ft. wide brick sidewalk with a 5 ft. landscape strip between the sidewalk and the
street shall be provided along Tancreti Lane. The brick sidewalk adjacent to Ferdinand Day
Drive shall be extended to the west to connect to the adjacent surface parking. All sidewalks
shall be brick and connect with the proposed and existing adjacent sidewalks and the linear
park trail. Underground utilities shall be located to allow planting within the planting strip
between the sidewalk and the curb, (P&Z)

The sidewalk on Ferdinand Day Drive shall continue over the two proposed curb cuts to
provide an uninterrupted brick sidewalk. A public access easement shall be provided for all
portions of the proposed sidewalks that are not located within the public right-of-way.
(P&Z)(T&ES)

A brick pedestrian crosswalk shall be provided at the at the intersection of Cameron Station
Boulevard and Ferdinand Day Drive that crosses the northern drive aisle (west-bound),
landscape median, and southern drive aisle (east-bound) of Cameron Station Boulevard to
the satisfaction of the Directors of P&Z and T&ES. (P&Z)

A subdivision plan for the linear park shall be approved prior to the release of the final site
plan. All subdivisions, easements and reservations shall be approved and recorded prior to
release of the final site plan. (P&Z)

The applicant shall coordinate with the developer to ensure that all improvements to the
linear park (adjacent to Phase VI) shall be completed prior to the issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy permit for the final building. (P&Z)

Emergency Vehicle Easements (EVE) and/or access shall not be located within the linear
park. (P&Z)

Temporary structures for construction or sales personnel shall be permitted and the period
such structures are to remain on the site, size and site design for such structures shall be
subject to the approval of the Director of P&Z. The trailers shall be removed prior to the
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy. (P&Z)
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A detailed open space plan shall be approved in conjunction with the final site plan, and any
physical elements within the open spaces shall also be shown on the final site plan. The
amount of open space and the open space calculations shall not include any portion of the
linear park. The dimensions of the interior courtyards shall not decrease from the level
generally depicted on the preliminary site plan. The open space, courtyards and linear park
shall provide the amenities provided on the preliminary plan and shall also at a minimum

provide the following to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z:

a. The interior courtyards shall provide amenities such as benches, trellis, sitting areas,
gas grills, trash receptacles and decorative pavers and additional amenities to
encourage their use for the interior courtyards.

b. An automatic irrigation system shall be provided for all open space and landscaping

c. The applicant shall design and install irrigation in the linear park adjacent to the
property to the satisfaction of the Director of R.P.&C.A. The irrigation shall be
installed prior to the last certificate of occupancy permit. The irrigation system shall
be maintained by R P.&C.A (P&Z) (RC&PA)

The applicant shall provide a “Club House” area including a fitness facility, community room
and similar level of amenities as generally depicted on the preliminary plan and application
to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)

Freestanding signs other than traffic/directional signs shall be prohibited. Flat wall signage
shall be limited to the minimum necessary to identify the building and shall be limited to the
Ferdinand Day Drive facade to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)

The proposed fence on Tancreti Lane shall be a maximum height of 3.5 ft permitted by the
Zoning Ordinance. Fences or retaining walls other than those depicted on the preliminary site
plan shall be prohibited. (P&Z)

A final landscape plan shall be provided with the final site plan to the satisfaction of the
Director of P&Z and RP&CA. The plan shall include the level of landscaping shown on the
preliminary landscape plan and shall, at a minimum, also provide:

a. Willow Oak street trees the entire length of Ferdinand Day Drive and London Plane
street trees along Tancreti Lane a minimum of 4" caliper at time of planting at a
maximum spacing of 35' on-center.

b. A significant amount and variety of additional landscaping, including shrubs and
groundcover and street trees adjacent to Ferdinand Day Drive, Tancreti Lane and the
linear park.
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i

c. The linear park trail shall be located above the underground utilities to maximize
planting areas for landscaping.

d. A significant amount of additional evergreen plantings shall be provided within the
linear park.

e. The applicant shall make a best effort to conceal grate inlets and inlet pipes proposed

to be located in the courtyard, open space and linear park. Grate inlets shall be
located at grade.

f. Specify cultivars for all relevant plant materials.
g All landscaping shall be maintained in good condition and replaced as needed.
h. All underground utilities and utility structures shall be located away from the

proposed landscaping and street trees to the extent feasible, to minimize any impact
on the root systems of the proposed landscaping, to the satisfaction of the Director
of T&ES and P&Z. (P&Z)

The design, type of landscaping and amenities within the northeastern portion of the site and
the pocket park/open space within Phase V shall be consistent including the alignment and
type of fountains to maintain a unified streetscape for Cameron Station Boulevard. (P&Z)

The development shall not be a gated community other than the controlled access for the
resident parking within the parking structure. (P&Z)

As trees mature they are to be limbed up to a minimum of 6 feet. Do not plant trees under
or near light poles. The proposed seating along the at grade walkways should be as close to
the walkways as possible. (P&Z) (Police)

The applicant shall attach a copy of the final released site plan to each building permit
document application and be responsible for insuring that the building permit drawings are
consistent and in compliance with the final released site plan prior to review and approval
of the building permit. (P&Z)

The applicant shall submit as-built plans for each building and the parking garage to the
Department of P&Z prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy permit. (P&Z)

A temporary informational sign shall be installed on the site prior to the approval of the final
site plan for the project and shall be displayed until construction is complete; the sign shall
notify the public of the nature of the upcoming project and shall provide a phone number for
public questions regarding the project. The applicant shall designate an employee who will
serve as a person of contact for questions regarding the project. (P&Z)
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The applicant shall be permitted to make minor adjustments to the preliminary site plan as
long as the changes do not result in a reduction of building setbacks, loss of open space, loss
of parking or increased height. (P&Z)

Provide a site lighting plan to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES in consultation with
the Chief of Police. The plan shall show the existing and proposed street lights and site
lights. Indicate the type of fixture, and show mounting height, and strength of fixture in
Lumens or Watts. Provide manufacturer’s specifications for the fixtures. Provide lighting
calculations to verify that lighting meets city standards and are located to prevent excessive
spillover lighting and glare from adjacent properties. (T&ES) (P&Z)

The City Attorney has determined that the City lacks the authority to approve the gravity fed
sanitary sewer systems which serve over 400 persons. Accordingly, the overall sanitary
sewer system for the proposed development must be submitted for approval by the Virginia
Department of Health (VDH). Both City and VDH approval are required, though City
approval may be given conditioned upon the subsequent issuance of VDH approval. Should
state agencies require changes in the sewer design, these must be accomplished by the
developer prior to the release of a certificate of occupancy for the units served by this system.
Prior to the acceptance of dedications of the sewers by the city or release of any construction
bonds, the developer must demonstrate that all necessary state agency permits have been
obtained and as-built drawings submitted to the City that reflect all changes required by the
state. (T&ES)

In the event that Section 5-1-2(12b) of the City Code is amended to designate multi-family
dwellings in general, or multi-family dwellings when so provided by SUP, as required user

property, then refuse collection shall be provided by the City. (T&ES)

All private streets and alleys must comply with the City’s Minimum Standards for Private
Streets and Alleys. (T&ES)

Provide all pedestrian and traffic signage to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES. (T&ES)

Align western entrance on Ferdinand Day Drive across from existing entrance for Harold
Secord Drive with design satisfactory to the Director of T&ES. (T&ES)

Provide letter of acceptance from Fairfax County forall sanitary sewer connections to Fairfax
County trunk sewer prior to the release of final site plan. (T&ES)

Proposed sanitary sewers shall be located outside of ali Fairfax County sewer easements with
the exception of Fairfax County approved connections. (T&ES)
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Maintain minimum 10 feet horizontal separation (edge to edge) between water lines and
sanitary sewer, or provide minimum vertical separation of 18-inches between bottom of
water line and top of sewer main, or provide pressure tested DIP (AWWA approved water
pipe) for sanitary sewer. (T&ES)

Require minimum Class IV RCP for storm sewers located in pavement or EVE easements.
(T&ES)

All buried utilities (sanitary, storm sewer, and water) and related structures shall be located
outside of the bearing load of all structures. (T&ES)

Require minimum 16 feet vertical clearance above buried utility alignments for bury depths
not exceeding 10 feet. Bury depths exceeding 10 feet will require additional vertical
clearances to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES. (T&ES)

All structures, including foundations, shall be located outside of the 50 feet buffer of the
Resource Protection Area for Backlick Run. (T&ES)

Grasscrete pavers located within EVE easements shall meet HS-20 loads. Provide
construction specifications sealed by a P.E. registered in Virginia. (T&ES)

Prior to the release of the final site plan, provide a Traffic Control Plan detailing proposed
controls to traffic movement, lane closures, construction entrances, haul routes, and storage
and staging. (T&ES)

Existing sanitary sewer within Ferdinand Day Drive shall not be abandoned. (T&ES)
Provide 25 feet curb radius on western entrance on Ferdinand Day Drive. (T&ES) 4

Monday through Friday from 7 am to 6 pm and Saturdays from 9 am to 6 pm. No
construction activities are permitted on Sundays. Pile Driving is further restricted to the
following hours: Monday though Friday from 9 am to 6 pm and Saturdays from 10 am to 4
pm. (T&ES)

The developer or its agent to furnish each prospective buyer with a statement disclosing the
prior history of the Cameron Station site including previous environmental conditions and
about the on-going remediation, to the satisfaction of the Directors of T &ES and Planning
& Zoning. (T&ES)
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If fireplaces are to be included in the development, the applicant be required to install gas
fireplaces to reduce air pollution and odors. Animal screens must be installed on chimneys.
(T&ES)

That due to the close proximity of the site to the railroad tracks, the following conditions are

recommended for the development:

D The applicant shall prepare a noise study identifying the levels of noise residents at
the site will be exposed and, if needed, install some combination of noise mitigation
measures, or others, listed in the following recommendation to the satisfaction of the

Directors of T&ES and P&Z.
2) Identify options to minimize noise exposure to future residents at the site, particularly
in those units closest to railroad tracks, including:
a) Special construction methods to reduce noise transmission
b) Triple-pane glazing for windows
c) Additional wall and roofing insulation.
d) Installation of resilient channels between the interior gypsum board

leaf and the wall studs,
e) Others as identified by the applicant.
f) Installation of a berm or sound wall. (T&ES)

All required permits from Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Environmental
Protection Agency, Army Corps of Engineers, Virginia Marine Resources must be in place
for all project construction and mitigation work prior to release of the fina] site plan. (T&ES)

The applicant is required to prepare a Water Quality Impact Assessment in accordance with
Article XIII of the City’s Zoning Ordinance to the satisfaction of the Director of
Transportation and Environmental Services. (T&ES) .

The stormwater collection system is part of the Cameron / Holmes Run watershed. All
stormwater inlets shall be duly marked to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES. (T&ES)

Provide a drainage map for the area flowing to the chosen BMP, including topographic

information and storm drains. In the final site plan show how this development complies
with the original BMP pond designed for Cameron Station, (T&ES)
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The applicant is advised that all stormwater designs that require analysis of pressure
hydraulic systems and/or inclusion and design of flow control structures must be sealed by
a professional engineer, registered in the Commonwealth of Virginia. If applicable, the
Director of T&ES may require resubmission of all plans that do no meet this standard.
(T&ES)

If any stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required for this project they shall
be constructed and installed under the direct supervision of the design engineer or his
designated representative. The design engineer shall make a written certification to the City
that the BMP(s) are constructed and installed as designed and in accordance with the
approved Final Site Plan. (T&ES)

The surface appurtenances associated with any on-site structural BMP’s shall be marked to
the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES to identify them as part of the structural BMP
system. (T&ES)

For any surface-installed Best Management Practices, i.e. Bio-Retention Filters, Vegetated
Swales, etc. are employed for this site, descriptive signage for the BMPs is required to be
installed to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation and Environmental Services.
If any stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required for this project the
Developer shall furnish the Homeowner Association with an Owner’s Operation and
Maintenance Manual for all the Best Management Practices (BMP’s) used on site. The
manual shall include at a minimum: an explanation of the functions and operations of the
BMP(s), drawings and diagrams of the BMP(s) and any supporting utilities, catalog cuts on
maintenance requirements and a copy of the Maintenance Agreement with the City. (T&ES)

The Developer shall furnish each home purchaser with a brochure describing any stormwater
BMP(s) installed on the site, outlining the responsibilities of the homeowners and the
Homeowner’s Association (HOA) with respect to maintenance requirements. Upon
activation of the HOA, the Developer shall furnish five copies of the brochure per unit to the
HOA for distribution to subsequent homeowners. (T&ES)

A “Certified Land Disturber” must be named on the Erosion and Sediment Control sheets
prior to release of the final Site Plan in accordance with Virginia Department of
Conservation and Recreation guidelines. (T&ES)

The Environmental Site Assessment Statement proffers a 45-foot RPA line. This is
incorrect. The encroachment for this project is 50-feet. (T&ES)
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Project must show that construction will comply with the City’s Chesapeake Bay Program
described in Article XIIT of the City Zoning Ordinance, i.e. The impervious area, etc. caused
by this development is within the design assumptions for Cameron Lake. (T&ES)

The applicant shall design and install a playground in the Backlick Run section of the park,
and relocate the existing dog park to the satisfaction of the Director of R.P.&C.A. The dog
park and playground shall be ADA accessible, including all play structures and surfaces.
Landscape elements shall at a minimum 20 shade trees 2.5 to 3.0 inch caliper. The dog park
shall have a double gated foyer entry, with at 10' x 10' concrete pad, and surfacing to be a
minimum of 4" stone dust. Benches, trash containers, and other amenities to meet R. P.&C.A.
specifications (Victor Stanley all metal CR96). The dog park and the playground shall have
a 10" wide maintenance access. The improvements shall be completed prior to the last
certificate of occupancy permit. (RC&PA)

The applicant shall provide a contribution of $0.50/gross square foot of building to the City's
Housing Trust Fund, with a credit given to the Developer for the net cost of relocating
Carpenter's Shelter and the Food Bank (net cost = total cost - value to developer of the land
freed for development). Alternatively, at least 10% of the housing constructed shall be
affordable, subject to the following provisions:

a. the developer shall provide 10% of the total units as affordable set-aside units for
households with incomes not exceeding the Virginia Housing Development
Authority (VHDA) income guidelines through purchase price discounts, if necessary.
Sales prices must not exceed the maximum sales prices under VHDA's Single Family
First Mortgage Program. Some of the units shall be affordable to households with
incomes at or below the limit for two or fewer persons,

b. Whatever incentives are offered to any potential home buyers will also be offered to
households that meet VHDA income guidelines;

C. Long-term affordability shall be provided either through deed restrictions or by
repayment by the purchaser to the City of an amount equal to the reduction in sales
prices, as determined by the City Manager;

d. These units must be affordable to and sold to households that meet the VHDA
income guidelines.

If some portion of the 10% units are provided, the applicant shall contribute a prorated share
of the $.50 per gross square foot amount to the Housing Trust Fund (with the developer given
the Carpenter's Shelter and Food Bank credit). (Office of Housing) (P&Z)
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63.  The parking garage that located below grade shall provide lighting of 5.0 foot candles
minimum maintained and the parking garage walls shall be painted white. (Police) (P&Z)

Special use permits and modifications requested by the applicant and recommended by staff:

1. Special use permit for a CDD preliminary development plan.

Staff Note: In accordance with section 11-506(c) of the zoning ordinance, construction or operation
shall be commenced and diligently and substantially pursued within 18 months of the date of
granting of a special use permit by City Council or the special use permit shall become void.
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BACKGROUND

The applicant, Archstone Communities Trust, is requesting approval of a development special use
permit with a preliminary site plan to construct a 309-unit multi-family facility within Phase VI of
Cameron Station. In conjunction with the development special use permit, the proposed development
will also require an amendment to the approved Transportation Management Plan (SUP#2000-0085)
and an amendment to revise the boundary of Phase V (DSUP #2000-0032). The subject property
is zoned CDD#9/Coordinated Development District. Development on the site is governed by the
CDD zoning and the concept plan approved for Cameron Station.

Phase VI is a 5.15 acre site that is located at the southwestern portion of Cameron Station with
frontage on Ferdinand Day Drive and Tancreti Lane. The approved Brookdale senior living facility
and the Samuel Tucker elementary school are located to the north of the site; the City’s Armistead
Booth Park is located to the west, the linear park to the south, and to the east are townhomes
approved as part of Phase IV of Cameron Station. The subject property is currently vacant.

The proposed multi-family use will consist of 129 one-bedroom, 135 two-bedroom, and 45 three-
bedroom units. Several recreational amenities are proposed that include a clubhouse/fitness center
with pool that are incorporated into the northeastern building located adjacent to Ferdinand Day
Drive.

The proposed development will be comprised of two buildings with interior courtyards connected
to a centrally located seven level (one level below grade) parking structure. The parking structure
is faced with units on the northern (adjacent to Ferdinand Day) and southern (adjacent to the linear
park) facades, and treated architecturally on the remaining facades. Additional parking is located
outside the main parking structure on portions of the first floor of the apartment buildings. A total
of 579 parking spaces are proposed, the number required by the Zoning Ordinance for multi-family
units, plus 15% visitor parking.

The apartment buildings are four floors, with an approximate height of 50 -55 ft. All of the buildings
are connected to the central parking structure through elevated walkways at each level, except above
the interior drive aisles where the walkways are only on the 3rd and 4th levels. Vehicular access into
the site and the parking structure is provided by two drive aisles on each side of the parking structure.

26



DSUP #2000-0031
ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

The table below summarizes the proposed development program for Archstone, along with the other

phases of Cameron Station.

CAMERON STATION DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

Approved TOTAL

Phase

I 11 II1 IV \'
Land Area (Acres) 20.52 24.02 14.11 11.52 11.80 89.56
Total Number of 341 541 317 214 191 2,174
Units
Single Family 15 G 0 0 11
Townhouse 165 153 207 178 120
B/B Townhouse 4 54 0 36 0
Stacked Townhouse 40 52 0 0 60
Multifamily 113 276 110 1] 0
Multifamily/Elderly 0 0 ¢ 0 0
Density 16.62 22.52 22.47 18.58 16.19 107.0 24.27
(Units/Acre)
Gross Floor Area 819,914 | 910,513 777,817 | 648,311 | 451,700 338,700 || 4,576,955
(Square Feet)
Open Space 6.0 6.98 394 2.31 342 0.85 25.06
(Acres & Percent) {29.2%) (29%) | (27.9%) (20%) | (29.9%) (35%) (27.9%)
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STAFF ANALYSIS:

Fundamentally, the issue raised by this proposed project is that of compatibility with the remainder
of Cameron Station and with the larger community. The City’s standards and requirements relative
to this project-and all projects-- ensure that a development will be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhoods thereby minimizing negative impacts and creating livable extensions of the fabric
of the City. Most of the issues that staff raised for the prior iteration of this plan relate to this lack
of compatibility and livability. What creates compatibility and livability is not a single element.
Mass and scale are a critical determinant of a project’s compatibility with its surroundings and are
partially determined by and interwoven with other design elements of a project, such as the design
and character of the street network, streetscapes, setbacks, location and form of open spaces, and the
architectural design of the buildings themselves.

Staff continues to believe that the proposed Archstone development is not compatible with the
surrounding community as proposed and should only be approved with significant conditions aimed
at addressing the issues raised by the project. The staff analysis that follows reviews the staffissues
and recommendations, most of which are the same issues raised by the previous version of the plan,
although some new concerns have also been created by the applicant’s changes to the plan. The staff
analysis below also addresses the concerns raised by the Planning Commission during its prior
consideration of this project.

Mass and Scale

Mass is the size or overall volume of buildings. Scale is the relationship of a building’s mass,
height and setbacks to the surrounding development pattern. The scale of a project is one of the
most significant determinants of its compatibility with its surroundings.  Staff, the Planning
Commission, and many members of the community felt that the initial proposal for Archstone had
a mass and scale that was inconsistent in character with the remainder of Cameron Station. Many
elements contribute to a project’s mass and scale; staff has identified three key areas that staff
believes create the issues at Archstone:

1. The lack of building breaks in the project that fail to extend Cameron Station’s grid;

2. The mass created by the above ground parking structure and the treatment of that
structure; and

3. The lack of adequate setbacks in certain areas and disruption of the streetscape.
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Urban Street Grid:

Cameron Station’s street system, a modified grid, is a fundamental element establishing the scale
and character of Cameron Station. In recognition of its importance as an organizing and unifying
feature, the Cameron Station concept plan provided for the extension of the grid street pattern
throughout Cameron Station. The grid has not been perfectly applied as development on the site
progressed, but as the illustration below shows, the street grid within Cameron Station has fairly
successfully broken the project into human-scaled blocks. And where a street has not broken down
ablock, a pedestrian connection/open space between buildings has generally completed the grid of
openings and connections.

Street Network Proposed by the Applicant

Note: Grid patterns include pedestrian connections
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The streets and pedestrian connections within each block help to provide physical connectivity
throughout the community for vehicles and pedestrians. The street and pedestrian connections
within each block also provide residents with visual links through the community, and provide for
a coordinated streetscape, helping to tie different phases of the project together into a unified whole.

Therefore, it is important that the Cameron Station street grid be extended in some manner into the
Archstone parcel. The original site plan for Archstone completely disregarded the existing street
network, providing no vehicular or pedestrian connections through the entire length of the
approximately 800 ft. long (approximately three city blocks) Archstone parcel. The original design
did not even provide the more minimal visual breaks through the large buildings. The result was a
scale of development which staff believed was not consistent with the existing development pattern
of Cameron Station. To address this issue without requiring new streets to be placed through the
project, staff recommended the provision of 35' building breaks throughout the project, creating at
least visual openness between buildings. As was discussed at the last Planning Commission hearing
by staff, the need for the breaks to actually be 35' in width is not absolute; narrower breaks could
potentially achieve a similar result, depending on their placement, width, openness and other factors.
The important principle is that connectivity be provided and that, visually, breaks read as an
extension of the Cameron Station grid, tying Archstone to the remainder of the development. It was
this principle that led the Planning Commission to direct the applicant to eliminate all overhead
pedestrian connections from building breaks, creating true visual openness between buildings.

In this resubmission, the applicant has not removed the overhead obstructions within building breaks
as directed by the Planning Commission. The revised plan does improve two building breaks,
making them full breaks, albeit with obstructions. The Planning Commission may wish to continue
to require the elimination of the walkways in order to achieve true openness. At the very least, staff
recommends that the walkways be designed to be as “transparent” as possible, to enable the breaks
to read as full building breaks.

In this resubmission the applicant has introduced two new private streets on either side of the
parking structure, connecting Ferdinand Day Drive to the Linear Park. With this redesign, a potential
for a strong visual and a true physical extension of the Cameron Station grid into the Archstone site
has actually been created. However, the applicant has failed to design these areas so that they are
true extensions of the Archstone grid. While on paper, these drive aisles read as weil landscaped,
pedestrian friendly streets, in fact the design of the street has been driven by the mass of the
buildings, resulting in a space that is too narrow for the height of the adjacent buildings and which
does not have enough planting room for the appropriate street trees. Therefore, staff is
recommending a minimum increase of 5' for each drive aisle , creating a minimum distance of

42 ft. between the false facade for the parking structure and the adjoining apartment building. This
distance is the minimum distance generally found building to building across the street in Cameron
Station, and the minimum necessary to accommodate an adequate planting area for street trees on
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each side of the private street as generally depicted below. While staff is recommending the
minimum necessary additional area for street trees and pedestrian circulation would be more
desirable.

Landscaping For Private Streets Proposed by Staff

Provide Increase bulding
continuous row setbacks to

of street trees. provide street
N s trees

Provide '
continuous row
of street trees

In addition, staff is recommending that the entrance to the first level of parking align with the
entrance to the parking structure as generally depicted below. This will enable almost two-thirds of
the spaces to be devoted to a decorative pedestrian plaza as depicted below for pedestrians rather
than vehicles (which still allowing access for emergency vehicles along the entire len gth}), enhancing
the overall quality of openness and open space within the Archstone project as depicted below.
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Pedestrian Plaza and Building Setbacks Proposed By Staff:

Increased Building Setback

7

Increased Building Setback™

Parking Structure:

The issue of breaks between buildings, discussed above, is one of the key determinants of the scale
ofthe project and its compatibility with the remainder of Cameron Station. The second most critical
determinant of scale and compatibility is probably the above grade parking structure.

The Archstone project provides almost all of its parking in an above grade parking structure, while
the other projects in Cameron Station with garages place them fully or at least partially below grade.
Parking underground does not create additional building mass; but the parking structure in the
currently proposed Archstone project approximately 149,000 sq.ft. of gross building area to the total

580,000 sq_ft. within the project, increasing the overall mass of the project by 35 %.
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Parking Structures Proposed by the Applicant:

Six-Level Above Grade Parking Structure

Parking Structure \

On First Level

Proposed Building t

One of the primary concerns expressed by staff and the Planning Commission at the initial hearing
for this project was the mass created by the above grade parking structure, as well as its treatment.
The original site plan had a completely untreated six-level above-grade parking structure. During
the hearings on the project last year, the applicant provided architectural treatment for the facade
of the parking structure facing Ferdinand Day drive with higher quality materials such as brick
facing. But neither staff nor the Commission felt that this approach solved the issue of mass created
by the above-grade parking structure. Staff recommended that two additional levels (about one-third)
of the parking structure be placed underground. The Planning Commission directed the applicant
to place all of the parking for the project underground which, as the sketch below illustrates, would
significantly reduce the overall mass of the project.

It is the position of the applicant that providing all of the parking underground will require
additional units and therefore additional mass to enable the project to be economically viable. The
plan below is intended to be illustrative of one possible layout when the above-grade parking is
removed; placing the parking underground creates significant flexibility for site layout and
alternative layouts shifting the open space throughout the site are also possible.
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Site Plan Without Above-Grade Parking or Pedestrian Walkways.

Buildings Without
Pedestrian Walkways

Limits of Underground
Parking

Open Space

Note: Building sizes and locations are approximate

The applicant’s proposal has placed no additional parking underground. Instead, the applicant has
reoriented the parking structure, faced it with apartment units on the north and south side, and
architecturally treated the sides. Because the remaining parking structure is smaller, some parking
has been relocated to the first floor of the apartment buildings, filling in where breaks or apartments
were previously located. The proposed site plan is depicted below.
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Current Site Plan

S1x-Level
Parking Structure

Parking Structure
On First Level Only.

N

1

Note: Red is the above-grade parking structure. The central parking structure
is six-level above grade the remainder of the parking is only on the first level.

These changes to the parking structure address some of the issues relative to the appearance of the
parking structure. None of these changes address mass. The applicant has accomplished a very
small (staff estimates 3-4%) reduction in the total mass (gross square feet) of the project by
eliminating 95 parking spaces, 16% of the total parking spaces in the project. The elimination of
parking does help with the mass issue slightly, but raises a new significant issue for the project, the
adequacy of the parking provided. (The parking supply issue is discussed in more below.)
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As depicted above, the applicant’s revised plan largely leaves the issue of the mass created by
above-grade parking unaddressed. The applicant asserted at the last public hearing and in their
current application that they cannot place parking underground because of a restriction on the deed
of the property related to impacts on groundwater. The deed conveying Cameron Station from the
United States of America to Cameron Station Associates, LLC “prohibited all future owners from
access to or use of groundwater, unless written permission for such access is first obtained from the
Government and to the extent necessary from applicable regulatory authorities.” However, at the
time of conveyance the government also specifically granted Cameron Station Associates
permission to access groundwater during the course of development for the site; the permission “by
the government” has already been granted.

Therefore, staff continues to recommend, as we did previously, that 50,000 sq.ft. or the equivalent
of two levels of the original above grade structure be placed underground. This represents a
reduction of the total mass of the project, and should provide the flexibility necessary for the
applicant to relocate buildings and parking on the site and provide additional or wider breaks, more
appropriate setbacks and generally reduce the scale of the project by redistributing the mass
appropriately throughout the project.

Atthe last public hearing, the Planning Commission directed the applicant to place all of the parking
for the development underground. Staffhas not included this as a recommendation of our approval,
as it goes further than we had previously recommended. However, staff has analyzed for the
Commission whether or not a single level of underground parking would accommodate the parking
requirements for the project. The sketch below shows a one-level parking layout under the existing
building footprints.

Underground Parking

P tm
EMENYE
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T
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The analysis shows that 573 full size spaces could be provided with one level of underground
parking; typically, compact spaces are provided for a portion of parking, and doing so in this case
could increase the potential number of spaces by 5-10% or by almost 60 spaces. Therefore, all of
the parking could be provided in a single underground level. The entire parking level could occur
within the footprint of the currently proposed buildings; however, it might result in the loss of the
pool as an amenity for the project.

Building Setbacks:

The applicant has reoriented the parking structure in the project-bringing some benefit-only at the
cost of new impacts which creates a new issue of scale and compatibility. The central building is
located closer to both the linear park and Ferdinand Day Drive. Staff supports neither decrease in
the building setbacks. Under the previous plan, all of the apartment buildings were set back from
Ferdinand Day Drive a distance of 15 feet and the space between the buildings and street created
a unified streetscape along Ferdinand Day Drive, with a sidewalk, street trees and on-street parking.
When the applicant reoriented the garage, they located the central building 11 feet closer to
Ferdinand Day Drive, reducing the setback to 4 feet and eliminating the ability to provide street trees
along this portion of the adjoining public street.

Staff requested the applicant relocate the building back to its prior location in order to accommodate
the street trees, an important element in the streetscape which not only helps unify both sides of the
street and the remainder of the project but which also provides some softening of the large apartment
buildings from the public street. Rather than move the building back to the setback line established
by the other apartment buildings, the applicant submitted a revised plan eliminating the public
parking along that section of the street (three spaces) so that street trees could be planted in that area
instead. Not only does this approach not achieve the goal of a unified streetscape (with consistent
setbacks and street trees), it also eliminates valuable on street parking that would serve not only
Archstone, but also visitors to the adjacent city school and city park.

Architectural Character:

Architectural Treatment of Parking Structure

Placing some or all of the Archstone parking underground should significantly improve the
compatibility of the project with the remainder of Cameron Station. Staff also believes that it is
critical that any remaining above-grade portions of the parking structure be treated architecturally
to appear as residential buildings. The applicant has proposed such a treatment on the revised plans.
Staff would note that the applicant’s proposed treatment for the above grade garage is highly
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desirable, but somewhat problematic as presented, and we have recommended additi onal refinements
to that treatment. Staff believes the parking structure can be designed and treated to match the
facade of the apartment buildings, but it is essential that high quality design and materials be utilized
for this concept to be effective. Therefore, staff recommends that brick, siding and balconies be
provided as generally depicted on the preliminary elevations submitted by the applicant. In addition,
the use of windows to match the windows of the apartments, rather than grate coverings or complete
openings are necessary to enable the parking structure to “read” as a portion of the building rather
than a freestanding parking structure.

Architectural Design of the Buildings:

During the review of the previous submission, staff worked extensively with the applicant to refine
the architectural design of the proposed apartment buildings in order to achieve two goals:
(1) breaking the mass of the buildings down to a more townhouse scale through the use of vertical
bays and articulation; and (2) generally creating an architectural character more compatible with the
remainder of the Cameron Station Development. Staffincluded the following two recommendations
in the previous staff report to address the architectural design issues:

22. The level of detail, articulation and materials for the east, north and west facades
shall generally be consistent with the elevations depicted with the preliminary site
plan and shall at a minimum provide the following to the satisfaction of the Director

of P&Z:
a. Primarily brick and/or stone facades,
b. Significant variation in building materials and color through the use of varied

building materials with offsets in the building wall between the various
materials and architectural building elements,

c. Significant variation in roofs, including variation in roof-line, provision of
shingle roof material and dormers,

d. Significant variation in fenestration and other architectural treatments,

e. HVAC units and grates shall be located to minimize visibility from Ferdinand
Day Drive and Tancretti Lane. Through the wall units shall not be permitted,
and

f. The railings for the balconies on Ferdinand Day Drive (balconies are not

proposed on Tancretti Drive) shall be spaced to minimize visibility into the
balconies from the adjoining streets. (P&Z)

23. The southern (linear park) elevations shall at a minimum provide the following to the
satisfaction of the Director of P&Z:
a. Significant variation in building materials (brick/siding) and color through
the use of varied building materials,
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b Variations in the roofline,

C. HVAC units and grates that are located to minimize visibility from the linear
park, and

d. The railings for the proposed balconies shall be spaced to minimize visibility

into the proposed balconies.

The application has not changed the architectural design of the apartment buildings with this
resubmission. Staff believes the elevations do largely address the staff’s original goal to break the
mass of the apartment buildings, although we do believe additional refinement, as was required by
our previous condition, is necessary, and we have continued to include it as a recommendation.
Staffbelieves that additional refinements that emphasize vertical articulation of the large horizontal
buildings will further help to address the key outstanding issue of mass and compatibility. The
sketch below shows a substantial refinement of one elevation of an apartment facade to create more
vertical articulation. This effect is accomplished primarily by breaking materials vertically rather
than both vertically and horizontally (as recommended by staff in former 22b, above) and by
breaking the roofline in a more vertical pattern (as recommended by staff in former 22c, above). The
sketch below also introduces the element of individual doors into units, While this feature would
certainly help to create a more townhouse scale, staff has not amended our prior recommendation
to include such a requirement.

Architectural Refinement Proposed By Staff:
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Parking:

Number of Parking Spaces

As noted earlier, in conjunction with the redesign of the parking structure, a significant number of
parking spaces were eliminated for the project. The reduction in parking is based partially in a
reduced requirement resulting from an increase in one-bedroom versus two-bedroom units, but also
because of a reduction in the amount of visitor parking provided (15% versus 19%). While the
CDD Concept Plan for the project requires only that the Zoning Ordinance requirement plus 15%
visitor parking be provided, staff is concerned about the loss of parking at this location for several
reasons. First, the concept plan was approved at a time when 10-15% visitor parking was standard,
Since that time, in areas where there is limited visitor parking, the city now sometimes requires more
parking. Second, the applicant has indicated that the amount of parking provided previously was the
minimum amount they needed pursuant to their own parking guidelines for apartment units, and no
reason has been offered to explain why their own guidelines now suggest less parking will work.
Finally, issues relative to parking management remain unresolved and these issues lead staff to the
conclusion that more parking can only be better, particularly since there are public (park and school)
parking resources immediately adjacent to the project that could easily be impacted because they are
hard to restrict access to these public uses. Therefore, staff is recommending that the applicant
maintain the minimum parking requirement of the Zoning Ordinance, plus the 19% visitor parking
originally proposed. With the change in unit mix, this still results in an overall reduction of 18
visitor parking spaces compared to the previous proposal.

Parking Management Plan;

Staff continues to have significant concerns regarding the allocation of resident and visitor parking
and the distance of some of the units from the parking structure, which may encourage some
residents or visitors to monopolize public on-street parking, use visitor parking of adjoining
residences, or use public parking intended for school and park visitors. Staff is also concerned
because the applicant has indicated that parking would be assigned and that residents would be
charged for additional parking spaces, again encouraging some residents to find alternative parking
nearby.

Inresponse to the staff concerns regarding parking, the applicant has prepared a parking management
plan that recommends the following:
- Clearly divide the resident and visitor parking. Locate the visitor parking on the
ground floor and lower levels of the parking structure;
- Allow the visitors to park only in the designated visitor parking area, or institute a
pass system that would be distributed by residents;
- Assign spaces on the resident floors to individual residents;
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- Require that a condition of the lease be residents are required to park in the parking
structure;
- Residents with more than one vehicle will be issued permits and charged a fee for the
additional spaces; and
- Active enforcement of the parking requirements including warnings and possible
towing for violators. Ensuring no residential permits are present in the visitor
parking area through notices and towing.

Staff believes that some of the elements of the applicant’s proposed plan are desirable and will help
the situation. However, continues to be concerned that the applicant continues to insist on selling
the spaces to residents, which we believe will ultimately result in residents of the complex parking
on the adjoining streets rather than purchasing parking spaces, While we understand the applicant’s
desire to balance this concern against a concern that allowing free parking might encourage
additional car ownership or encourage those renters with many cars to rent at this particular complex,
we continue to believe that charging for parking separate from rent will lead to residents parking on
the street, in other residents’ visitor spaces, and in the city and school spaces. Therefore, we
continue to recommend that the applicant be required to implement a parking plan to include the
following elements: _

- All visitor spaces shall be on the lower levels of the parking structure and shall not
include controlled access and require the applicant to install “Visitor Parking Only”
signs for each visitor parking space;

- All residents and employees shall obtain and maintain a tag, decal or similar form
of vehicle identification that shall be prominently displayed at all times;

- A separate fee shall not be charged for the first parking space for a one-bedroom unit
and the first two spaces for a two or three-bedroom unit;

- A maximum of one space shall be assigned for one bedroom units and a maximum
of two spaces shall be assigned for the two and three-bedroom units;

- All employee parking shall occur within the parking structure; and

- The applicant shall have the sole responsibility of monitoring and enforcing all
provisions of the parking management plan.

Additienal Elements of Unified Design

One of the goals within Cameron Station has been the development of the community in a unified
manner with a hierarchy for the placement of buildings, uses and open space within the community.
For example, the civic use within the community (Cameron Club) is located on the visually
prominent location at the terminus of the rotary. The proposed development is located on the
southern portion of the other terminus of Cameron Station Boulevard at the “horseshoe” within the
development. From an urban design perspective, this portion of the development is an important
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location that will help to visually “frame” this other important terminus of Cameron Station
Boulevard within the community. These prominent locations, if designed appropriately, will
establish visual “landmarks” for the community.

Design issues such as the relationship of open space, signage and landscaping with the existing
townhomes and and single-family homes on the northern portion of the Boulevard is essential to
ensure that this portion of the development is integrated with the remainder of the development.
Therefore, staff is recommending the open space on the northern portion of the site be designed to
relate to the open space on the northern portion of the boulevard. In addition, staffis recommending
that a freestanding sign not be permitted for this development. While there are other multi-family
developments within Cameron Station, none of these have freestanding signs differentiating these
uses from the remainder of the community. Staff believes that it is important that the development
be considered a part of Cameron Station and not “Archstone @ Cameron Station.” Staff believes
the issues of consistency of the streetscape, amenities, open space and signage can be addressed by
the recommendations within the staff report.

Approval Framework

Atthe request of the Planning Commission, staff is including a summary of the approval framework
for Cameron Station to clarify the standards that the City has established for review of the project.
The development site is located within Cameron Station, a tract zoned Coordinated Development
District (CDD). A CDD Concept Plan was approved for Cameron Station by the City in1 996, with
revisions/updates through 1998. The approved Cameron Station CDD Concept Plan establishes
some general standards for Cameron Station which, in combination with the CDD and special use
permit standards set forth in sections 5-600 and 11-500 of the Zoning Ordinance, form the
requirements for development of Cameron Station. The approved CDD concept plan set the
maximum number of units that may be developed on Cameron Station at roughly 2,445 - 2,510 units
(depending on the number of units removed in exchange for elimination of the school site from the
CDD).
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The property owner, Greenvest, has repeatedly stated that they are “entitled” to the 309 units
proposed in this project because the project will bring the total number of units in Cameron Station
up to only 2,174, less than the maximum permitted by the CDD Concept Plan. However, the
maximum number of units set forth in the concept plan is not an entitlement, rather a maximum unit
density within the Zoning Ordinance not an entitlement. These maximums are intended to set an
upper limit, and other city requirements and standards often result in fewer than the maximum being
constructed on a property. This fact was noted in the staff report for the CDD Concept Plan approval
that established the 2,510 unit limit for the Cameron Station CDD. In that report, staff noted:

it will be difficult for the applicant to build the total 2,510 units on the site, given other
constraints (i.e. height) and given that the first phase is relatively low density (14 units/acre),

but [staff] has no objection to setting that number as an upper limit. Each phase of
residential development will be evaluated as it is reviewed through the preliminary site plan
Feview process.

As stated in the report, it is not the overall number of units/density of the project that is of concern
to staff; rather, it is the design of this project and how the units and parking are allocated on the site
which raise the staff issues.

As development progressed at Cameron Station, Greenvest built more sections of the tract as
townhomes than had been originally envisioned under the concept because of the strong market
demand for townhomes that existed at the time. This approach allowed Greenvest to develop
portions of their site ahead of anticipated time schedules, but also assured that the total 2,510 units
would likely never be achieved on the site.

The Planning Commission also asked staff to address the issue of what could be built on this site if
the proposed project is not built, as Greenvest has also maintained that the current Archstone
proposal is more compatible with surrounding development than many other uses and buildings they
are entitled to build on the parcel, and, therefore, the City should support this alternative. Greenvest
has stated that if the Archstone proposal is not built, they may decide to build a 120’ residential tower
on the parcel, the maximum height permitted under the CDD. But again, this height, just like the
density, is not an entitlement, it is the maximum allowed in the CDD. Any development proposed
on this site under the CDD must comply with the CDD concept plan and all CDD and SUP
standards in the Zoning Ordinance, just as the currently proposed project does. A tower would face
the same issues as the current proposal, requiring significant transitions in mass and scale to
adjoining smaller scale townhomes.
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If the applicant chose to proceed with development under the non-CDD zoning regulations, the
development of the site is limited to single family units on 8,000 sq. ft. lots, or other low intensity
uses permitted in the R-8 single family zone.

CONCLUSION

Staff recommends approval of the proposed development site plan application with the conditions
outlined within the staff report. Staff believes the conditions outlined in the staff report are
necessary to provide a project that will be compatible with the existing neighborhood.

STAFF: Eileen P. Fogarty, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning;
Kimberley Johnson, Development Chief
Jeffrey Farner, Urban Planner.
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CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Legend: C -code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F - finding

Transportation & Environmental Services:

C-1. Bond for the public improvements must be posted prior to release of the plan.

C-2.  All downspouts must be connected to a storm sewer by continuous underground pipe.
C-3.  The sewer tap fee must be paid prior to release of the plan.

C-4.  All easements and/or dedications must be recorded prior to release of the plan,

C-5.  Plans and profiles of utilities and roads in public easements and/or public right-of-way must
be approved prior to release of the plan.

C-6.  All drainage facilities must be designed to the satisfaction of T&ES. Drainage divide maps
and computations must be provided for approval.

C-7.  All utilities serving this site to be placed underground.
C-8. Provide site lighting plan.

C-9.  Plan shall comply with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act in accordance with Article XIII
of the City’s zoning ordinance for storm water quality control.

C-10. The applicant must comply with the City of Alexandria Erosion and Sediment Control Code,
Section 5, Chapter 4.

C-11. The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria’s Noise Control Code, Title 11,
Chapter 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as measured at the property line.
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Code Enforcement:

C-1

C-2

C-5

C-6

C-8

C-9

C-10

C-11

C-12

Coordinate the fire protection elements between sheets C5.00 and C8.00.
Show the location of all building exits and define their path to the public way.

Provide area calculations that serve to justify the selected type of construction. Show
location of all fire walls on these plans.

Two Fire department connections (fdc)are required for building 3. This shall be shown on
a fire service plan. Its placement shall be within 100 feet of the nearest fire hydrant.

Provide a separation distance between the moving zone and the adjacent FDC of 10 feet or
more.

Provide a soil investigation report at the time of building permit submittal.

Prior to submission of the Final Site Plan, the developer shall provide a fire flow analysis by
a certified licensed fire protection engineer to assure adequate water supply for the structure
being considered. See attached guidelines for calculation methodology.

A Certificate of occupancy shall be obtained prior to any occupancy of the building or
portion thereof, in accordance with USBC 118.0.

Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or land disturbance permit, a rodent abatement
plan shall be submitted to Code Enforcement that will outline the steps that will taken to
prevent the spread of rodents from the construction site to the surrounding community and
Sewers.

Roof drainage systems must be installed so as neither to impact upon, nor cause
erosion/damage to adjacent property.

This construction site will be required to be segregated from the rest of the community with
secure fencing during construction.

Building 3 has mixed uses and as such shall! be designed in accordance with section 313 of
the 1996 BOCA Code.
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Health Department:

C-1.

An Alexandria Health Department is required for all regulated facilities. Permits are non-
transferable.

Permits must be obtained prior to operation.

A qualified pool operator with CPR certification must be on duty during all hours of

operation.

c. Five sets of plans must be submitted to and approved by this department prior to
construction plans must comply with the Alexandria City Code. Title 11, Chapter 11,
swimming pools, administrative regulation 20-6, swimming pools.

d. Submit six(6) sets of plans for a tourist establishment pool.

o

Police Department:

F-1

No lighting diagram was included in the blueprints.

(The following recommendations related to lighting have not been included as conditions;
rather, staff has recommended that the applicant prepare a lighting plan to the satisfaction of
the Director of T&ES in consultation with the police, which will likely result in lower lighting
levels than those desired by the Police. Also, the remaining recommendations have not been
included as conditions because of their adverse effect on the site design.)

R-1.

R-2.

R-5.

R-6.

Lighting in the garage is to be 5.0 foot candles minimum maintained. (Revised by P&Z to
include those portions below grade)

Parking garage walls to ceilings to be painted white. ( Revised by P&Z to include only
those portions below grade)

All exterior lighting to be 2.0 foot candles minimum maintained. (Not recommended by
P&7Z)

All trees to be limbed up to six feet. (Not recommended by P&Z)
No shrubs to be limbed up to six feet. (Not recommended by P&Z)

No shrubs or trees over three feet in height to be closer than ten feet to any public walkways.
(Not recommended by P&Z)

47



DSUP #2000-0031
ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

Historic Alexandria (Archaeology):

Archaeology completed. No archaeology requirements.

Virginia American Water Company:

F-1.

F-5.

F-6.

E-7.

F-8.

F-11.

F-12.

Water service is available for domestic use and fire protection. Hydraulic calculations will
be completed to verify main sizes upon submittal of the site plan. Profiles will be required
for hydraulic calculations.

Provide a minimum of 3 1.2 “ of cover on the main in profile.

Maintain a 10" horizontal separation between water and sewer mains and manholes measured
edge to edge. Proposed 8" water and storm sewer is too close between buildings 2 & 3.

Provide a dedicated 10" VAWC water line easement for mains and hydrants out of the public
right-of-way.

Provide a minimum of 10' horizontal clearance between water mains and builds. Water
main is too close to building 2A on the south side.

For the 2" service to building 2, and the 4" service to building 3, use two tees instead of a
Cross.

Show a gate valve on the 2" services at the tees.

Do all pedestrian walkways between buildings 1& 2 and 2 & 3 that are located over the
proposed 8" water main provide sixteen feet of clearance. ?

VAWC will determine final placement of water meters.

Show fire and domestic water services to the clubhouse.

There are two six inch fire services going to building 3, are both required?

the 6" fire service to building 2 shows a water meter on it, Eliminate the meter location

shown. A 6" double detector check valve will be required on the fire service inside the
building.
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F-13. The existing fire hydrant, north of building 3 and close to existing storm manhole #5 is to be
relocated. Show proposed relocation point.

F-14. Add the following note to the site plan:

All water facility construction shall be conform to Virginia American Water Company
standards and specifications.

Contact VAWC at 703-539-7080 to coordinate construction and inspection of water
facilities. :
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SUBJECT: ARCHSTONE @ CAMERON STAT ;
DSUP # 2000 - 0031, SUP # 2000- 0085 , SUP # 2000- O

£ [/-A OSUP 2000-003|

Gty of AMosandsia, Virginia

MEMORANDUM
DATE: APRIL 25, 2001
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: EILEEN P. FOGARTY, DIRECTOR

The following is a summary of the revisions to the site plan proposed by the applicant since the
deferral of the application and issues raised by the Commission. At the April 3, 2001 Planning
Commission meeting the applicant requested deferral of the referenced applications to resolve issues
rajsed by staff, the community and the Commission concerning the building massing, design, open
space, the parking structure and public safety. Although many of the residents and the Civic
Association oppose the project or recommend significant modifications, other residents have
expressed their support for the proposed development application.

In April, staff recommended approval of the site plan with numerous conditions including two
fundamental recommendations to provide building breaks for each building and reduce the height
of the parking structure. To address the concerns of staff, the Commission and residents the applicant
submitted a revised site plan and architectural elevations on April 19, 2001. The revised plans
include full or partial building breaks for each facade and brick treatment, decorative grillwork and
tower elements on the above grade parking structure. The applicant has provided significant
additional architectural detailing and materials for the each facade. In addition, the applicant has
also submitted additional information regarding the proposed operation of the facility, public safety
and water table restrictions.

The following tables summarize the applicants’ site plan, revised site plan and the position of staff.
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20-28 ft.

Provide 35 ft.

s

REREHNREE i e

As recommended by staff, the applicant has added a break in building #1 and a break in

No breaks

provided continuous break for building #3, although the breaks are not as significant as was recommended by staff.

other than break for Bldg # 1 and

drive aisles Bidg #3 and | Bldg# 3. The proposed break for building #3 is continuous to the interior courtyard and open to the

between 28 fi. wide sky for a minimum width of 20', and a wider width of 28" at the street, This break is less

buildings. partial break than the 35' recommended by staff, and has been placed at a less than ideal location;

for Bldg # 1. nonctheless, it does meet the intent of the requirement, reducing the overall footprint of the

buildings, increasing the sense of openness and providing visual continuity into the interior
open space.
The proposed break for building #1 is only partial. It is 28 ft. wide adjacent to the street but
is only open on the ground level (the upper stories are occupied by apartments) adjacent to
the interior courtyard. While this break provides improved visibility into the courtyard, it
does not visually reduce the building mass and footprint or create a sense of openness.

20 ft. full 20 ft. full Provide 35 ft. Although less than 35 ft. in width, the 20’ break at this location is a full break through the

break break break building and to the sky. In combination with the varied roofline and building materials the

provided provided break effectively visually reduces the mass and scale of the building, creating visually two
separate building forms. It also provides a sense of openness and visual continuity into the
interior courtyards, meeting the intent of staff”s recommendation.

no break 17-20 ft. full | Provide 35 fi. Although less than 35", the 17" break at this location is a full break through the building and

provided break break to the sky. In combination with the varied roofline and building materials, the break starts

provided to create the appearance of two separate building masses and provides some visual

connection into the interior courtyard. The break would be more effective, however, if it
were widened.
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As recommended by staff, the applicant has provided two partial breaks in the linear park

No breaks § fi. partial Provide partial
provided break break in each facade. The breaks are very minor in width (8') and therefore help only minimaily to
building articulate the mass of the building, creating a scale more compatible with the remainder of
Cameron Station. However, the applicant has also provided breaks in the roofline, and
extensive architectural detailing and treatment along this facade that were not present in the
previous submission which effectively help articulate this facade in lieu of larger breaks.
50 ft. 50 ft. 35 ft. The applicant has not lowered the height of the parking structure. They maintain that
(6 levels (6 levels {no more than | adding additional underground levels is not feasible because it 1) requires permission from
above above 4 levels above | various federal agencies to penetrate the water table and 2) that even if such permission
ground) ground) ground) were granted, the cost of then treating the water in conjunction with the project would make
an underground garage prohibitively expensive. The applicant has indicated that a
requirement for additional underground parking will result in this project not going
forward.
Staff’s recommendation is intended to lower the height of the garage below the eave line of
the residential buildings, helping to reduce the mass and visual impact of the structure.
Precast Brick veneer, | Architectural The applicant has fully met the intent of this requirement with the architectural treatment
Concrete decorative treatment such | now proposed for the garage. The treatment includes tower elements, brick treatment of
with brick ironwork, as brick and both facades, and ironwork within garage openings. The treatment significantly improves
veneer on and added openings the appearance of the garage and helps reduce its visual impact, although it remains the
first level fower suggestive of most visually dominant element of the project.
elements. windows
facing The applicant has extended this architectural treatment to the facade facing the linear park,
Ferdinand which is more effective than staff’s recommendation for a landscape screen on the garage.
Day; landscape | The proposed treatments and materials incorporate materials and design elements used
screening throughout Cameron Station, increasing the project’s compatibility with the rest of the

facing Linear
Park.

community.




ISSUES

As the table above summarizes, staff recommended two fundamental changes to the project’s design
in conjunction with a recommendation for approval: 1) the provision of full and partial building
breaks and 2) a reduction in the height of the parking garage.

Building Breaks:

Staff recommended the provision of building breaks in order to:

1. reduce the apparent mass and footprint of the buildings to create a building scale
more compatible with existing development in Cameron Station; and

2. increase the sense of openness and provide visual and spatial continuity of open
space.

The applicant has provided a full or partial (adjacent to the linear park) building break for each
facade where staff requested such a break. However, the applicant’s desire to not reduce the number
of units as a result of the breaks has resulted in a somewhat contorted application of breaks. While
the breaks are not as large as those recommended by staff, the effectiveness of the break depends not
only on its width but on whether or not it is complete (through to the interior courtyard) and whether
it goes from the ground to sky or occurs only at ground level.

Ferdinand Day Drive

Along Ferdinand Day Drive, staff recommended a break in each of the two large buildings. The two
breaks have been provided. The break in building #3 (the easternmost building) is 20'-28' in width,
with 20' in width providing a complete break through to the interior court and from ground to sky.
The break widens to 28' along the street. The effect of the break is further emphasized by a change
in the roofline and the use of materials, and staff believes this break meets the intent of staff’s
recommendation. The other break along Ferdinand Day Drive, in building #1, is not as successful.
While that break is wider, 28, it is only partial, going entirely through the building only at ground
level. While this break does provide some visual continuity, it does not break down the mass and
scale of the building as a full break, nor does it create the sense of openness provided by a full break.

Tancreti Lane and western Park

The two breaks provided along Tancreti Lane and adjacent to the western park are also full breaks,
with 20' provided on Tancreti and 17' provided adjacent to the park. Because the breaks are full and
the roofline and building materials are utilized to emphasize the break, staff believes these two
breaks reduce the buildings massiveness. However, a wider break for the western facade would be
more effective.
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Linear Park

Staff had recommended that two partial breaks be provided along the rear of the building, adjacent
to the linear park. The applicant has provided the two breaks, but they are very minor in size (8").
Nonetheless, the breaks create a significant variation in the roof line that was not present in the
original submission. In addition, the breaks provide additional visual interest by providing shadow
lines and breaking up the continuous length of the building. The applicant has provided additional
architectural detailing and treatment (beyond that required by staff) such as the varied use of
materials and elements. The combination of a more varied roof line, additional architectural
treatment of the buildings and parking structure and a more varied roofline generally comply with
intent of the building breaks to reduce the perceived mass and length of the southern facades.

Parking Structure:

The second fundamental change that staff recommended as a condition of the approval was the
lowering of the above ground parking structure and improved architectural treatment of the structure.
Because the garage is the tallest element in the project, it is visually very dominant. Staff’s
recommendation to lower and treat the garage was intended to reduce the mass of the project and to
create a scale and character more compatible with other development at Cameron Station.

The applicant has not lowered the garage, but they have made major improvements to the garage,
treating it architecturally with brick and decorative grillwork in the openings, and providing towers
as design features. The proposed architectural treatment of the exterior of the parking structure
enables the structure to be more compatible with the proposed multi-family buildings and existing
buildings within Cameron Station. The grillwork that is depicted within the openings is suggestive
of windows and provides additional visual interest. The tower elements help to provide a more
varied roof line than the originally proposed parking structure. Staff believes the applicant has
provided an effective treatment of the parking structure and the proposed materials and detailing will
enable the building to be more compatible with buildings within Cameron Station.

However, since the garage has not been lowered, it is still massive and, with its height, will remain
the dominant element of the development.

Underground Parking

The Commission asked staff to assess how many parking spaces could be provided underground in
a single level. Based upon the size and shape of the lot, at a minimum the 617 spaces required by
this project (and possibly as many as 650) spaces could be located within a one-level below grade
parking garage without penetrating the water table. However, one level of below grade parking
over the entire site would significantly impact the open space, pool landscaping because these
elements would be over a parking deck. One level of underground parking over only a portion of
the site—sufficient to lower the garage to four levels—should not significantly impact open space and
amenities on the site.
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Although the proposed parking could be provided within underground parking (completely
underground or reducing the height to four levels), the applicant has stated that a restrictive covenant
associated with the property precludes construction of a below grade parking structure. The covenant
does not actually prohibit penetration into the groundwater. The covenant “...prohibits access to or
use of groundwater, unless written permission for such access is first obtained from the
[Government], and, to the extent necessary from applicable regulatory authorities.” As with any
theoretical discussion, many uncertainties remain such as whether the applicant could obtain all
applicable approvals and whether penetrating the water table would be in the best environmental
interest of the City. The previously approved developments that included underground parking
(Main Street condominiums, Carlton Condominiums, Brookdale), all provided no more than one
level of underground parking.

In their attached correspondence, the applicant also lists the financial implications of providing the
underground parking as an impediment, which can only be accommodated by permitting more
density and height. In addition, they note the Archstone design philosophy is to provide an above
ground parking structure with parking at the same level as the apartments. They believe the above-
ground concept offers both “convenience and a greater sense of safety for residents.”

Staff believes the groundwater issue may in fact make it implausible for the applicant to build more
than a one-level underground parking garage. However, in order to lower the parking structure by
two levels, as staff has recommended, it is not necessary to go more than one level underground.

OTHER ISSUES RAISED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION

At the Planning Commission meeting in April, Commission members also raised questions about
public safety and open space.

Public Safety:

Questions were raised by the Commission and residents about whether the proposed apartment
project presents public safety issues because of the length of the building masses, building breaks
and the configuration of the parking structure. Planning staff met with the Police crime prevention
staff to further discuss the proposed design, safety and possible design solutions to minimize the
opportunity or perception of criminal activity. The Police have stated that the safety issues raised
by this project are similar to those raised by other residential developments in the city, including
the other residential developments at Cameron Station. They have indicated that the proposed
building design, including the breaks and garage, do not create any particularly unique safety issues.
In general, the visibility created by building breaks and an open garage actually enhance security by
increasing visibility.



_ The police have provided several new, fairly standard, conditions intended to enhance security at the
, project, and Code Enforcement has also provided a new condition to clarify the requirements of the
project relative to fire safety. The additional recommended comments are:

55.

56.

57.

58.

Lighting for parking structure shall be a minimum 2.0 foot candles maintained.
(Police}

A minimum of two phones that provide direct access to police services shall be
installed on each level of the parking garage. The location, number and type of
phone shall be to the satisfaction of the Chief of Police. The installation and
maintenance of the phones shall be the responsibility of Archstone or any subsequent
owner/operator. (Police)

Control and access to the parking structure, interior courtyards, perimeter of the site,
areas adjacent to the linear park and all areas deemed necessary shall be provided for
police personnel to the satisfaction of the Chief of Police. and Director of P&Z The
method for access shall be resolved prior to the release of the final site plan to the
satisfaction of the Chief of Police. (Police)

Enhancements to the fire protection of the buildings and parking structure shall be

provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Code Enforcement, that at a minimum

shall include:

a. The parking structure shall be protected with a dry fire sprinkler system with
a wet supply in accordance with NFPA 13.

b. Building # 1 and the back half of building # 3 shall be protected with a full
NFPA 13 fire sprinkler system.

c. Buildings #1 and # 3 shall be equipped with two remote fire department
connections per building,.

d. Both courtyards shall be equipped with fire hydrants. (Code)

Because the interior courtyards and parking garage will have controlled access (likely an access card
for each resident), the police will need to be provided access to the parking, courtyards and interior
hallways. The police have requested a keypad/code or similar mechanism to ensure appropriate
access to the site. The arrangement will be similar to other controlled access facilities and parking
garages within the City. To enhance the safety of the parking structure two phones are
recommended for each level of the parking structure to provide direct access to police personnel.
The final type and location of the phones will need to be approved by the Chief of Police. In
addition, the standard recommendations for lighting of the parking garage haven been included
within the staff report, as have the standard recommendation requiring the walls of the parking
structure to be painted white.
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Open Space
/—~. LUpen space

The Commission had questions regarding how underground parking would affect the level of open
space, the effect of the proposed building breaks on open space, levels of open space within other
phases and the percentage of open space within the interior courtyards. In response, staff provides
the following information:

- Approximately 42% of the open space provided is within the interior courtyards.

- Eliminating the parking structure would increase open space from 32% to 44%.
- The building breaks do not significantly add to the level of open space, but they do
add to the feeling of openness within the development and allow visibility into the

interior courtyards and open space.

- The level of open space provided in each phase of Cameron Station is:

Phase I 29 %
Phase 11 29 %
Phase I1 28%
Phase IV 20 %
Phase V 30%
— Phase VI (Archstone) 32.6%
() Phase VII 35 %

Conditions Not Accepted by the Applicant:

The Commission wanted a summary of the conditions to which the applicant has not yet agreed. As
of the writing of this memorandum there are five conditions with which the applicant does not agree:

Condition #1: Providing 35' building breaks.

Condition #5: Lowering the height of the parking structure to no more than four levels
above-grade

Condition #6: Prohibition on assignment of spaces within the parking structure.

Condition #20:Elimination of the freestanding sign adjacent to Tancreti Lane

Condition #24:Provision of pocket park amenities similar in character to the park across
Cameron Station Boulevard, in order to create a unified gateway at the
intersection.

— STAFF: Kimberley Johnson, Chief/Development
. Jeffrey Farner, Senior Planner
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City of Alexandyria, Virginia
Department of Planning & Zoning

MEMORANDUM

DATE: APRIL 26, 2002

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: EILEEN FOGARTY, DIRECT%%MM
SUBJECT: ARCHSTONE@CAMERON STATION

DSUP # 2000-0031; DSUP # 2000-0032; TMP SUP # 2000-0085

On April 2, 2002 the Planning Commission considered the above-referenced applications related to
the proposed Archstone development at Cameron Station.  After the public hearing and discussion,
the Commission deferred the applications so that staff could provide the Commission with a review
of the following materials submitted shortly before the meeting:

- proposed revised conditions dated April 1, 2002; and

- a summary document dated March 28, 2002.
The applicant has chosen not to submit additional information or revise the plans in any manner to
address the recommendation of the residents, staff or the Commission since the April 2 public
hearing.

Revised Staff Conditions

The applicant is proposing to change numerous staff conditions. All of the revisions or deletions
proposed by the applicant have significant implications for the site plan or building elevations. The
general effect of these proposed changes is to eliminate all of the staff recommended changes to the
plan, providing for the approval of the plan as submitted and shown on the plan documents. The
revised conditions even strike or revise conditions that were previously agreed upon by the applicant,
such as condition # 7. Staff cannot support approval of the application without all of the
recommendations proposed by staff, which address significant issues including mass, design, the
streetscape, open space and parking.

Summary Document Submitted By Applicant
The summary document submitted to the Planning Commission by the applicant immediately prior

to the last hearing is primarily a compilation of materials submitted during the processing of the
application, including most of the materials provided by staff as attachments to the staff report. Most
of the issues raised throughout the document are already addressed in the staff report. However, staff
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is commenting on some of the statements made by the applicant in section five of this document,
where the applicant describes how the staff issues have been addressed or why recommendations of
staff or the Planning Commission cannot be addressed. Provided below is additional analysis of
selected issues where the document does not adequately or accurately reflect the issues.

RESPONSE TO INFORMATION SUBMITTED
BY THE APPLICANT DATED MARCH 28. 2002

APPLICANT COMMENT: Restrictive covenant “prohibits access to or use of groundwater,
unless written permission for such access is first obtained from the [government], and, to the extent
necessary, from applicable regulatory authorities.”

Staff Response: In the deed (Book 1588 Page 1818) for Cameron Station from the United States of
America to Cameron Station Associates, LLC, the government, among other things “prohibited ail
future owners from access to or use of groundwater, unless written permission for such access is first
obtained from the Government and to the extent necessary from applicable regulatory authorities.”
It is because of this deed restriction and the difficulty in acquiring the required permission from the
government that the applicant claims that the parking structure cannot be lowered into the ground,
where it might penetrate the water table. However, as discussed in the staff report, the restrictive
covenant does not prevent penetration of the groundwater for the purposes of a parking garage because
the government has already given its permission to access the groundwater. At the time of
conveyance of the Cameron Station property the government gave Cameron Station Associates
permission to access groundwater during the course of development for the site. The access to the
groundwater was only subject to the condition that if any pollution recovery systems disturbed by the
developer would have to be replaced.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “Placing the parking underground ... can result in the degradation
of quality open space areas”

Staff’s Response: While the below grade parking will impact some of the amenities it would not
necessarily result in the entire site being hardscape or raised planters or in a degraded area of open
space as indicated by the applicant. The underground parking would result in the elimination of the
proposed pool. Staff worked with the applicant of the senior housing facility in Archstone
(Brookdale) to provide open space, trees, landscaping and grass over underground parking without
the use of planters by providing additional soil depth on top of the underground parking.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “The current design responds to concerns regarding the mass ... of
the parking structure.”’

Staff Response: As discussed in the staff report one of the key determinants of the scale of the
project and its compatibility with the remainder of Cameron Station is the above grade parking
structure. The Archstone project provides almost all of its parking in an above grade parking
structiire, while the other projects in Cameron Station with garages place them fully or at least
partially below grade. Parking underground does not create additional building mass; at Archstone
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the parking structure adds approximately 149,000 sq.ft. of gross building area to the total 580,000
sq.ft. within the project, increasing the overall mass of the project by 35 %. While the applicant has
reduced the mass of the parking structure compared to the previous site plan (staff estimates 3-4%),
the reduction comes at the expense of the 95 parking spaces that have been eliminated from the
previous site plan.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “No benefit to lowering a parking structure by two levels when it
cannot be seen and is flanked by actual living units that are four stories in height and taller than the
parking structure. *'

STAFF RESPONSE: While the architectural treatment of the parking structure addresses some of
the issues relative to the appearance of the parking structure, these do not address the issue of mass.
The applicant has accomplished a very small (staff estimates 3-4%) reduction in the total mass (gross
square feet) of the project by eliminating 16% of the total parking spaces. The elimination of parking
does help with the mass issue slightly, but raises a new significant issue for the project, the adequacy
of the parking provided. In addition to being visible the above-grade parking add considerable mass
to the site.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “Wanting a uniform setback along all frontages runs counter to the
idea of encouraging articulation in facade treatments and setbacks to prevent breaking up the mass.”
The setback from the property line is not relevant. It is the setback from the street and/or sidewalk
that is relevant. The previous plan had a setback of 13.2 feet from the property line.” Other units in
Cameron Station have similar setbacks.”

Staff’s Response: The recommendation of staff is not for a uniform setback. Rather the building
recommended building setback is the setback that was provided on the previous pian. The setback
is necessary for these taller (50 ft.) buildings to provide an appropriate relationship to the street
compatible to this portion of Cameron Station. Also, the building setback is necessary to provide a
building setback that is compatible with the context of the adjoining townhomes on Tancreti Lane and
the original townhomes that are proposed to be removed from Phase V. The additional setbacks are
also necessary to maintain a consistent row of street trees, landscaping and prevent the loss of on-
street parking on a public street. The reduced setback also eliminates three on-street parking spaces
on a public street, which staff believes is unacceptable. The on-street parking is necessary for visitor
parking for this facility, the school and remainder of Cameron Station.

Also from an urban design perspective locating a building or a portion of a building closer to the street
than the adjoining buildings creates a prominent building or element. By decreasing the building
setback the parking structure, visual prominence will be given to the parking structure rather than
minimizing the mass or visibility of the parking structure

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “There are trade-offs to screen the parking structure such as the lose
of three on-street parking spaces. However, these spaces on the public street that staff and the
community have consistently indicated they do not want residents to use anyway, so it should not be
a concern.”
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Staff’s Response: While staff acknowledges that there are typically trade-offs for developments, the
trade-offs should not come at the expense of fundamental issues such as compatibility with the
neighborhood or the loss of on-street parking. As previously discussed, because of the need for visitor
parking for this facility, the school, and the remainder of Cameron Station the proposed elimination
of on-street parking should not be supported. Staff believes the significant reduction in the building
setback from 15 ft. to 4 ft. and the loss of on-street parking on a public street is not acceptable.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “The existing and additional building breaks that have been
provided are consistent with the existing development in Cameron Station. Buildings are perceived
as the pedestrian level, not from a birds eye view. From the pedestrian level these buildings are

‘compatible with the existing development in Cameron Station.”

Staff’s Response: As discussed in the staff report, a concern of the previous and current site plan is
the scale of the development from the pedestrian realm and adjoining streets. The neo-traditional
development pattern of Cameron Station is based upon a modified grid pattern, which is the basic unit
of the community. The streets within each block help to provide visuat and physical connectivity
throughout the community for vehicles and most importantly pedestrians. The streets within each
block also provide residents with a visual link to the community. The streets and sidewalks also
function as informal public gathering areas and create additional “eyes on the street,” promoting the
collective security of the neighborhood. Based upon the size of the site, the extension of the current
street grid would introduce several additional streets and alleys and therefore create the openness and
connectivity described above. As discussed in the Planning Commission hearings, the breaks are
typically less than comparable distance between buildings or townhomes due to an alley or street in
Cameron Station. Also the breaks contain above-grade pedestrian walkways.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “The parking structure is being treated architecturally to resemble
the residential units within the project...”

Staff’s Response: Staff has included a recommendation that will require the same level of treatment
for the parking structure as the adjoining apartments that states “The architectural treatment for the
eastern and western portion of the parking structure and the first level of parking on the interior streets
shall be visually indistinguishable from the primary building facades.” The applicant proposes to
eliminate this condition. While staff acknowledges that the applicant is proposing similar materials
as the adjoining apartments, the design does not provide the use of windows balconies or a similar
roof form as the adjoining apartments. Therefore, the treatment of the parking structure as proposed
by the applicant will include architectural treatment, but will not be indistinguishable from the
adjoining apartments and as previously stated continues to add considerable mass to the site. Staff
also believes that the above-grade portions of the parking structure be treated architecturally to appear
as residential buildings. Staffbelieves the parking structure can be designed and treated to match the
facade of the apartment buildings, but it is essential that high quality design and materials be utilized
for this concept to be effective. In addition, the use of windows to match the windows of the
apartments, rather than grate coverings or complete openings are necessary to enable the parking
structure to “read” as a portion of the building rather than a freestanding parking structure. The
applicant is opposed to all of these recommendations as proposed by staff,
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APPLICANT’S COMMENT: ‘“The Zoning Ordinance parking requirements and 15% visitor
parking, 579 spaces are required and have been provided for the development.”

Staff’s Response: As discussed in the staff report a significant number of parking spaces (95 spaces)
were eliminated for the project. The reduction in parking is based partially in a reduced requirement
resulting from an increase in one-bedroom versus two-bedroom units, but also because of a reduction
in the amount of visitor parking provided (15% versus 19%). While the CDD Concept Plan for the
project requires only that the Zoning Ordinance requirement plus 15% visitor parking be provided,
staff is concerned about the loss of parking at this location for several reasons. First, the concept plan
was approved at a time when 10-15% visitor parking was standard. Since that time, in areas where
there is limited visitor parking, the city now sometimes requires more parking. Second, the applicant
has indicated that the amount of parking provided previously was the minimum amount they needed
pursuant to their own parking guidelines for apartment units, and no reason has been offered to explain
why their own guidelines now suggest less parking will work. Finally, issues relative to parking
management remain unresolved and these issues lead staff to the conclusion that more parking can
only be better, particularly since there are public (park and school) parking resources immediately
adjacent to the project that could easily be impacted because they are hard to restrict access to these
public uses. Therefore, staff is recommending that the applicant maintain the minimum parking
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance, plus the 19% visitor parking originally proposed.

APPLICANT’S COMMENT: “Notonly has the Applicant met Staff’s previous requests regarding
architectural treatment and detailing by Staff’s own admission, the Applicant has exceeded Staff’s
requirements in this regard. Except for the treatment of the parking structure and the southern
elevation, which have been significantly improved, the Applicant has maintained the architecture that
was acceptable to Staff in May 2001...”

Staff’s Response: The applicant has not met the staff previous request regarding architectural
treatment of the buildings. While the applicant revised the architectural elevations prior to the April
2001 hearing, the staff recommendation has always included a recommendation that required
additional refinement for the architectural elevations. Staff continues to recommend these conditions
of the previous staff report that are as follows:

22. The level of detail, articulation and materials for the east, north and west facades shall
generally be consistent with the elevations depicted with the preliminary site plan and
shall at a minimum provide the following to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z:
a. Primarily brick and/or stone facades,
b. Significant variation in building materials and color through the use of varied
building materials with offsets in the building wall between the various
materials and architectural building elements,

c. Significant variation in roofs, including variation in roof-line, provision of
shingle roof material and dormers,

d. Significant variation in fenestration and other architectural treatments,

e. HVAC units and grates shall be located to minimize visibility from Ferdinand
Day Drive and Tancretti Lane. Through the wall units shall not be permitted,
and
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f. The railings for the balconies on Ferdinand Day Drive (balconies are not
proposed on Tancretti Drive) shall be spaced to minimize visibility into the
balconies from the adjoining streets. (P&Z)

23.  The southern (linear park) elevations shall at a minimum provide the following to the
satisfaction of the Director of P&Z:

a. Significant variation in building materials (brick/siding) and color through the
use of varied building materials,

b Variations in the roofline,

C. HVAC units and grates that are located to minimize visibility from the linear
park, and

d. The railings for the proposed balconies shall be spaced to minimize visibility

into the proposed balconies.

Staff believes that additional refinements that emphasize vertical articulation of the large horizontal
buildings will further help to address the key outstanding issue of mass and compatibility.



Docket Item # 7-B
SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0085
ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION

Planning Commission Meeting

May 7, 2002

ISSUE: Consideration of a request for an amendment to the Cameron Station
transportation management plan (TMP) special use permit to incorporate the
Archstone development.

APPLICANT: Archstone Communities
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney

LOCATION: 450 Ferdinand Day Drive

ZONE: CDD-9/Coordinated Development District

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 7, 2002: On a motion by Mr. Dunn, seconded by
Mr Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to recommend denial of the proposed development
special use permit. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Overview of the Discussion and Motions for DSUP #2000-0031, DSUP #2000-0032 and

SUP #2000-0085. Note: The following is a summation of the discussion and is not a verbatim transcript,
(Audio Tape 1)

Chairman Eric Wagner: The Commission knows that this item has been deferred four times; at our
April public hearing we heard from a number of speakers including the applicant and staff. The
Commission deferred the application to allow staff to prepare an analysis of the materials that
Archstone submitted prior to the hearing. What we agreed was that the applicant would have a
chance to revisit its application and make any modifications that they saw fit before bringing it back
before the Commission, and if the applicant did not come back with modifications, the Commission
would hear these applications without a public hearing. The Commission would hold its discussion
and vote on these items. My understanding from Ms. Fogarty is that the applicant has made no
changes to its applications and has submitted no new material to the staff. The only new material
is the staff analysis of what was submitted by the applicant prior to the last hearing.

Mr. Robinson: One of my concerns last month when we chose to defer this, and for seconding the
motion to defer, I think there were about seven of us six of us, was to really to make sure that we
have examined carefuily the staff recommendations and the reasons that we also reject the staff
recommendations. We said we wanted underground parking among other things. I was not one that
felt we absolutely had to have underground parking but had to have something that was certainly



better than the original application and I still believe that we have to have something that is better
than the application that is before us. I felt we should defer it and that we be very clear as to why
the staff recommendation also does not meet with our approval. My feeling is that the application
as it stands now just is not acceptable. At a work session, the Commission had the other day one of
the comments made was that an awful lot of the apartments we are seeing just were not of the level
that we should be building in this market in Alexandria and I’'m speaking primarily of the
Eisenhower Valley. I just think we can do better; I think economically this can be done differently
and still have a very worthwhile return for the current residents, for the developers, for the owners,
etc. 1just do not feel this application meets what could be done with the land in the community that
exists right now. I just want to make it very plain that I at least was not saying I don’t like this
because you didn’t follow my recommendation for the parking underground. I just think that this
development as it now stands is not suitable for this location.

Mr. Dunn: Well, as 2 mover to defer, I had hoped that, as often has been the case when we
recommend deferral, the deferral produced positive results and I think this has been a disappointment
in that regard, Mr. Chair, in due course, I would be prepared to make a motion to deny and I think
the reasons for docket item #6 are significantly different than docket item #7-A and item #7-B.

Ms. Fossum: ] think that we are rather extraordinarily patient and trying to work with the community
as well as the developers, and I don’t know how many years I have been on this Commission, but
it’s been a while. I cannot recall a case in which we have gotten the same stuff back time and time
again, It’s atest to prove that we’re irrelevant, the community is irrelevant, staff is irrelevant. I wiil
do everything in my power to send them a very strong message tonight to let them know that we’re
not irrelevant, and I agree with Commissioner Robinson that this is not just about underground
parking. This is about mass, this is about setback, this is about composition, this is about everything.
This is an awful development.

Mr. Leibach: Ireally have nothing new to add. I certainly would agree with Mr. Robinson and also
with Ms. Fossum. I worry about the dignity and integrity of this Commission, and I think we have
been abundantly clear to the applicant what we were willing to support on this site. We have listened
very patiently to the applicant and those people with a position different from the applicant. We
have had the benefit of staff analysis of all the materials. I agree with Mr. Robinson, and I am
somewhat concerned that staff continues to recommend approval. It is the responsibility of this
Commission to make the final decision before it goes on to Council, and I would support any motion
that Mr. Dunn intends to make tonight.

Mr. Gaines: Mr. Chairman, I think that the comments of my colleagues accurately and eloquently
express my sentiments as to where we have been with this application and where this application
needs to go. I quite frankly am taken aback of the stance of the developers in this application. We
have made it clear where we stand and where we would like to go, and we have expressed an interest
in working with them and for them to work with us. However, we have received the back hand on
this and I quite frankly find it appalling. They have chosen to take their chances with City Council
and I wish them good luck. The only thing that I respectively request is that, if Council is to overturn



us, let it be a vote of 7 to 0 from the Planning Commission and let it reflect the strong sentiments I
have heard thus far expressed by all of my colleagues.

Mr. Komoroske: At the last hearing I wanted to deny the application rather than defer. We asked
them for underground parking and they told us they do underground parking in some places but they
do not do underground parking in Alexandria. They do not provide underground parking for
economic reasons, but we don’t know what those economics are so we can’t design around that and
help them with this project. Last night I rode the metro to Van Do Metro Station and saw the
Avalon Apartments with garages wrapped by apartments, we see the front of them, but from the
metro that is what we got. We now have three or four of those things out there on Eisenhower and
they are creeping in towards the City. We have drawn the line on Eisenhower that future apartments
would require a special use permit. I think this is just another example of what we don’t want to
have, and I will agree to whatever motion we have tonight. I am not surprised we have what we have
tonight.

Chairman Eric Wagner: It is not often that I disagree with Mr. Komoroske, but this is one of those
occasions. I think it was worthwhile for us to defer this, if for no other reason than to allow staff
to put together additional materials that are useful for the Commission, the record, and it will be
useful for City Council. I think, if for that reason alone, that it was worthwhile to defer the
application. I'would also like to set the record straight in a couple other ways. 1know the applicant
is sensitive to these issues. The applicant has made modifications. Regrettably , those modifications
failed to address the issues of the Commission or that staff articulated last year when this came
before us. Talso think it is regrettable that the previous deferral was based upon working with the
City and the community. The applicant did not work with the City staff, the applicant did not work
with the community, the applicant did not work with the Commission. The applicant revised and
modified its proposal in a manner that they saw fit to do and at that point submitted it to the City to
begin the review process, and came and talked to the Commission about what they had done. The
applicant thought that the real issue was that you could see the parking structure. That was part of
the Commission’s issue. The other issues are the loss of open space, mass that the project creates,
and incompatibility with the neighborhood. I think the Commission, in recommending denial as I
have every confidence we will do tonight, is sending a signal to the development community. The
Commission feels very strongly that those projects that been approved that look in any way like this
Archstone project are not acceptable in the City of Alexandria, they are a mistake. It may be what
these applicants build, it may be what some segments of the population would choose to rent, but
it is not what this Commission will choose to approve. We will not approve future projects that
utilize this above ground parking just because it is for the convenience of the project. It impacts the
rest of the City and I think that all of us are ashamed of those projects in the Eisenhower Valley and
their counterparts in Arlington County. They are nasty projects and we need to send a strong signal
that we are not going to approve these in the future. The issues are mass, failing to make adequate
modifications, incompatibility with our vision for Cameron Station. The issue is not density. The
issue is not rental apartments; we could even see a denser project if it addressed the issues raised by
the Commission. The applicant has stated pretty clearly, the Commission cannot force this applicant
to build something that they do not wish to build and that is not the intent of the Commission, it



never has been. The Commission deferred this a year ago because the applicant said that was a
worthwhile step to allow some give and take to refine this project. Given that the refinement has not
happened the Commission cannot force you to do what you don’t choose to do. This applicant does
not intent to address the Commission or staff recommendations. While we can’t force them to make
changes we can say that we reject this proposal, and for those reasons I will support Mr. Dunn’s
motion.

Mr. Dunn: With regard to item #7-A and 7-B, I have nothing to add; the reasons for denying those
have all been stated by my colleagues. Withregard to item #6, there are some points that are worth
making. I will remind everyone of the item that proposes to change the phase boundary between
Phase V and Phase VI of CDD #9. This change is vital to this application. Without this, items #7-A
and item #7-B would not be possible. I think that both the applicant and the staff have under
estimated the importance of this item in their evaluation. The staff, in their staff report, states “The
amendment does raise the question of equity, as some adjoining homeowners have argued they were
misinformed about the nature of the adjoining development by the developer or builder from which
they purchased their home, however from a land use and planning perspective staff finds no land use
reason to deny the proposed phase boundary change. The proposed phase boundary amendment is
consistent with the intent of the CDD concept plan to permit a mixed use community with various
elements of residential uses and complies with the general guidelines of the CDD concept plan.”
I read that part, and that staff finds no reason to deny the boundary change, as putting the burden on
the community or someone else. The applicant has the burden to establish why there should be a
boundary change. The owners moved in with the understanding that would be townhouses across
from them. Whether you grant this or you don’t, you will still have a mixed-use community
consistent with the Cameron Station CDD concept plan. So granting this is very crucial and the
applicant has not provided evidence on this requirement that was originally planned as townhomes.
On the contrary, we have had substantial testimony from adjoining neighbors that it would be
detrimental to the neighborhood, particularly the Tancreti Lane residents. It would be injurious to
their property. Ifind it particularly ironic that the applicant, with its application, argues that it is
just trying to do what is in the original plan for the CDD, but now wants to change the phase
boundaries. [ think that for item #6, the applicant has not presented evidence to support approval
and [ therefore recommend that we deny item #6, seconded by Mr. Gaines. The motion carries
unanimously.

Chairman Eric Wagner: Should another proposal of this particular site come back to us, the
Commission would wish to see some rationale regarding the phase boundary to get past this hurdle
that Mr. Dunn raises. I think the Commission is in full agreement. '

Mr. Dunn: /recommend denial of item #7-A for the reasons stated, seconded by Ms Fossum, the
motion carries unanimously.

Mr. Dunn: I recommend denial of item #7-B, seconded by Mr. Gaines, the motion carries
unanimously.



Chairman Eric Wagner: The Commission has now taken action on Archstone. I would ask the staff
to very clearly incorporate in the documentation all the rationale that was discussed during the
discussion period and incorporate as part of the Commission’s action. 1 would ask that, if you
would, before you finalize that and forward to Council, that you send it to Mr. Dunn for his review
with copies to the rest of the Commission. I would also ask Mr. Dung, in accordance with
discussions we’ve had on controversial items in the past, whether Mr. Dunn would be available to
appear at City Council when this matter is heard.

Mr. Dunn: Ithink, Mr. Chair, that it would be more efficacious if you were at City Council; I think
that you’re statements represented the views of the Commission as I understand them; that sounds
like ducking out. It is meant that way and for any reason you are unable to do so, I would certainly
‘seek to be present. '

Chairman Eric Wagner: Well, you and I will coordinate how this gets handled.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 2, 2002: On a motion by Mr, Dunn, seconded
by Mr. Leibach, the Planning Commission voted to defer the application to allow staff the time to
prepare an analysis of the materials, information and revised conditions provided prior to the hearing
noting that if the applicant does not provide substantial changes to the plan, the applicant will receive
arecommendation of denial from the Planning Commission. The motion carried on a vote of 6 to 1.
Mr. Komoroske voted against.

Speakers: Refer to docket item for DSUP 2000-0031.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 1,2001: On a motion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Komoroske, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted to defer the
request. The motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Reason: The Planning Commission felt that the design of the project was not compatible with the
remainder of Cameron Station. The Commission directed the applicant to come back with a plan
that (1) places all parking underground, (2) provides 15 foot full breaks between buildings (without
breezeways), and (3) includes full participation in the Cameron Station TMP. The Commission also
requested that a model of the development, in context, be provided.

Speakers: Refer to docket item for SUP 2000-0031.



PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, APRIL 3,2001: On amotion by Ms. Fossum, seconded
by Mr. Gaines, the Planning Commission voted to defer the request. The motion carried on a vote
of 7to 0.

Reason: The applicant requested deferral.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MARCH 6, 2001: The Planning Commission noted
the deferral of the request.

Reason: The staff requested the deferral.
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SUP #2000-0085
ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the proposed special use permit, including the TMP program set forth
in the applicant’s original Transportation Management Plan submission (SUP95-189) subject to
compliance with all applicable codes and ordinances and the following conditions:

[Bold/Underline indicates new text.]
[Strikceout indicates deleted text.]

1.

A TMP Coordinator (TMPC) shall be designated for Cameron Station upon application for
the initial building permit for the project. The name, address and telephone number of the
TMP Coordinator shall be kept on file with the Office of Transit Services and Programs
(OTS&P). The Coordinator shall maintain an on-site office in Cameron Station and shall
be responsible for establishing and administering a Transportation Management Plan for the
entire Cameron Station project, except that a separate Transportation Management program
shall be administered by KG Virginia-CS LLC and all subsequent owner(s)/operator(s) of
Phase VII for the residents and employees of Phase VII pursuant to condition #15, below.
Conditions #2 through #12 shall not apply to Phase VIL

The applicant shall promote the use of transit, carpooling/ vanpooling and other components
of the TMP with prospective tenants of the retail space, and prospective residents of the
housing during marketing/leasing activities.

The applicant shall display and distribute information about transit, carpool/vanpool and
other TMP programs and services to tenants, and residents of the project, including
maintaining, on site, stocks of appropriate bus schedules and applications to the regional
rideshare program.

The applicant shall administer a ride-sharing program, including assisting in the formation
of two person car pools and car/vanpools of three or more persons, and registering pools of
three or more persons with the Office of Transit Services and Programs.

Annual surveys shall be conducted to determine the number of employees and their place of
residence, the number of residents and their place of employment, modes of transportation,
arrival and departure times, willingness and ability to use carpooling and public transit, and
such additional information as the City may require.
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The applicant shall provide annual reports to OTS&P, including an assessment of the effects
of TMP activities on carpooling, vanpooling, transit ridership and peak hour traffic, an
accounting of receipts and disbursements of the TMP account; and a work program for the
following year. The initial report shall be submitted 1 year following approval of a
certificates of occupancy (CO) for at least 100 residential units. This report, and each
subsequent report, shall identify, as of the end of the reporting period, the number of square
feet of commercial floor area and the number of dwelling units occupied, the actual number
of employees and residents occupying such space. (PC)

Quarterly reports on the receipts and disbursements of the TMP accounts shall be provided
using the City's standardized reporting procedures.

The applicant shall administer the on site sale of discounted bus and rail fare media. The
fare media to be sold will include, at a minimum, fare media for Metrorail, Metrobus, DASH
and other public transportation system fare media requested by employees and/or OTS&P.
The availability of these fare media will be prominently advertised. The transit media will
be sold at a minimum 20% discount to the residents of the residential units and the
employees of the retail and space unless otherwise approved by the Director of T&ES. Upon
approval by the Director of T&ES, this requirement may be satisfied by an agreement by
another party to sell such transit fare media at a location convenient to the applicant's project,

The applicant shall participate with other projects in the vicinity of the site and OTS&P in
the mutually agreed upon cooperative planning and implementation of TMP programs and
activities, including the provision of enhanced bus service.

That the applicant work with the City's Office of Transit Services and Programs and with
WMATA and DASH to promote and, as appropriate, to improve bus services to and from
the site.

The applicant shall fund, at an annual rate of 0.1254 per net occupied square foot of
commercial space and at a rate equal to $60.00 per occupied residential unit a transportation
account to be used exclusively for the following TMP activities: 1) discounting the cost of
transit fare media for on-site employees and residents; 2) operation of a shuttle bus service;
3) marketing and promotional materials to promote the TMP; or any other TMP activities
as may be proposed by the applicant and approved by the Director of T&ES. Commencing
on January 1, 1996, the annual rate shall be increased a rate equal to the rate of inflation for
that year, unless a waiver is obtained from the Director of T&ES. As determined by the
Director of T&ES, any unencumbered funds remaining in the TMP account at the end of
each reporting year may be either reprogrammed for TMP activities during the ensuing year
or paid to the City for use in transit and/or ridesharing programs and activities.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

SUP #2000-0085
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That the applicant prepare, as part of its leasing, sales and homeowner's agreements,
appropriate language to inform tenants and housing purchasers of the special use permit and
conditions therein; such language to be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney's Office.

Modifications to approved TMP activities shall be permitted upon approval by the Director
of T&ES, provided that any changes are consistent with the goals of the TMP.

The applicant shall prepare a revised Transportation Management Plan Summary, which
summarizes the measures approved for the Cameron Station TMP, for approval by T&ES
and P&Z prior to the release of any the final site plan_for Phase VI or Phase VI,

The developer\Cameron Station Associates, LLC shall submit a comprehensive plan
depicting the location, size and type of all shuttle/bus shelters to be located within Cameron
Station prior to the release of the final site plan for the earliest of Phase VI or Phase VIL.
The design, location and number of bus/shuttle shelters shali be approved to the satisfaction
of the Directors of T&ES and P&Z. The developer\Cameron Station Associates, LLC. shall

be responsible for the installation of the facilities pursuant to a schedule approved by the
City prior to release of the triggering final site plan; and the Homeowners Association

for Cameron Station shall be responsible for their ongoing maintenance.

a. For phase VII, KG Virginia -CS LLC and all subsequent owner(s)/operator(s) shall
provide a handicap accessible van and driver for the use of all residents and
employees of Phase VII. The van service and driver shall be fully operational prior
to issuance of a use and occupancy permit. Annual reports outlining the van service
and ridership shall be submitted to the Department of T&ES. The size and routes of
the shuttle shall be to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES. At a minimum the
van service shall provide:

i. Daily transportation to the Van Dorn street metro or other metro stops during
peak morning (6:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M.) and evening hours (3:00 P.M. -
6:00 P.M.) for employees and residents.

ii. Daily transportation for residents.

iit. A second van and/or larger van shall be provided if deemed
necessary by the Directors of P&Z and T&ES.
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b. For phase VII, KG Virginia-CS LLC and all subsequent owner(s)/operators(s) shall
administer the on-site sale of discounted bus and rail fare media to residents and
employees. The fare media to be sold shall include, at a minimum, fare media for
Metrorail, Metrobus, DASH and other public transportation system fare media
requested by employees and/or OTS&P. The availability of these fare media will be
prominently advertised. The transit media will be sold at a minimum 20% discount
to all residents and employees. The discounted fare media shall be in addition to the
shuttle services and/or other transportation services.

17. Prior to the release of the final site plan for Phase VI of Cameron Station Greenvest
and Archstone shall provide documents to the satisfaction of the Directors of T&ES

and P&7 and the City Attorney which clearly outline and provide for ongoing and

shared funding of the TMP program required by this special use permit, including any

necessary agreements from the Cameron Station HOA. (P&7) (T&ES)

Staff Note: In accordance with section 11-506(c) of the zoning ordinance, construction or operation
shall be commenced and diligently and substantially pursued within 18 months of the date of

granting of a special use permit by City Council or the special use permit shall become void.
project.
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DISCUSSION:

The applicants, Greenvest L.L.C. and Archstone., have applied for an amendment to the approved
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for Cameron Station to incorporate Phase VI of the
development into the existing Transportation Management Plan for the development. The original
TMP for Cameron Station was approved by City Council in 1996 (SUP#95-189) and has been
amended to incorporate each subsequent phase of development, as required by the original TMP,
with the most recent amendment (SUP2000-0084) approved in March 2001 to incorporate the
Brookdale elderly housing project.

Shuttle Service

A major element of the Cameron Station TMP is provision of a shuttle service to the metro station.
Greenvest proposed this shuttle as part of their initial TMP application and Greenvest and then the
HOA was required by the plan to provide a single shuttle commencing with the issuance of the 100™
certificate of occupancy for the project, and a second shuttle when the 1000™ CO is issued. The
applicant is currently providing one 30 passenger handicap accessible shuttle bus for the use of
residents to and from the Van Dom Metro Station seat shuttle. While the number of occupancy
permits is well in excess of 1,000, the second shuttle has not yet been provided, because it is the
HOAs (Greenvest’s) assertion that demand does not yet exist within the project for the second
shuttle. Greenvest has met with the Director of T&ES to discuss delaying provision of the second
shuttle, given the current demand. The Director of T&ES has the authority under the TMP to grant
changes to the approved TMP program provided the changes bring equal or greater TMP benefits
to the program, and the Director is awaiting additional information from Greenvest on ridership prior
to making the determination on the delay of the second shuttle.

Originally, Archstone had requested to provide a separate shuttle service rather than participate in
the Cameron Station shuttle program, with a single shuttle provided for Archstone and a separate
shuttle provided for the remainder of Cameron Station. The intent of the Cameron Station TMP was
to provide one program for the entire development, and shared service is more likely to resultin a
broader range of services for residents, as well as bring cost effectiveness. Therefore, staff had
recommended in last year’s review of the case that Archstone be required to participate in the overall
Cameron Station shuttle program. Archstone has now agreed to participate with the remainder of
Cameron Station in provision of the shuttle.
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Bus Shelters:

Staff added a condition recommending that Greenvest provide a comprehensive bus shelter plan for
Cameron Station with the last amendment of the TMP, for Brookdale. With this amendment, staff
has included the Archstone development as a trigger for the bus shelter plan. While the original
Cameron Station approvals already require the developer to place shelters at appropriate locations
within the development, no time frame was established by prior approvals and no planning or
installation has occurred to date, except along Duke Street. The condition is placed within this
approval to require the developer to move forward at this time with the planning and installation of
shelters. Greenvest will be required to pay for the shelters and their installation; the HOA will be
responsible for their ongoing maintenance.

STAFF: Eileen P. Fogarty, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning;
Kimberley Johnson, Chief, Development;
Jeffrey C. Farner, Urban Planner

13
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APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT #_£000 -0085

[must use black 1nk or type]

PROPERTY LOCATION: Ferdinand Day Drive and Cameron Station Boulevard

TAX MAP REFERENCE; 68:01-02 - Portion of Parcel B
APPLICANTS: Cameron Associates, LLC, Agent
_ Archstone Communities, Agent

ZONE: cpp-9

Address: 6631-A 01d Dominion Drive, #201, McLean, VA 22101

PROPERTY OWNER Name: C2neron Associates, LLC

Address: 8614 Westwood Center Drive, #900, Vienna, VA 22182

PROPOSED USE: Special Use Permit Amendment to the Cameron Station Transportation

Management Plan to incorporate Phase VI

‘fHE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for a Special Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of Article X3,

" Section 11-500 of the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED, haviog obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City

of Alexandria to post placard notice on the propesty for which this application is requested, pursuant to Article XI, Section
11-301(B) of the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby attests that all of the information herein provided and specifically including all
surveys, drawings, elc., required to be furnished by the applicant are true, correct and accurate 10 the best of their knowledge
and belief, The applicant is hereby notified that any written materials, drawings or illustrations submitted in support of this
application and any specific oral representations made to the Planniag Commission or City Couscil io the course of public
bearings on this application will be binding oo the applicant valess those materials or representations are clearly stated to be

non-binding or illustrative of geaeral plans and intentions, subject to substantial revision, pursuant to Asticle X1, Section
“-207(’0(1}70)’ of the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

Dygegn Yy BIate,, SEROCAEESIRY

Alexandria, VA 22314 ' r\ )bww» Bl_aor %md’ _
M. Catharine Puskar, Agent/Attorney “W c;; H! 2 62 EE :

Print Name of Applicant or Agent Signature
Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley, P.C.

2200 Clarendon Blvd., 13th Floor (703) 528-4700 (703) 525-3197
Mailing/Street Address Telephone # Fax #

Arlington, VA 22201

Revised February 13, 2002
Clity and State Zip Ccode

Date

DONOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE - QFFICE USE ONLY

Application Reccived: Date & Fee Paid:

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION:

ACTION - CITY COUNCIL:

07/26/99 pAzoning\pc-appliormsapp-nupl
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Special Use Permit # £200 ~ 0085

All applicants must complete this form. Suppléemental forms are required for child care facilities,
restaurants, automobile oriented uses and freestanding signs requiring special use permit approval.

1. The applicant is {check one) [ the Owner K] Contract Purchaser

{ ] Lessee or [ 1 Other: of the subject property.

State the name, address and percent of ownership of any person or entity owning an interest in

the applicant, unless the entity is a corporation or partnership in which case identify each owner
of more than ten percent.

Farallon Capital Group

Archstone-Smith Operating Trust Starwood Capital Group

¢/o Archstone Communities c/o Three Pickwick Plaza, Suite 250

6631-A 01d Dominion Drive, #201 Greenwich, CT 06830

McLean, VA 22101

If property owner or applicant is being represented by an authorized agent such as an attorney,
realtor, or other person for which there is some form of compensation, does this agent or the

business in which the agent is employed have a business license to operate in the City of
Alexandria, Virginia? N/A :

{] Yes. Provide proof of current City business license

f] No. The agent shall obtain a business license prior to filing application,
if required by the City Code.

2.  Submit a floor plan and a plot plan wilh parking layout of the proposed use. One copy of the
plan is required for plans that are 82" x 14" or smaller. Twenty-four copies are required for
larger plans or if the plans cannot be easily reproduced. The planning director may waive
requirements for plan submission upon receipt of a written request which adequately justifies
a waiver. This requirement does not apply if a Site Plan Package is required.

,/:;:/if /5
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Special Use Permit #_ 22000 ~00 85

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION

3.

The applicant shall describe below the nature of the request in detail so that the Planning
Commission and City Council can understand the nature of the operation and the use, including
such items as the nature of the activity, the number and type of patrons, the number of
employees, the hours, how parking is to be provided for employees and patrons, and whether
the use will generate any noise. (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The Applicants are requesting a Special Use Permit Amendment to the
Cameron Station Transportation Management Plan to incorporate Phase
V1. The Applicants are providing the required parking as set forth in the
Zoning Ordinance and an additional 15% visitor parking in accordance
with the Cameron Station CDD Concept Plan. For details regarding the
proposed development, please see the Application and Site Plan for
DSUP 2000-0031.

it
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Special Use Permit # _£200 ~008&S

j USE CHARACTERISTICS

4. The proposed special use permit request is for: (check one)
[ ] a new use requiring a special use permit,
[ 1 a development special use permit,
[1 an expansion or change to an existing use without a special use permit,

expansion or change to an existing use with a special use permit,
P g P pe
] other. Please describe: Transportation Management Plan (TMP)

5. Please describe the capacity of the proposed use:

A. How many patrons, clients, pupils and other such users do you expect? Specify time
period (i.e., day, hour, or shift).

N/A

B. How many employees, staff and other personnel do you expect? Specify time period
(i.e., day, hour, or shift). :

' N/A

6. Please describe the proposed hours and days of operation of the proposed use:

Day: Hours:
N/A -

7.  Please describe any potential noise emanating from the proposed use:
A. Describe the noise levels anticipated from all mechanical equipment and patrons.

N/A




(O

8.

9.

Special Use Permit # Cooo - 0085

B. How will the noise from patrons be controlled?

N/A

Describe any potential odors emanating from the proposed use and plans to control them:

N/A

Please provide information regarding trash and litter generated by the use:!
A. What type of trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

N/A

B. How much trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

N/A

C. How often will_ grash be collected?

N/A

D. How will you prevent littering on the property, streets and nearby properties?

N/A




Special Use Permit # Zoco - 0085

10. Will any hazardous materials, as defined by the state or federal government, be handled, stored,
or generated on the property?
[] Yes. £ No.
If yes, provide the name, monthly quantity, and specific disposal method below:
11. Will any organic compounds, for example paint, ink, lacquer thinner, or cleaning or degreasing
solvent, be handled, stored, or generated on the property?
.1 Yes. K No. |
If yes, provide the name, monthly quantity, and specific disposal method below:
12. What methods are proposed to ensure the safety of residents, employees and patrons?
N/A
ALCOHOL SALES
13. Will the proposed use include the sale of beer, wine, or mixed drinks?

f] Yes. [] No.

If yes, describe alcohol sales below, including if the ABC license will include on-premises
and/or off-premises sales. Existing uses must describe their existing alcohol sales and/or
service and identify any proposed changes in that aspect of the operation.

N/A

€ ﬁ/ﬁ
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Special Use Permit # _£660 ~ 0085

PARKING AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS

14, Please provide information regarding the availability of off-street parking:

A. How many parking spaces are required for the proposed use pursuant to section
8-200 (A) of the zoning ordinance? 503 spaces: 129 1-BR at 1.3 spaces/unit;

135 2-BR at 1.75. spaces/unit; 45 3-BR at 2.2 spaces/unit.

B. How many parking spaces of each type are provided for the proposed use:

381 Standard spaces
186 Compact spaces
12 Handicapbed accessible spaces.
Other.
*ngg% Eeuc_llcgagl&ggtﬁgcéﬂﬂeﬁoggg%gapignfequiremen‘t plus 157 visitor parking in

C. Where is required parking located? [x] on-site [ 1 off-site (check one)

If the required parking will be located off-site, where will it be located:

Pursuant to section 8-200 (C) of the zoning ordinance, commercial and industrial uses
may provide off-site parking within 500 feet of the proposed use, provided that the off-site
parking is located on land zoned for commercial or industrial uses. All other uses must
provide parking on-site, except that off-street parking may be provided within 300 feet of
the use with a special use permit.

D. If a reduction in the required parking is requested, pursuant to section 8-100 (A) (4) or
5) of the zoning ordinance, complete the PARKING REDUCTION SUPPLEMENTAL
APPLICATION.

15. Please provide information regarding loading and unloading facilities for the use:

A. How many loading spaces are required for the use, per section 8-200 (B) of the

zoning ordinance? None

How many loading spaces are available for the use? _ One

Where are off-street loading facilities located? On_the western side of the

west drive aisle/EVE as depicted on the Site Plan.

4
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Special Use Permit # Z2000 -~ 0085

D. During what hours of the day do you expect loading/unloading operations to occur?

Loading/unloading for tenants moving in and out will occur

between 8:00 a.m. and 8§:00 p.m.

E. How frequently are loading/unloading operations expected to occur, per day or per week,
as appropriate? '

Loading/unloading operations will be scheduled on an as needed basis

for tenants moving in and out

Is street access to the subject property adequale or are any street improvements, such as a new
turning lane, necessary to minimize impacts on traffic flow?

Street access is adequate

SITE. CHARACTERISTICS

17.

18.

19,

Will the proposed uses be located in an existing building? {} Yes 1 No
Do you propose to construct an addition to the building? []1 Yes 3 No

How large will the addition be? square feet.

What will the total area occupied by the proposed use be? 309 units

sq. ft. (existing) + sq. ft. (addition if any) = sq. ft. (total)

The proposed use is located in: (check one)
¥X] a stand alone building [ ] a house located in a residential zone [ ] a warehouse

[ ]a shopping center. Please provide name of the center:

[ ] an office building. Please provide name of the building:

[ ] other, please describe:

" Q1126199 pi\zoning\pe-sppliforms\spp-sup]***
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PRINCIPAL SHAREHOLDERS

each person known to Archstone to have been the beneficial owner of more than five percent of the outstanding
Common Shares, (ii) each Trustee of Archstone, (iii) each Named Execulive Officer, who include the Chief
Exccutive Officer and the four other most highly compensated officers of Archstone during 1999, and (iv) all
Teustees and executive officers of Archstone as a group. Unless otherwise indicated in the foomotes, all of such
interests are owped directly and the indicated person or emtity has sole voting and dispositive power. The
following table assumes, for purposes of calculating the number and percent of Common Shares beneficially
owned by a person, that (i) all Curpulatve Convertible Series A Preferred Shares of Beneficiel Interest, par value
$1.00 per share, of Archstone (‘‘Series A Prefamed Shares™), benebeially owned by that person have been
converted inlo Common Shares and (ii) all options and convertible securities held by that person which are
exercisable or will become exercisable prior to May 1, 2000 have beco exercised or converted, but that mo
options or convertible securities held by other persens have been exercised or converted. Fractional Common
Shares have been rounded to the nearest whole Common Share in the table below and ¢lsewhere in this Proxy
Statement. The address of each Trustee and officer listed below is cfo Archsione Comrunities Trust, 7670 South
Chester Street, Enplewood, Colorado 80112,

‘) Tne following table sets forth, as of March 1, 2000, the beneficial ownership of Common Shares for (i) |

Number of Archsione Percentage of All

Common Share Archstotie
Nume of Beneficial Owser Bepeficially Owned Common Shares
Security Capital Group Incorporated (**Security Capital”) . ....... 54,540,283(1) 39.2%
125 Lincoln Avenue
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 ‘
Wellingion Management Company, LLP (“Wellipgton'") .. ....... 9.886.164(2) 7.1%
75 Stawe Strect
Boston, MA 02109
C.Ronald Blankenship .. .......0 cpii i 36,030(3) -
James A. Cardwell .. ... 37.706(4} *
i Ned S. Holmes . ..o v e ias e 17.554(5)(6) *
‘) Calvin K Kessler ... o vnei i e 14,604(4) .
John T.Kelley I . . cviien e e 58,585(4X(N *
Constance B.MOOTE . ... .. i ivivirr e iima e 13,064 *
James Ho Polk, I . . oieiviae i 15.778(4)(8) *
JoRn M. RICRIMAN . .o vvnvvrar e s 14,250(5) *
John C. SCRWEIMZET .. .. viievne s nnre s 58,000(4X9) .
R oScotSellers ... v vvvenniorrcrnsoonasamr et 220,886(10)(11)(12) -
Patick RoWhelan . .. ..o eae e 163,774(11)(12) .
Richard A. Banks ... . .cocovvruaorrinnosanssnsnoatsnes 79,923(11)(12) hd
Jay 5.Ja00DSON .« o oo 48,559(11)(12) *
7. Lindsay Freeman .. .. ..vvcnncvirmn e inn e ' 81,882(11X(12) *
All Trustess and executive officers as a group (34 persons) . - - .-+ - 1,398,838 1.0%
*Less than 1 %.
(1) These Common Shares are owned of record by SC Realty Incorporated, a wholly owned subsidiary of
Securiry Capital.

(2) Information regarding beneficial ownership of Common Shares by Wellington, is included hercin in reliance
on an amendment to Schedule 13G, filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission (**‘SEC'") on
February 11, 2000. Wellington may be deemed 1o be the beneficial ownee of the Common Shares reported,
which are owned by various clients and a subsidiary of Wellington. Wellington has shared dispositive power
with respect 1o all Common Shares reported, and such Common Shares were acquired in the ordinary course
of business and were not acquired for the purpose, and do not have the effect of, changing or influencing
cantrol of Archslone.
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SUuP 2000-0085

(3) Includes 14,936 shares beld by Zebec Data Systems, a corporation in which Mr. Blankenship is the
controlling sharcholder.

(4) Includes for cach of Messrs. Cardwell, Kelley and Kessler beneficial ewnership of 8,000 Comumon Shares,
for Mr. Schweitzer beneficiel ownership of 6,000 Common Shares, and for Mr. Polk beneficial ownership
of 2,000 Common Shares, which are issuable upon exercise of options granted under Archsione's 1996 and
1987 Share Option Plans for Qutside Trustees. See *Election of Trustees—Trustee Compensation’ below.

(5} Includes for cach of Messrs. Holmes and Richman beneficial ownership of 3,000 Common Shares which
were issued under the former Security Capital Atantc Incorporaied 1996 Share Option Pian for Outside
Directors and are exercisable vader Archstone’s 1996 Share Option Plan for Outside Trustees.

(6) Includes 4,000 Common Shares held by family limited partnerships and 5,554 Common Shares heid in trust
for Ms. Holmes® children.

(7) Includes 50.585 Common Shares held by Ms. Kelley's family trust.
(8) Includes 1,028 Common Shares held in trust for Mr, Polk's children.

(9) Includes 6,000 Common Shares held by Mr. Schweitzar’s spouse and 25.000 Comumon Shares held in Mr.
Schweitzer's IRA,

(10) Includes 421 Coramon Shares held by Mr. Sellers’ spouse as her separate property, 718 Common Shares
held in trust for Mr. Sellers’ children and 449 Commeon Shares held in Mr. Scliers’ IRA.

(11) Includes for ¢ach of Messrs. Sellers, Whelan, Banks, Jacobson and Freeman beneficial ownership of
Corumon Shares which are issuable upan exercise of vested options granted under Archstone's 1997 Long-
Term Incentive Plan, as follows: Mr. Sellers, 95565; Mr. Whelan, 63,120; Mr. Banks, 30,540; Mr.
Jacobson, 34,076 and Mr. Freeman, 32,307.

(12) Includes for each of Messrs. Sellers, Whelan, Banks, Jacobson and Freeman bencfcial ownership of
Common Shares which are issuable upon exercise of vested restricted share unit awards granted ucder
Archstone's 1997 Long-Term Incentive Plan, as follows: Mr. Seblers, 16,049; Mr. Whelan, 13,115, Mr.
Banks, 10,857, Mr. Jacobson, 14,483 and Mr. Freeman, 4,507. . )

ELECTION OF TRUSTEES

Archstone has a classified Board consisting of the following ten Trustees: C. Ronald Blankenship; james A.
Cardwell; Ned 3. Holmes; Jehn T. Kelley, IT; Calvin K. Kessler; Constance B. Moore, James H. Poik, ITI; John
M. Richman; John C. Schweitzer; and R. Scot Sellers.

The Common Shares representzd by the accompanying proxy will be voted to elect the three nominees
named below as Class IT Trustees, and the one nomines named as a Class I Trustes, uniess a sharcholder indicates
otherwise on the proxy. Should any of the nominees named below become unavailable for election, which is nat
anticipated, the Common Shares represenied by the accompanying proxy will be vated for the election of another
person recommended by the Board. Ms, Moore and Messrs. Kelley and Schweitzer, if elected, will serve as Class
O Trustees until the annval meeting of shareholders in 2003, Mr. Rlankenshap, if elected, will serve as a Class ]
Trustce until the annual meeting of shareholders in 2002. The Board recaormmends that shareholders votz FOR

the clection of cach nominee for Trusiee.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

I am strongly
Cameron Statio

Development
Development
Development
Special Use
Special Use

e —

2UP Zeeo “coss

Schuppert, Susan [susan.schuppert@usop.com]
Tuesday, November 14, 2000 9:09 AM o :
‘marotalx@aol.com"; 'bﬂlclev@home.com'; 'vote4eberwein@aol.com';
'wmeuille@wdeuille.com‘; 'delpepper@aol.com': 'dsepck@aol.com ‘council-
woodson@home.com'

'mrobertson@aofum.com'; 'Mindy_L yle@clarkus.com’

Opposition to Cameron Station Permits .

opposed to the following permits issued to developers in the
n neighborhood:

special Use Permit #2000-0032 58,04 ~—— camecon T AR
Special Use Permit #2000-0030 68.01—— Cameren 74

Special Use Permit #2000-0084 68,01
Permit #2000-0031 68.01 CAmEreN SrArfaN-AJ;d:‘:;:N”:
Permit #2000-0085 66. .01 TTOAMERGN  STATION - ARC

CAMmERON STATION = HALLIARK,

Cameron Station already has its share of traffic concerns and parking

shortages all beca
ingress and egress
apartments and park
those of us who inv
4go. It is clear to
disclese plans that

is groessly unfair to

use of the excess density of the Project and required
to the new elementary schoel. The addition of the rental
ing structure will create an unlivable situation for

sted (in good faith) in these town homes over 18 months
many of us now that the council and developers did not
would have made many of us decide to live elsewhere. It
uUs to spring this Project on the neighborhood and

further deteriorate the original plan.

air treatment of Cameron Station residents, the new project
ing heo-traditional design and the new urbanism. This design
n the project being located at a metro, convergence of

transportation center. It also is based on residents

k to grocery stores, dry cleaners, etc. The walking

mile. This ig not the case in Cameron station. All

activity is dependent on vehicles. For this reason, the 1.7 Spaces allowed
in the apartment complex is not sufficient. Cameron Station has two spaces

critical short
it unlivable.

in some cases 4 with 15% extra visitor parking. There is a
4ge now, and the additional burden of this project would make

Extension to stage cement for the I-95 ang Wilson Bridge project. It is my
hope that you will take similar action and Stop these permits. Please think

You and Cameron Station's growing list of developers

continue to ask our neighborhood to tolerate.

Sincerely,

Susan Schuppert
276 Murtha Street
Alexandria, va 22304

D

24



MAR 33 @1 12:18PM LONGFOSTER ANNANDALE & DSUF £000-0032 — (AMeRN STA.
#7A DSUP Zooco - 003 - ARLHSTONE-LAM. STA
Cameron Siation Glvic Assoclation, Ing, # 78 (SUP_2sco - 0085)- ARCH STONE-CAm. STA

PO Box 22560 ‘
Alexandria, VA 22304
Telephone 703:370-2319

March 29, 2001

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
‘Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We strongly oppose the Archstone project (docket items 6, 7A and 7B) that is before you on
Tuesday, April 3, This proposed project is an obnoxious design that, if approved, would be a
blight on our community and City for decades, and would set a dangerous precedent for a new
low in architectura) design quality. There are no redeeming featutes of this plan and it should be
rejected outright. The applicant needs to go back to the drawing board and come back with a

- design that is worthy of our community and City.

The design calls for a massive structure that runs uninterrupted for 700 continuous feet, the
length of two and a8 half city blocks. It is 76 percent of the length of an outside wall of The
Pentagon, and equal in length to the US Capitol. Part of this integral design is » hideous seven
story, unfinished concrete, above ground parking garage, virtually identical to the Landmark
Mall garage, only taller. The building does not blend with the rest of Cameron Station in terms

of mass, use of green space, architectural style and quality, etc. It does not deserve a place in
Alexandria.

While it is touted to be a “luxury” building, its design lacks characteristics and qualities that
enhance one’s quality of life in even less pretentious ones. There is little open space in the
design; some units will get little sunlight; intemal corridors are 200-400 long; parking is as much
as one block (and more) from some units; the design encourages on-street parking in lieu of

using the garage; and the design is certainly not user friendly for persons with mobility
disabilities.

While not addressed in the staff report, we believe that there are serious police and safety issues
inherent in a design like this one, ¢.g. with long expanses hidden from the street and above
ground parking garage that is easily accessible by intruders - all this adjacent to an elementary
school. We are asking the Police Department and Fire Department to give independent
professional judgments of whatever problems may be inherent in this design.

We encourage you to reject this proposal. We will be out in force at the April 3 meeting to
express our strong opposition.

Si 1y,

Rol onzajes
President

2K A o5



ATTACHMENTS for
ARCHSTONE — CAMERON STATION (Phase VI)

DSUP #2000-0031



- APPLICATION for

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT with SITE PLAN

DSUP # 2000~ 603!
PROJECT NAME; Cameron Station Phase VI (Archstone at Cameron Station)

)

|
/7

PROPERTY LOCATION: Ferdinand Day Drive and Cameron Statiom Boulevard

TAX MAP REFERENCE: 68.01-02 - Portion of Parcel B ZONE: CDD-9

APPLICANT Name: Archstone Communities, Agent

Address: 6631 A 01d Dominion Dr., #201, McLean, VA 22101

PROPERTY OWNER Name:; Cameron Associates L.L.C.

Address: 8614 Westwood Center Drive, Suite 900, Viemma, VA 22182

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL: Multi-family residential development containing 309 units.

ARCHSTONE éAMf?é’oN STATL.

MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED: __ /4

SUP’s REQUESTED: Development SUP for CDD-9, Cameron Statiom, Phase VI

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for Development Site Plan, with Special Use Permit, approval in accordance with the
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED, having obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City of
Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for which this application is requested, pursuant to Article XI, Section 11-301 (B) of
the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED also attests that all of the information herein provided and specifically including all surveys, drawings,
etc., required of the applicant are true; eorrect and accurate to the best of his knowledge and belief.

.M. Catharine Puskar, Agent/Attorney W (' WW (I < w E
Print Name of Applicant or Agent Signatu]‘ D 1
Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley H
2200 Clarendon Blvd., 13th Floor (703) 528-4700 (ypilis2semor 1 2002
Mailing/Street Address Telephone # ax #
Arlington, VA 22201 Revised February 11, [2PANNING & 70N
City and State  2zip Code Date “— —

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE - OFFICE USE ONLY
Application Received: Received Plans for Completeness:
Fee Paid & Date: § Received Plans for Preliminary:

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION:

ACTION - CITY COUNCIL:

07/26/99 p’\zoning'pe-apphforms\app-sp2



Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) # 2000-0031

All applicants must complete this form.

Supplemental forms are required for child care facilities, restaurants, automobile oriented uses and
freestanding signs requiring-special use permit approval. ‘

1. The applicant is the (check one):

.[] Owner K] Contract Purchaser

[] Lessee [] Other:

State the name, address and percent of ownership of any person or entity owning an interest in the

applicant, unless the entity is a corporation or partnership. in which case identify each owner of more
than ten percent. :

Archstone-Smith Operating Trust

c/o Archstone Communities

6631-A 0l1d Dominion Dr., #201

McLean, VA 22101

If property owner or aiﬂﬁlicant is being represented by an authorized agent such as an attorney,
realtor, or other person for which there is some form of compensation, does this agent or the

business in which the agent is employed have a business license to operate in the City of Alexandria,
Virginia? n/a

[1 Yes. Provide proof of current City business license

[] No. The agent shall obtain a business license prior to filing application,
. if required by the City Code.

P



Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) # 2000-0031

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION

2.

The al_)p}icant shall describe below the nature of the request in_detail so that the Planning
Commission and City Council can understand the nature of the operation and the use, including such
items as the nature of the activity, the number and type of patrons, the number of employees, the
hours, how parking is to be provided for employees and patrons, and whether the use will generate
any noise. If not appropriate to the request, delete pages 4-7.

(Atrach additional sheets if necessary}

The Applicant, Archstone Communities, has developed 176 garden-style
communities throughout the United States representing 53,385 units. Within the D.C.
metropolitan area, Archstone owns and manages 10 luxury communities, which reflect its
commitment to quality development and property management.

Consistent with the approved CDD Concept Plan for Cameron Station, the
Applicant is requesting approval of a 309 unit multi-family residential building for Phase
VI of Cameron Station. Phase VI is a 5.15 acre site that is located at the southwestern
portion of Cameron Station and bounded by Ferdinand Day Drive, Tancreti Lane, the
linear park, and Armistead Boothe Park. The proposed use, density and height are
consistent with the approved CDD Concept Plan and the proposed residences complete
the mixed-use neighborhood (variety of housing types, units, and prices) envisioned for
Cameron Station.

The Applicant has provided a high level of architectural treatment to the four
frontages of the site to be compatible with the architecture reflected in the variety of
townhouses and condominiums throughout Cameron Station. The Applicant has
achieved this by using a four-story building that incorporates the variety of materials,
architectural detailing, articulation and treatments reflected in buildings throughout
Cameron Station. A number of building breaks have been incorporated to provide visual
relief into landscaped courtyards as well as to the linear park while achieving building
lengths that are compatible with existing development within Cameron Station. The two
39 foot breaks from Ferdinand Day Drive to the linear park not only achieve visual relief,
but provide vehicular access off of private drives to keep traffic off the public streets and
to minimize the view of parking entrances and loading facilities from the public right- of-
way. In addition, a full pedestrian streetscape (sidewalks, ornamental lighting, street
trees) is provided along the drive aisles to achieve a pedestrian commection from
Ferdinand Day Drive to the linear park.

The Applicant is providing 579 on-site parking spaces, which include the 503
parking spaces required under the Zoning Ordinance plus the 15% visitor parking (or 76
spaces) set forth in the CDD Concept Plan. The parking structure has been designed to
be as small as possible while achieving the required parking for the site. In addition,
actual units have been added to the north and south fagades of the parking structure and
significant architectural treatment has been added to the east and west facades of the
parking structure. In combination, all of these treatments achieve the goal of screening
the parking structure so that it is no longer visible from either the public right-of-way or
the linear park.
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Additional on-site amenities such as a pool, open space areas, and a clubhouse to
include a fitness facility, community room and business center are being provided.
Furthermore, a significant amount of landscaping for the site and an upgraded streetscape
for Tancreti Lane and Ferdinand Day Drive have been included in the site plan.

This plan has improved significantly since it was filed two years ago. The
Applicant will continue to work with Staff and the Community up to and through the
Planning Commission and City Council hearings to improve the plan.



Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) #_2000-0031

3. How many patrons, clients, pupils and other such users do you expect?
Specify time period (i.e., day, hour, or shift).

N/A

4. How many employees, staff and other personnel do you expect?
Specify time period (i.e. day, hour, or shift).

Approximately 5-6 full time personnel will be working on-site.

5. Describe the proposed hours and days of operation of the proposed use:
Day ' Hours Day Hours

Anticipated sales/marketing office & maintenance hours:

Daily 8:00 a.m. 0 8:00 p.m.

* on~call maintenance 24 hrs/day

6. Describe any potential noise emanating from the proposed use:
A. Describe the noise levels anticipated from all mechanical equipment and patrons.

Noise levels will comply with City of Alexandria Code.

B. How will the noise from patrons be controlled?
N/A

7.  Describe any potential odors emanating from the proposed use and plans to control them:

Normal for proposed use.




10.

Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) #_2000-0031

Provide information regarding trash and litter generated by the use:

A. What type of trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

Normal type of trash & garbage for residential use.

B. How much trash and garbage will be generated by the use?

Approximately 34 cubic yards of trash weekly.

C. How often will trash be collected?

Trasﬁ will be collected once weekly or as needed.

D. How will you prevent littering on the property, streets and nearby properties?

On-site staff will monitor the site daily for litter and debris.

Will any hazardous materials, as defined by the state or federal government, be handled, stored, or
generated on the property? '

[ ] Yes. kx] No.

If yes, provide the name, monthly duantity, and specific disposal method below:

Will any organic compounds, for example paint, ink, lacquer thinner, or cleaning or degreasing
solvent, be handled, stored, or generated on the property?

[ ] Yes. EJ No.

If yes, provide the name, monthly quantity, and specific disposal method below:




Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUFP) #_2000-0031

11. What methods are proposed to ensure the safety of residents, employees and patrons?

All exterior building entrances will be supplied with a Sentex Infinity B Series

access control system or reasonably equivalent system for resident only entry.

ALCOHOL SALES
12. ‘Wil the proposed use include the sale of beer, wine, or mixed drinks?
[ ] Yes. [ ] No. ©N/A
If yes, describe alcohol sales below, - including if the ABC license will include on-premises and/or

off-premises sales. Existing uses must describe their existing alcohol sales and/or service and
identify any proposed changes in that aspect of the operation.

PARKING AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS

13. Provide information regarding the availability of off-street parking:

A. How many parking spaces are required for the proposed use pursuant to section
8-200 (A) of the zoning ordinance? 503 spaces - 129 1-BR at 1.3 spaces/unit;

135 2-BR at 1.75 spaces/unit; 45 3-BR at 2.2 spaces/unit

B. How many parking spaces of each type are provided for the proposed use:

381 Standard spaces

186 Compact spaces

12 Handicapped accessible spaces.

Other.

* Provided parking includes Ordinance requirement plus 15% visitor
parking in accordance with the CDD Comcept Plan.



14.

15.

Development Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP) # 2000-0031

Where is required parking located? (check one) £x] on-site [ ] off-site.

If the required parking will be located off-site, where will it be located:

Pursuant to section 8-200 (C) of the zoning ordinance, commercial and industrial uses may
provide off-site parking within 500 feet of the proposed use, provided that the off-site parking is
located on land zoned for commercial or industrial uses. All other uses must provide parking on-
site, except that off-street parking may be provided within 300 feet of the use with a special use
permit.

If a reduction in the required parking is requested, pursuant to section 8-100 (A) (4) or (5) of the
zoning ordinance, complete the PARKING REDUCTION SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION.

Provide information regarding loading and unloading facilities for the use:

A

How many loading spaces are required for the use, per section 8-200 (B) of the

zoning ordinance? None

How many loading spaces are available for the use? __ One

Where are off-street loading facilities located? On the western side of

the west drive aisle/EVE as depicted on the site plan.

During what hours of the day do you expect loading/unloading operations to occur?

Loading/unloading for tenants moving in and out will occur between

8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.

How frequently are loading/unloading operations expected to occur, per day or per week, as
appropriate?

Loading/unloading operations will be scheduled on an as needed basis

for temants moving in and out

I street access to the subject property adequate or are any street improvements, such as a new turning
lane, necessary to minimize impacts on traffic flow?

Street access is adequate

07/26/99 pzoning\po-appTformsiapp-sp2***
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DSUP #2000-0031
,@\ ARCHSTONE CAMERON

WALSH COLUCCI STATION (Phase VI)

M. Catharine Puskar STACKHOUSE EMRICH

(703) 528-4700 Ext. 13 & LUBELEY PC
mepuszari. wesel.conm

February 11, 2002

Via Hand Delivery

Eileen Fogarty

Director

Department of Planning and Zoning, City of Alexandria
301 King Street, Room 2100 City Hall

Alexandna, VA 22314

Re: Archstone at Cameron Station
DSUP 2000-0031 (the “Application”)

Dear Fileen:

In an effort to eliminate outstanding issues relative to the above-referenced Application,
and with the expectation of an April 2, 2002 Planning Commission hearing, we are submitting 40
sets of a revised preliminary site plan. Although we have not had the opportunity to meet with
you to determine which aspects of our January 25, 2002 letter that yvou agree with and that you
do not, consistent with that letter, we have revised the preliminary Site Plan to reflect the
additional modifications the Applicant is willing to make in direct response to Planning and
Zoning comments as set forth in your December 21, 2001 letter. In addition, in order to avoid
confusion at final site plan, we have made minor revisions to correct inaccuracies and provide
clarification. Finally, to assist you in your review, we have updated the original Application
dated May 18, 2000 to reflect the current proposal, which has been significantly improved
through the two-year public process. To expedite your review, the following is a list of every
change made to the site plan since the last submission:

. Changes consistent with January 25, 2002 letter.

- Ornamental lighting and additional landscaping has been added to the drive aisles
to provide an attractive pedestrian connection. (See Sheet L7.00).

-- A different paver treatment has been provided for the southern portion of the
drive aisle to delineate this primarily pedestrian area. (See Sheet C5.00).

- The loading/moving space has been relocated to the western side of the EVE
immediately in front of the proposed transformer. This area has been deducted
from the open space calculation. (See Sheet C5.00).
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Page 2

The five parallel spaces along Ferdinand Day Drive adjacent to Building #1 and
Building #2 have been eliminated and replaced with landscaping to enhance the
streetscape and pedestrian experience along this frontage. (See Sheet C5.00).

All visitor parking spaces have been labeled on the Garage Plan. (See Sheet
C10.00).

A continuous buiilding break has been provided for Building #1 along Ferdinand
Day Drive. (See Sheet C5.00).

The sidewalk along Ferdinand Day Drive has been increased to 8-feet and the
sidewalk along Tancreti Lane has been increased to 6-feet. (See Sheet C5.00).

Note 4 has been added to Sheet L7.01, confirming that “an automatic irrigation
system will be provided for all open space and landscaping within the project site,
but not to include the linear park dedication.”

Sheet 1.7.08 has been added to the Site Plan to reflect the Conceptual Landscape
Plan contained in the February 26, 2001 executed agreement with the Tancreti
Lane residents.

~ Other minor revisions to correct inaccuracies and provide clarification.

The tabulation for the density for Phase VI has been revised to accurately reflect
60 dwelling units per acre. (See Sheet C1.00).

The tabulations have been revised to reflect 580,000 square feet of gross floor
area, 424,000 square feet of net floor area, and a FAR of 2.5842. The vertical
clearance in the parking structure is less than 7°6” from the floor to the bottom of
the structural T. However, vertical clearance is greater than 7°6” from the floor to
the ceiling. In an abundance of caution, the tabulations have been revised to
include the floor area of the parking structure, should staff determine at final site
plan that the structure does count as floor area. (See Sheet C1.00).

The open space tabulation has been revised to reflect 1.566 acres or 30.39% open
space. This revision was based on the deduction of the loading zone area and the
inclusion of the continuous break for Building #1. (See Sheet C1.00)

The note under the parking tabulation on Sheet C1.00 has been revised to reflect a
total of nine on-street parking spaces.

A note has been added to Sheet C1.00 stating, “Final building dimensions are
subject to minor adjustments (i.e. utility closet locations) due to final engineering
and architectural design provided there is no decrease in open space”.

I
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Page 3

In addition, as stated in the January 25, 2002 letter, the Applicant is willing to provide the
following improvements as part of a community benefit package, should the Planning
Commission and City Council so desire:

. As part of its community benefit package, the Applicant agrees to provide a brick
paver/stamped concrete pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Cameron Station
Boulevard and Ferdinand Day Drive that crosses the northem drive aisle (westbound),
landscaped median, and southern drive aisle (eastbound) of Cameron Station Boulevard.

. As part of its community benefit package, the Applicant agrees to upgrade the
landscaping and amenities in the northern pocket park to provide a consistent and unified
streetscape. :

Finally, for the benefit of the other departments, should they find the information
necessary for their review, I have also attached Tony Morse’s December 5, 2001 letter to Jeff
Farner addressing his comments relative to the linear park and RPA.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

WALSH, COLUCCI, STACKHOUSE, EMRICH & LUBELEY, P.C.

M Catharing (rshias

M. Catharine Puskar
MCP/jms
Enclosures

cc: Rich Baier
Art Dahlberg
Kimberley Johnson
Jeff Famer
Jeff Harris
Tony Morse
Stephen Jordan

INARCHSTONE788.4 Cameron Station\Fogarty 2.11.02.doc
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March 16, 2001 EGEIVE

HAND DELIVERED | APR -2 201

Ms. Eileen Fogarty

Director of Planning & Zoning PLANNING & ZONING
City of Alexandria

301 King Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

Special Use Permit #2000-0031; Archstone - Cameron Station
Dear Eileen:

Thank you for transmitting the draft conditions for the Archstone development special
use permit last Friday. Having an opportunity to review the proposed conditions in advance of
the final staff report helps us understand the issues and aliows us tc communicate our
concems.

The Archstone team is reviewing the draft conditions in detail to determine which ‘
conditions are feasible and we lock forward to meeting with you next week. We will, of course, «
strive to comply with these conditions to the extent possible. Prior to these discussions, we
believe it is important to present our perspective on how the review process has evolved.

The pre-filing meeting for this development was held in April 2000. The application was
filed in June 2000. Since the filing, we have had at least 10 meetings with staff and received 3
sets of written comments. The most recent comments preceding the current conditions were
contained in @ memo dated January 12, 2001. Each set of comments added new requirements.

In response to the staff comments received over the last year, the plan has been revised
6 times and formally re-submitted 3 times. Many of the changes were requested to meet the
staff's interpretation of the CDD guidelines and the commenits of the Director of Code
Enforcement regarding preferred fire access. Given that the staff will not permit emergency
access on or across the trail on the southern side of the building or the park on the west side,
the applicant has worked diligently with Mr. Dahlberg to adequately address fire and emergency
access issues.

During this same period we met many times with Cameron Station neighbors living on
Tancreti Lane and have made substantial changes to the elevation along Tancreti Lane and
have received their written support of this project. 1 am attaching a copy of the written
agreement Archstone has signed with the homeowners and request that the conditions of this
agreement be incorporated in the final staff conditions. In our prior submissions of the
development plan we have incorporated these conditions, so the only “new” conditions are the

27
e

s



Ms. Eileen Fogarty
City of Alexandria
March 16, 2001
Page 2

requirement for access controls on exterior entrances, landscaping during the construction
phase and the proposed Declaration of Covenants.

In addition to the revisions related to CDD Guidelines, fire access and Tancreti
Homeowner concemns, Archstone has made many changes to address staff concerns about
building design. These include increasing setbacks from streets, consolidating and increasing
open space, articulating building facades, and revising and realigning both points of access.
These were not stated requirements of the CDD Guidelines and, from our perspective, were not
predictable when we began the process. The combination of these changes has resulted in a
loss of 47 units from our initial submission and substantially increased construction costs.
Archstone agreed to the changes discussed in our last meeting with the understanding that a
compromise had been reached regarding the site layout and building design. We understood
that staff would likely request additional architectural detailing, but that the building massing was
acceptable.

The draft conditions received on Friday March 8" require an additional 5 breaks and 2
deep sethacks in the proposed buitdings. This would split our 3 proposed buildings into 9
buildings and restilt in the loss of 32 more units for a total net loss of 79 units. The draft
conditions also require that a substantial portion of the parking, which is already embedded
behind the buildings, be placed underground. We believe that all other parking in Cameron
Station is above-grade, except for the Brookdale proposal, which is providing 70% fewer parking
spaces and is high-rise construction. The parking structure and current building layout have
already been designed to minimize the visibility of the parking structure from all public streets,
the elementary school and the other homes in Cameron Station. The draft conditions also
would require the applicant to provide parking at a ratio that is 25% above ordinance
requirements and 10% above that which is required pursuant to the CDD Guidelines and
imposed on all other development in Cameron Station.

Archstone has consistently tried to comply with all of the staff recommendations and wil
continue to proceed with this goal. However, the cumulative impact of alf the prior changes
prohibits Archstone's ability to further reduce the number of units or to place parking
underground.

We continue to believe that the Archstone proposal is a benefit to Cameron Station. We
are proposing lower height and less residential density than what was approved in the CDD
Conceptual Plan; we are providing fewer curb cuts, more landscaping and more architectural
detailing than what many residents expected; and we will offer a greater diversity of housing
options to complement what has been built in Cameron Station.
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Ms. Eileen Fogarty
City of Alexandria
March 16, 2001
Page 3

When Archstone began this planning process one year ago, they relied on the adopted
CDD guidelines to draft a plan that balanced land costs, construction costs, design guidelines
and approved residential density with projected revenues. They have accepted the new
requirements that have been presented during each round of prior staff review. However, |
hope you can understand that many of the new requirements presented in the draft conditions
on Friday March 9" are not feasible, despite our best good faith efforts in working with the staff
for the past 11 months.

Sincerely,

Gt e

Jonathan P. Rak
Enclosure

o Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council (w/o encl.)
Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission (w/o encl.)
Tancreti Lane Homeowners (w/o encl.)

Mr. Jon Wallenstrom {w/o encl)

Mr. Jeff Harris (w/o encl.)

Mr. Ahmad H. Abdul-Baki (w/o encl)

Mr. Jim Duczynski (w/fo encl.)

#54764
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April 2, 2001

VIA FACSMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Ms. Eiteen Fogarty

Director of Planning & Zoning
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Special Use Permit #2000-0031: Archstone - Cameron Station

Dear Eileen:

As you know, we have continued to make changes to the Archstone proposal in
response to the staff report and believe we have come to conceptual agreement on the major
— issues raised in the staff report. We transmitted under separate cover this moming revised
elevations and an architectural ptan that reflects the changes we have made. The revised
elevations and plan do not significantly change the plan you have reviewed but do substantially
implement the changes recommended in the report. For your convenience, | have summarized
the changes below.

Scale of Buildings

We have provided additional breaks on the northern and western sides of Building 1 and
on the northern side of Building 3. The new breaks on the northemn side are over 25’ wide and
both are 25 '- 30" deep from the building face to the pedestrian bridges. On the ground level
these breaks connect with the interior courtyards. The new break on the westem side of
Building 1 is approximately 16' wide and is continuous through to the courtyard except for the
pedestrian bridges above the first level. This means that the longest face of any building
proposed by Archstone on the front and 2 sides will be 170', which is well within the pattern of
development in Cameron Station.

Parking Garage

We have agreed to face both the northem and southern sides of the parking structure
entirely with brick and to add decorative tower elements to each of the parking elevator/ stairs.
This architectural treatrnent will help break up the mass of the structure and make it more
attractive. In addition we have agreed to provide a screen of tall evergreens such as Leyland
. Cypress along the entire southern side of the parking structure. This will substantially screen
the parking structure from view.



Ms. Eileen Fogarty
City of Alexandria
April 2, 2001

Page 2

Because of the environmental covenant imposed by the federal government, we cannot
lower the parking garage. Spreading the parking below the buildings would change the
construction techniques of the buildings and substantially increase the costs. More importantly,
it would prevent the connections of parking levels with each floor of apartments.

Architecture - Design

We have agreed to provide the same level of architectural detaif and treatment along the
Ferdinand Day Drive and the Armistead Boothe Park elevations as provided along Tancreti
Lane. The only difference, as we agreed, will be the provision of balconies, which we will not
construct along Tancreti Lane. This design will provide materials and architecture equivalent or
superior to the other buildings in Cameron Station and will serve to further break up the scale of
the buildings.

Remaining Differences with Staff Recommendation

We have not reached agreement on the following issues and intend to present these to
the Planning Commission:

1. Monument-style sign - We continue to request approval for one monument-style sign at
the northeast comer of the development. This sign is critical to the identification of the
proposed development and to the ability to continue to lease apartments after the initial
occupancy.

2. Landscaping and amenities at corner of Cameron Station Boulevard and Tancreti Lane -
We do not believe it is necessary that the landscaping match on both sides of Cameron
Station Boulevard. We have proposed intensive landscaping and a fountain at this
corner. The landscape design is the result of an agreement with the Tancreti Lane
homeowners and we will not agree to reduce this landscaping. We do not control the
corner on the other side of Cameron Station Boulevard, and, therefore, cannot match the
landscaping design.

3. Enclosure of first level of the parking structure - We wish to retain the landscaped siope
needed to provide natural light and air to the first level of the parking structure on fhe
northern side. This openness is important to the future residents. The slope area is
interior to the site and not along any public way.



Ms. Eileen Fogarty
City of Alexandria
Aprit 2, 2001

Page 3

| have attached proposed revised conditions consistent with our discussions, except for
the remaining differences described above. We appreciate your willingness to continue to work
with us in addressing the issues raised in the staff report.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

cc: Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission
Mr. Jon Wallenstrom
Mr. Jeff Harris

#56636
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the proposed development special use permit with
preliminary site plan subject to compliance with all applicable codes and ordinances and
the following conditions:

1. Provide {a-minimum35-fi-—wide break] [breaks] on the northern, eastern and
western sides of buildings #l and #3{—’Phe—epe&&m—sh&}l—be+}ﬂe-bstﬁ&e%ed—e%hef

buildings#1-and-#3+ [as shown on the rev:sed plan and elevations}. (P&Z)

3. The two drive aisles that provide ingress/egress to the parking structure shall be
no wider than 22 ft. and the surface for the drive aisles shall be decorative brick
to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)

4, The connection between the two drive aisles shall be designed as a pedestrian
plaza including decorative pavers, amenities such as benches and trash receptacles
and a significant amount and type of additional landscaping. The final design of
the plaza shall minimize vehicular circulation to the satisfaction of the Director
of P&Z and Code Enforcement. (P&Z)

5. The design of the parking structure shall be revised to provide the following to
the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z:

2 = .

Jc. Bicycle racks shall be provided within the parking garage.

d. The entire northern {facade} [and southern facades} of the parking
structure shall Lat-a-minimum providearchiteetural-desiep-apd-treatment
with-materials such-as-brick-or stone-to-provide-openings-that-are
suggestive-ofwindowst |be brick].

e. The grading on the southern portion of the parking garage adjacent to the
Iinear park shall remain as generally depicted on the preliminary plan and
the proposed retaining wall shall not be located within the linear park. The
design and height of the retaining wall shall be to the satisfaction of the
Director of P&Z.

f. A {andscapineproductsuch-as—green-sereen t{landscaped screen

" consisting of Leyland Cypress] or similar {Jandscape-sereenings
[planting] shall be {provided-on}{planted on 8’ centers along] the entire

southern {pertion} [face] of the {parking} garage. The type and quantity

ﬁ L
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10.

of plant material for the landscape screening shall be to the satisfaction of
the Director of P&Z.

The total amount of parking provided shall not be less than the zoning ordinance
requirement plus 19% visitor parking within the parking structure. Visitor parking
within the parking structure shall not have controlled access and shall be reserved
for the use of visitors. All resident spaces shall be unassigned in order to
maximize the availability of parking resources. Employee parking shall be
provided within the garage. In order to discourage resident and visitor use of
parking spaces elsewhere in the development and in the city parks, the apartment
complex shall register all cars, shall identify ali resident cars with a sticker, and
shall require, as part of the lease, that residents utilize only those spaces in the
development provided for the residents. If the Director of P&Z determines that
residents of the facility or visitors are utilizing parking spaces designed for other
residents, the school or the parks, the city may require implementation of a
parking management and enforcement program to reduce off-site parking. (P&Z)

The two proposed parallel parking spaces on the northern portion of building # 1
shall be relocated and be ninety-degree parking spaces adjacent to the existing
parking spaces on the western portion of Ferdinand Day Drive. (P&Z)

The gate/door for the trash compactor shall remain closed except when in use.
The color of the door shall match the adjacent wall material and be integrated into
the surrounding facade to minimize its presence. The trash compactors, trash
collection dumpsters and recycling shall be partially located within the parking
structure. Clearly label all dumpsters and recycling containers on the final site
plan. (P&Z)

The emergency access to the pool shall be brick and shall be incorporated into the
sidewalk network to the satisfaction of the Directors of P&Z and Code
Enforcement. (P&Z)

A minimum 8 ft. wide brick sidewalk shall be provided along Ferdinand Day
Drive and a minimum 6 ft. wide brick sidewalk with a 5 ft. landscape strip
between the sidewalk and the street shall be provided along Tancretti Lane. All
sidewalks shall align and connect with the proposed and existing adjacent
sidewalks and the linear park trail. A 6 fi. wide sidewalk and a continuous 4 ft.
tandscape strip adjacent to the curb shall be provided on the eastern drive aisle.
Underground utilities shall be located to allow planting within the planting strip
between the sidewalk and the curb. (P&Z)



11.

12.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The sidewalk on Ferdinand Day Drive shall continue over the proposed curb cuts
to provide an uninterrupted brick sidewalk. A public access easement shall be
provided for all portions of the proposed sidewalks that are not located within the
public right-of-way. (P&Z)(T&ES)

Enhance the existing pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Cameron Station
Boulevard and Ferdinand Day Drive that crosses the northern drive aisle (west-
bound), landscape median, and southern drive aisle (east-bound) of Cameron

Station Boulevard to the satisfaction of the Directors of P&Z and T&ES. (P&Z)

A subdivision plan for the linear park shall be approved prior to the release of the
final site plan. All subdivisions, easements and reservations shall be approved and
recorded prior to release of the final site plan. (P&Z)

The applicant shall coordinate with the developer to ensure that all improvements
to the linear park (adjacent to Phase VI) shall be completed prior to the issuance
of the final certificate of occupancy permit. (P&Z)

Emergency Vehicle Easements(EVE) and/or access shall not be located within the
linear park. (P&Z})

Temporary structures for construction or sales personnel shall be permitted and
the period such structures are to remain on the site, size and site design for such
structures shall be subject to the approval of the Director of P&Z {Fhe-traiter

(P&Z)

A detailed open space plan shall be approved in conjunction with the release of
the final site plan, and any physical elements within the open spaces shall also be
shown on the approved final site plan. The amount of required open space
(32.00%) and the open space calculations shall not include any portion of the
linear park. The dimensions of the interior courtyards shall not decrease from the
level generally depicted on the preliminary site plan. The open space, courtyards
and linear park shall provide the amenities provided on the preliminary plan and
shall aiso at a minimum provide the following to the satisfaction of the Director of
P&Z:

a. Amenities such as benches, trellis, sitting areas, gas grills, trash
receptacles and decorative pavers and additional amenities to encourage
their use.

b. An automatic irrigation system shall be provided for all open space and
landscaping.(P&Z)

The applicant shal! provide a “Club House” area including a fitness facility,
outdoor swimming pool, community room and similar level of amenities as
generally depicted on the preliminary plan and application to the satisfaction of
the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)



19.

20.

21.

22.

23

A minimum 8 ft. side yard setback shall be provided on the western portion of
the property line. A minimum 8 fi. rear yard setback shall be provided for the
parking structure and a minimum 13 ft. setback shall be provided for all
remaining buildings adjacent to the linear park{—P&Z%)

Pirectorof P&Z} [except for the proposed projection at the southwest corner
of Building #1. (P&Z)

A maximum of one freestanding monument style sign in the location shown
on the plan shall be permitted]. (P&Z)

The proposed fence on Tancretti Lane shall be a maximum height of 3.5 ft
permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. Fences or retaining walls other than those
depicted on the preliminary site plan shall not be permitted. (P&Z)

The level of detail, articulation and materials for the east, north and west facades

shall generally be consistent with the elevations depicted with the preliminary site

plan and shall at a minimum provide the following to the satisfaction of the

Director of P&Z.

a. Primarily brick and/or stone facades.

b. Significant variation in building materials and color through the use of
varied building materials with offsets in the building wall between the
various materials and architectural building elements.

C. Significant variation in roofs, including variation in roof-line, provision of
shingle and metal roof matenal and dormers.

d. Significant variations in fenestration and other architectural treatments.

€. HVAC units and grates shall be located to minimize visibility from
Ferdinand Day Drive, Tancretti Lane. Through the wall units shall not be
permitted.

f The railings for the balconies on Ferdinand Day Drive(balconies are not

proposed on Tancretti Drive) shall be spaced [with a maximum 4”
separation] to minimize visibility into the balconies from the adjoining
streets. (P&Z)
The southern (linear park) elevation shall [be consistent with the submitted
elevation and] at a minimum provide the following to the satisfaction of the
Director of P&Z.

a. {a-+ Significant variation in building materials (brick/siding) and
color through the use of varied building materials.

b. 4B+ Variations in the roof {—}Hine.

c. +e-+ HVAC units and grates that are located to minimize visibility

from linear park.



25.

d. {d-} The railings for the proposed balconies shall be spaced [with
a maximum 4” separation] to minimize visibility into the balconies.

e FEe-0 aSeapine-Ana-an

feature-is-provided-within-the-northernpark-HP&Z)

A final landscape plan shall be provided with the final site plan to the satisfaction

of the Director of P&Z and RP&CA. The plan shall include the level of

jandscaping shown on the preliminary landscape plan and shall, at a minimum,
also provide:

a. Willow Qak street trees the entire length of Ferdinand Day Drive and
London Plane street trees along Tancretti Lane a minimum of 4" caliper
at time of planting at a maximum spacing of 35' on-center.

b. A significant amount and variety of additional landscaping, including
shrubs and groundcover and street trees adjacent to Ferdinand Day Drive,
Tancretti Lane and the linear park.

c. Plant material within the planting area between the parking structure and
adjacent buildings which are tolerant to low levels of light. Replace the
leyland cypress in the courtyard spaces with a more shade tolerant species
such as Southern Magnolia, Canadian Hemlock, Foster Holly and
American Holly.

d. Six Yoshino Cherry trees and two Queen Elizabeth Hedge Maple trees in
the open space/pocket park on the northeastern portion of the site or
similar landscaping as provided within the pocket park on the northern
portion of Cameron Station Boulevard (Phase V).

e. The linear park trail shall be located above the underground utilities to
maximize planting areas for landscaping.
f A significant amount of additional evergreen plantings shall be provided

on the southern portion of the linear park.

The applicant shall make a best effort to conceal grate inlets and inlet
pipes proposed to be located in the courtyard, open space and linear park.
Grate inlets shall be located at grade.

aa

h. Replace the Bradford Pear along Ferdinand Day Drive with Thornless
Honey Locust.

1 Specify cultivars for all relevant plant materials.

] All landscaping shall be maintained in good condition and replaced as
needed.

k. All underground utilities and utility structures shall be located away from

the proposed landscaping and street trees to the extent feasible, to
minimize any impact on the root systems of the proposed landscaping, to
the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES and P&Z. (P&Z)



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

As trees mature they are to be limbed up to a minimum of 6 feet. Do not plant
trees under or near light poles. The proposed seating along the at grade walkways
should be as close to the walkways as possible. (P&Z)

The applicant shall attach a copy of the final released site plan to each building
permit document application and be responsible for insuring that the building
permit drawings are consistent and in compliance with the final released site plan
prior to review and approval of the building permit. P&Z)

The applicant shall submit as-built plans for each building and the parking garage
to the Department of P&Z prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy permit.
(P&Z)

If fireplaces are included in the development, the applicant shall install gas
fireplaces to reduce air pollution and odors. (Health)

Provide a lighting plan with the final site plan to the satisfaction of the Director of

T&ES in consultation with the Chief of Police. The plan shail.

a. Show existing and proposed street lights and site lights;

b. Indicate the type of fixture, and show mounting height and strength of

fixture in Lumens or Watts;

Provide manufacturers’ specifications for the fixtures; and

Provide lighting calculations to verify that lighting meets City Standards

e. Lighting shall be shielded to mitigate impact upon adjoining properties per
Sec.13-1-3 of the City Code of Alexandria.. (Police) (T&ES)

oo

Due to the close proximity of the site to the railroad tracks, the applicant shall:

a. Prepare a noise study identifying the levels of noise to which the residents
at the site will be exposed and if needed some combination of noise
mitigation measures or others listed in the following recommendation to
the satisfaction of the Directors of T&ES and P&Z..

b. Identify options to minimize noise exposure to future residents at the site,
particularly in those units closest to railroad tracks, including special
construction methods to reduce noise transmission, including:

1). Special construction methods to reduce noise transmission.

2). Triple-pane glazing for windows

3). Additional wall and roofing insulation

4). Installation of resilient channels between the interior gypsum board

leaf and the wall studs.
5). Others as identified by the applicant.
6). Installation of a berm or sound wall.
c. If needed, install some combination of the above-mentioned noise
mitigation measures or others 1o the satisfaction of the Director of
Planning & Zoning, and the Director of the Health Department. (Health)



32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

The applicant shall furnish each prospective tenant with a statement disclosing the
prior history of the Cameron Station site including previous environmental
conditions and about the on-going remediation to the satisfaction of the Directors
of T&ES and P&Z. (Health)

The applicant is to consult with the Crime Prevention Unit of the Alexandria
Police Department regarding security and locking hardware of the proposed
building. This is to be completed prior to the beginning of construction. {(Police)

Garage areas for the parking garage should have controlled access. Walls and
ceilings of the parking garage shall be painted white. If there on-site security staff
is provided when the buildings and garage are occupied emergency buttons shall
be provided. If the site is not going to be staffed with security personnel when the
buildings and garages are occupies then emergency buttons are not recommended.
(Police)

The City Attorney has determined that the City lacks the authority to approve the
gravity fed sanitary sewer systems which serve over 400 persons. Accordingly,
the overall sanitary sewer system for the proposed development must be
submitted for approval by the Virginia Department of Health (VDH). Both City
and VDH approval are required, though City approval may be given conditioned
upon the subsequent issuance of VDH approval. Should state agencies require
changes in the sewer design, these must be accomplished by the developer prior to
the release of a certificate of occupancy for the units served by this system. Prior
to the acceptance of dedications of the sewers by the city or release of any
construction bonds, the developer must demonstrate that all necessary state
agency permits have been obtained and as-built drawings submitted to the City
that reflect all changes required by the state (T&ES)

In the event that Section 5-1-2(12b) of the City Code is amended to designate
multi-family dwellings in general, or muiti-family dwellings when so provided by
SUP, as required user property, then refuse collection shall be provided by the
City (T&ES)

All private streets and alleys must comply with the Cityls Minimum Standards
for Private Streets and Alleys.(T&ES)

Provide all pedestrian and traffic signage to the satisfaction of the Director of
T&ES (T&ES)

Provide letter of acceptance from Fairfax County for all sanitary sewer
connections to Fairfax County trunk sewer prior to the release of final site
plan (T&ES)

Proposed sanitary sewers shall be located outside of all Fairfax County sewer
ecasements with the exception of Fairfax County approved connections. (T&ES)



41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

43.

49.

50.

51.

Maintain minimum 10 feet horizontal separation {edge to edge) between water
lines and sanitary sewer, or provide minimum vertical separation of 18-inches
between bottom of water line and top of sewer main, or provide pressure tested
DIP (AWW A, approved water pipe) for sanitary sewer (T&ES)

Require minimum class [V RCP for storm sewers located in pavement or EVE
easements.(T&ES)

All buried utilities (sanitary, storm sewer, and water) and related structures shall
be located outside of the bearing load of all structures.(T&ES)

Require minimum 16 feet vertical clearance above buried utility alignments for
bury depths not exceeding 10 feet. Bury depths exceeding 10 feet will require
additional vertical clearances to the satisfaction of the Director of T&ES.(T&ES)

All structures, including foundations, shall be located outside of the 50 feet buffer
of the Resource Protection Area for Backlick Run. The reduced RPA limit shall
be a minimum 50 feet and shall be clearly depicted and Iabeled on the site plan.
(T&ES) '

Grasscrete pavers located within EVE easements shall meet HS-20 loads. Provide
construction specifications sealed by a P.E. registered in Virginia (T&ES)

Existing sanitary sewer within Ferdinand Day Drive shall not be abandoned.
(T&ES)

Provide 25 feet curb radius on western entrance on Ferdinand Day Drive.(T&ES)

Prior to the release of the final site plan, provide a Traffic Control Plan detailing
proposed controls to traffic movement, lane closures, construction entrances, haul
routes, and storage and staging.(T&ES)

Align western entrance on Ferdinand Day Drive across from the existing entrance
on Harold Secord Street. (T&ES)

All construction activities must comply with the Alexandria Noise Control Code,

Chapter 11, Section 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as

measured at the property line.

a. Monday through Friday from 7 am to 6 pm and Saturdays from 9 am to 6 pm.

b. No construction activities are permitted on Sundays.

c. Pile Driving is further restricted to the following hours: Monday though
Friday from 9 am to 6 pm and Saturdays from 10 am to 4 pm.(T&ES)



52.

54

The applicant shall be permitted to make minor adjustments to the preliminary
site plan as long as the changes do not result in a reduction of building setbacks,
loss of open space, loss of parking or increased height. (P&Z)

The applicant shall provide a contribution of $0.50/gross square foot of building

to the City’s Housing Trust Fund, with a credit given to the Developer for the net

cost of relocating Carpenter’s Shelter and the Food Bank (net cost = total cost -

value to developer of the land freed for development). Alternatively, at least 10%

of the housing constructed shall be affordable, subject to the following provisions:

a. the developer shall provide 10% of the total units as affordable set-aside
units for households with incomes not exceeding the Virginia Housing
Development Authority (VHDA) income guidelines through purchase
price discounts, if necessary. Sales prices must not exceed the maximum
sales prices under VHDA'’s Single Family First Mortgage Program. Some
of the units shall be affordable to households with incomes at or below the
limit for two or fewer persons.

b. Whatever incentives are offered to any potential home buyers will also be
offered to households that meet VHHDA 1ncome guidelines;
C. Long-term affordability shall be provided either through deed restrictions

or by repayment by the purchaser to the City of an amount equal to the
reduction in sales prices, as determined by the City Manager;
d. These units must be affordable to and sold to households that meet the
VHDA income guidelines.
If some portion of the 10% units are provided, the applicant shall contribute a
prorated share of the $.50 per gross square foot amount to the Housing Trust Fund
(with the developer given the Carpenter's Shelter and Food Bank credit). (Office
of Housing) (P&Z)

The applicant shall contribute $10,000 to a fund that shall be established and
maintained by the city to implement traffic calming mechanisms within Cameron
Station. This contribution shall be made to the City within two months of
approval of this application by the City Council. (PC)



Special use permits and modifications requested by the applicant and recommended

by staff:

1. Special use permit for a CDD preliminary development plan.
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April 17, 2001

Ms. Eileen Fogarty

Director of Planning & Zoning
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Re: Archstone Cameron Station DSUP # 2000-0031

Dear Ms. Fogarty:

| am writing to respond to the staff report for the above-referenced application and to
address the questions that were posed at the Planning Commission meeting on April 3, 2001.
We have made substantial changes to the building design in response to the March staff report,
including revisions to the rear (south) elevation made subsequent to the commission meeting.
The proposed changes to the south elevation along the linear park break the roof line and add
recesses in the buildings where exterior entrances are located. This elevation is being delivered
under separate cover.

Design Approach

The Archstone proposal employs a patented design concept invented by the Kaufman
Meeks architecture firm that has been applied to fit within the development pattern of Cameron
Station. This concept is an award-winning combination of four-story buildings at a townhouse
scale with an above-grade parking structure that provides parking on each level of apartments.
The concept is uniquely suited to fit higher density apartments into the development pattern of
Cameron Station.

Cameron Station is not subject to specific design guidelines adopted by the City,
however, staff comments on prior phases of the development and the construction that has
already occurred establish urban design characteristics that Archstone has attempted to follow.
The urban design principles implemented in Cameron Station are:

1. Urban pattern of building setbacks with buildings placed on the front property line
forming a street wall with breaks 150 to 200 feet apart.

2. Elimination of off-street surface parking.

3. Articulated, detailed facades with a mix of building materials including brick, stone and
siding.

4. Concentration of open space into landscaped pocket parks and courtyards.

5. Relatively high residential densities accommodated in low (3 to 4 story) buildings.

7.
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The Cameron Station CDD designates the site for residential development, including
rental apartments and allows for even more density than proposed by Archstone. The primary
alternative to the Archstone design concept would be tall buildings such as the Brookdale senior
apartments. However, a non-age-restricted apartment requires nearly four times as much
parking. This additional parking would be provided either in surface parking or an above-grade
parking structure. None of the altemative forms of higher density housing would fit the Cameron
Station development pattern as well as the Archstone proposal.

Response to Questions

The Planning Commission asked several questions about our proposat at the last
meeting. Our responses follow:

1. Explain the breaks in the proposed in the buildings.

We have provided under separate cover an enlarged elevation and plan of each of the
proposed breaks to explain their design and function. All of the breaks in the buildings wiil have
open pedestrian bridges, except for the break on the north side of building 1. In this break, the
space behind the bridges on floors 2-4 will be occupied by apartments.

2. Address secunty concems.

Providing a safe community for its residents is a paramount concemn for Archstone.
Vehicular access to the building is restricted within the garage and pedestrian access to the
internal portions of the community is restricted at the building perimeter. The design allows
residents to balance privacy with public safety.

Public entries, such as at the garage and gateways commonly used by both residents
and visitors, will be equipped with a Sentex [nfinity L Series access control system or an
equivalent system. Gateways that will be used only by residents will be controlled by a Sentex
Infinity B series system or equivalent system. These systems provide many security features
including detailed records of who enters the community, the times that they enter, notification if
doors are ajar, the length of time that a door is open and direct connections for calls to the
leasing office and police. Multiple points along each building face will have direct phone access
to both our operating staff and emergency 911. While the security system is primarily meant to
serve the residents of the Archstone development, because we have controlled access at the
building perimeter, the security measures will equally serve the community at large.

Archstone will install the Sentex security system along the linear park. This equipment
will serve as call boxes that are connected to the on-site office and to emergency 911. This will
supplement the natural security along the park provided by the many residents whose windows
and balconies overlook this area.

3. Respond to the staff proposal to move the parking underground.

a. Purpose of above-ground parking.

The whole design concept for the proposed Archstone Cameron Station is based on an
above-ground parking structure. Until recently, there were two altemative designs that

W o
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apartment residents were offered: high-rise communities and garden apartment communities.

In a high-rise community residents park either in a large surface parking lot or under the building
and then ride an elevator to the level of their home. High-rise communities with surface parking
require residents to park some distance from their home, walk to an elevator, ride the elevator to
their apartment unit, then walk down a corridor to their home. The process is similar for
communities with buried parking, however, the initiai walk to the elevator is generally shorter. in
exchange for the convenience of underground parking comes the compromises associated with
issues of lighting, ventilation, and the general atmosphere. Garden apartments require
residents to park in an open lot some distance from their homes and walk up stairs to their
home.

While both high-rise and garden apartments provide important housing alternatives and
can be superior for certain situations, the design of the proposed development is different and
has its own advantages. In the proposed design, residents will have at least one parking space
on the level of their home and walk through a covered breezeway to their front door. !f the
parking is properly managed, residents have shorter, more direct and convenient walks from
their parking space to their front door. A properly managed community will allow residents to
park their primary vehicle within a convenient distance to their front door. Most of the second
cars will be conveniently parked with some second and third cars parked less conveniently.

Archstone's residents also prefer above-ground parking for security reasons. Singie women
between the age of 35 and 44 are the fastest growing population of apartment renter. While
safety is a concern to al! resident’s of any community, single women tend to be more concemed
with safety issues. An open garage is more inviting, safer, and more open to the public than
other types of garages. The perception of safety and the reality of safety are not necessarily
linked however, in the case of an open garage in comparison to other garage structures,
Archstone's market studies and experience with other projects confirms that the above-grade
structure is the preferred design.

b. Adverse impacts of partially underground structure.

We have reviewed two altematives to above-grade parking. The first alternative would
be to sink the proposed structure partially (2 more levels) underground. This aiternative would
have several adverse consequences. First it would require at least two levels to be artificially
lighted and ventilated. Second, it would violate the restriction on penetrating the water table
below the site. For your reference | have attached a copy of the deed restriction. We will be
pleased to provide more information on this issue.

¢. Adverse impacts of one-level underground parking.

Although it may be possible to construct a single level of parking below all of the
buildings without penetrating the water table, this solution would have other adverse
consequences. First, our preliminary analysis indicates that one level underground would yield
significantly fewer parking spaces. The fioor area of the proposed parking structure is nearly
the same as the total land area of the property. With ramps, aisles, setbacks and other
limitations on efficiency we believe the yield would be approximately 10% fewer spaces which
would eliminate most of the visitor parking. In addition, structures such as the pool and soil
cover needed for the landscaped areas could not be fit between the proposed surface grade
and the water table without eliminating many more parking spaces. A potential remedy would
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be to raise the height of surface grade for the entire site, however this would not be compatibie
with the grades of adjacent townhouses, the school and the linear park and would raise the
building heights. Second, the burying of ali parking would require residents to climb muiltiple
flights of stairs to their apartments. Constructing the number of elevators needed to serve
parking spread out over the entire site would be impractical. Third, buried parking would be
perceived by Archstone's residents as much less secure and comfortable space than above-
grade parking with natural lighting and ventilation.

4. Explain the deletion of land area from Phase V.

A portion of the land subject to the Archstone proposal was included in a prior plan for
Phase V of Cameron Station. This prior plan was for townhouses on a portion of the land.
Cameron Associates has abandoned this plan for townhouses on a portion of the site.

5. What altemnatives has Archstone considered to the current plan?

As depicted on pp. 49 - 64 of the Staff Report, Archstone originally proposed a design
that would have organized the apartment buildings as "fingers" projecting from the parking
structure. The proposal provided fewer breaks in the buildings along the streets and wouid
have resulted in much smaller interior courtyards and less overali open space. Based on the
recommendations of the planning staff, Archstone abandoned that design months ago.
Archstone has not actively considered high-rise or mid-rise buildings because we believe those
would not be favored by the community and would likely require higher density to support
increased construction costs.

6. What percentage of the total open space is provided in the interior courtyards.
Approximately 42% of the total open space is located in the interior courtyards. This
compares favorably to the townhouse blocks in which more of the open space is located in the
interior between the rear yards of townhouses.
7. Provide an elevation of the west fagade.
This elevation is being provided under separate cover.

8. Provide consistent plans and elevations.

We have revised the plans and elevation to be consistent.
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In summary, we believe that the Archstone proposal is the best match of a higher
density rental community called for in the CDD pian with the design guidelines and development
pattern already established in Cameron Station. Thank you for continuing to work with us on
this proposal. Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information.

Sincerely,

£ kA

Jonathan P. Rak

cc: Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission
Jon Wallenstrom

WREA\SE168
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McGuireWoods LLP
1750 Tysons Boulevard
Suite 1800

McLean, VA 22102-4215
Phone: 703.712.5000
Fax: 703.712.5050
www.mcguirewoods.com

Jonathan P. Rak
Direct: 703.712.5411

McGUIREWOODS

April 19, 2001

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Kimberley Johnson
Department of Planning & Zoning
City Hall, Room 2100

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314
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Cameron Station — Groundwater Restriction

Dear Kimberley:

Enclosed are two letters relating to the above-referenced matter for your review. Please

call me with any questions or comments.

Enclosures

JPR/gec

WREAGS562.1

Sincerely,

e

n

onathan P. Rak
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April 17, 2001

VIA FACSIMILE
703-790-4622

Mr. jon Wallenstrom
Archstone Communities Trust
6631 Old Dominion Drive
McLean, Virginia 22101

RE: Encountering Groundwater During Construction
Cameron Station Property
Alexandria, Virginia

Dear Mr. Wallenstrom:

Gallet & Associates, Inc. (Gallet) reviewed environmental conditions at the subject site and surrounding properties,
which were once part of the Camcron Station military instaflation, during our preparation of a Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA) in April 2000.

Based on historical use of the sitc and surrounding properties as a military installation, and the fact that nearby
propertics have confirmed groundwate: contamination, Gallet recommends that construction activities avoid
groundwater contact. If groundwater is encountered during excavation on the site, exposure to potentially impacted
groundwater may occur. To addition, groundwater encountered during the excavation will require dewatering. which
may draw potentially contaminated groundwater from off-site sources into the construction zone/excavation area.

Should you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely, .
GALLET & ASSOCLATES, INC.

Stephen E. Manelis
Manager, Environmental Assessments
Senior Vice President

206 Gano Street - Surde 5+ Providenge, X1 02806
Environmentzl Services + Gootechnical Services » Materials Testing Servgos Phone: {401) 272-9795- Fax: {401) 272-:7668 « gallet.com

,L@ S
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MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

1903 K STREET N.W,

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20008-1 14

SCOTT A MOREHOUSE MAIN TELERHONE
DIRECT Diaw {202) 263-3213 202-2?&3000
MAIN FAX
smorehouss@mavgrbrown.com DO PEe 3300
April 18, 2001
VIA FACSIMILE
Jon Wallenstrom

Archstone Communities Trust
6631 A Old Dominion, Suite 201
McLean, VA 22101

Re: Cameron Station — Groundwater Restriction

Dear Jon:

In response to questions raised by the City of Alexandria concerning Archstone’s ability to
further excavate the parking garege, you asked me to review the groundwater restriction affecting the
property. In the Quitclaim Deed (Book 1588, Page 1818) from the United States of America to Cameron
Associates, L.L.C. (our scllcr), the Government, amang other things, “prohibited [all fiture owners] from
access to or use of groundwater, unless written permission for such access or use is first obtained from the
[Government], and, to the extent necessary, from applicable regulatory authorities . .. ", A copy of the
Quitclaim Deed is attached for your reference. It is my understanding that the finish floor elevation of the
first floor of the parking garage, as currently shown on Archstone’s site plan, is within a few feet of the
groundwater fable. Thus, there appears to be very little leeway, if any, to further excavate the parking
garage without accessing the groundwater.

The Government permiited the reuse of the property on the basis that the property would use
public water and that the groundwater would net have a method of transmission to the surface. In other
words, the groundwater was effectively “capped™by the restriction. The Government has imposed the
Testriction 10 accessing the groundwater for the purpose of protecting the public interest. The City’s
suggestion that Archstone should construct the parking garage so as to penetrate the groundwater table
raises environmental, public health, safety, and liability concerns and implicates various state and federal
environmental laws, reguiations and procedures which might require Archstone to implement and
maintain certain dewatering, testing and disposai procedures. As a public company and builder of
residential housing, I understand that Archstone does not want to undertake any risk or incur any liability,
or potential liahility, relating to health, safety or environmental issues. Archstone should also give
consideration to the intent of the existing restriction. For these reasons, 1 strongly suggest that Archstone
not agree to any land development or construction activities that would require Archstone to obtain
environmental permits or approvals, or implement dewatering, monitoring or testing procedures.

CHICAGC BERLIN CHARLOTTE COLOGNE HOUSTON LONDON LOS ANGELES NEW YORK WASHINGTON
INDEFENDENT MEXICO CITY CORRESPONDENT:  JAUREGUI, NAVARETTE, NADER Y ROJAS
IRDEPENDENT PARIS CORRESPONDENT: LAMBERT & LEE

205140561 41801 1824E 99598302
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MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

Jon Wallenstrom
April 18,2001
Page 2

If you have any questions or would like a more extensive review or risk analysis from someone in
our environmental team, please let me know.,

1 hope this letter is responsive to your request.

Sincerely,

cott A. Morehouse

SAM:caw

cc: Jonathan Rak
Wendy Fields
Jim Duszynski

20514056.1 41801 1224E 40508302
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QUITCLAIM DEED

THIE QUITCLAIM DEED is made and entered into thi

s ath day of

pecember, 1996, by and petween the UNITED STATES OF AMERICH,
GrantoT. acting by and through +he SecTr

. to the Fedsral property and Administrative services AC
U.5.C. S483 et Sed.. 85 amendad , anda Title

56l

17y,

Puplic Law 100-526,

) 3 L.L.C.., @&
virginia 1imitad liability

WITKEBSI&BI

ha 2

THAT TESB GRANTOR, in consideration of the sum of chirty—-three
million, one nundred sixty-one thousand and gn/100 pollars
(533,161,n00-00}, 1awfual money of the United states, and_m:har
vaiuable consideration, the recelpt and sufficiency wf which is
hereby acknowledged. paid bY Ggrantee to arantor at or nefore the

ralease, and
its successors and assigns. all
of its right, citle and interest WNALSOevVeT « both at law and i
equity;, without rapranent.ation or warranty of title, express oY
impiied, o approximately 103.1139 acren of land., cagather with
; improvements thexreon, situnated in the city ©f - Alexandria,
c°mmonwaalt-.h of virginia, and Adescriped on B

“hibit “A" attached
hersto and made a part of this Deed; :
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TOGETHER WITH a licenas grantad
the maintenance of a drainage daitch

52&&9&Eﬂ_£2222§511gf_thgmpgggggby, a copy of which license 15
aEtached to an made a part of this Deed 2aF Exhibit "B"; i

cO AAVE AND TO HOLD the foregoing property, togethex with all the!

privileges and appurtsnances thereto, uwnto arantee, 1ts successors'}
B d assigns forever; a

~9q-

Y company for
located alondg a portion of the '

2B

1. GRANTOR EASEMENTS.

iyt TNF 25

n
for

|

The GranteXx, for itvself and, subject to section 3 of this '
peed, its contractors, hereby reserves camporary sasements (che :
ngrantor Easementsh) on, cvaer, across apd through those peortions af
tha Property more fully :

XL made a part of this Deed (the ngranter E

purpose of 1ocating, :onstructing , installing,
maintaining, altering., raepalxring. inspacting andé ramoving
remadlation syrtans {"Remediation systems") consisting o

: under:ground watar, Ltalephone a._ug__,ﬁ}sctrio 1 ines, monitoer ing walls,

recovery wells and/or ralart:’e’é'aquipﬁéﬁt‘cemp:ising (1) an exiscing
groundwater remedliatio

(14 esfued {oater (e Wiee

a——1t
ppeibmi PP
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operating.
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ll ayastan 1ocated ‘and -“operating within the
= \c}‘: Grantor gasemeant Area identified on Exhibit “c" néreto as «ha “TCE
T & cTION SYSTEM EAS -5 Tneiuainag—monktaring walls MWSLS,
35 =i mMws2z, MWs23, TS24, MWs25 and MWD6 all 98 identified on Exnibit
(—3“ "c"therlito, (iiy an existing soil vaper extracrtion remediation
} system ocated an
i

3 a operating within the Ggrantor gasement Area
idantifled on Exhibit "C" hereto as the "soil VAPOR EXTRACTION
SYSTEM EASEMENT" anda (iii) ]

H

! monitoring wall BPX26 i,.dentiﬁied or
jj Exhibit won hareto; provided, noWever., rhat the Grantor Easements
1 shall Pba subjact to

the following terms and conditions:

] (a) The X Granter and its employeas and,

' seowi=n 3 of, ‘;:.h:i__g ‘Dead, its contractors, shall have the ric_ﬂ:%t_. %

. : move Trees, shrubbeary nderbrush vegetation

. fances and other facilities ox B Y tures withi ! hg

., \i Easement Areas that unreaaonably—-—tﬁféffere - Wi
{

locatien, construction, installatieon, operating, maintenance
alteration, repair, inspection

or removal of «he remediatic
Systems, excapt that the Grantor, at its sole exXpenss, pasad uapt
a standard of =ommercial reasonapleness, ghall rastore ali land a
impravements digturbded or -

damaged by such activities {such as t

.Jﬁ( a7 e ———————
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backfiiling of trenches, the replacemant of fences, the reseeding

odd the re=placameant of .
: of lawns and other green space, :
.°§ rg;aryJJKLnd the raplacemant of _structures ani' otggi
s‘:n,;b'-.:g‘:.:t-c:wremem:.ss), or, in the sole discretion of the Grantor,

- i

i £ the land and/for
veimburse tne owner(s) ©

fggggsgﬁe:fslga dieturbed o damaged for the raeasonable cost of
such restoration:

4 provisions of .
unjact eX ressly t© the tarms ana |
Y £his Daed é:gclfsfgg sactign 4 nereof) . +he Grantes, its sugcessors

and aasigns, and their respactive agents, contractors,

aubccncractors'and othar invitses, ahall have the right to makse any

i not inconsistent, and
a Grantor Easenant Areaas that }s x
ggzsoioéiantarfara, with the arantor Easemants;

() The crantor shall terminate of record each Grantor

Eagemant as aoonﬂaﬂ.ptacticabla. but in no event more than one -

pundred twenty ({120) days (time being of the essence), after the

termination of ' the Rremediation system comprising auch Grantor

ncies
been approved ny the applicable ragqulatory age
ﬁ:ﬁzﬁgngugizdic:ionpgheraof, wheraupoh, shereafter and within a

reasonabla time rollowing ragquest PY tha Grantee, +he Grantor, at '’

i tem and bpased
i enpe, shall remove such Remediation ays .
;;gns:lasg;r?ﬂard 'of commercial raasonableness, shall restore all
iand and impravamants disturpbed oxr damagad RY such removal {euch as
the backfilling asf trenches, the replacament of fences, the

reseeding oY rescdding of lawns and other green space, cha .

- replacament of shrubbery and the replacement of structures and

octher improvenents) , 2T, in tha sole discretion of the Grantaer, the

crantor shall raimpurses the ownerl(s) of che land and/or

improvements SO disturbed or damaged for +ha reasonhable cost of
such reatoration; and

{4a) Each Grantor Eapemant shall pa deemad coupled with
the right ot reasonakle access on, aver and across the Property ror

L othe urpose of ingress and egress to and from the applicable
g Granélr pagemant Area, except, that such right of access snall be

! future access rights on, over and
! purposaa of conducting remedial or corract

exercised with the leagt disruptien to the development,
construction, use and enjoyment of the Property by the Grantee, its
auccessors and assignas, and thelir respectiva agents, contractors,

subcontractors and other invitees, pased upon a standard of
commercial reasonablaness.

2. POBT-TRANSFER ACCESS RIGHTS.

n accerdance with the provisiens and reguirements of gactions
120 (h) (3) (C) and 120(h) (4} (D) (i1} or the comprehanaive
Environmeantal Responsa, compensation and Liabillity Act, 42 U.S.C.,
8601 et seag., as amendad ("CERCLAY) ., the Grantor hereby Trencrves

across the Property for the

ive actien that is found
to be necassary aftar the date of this Deed,

provided, hoWever
that the Grantor shall exerclge such future access 'rignts -iﬁ
accordance with the following terms and conditions:

{a) The exarcise bY tha Grantoxr of

any right of access
to the Property herein grant

| ad in each instance shall be exarcised
i with the least disruption to

tha davelopment,
enjoyment of the Property by the Grantee,
assignas, and thalr raspective agents,
and othex inviteas,

reasonableness;

coengtruction, use and
its successors and

zontractors, subcontractors
pasad upon = standard of commarcial

(b} The Grantox, at i%s sole eoxpense, shall rastora

based upon a Bpandard of commercial reasonableness all land and
improvements disturbed or

damaged by any exercise of such future
accass rightas (such as the packfilling of trenches, the replacement
of rances, the resseding oF regodding of lawns and othaer greal
space, the replacement of shrubbaery and the raeplacemant of

-
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scratlion of
of the land
sonabla cost |

: 5tructure(s} and cthar 1mprovemants), or, in the sole dif
|l enhe Grantok. rhe Granter shall reimburse the owner (3)
and/or improvemants ao disturbed oF damaged for the rea
iy of such restaration; and

g (¢} The Grantor shall exercise jts rights under this :
i gaotion 2 in coordination and sooparation with the crantae or its
H Sesignated representative(s). : ‘

| |
1

i 3. TNBURED cgnwnncrons. . ;
3 i

pPrior to antering ontoe the propertyY for any purpose grantad or !

“ ro be granted to any contracter under o in acceordance with this -

ead, and as a cendition pracsdent o wmuch entry, Grantor shall @
gaii&ernbr anall cause to be dalivered TO tha Grantee by ovarnight
! couriar Or personal delivery. o 8614 Waatwood center prive, suite
- gpp, Vienna. virginia 22182, *o the attantion of Vvice president/
i pand pevelopment (or to such other address, OT to the attention of
4 guch othar person. as otherwise may he;dasignated in writing k¥ the
i grantee}) certificates. of insurance evidencing that such contractor

-

it has in affect the roliowing jnsurance coverage:?

\ (1} Comp:ehensive coumercial ganerai liabixitya
il sncluding contractual 1iability caverage, on an “occurrence:basis, :
) W with l1imits of not lesB +han 51,500,000 combinad single limits per

\ securrance and in the aggrsgate; and

cid) pollutian 1egal 1iability insurance, - on an
npocurrences pasis," with 11imits -f not less chan $1,500.000\
combined single 1imits per accurrance and in the aggregate.

All =uch insurance: ’ o

PSS C, o tapt
i

1
1
!
\ . ‘ . }
\ (1) shall be issued by insurance companieas qualifxed tol
‘ do business in the CQmmonwaalth of Virginiaj] B
;5 (ii} snall be writtan as primnary policy covaradge and nc
as contriputery or excess o coverags +hat Grantae, itcs succesaors
or assignsg, may carryYs

(1ii)} shall not be invalidated BY the acts or omissions of
othear insureds; and

i
|
l

j (iv) ghall nane Grantea,,its sucCcesgors and assigns, as
. additional insureds. -

as used in this Section 3. the term wpontractor® means aach person
or entlity daemad afn "independent.contractor,“ as distinqutshad from
| an wamployee," of the United Statas, ander the Fedaral Tart clains
\hct, 8 U:5.C. Section 1346 (b)Y . :

4. GRANTER RESTRICTIONS.

\ H (a)} UaE O¥ GROUNDWATER . The Grantea, 1t8 successotrs and
|, assigns, ghall bea p:ohibited £rom access to or use of groundwatar,

. ? unless written permission for such agcass or use is Eirst obtainad

: from the Grantor, and, +to the extent necessary., from applicable

ragulatory authorities naving jurisdictionutheraof, and such accast
_ zzésT:éfzgﬁherwise in compliance with all then-applicable laws and

J (b} INTERFERENCE WITH GRANTOR REMEDIATION sysTExka. Withow
. the exprass writtan

L ! ; eonment of tha Grantor in each case firs
# ohtained, neither the Grantee, 1its successors or asgigns, nor an

other person or entity acting for or on benhalf of the Grantee, it
sucCcessoy

ll

i s or assigns., shall interfere with an ragponse actie
u ?gtggr:atanrgg the Property by or on penalf ag tnaPGrantor. <
i\ Py acate or otherwise interfere with any Remedliatic
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through OF ACTrOHS any
ow or in the future located ony aver, !
5§§§§§J1of +he PropertY, » howavar that ﬁ?e foil:ziﬂg
provisions shall apply in the event af any enintendad interr y o) +

- relocation, interference, Gimruption or damage to any Grantor

. response action or any remediation System:

e

p————_ R

! sections 120(h) (3) (B) (1) and (ii), with respect tOo any hazardous

! on the Property,  and ramaining on the Proparty at tha time of

Pl ente e LA P

1 be interzupted.
If =& Remediation system shal |
located 1ntar£ered withh or otherwise danmaged, then the g:;nggz
§§a§1 na notified of such QCCurrence in a timely manner.

' party responsikle tharafor, at such party's gole cost and expense,

h
store oOT repair, as The case may be, suc
Prmﬁﬁziaiméﬁtéf tt; deasign and dischargs spgcificat:\.ons existé:_ugg
Re?gr therato and such party shall substantiate such restﬂfa ln )
g§ repair (té such apocifications) to the Grantor an? a;; any
applicable regulatory agency having jurisdictieon thereof;

If an interruption, ralocation, interference OT -

othear damaéi)to a Rramediation system is caused in vielation otitgz

rovisions of this Section 4 then the Grantor shall have the rig s
Ender this Deed to recover from the responsible parties all thir
party cosisg incurred toe reactivate the disrupted system, inc}udxgg
witnout jimitation, the costs  to demonstrate to applicab
ragulaters® satisfaction that design and discharge speci:icatxcns
nhave basen rastored and the amount of any fees Or penalties assesse
against the Grantor. :

5- CERCLA:

{(a) DRPINED TERMS. Termsa gaed in this Section 5 {including, :
without limitation, shazardous substance(s) ," "storage, release Qr .
disposal,” nramedial action,” rcorrective action," wrasponse

action," and wpdministrator®) have the meaanings assignad to such
terms by CERCLA.

(b) CERCLA aEcTION 120({h) (3) (A) NOTICE. In accorcance with .
ssction 120(h) {3) (A) of CERCLA, the Grantor hereby gives notaice and :

disclosure set forth on Exhibit “D¥ artached to and made a paxrt of :
tnis Deaad.

{e) SeEfcLA BRCTION 1zo{®)¥(3) (). In accordance with CERCLA -

gubstance stored for one year oOr more, oOTr relaasged or disposed of

—

transfer, the Grantor nereby covanants and warrants that (i) all
remedial action nRacessary to protect human health anda tha
environment with respect to any such substanca remaining on the
Property hag besn taken bafore tha date (heresf], and (11) any

necessary after the date
{hereof] shall be conducted by tha {Grantor].” For purpcases of tha
foregoing covenant and warranty, with raspect to thae axisting
Remediation Systams, the Grantor and Grantee hereby acknowledge
that, under CERCLA seoction 120(h) (3}, a ramadial action is deamed
£o "have been taken® before the date of tranafer of the Property to
the Grantea if "the construction and installatien of an approved

remedial design has been completad, and the remedy hag Dbeen
demonstrated o the Administrater to be operating properly and
successfully.” .

L et ————

{d) CERCLA BEBCTION 120(h) {4} (D) (i) .

cErcra lsection  120(h) (4) (D) (1), In accordance with

with respect +to an hazardous ’

substance or patroleun products or their derivatiﬁes};xisting at |

ggﬁ_giteﬁfftgfa?f%?ﬁ:on any portion of the Property identified on’
i attache o and made a part of 3

hereby covenants and warrants g%at “an§h15e§§§§gatﬂxitgigptgz

corrective action found to

be necessary aft t
shall be conducted by the [Grantor}.“ Y ]r he date [hereOfl
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&. GRANTEE INDEMNIPICATION. The Grantor heraeby agrees to hold
harmless, Gefend, and indemnify in full the Grantee, and any
' SUCCeBsEOr, assignees, transferea, lander, or lecsea of the Grantee,
. its successSors or assigns, as and to the extant provided undey, and
P Io® Jcoordance with, Section 330 ("Section 330") of the Department

(- 4 De anse X rl thx l] th t

- gupermseded. A copy ©f Section 330 in effe

|
|
;

e e e

is attached to this Deed ao Exhibit F.

7. OTHER PROVISIONRS.
{a2) &= I8, wWHERE 18. Except as expressly provided for in

i +his Deed Oor as a matrer of law, tne Proparty is convayed “as ish

or guaranty as to

" Wi ut reprasentation warranty
and “where is® without rep ’ ’ ar that the

gquality., quantity, character, condition, sizxe or xind,

same is
which intended.

! (p) LEAD BASED PAINT. In accordance with Section 302(d8) of
{ ¢ne Leaa-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act, 42 U.5.C. 4822¢(a),
a= amended, the Grantea, its SucCcesSsors and assigns, shall neot

-:permit tne occupanay of any carget housing without first abat@ng

! ana eliminating lead-based paint bhazards 3in acocordanca with
! applicabla laws and regulations.

in a condition, or fit, te be used for the purpose for:

! (<) ASBESTOS. Pricor to the date hereof, the Grantor -

i identified friable and non=friable asbestos or asbestos containing
! materials (collectively, nacM®") an the Property, and all friable
%ashestas that posed a risk to human health heretofore has »een

;! either removed or ancapsulated by tha Grantor. The Grantee, for -
! {+gelf and its successSors and assigns, covenants and agrees Tto

i comply with all applicable 1aws yalating to ACM on the Property, .
and the cGrantor shall have no 1jability for claims first arising .

after the date hereof based upon the existence of ACM on the
Property arter the date hereof.

] and assigns, hereby covenants and warrants that all censtruction,
! alterations or improvements on the Property, of whatever type or
i natura, are subject to Tthe rformal, advance approeval of tha Faderal
Aviation Administration (FAA) for compliance with the regulations
sat forth in 14 CFR Part 77, entitlad #Objects Affecting Navigabls

Airspace," and issued under th
Alrspa 1ésa, a_issued ur e authority of the Federal Aviation

{a) BON-DITHCRIMINATION Grantee for itsealf
. and it
3gccaiagrs and assigns, herehy cavenan%s and warrants r;ot tg
scriminate upon the basis of race, age, color, Ssax, religion or

g:géggg;‘ origin in the usa, occupancy, sale or lease of thea

{ INTENTIOMALLY LEFT BLANK)

THE EXECUTION PAGE OF THIS DEED I8 PAGE 6

R
d

) FTAA CONSTRUCTION. Grantee, for itself and its successors:
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{N WITNESS WHEREOY, tho Grantor has caused this Deed to be
axecuted in its name by the sacretary ©of the Army, and the seal of
the Dapa.r‘hment of the Army to ke harsunts affixed on the day and

year first above written.

WITHNESS: UNITED STATES OF ERICA

o myy 2l & ey
wEST, JR e
¥ OF THE ARMY

county of Arlington )

commonwealth of virginia } . 1
. |

I, the undexrsigned, a Notary Public
commonwealth of Virqiniaz ceunty of Arlington,

such expires on the day of _&u ;- 1992,
nerebyxgcrt.izy that t}';%.ts'?!ay personal%y appeared kefors me in the
said Commonwealth of Virginia, County of Arlington, e . T,

Wf
whose name is 6igned to The foregoing cocument date e aay
: 1996, and ackrnowledged the same for and on

(=1 9
boha%f of %& UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.
civen under my hand this f{& day of /Pt::eﬁégor_ , 1996.

whose commission as

[
NOTARY FPUBLIC

« This above Quitc;laim peed hereby is accepted this b7 day of
£ s 1996, T

CAMERON ASSOCIATES, L.L.C.
By: spc Vv, ine., a connecticut
corporation, sole nanager

. _Asoran,

Vice-President

STATE OF o™
COUNTY/CITY OF Y t
Ow'rha foregoing and annexed document dated the 4 day of

Nouapbery 1996 was acknowlad
ged befora wme this Tt
gg\ée‘?be;;c 1996 by EUGENE A. GORAR, as Exaecutive Vice Prnsig:gt gg
Asscn:.fi. . .y A c::mnecti.cut corparation, as sole manager of Cameron
ates, L.L.C., a Virginia limited liabkility company, on behalf

of such company.
{Notarial Seal] My Comm asgl:q Expires:
fiéﬁl !

—em Beth Van Mastrand
Notary Pulshe, Siere of Connecticut
- No. i0S127
My Commission Expires
feb, 28, 1999

g i

in anda for the °

doegs .

R




APR-18~01 15:383 From:MBP-DC B 2028510473 T-022 P.10/12 Job-250

8K | SéaPﬁ\Bzh

Juns 11,1986
EYHIBIT A TO QUITCLAIM DREED .

DESCRIPTION OF

“HE PROPERTY OF
THE TNITED STATES OF AMERICA
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA .

Beginning at a point on the Northerly line of Norfolk Southern

Railway., the said poinc being N 70°25'43% E. 624.56 feer from the
Eagterly line of Samuel N. Zarpas; thence running through the
property of the United States of America the following courses:
N 20°25'42" W, 737.8B5 feet; S 70°40°28" W, 85.47 feet; with a curve
to the right whose radius is 323.89 feat and whose chord is
& goesassSg" W, 114.9% f£eget, an are distance «f 115.60 feet;
N 87¢s&'17" W, 86.33 feet and with a curve to the right whose
radius i 127.56 feoet and whose cherd is N B7933'12" W, 138.50C
feet, an ayc dQistance of 146.41 feet to a point on the Soucherly
line cof Woodland Drive; thences with the Seutherly line of Weodland
Drive and continuing with the Southerly and the Fasterly line cf
wWapleton, Sectien 2, N 70¢18'18" E, 2,062.54 feet and N QB°l1B'43"
E, 1,591.17 feet ta a pelnt; thence running through the property of
rhe United States of America the following courses: S 81%45'08" E,
g82.17 feet; S 75°09'25" E, 104.48 feet; S BLI745'CR" E, 347.03
faet; S 0B°18'4a" W, 1,971.25 feet to a point on the aforementioned
Northerly 1line of Norfolk Southern Railway; thence with the
Northerly line of Norfolk Southern Rallway with a curvae to the lefr
whose »radius is 11,559.00 feet and whose chord 18 S 73°27'44" W,
1,223.51 feet, an arc digranee of 1,224.08 feet and S 70725°'43" W,
1,465.24 feet to cthe poinc of beginning contaimning 101.11350 azsres
of land

EXHIBIT A

SN
Y
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TRIS AOREFIGNT, made snd sntered imts this _;ZI‘L day of B E
1§41, by s=d Datween

COTHERN RATLNAY COMPANY, & sorperstion organised and existing under and
b virt:o of :';:o laws ©of $hs Bt;t- of Virginis, hersinafisr fer corveniencs

.’{,m the Railwsy Cempany, Party of the first part; and

¢RE UNITED BTATES OF FRITA, hervinafter styled ths Governmnt, party of
the second paris
' TITEEERLLIN

THAT RASLEAY COMPANY, for and in considerntion of the eevenants of
iy ste purt to'bo kspt snd performed, as beresinefter expresees,
hereby gives and grante unto the Covarnmewt the right or Privilege,; deberminatle
as Rareinafisr expressed, o sxter wpon that porticn of the right of wsy of the
Railway Compmxy For iis main trask, at or nssr CAMERON, in ths Btates of Yir—
ginin, desgribed ss all thet portion of ssid right of way sttuate, lying and -
Teing morth of a line Jocsted 20 feot norih of and st all poeints parallel with
4bhs seuthbeund smin trsck of the Rasilway Company snd s side track subalidiary
thervio Between survey statiens 195 plus 65 and 223 plus $2+% ef the Rallway

Cowmpen 1sested se shown mpon the attached whits print of Draving dated Seples~
bas 14{'1943. 1ast revised Beptexber 30, 1343, and to sonstruct, malntein,
gpsrate mnd) a8 and when nessssery or desired by ths Oovernment,; renew YTy
uptn, alongy Scross ané banewth said parcsl of right of way, cortaln éralinage
fecilitias for use in comnection with s VWar Departzent setablishment known as
*gaskingtom Quarterzastar Bud=Depot, Cameron, Ves®,; devaribed as » drainsge
sunal, including s soncretse eskannel lining uad a geurcto rotaining wall; ALL
being substantially as shewn spon the whites print of Drawing mede in the Us 5e
Foginesr's Offise, Washingtos, Ds Gsg file Ne. 3-3=8 (13), dated Ssptembar 14,
1943, as last revised September 30, 1943, hersunto annexed and mmde a pxré of
thiz agreementi the losgtion ef the propesesd scnperets shannel Jining and som=
ervte retaining wall being indicated in rod solor tHATEOR.

. ARD the GOVERNULNT hareby sovenants snd agrees, in svonsidsrutiaon of ths
aforesald grazst by the Rsilwey Cezpany’

3+ Trat the scamtruetion, opsration, maintenanes, renswal,; and Temcval
of said drainege facilities shall be uaemunhﬂ.gi the Governmewt st 1its sole
cost and expsnse and in sunh & mmmmer as-will at times susbdle the Rallway
Coxpany to use the surface sf the right of waye

2+ That the right of entry 1o saintain snd rensy said d faciliw
tiss, or any pert thersof, ahall be limited to that portion of the wt &f way
of the Azilwey Company loostsd bBetween the above mentiioned survey stations dring
north of & 1ine Joontad 20 fest morih of sny thes existing wmiz track or side
traek locuted or senstrusted mpem the right of way of the Rallway Company, and
the Gnn-:-ut skal) sonfine sny work of msintesanss or rensval MerTeunder withis
such limits.

3. That dn the cansirustion end sututensnes of snid drasisage faeilities
ne equipment shall be epsrzted and no xmterisl abhall be stored within 20 fowt
of any main line $ruck er side track of tbs Rallwsy Cempamys

4+ That 212 instsllstions placed upen said right ef bty ths Gevern=
mapet shall be and rewmin the property of the Government and :3 3 rencved
theTofron by the Government wi sny time.

" e THAEV the Soveramut shall, wt {ts sole sost spd a opwtrust
'and therssfter during the 1life of tu... agresment mmintain -:? ::a:t'l :u-th 4itdien

A ':::*“"" e :‘-’-‘ areizage i:hmt 3 3% suck Joostions witkin the dimits oF the
e e dast ad parosl of ef w £ th 11 Compeny ! ig=
Bated by the Raflway Company,; fer th:,parpu: g?' G;:{ain; ut.:-':ziu: gz.-.

- sxtering wpon the adove descrided parvel of right of und theee partiosns of
thes right of way of the Rzilway Company ;dja:g.-; on :g seuth the zbwo
' ¢ Q’
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SERTIVICAYE OF AUTHORIEL

%, Ouy ¥« Macldin, hareby esrtify thst I sm the dssistent SesTotury of
an desaribted in snd which axeaurtsd ks

Southsrn Rallwsy Company, the serporati _ _
foregoing agseemext with Tha Orited States of dmerica) that said serporutics is
organised mmder the laws of the State of Virgimiay that the eorporste ‘wenl '
affized to said imstrument is the sesl of d sorperationi that _&-_r_c‘_f___.
I A s whe exscuted seid sgreement 88 Visw-Prasidazt o :
{sss.d corparation was then Yice=President of aaid corpormtion and has besx: éuly
sutkorised to sxscuts said instrument oo boha.lta of said corporstion; thet X

3 and that the

| xnow ths signsture of ssid Ay 3 oo 2T
sigpature affixsd to such instrumemt 1s gonuinee '

}I IN FITKFSS YHFREOY, T havs bhersuntoc set =y hand and affixed the corporste
serl of said socxpany, this L2 %C _ day of *eo 2 3743

¢ v |5 .2?-‘5'.......-
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Rak, Jonathan P.

= From: Rak, Jonathan P.
Sent: Monday, Apnii 23, 2001 12:83 PM
To: jeft farner@ci.alexandria.va.us'
cc: Jon C. Wallenstrom (E-mail); Jeffrey Harris (E-mall); Kimberiey Johnson (E-mail)
Subject: Archstone response to parking issue

Jeff, as discussed with you and Eileen, } am sending the following language on parking.

We have carefully reviewed afternatives to the praposcd parking structure. There are several insurmountable obstacles to these
alternatives.

1. Density The cost of underground parking is significantly higher than surface or above-grade structured parking. For any
investor to pursue this, they would require greater density, which means more height and/or less open space, This principle can
be seen in many other apartment developments throughout the city. Only communities with greaer density have provided
underground parking. ‘

2. Groundwater Restriction The site is subject 1o a deed restriction (a copy has been provided to the City s1aff) on penetrating the

ground water, The geotechnical report indicates the proundwater is approximately 2 foet beneath the lowest level of the

currently proposod parking structure. Ary penctration of the groundwater raises health and safcly concerns, so Archstone does
not consider this a viable option.

i The whole design concept for Archstone Cameron Station is based on un above-ground parking structure that
provides parking on the same level as the apartments. This concept offers both convenicnce and a greater sense of safety for
residents. Becanse the structure is Jocated behind the proposed residential buildings of similar height, it is screened from all
existing homes and from all streets within Cameron Station except from the driveway cntrances. Only the residents of the
apartment community, who will be using the parking, will have an unobstrucicd view of the structure. The appearance of the
structure has also been improved wilh a brick exterior and will be scroencd on the rear with landscaping.

i

We believe the proposed parking is a creative solution that avoids surface parking, permits substantial apen space and provides safc,
convenient parking for residents.

Jonathan P. Rak

McGuireWoods LLP

1750 Tysons Boulevard, Sulte 1800

McLean, Virginie 22102 — - ' -
703-712-5411 Direct Dial

703-712-5231 Direct Fax

jrak@@moguirewoods.com

This e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please advise by return e-mail
and delete immediately without reading or forwarding to others.
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Rak, Jonathan P.

From: Rak, Jenathan P.

Sent: Monday, Aprll 23, 2001 12:53 PM

To: jeft.famer@eci.alexandria.va.us’

ce: Jon C. Wallenstrom (E-mail); Jeffrey Harris (E-mail); Kimberiey Johnson (E-malf)
Subject: Archstonhe response to parking issue

Jeff, as discussed with you and Eileen, | am sending the following language on parking.

We have carefully reviewed alternatives to the proposed parking structure. There are several insurmountable obstacles to these
alternatives,

L. Density The cost of underground parking is significantly higher than surface or above-grade structured parking. For any
investor to pursue this, they would require greater density, which means more height and/or less open space, This principle can
be seen in many other apartment developments throughout the city. Only communities with greater density have provided
underground parking.

2. Groundwater Resiriction The site is subject to a deed restriction (a copy has been provided to the City staff) on penetrating the

ground water. Tic geotechnical report indicates the groundwater is approximately 2 foct beneath the lowest level of the

currently proposced parking structure. Any penctration of the groundwater raises health and safely concerns, so Archstone does
not consider this 4 viable option.

Design Concept The whole desigm concept for Archstone Cameron Station is based on an above-ground parking structure that

provides parking on the same level as the apartments, This concept offers both convenicnce and a greater sense of safety for

residents. Because the structure is located behind the proposed residential buildings of similar height, it is scresned from all
existing homes and from all streets within Cameron Station except from the driveway cntrances. Only the residents of the
apariment community, who will be using the parking, will have an unobstrucicd view of the structure. The appearance of the
structure has also been improved with a brick exterior and will be screencd on the rear with landscaping.

f

We believe the proposed parking is a creative solution that avoids surface parking, permits substantial open space and provides safc,
convenient parking for residents,

Jonathan P. Rak

McGuireWoods LLP

1750 Tysons Boulevard, Suite 1800

McLean, Virginia 22102 ~ - ' -
703-712-5411 Direct Dial

703-712-5231 Direct Fax:

jrak@meguirewoods.com

This e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, pieave advise by return e-mail
and delete immediately without reading or forwarding to others.
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ARCHSTONE CAMERON
Alexandria Suites Hotel STATION
420 N. Van Dorn Street
Room 706
Alexandria, VA 22304
September 3, 2000

Donna Fossum

Vice Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

iy
i

RE: Archstone/DSUP2031
Dear Ms. Fossum,

Omn January 23, 1999, my husband and I signed a contract with Van Metre Homes for a townhouse in Cameron Station. Moving to
Alexandria as retirees was a long time dream for us. For many years we lived in the western suburbs while we raised our children.
Unfortunately, there have been so many delays and problems with our phase IV home that we thought moving into our townhouse on
Tancreti Lane on September 20th would be an anticlimax. But there was more to come. The Archstone multifamily dwelling, with
320 units, is now being reviewed by Alexandria as our potential neighbor.

The original plan for the section of phase V that is across the street on Tancreti Lane called for twelve Van Metre town homes. This
plan, although apparently undergoing change for some time, was presented to us as the homes across the street from us. We all
purchased homes knowing what the final street would have townhouses and/or condos only. We received an amended contract on
March 27, 2000, showing the street name change to Tancreti and including a copy of the phase IV plan abutted by townhouses in the
phase V area of Tancreti Lane.

Although we understand that Cameron Station Home Owners Association knew of the plan change, we were not informed as
contracted buyers whose property was adjoining this huge rental building.

“here are two issues here. The first is lack of disclosure, isn’t it a responsibility of the owner of the property to disclose a situation
that would so negatively impact the adjoining properties? Secondly, the actual damage that we would incur with a multi rental
property across the street, first and foremost, the loss of property value. If not illegal, is this not unethical? Can Greenvest just choose
to devalue what we worked so hard for and waited so long for?

I think you can imagine how depressing a situation this is. We have already waited an inordinate amount of time for our house, the
last seven months of which were spent in a hotel, and now, we can no longer afford another house in Alexandria, or indeed, anywhere
close in because of the increase is housing costs. The appreciation that had already occurred in Cameron Station is now lost to us. It
is well known the effect an apartment complex will have on the house values nearby.

1t is our contention, as well as all our neighbors on Tancreti Lane, that no one should be able to change approved plans for ones that
will so negatively impact our investment and quality of life. Will the government of this community aliow this {c happen? Is there
any way that you could assist us in our endeavor to return phase V to its original plan?

Sincerely,

Ginodo @ e

Geraldyne M. LeClerc
Ronald P. LeClerc

cc: Kerry J. Donelly, Mayor
Sheldon Lynne, Director, Planning and Zoning Commission
‘William B. Hurd, Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission
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Alexandria Suites Hotel TAT\ON
420 N. Van Dom Street CAMERON S
Room 706
Alexandria, VA 22304
September 3, 2000
William B. Hurd
Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission iy

City of Alexandria
301 King Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: Archstone/DSUP2000-0031
Dear Mr. Hurd,

As chairman of the Alexandria Planning Commission, we are writing to you for help as future homeowners of a Van Metre townhouse
in phase TV of Cameron Station. The 24 purchasers of phase IV Van Metre homes have been waiting for a very long time to occupy
their respective residences. In our personal situation we have been waiting 19 months. Most of the new owners have or will be closing
on their properties between now and the end of October. Now, just three weeks from closing, we found out that Greenvest submitted
some major changes to your commission for phase V, which abuts cur properties. On the other side of Tancreti Lane, a change was
proposed from a twelve townhouses to a three building multi-housing rental unit. This change represents, we believe, a dramatic
departure from the original Phase V plan of Cameron Station. Phase V is now included with phase VI. When we signed our contract,
we did so with a copy of the current plan for townhouses across the street from vs. The change to rental units, 320 of them, will have
enormous impact on our property. We purchased this townhouse in good faith and were never informed of changes by Van Metre or
Greenvest.

Speaking for my wife and myself and I'm sure for the majority of homeowners that are living at Cameron Station, we not only
purchased a home but a concept. This concept encompassed the beauty of “Old Town” architecture and of living close in to
Alexandrials downtown. The beauty of the initial plan and parks was unsurpassed by any other townhouse development in Northern
Virginia or Maryland. The changes now being sought are a gross violation of the concept each new homeowner believed they were
getting in their purchases. The huge amount of rental units now added to the equation will seriously affect the value of our property. —
The changes will cause tremendous trafiic and congestion in one smali area. That density should be spread out and the plan should b
final before adjacent lots are being sold.

Added to the high degree of anger and frustration over delays and mistakes we have had to endure already, we feel this is a final
betrayal. There is also a collective feeling that the builders and the developers have more power than the average citizen. We hope
this isn't true. We believe that the proposal Greenvest presented to the city of Alexandria three years ago should remain essentially the
same.

As Chairman of the Planning and Zoning Commission, we appeal to you to disapprove any new plan amending the phase V plan we

all purchased under. We are already comunitted to these townhouses and stand to loose so much. Please help us fight against this great
injustice.

Sincerely,

e

Ronald P. LeClerc

cc: Kermry J. Donelly, Mayor
Sheldon Lynne, Director, Planning and Zoning Commission
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AReH STONE - Comemons STA10N (YD)
September 5, 2000 g

Sheldon Lynn, Director

Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: CAMERON STATION ARCHSTONE/DSUP2000-0031

Dear Mr. Lynn, i

On March 12, 1999, my partner, Joel, and I signed a purchase contract with Van Metre Homes for a
townhouse in Phase IV of Cameron Station. Joel has been a resident of the City of Alexandria for
the past 21 years and for me the last 5 years. Our closing is on Thursday, September 7.

For the past 18 months, we, unfortunately, had to deal with the numerous delays and problems with
our Phase IV home. We thought by September 7, 2000 all the problems would be resolved and
behind us and we could start enjoying living in our new home and community. However, there are
more problems on the horizon.

On Friday, September 1, we met with Jeff Farner of the City of Alexandria’s Planning Commission
and found out they are now reviewing Archstone’s multifamily development for Phase VI, which
consists of 320 rental units, as our potential neighbor. In addition, the City is also reviewing the
Hallmark Assisted Living Facility for Phase VII. The Hallmark building is an eight to 11 story
building with 260 units located about 50’ from Tancreti Lane, directly across the street from the
Archstone proposed multifamily project, and in front of the new Alexandria Elementary School.

When we bought our Van Metre townhouse, we asked the Sales Agent to show us Cameron Station’s
Master Plan. The master plan showed that townhouses and single-family homes were planned for the
west side of Tancreti Lane. The Assisted Living Facility was further back from Tancreti Lane and
closer to the elementary school. ‘The master plan also showed a high-rise development on the north
side of Cameron Station Boulevard starting from Grimm Drive to Tancreti Lane.

Ever since we signed our purchase contract, we frequently stopped by the Van Metre Homes’ model
and talked to our Sales Agent about the progress of our townhouse. We also asked her about changes
in the community. During that year, our Sales Agent never told us the Master Plan for Cameron
Station has changed especially Phase V and VI. On one of our last visits to the model (Van Metre
Homes decided to close the model at the end of March 2000), she mentioned to us that our street
name and address changed. She showed us a drawing, attached with this letter, with our new street
name (Tancreti Lane) and the drawing continued to show townhouses on the west side of Tancreti
Lane and townhouses along with singlefamily homes on the north side of Cameron Station
Boulevard. We asked our Sales Agent for the name of the builder who would be building the
townhouses on the other side of Tancreti Lane and she told us Van Metre Homes. We were delighted
to know that Van Metre Homes would be across the street from us.



-2- September 6, 2000
Now, as we go to settlement, we find out that the Developer is planning to construct an apartment
complex on the west side of Tancreti Lane. We were never informed of this proposed change.

There are several issues requiring your attention here. The first is the lack of disclosure of the
amended Phase V plan to the Van Metre Homeowners in Phase IV. Second, the loss of property
values for our townhouses. And lastly, the significant increase in traffic congestion created from the
rental property and the Assisted Living Facility.

We realize the Developer, Greenvest, applied for a Coordinated Development District plan in 1995
for the Cameron Station project. We also realize the Developer must apply for a permit and obtain
City Council approval for each Phase of Cameron Station. This is where we need your help the
most. We are asking you, as the Director of the Planning and Zoning Commission, to oppose the
Greenvest/Archstone Phase VI project and to require townhouses to be built on the west side of
Tancret: Lane as was shown in the master plan when we purchased cur house. Qtherwise, if we had
known of Greenvest’s plans, we would not have purchased on Tancreti Lane.

You could probably imagine how depressing this new development is. We have already waited an
inordinate amount of time for our house, the last eleven months of which were spent renting a small
two bedroom apartment, and now, we can no longer afford another house in Alexandria, or indeed,
anywhere close-in because of the increase is housing costs.

It 1s our contention, as well as all our neighbors on Tancreti Lane, that no Developer should be able

to change approved plans for ones that will so negatively impact our investment and quality of life.
We hope that you find a way to help us in our endeavor to return Phase V to its original plan.

Sincerely,

/ ﬂ _

Y
P——

Jiin Wang and Joel Arneson

cc: Kerry J. Danley, Mayor
William C. “Bill” Cleveland, Vice Mayor
Claire M. Eberwein, Councilwoman
William D. Euille, Councilman
Redella S. “Del” Pepper, Councilwoman
David G. Speck, Councilman
Joyce Woodson, Councilwoman
William B. Hurd, Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission
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ARcusToNE CAMERON

5245 Tancreti Lane
Alexandria, VA 22304

September 6, 2000

Willliam B. Hurd, Chairman
Planning and Zoning Commission
City Hall

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22313

Dear Mr. Hurd:

i am writing you to express my opposition to a proposal Greenvest L.C./Archstone Communities have
recently submitted for approval (DSUP2000-0031).

1 just purchased my first home on August 18, 2000. Like most other people, I spent months agonizing over
where to buy, which house to buy, and how much money to invest in a home. [ enthusiastically chose to
buy a fabulous townhouse in Cameron Station. I chose Cameron Station because I fell in love with the
small, quiet streets and its similarities to Old Town Alexandria. Now, the main reason for my purchase
may be removed from reality.

I am writing to ask for your assistance. Greenvest L.C./Archstone Communities has submitted a plan to
drastically change my street. While I live on one side of Tancreti Lane, the other side is currently an empty
lot. Originally (and up until last week) I was told that houses similar to mine would be across the street,
only a few feet from my front door. Last week (after closing on my house) I found out that Greenvest
L.C./Archstone Communities wants to put a 6-story apartment complex directly across the street, only a
few feet from my front door.

Not only will a 6-story apartment complex tower over my townhouse, but it will also:

® [Introduce a community that is not subject to the terms and conditions of the Cameron Station
Home Owners Association (terms and conditions by which I must abide)

Completely demolish the community feel on my street
Increase the traffic on my street countless times over
Decrease the value of my home

Increase the noise on my street

Increase the traffic near the new school

I can assure you that I would never have purchased my home on this street if | had known about this plan.
Over the past year (waiting for my house to be built), I have never heard of a rental community in Cameron
Station. Go out on the Cameron Station website, and you will see that the community is described as
“single family homes, townhomes, and condominiums.” Neither my builder (Van Metre) nor Greenvest
has ever informed me of this proposal. My Home Owner’s Association has not informed me about this,
either. I had to learn about this from a neighbor last week.

[ feel powerless against this effort. My Home Owners’ Association is still controlled by the developer,
Greenvest, who not coincidentally is responsible for the plan to put an apartment complex a few feet from
my home. I fully expect this conflict of interest will prevent that organization from helping me.

STAT\ON



1 need your help. Please oppose proposal DSUP2060-0031 while it contains a proposal to build an
apartment complex on my street. All I want is what I was promised, what ! waited a year to get, and what |
paid for: a quiet neighborhood street with townhouses on both sides of the street.

Thank you for your attention

sabelle Baird
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City of Alexandria Website Contact Us - EMail for Rose Boyd
(rose.boyd@ci.alexandria.va.us)
Time: [Thu Sep 07, 2000 11:53:33] 1P Address: [152.163.206.212]

First Name:
Last Name:
Street Address:

Comments:

Amy
Connelly
4686 S. 34th Street

City: Arlington
State: VA
Zip: 22206
ail Address: amyaacp@aol.com

September 7, 2000
Re: Cameron Station Archstone/Dsup2000-0031

I am writing to express the concern my husband
and [ have for the proposed 320 rental units and
high rise assisted living facility that may be built
in Cameron Station near the elementary school.
We bought a Van Metre townhouse in Phase 4 on
Brawner Place, and expect to close in November
2000. The proposed apartment complex and high
rise are a major concern because they wouid
greatly increase the traffic congestion near the
school and would compromise the value of the
community. A major selling point for my husbhand
and | was having an elementary school nearby so
that our children could walk to school. This may
not be the case if these projects are built. When
we bought our townhouse in January 1998, the
master plans indicated only townhomes, single-
family homes, and condominiums being built in
all of Cameron Station. 1t is disappointing that our
townhouse is already one year late in deiivery,
but we believed it was worth the wait because of
the overall beauty and value of the ! community.

We hope that you will consider our concerns and
opposition to building an apariment complex and
assisted living facility.

Thank you,

Amy & Wayne Connelly

Amy & Wayne Connelly

5228 Brawner Place
Phase 4, Van Metre
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September 7, 2000

Mr. James Duszynski
Greenvest L.C.

8614 Westwood Center Drive
Suite 900

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Dear Mr. Duszynski:

The undersigned Van Metre homeowners in Phase IV of Cameron Station are
writing to you to express our opposition to the Greenvest L.C./Archstone Communities
proposal (DSUP2000-0031) to construct an apartment complex and parking garage on
and adjacent to Tancreti Lane and Fernando Day Drive in Phase VI.

The Cameron Station web site describes Cameron Station as a community of
"single family homes, town homes, and condominiums" and "as a re-creation of an old
fashioned American small town." The web site states that the "community started with a
philosophy that incorporates fine architecture and amenities, integrity and innovation,
quality of workmanship and quality of life." The Cameron Station web site emphasizes
that Cameron Station is a new community in the west end of the City patterned after Old
Town "with brick sidewalks, colonial street lamps, pocket parks, and other unique
environmental elements."

We paid about $300,000, and in some cases far more, for our town homes. We
were willing to pay this price because we relied on the Old Town/small town image that
you and Van Metre presented to us. Now, suddenly, Greenvest proposes a 320-unit
apartment complex and six-story, above-ground parking garage on Tancreti Lane near
Phase IV. We find it hard to believe that a large apartment complex (with hundreds of
renters), with a parking garage that towers over every structure around it, and with the
accompanying traffic congestion on the undersized Fernando Day Drive and Cameron
Station Boulevard fosters the image "of an old fashioned American small town" with a
unique "quality of life."

We feel betrayed. The proposed changes along Tancreti Lane and Fernando Day
Drive are nothing more than a gross violation of the community image that you and Van
Metre advertised. The proposed apartment complex can only result in a serious

RO T
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devaluation of our property. It can only cause unbelievable traffic congestion on
Fernando Day Drive and Cameron Station Boulevard that will negatively affect not only
us but the entire community. Finally, the traffic congestion next to an elementary school
raises serious safety concerns.

We also feel deceived. Most of us have owned our lots for between 8 and 18
months. Yet, during all this time, Greenvest and Van Metre did not mention one word
about an apartment complex and parking garage next to Phase IV. All of the literature
and maps in the Van Metre mode] home showed town homes along Tancreti Lane and
Fernando Day Drive. As recently as March 27, 2000, the Van Metre homeowners on
Tancreti Lane received maps from Van Metre that clearly showed town homes on the
west side of Tancreti Lane. (See attachment.) To this day, the "Virtual Reality Tour" in
the Cameron Station Information Center and the Cameron Station map in the community
manager's office show town homes west of Tancreti Lane. Further, the Cameron Station
web site does not mention rental properties as part of the community — it only describes
"single family homes, town homes, and condominiums." Only now, after most of the lots
in Phase I'V have been sold and after the first homes have gone to settlement, do we hear
of your proposal. To us, this sounds like a classic "bait and switch" routine. Obviously,
if we had known of your proposal, we would not have purchased our town homes or, if
we had gone ahead with the purchases, we would not have agreed to pay the prices that
we did.

Weé urge you to rescind your plans to build an apartment complex that will destroy
the unique ambiance of an "old fashioned American small town." At a minimum, we
request that you amend your proposal, move the apartment complex further west away
from Tancreti Lane to minimize traffic on Cameron Station Boulevard, and restore the
original proposal for town homes in that area. (That way, more traffic would exit out the
back of Cameron Station toward Pickett Street.) In addition, we believe that an amended
proposal along these lines would help mitigate the potential loss of property values for
people who have already purchased homes in Phase IV and relied in good faith on your
representations and the representations of Cameron Station's builders.

A representative of the Van Metre homeowners will contact you to setup a
meeting to discuss the issues we have raised in this letter. We look forward to seeing you

so0n.

Sincerely,



CC.

Mayor Kerry J. Donley

Vice Mayor William C. Cleveland

Councilwoman Claire M. Eberwein

Councilman William D. Euille

Councilwoman Redella S. Pepper

Councilman David G. Speck

Councilwoman Joyce Woodson

Sheldon Lynn, Director, Planning and Zoning Commission
William B. Hurd, Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission
Donna Fossum, Vice Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission
Jeffrey Farner, Planning and Zoning Commission

Stephen J. Kenealy, Chairman, School Board

Mark R. Eaton, Vice Chairman, School Board

Sally Ann Baynard

Linda D. Cheatham

Mary Danforth

V. Rodger Digilio

Dan D. Goldhaber

Susan J. Johnson

Mark O. Wilkoff

Herbert M. Berg, Superintendent
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September 8, 2000

Mr. William “Bill” Hurd

Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: Cameron Station Archstone/DSUP2000-0031

Dear Mr. Hurd,

DSUP Zooo-003| |
ARAHSTONE CAmERoN STRTION

EGEIVE

SEP 12 200

PLANNING & ZONING

We wish to add our names to the growing list of many who are concerned about the potential

changes to Phases V and VI to the Cameron Station Community.

When we began our search for our first home, we were attracted to Cameron Station because
of its unique community atmosphere and small town feel. As we narrowed our search, Cameron
Station stood out from other communities in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. No where else
could we enjoy the architectural integrity of Cameron Station and many benefits such as the ability for
our future children to walk down a quiet street to an elementary school.

We finally chose to purchase a home in Cameron Station

after much deliberation. Whenever

we asked about the plans for the remainder of Cameron Station, we were told that the next phase on
our side of Cameron Station Boulevard would consist of more town homes and single family homes.
We were never warned of a potential for a mid-rise apartment building or above ground parking
garage. Therefore, you can imagine our extreme disappointment when we recently learned that a
large apartment building and parking garage were being proposed to be built between our new home

and Tucker Elementary School.

The proposed change to the Cameron Station plan alters the entire vision for the community.
It detracts from the quiet, small town feel of Cameron Station and will no doubt increase the traffic
volume in our area. These detractions will ultimately lower the property values throughout this area

of Cameron Station.

A letter of opposition has been sent to the developer of Cameron Station, Greenvest, Inc. We
are hopeful that Greenvest will work with the existing homeowners of Cameron Station to reach an
amenable solution. However, barring a change in the plans of Phases V and VI of Cameron Station,
we are hopeful that you wiil represent the concerns of your numerous constituents over the desires of

a development corporation.
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

. Russell Efird

Zfessica A. Efird W
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ARCHSTONE CAMERON STATION

SEP | 2 2000
Case#DSUP2000-0031
Dear Chairman Hurd,

Having been introduced to the Alexandria area during military assipnments to the Washington, DC area,
we looked with anticipation upon settling here in retirement. After lengthy house hunting and soul
searching, we settled on Cameron Station.

Among the deciding factors for choosing Van Metre as a builder was the particular tract which was
available and the emphasis they put on the buildings which would be co-located with the lot that we
picked. Now we find out that what they told us as part of their sales pitch is no longer their goal. This
does not seem right.

Van Metre is not making their request for changes with clean hands. They should not be able “bait™
prospective buyers with one plan, and then “switch™ their plans once they have committed buyers. It
appears that they already tried to do that with the quality of the townhomes they are building, and the City
had to step in to ensure that shoddy practices did not continue. Now, it appears as though Van Metre
wants to increase their profit margins on the backs of the very homeowners they would have taken
advantage of had the City not interfered. It will be disappointing if the City allows them to get away with
that approach.

It is my impression that sellers of property have a responsibility to disclose any material information of
which they are aware, present or future, that would have significant bearing on the buyer’s decision.
Using “location” and “neighborhood™ as part of a sales pitch, and then changing those elements certainly
goes to the very heart of material information relevant to a decision. Van Metre sales personnel were very
aware of the psychology about how information of structures behind and across the street would belp them
move their properties, and they used it to their advantage. Now, after using that ploy, they want to turn
around and change their plans again to their advantage - and to our detriment.

Van Metre has had over a vear to convey this information to us and give us the option of another location
at their expense. The purchase agreement for our townhouse was signed August 1999, with a delivery
date promised of December 1999. The closing date is now set for September, nine months after the
original promised date and over one year after our original commitment. For over six of those additional
nine months, we had no communication from Van Metre at all, not even an apology or explanation on the
delay. By their own making, caused mostly by shoddy workmanship, they serendipitously enjoved a
lengthy time petiod in which they could have notified prospective homeowners of their change in plans
for the surrounding “community” and given each a chance to re-commit elsewhere. Now, having been
strung along to this point in time, our choice is either one of financial disadvantage or living in a high-
density environment not of our own choosing. Neither of these options is appealing.

1 would ask that you not reward Van Metre for their less than honest actions. We have been looking
forward to the ambiance of Alexandria that we hoped would be recreated on Tancreti. Instead, if you
approve Van Metre’s plans, we will be living on a street with high traffic and increased population
density, This will detract from our property values and reward a company whose dealings with both the
City and its customers has been less than honest, if not illegal. Our fate is in your hands.

Thank you for your consideration on these issues. E

¢

Dean D. Schloyer
Denise A. Harhai
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5231 Tancreti Lane
Alexandria, VA 22304

October 4, 2000

Mr. Jim Duszynski
Greenvest L.C.

8614 Westwood Center Drive
Suite 900

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Dear Mr, Duszynski:

As a follow up to our recent meeting with you and the
representatives of Archstone, owners of the Van Metre Phase IV
homes met to discuss the issues and possible alternatives on
Monday, COctober 2nd. After a lengthy review and discussion of
possible options, the group reached a unanimous decision.

Everyone wishes to have the townhouses originally approved in
Phase V, on the west side of Tancreti Lane, maintained. The
reasons are threefold. Having an apartment complilex as part of the
Cameron Station Community changes the dynamics of the original
concept “of a community of individually owned town homes”.

Renters come and go frequently. They have no vested interest in
maintaining the value of the property regardless of rent. The
owners of the apartment complex could decide to sell to a third
party who could care less about Cameron Station. Second, the fact
that the apartment complexes and Assisted Living facility will not
be part of the Home Owners Association causes much concern. What
legal recourse would we have if the architectural integrity of
Cameron Station was not maintained? The last point remains the
heavy density of residences located at the west end of the
community. The fact remsins that the current school traffic, the
added traffic from the Assisted Living facility and the 320 rental
units, all located in a small area, would result in a large number
of automobiles using the Pickett Street exit and its one traffic
light. There already exists a problem with the traffic between
Pickett and Van Dorn Streets. Any increase in traffic can only
make a bad situation worse. We cannot emphasize encugh that the
Van Meter homeowners of Phase IV chose their location because
everyone believed there would be townhouses across the street. It
was as much a business decision as an emotional one.

We believe a compromise can still be achieved. Build the 22
rownhouses as originally approved by the City of Alexandria’s

Ve



Planning and Zoning Commission for Phase V, then construct
condominiums townhouses and/or single family homes rather than
apartments. This would maintain owner interest in the property
and have the HOA as governing body. Whatever is constructed in
Phase V, VI and VII, everyone should be part of the HOA.

If yvou believe another meeting wouid be of benefit please let us
know, as everyone would appreclate another opportunity to discuss
these issues. We will, however, pursue cur campaign with City
officials and our neighbors.

Sincerely,

%Z@C@s@

Ron LeClerc
{on behalf of the Phase IV homeowners)

cc: Kimberley Johnson
Chief, Development Division



ameron Station
o\d You Knoy, ,

Greenvest is proposing a 320-unit rental property with an above-ground parking
garage next to Samuel Tucker Elementary School in Cameron Station.

An updated plan of the Cameron Station community was included in the latest edition of The Compass, but there
was no explanation about why the map was enclosed or what the “Proposed Phase VI” on the map really is. Here
are the facts:

Fact: Greenvest has submitted a proposal to modify the existing City-approved plan for Phase V and build a 320-
unit rental property replacing the planned town homes in Phase V.

Fact: The rental property and its tenants will not be a part of Cameron Station and will not be subject to the terms
and conditions of the Cameron Station HOA.

Fact: Greenvest and the proposed rental unit builder claim they are planning to build “luxury apartments,” but the
rents will range from only $1,200-$2,300/month. This will not attract residents who will care about our community.

Fact: Neither the Cameron Station HOA office nor Cameron Station model homes contain plans for rental units in
Cameron Station. All of us bought our homes based on representation made by Greenvest and the individual
builders that “Cameron Station is a master planned community association of single family homes, town homes, and
condominiums located in Alexandria, Virginia.”

Fact: Greenvest contends that the rental units will not add to the traffic on the west end of Cameron Station, citing a
traffic study completed by the builder of the proposed assisted living home (Hallmark). The apartment complex will
increase fraffic on Cameron Station Boulevard substantially.

Faet: The increased traffic will compromise the safety of the children attending the elementary school.

Fact: Greenvest contends that the rental units will not affect the value of your or your neighbor’'s homes. With the
increase in congestion in Cameron Station, can we believe this is true?

Fact: Our Cameron Station HOA will not fight to protect our property values or to limit the traffic that will clog
Cameron Station Boulevard., Greenvest currently controls all but two seats on the Home Owners Association.

Most of your new neighbors in Phase IV have already organized to oppose Greenvest's proposal. We met with
Greenvest in good faith hoping that we could come up with a compromise to the proposed plan, but Greenvest is not
prepared to modify the plans. Although we have started speaking with City of Alexandria officials for assistance, it is
imperative to demonstrate that Cameron Station is united in opposition to the rental units. On October 14 and 15,
residents in opposition will take to the streets with a petition to deny Greenvest’s proposal to build rental units in
Cameron Station. Piease take a moment to sign the petition when your neighbors come to your home. Ask how
you can continue to support our effortst

For more information, e-mail: ¢sneighbors @yahoo.com

94
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October 7, 2000

Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, City Council Members, Planning and Zoning Commission Members, Members of the
School of Board:

Below is a copy of the second letter we sent to Jim Duszynski, Project Manager of Cameron Station for Greenvest
L.C. Also, attached is a copy of the flyer we distributed to the current homeowners at Cameron Station. We would
appreciate if you take the time to read our letter and flyer. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Phase IV Cameron Station Homeowners

Qctober 4, 2000

0CT 11 2000

Mr. James Duszynski
Greenvest L..C.

o ogg o Conter Drive PLANNING & ZONING

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Dear Mr. Duszynski:

As a follow up to our recent meeting with you and the representatives of Archstone, owners of the Van Metre Phase
IV homes met to discuss the issues and possible alternatives on Monday, October 2nd. After a lengthy review and
discussion of possible options, the group reached a unanimous decision. Everyone wishes to have the townhouses
originally approved in Phase V, on the west side of Tancreti Lane, maintained. The reasons are threefold. Having
an apartment complex as part of the Cameron Station Community changes the dynamics of the original concept “of
a community of individually owned town homes”. Renters come and go frequently. They have no vested interest in
maintaining the value of the property regardless of rent. The owners of the apartment complex could decide to sell
to a third party who could care less about Cameron Station. Second, the fact that the apartment complexes and
Assisted Living facitity will not be part of the Home Owners Association causes much concern. What legal recourse
would we have if the architectural integrity of Cameron Station were not maintained? The last point remains the
heavy density of residences located at the west end of the community. The fact remains that the current school
traffic, the added traffic from the Assisted Living facility and the 320 rental units, all located in a small area, would
result in a large number of antomobiles using the Pickett Street exit and its one traffic light. There already exists a
problem with the traffic between Pickett and Van Dorn Streets. Any increase in traffic can only make a bad
situation worse. We cannot emphasize enough that the Van Metre homeowners of Phase IV chose their location
hecause everyone believed there would be townhonses across the street. Tt was as much 2 business decision 2¢ an
emotional one.

‘We believe a compromise can still be achieved. Build the 22 townhouses as originally approved by the City of
Alexandria's Planning and Zoning Commission for Phase V, and then construct condominiums townhouses and/or
single-family homes rather than apartments. This would maintain owner interest in the property and have the HOA
as governing body. Whatever is constructed in Phase V, VI and VII, everyone should be part of the HOA.

If you believe another meeting would be of benefit piease let us know, as everyone would appreciate another
opportunity to discuss these issues. We will, however, pursue our campaign with City officials and our neighbors.

Sincerely,
Phase IV Homeowners at Cameron Station

R
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Geofirey R. Mcintyre, Ph. D. ARCHSTONE (RMERIN STA .
4914A Barbour Drive
Alexandria, VA 22202 ' . Public Administration
. Transportation Safety

Oct 23" '00
Alexandria Planning Commission
301 King st
Alexandria, YA

Attn: Ms Kimberly Johmson
Ref: Archstone at Cameron Station, DSVP 2000-31

As a transportation safety professional, I arn opposed to the proposed development of & 300-unit
apartment complex because of the projected added iraffic that will be experienced in the
Cameron Station community.,

Presently, the volume of “cut through traffic” is very high. I personally know first hand of
families who, when heading westbound on Duke Street, routinely cut through on Cameron
Station Blvd through the community, exiting on Edsel Road to get to their Waterge*~ -+
Landmark homes. This short cut saves travel time through four traffic lights. Additionally, when
the Beatley Overpass on Duke Street is formally opened with access in and out of Brennan Park,
it is reasonable to expect that increased “‘cut through traffic” will be experienced.

This proposed apartment complex would add an estimated 700 vchicles through Cameron
Station, cxcluding guest parking. This additional traffic, combined with the projected “cut
through traffic” would pose a safety hazard to schoolchildren, seriously affect the air quality and
ultimately the home values of the neighborhood.

On another matter, it is true that the Homeowner Disclosure Package legitimately provided the
developer with clanses that permits response to “market conditions.” And the developer,
Qreenvest, has chosen to exercise that right, This was never communicated in the community
newspaper, The Compass, nor was it displayed in the scale model of the community that was
prominently exhibited in the Cameron Station Sales Office. It appears that the old value of
“caveat emptor” let the buyer beware, is at work! Greed is disguised as market response.
Perhaps Greedvest wonld be a more appropriate name.

I urge the Commission to address these issues prior to giving its approval.

Sincerely,

Geoff McIut;r?z 5

(Dr. Mclntyre is the author of a recently published book, Patterns In Safery Thinking).

o/
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From: Schuppert, Susan [susan.schuppert@usop.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2000 9:09 AM ‘

To: 'marotalx@aol.com'; 'billclev@home.com'; 'vote4eberwein@aol.com';
'wmeuille@wdeuille.com'; 'delpepper@ao!.com'; 'dsepck@aol.com: ‘council-
woodson@home.com’

Ce: 'mrobertson@aofum.com'; ‘Mindy_{ yie@clarkus.com'

its i

Subject: Opposition to Cameron Station Permi

Dear Council apg Planning Commission of Alexandria:

I am Sstrongly opposed to the following Pemits issued to developers in the
Cameron Station neighborhood:

oAy - P
Development Special Use Permit #2000-~0032 58,04 —— camseon sri:;:t :mLLHARK
Development Special Use Permit #2000~0030 68.01—— Camamon 74 A= HALLIMARK,
Development special yse Permit $2000-0084 68.01 ChmeRoN STATIE

~~Special Use Permit #2000-0031 68.01 T ————————CAmenroN STATION - ARCHSTOME

Special Use Permit #2000-0085 g5, . o1 T CAMERON STATION -ARCHSToNE

Besides this unfair treatment of Cameron Station residents, the new project
was designed using nheo-traditional design and the new urbanism. Thig design
Standard is based on the project being located at a metro, convergence of
bus lines, or other transportation center. It also is based on residents
being able to walk to grocery stores, dry cleaners, etc. The walking

considered to be mile. This is not the case ip Cameron station. All
activity is dependent on vehicles, For this reason, the 1.7 spaces allowed
in the apartment complex is not sufficient, Cameron Station has two Spaces

) Per unit and in Some cases 4 with 15% extra visitor parking. There is a

critical shortage now, and the additionai burden of this project would make
it unlivable.

Extension to Stage cement for the I-95 angd Wilson Bridge project. It is my
hope that you will take similar action and stop these permits. Please think
W -

Sincerely,

Susan Schuppert
276 Murtha Street
Alexandria, VA 22304

~L
g
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ARCHSTONE

Archatonz: Communices
Febtuury 6, 2001 6631-A Okl Dominian Drive, Suire 201
Mclean, Viginia 22108

Telenhune (703) RE3 3540
rax {703) 790 4622

The Homeowners of Tangreti Lane s 2t¢hatet OIS S
Cameron Station
Alexandria, Virginiz 22304

Dear Flomeowner:

Thank you for the time and cffert you have cach put into our discussion of Archstone’s
proposel to develop Phuse V1 of Camcron Station, This lener memonializes Archstone's agresment
to certain cenditions that will be included in the zening appravals for this development.

The following peints arc agreed to by Tancreti Lane residents and Archsione munagemest in
regards o the prapased Archstone apartment complex for the Cumeron Stution development:

1.

[

205028006 20201 11 To

Tha Archstone complex will have no mare than four floars of apariment units with
roofs with the following exceplions:

n. Some fourth floor aparument units will have lofts. These lolts along Tancreti
Lane are depicted on the elevation deawings attached as Exhibit A

h. The interior parking structure will exceed four levels but will not be visible
from "T'ancreti Lane. The Archslone complex will contain no balconics facing
Tapereti Lane.

The building face of the Archstone complex will be set back & minimum of lorty feet
from the fuce of curh on the south side of the Cameron Station Boulevard at the
Tancreti Lane intersection. :

The bujlding face of the Archsionc complex will be set back a minimum ol thinty
feet from the [ace of curb on the west side of Taneraeti Lme.

The Archstone complex, as facing Tancreti Lanc, will contain a break between the
two building groups, provided, however, breezeways connecting the twa builgdings
ure permitted at each level.

Al} exrerior building emtrances facing Tancreti Lanc will be supplied with a Sentex
Infinity B Series nceess conirol system or reasonsbly equivalent system for resident
only cntry. The aceess control systems are depicted in Exhibit B.

OPTICNAL PORM § (790
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The Homeowncrs of Tanereu Lane

Puge 2

10.
.

12.

No moving and/or rental vans for upartment residents will be allowed to load or
unload on Tancreli Tane.

A five foot wide brick paver sidewalk, of the same construction as public sidewabks
contained within Cameren Siation, will be consirvcted the length of Tancreli Lune on

the west side.

A minimum of two fountaing or other hardscape features and various benches will be
constructed within the setback areas described in iters 3 und 4 above. This area will
he lushly landscaped with teces and other vegetation generally as shown on the
landscape sketch plan attached as Exhibit €. The landscaping will be instalied
within 30-days of Archstone’s receipt of the first residential occupancy permit for
the apartment unils,

Phasc VI of Cameron Slation will be stabilized in accordance with City of
Alexandrie Codes and Regulations. The thirty-foot arca bounded to the east by
Trancteti Lang, bounded to the north by Cameron Station Boulevard, and hounded Lo
the south by the proposcd lincar park, will be planted with sod within one month
afier approval of an unappealable Special Use Permit Jor Archstonc®s proposed
community. The thirty-fool ureu planted with sod depicted in Exhibit D will receive
fertitization, maintenance, and monthly irrigation perfarmed by @ qualified landscupe
compuny until cemmencement of construclion of the Apariment community. Any
disturbanee within the thirty-foot sirip asgoriuted with the construction activitics
prior to commenczment of consiruetion ol the apartment community will be
performed in a workmun-like manncr and upon completion promptly graded and re-
secded. The sod will be installed within 30-days of Archstone's receipt of an
unappeatsble DSUP approval from the City the proposed apuriment communily.
Nolwithstanding the foregoing, upon commencemenl ol eonslruction of the
apartment project, Archstone will require the usc of this area for construction

purposes.

Cxterior finishes and construction shall be as depicted on Exhibit A.

A wall or fence consistent with the quality and design shown on the detail sketch
which is attached as Exhibit E will be placed between Tancreti Lanc and the
Archstone complex in the general location shown on Exhibit C,

Upon its acquisition of the subjeet property, Archstone will record the Declaration of
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions in the fonn attached hereto as Exhibit £.

Archstone will diligemily implement all of the foragoing conditians and will request that all
of the faregoing condivions be included as pan of the conditivns, representations or approved plans
of the preposed Development Speciul Use Permit ("DSUP™) for the proposcd project. All ofthe
adopled conditions will be enforceshle by the Zoning Administrator. Revisions to the conditions set
forth in this Agreement or the exhibits attached hereto, or to the DSUP, which are requirad by the
City of Alexandria to obtain DSUP approval ov any other approval of the proposed project, or 10
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The Homeowners of Tancrati Lane
Page

comply with any applicable local, stale and federal luws, codes und regulations shall be peemitted
and shal] not constitute a breach ol this Agreement.

This Agresment is contingent npon approval of the DSUP by the Alexandria City Council
and shall terminate und be of no further force and effect if the DSUP is not approved or Archstons
does niot acquire the subject property. Provided that the foregeing conditions are incorporated in the
DSUP, the undersigned homeowners will support the approva! of the DSUP and related
applications. Cameron Associates LLC, as owner of the subject property, agrees to the terms and
conditions of this letter agreement as cvidenced by its signature below.

This Agreement may be signed in counrerparts.

Archstone Communities Trust

4

By: :
n Wallensirom
Vico President

Sean and Agreed:

Cameron Assgoclates, L.L.C.,
a Virginia limited liability company

By: SDCV, ine,,
a Connecti tcgypﬁr’a-tio
e

GustE'ﬂb R. and Katharine Falkncr Olmedo
5249 Tanereti Lane

Alexsndria, 22304 #

Brent Spencer Wilson
5247 Tancreti l.ane
Alexandria, VA 22304 0

T \\

" LsabElle Baird &= .-
3245 Tancteti Lang
Alexandria, VA 22304
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I (R oandiorc
P A (Komrdirnce
Dorothy I.. Chu’ufberlln

5243 Tancreti Lane
Alexandria, VA 22304
7

A

Kenneth E. Moffett Sr., and Mary/T.’
524] Tancreti Lane
Alexandria, VA 22304

Joel K. Arneson

and Lib-Teh Wang James
5239 ‘Tancreti Lane
Alesandriz, VA 22304

ean D\
5233 Tanereti Lane

Alexsndria, VA 22304
7095-3400-0007-5198-460606

Fn00 Q@ LB,

Ronald P. Leclerc
Gernldyae Leclere
5231 Tancreti Lane
Alsxundrig, VA 22304

A\ WV o SENY.
D Schloyer -

y s

Edward Michae] O’Malley Jr. and Carolyn Joy

5229 Tancreli Lana
N
' .

Alexandria, VA 22304
ol
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TH INFINITY “B” GERIES

%1 ineered and built for the user who demands maximum reliability
without sacrificing flexibility or expandability, the family of Infinity
Systems is designed to satisfy all your access control requirements.

FLEXIBILITY

A wide range of capabilities pro-
vide the flexibility to satisfy all
your access control needs.

Multiple Card Technologies
Wiegand, Proximity, Barium
Ferrite, and ClikCard (Sentex's
uniquely encoded RF transmit-
ters) technologies may be used
with any system. 4- or 5-digit
codes may also be used in the
same system with cards.

Flexible Access Levels Each
system accepts 7 time zones
(with up to 3 separate time pe-
riods per zone) to restrict use of
cards or codes. Usage can also
be controlled by door.

Timed Control of Relays
Each relay can be activated or
deactivated automatically using
schedules (containing up to 3
time periods) that you establish.
Holiday Schedules Up to 16
holidays can be programmed
for each system.

Limited Use Cards/Codes
Infinity can automatically void
cards or codes after specified
date or number of uses.

Options for Programming
Infinity systems can be pro-
grammed in a variety of ways
{see Figure I). Programming
using Sentex’s software can be
done off-site, on-site or both.

Choice of Support Software
Three software packages can

supply whatever level of system interaction you need

with the Infinity.

Integrated Visitor Entry Infinity "L", “M”, or “S” tele-
phone entry systems can be included to control and

track visitor entry.

Elevator Control for Visitors and Cardholders
Infinity systems can give you floor-by-floor elevator con-
trol for visitors to the building as well as for those who

work or live there.

Figure 1,
Infinity Systems can be linked

to conttrol up to 32 doors/elevators,

e

RELIABILITY

Advanced technology elimi-
nates problems that cause
headaches with other systems.

Distributed Processing
While 16 Infinity systems can be
linked to control 32 doors, each
individual unit controls only 2
doors (see figure 2). Since each
system operates independent-
ly, a problem with one will not
disable the others.

Disk Back-up Sentex’s pro-
gramming software allows
programmed information to be
stored on computer disk and re-
loaded at any time,

Real-time and On-demand
Event Reporting Records of
events are sent to the printer
port on a real-time basis. The
most recent 1,000 events are
stored in memory by each sys-
tem and can be prnted on
demand. Expanded storage for
up to 5,800 events is optional.

EEPROM Memory Eliminates
loss of programmed card or
code information if power is
interrupted or original board
must be replaced.

Buffered Interfaces

All printer, card reader, and
keypad ports are completely
buffered to prevent damage in
case of static, lightning, or other
high voltage.

Infinity systemns expand and change as your needs grow.

Control up to 32 Doors Up 10 16 systems can be

Remote, Multiple Site Control Infinity software can

easily accommodate control of mulziple remote sites.

Visitor Entry Coatrol Infinity “L","
phone entry systems may be added to allo“ full visitor

', and "5 tele-

entry control and record keeping.

Push Buzron
F:gur .
Control 2 doors with each
Infinity System.
EXPANDABILITY
linked to controt up 10 32 doors.
ACCESS CONTRCL WITHOUT Loty

SENTEX SYSTEMS, INC.. 20700 Lassen St Chatsworth. €A 91311, Telephons 818-700-6500

o
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ACCESS CONTROL WITHOUT Limrts™

Hod od Wl —A VA

®
SENTEX SYSTEMS, INC., 20700 Lassen Street, Chatsworth, CA 91311, 818-700-9800

YOUR AUTHORIZED SENTEX DEALERIS:
5 Lid
“The Phoenix Securty Group, &
5921'0009'975 Lending Cout
Sutte B
Burke, VA 22015

DgOMMONWEALTH OF VA,
PR PT. OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE
ATE SECURITY SVC.ID #11-2077




ACCESS CONTROL THAT'S
OUT OF THIS

AT APRICE THAT'S
DOWN TO EARTH
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TALL

EVERGREEN
SHRUB
ENTRY
MEDIUM EVERGREEN COURTYARD
SHRUB
FLOWERING SHRUB PRIMARY
SMALL EVERGREEN FOUNTAIN
SHRUB BENCH
LAWN EVERGREEN
BACKDROP
EAST COURT
FOUNTAIN LAWN
BENCH
SPECIAL PAVING FLOWERING TREE
ENTRY COURT ARCHSTONE SIGN
ORNAMENTAL TREE SEASONAL
COLORS
STREET TREE STREET TREE
6' WIDE BRICK
. PAVED SIDEWALK
4 PROPERTY LINE

ARCHSTONE
XHIBIT C. TANCRETI LANE

B~ LandDesign ENLARGEMENT OF FOUNTAIN COURTYARDS
), - ), ‘ »

ot~ LDl #2000073
<7 DATE 01-30-01

W2




ARCHSTONE

XHIBIT D: PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

il LDl # 2000073

B~ LandDesign SOD 30 FEET FROM CURB ¥, 7 DATE 01-30-01




NOTES:

I COLUMN BRICK. COLOR TO MATCH CAMERCON STATION, FENCE
COLOR TO MATCH CAMERON STATION,

2. ALL STRUCTURAL ITEMS TO CONFORM TO CITY CF ALEXANDRIA
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION CODE.

3. ALL STRUCTURAL CROSS SECTIONS, INCLUDING PARKING AREAS,
SIDEWALKS, EMERGENCT ACCESS LANES, POOL DECKS, GAZEROS,
RETAINING WALLS, CONCRETE PADS, 5HALL BE REVIEWED BY A
GUALIFIED ENGINEER AND MODIFIED AS NECESSARY BASED ON
THE 2ITE SPECIFIC GEOTECHNICAL REPORT.

MONUMENTAL [RON WORKS FENCE

&50@ EASTERN AVE.
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 2224
(412) 633-650D

FAX (410) &33-6506

MODEL: ESTATE FENCE - STTLE | MOD
POST TOP TO BE BALL

POST SIZE TO BE 3" X 3" SQUARE
PICKET FINAL QPTION TO BE STANDARD
OR AFPPROVED EGUAL

PRECAST CONCRETE CAF

—— RUNNING BOND COURSE
r-2"f Y

7 ol 8 - \ ) 4"

AN EINISH GRADE

4'-2"
FOw

et

ARCHSTONE

[N )

& Lan esien  EXHIBITE: COLUMN AMD FENCE ELEVATION i Bﬁ#ﬁiﬁ?ﬁgﬂa‘i
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DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS

THIS DECLARATION OF,COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS (this
"Declaration") is made as of this 7/ day of E%w:r, 2001, by ARCHSTONE COMMUNITIES
TRUST, a Maryland real estate investment trust ("Declarant™).

RECITALS:

A. Declarant is the fee simple owner that certain real property located in the City of
Alexandria, Virginia consisting of approximately 6.03 acres and more particularly described on
Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”).

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and covenants herein contained, and
for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, Declarant hereby declares that the Property shall be owned, leased, transferred,
conveyed, demised, used, occupied and improved subject to the covenants, conditions and
restrictions in this Declaration, all of which shall run with the land and which shall be binding on
all parties having any right, title or interest in the Property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors
and assigns (Declarant and each of such parties are hereinafter referred to as an “Qwner”). .

2. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are hereby incorporated into this Declaration.
2. Construction and Alteration of Improvements.

(a) No buildings or parking structures shall be constructed on the Property, nor shall any
exterior modification or alteration thereof be made until the City of Alexandria (the “City””) has
approved such construction, modification or alteration as and to the extent such construction,
modification or alteration is required to be approved by the City under applicable laws, ordinances
and regulations in effect from time to time.

(b)  Ownmer shall use reasonable efforts to provide written notice to the Cameron Station
Community Association, Inc., a Virginia non-stock corporation (the “Association”), of any
submissions the Owner delivers to the City seeking the City’s approval of any modifications or
alterations to the exterior of any of the buildings or parking structures on the Property proposed after
the initial construction of such building(s) and parking structure(s) shall have been completed.
Notwithstanding the foregoing and anything to the contrary in this Declaration, Owner shall have
no liability for its failure to deliver such notice; it being understood and agreed that such notice 1s
intended as a courtesy only so that the Association, if it so elects, may inquire with the City as to the
substance of Owner’s submission and communicate any concerns it may have with respect to the

20496682.6 93598302



through a deed in lieu thereof), to cure all defaults under this Declaration of the prior Owner of the
Property that are reasonably capable of being cured.

3. Term. This Declaration shall run with the land and remain in full force and effect for
a period of twelve years from date this Declaration is recorded; provided, however, that this
Declaration shall automatically terminate and shall be of no further force and effect if prior to the
expiration of such twelve year pericd Owner elects, in its sole and absolute discretion and without
any obligation to do so, to join and is accepted as a member of the Association and subjects the
Property to that certain Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions dated as of January
20, 1998 and recorded among the land records of the City of Alexandria, Virginia on February 19,
1998, in Deed Book 1630 at Page 405, as amended.

9. Release of Linear Park Area. A portion of the Property is located in a resource
protection area (linear park), which Declarant contemplates will be conveyed, in fee or by easement,
to the City for park purposes after the date hereof (the “1 inear Park Area™). Although the Declarant
and the City will determine the final size and configuration of the Linear Park Area that will be
conveyed, the Declarant contemplates that the Linear Park Area will be approximately .88 acres.
Declarant reserves the right, in its sole discretion and without the consent of the Association or any
other person or entity, to convey, in fee or by easement, the Linear Park Area to the City. Upon the
recordation of such conveyance, whether in fee or by easement, the Linear Park Area shall
automatically be released absolutely from the benefits and burdens of this Declaration. In
furtherance of the unilateral right of the Declarant to convey and release the Linear Park Area, after
the conveyance of the Linear Park Area, the Declarant may, in its sole discretion, execute and record
a supplemental declaration for the purpose of clarifying and confirming the portion of the Property
that was released from the Declaration and the portion of the Property remaining subject to this
Declaration.

10.  Amendment. This Declaration may be amended at any time by a written declaration
signed by the Owner of the Property and acknowledged by the Association, and recorded in the land
records of the City of Alexandria, provided, that, this Declaration may only be terminated in
accordance with Section § hereof.

11.  Enforcement. In the event that an Owner fails to perform any of its duties or
obligations provided under this Declaration, the Association shall have the right, but not the
obligation, to give such Owner written notice of such faiture, which notice shall set forth the specific
failures to comply with this Declaration in reasonable detail. If (A) those failures are not corrected
within sixty (60) days after the date of the Owner’s receipt of the notice, or (B) the failures are not
capable of correction within sixty (60) days, then if the Owner fails to commence to correct the
failures within sixty (60) days and to thereafter continuously and diligently prosecute them to
completion, then, in either such event, but subject to the limitation contained in Section 2(b) above,
the Association shall have the right, but not the obligation, to prosecute proceedings at law or in
equity against such Owner, either to correct such violation or recover damages or other relief for

20496682.6 99598302



such violation. No breach of this Declaration shall result in an award of consequential or punitive
damages against any Owner. Notwithstanding anything contained in this Declaration, each Owner
shall be temporarily excused from the performance of any obligation under this Declaration, if and
so long as the performance of the obligation is prevented, delayed or otherwise hindered by acts of
God, fire, earthquake, floods, explosion, extreme or unusual weather conditions, casualty, actions
of the elements, war, riots, mob violence, inability to procure or a general shortage of labor,
equipment, facilities, materials or supplies in the open market, failure of transportation, strikes,
lockouts, actions of labor unions, condemmnation, court orders, laws or orders of govemmental or
military authorities or any other cause, whether similar or dissimilar to the foregoing, not within the
control of such Owner (other than lack of or inability to procure monies). Each Owner shall use
diligent efforts to remove any such events of force majeure and mitigate the impact of any delays
in the performance of any obligation hereunder.

12.  No Third Party Beneficiaries or Public Dedication. Except as expressly provided in
Section 11 above, this Declaration is not intended to give or confer any benefits, rights, privileges,
claims, actions, or remedies to any person or entity as a third party beneficiary, decree, or otherwise.
Nothing herein contained shall be deemed to be a gift or dedication of any portion of the Property
to the general public or for the general public or for any public purpose whatsoever.

13.  Lirmnitation of Liability. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein,
the liability of any Owner shall be limited to its interest in the Property, and no partner, principal,
officer, director, trustee, shareholder, employee, member or agent of any Owner shall have or incur
personal liability for any of the liabilities or obligations of any Owner and no judgment shall be
sought, levied or enforced against any such person or entity.

[Signature Page Follows]
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IN WITNESS WHEREQF, Declarant has signed this instrument as of the date first above
written. )

ARCHSTONE COMMUNITIES TRUST, a Maryland
real estate investment trust

By:
Nanfe: &vxc Wm\\fm*rnm
Title:_\Jice  Pread de X

STATE OF \ h fO\] m&t
CITY/COUNTY OF Qu ﬁ-@kﬂ

The fore ﬁomg 1nstrument was acknowledged before me this Ei day of @.Df Uaﬁlf’ o
2001, by, )(,n , as the\]] f[fS[; }{/)of Archstone Commumtles Trust,' AR

a Maryland real estate 1nvestment trust on behalf of said compary.
My commission expires: ma,b/ DI mg T
e }Wm@

Notary Public ~ '~ oW ’
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Legal Description
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BOWMAN A
CONSULTING
GROUP .

DESCRIPTION
OF A PORTION OF
PARCEL “B” PHASE FOUR
CAMERON STATION
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA

BEGINNING at a point in the southerly right-of-way line of Cameron Station Boulevard
(95 feet wide), said point being the common corner of Parcel “B” and Phase Four, Cameron
Station, and being the northwest comer of Tancreth Lane (Private Street); thence running with
the common lines of Parcel **B” and Phase Four, Cameron Station the following courses and
distances: S19°40°42”E 336.07 feet to a point and N70°19°18”E 19.51 feet to a point; thence
continuing with the common line of Parcel “B” and Phase Four, Cameron Station and running
through Parcel “B”, S19°40°42”E 108.32 feet to a point; thence continuing with 2 line through
Parcel “B” $70°19°18"W 796.71 feet to a point in the common line between Parcel “B” and
Parcel “A”, property of the City of Alexandria; thence running with the common line between
Parcel “B” and Parcel “A”, property of the City of Alexandria, N20°25°42"W 314.92 feet 10 2
comer common to Parcel “B”, Parcel “A”, property of the City of Alexandria and Parcel “F”,
property of the City of Alexandria; thence running with the common line between Parcel “B” and
Parcel “F”, property of the City of Alexandria, N70°19’18”E 208.32 feetto a point on the
westerly terminus of Ferdinand Day Drive (variable width), said point being a common corner of
Parce} “B” and Parcel “F”, property of the City of Alexandria; thence running with the common
line between Parcel “B” and the westerly terminus of Ferdinand Day Drive, $1 0°40°42"E 1.00
feet to a point; thence running with the southerly right-of-way line of Ferdinand Day Drive
N70°19°18"E 312.00 feet to a point of curvature; thence continuing with the southeasterly right-
of-way line of Ferdinand Day Drive, running along the arc of a curve t0 the left, having a radius
of 208.00 feet, a chord length of 233.00 feet and a chord bearing of N36°15°35"F, a distance of
247.31 feet to the point of intersection of the southeasterly right-of-way line of Ferdinand Day
Drive with the southerly right-of-way line of Cameron Station Boulevard; thence running with
the southerly right-of-way line of Cameron Station Boulevard, N70°19°18”E 67.98 feet to the
POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 262,744 square feet or 6.0318 acres.

2121 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 302, Alexandria, VA 22314
Telephone: 703-548-2188, Fax: 703-683-5781

—
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MAR 38 ‘B 12:18PM LONGFOSTER anvapaLe #G DSUP 2o000-0032 ~ (Arge RN STA.
#7A DSUP Zooco-003| - AROKSTONE-Lam - STA.
GCameron Statlon Civic Assoclation, Ing. # /8 suP 2Zsco - 0085 - ARCH STONE - (Un). A

PO Box 22560
Alexandria, YA 22304
Telephone 703-370-2319

March 29, 2001

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We strongly oppose the Archstone project (docket items 6, 7A and 7B) that is before you on
Tuesday, April 3. This proposed project is an obnoxious design that, if approved, would be a
blight on our community and City for decades, and would set a dangerous precedent for a new
low in architectural design quality. There are no redeeming features of this plan and it should be
rejected outright, The applicant needs to go back to the drawing board and come back with a
design that is wotthy of our community and City,

The design calls for 2 massive structure that runs uninterrupted for 700 continuous feet, the
length of two and & half city blocks. It is 76 percent of the length of an outside wall of The
Pentagon, and cqual in length to the US Capitol. Part of this integral design is a hideous seven
story, unfinished concrete, above ground parking garage, virtually identical to the Landmark
Mall garage, only taller. The building does not blend with the rest of Cameron Station in terms
of mass, use of green space, architectural style and quality, etc. It does not deserve a place in
Alexandria.

While it is touted to be 2 “luxury” building, its design lacks characteristics and qualities that
enhance one’s quality of life in even less pretentious ones. There is little open space inthe
design; some units will get little sunlight; intemal corridors are 200-400 long; parking is as much
as one block (and more) from some units; the design encourages on-street parking in licu of
using the garage; and the design is certainly not user friendly for persons with mobility
disabilities.

While not addressed in the staff report, we believe that there are serious police and safety issues
inherent in a design like this one, ¢.g. with long expanses hidden from the street and above
ground parking garage that is easily accessible by intruders - all this adjacent to an elementary
schocl. We are asking the Police Department and Fire Department to give independent
professional judgments of whatever problems may be inherent in this design,

We encourage you to reject this proposal. We will be out in force at the April 3 meeting to
EXpress our strong opposition.

Si 1y,
Rol orfzafes
President

TR
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2> 7-A. DPSUP Zpoo ~ oo/
# 7-B. SUP Zoco~ 0085

MIME:rolandcarmen - To: erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET, hsdun@ipbtax.com @

@earthlink.net INTERNET, fossum@rand.org @ INTERNET, gain731@mlb.com @
] INTERNET, komorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET,

gﬁn/ 02/2001 08:55 robinsonjl@aol.com @ INTERNET

cc: Eileen Fogarty@Aiex
Subject: Archstone Apartment Proposal

Copy being hand-delivered to Mr. Leibach.

ECEIVE

Camercn Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560 .
Alexandria, VA 22304 APR -9 201
Telephone 703-370-2319

April 2, 2001 PLANNING & ZONING

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We must protest vigorously an eleventh hour plan modification that we understand Archstone
Community Trust will make to the Planning Commission today, Monday, April 2. While
commendable that Archstone is moving to make its design less offensive, we believe such late
submissions are not in keeping with what we understand Commission policy is, i.e., having
established Friday before a Commission meeting as the cutoff day. This policy makes good sense
in order to give Commission members, staff and citizens opportunity to obtain, review, research
and digest material of such magnitude and materiality as what we understand Archstone wili be
presenting.

We consented to a request of Jon Wallenstrom, Archstone Vice President, to address our
community meeting last night. In his presentation, Mr. Wallenstrom presented artist drawings
and made representations about the design that some of us knew differed from those in the
published staff report. When questioned directly, Mr. Wallenstrom admitted that some of his
drawings and representations differ from the report and therefore differ from what is currently
before the Commission. They are modifications that he said will be deiivered to Commission staff
on Monday. Please be informed that, at our meeting last night, we reached no agreements with
Archsione.

Based on Mr. Wallenstrom's oral representations, it appears that Archstone has made some
modifications to attempt to partially meet some of staff's recommended conditions. Based on
what he presented - since we have nothing in hand to review - it appears this design is still
unacceptable to the community; it is still short of meeting staff's recornmended conditions and far
short of meeting ours. We say all this not knowing with certitude what Archstone will present
tomorrow.

We believe there is enough information in the staff report and what Mr. Wallenstrom presented for
the Commission to veto this design and have Archstone present a new one that eliminates that
frightful six or seven level above ground garage, puts “real’ open space in the design, and
improves the architectural quality to a level commensurate with the rest of Cameron Station. At a
recent meeting, the Commission lamented that, in the past, it might have acted in haste and
without full understanding on some items regarding Cameron Station, and unfortunately as a

o}



result, may have made different and better decisions had it not done so. We believe that your
observations are meritorious and that you should not act in haste on late hour Archstone
"modifications’ that have not been properly examined by staff and the community, and on which
you have had insufficient time to digest and thoughtfuilly consider.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzales
President



cameron Station Eivic Association, Inc. Rocecoed by 00, Send -+ Ok 3

PO Box 22560
Alexandria, VA 22304
‘HQJ ! ol '_Pl-l Telephone 703-370-2319

March 31, 2001

- MM ERE .V E
Mayor and City Council Bt B
Suite 2300, City Hall f P«; i
301 King Street ' - -x; A _ ? i )
Alexandria, VA 22314 Li L PR — 3 2001

Dear Mayor Donley and City Council Members: " YR

We alert you to a matter that will be before the Planning Comumission at its April 3 meeting, one that we and other
civic associations will oppose vigorously. We hope that the Commission will turn this matter around and the plan
that arrives on your door step for approval is one that we and you will be proud to support. We speak of the
ARCHSTONE apartment project. As it stands now, this plan has no redeeming qualities and would be a blight on
our community and City for decades to come.

The design calls for a massive structure that runs urinterrupted for 700 continuous feet. Yes that’s right, 700
continuous feet, the length of two and a half city blocks, 76 percent of the length of an outside wall of The
Pentagon, and about equal in length of the US Capitol. Part of its integral design is a hideous seven story,
unfinished concrete, above ground parking garage, very much like the one at Landmark Mall, only taller. The
plan does not blend in with the rest of Cameron Station in terms of mass, use of green space, architectural quality,
etc. It is a disaster.

It is being presented as a “luxury” building, with rents starting at $2,000 a month, yet the design produces
problems not found in buildings of less pretentious claims: there is little open space; some units will get little
sunlight; internal corridors are 200-400 feet long; parking is as much as one block (and more) from some units; the
design encourages on-street parking in lieu of garage vse; and it is certainly not user friendly for persons with
mobility disabilities.

We are also concerned about potential police and fire safety issues, issues not addressed in the staff reports. The
design has that 700 foot continuous expanse that is hidden from the street, yet there is a path that pedestrians use
that connects the two West End parks (Brenman and Boothe) that runs along the south side of and close by this
700 foot expanse. The above ground parking garage can be easily entered by intruders, posing threats to residents,
visitors, children at Tucker School and passersby using the pathway.

We hear that the applicant will be presenting some eleventh hour plan modifications to the Planning Commission
on Monday, April 2, which date we might point out is after the Friday cutoff that the Commission usuaily
enforces. We also hear that some of our neighbors on Tancreti Lane may support the plan as presented, we believe
largely because of threats and intimidation by the developer. The Civic Association deliberately stayed out of the
conflict those neighbors had with the developer and builder over allegations of deceit and “bait and switch”. We
take no firm stand for or against apartments per se, since many, if not most of us, understood that rental units
could be included in the latter phases of development. We do object strenuously, however, to this fortress-like
monstrosity that is proposed. We believe the builder and developer can do much better. Cameron Station and our
City deserve better.

enclosure




| THE CAMERON STATION COMMU! . Y IS INVITED TO ATTEND A MEETING )
SUNDAY AFTERNOON, 5 P.M., TUCKER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CAFETERIA

Purpose is to review the proposed Apartment complex planned for Section VI of Cameron Station.
The proposed building is 700 feet long and includes a 7 level Parking Garage with 6 levels above ground.
_(See illustration below comparing proposed building to the National Capitol that is 750 feet in length.)

Hosted by:  Cameron Station Civic Association For additional information:
P.O. Box 25560, Alexandria, VA 22304 President: Roland Gonzales, 703-370-2319

Vice President: James Ryan, 703-567-2962
Secretary: Joe Bennett, 703-567-0153
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Cameren Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560
Alexandriz. VA 22304
Telephone 703-370-2319

APRIL 2 ADDENDUM

We consented to a request of Jon Wallenstrom, Archstone Vice President, to address our
community meeting last night. In his presentation, Mr. Wallenstrom presented artist drawings and
made representations about the design that some of us knew differed from those in the published
staff report. When questioned directly, Mr. Wallenstrom admitted that some of his drawings and
representations differ from the report and therefore differ from what is currently before the
Commission. They are modifications that he said will be delivered to Commission staff today
(Monday, April 2). Please be informed that, at our meeting last night, we reached no agreements
with Archstone.



MIME:rolandcarmen To: Eileen Fogarty@Alex
@earthlink.net cc: bilicleve@home.com @ INTERNET, council-woodson@home.com
. @ INTERNET, delpepper@aoc!.com @ INTERNET,

04/05/2001 02:31 DSpeck@aol.com @ INTERNET, MayorALX@aol.com @

PM INTERNET, wmeuille@wdeuille.com @ INTERNET,
VotedEberwein@aol.com @ INTERNET, erwagner@home.com @
INTERNET, fossum@rand.org @ INTERNET, hsdunn@ipbtax.com
@ INTERNET, komorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET,
ludwig.gaines@morganlewis.com @ INTERNET,
robinsonjl@aol.com @ INTERNET, richleibach@aol.com @
INTERNET, JimD@greenvest.com @ INTERNET,
jrak@mcquirewoods.com @ INTERNET,
awallenstrom@archstonemail.com @ INTERNET

Subject: Cameron Station - Archstone Propoesal

Cameron Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560

Alexandria, VA 22304

Telephone 703-370-2319

Aprit 5, 2001

Ms. Eileen Fogarty /
Director of Planning and Zoning

301 King Street, Suite 2100

Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear-Ms. Fogarty:

As president of the Cameron Station Civic Association, | am quite disappointed that the Civic
Association, nor any other member of the public, had an opportunity to testify on the Archstone
items at the Planning Commission meeting on Aprii 3. As a result, we believe that Staff, the
Commission, applicant and some of the public may not fully know our position, while having a
better understanding of the applicant's and staff's, which were both presented, albeit in
abbreviated form. So that there is no misunderstanding, we will state what will make the
Archstone pian acceptabie to us:

1. Eliminate that massive parking garage, the seven story monster that is longer by 72
percent than any building in Cameron Station.

2. Put the parking underground. 't can be done on one level: the builder just doesn't want to
do it. With the parking underground, the other major flaws in the design can be solved. The 700
foot continuos mass, comparable in length to the US Capitol, can then be broker up and
distributed in, say, three separate buildings. Then there will be room for true open space.

3. Design the buildings to a higher architectural level in terms of detail and finish. Archstone
can do this; it did so on the Tancreti side of the previous design.

4. Have appropriate City staff address all the police and safety issues we have (most of these
will probably be abated when the mass is reduced and above grade garage eliminated). One
example of this concern is activity by the community, including elderly residents of the Senior
facility recently approved, along the linear park. This proposal would provide a 700-foot long wall
on one side and the canal on the other side, effectively eliminating any means of escape from real
or perceived danger.

',‘.""4"‘



Another point we were set to explain at the Commission meeting concerned the unworkabilty of
the seven level garage concept. While it is clearly understood that we oppose the seven story,
above ground garage because of its mass, general ugliness, and the fact that it is completely
incompatible with the design concept of Cameron Station, we also oppose it because it is a
flawed concept that will add to street parking woes, rather than help reducing them. Archstone
presents this concept that residents will park on the parking garage level that corresponds to the
same floor in the apartment building in which they live. We don't guite understand this, since
there are four apartment levels and seven garage levels. Bui none-the-less Archstone says that's
the way it will work.

Many of the apartment units are great distances from the garage, thus residents will opt to park
on the street, if it is more convenient than indoors. This design exacerbates a sireet parking
shortage that will likely cccur as Cameron Station nears buildout. Some City Council members
expressed their concerns about the approaching parking shortage at the recent Council meeting
when they approved the Brookdale building; sorme Commission members have expressed theirs.
Although Cameron Station is only 40 percent compiete in terms of occupancy, residents in some
areas now complain of a shortage of street parking. Ask a reasonable person how many of them
would pay $2000 a month and more for rent, and then face the possibility of having to iook for
parking on the sixth or seventh parking tevel of their apartment building. This concept is poor
hurman systems design (as well as being massive and ugly) and administrative regufations and
police patrolling will not adequately prevent abuses.

We note with some humor - and it helps to have humor in these situations - that Archstone's
attorney, Mr. Jonathan Rak, asserts in his letter to you dated March 16, which your office received
on April 2, "We believe that ali other parking in Cameron Station is above-grade, except for the
Brookdale proposal..." Perhaps Mr. Rak is unaware, but certainly his client must know, that the
Carlton Condominiums and the Main Street Condominiums also have below-ground parking. We
are certain this was an oversight on his part.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzales
President

cc: Mayor and City Council Members
Planning Commission
Mr. Jon Wallenstrom (Archstone)
Jonathan P. Rak, esq.
Mr. Jim Duszynski (Greenvest)
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602 S. Pitt Street ] SlOAPR ~@ 200
Alexandria, VA 22314 .
April 2, 2001 Ty iy 7
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Mayor Donley .
Members of Council
City of Alexandria
301 King Street, Suite 2300
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

I am totally opposed to the apartment building planned for Cameron Station on
Duke Street because it is much too big! We should stop approving these enormous
projects that would make Alexandria as ugly, barren and congested as Rosslyn or Crystal
City, or Tyson’s Corner. Where is the open, green space in our city? Let us emphasize
the quality of projects rather than the quantity. Duke Street and King Street already are
in a state of perpetual GRIDLOCK. Please scale down this project. Furthermore, I
strongly recommend that every project proposed for our city contain a traffic and parking
impact statement. Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,

Gt ). L

Anthony J. DiStefano




City of Alexandria Website Contact Us - EMail for Eileen Fogarty (eileen.fogarty@ci.alex.. Page 1 0f2
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City of Alexandria Website Contact Us - EMail for Eileen Fogarty
(eileen.fogarty@ci.alexandria.va.us)

Time: [Thu Apr 12, 2001 17:25:26] iP Address: [38.38.25.220]

First Name: Carmen
Last Name: Gonzales
4914

Street Address: Gardner Drive
City: Alexandria
State: VA
Zip: 22304
Email Address: rolandcarmen@earthlink.net
Ms. Fogarty:

This regards the Archstone-Cameron Station
proposal for an apartment complex. The Planning
staff's report for Docket ltem#7-A includes letters
and a petition from residents living on Tancreti
Lane and other surronding streets. Please take a
few quiet moments to read those letters (pages 65
- 88). The letters give a lot of information that [ feel
has been lost. Please hear their hearts trying
desperately to reach out for help.

Those same residents that wrote those letters
latter signed a contract with Archstone to not
oppose the apartment complex in return for
enhancements to the apartment side facing
Tancreti Lane. In my opionion, that was a sad day,
sad because we let their pleas fall on dead ears.
Many of us, including the Civic Association, are
asharme and to blame for not listening to those
residents’ early pleas for help. The development
planning process needs to be changed NOW so
that Alexandria residents don't end up as victims
Comments: again.
Again, please read those letters. The plan to build
townhouses across from Tancreti Lane is still on
the table. The City (Planning staff, Planning
Commission and City Council) should deny the
amendment to the SUP#2000-0085 (Docket Item
#7-B). Please hear those hearts trying desperately
to reach out for help and stick to the original SUP.

Qur City Council and Planning Commission have

publicly stated that many mistakes have been

made in planning Cameron Station. Please heip

put a stop to those mistakes - deny the

gmgndment to the Sup and stick to the original
UP.

Thank you for taking time to read this message. A
response is not necessary.

Thanks,
Carmen Gonzales

T A TI TN TV TS TTE R ADVETT BONANAT LITAA ' 4/17/01



MIME:VMGtheHill@a To: Eileen Fogarty@Alex

ol.com cc! .
04/17/2001 07:12  Subject: Re: Planning
AM

Dear Ms. Fogarty:

Many thanks for your kind reply. in my opinion and the opinion of a number of other residents in
our great City, all garages accompanying a major development such as PTO and Cameron Station
should be put underground. Not two stories underground but all the way underground. Pretting
them up with facades etc is just a ruse and allows the developer to get away ON THE CHEAP. If
anyone in your shop or on the Planning Commission is pro green space then these garages just
don't hack it. Just think of a park or some other type of open space on top of the garage. The
densest city in Virginia should take advantage of any green space they can get. Many Thanks,

"Van' Van Fleet



MIME:JimD@greenve To: richleibach@aol.com @ INTERNET, robinsonjl@aol.com @
st.com INTERNET, rolandcarmen@earthlink.net @ INTERNET,
. erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET, hsdunn@ipbtax.com @

04/20/2001 12:53 INTERNET, ludwig.gaines@morganiewis.com @ INTERNET,

PM komorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET, fossum@rand.org @
INTERNET

cc: delpepper@aol.com @ INTERNET, DSpeck@aol.com @
INTERNET, Kholmescom@acl.com @ INTERNET,
macplaw@aol.com @ INTERNET, Mayoralx@aol.com @
INTERNET, VotedEberwein@aol.com @ INTERNET,
awallenstrom@archstonemail.com @ INTERNET, Eileen
Fogarty@Alex, Phil Sunderland@Alex, vhebert@fdic.gov @
INTERNET, RWagner@greenvest.com @ INTERNET,
billcleve@horme.com @ INTERNET, council-woodson@home.com
@ INTERNET, djsolomon@home.com @ INTERNET,
Wendy.Fields@kmz.com @ INTERNET, dblair@landclark.com @
INTERNET, jrak@mcquirewoods.com @ INTERNET,
Wmeuille@wdeuille.com @ INTERNET, cscainc@worldnet.att.net
@ INTERNET
Subject: Re: Cameron Station - Archstone Project

To all recipients of this e-mail | want to make clear that as President of the Cameron Station
Community Association and the developer of Cameron Station | personally notified all residents of
the Cameron Station community of the Archstone proposal at Cameron Station Community
Association meetings as early as June, 2000. Many members of the "Civic Association”, including
Mr. Gonzales attended those meetings.

There is no tactic or strategy invoived in the current process of review and approval of the
Archstone proposal by City Staff, whatsoever. This application has been under review by the City
and discussed openly in the community over the past 10 months.

Any allegation of non-disclosure on the part of the applicant, Archstone Communities Trust or the
developer of Cameron Station is unwarranted and unjustified.

The attached letter hopefully clarifies the Civic Association's representation of Cameron Station.

>»> Carmen & Rolando Gonzales <rolandcarmen@earthlink.net> 04/20/01 12:17PM >>>
Cameron Station Civic Association, Inc.

PO Box 22560

Alexandria, VA 22304

Telephone 703-370-2319

April 20, 2001

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We must bring the Archstone matter to your attention prior to your May 1st meeting and express
concern with the apparent delaying tactics of Archstone Community Trust and its lack of
substantive and timely responses to issues raised by you, the Commission, at your April 3
meeting, and by us prior to the meeting and memorialized in our April 5 message. We turn to the
Ptanning Commission to firmly establish conditions that will make this an acceptable project for



the community.

The staff indicates that Archstone has submitted some additional modifications on April 18, not
much different than those submitted to staff on April 2, and discussed with staff some weeks
before then. Also, we understand that Archstone submitted a response on April 18 to the
guestions the Commission raised regarding the possibility of building a one level underground
garage but, it is our understanding, they did not provide copies of any covenant that precludes
them from building such a garage. We also understand that Archstone has not addressed our
concerns. We speak with uncertainty on all these matters because we have not seen anything and
what we hear is general and nonspecific.

We question that staff will have adequate time to do a guality job of reviewing these latest
submissions and garage issues and responding to concerns we have raised concerning fire and
police matters. It appears that it is the community that is most adversely impacted, with a
shortened review period, when these last minute submissions come in. We believe the
Commission is not well-served by considering matters that have not been subjected to rigorous
staff and community review.

One thing does seem to be the case: Archsione's atest submissions are woefully short of
addressing our concerns. The massive garage is still there, the massive building footprint has not
changed, the 700 foot wall is still there, full building breaks are non-existent, parking distance to
units is still excessive and safety and police issues have not been addressed. We, in the
community, will not tolerate glossing over issues that are critical to the well being of our
community. Most of these concerns can be addressed by eliminating the above-ground parking
garage and putting parking underground, breaking the building mass into separate buildings and
addressing the fire and police issues.

Archstone's inaction speaks louder than words. Since they have shown such unwillingness to
address our concerns and are basically standing still with their original concept plan, we believe it
is now time for the Commission to reject the Archstone proposal outright. In the future, we
believe the process would be much better served if the parties in dispute and staff woutd meet
together to see if there is any common ground on which to build a consensus, or at least come to
a conclusion in a forthright manner where there are irreconcilabie differences. in the meanwhile,
we have to respond to the system we have. We will be out in force on May 1 to oppose the
Archstone project, as proposed, and will seek its rejection.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzales
President

cc: Mayor and City Council
City Manager
Director of Planning and Zoning
Mr. Jon Walienstrom (Archstone)
Jonathan P. Rak, esq.
Mr. Jim Duszynski (Greenvest)



An Open Letter

To:  The Residents of Cameron Station and the City of Alexandria; and
City of Alexandria Government Agencies and Officials

From: Cameron Associates, L.L..C.

Date: April 20, 2001

The development of Cameron Station represents an effort undertaken by Cameron
Associates, L.L.C. that began in early 1996 with the approval by the Alexandria City Council of
a conceptual design plan. That plan envisioned a diverse and vibrant community containing
more than 2,500 residential units on approximately 100 acres of land that had been an army base
since the second world war. Cameron Associates acquired Cameron Station at the end of 1996,
and now, almost 5 years later, the community enjoys more than 1,000 residents and is served by
adjacent parkland carved from the remaining area of the army base and a new elementary school,
amenities in which Cameron Associates has played a central economic role. Cameron
Associates believes that Cameron Station has offered housing choices that are diverse and
competitively priced within its markets, and that at the same time reflects our commitment to
architectural excellence and street scape detail, and we are more than proud of our
accomplishment.

The purpose of this letter is to clarify what we believe is a confusion over our identity
and the identity of Cameron Station Community Association, Inc.(CSCA). As many of you
know, Cameron Associates, L.L.C. is the sole developer of Cameron Station. Our project
manager is Greenvest, L.C., with offices locally in Vienna, and may be known to many of you.
The Cameron Station Community Association, Inc. was formed by Cameron Associates as the
community’s governing association and owner of its private property and community facilities.
All current owners and occupants in Cameron Station by right are members of the CSCA, and
the CSCA is the only organization that represents all community residents.

In recent months, Cameron Associates has become aware of an organization known as
the Cameron Station Civic Association (which is referred to in this letter as the “Civic
Association”). The Civic Association has been visible in recent months in connection with their
opposition to the processing of future development approvals for Cameron Station.



Open Letter
Page 2

Please be advised that the Civic Association is not a part of or related to Cameron
Associates, L.L.C. or to Greenvest, or any of their principals or affiliates, and equally is not
related to the CSCA. As of this writing, Cameron Associates does not know the membership of
the Civic Association but believes that its membership rolls represent only a small faction of the
almost 850 Cameron Station owners and residents. In connection with any future publicity,
attenition or consideration given to Cameron Station for any reason, please remember that the
Civic Association is independent from the Cameron Associates and the CSCA, and does not
serve as the community’s representative or voice. We regret any confusion which may have
occurred as a result of the existence or actions of the Civic Association, and trust this letter
responsibly disassociates the Civic Association from both Cameron Associates and the Cameron
Station Community Association. Thank you.
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MIME:rolandcarmen To: erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET, richieibach@aol.com @
@earthlink.net INTERNET, fossum@rand.org @ INTERNET, hsdunn@ipbtax.com
) @ INTERNET, komorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET,

04/20/2001 12:20 ludwig.gaines@morganlewis.com @ INTERNET,

PM robinsonjl@aol.com @ INTERNET

‘ cc: MayorALX@aol.com @ INTERNET, bilicleve@home.com @
INTERNET, DSpeck@act.com @ INTERNET,
council-woodson@home.com @ INTERNET, deipepper@aocl.com @
INTERNET, VotedEberwein@aol.com @ INTERNET,
wmeuilie@wdeuille.com @ INTERNET, Phil Sunderland@Alex,
Eileen Fogarty@Alex, JimD@greenvest.com @ INTERNET,
jrak@mcquirewoods.com @ INTERNET,
awallenstrom@archstonemail.com @ INTERNET
Subject: Cameron Station - Archstone Project

Cameron Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560

Alexandria, VA 22304

Telephone 703-370-2319

April 20, 2001

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We must bring the Archstone matter to your attention prior to your May 1st meeting and express
concern with the apparent delaying tactics of Archstone Cornmunity Trust and its lack of
substantive and timely responses to issues raised by you, the Commission, at your April 3
meeting, and by us prior to the meeting and memorialized in our April 5 message. We turn to the
Planning Commission to firmiy establish conditions that will make this an acceptable project for
the community.

The staff indicates that Archstone has submitted some additional modifications on April 18, not
much different than those submitted to staff on April 2, and discussed with staff some weeks
before then. Also, we understand that Archstone submitted a response on April 18 to the
questions the Commission raised regarding the possibility of building a one level underground
garage but, it is our understanding, they did not provide copies of any covenant that preciudes
them from building such a garage. We also understand that Archstone has not addressed our
concerns. We speak with uncertainty on all these matters because we have not seen anything and
what we hear is general and nonspecific.

We question that staff will have adequate time to do a quality job of reviewing these latest
submissions and garage issues and responding to concerns we have raised concerning fire and
police matters. It appears that it is the community that is most adversely impacted, with a
shortened review period, when these last minute submissions come in. We believe the
Commission is not well-served by considering matters that have not been subjected to rigorous
staff and community review. '

One thing does seem to be the case: Archstone’s latest submissions are woefully short of
addressing our concerns. The massive garage is still there, the massive building footprint has not
changed, the 700 foot wall is still there, full building breaks are non-existent, parking distance to
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units is still excessive and safety and police issues have not been addressed. We, in the
community, will not tolerate glossing over issues that are criticai to the well being of our
community. Most of these concerns can be addressed by eliminating the above-ground parking

garage and putting parking underground, breaking the building mass into separate buiidings and
addressing the fire and police issues.

Archstone's inaction speaks louder than words. Since they have shown such unwillingness to
address our concerns and are basically standing still with their original concept plan, we believe it
is now time for the Commission to reject the Archstone proposal outright. In the future, we
believe the process would be much better served if the parties in dispute and staff would meet
together to see if there is any common ground on which to build a consensus, or at least come to
a conclusion in a forthright manner where there are irreconcilable differences. In the meanwhile,
we have to respond to the system we have. We will be out in force on May 1 to oppose the
Archstone project, as proposed, and will seek its rejection.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzales
President

¢c: Mayor and City Council
City Manager
Director of Planning and Zoning
Mr. Jon Wallenstrom (Archstone)
Jonathan P. Rak, esq.
Mr. Jim Duszynski (Greenvest)
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5032 Gardner Drive N
Alexandria, Virginia 22304 P & CD 2053 Tove

April 20, 2001

Mr. Eric Wagner

Alexandria Planning Commission
City Hall

301 King Street, Room 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Re: Archstone Apartments at Cameron Station
Dear Mr. Wagner,

I was planning to comment on the Archstone application at the April 3, 2001 hearing,
and, absent the opportunity for public comment, wish to offer the following for your
consideration prior to the next meeting of the Commission.

a. The back portion of Cameron Station has always been intended for higher density
than the rest of the development. High-rise buildings were planned. 1 believe the
current site changes are due primarily to the city’s re-acquisition of property for
the Tucker School, and the developers’ response to the changed economic
realities. .

b. The changes proposed are consistent with the higher-density development that has
always been planned for the site, and I believe they will result in fewer than the
originally planed units, with a commensurate reduction in traffic. The Head of
TE&S testified at your work session on the Brookdale development that Cameron
Station Boulevard can easily accommodate more traffic than the planned
developments will generate. .

c. Both Brookdale and Archstone are at the edge of the development, rather than
centrally located, so I suggest that their mass and footprint will not have a great
effect on the adjacent community. Since the people opposing Archstone
apparently have no issue with the mass and size of the Mainstreet Condominium
buildings under construction in the middle of the community, I find their
opposition to the Archstone proposal on this basis less than compelling.

d. Opponents have a problem with the “seven-story” garage. They state that
residents will not use the garage but will rather park on the street. I submit that
they are confusing opinion with fact. The fact is that they cannot know how
residents will behave. Complaints about the lack of street parking for residents
result from the Commissions action to reserve street parking for visitors. Also, it
is my understanding that the seven story garage is no higher than a four-story
building. “General ugliness” is a subjective judgement of the architectural merits
of the building, and is just another opinion masquerading as fact. Suggesting that
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above-ground garages are somehow less safe than below-ground garages is yet
another opinion.

e. Finally, I suggest to you that the approval of the Cameron Station Civic
Association should not be your primary concern in considering this project. They
have a claimed membership of about 100; there are over 800 units occupied here,
with, I estimate, at least 1600 residents. Hence, they represent less than 10% of
the residents, and certainly not the most concerned residents adjacent to the
proposed development who, I believe, are on record as favoring the Archstone
project.

I am confident that you will carry out your responsibility to the citizens who rely on
you and consider this project on its merit and in the context of its contribution to the
overall economic health and quality of life of our city. I believe the builder has
proven its willingness to respond to reasonable concems regarding the issues. I
submit that the best interests of the City of Alexandria as a whole will be served by
approving the Archstone project with appropriate amendments, and I urge you to vote
to approve it.

Sincerely,
Richard C. Walker, Jr.

Cc: Ms. Eileen Fogarty

SN
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City of Alexandria, Virginia
EMAIL, MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 23, 2001 12:06:02 PM
TO: Jeffrey Farner/Alex@Alex, Linda Ritter/Alex@Alex
FROM: Eileen Fogarty

SUBJECT: Archstone Apartment Proposal

----- Forwarded by Eileen Fogarty/Alex on 04/23/2001 12:11 PM .-

MIME:rolandcarmen To: erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET, hsdun@ipbtax.com @ INTERNET,
@earthlink.net fossum@rand.org @ INTERNET, gain731@mlib.com @ INTERNET,
04/02/2001 08:55 kpmorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET, robinsonjl@acl.com @ INTERNET
AM ¢cc: Eileen Fogarty@Alex

Subiect: Archstone Apartment Proposal

Copy being hand-delivered to Mr. Leibach.

Cameron Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560

Alexandria, VA 22304

Telephone 703-370-2319

April 2, 2001

Planning Commission
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Commissioners:

We must protest vigorously an eleventh hour plan modification that we understand Archstone
Community Trust will make to the Planning Commission today, Monday, April 2. While
commendable that Archstone is moving to make its design less offensive, we believe such late
submissions are not in keeping with what we understand Commission policy is, i.e., having
established Friday before a Commission meeting as the cutoff day. This policy makes good sense
in order to give Commission members, staff and citizens opporfunity to obtain, review, research
and digest material of such magnitude and materiality as what we understand Archstone will be
presenting.

We consented to a request of Jon Wallenstrom, Archstone Vice President, to address our
community meeting last night. In his presentation, Mr. Wallenstrom presented artist drawings
and made representations about the design that some of us knew differed from those in the
published staff report. When questioned directly, Mr. Walienstrom admitted that some of his
drawings and representations differ from the report and therefore differ from what is currently
before the Commission. They are modifications that he said wii! be delivered to Commission staff
on Monday. Please be informed that, at our meeting last night, we reached no agreements with
Archstone.

/ Gt
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Based on Mr. Wallenstrom's oral representations, it appears that Archstone has made some
modifications to attempt to partially meet some of staff's recommended conditions. Based on
what he presented - since we have nothing in hand to review - it appears this design is stilt
unacceptable to the community; it is still short of meeting staff's recommended conditions and far
short of meeting ours. We say all this not knowing with certitude what Archstone will present
tomorrow.

We believe there is enough information in the staff report and what Mr. Wallenstrom presented for
the Commission to veto this design and have Archstone present a new one that eliminates that
frightful six or seven levei above ground garage, puts "real" open space in the design, and
improves the architectural quality to a level commensurate with the rest of Cameron Station. At a
recent meeting, the Commission lamented that, in the past, it might have acted in haste and
without full understanding on some items regarding Cameron Station, and unfortunately as a
resuft, may have made different and better decisions had it not done so. We believe that your
observations are meritorious and that you should not act in haste on late hour Archstone
"modifications” that have not been properly examined by staff and the community, and on which
you have had insufficient time to digest and thoughtfully consider.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzales
President
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City of Alexandria, Virginia

EMATL, MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 23, 2001 12:09:55 PM
TO: Linda Ritter/Alex@Alex, Jeffrey Farner/Alex@Alex
FROM: Eileen Fogarty

SUBJECT: Cameron Station - Archstone Proposal

MIME:rolandcarmen To: Eileen Fogarty@Alex
@earthlink.net cc: billcleve@home.com @ INTERNET, council-woodson@home.com @ INTERP
. delpepper@aocl.com @ INTERNET, DSpeck@aol.com @ INTERNET,
4/05/2001 02:31
gM 05/2001 0 MayorALX@acl.com @ INTERNET, wmeuille@wdeuilie.com @ INTERNET,

VotedEberwein@aol.com @ INTERNET, erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET
fossum@rand.org @ INTERNET, hsdunn@ipbtax.com @ INTERNET,
komorosj@nasd.com @ iNTERNET, ludwig.gaines@morganiewis.com @
INTERNET, robinsonjl@acl.com @ INTERNET, richleibach@aol.com @
INTERNET, JimD@greenvest.com @ INTERNET, jrak@mcguirewoads.com ¢
INTERNET, awallenstrom@archstonemail.com @ INTERNET

Subject: Cameron Station - Archstone Proposal

Cameron Station Civic Association, Inc.
PO Box 22560

Alexandria, VA 22304

Telephone 703-370-2319

April 5, 2001

Ms. Eileen Fogarty

Director of Planning and Zoning
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Ms. Fogarty:

As president of the Cameron Station Civic Association, | am quite disappointed that the Civic
Association, nor any other member of the public, had an opportunity to testify on the Archstone
itemns at the Planning Commission meeting on April 3. As a result, we believe that Staff, the
Commission, applicant and some of the public may not fully know our position, while having a
better understanding of the applicant's and staff's, which were both presented, atbeit in
abbreviated form. So that there is no misunderstanding, we will state what will make the
Archstone plan acceptable to us:

1. Eliminate that massive parking garage, the seven story monster that is longer by 72
percent than any building in Cameron Station.

2. Put the parking underground. It can be done on one level; the builder just doesn't want to _

do it. With the parking underground, the other major flaws in the design can be solved. The 700
foot continuos mass, comparable in length to the US Capitol, can then be broken up and
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distributed in, say, three separate buildings. Then there will be room for true open space.

3. Design the buildings to a higher architectural level in terms of detail and finish. Archstone
can do this; it did so on the Tancreti side of the previous design.

4. Have appropriate City staff address all the police and safety issues we have (most of these
will probably be abated when the mass is reduced and above grade garage eliminated). One
example of this concern is activity by the community, including elderly residents of the Senior
facility recently approved, along the linear park. This proposal would provide a 700-foot long wall
on one side and the canal on the other side, effectively eliminating any means of escape from real
or perceived danger.

Another point we were set o explain at the Commission meeting concerned the unworkabilty of
the seven level garage concept. While it is clearly understood that we oppose the seven story,
above ground garage because of its mass, general ugliness, and the fact that it is completely
incompatible with the design concept of Cameron Station, we also oppose it because it is a
flawed concept that will add to street parking woes, rather than help reducing thern. Archstone
presents this concept that residents will park on the parking garage level that corresponds to the
same floor in the apartment building in which they live. We don't quite understand this, since
there are four apartment levels and seven garage levels. But none-the-less Archstone says that's
the way it will work.

Many of the apartment units are great distances from the garage, thus residents will opt to park
on the street, if it is more convenient than indoors. This design exacerbates a street parking
shortage that will likely occur as Cameron Station nears buildout. Some City Council members
expressed their concerns about the approaching parking shortage at the recent Council meeting
when they approved the Brookdale building; some Commission members have expressed theirs.
Although Cameron Station is only 40 percent complete in terms of occupancy, residents in some
areas now complain of a shortage of street parking. Ask a reasonable person how many of them
would pay $2000 a month and more for rent, and then face the possibility of having to look for
parking on the sixth or seventh parking level of their apartment building. This concept is poor
human systems design (as well as being massive and ugly) and administrative regulations and
police patrolling wili not adequately prevent abuses.

We note with some humor - and it helps to have humor in these situations - that Archstone's
attorney, Mr. Jonathan Rak, asserts in his letter to you dated March 16, which your office received
on April 2, "We believe that all other parking in Cameron Station is above-grade, except for the
Brookdale proposal..." Perhaps Mr. Rak is unaware, but certainly his client must know, that the
Carlton Condominiums and the Main Street Condominiums also have below-ground parking. We
are certain this was an oversight on his part.

Sincerely,

Roland Gonzaies
President

cc: Mayor and City Council Members
Planning Commission
Mr. Jon Walienstrom (Archstone)
Jonathan P. Rak, esq.
Mr. Jim Duszynski (Greenvest)
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" 5107 Donovan Dr.
Alexandria, VA 22304

April 24, 2001

Ms. Fileen Fogarty

Director of Planning and Zoning
301 King Street, Suite 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Ms. Fogarty:

Please be sure to register our opinion with thé members of the Planning Commission in
the event that we are unable to attend next Tuesday’s meeting. We do pian to aftend, but
in case we cannot, here is why we are TOTALLY against the Archstone: proposal.

1. Archstone is trying to amend the master plan. We say 10 amen« lments. When we

* % bought here; the master plan showed townhouses in Phase V and VL. The
developer is trying to make 2 quick buck at the expense of the homeowners. This
isnotright. =~

9. Alexandria needs more owner-occupied housing, not apartments. Western
Alexandria already has tons of apartments. By having owner-o=cupied homes,
Alexandria’s tax base will be strengthened. Tt also will strengtt en the Cameron
Station Home Owner’s Association. '

3. This next point falls squarely in your purview. The building as conceived,
presented and even half-heartedly modified, is not harmonious with Cameron
Station. Tt would be like 2 giant tumor on a supermodel’s face. Sure, 90% 1S
great looking, but that horrible 10% drags the whole-concept down. Why should
Old Town have all of the nice architecture? We bought in Cameron Station
bécause as presented tous at the time, it 'would be a community of outstanding
architectural beauty based on Old Town: Now the developer is trying to sneak
through an amendment before he loses conirol of the HOA. We are at 50% owner
occupancy. When we hit 75%, Greenvest is off the board. Doir’t let them do this
just because Greenvest currently controls the HOA!” ‘
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We won’t talk about safety issues, others will do that for us. Archstone should have its
own private road, but they can’t do that anymore because they are surrounded on three
sides. Let Archstane build near Cameron Parke or some other part of the city. Would
any of Archstope’s plans be approved down in Old Town? Of course nct. We rest our
case.

Sincerely, ~

Yo #y

John & Sita Higi

cc: Mayor and City Council Members
Planning Commission
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Ms. Eileen Fogarty

Director of Planning and Zoning
301 King Street, Suite 2100" *°
Alexandria, VA 22314"

Dear Ms. Fogarty: e
Please be sure to register our opinion with thé members of the Planning Commission ia
the event that we are unable to attend next Tuesday’s meeting. We do plan to attend, but
in case we cannot, bere is why we are TOTALLY against the Archstone proposal.

_ 1. Archstone is trying to amend the master plan. We say no amendments. When we
- “ * "bought here; the master plan showed townhouses in Phase V and VI. The
- developer is #fying to make a quick buck at the expense of the homeowners. This
ispotright =~ =~

2. Alexandria needs more owner-occupied housing, not apartments. Western
Alexandria already has tons of apartments. By having owner-occupied homes,
Alexandria’s tax base will be strengthened. It also will strengthen the Cameron
Station Home Owner’s Association.

3. This next point falls squarely in-ycur purview. The building as conceived,
presented and even half-heartedly modified, is not harmonious with Cameron
Station. It would be like a giant tumor on a supermodel’s face. ure, 90%is g,
great looking, but that horrible 10% drags the whole concept dovm. Why shcu%
01d Tows have all of the nice architeciure? We bought in Came:on Statioft
bécause as presented to us at the time, it would be a community of outstanding
architectural beauty based on Old Town. Now the developer is trying to sneak
through an amendment before he loses control of the HOA, We are at 50% owner
occupancy. When we hit 75%, Greenvest is off the board. Don’t let them do this
just because Greenvest currently controls the HOA! ™ .. .
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We won’t talk about safety issues, others wili dothat forus. Archstone shouid have its
own private road, but they can’t do that anymore because thiey are surrounded on three
sides. Let Archstone build near Cameron Parke or some other part of the city. Would

any of Archstone’s plans be approved down in Old Town? Of course not. We rest our
case.

Sincerely,

}%ﬂ\ 2/7; 7 é% }‘%‘{7/1_\ ‘
John & Sita Higi

cc: Mayor and City Council Membgrs .
Planning Commissien
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04/25/2001 01:37 Subject: Proposed project around Tucker Elementary
PM

Ms. Eileen Fogarty,

Over the course of the last month | have been made aware of the on-going developments around
Tucker Elementary. My issues are not about the immediate impact on housing prices within
Carmeron Station, but rather about the impact on the children who presently attend the school,
and those who might attend the school within the near future. Decisions being made now need to
take into heavy consideration the well-being of chiidren presently attending the school as well as
those who will do so in the future. There are significant social and safety implications related to
any ongoing development arcund Tucker Elementary. And it affects anyone with children who
atfend or could attend Tucker. Thus, much of the surrounding area and not just Cameron Station.

Though | am not involved in much of the community activism, | do have a question, which may
already have been voiced regarding the project. Here it is anyway. What are the potential
implications of such a massive development, as it is being built, and after it is finished on the
safety of the children who attend the adjacent elementary school?

As it is being built, in such close proximity to the school it is an inviting playground to the kids,
and as such a significant hazard to their welfare. | know if | had a construction project to play at
on the way home from school, or on weekends, | would be there. What of all the construction
workers and equipment in and around the school grounds? |t opens up a scary can of worms
concerning who is safe. When the construction was going on around our home we were told not to
have packages delivered and left on our steps because they may be stolen. Second, once the
building is complete what about the significant traffic flow as a safety hazard to children in the
area walking to and from school, as well as increasing the opportunity for those people who prey
on children to more easily blend into the area around the school. Throw on a consiruction hetmet
and you are a good guy? Especiaily with the school being on the edge of the community. When
many of these issues are raised | hear other parents of young children say they will have to take a
serious look at private schools. Again, affecting housing values in our area (well beyond just
Cameron Station) if the public schools for the City of Alexandria are going to lose the probable
positive impact of school age children from Cameron Station not attending city schools; in relation
to test scores and such (based on general demographics of people within Cameron Station it can
only be anticipated that children from this neighborhood will have a positive effect on the city's
test scores).

Finally, | hear that the adult living center is approved as is, which will already increase the safety
issues of the children in the area. How quickly are senior citizens going to be able to react to kids
darting in and out of the street because they are used to a community (Cameron Station as a
whole) where they can safely play in the neighborhood? How much is the Archstone project going
to exacerbate this issue? This also goes to the issue of safety regarding those who prey on children
and the safety kids have attached to being within the Cameron Station Community...which will
extend 1o the area around the school...and probably should not if the development plans are to
continue. Somewhat odd to think that the most unsafe area of our neighborhocd will be the area
surrounding the elementary school!

Just a few thoughts that will also affect the community socially, the safety of everyone, and in turn
the value of homes within Cameron Station and the surrounding community as well. This should
also be defining issue for people whose children attend the schoal, but do not live within Cameron
Station. The spirit of The Cameron Station development, Ben Brenman Park, and Tucker
Elementary was, as | saw it, to improve the opportunity for families to feel confident that their
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children can freely play outside without having the concerns that plague many other areas. By
allowing anymore development the city will be turning its back on the most important commodity
we have - our children, for the benefit of a developer, and effectively negating the point of the
previous efforts to develop the sense of community.

I sincerely hope that the modus operandi will not be like in so many other cases where money is a
driving issue, and the social implications secondary. Thus, leading to the let's move forward and
see what happens attitude. How many children need to be hit by a car, or molested, or injured
playing in a construction area, or be seduced by a drug dealer, before someone says this was a
bad idea? At that point, is the city going to ask that the buildings be torn down, or construction
stopped? | doubt it. Finally, | see issues of liability developing for all the aforementioned reasons,
on the part of the developer, the city, and anyone else who can be held accountable.

These are significant concerns on my part considering the increase in bad driving and
psychologically disturbed individuais in our society. In building a wonderful community at
Cameron Station what is transpiring at the far end does not directly affect my family at this time.
It does affect future considerations, particularly when it comes to the welfare of our newborn son.

As an example of statistics, which | foresee bearing out to be highly inaccurate, on the part of the
developer to support their positions, [ cite the approved community pool. Our community has an
expected 800 homes, at a minimum average of two persons per home. That is 1600 people
minimum for a pool that wiil probably not accommodate a bather load of more than 100 peopie.
The metrics cited for gaining approval of this were based on communities of comparable size
within the City of Alexandria. | can venture to say, having been involved in the Northern Virginia
Swimming League for 20 years, and pool management for 10 years, that people will be turned
away from the community center in the summer. This is not your typical City of Alexandria
neighborhood, physically or demographically. There are already a significantly larger number of
young children than were expected, another miscalculation in and of itself (i.e. families wanting
swim lessons and overall increased usage of the pool); the average income, background, and
ethnicity of the community would indicate a desire to utilize the pool {o a greater extent vs. other
city neighborhoods; the design/layout of the community is conducive to people readily visiting
"the neighborhood pool”; being a member of summer swim league will encourage increased usage;
and | could go on. However, the point is, the social implications were not considered fully, and
the statistics cited do not map over. [t was apples to oranges. Look at new developments in
Fairfax County like Little Rocky Run to see the pool and community center usage. Where a sense
of community is being fostered, like Cameron Station, they are hotbeds of activity. However,
what's done is done. The key is not to let misinformation cloud judgment again. | would be very
weary of any statistics cited by the developers to support their case for the forthcoming
construction around Tucker Elementary.

Ultimately, the city needs to decide what is most important, the welfare of its people, or the
coffers of already enriched developers. | would appreciate your feedback.

Thanks for your time and attention.
Marc Hagen, former teacher, Fairfax County Public Schools

703-582-3062 mobile
leadershipcounts@hotmail.com

Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com




04/25701 11:55 FAX 202 736 4004

ddz rob 4uy4a
DEPT OF STATE S/S-EX/GS0O

Fax

To:

@oo1

H (1A DSUP 2o00-003y

Tel: 202-647-8647
Fax: 202-736-4004

B -

f oo onT iy
ﬁ% 2 UJ_E B0

APR 2 5 200i

A
|
—

FpEming-Commission Chaiman Wagner From: John R. Higi

and Members Leibach, Komoroske, i

Robinson, Fossum, Dunn, and Gaines.

Faxz

703-838-6433 Pages: 3

Phone:

Date: 04/25/01

Re:

Cameron Station Amendments cC:

& Urgent {1 For Review {1 Please Comment & Please Reply - [IPlease Recycle

RE: Docketitemns 10, 11 and 11A scheduled for the Planning Commission meeting to be held
on May 1.

Summary - Archstone s trying to get amendments approved to build a huge apartment
building in Cameron Station. My wife and |, as well as a vast rajority of Cameron Station
residents, are against this proposal.

We bought because the master pian, as then shown to us, was very appzaling. These
amendments would totally violate the spirit of Cameron Station architect.raily, and also
financially harm the Home Owners Association More townhomes are needed in
Alexandria, not apartments. It would also help the City's tax base to have fownhomes
there. )

Finally, the high density of apriments proposed would inevitably lead to rnore cars on a namow
road and thus to safety concerns. The same narrow road goes by an elementary school and
senior citizen home.

Recommendation: Denythe requestio amend Phases V and V1 of the Cameron Station
Master Plan, deny the application for a huge apartment building (Archstc ne) suggest that the
developer adhere to the original plan for phases V and V1.

I't mail the originat today by first ciass mail. Thank you. |look forward 1o a reply.

N
&%



Testimony to the Alexandria Planning Commission
May 1, 2001

Proposed Archstone project at Cameron Station

| am Marilyn Doherty, Co-President of the League of Women Voters
of Alexandria.

Qur primary iand use position is that "we support efforts by the City
Council to ensure that development is compatible in location, height,
mass, scale, and density, use, site layout, and architectural
character with the surrounding neighborhoods."

The proposed Archstone project fails this test, certainly as to height,
mass and scale. In an area where the planned use was to be
townhouses, similar to surrounding townhouse areas, here is a 700
ft. long buiilding with a 6 level parking garage as its centerpiece.

Real breaks should be provided in the building, such as those
originally suggested by planning staff. You should aiso insist on at
least one full level of underground parking to bring down the height
and mass of the parking structure.

Cosmetic improvements cannot mask the basic imcompatibility of this
proposed structure with its townhouse neighbors. Minor adjustments
to a plan developed for another location does not make ‘innovative
urban design’ that is the requirement for granting a special use
permit. The developer is not entitled to 309 units; as in any other
zone, that is the maximum that may be granted providing all other
conditions of the ordinance are met.

We urge you to deny the special use permit.
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Testimony to the Alexandria Pianning Commission
May 1, 2001

Proposed Archstone project at Cameron Station

i am Marilyn Doherty, Co-President of the League of Women Voters
of Alexandria.

Qur primary land use position is that "we support efforts by the City
Council to ensure that development is compatible in location, height,
mass, scale, and density, use, site layout, and architectural
character with the surrounding neighborhoods.”

The proposed Archstone project fails this test, certainly as to height,
mass and scale. In an area where the planned use was to be
townhouses, similar fo surrounding townhouse areas, here is a 700
ft. long buiilding with a 6 level parking garage as its centerpiece.

Real breaks should be provided in the buiiding, such as those
originally suggested by planning staff. You should also insist on at
least one full leve! of underground parking to bring down the height
and mass of the parking structure.

Cosmetic improvements cannot mask the basic imcompatibility of this
proposed structure with its townhouse neighbors. Minor adjustments
to a plan developed for another location does not make ‘innovative
urban design’ that is the requirement for granting a special use
permit. The developer is not entitied to 309 units; as in any other
zone, that is the maximum that may be granted providing all other
conditions of the ordinance are met.

We urge you fo deny the special use permit.
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TO: Alexandria Planning Commission

FROM: Leslie Wright, Cameron Station Resident
SUBJECT: Comments on the Proposed Archstone Project
DATE: 5/1/01

My name is Leslie Wright and I am a resident of Cameron Station. Cameron
Station’s distinct architectural and decorative characteristics help to define
our neighborhood and community image and was one of the primary reasons
why I choose to invest in this property.

Quotes from the Cameron Station Website as a reminder:

“Cameron Station is a unique tribute to American architectural styles of the
18th and 19th centuries, as a re-creation of an old-fashioned American small
town. Brick sidewalks, colonial street lamps, pocket parks, and other
unique environmental elements are reminiscent of nearby Old Town
Alexandria.”  As is, the proposed structure is not compatible with the
design of Cameron Station and is not in line with this unique tribute to
American architectural style of the 18™ and 19* centuries.

“Founded with the philosophy that incorporates fine architecture and
amenities, integrity and innovation, quality of workmanship, Cameron
Station is designed to offer more than simply an experience in suburban
living. The most exceptional attribute of the community though, has proven
to be the owners and residents whose spirit has turned the fine architecture
and amenities into a true community.” I would like to maintain this “true
community” atmosphere that I have bought into.”

The following is a quote from a renown first century B.C. architect whose
principles of design are practiced in architecture worldwide.

"The design of a temple depends on symmetry, the principles of which must

be most carefully observed by the architect. They are due to proportion ...

Proportion is a correspondence among the measures of the members of an

entire work, and of the whole to a certain part selected as standard. From

this, result the principles of symmetry."  Once again, the proposed

structure does not support the existing symmetry in Cameron Station.
--Vitruvius, "De Architectura”

..' 1 J"'
Sl
r b




The harmonization of design elements are crucial to the beautification and
flow of any community. Furthermore, the symmetry, design, and 18th/19th
century American style architecture were some of the most highly
emphasized selling and marketing points of all those involved in this project
— real estate agents, builders, planners, designers and architects all had this
notion in mind. And it was this notion that attracted many of us to Cameron
Station.

I'am a transportation planner and respect the significance of a harmonized
approach to the development and maintenance of the community in which I
live. After having read the Alexandria planning staff report, I agree with all
mentioned inconsistences raised and hope that the City of Alexandria demand
that the Archstone Project uphold the set standards of the Cameron Station
Community.

Thank you.



Presentation to the City of Alexandria
Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting
Of May 2, 2001
Concerning Docket Items 10, 11A and 11B
By John R. Higi, Cameron Station Resident

Request for a development Special Use Permit (#2000-0031), with site plan, to construct
apartment buildings (Archstone apartments);

Application for a Special Use Permit (#2000-0032) for amendment to remove the area west
of Tancreti Lane from the Phase V plan;

Application Special Use Permit (#2000-0085) for consideration of a request for a special use
permit amendment to the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP) to
incorporate the site area of the proposed apartment buildings; zoned CDD-9/Coordinated
Development District.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning Commission:

I come before you this evening on behalf of my wife and myself to request that you deny all
three Special Use permits. Instead, you should ask the developer to go back to his original plan
for Phase V1. Rather than speak separately on each item for a total of nine minutes, I will try to
briefly address all three items in this one statement.

From 1997 to 2000, I lived in Paris, France, a city renowned for its beauty. I was due for a job
transfer in summer 2000 and my wife and I wanted to live in an aesthetically pleasing
community. We consider ourselves incredibly lucky to have discovered Cameron Station. We
researched homes on the Intemnet in the fall of 1999 and after selecting a real estate agent, flew
over in February 2000. We only had a few days to decide and when we saw Cameron Station,
we knew it was where we wanted to be. We picked out a condo, and did our due diligence. At
the time, there was no indication that phase VI would be one huge apartment building with a six-
story garage. In fact, Phase VI showed townhomes. (See 1997 Master Plan — Exhibit A.) I
knew that there would be some apartments because they were in the disclosure documents, and
that they would be part of Cameron Station. The pro forma ten year budget also showed the
apartments would be paying assessments to the Home Owners Association. Knowing all that, I
signed in February and moved into our new home in July 2000.

Now fast forward to spring 2001. The developer is trying to make last minute changes which
would be to the detriment of not only Cameron Station, but also to the City of Alexandria.
Cameron Station is already known as being a beautiful development. The Washington Post
recently ran a very nice article with some great pictures. But the applicant’s proposal would
negatively impact Cameron Station. By being outside the HOA, Cameron Station would not be
able to control landscaping or signage. Archstone has already indicated that they want a sign,
and do not want to create any pocket parks similar to the Community (conditions 20 and 24.) As
this ad shows, pocket parks are an integral part of the Cameron Station look. While the applicant



wants to name their building Archstone at Cameron Station, they do not really want to be part of
us.

As further evidence of their bad faith, they do not want to be part of the transportation
management plan. They want their own shuttle to transport Archstone residents. They do not
want to contribute to a community-wide shuttle. As planning staff noted, this will drive up costs
for Cameron Station because Archstone does not want to share. I heartily agree with staff’s
recommendation that “Archstone be required to participate in the overall Cameron Station
Shuttle program.” That is condition 17 of docket item 11B.

So, I think I have shown how Archstone and the developer wants it both ways. They want to be
able to put up at lowest possible cost the biggest apartment building poss1b1e The central visual
feature of this building would be a multi-story parking garage with towers in the corner. If
Archstone asked me what I thought of their plan, I would say that it looks like they are trying to
build a correctional facility in western Alexandria. I would call it Archstone Apartments at Sing
Sing. Federal Minimum Security correctional facilities look better than this.

As you can see in this diagram (Exhibit C), Alexandria already has many apartment complexes.
Housing market data and price appreciation seem to indicate that there is a shortage of owner-
occupied housing in Alexandria. Census data shows that Alexandria has one of the highest
apartment occupancy rates in the nation, over 66%. I think Alexandria would benefit from
having more homeowners paying property taxes on their homes, townhouses or condos, living in
a unified community, rather than this proposal. Homeownership is part of what we call the
“American Dream.” Phase VI could give at least 90 families the chance to own their own home.
But if the commission is still inclined to permitting apartments in Cameron Station, then parking
should be below-grade, the apartment complex should be dues-paying members of Cameron
Station and should be a part of the transportation management plan. I am not against apartments,
I am against visual blight. I am not against making a profit, I am for the commuunity called
Cameron Station.

Currently Rocky Gorge Homes and Carrhomes are building elevator condos with below-grade
parking. The hole in the ground off Brenman Park drive for Main Street Condominiums looks
pretty deep to me. That is why there is a fence around it, so small children will not fall in.
Therefor, I do not believe the applicant’s assertions that they cannot build underground parking.
Perhaps if they asked Rocky Gorge’s and Carrhomes” engineers what is the secret of building
underground parking, they could build one too.

I and the vast majority of Cameron Station residents urge you to deny these applications and
request that the developer stick to the original plan as closely as possible for phase VL.

Thank you.
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March 15, 2002

Department of Planning and Zoning f ! e
301 King Street MR 272002 15
Room 2100 , _j o
Post Office Box 178 p N e
Alexandria, VA 22313 (& CD 201G LiviSic:

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

it has come to my attenticn that the matter of the Archstone Apartment
Complex at Cameron Station will be discussed at your April meeting. As | am
unable to attend that meeting, | wanted to write to convey my concerns with this
project.

I am not confident that the traffic density study conducted on behalf of
Archstone three years ago is still valid as it addresses the impact that this
apartment complex is going to make on our neighborhood. This is of particular
concern to me given the proximity of the compiex to the elementary school.
Additionally, while Archstone has managed to comply with the minimum parking
requirements established for the complex, their intent to allot one parking space
per unit and charge for the additional spots is going to encourage their residents
to forgo the additional charge and park on the public streets. This plan will create
further problems with respect to visitor parking, traffic flow and safety.

From an asthetic perspective, | am disappoinied with Archstone’s
architectural style. | think the use of outside breezeways, the lack of any
elevators and the overall appearance of the parking structure is not in keeping
with the classic, timeless appearance that the Planning Commission has worked
so hard to preserve in our neighborhood. | feel that Archstone’s complete
disregard of your request to incorporate underground parking reflects their lack of
commitment to this community.

| would like to thank the Planning Commission for all they have done to
ensure that Cameron Station serve as a model for environmentally friendly,
conscientious, community development. | appreciate your consideration with
regards to my concerns.

Donna Shahbaz

)52




# 5 A DSUF Zooo -0 S/
ARCHSTONE ~ Can . Sta, &

5032 Gardner Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 22304

March 29, 2002

Mr. Eric Wagner

Chair, Planning Commission
301 King Street, Room 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear CommissionerWagner,

I am writing to ask that you approve the application for Archstone’s development of
apartments at Cameron Station.

1 believe I was one of two voices who spoke in favor of this project at an earlier hearing.
Unfortunately, I cannot be present at the April 2nd hearing, hence this letter.

As you are aware, the city is facing a real crisis in affordable housing. Many of our
teachers, firefighters, police and other city staff, as well as people employed by local
businesses, simply can’t afford to live in the city where they work because of the cost of
housing. I am sure you are aware of the report of the affordable housing task force and
the actions that are being taken to address this issue. If we are to maintain the diversity
we claim we so prize, then we must take steps to provide more affordable housing.

Archstone proposes a luxury apartment complex. While this would not seem to relate to
affordable housing, I would suggest that it does. I am sure that there are people renting in
the city who could afford to move up, thereby freeing up lower-priced rental units. I have
an idea that there are teachers at Tucker School who would find walking to work
attractive.

Those cpposing this project have been supporting more high-end town houses similar to
those already built. They intone the usual anti-development mantra of parking, traffic,
congestion and child safety. I am not persuaded. The real goal is more gentrification.

The last thing we need in this city is more high-end townhouse development. Even in
Cameron Station where many of the costs of city services have been transferred to the
community association, I think study will show that town houses generate a net revenue
loss to the city whereas apartments tend to have the opposite effect.

Finally, I believe that Archstone has tried very hard to respond to community input and to
create an attractive development. I have seen the mock-up of the project and I think it fits
very well with the surrounding neighborhood and maintains the community diversity that
was intended when the development of Cameron Station was approved.

Lay
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I am one of the pioneers at Cameron Station, having moved here in 1998. I purchased a
home here because I found the developers’ vision of the community exciting and
attractive. We are nearing completion now and the vision has become an award-winning
reality. Iurge you to approve the final part of this vision.
Sincerely,
Richard C. Walker, Jr.

RCW:wr
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ARCHSTONE — Lammeron St VT

April 2, 2002
ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Tuesday, April 2, 2002

APPLICANT’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO CONDITIONS IN STAFF REPORT —
DOCKET ITEM #5A

The applicant agrees to the conditions in the staff report, with the following modified conditions:

1.

Building #2 shall be set back a minimum off5-fi—frem-the-property Jin€0 feet from the
face of curb on Ferdinand Day Drive and Building #2A shall be setback a minimum of +6-

13 ft. fromhe—southern—property—tine—adjacent-ilee linear pamsphalt trail (not
ncludmg connectlons! as depicted on the prehmma_ry 31te plaﬁlhfee—pafaﬂel—spaees
dod-on Ferdinand Day Drive- adacent to Building #2. (P&Z)

depicted-inAttachment-No—L Th two private streets between Ferdinand Day Drive and
the Linear Park shall be as depicted on the preliminary site plan which includes the
followmg element At—a-mmmu&rﬂ&e—re%ens—shal-l—me-}uée

b. A maximum 22 ft. wide drive aisle, witbne five-foot sidewalk on each private
strect and—LQ—f-t— plantmg str1ps on each 51de of the 1nter10r street;ee%heﬁhaa—the

c. A continuous row of streetornamental trees shall be provided30at maximum 23 ft
. on-center with evergreen shrubs in betweenon each side of the interior private
streets.

d. Decorative brick paversfor the private streets with a different decorative paving

pattern for thesouthern portion of the private streetsidewalks and emergency
vehicle easement (EVE) turn-around to differentiate this area as a pedestrian
courtyardarea and EVE, but not for general resident/visitor traffic.

e. The This area adjacentto-the-pedestrian-courtyard shall include amenities such as
benches and trash receptacle, etc. (outside the EVE) to encouragieepedestrian

use of the-courtyardthis area.

f. A continuous 22 ft. wide public access easement from Ferdinand Day Drive to the



linear park that shall provide two additional points of pedestrian access to the
linear park. The easement shall be approved by the City Attorney and recorded
prior to the release of the final site plan. (P&Z)

The level of detail. articulation and materials for the east, north, south and west facades

shall generally be consistent with the elevations depicted in the preliminary site plan,
Whlch mclude the followmﬂ elements b&}ldmg—ele%aﬁe&s—sha}Hae—reﬂsedﬁas—geﬂef&Hy

fel-l-ewing.
a. PrimarilvbBrick and/er. stone, and siding facades,
b. Significant variation in building materials and color through the use of varied

building materials with offsets in the building wall between the various materials
and architectural building elements,

C. Significant variation in roofs, including variation in roof-line, provision of shingle
roof material and dormers,

d. Significant variation in fenestration and other architectural treatments,

e. HVAC units and grates shall be located to minimize visibility from Ferdinand

Day Drive and Tancretti[sic.] Lane. Through the wall units shall not be
permitted, and
[ o H I

f.
balconiesfrom the-adjoining streets: (P&Z)
g. The southern (linear park) elevations shall at a minimum provide significant

variation in building materials (brick/siding) and color through the use of varied
building materials, variations in the roofline, HVAC units and grates that are

located to minimize v151b111ty frorn the llnear par;leaﬁd—f&l-l—mgs—fer—the—pfepeseé

The d651gn of the parklng structure shall be as demcted on the prehmmarv site plan

which includes the following elements:
a. The parking shall be provided within a combination of parking located completely
below grade. at ground level embedded within buildings #1 and #3 adjacent to the

|5e



B.

private streets, and within the above-grade structure. The height of the parking
structure shall not exceed the roofline of the adjoining residential units.

The use of freestanding light poles on the top level shall beprehibited—The-light

matricted to the center of the
structure (not along perimeter walls).
The parking structure shall be constructed and fully operational prior to the first
certificate of occupancy permit. (P&Z)

f=

The architectural treatment for the eastern and western portion of the parking
tructure and the first level of parking on the interior sekelb-be—visually

o - =
- - - i e

shall be as depicted on the preliminary site plan whidteves the same building
materials and level of detailing as theprimary-buildinginterior courtvard facades
that at-a-sminimus-shall-include:

Brick, sidingreeessed balconies, and roofing design and material to match
facades for the apartment units in the interior courtyards.

Openings that are suggestive of wiVindows;-glass-and-frames-that-shall-mateh-the
apartment—units;—window—gra overings—shall—be—prohibi penings
windows shall be designed in a manner that will enable the projection of light.
The number of windowsopenings and balconies shall be generally consistent with
the preliminary architectural elevations.

1y oV BWr

The entire northern and southern facades of the parking structure shall be faced
with living units containing the same level of architectural treatment and design
as the balance of the residential units on the northern and southern facades. (P&Z)

The applicant shall submit a parking management plan which outlines mechanisms to
maximize the use of the parking structure by the residents and visitors to the satisfaction
of the Director of P&Z prior to release of the final site plan. At a minimum the plan shall
include the following:

a.

All visitor spaces shall be on the lower levels of the parking structure and shall
not include controlled access. The final location of the visitor parking shall be to
the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z.

The applicant shall install "Visitor Parking Only" signs for all visitor parking
spaces.

All residents and employees shall obtain and maintain a tag, decal or similar form
of vehicle identification. The identification shall be prominently displayed at all
times.

Residents shall be prohibited from parking within any designated visitor parking
spaces.

Provision of secure bicycle racks/storage within the parking ostructure
apartment buildings.

The total amount of parking provided shall not be less than the Zoning Ordinance
requirement plus 1915% visitor parking within the parking structure.

157



13.

17.

18.

20.

g. A maximum of one space for each one-bedroom unit-twe-spaces-for each-twe-and
three-bedroomunitsshall be assigned. A second space shall be assiened to two

and three bedroom units. if the tenant provides evidence to the landlord of
ownership of two vehicles. These assigned spaces shall be provided at no
additional charge over the rent.

This-alletment-of parkingspaces-shall befree of
charge-for-each-ofthe-units: The applicant may charge a fee for the remainder of

the resident parking spaces.

h. The parking restrictions of the parking management plan shall be a part of the
lease for each of the units.

i All employee parking shall occur in the parking structure and shall be free of
charge.

j- The applicant shall require its residents and employees to use off-street parking.

k. It shall be the sole responsibility of the applicant to monitor and enforce all

provisions of the parking management plan. All residents who violate the
provision of the parking management plan shall be subject to towing at the
expense of the owner. (P&Z)

1. Minor modifications to the plan shall be permitted from time to time as requested

by the applicant and as approved by the Director of P&7Z.

The Wldth of the bulldlng breaks shall remain as deplctcd on the prehmmary plafefeher

= LR 1 a -

bfeales The openmgs (excludmg thc part1a1 break) shall be unobstructed other than
above-grade pedestrian walkways. The above grade pedestrian walkways shall be
designed and include materials to be more visually transparent to the satisfaction of the

Director of "&Z. (P&Z)

The applicant shall coordinate with the developer to ensure that all improvements to the
linear park (adjacent to Phase VI) shall be completed prior to the issuance offthal

firstcertificate of occupancy permit for-the-final-building. (P&Z)

The applicant shall provide a "Club House" area including a fitness fadiiitgoor
swimming pool, community room and similar level of amenities as generally depicted on
the preliminary plan and application to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z. (P&Z)

. The applicant

shall be perrmtted one freestandmg sign as deplcted on the prehmlng.[y S1te plan. Flat

wall signage shall be limited to the minimum necessary to identify the building and shall
be limited to the Ferdinand Day Drive facade to the satisfaction of the Director of P&Z.
(P&Z)

A final landscape plan shall be provided with the final site plan to the satisfaction of the
Director of P&Z and R&CA. The plan shall include the level of landscaping shown on
the preliminary landscape plan and shall, at a minimum, also provide:

a. Willow Oak street trees the entire length of Ferdinand Day Drive and London
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22.

41.

o o P 'E' i lH - P.E. i ;':z‘ ".&S)

Plane street trees along Tancreti Lane a minimum of 4" caliper at time of planting
at a maximum spacing of 35' on-center.

TheA significant amount and variety ofidditional landscaping, including shrubs
and groundcover and street trees adjacent to Ferdinand Day Drive, Tancreti Lane
and the linear park _as depicted in the preliminary site plan.

The linear park trail shall be located above the underground utilities to maximize
planting areas for landscaping.

TheA significant amount afidittenal evergreen plantings shall be provided
within the linear park as depicted in the preliminary site plan.

The applicant shall make a best effort to conceal grate inlets and inlet pipes
proposed to be located in the courtyard, open space and linear park. Grate inlets
shall be located at grade.

Specify cultivars for all relevant plant materials.

All landscaping shall be maintained in good condition and replaced as needed.

All underground utilities and utility structures shall be located away from the
proposed landscaping and street trees to the extent feasible, to minimize any
impact on the root systems of the proposed landscaping, to the satisfaction of the
Director of T&ES and P&Z. (P&Z)

The development shall not be a gated community other than the controlled access for the
resident parking within the parking structure and the apartment buildings.

In addition, if deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission, the applicant is willing
to agree to conditions 16(c), 21, and 61 in the Staff Report as community benefits over
and above what would typically be required.

JNARCHSTONE\788.4 Cameron Station\conditions-new.doc
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ARCHSTONE

ubmionf <Y PL. ,,.92; 4-202

TO: Alexandria Planning Commission

FROM: Leslie Wright, Cameron Station Resident
SUBJECT: Comments on the Proposed Archstone Project
DATE: 5/1/01 2n Lﬁ >)oa

My name is Leslie Wright and I am a resident of Cameron Station. Cameron
Station’s distinct architectural and decorative characteristics help to define
our neighborhood and community image and was one of the primary reasons
why I choose to invest in this property.

Quotes from the Cameron Station Website as a reminder-

“Cameron Station is a unique tribute to American architectural styles of the
18th and 19th centuries, as a re-creation of an old-fashioned American small
town. Brick sidewalks, colonial street lamps, pocket parks, and other
unique environmental elements are reminiscent of nearby Old Town
Alexandria.”  As is, the proposed structure is not compatible with the
design of Cameron Station and is not in line with this unique tribute to
American architectural style of the 18" and 19 centuries.

“Founded with the philosophy that incorporates fine architecture and
amenities, integrity and innovation, quality of workmanship, Cameron
Station is designed to offer more than simply an experience in suburban
living. The most exceptional attribute of the community though, has proven
to be the owners and residents whose spirit has turned the fine architecture
and amenities into a true community.” I would like to maintain this “true
community” atmosphere that I have bought into.”

The following is a quote from a renown first century B.C. architect whose
principles of design are practiced in architecture worldwide.

"The design of a temple depends on symmetry, the principles of which must

be most carefully observed by the architect. They are due to proportion ...

Proportion is a correspondence among the measures of the members of an

entire work, and of the whole to a certain part selected as standard. From

this, result the principles of symmetry."  Once again, the proposed

structure does not support the existing symmetry in Cameron Station.
--Vitruvius, "De Architectura"




The harmonization of design elements are crucial to the beautification and
flow of any community. Furthermore, the symmetry, design, and 18th/19th
century American style architecture were some of the most highly
emphasized selling and marketing points of all those involved in this project
— real estate agents, builders, planners, designers and architects all had this
notion in mind. And it was this notion that attracted many of us to Cameron
Station.

I am a transportation planner and respect the significance of a harmonized
approach to the development and maintenance of the community in which I
live. After having read the Alexandria planning staff report, I agree with all
mentioned inconsistences raised and hope that the City of Alexandria demand
that the Archstone Project uphold the set standards of the Cameron Station
Community.

Thank you.

j&:
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CHSTD,
Matthew Natale Pace 1
3401 Martha Custis Drive W at AL mf 9-Z.ob-
(703) 578-3674
April 2, 2002

Dear Chairperson and Honorable Commission members,

This evening I urge you to stay the course on Archstone. Way back
on May 1, 2001, this commission gave the developer only four stipulations
to secure its approval.

However, nearly a year later, the developer has not fulfilled two of
the requirements that all parking be underground and to provide "full"
building breaks to eliminate the connecting breezeways.

Additionally, the developer revision still does not follow the street
grid system used in Cameron Station currently. This is not a good way to
manage traffic and sets apart this new development from the rest of
Cameron Station. And the revisions result in less parking, not more, than
originally thought.

The original stipulations are reasonable and attainable. Staff has
produced a design, based on the original that uses smaller, less intrusive
buildings that provide the same number of units. It eliminates connecting
breezeway. It shows that parking can fit underground each building and

helps to better integrate the entire development.

Sup #2000-0031; docket 5a. P 2




Matthew Natale Page 2
3401 Martha Custis Drive
(703) 578-3674
April 2, 2002

All this leaves me thinking: So close yet so far way. After all, the
developer wants 309 units and staff has itself created a design to
accommodate 309 units.

This is where economics meets the planning process again. But there
is no obligation to build this project at this site. It is a matter of choice.
And if the cost of the full redesign makes this project too costly, perhaps
that draws into question the viability of the whole project.

Please remember Archstone-Smith Trust is a huge company with a
market capitalization of about $4.7 billion. For fiscal year ending 12/31,
they earned $237 million on revenues of 728.9 million.

This is not a small mom and pop builder. If the City forces them to
build several smaller buildings and put parking underground, they are not
going to go broke. And if the project is rejected because of the refusal to
do so, it will be because Archstone didn’t want to spend the money to do it
right. |

| Make them do it right or not at all. [ urge the Commission to
continue to insist that the developer fully comply with the stipulations of

last May 1. Put it Council’s shoulders and let them explain why they have

reversed course and endorsed this massive project.

Sup #2000-0031; docket Sa.
p ' b 3



The Trade Center Telo 2 oGNS
300 South Pickett Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22304
Phone: (703) 642-1700 Fax: (703) 642-2855

March 28, 2002

Alexandria Planning Commission

City Hall

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Chairman and Members of the Commission:

Please let this letter indicate our support for the following items on
your docket for Tuesday, April 2, 2002,

Enlarging the foot print for Building #4 of Phase Ill at Cameron Station.

Constructing apartment buildings in Phase V of Cameron Station.

The construction of apartments in Cameron Station will add to our
community’s ability to provide diversity of housing and therefore diversity of

access to different levels of household income.

The proposed location of the apartments seems a good one from a
transportation standpoint.

Sincerely,

Joseph M. Guiffre’
Partner

Cc: Mayor & Members of City Council
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ARCH STONE - Chomeron Statson

: jb900@yahoo.com To: Jeffrey Farner@Alex
05/06/02 12:41 PM Subject: Fwd: ARCHSTONE

FYl

--- J Bennett <jb900@yahoo.com> wrote:

> Date: Mon, 6 May 2002 09:30:25 -0700 (PDT)

> From: J Bennett <jh900@yahoo.com>

> Subject: ARCHSTONE

> To: "H. Stewart Dunn, Jr." <hsdunn@ipbtax.com>, > Donna Fossum

< fossum@rand.org >, Ludwig Gaines

> <ludgaines@aol.com>, >  John Komoroske <komorosj@nasd.com>, >  Richard Leibach
<richleibach@aol.com>, > "J. Lawrence Robinson" <robinsonjl@aol.com>, > Eric Wagner
<erwagner@home.com >

> CC: Phil Sunderland < phil.sunderland@ci.alexandria.va.us>, > Ignacio Pessoa
<ignacio.pessoa@ci.alexandria.va.us>, > Eileen Fogarty
<eileen.fogarty@ci.alexandria.va.us>, >  Barbara Ross <barbara.ross@ci.alexandria.va.us>, >
Bill Cleveland <billclev@comcast.net>, Kerry Donley

> <mayoralx@aol.com>, > Claire Eberwein <eberweincouncit@comcast.net>, > Bill Euilte
<wmeuille@wdeuilie.com >, Del Pepper

> <delpepper@aol.com>, > David Speck <dspeck@aol.com>, Joyce Woodson
< council@joycewoodson.net >

> Roland asked me to forward this to you since he is having

difficulties sending e-mails. JB > > > TO: PLANNING COMMISSIONERS

RE: ARCHSTONE

> Dear Commissioners:

> The staff report on Archstone for the May 7 Commission meeting

indicates that Archstone has chosen not to make the changes

required

by the Commission when you deferred action at the April 2, 2002

meeting {which are the same you required when you deferred action

in

May, 2001). Archstone alse has chosen not to provide you any

further

information concerning their alteged inability to make the changes.

> The proposal that is before you on May 7 is essentially the same

one

that came before you a year ago, and is essentially the same one

Archstone presented to the community almost two years ago. The

building mass is still excessive, the above ground garage is still

an

eyesore and takes away valuable opportunities to break up the mass

and provide open space, and the architecture lacks esthetic merit

and

is incompatible with the neighborhood.

> By now it is palpably clear that Archstone has no intentions, and

probably never had, of altering its initial proposal except in

superficial ways. And as staff points out in its report to you,

even

these superficial changes create other problems, some more onerous

than in the initial proposal.

> > We strongly urge you to deny this application, as you declared you

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVY
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> would at the April 2 Commission meeting. We understand that there

> is

> likely not to be a pubiic hearing, and we do not object to that. > However, we do request the
opportunity to speak if the applicant

> tries to present new arguments or new material at the meeting. > > We also urge you to speak
in support of your position at the May 18

> City Council meeting.

> > Please call me (703-370-2319) if you have any guestions.

> > Roland Gonzales, President

> Cameron Station Civic Association

> > cc: City Council

> City Manager

> City Attorney

> Director, Ptanning and Zoning

> Deputy Director, Planning and Zoning

> > 2> > > 2>

> Do You Yahoo!?

> Yahoo! Health - your guide to heaith and wellness

http://health.yahoo.com

>
>
Do You Yahoo!?

Yahoo! Health - your guide to health and wellness
http://heaith.yahoo.com

A
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jb200@yahoo.com To: hsdunn@ipbtax.com @ INTERNET, fossum@rand.org @
) INTERNET, ludgaines@acl.com @ INTERNET,

05/06/2002 12:39 PM komorosj@nasd.com @ INTERNET, richleibach@aol.com @
INTERNET, robinsonjl@aol.com @ INTERNET,
erwagner@home.com @ INTERNET

Subject: ARCHSTONE

Roland asked me to forward this to you since he is having
difficulties sending e-mails. JB TOC: PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
RE: ARCHSTONE

Dear Commissioners:

The staff report on Archstone for the May 7 Commission meeting
indicates that Archstone has chosen not o make the changes required
by the Commission when you deferred action at the April 2, 2002
meeting (which are the same you required when you deferred action in
May, 2001). Archstone aiso has chosen not to provide you any further
information concerning their alleged inability to make the changes.

The proposal that is before you on May 7 is essentially the same one
that came before you a year ago, and is essentially the same one
Archstone presented to the community almost two years ago. The
building mass is still excessive, the above ground garage is still an
eyesore and takes away valuable opportunities to break up the mass
and provide open space, and the architecture lacks esthetic merit and
is incompatible with the neighborhood.

By now it is palpably clear that Archstone has no intentions, and
probably never had, of altering its initial proposal except in
superficial ways. And as staff points out in its report to you, even
these superficial changes create other problems, some more onerous
than in the initial proposal.

We strongly urge you to deny this application, as you declared you

would at the April 2 Commission meeting. We understand that there is

likely not to be a public hearing, and we do not object to that. However, we do request the
opportunity to speak if the applicant

tries to present new arguments or new material at the meeting. We also urge you to speak in
support of your position at the May 18

City Council meeting.

Please call me (703-370-2319) if you have any questions.

Roland Gonzales, President
Cameron Station Civic Association

cc: City Council
City Manager
City Attorney
Director, Planning and Zoning
Deputy Director, Planning and Zoning

le?
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APPLICATION for A sgnidnt f
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT with SITE PLAN

DSUP # Zooo- a0 32
PROJECT NAME: _ Cuncren Stetien  Plase V

PROPERTY LOCATION: __ Adyscent fo Compren Statiea 4l

TAX MAP REFERENCE: 5%2.0%4-05 0] (.6.0/-02.~05 zong: ©0L #1
J

APPLICAN’I:_L Name: L/!’éuzr] Z'H-jfinemha j/455'0(. Cc*.z/e.c Jl ' _Dzrw;:/ | T /ﬁ t(//;a,m// "0

7

Address: 771/ Ltﬁ/« k‘.'w ! /u.fﬂf}){f, /4/;4¢;an /( VA ze e
PROPERTY OWNER Nam;:u - Cﬂﬂ’\(‘.m‘n Assmtff:,f’ . L.L. c.

B (e 4 Westioed Conter Drive . Sute Geoo
Address: . enna V4 27187 :

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL: ﬁmwl}h(,\f' 71, < CW,MJ' svf

Cameron STATION™ - PEY

MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED: N,/A

SUP’s REQUESTED:

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for Development Site Plan, with Special Use Permit, approval in accordance with the
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED, having obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City of

Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for which this application is requested, pursuant to Article X, Section 11-301 (B) of
the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia. :

THE UNDERSIGNED also attests that all of the information herein provi ifically including all surveys, drawings,
etc., required of the applicant are true, correct and accurate to the best of his knowlédge apd . //
. ¢ .
David T M1 Elhancy \ o

Print Name of Appl icant or Agent Signature U
2 Litfle Bver Tonp ks 705 642 Fof0  7e30dz-825]

Mailing/Street Address ! Telephone # Fax #

Aﬂ/]{;ﬂt[ﬂ /( ‘ Lﬁ 27»5"03 (7%’4’()
éity and State Zip Code 7 bate

DO NOT WRITE BELOQW THIS LINE - QFFICE USE ONLY

Application Received: Received Plans for Completeness:
Fee Paid & Date: § Received Plans for Preliminary:

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION: 5—7—O2 Recommend Denial 7-0

ACTION - CITY COUNCIL: 5/18/02PH~-See attached..

07/26/39 p:\zoning\pc-appl\forms\app-sp2



DOCKET -- MAY 18, 2002 -- PUBLIC HEARING MEETING -- PAGE 6

REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES (continued)
Planning Commission (continued)

10.

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2001-0066

518 E HOWELL AV

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit for a
reduction of off-street parking to allow one parking space and for a modification
of the side yard setback requirement to allow a zero side yard setback adjacent
to the western property line in conjunction with the construction of a single-family
dwelling; zoned RB/Residential. Applicant. Eric Peterson and Joan Peterson,

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Approval 6-1

City Council approved the Planning Commission recommendation, with the

following additional conditions: “That two stacked parking spaces be included
in the design.”; and "That the west elevation have additional shutters to the
satisfaction of the applicant and the staff.”

Council Action:

.

12.

13.

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0032

5010 DUKE ST

CAMERON STATION - PHASE V

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit amendment to remove the area west of Tancretti Lane from the Phase V
plan, zoned CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Cameron
Associates LLC, by David T. McElhaney, engineer, and M. Catharine Puskar,
attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0031

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION (Phase Vi)

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit, with site plan, to construct apartment buildings; zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0085

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit
amendment to the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP) to
incorporate the site area of the proposed apartment buildings: zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

- Councilman Speck spoke to the process and to the theme of the

communications received on these items. City Council noted the deferral of docket
item nos. 11, 12 and 13.
Council Action:




APPLICATION for |
DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT with SITE PLAN

DSUP # 2000- 6031
PROJ’ECT NAME Cameron Station Phase VI (Archstone at Cameron Station)

PROPERTY LOCATION: Ferdinand Day Drive and Cameron Station Boulevard

TAX MAP REFERENCE: 68.01-02 - Portion of Parcel B ZONE: CDD-9

APPLICANT Name: Archstone Communities, Agent

Address: 6631 A 0l1d Dominion Dr., #201, McLean, VA 22101

e,

PROPERTY OWNER Name: Cameron Associates L.L.C.

Address: 8614 Westwood Center Drive, Suite 900, Vienna, VA 22182

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL: Multi-family residential development containing 309 units,

MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED: __ W/A

SUP’s REQUESTED: Development SUP for CDD-9, Cameron Station, Phase VI

ARcHSTONE éﬁmﬁé’o/\l STATION B{,@ N

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for Development Site Plan, with Special Use Permit, approval in accordance with the

provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED, having obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City of
Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for which this application s requested, pursuant to Article XI, Section 11-301 (B) of

the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED also attests that all of the information herein provided and specifically including all surveys, drawings,

etc., required of the applicant are true; correct and accurate to the best of his knowledge and belief.

‘M. Catharine Puskar, Agent/Attorney “‘m (ﬁ’H/WW ran < w E
Print Name of Applicant or Agent Signatu]‘ D ‘ j
Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley {
2200 Clarendon Blvd., 13th Floor (703) 528-4700 (rpls2sEmor 1 2002
Mailing/Street Address Telephone # ax #
Arlington, VA 22201 Revised February 11, 2RANNING & Z0ONI
City and State Zip Code pate —

D T TE BEL T, -
Application Received: Received Plans for Completeness:
Fee Paid & Date: § Received Plans for Preliminary:

ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION: _ 3/7/02 Recommend Denial 7-0

ACTION - CITY COUNCIL: _5/18/02PH--See attached.

07/26/99 pzoning\pe-applformstapp-sp2
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REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES (continued)
Planning Commission {continued)

10.

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2001-0066

518 E HOWELL AV ‘
Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit for a
reduction of off-street parking to allow one parking space and for a modification
of the side yard setback requirement to allow a zero side yard setback adjacent
to the western property line in conjunction with the construction of a single-family
dwelling; zoned RB/Residential. Applicant. Eric Peterson and Joan Peterson.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Approval 6-1

City Council approved the Planning Commission recommendation, with the

following additional conditions: "That two stacked parking spaces be included
in the design.”; and "That the west elevation have additional shutters to the
satisfaction of the applicant and the staff.”

Council Action:

11.

12,

13.

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0032

5010 DUKE ST

CAMERON STATION — PHASE V

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit amendment to remove the area west of Tancretti Lane from the Phase V
plan; zoned CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Cameron
Associates LLC, by David T. McElhaney, engineer, and M. Catharine Puskar, _
attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0031

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION (Phase VI)

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit, with site plan, to construct apartment buildings; =zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney,

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0085

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit
amendment to the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP) to
incorporate the site area of the proposed apartment buildings;, zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

Councilman Speck spoke to the process and io the theme of the

communications received on these items. City Council noted the deferral of docket
item nos, 11, 12 and 13.
Council Action:




¢ - APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT #_Z000 -0085

(rmust use black nk or type}

PROPERTY LOCATION: Ferdinand Day Drive and Cameron Station Boulevard

TAXMAPREFERENCE' 68-01—02 - Portio_n of Parcel B
APPLICANTS : Cameron Assoclates, LLC, Agent
~ Archstone Communities, Agent

ZONE: ¢Db-9

Address: 6631-A 01d Dominion Drive, #201, McLean, VA 22101

PROPERTY OWNER Name: Cameron Associates, LLC

Address: 8614 Westwood Center Drive, #900, Vienma, VA 22182

PROPOSED USE: Special Use Permit Amendment to the Cameron Station Transportation

Management Plan to incorporate Phase VI

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby applies for a Special Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of Article XI,
Section 11-500 of the 1992 Zoring Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Yirginia. :

THE UNDERSIGNED, baving obtained permission from the property owner, hereby grants permission to the City
of Alexandria to post placard notice on the property for which this appli¢ation is requested, pursuant to Article X1, Sectica
11-301(B) of the 1992 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

THE UNDERSIGNED hereby attests that all of the information herein provided and specifically including ali
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 notified that agy written materials, drawings or illustrations submitted in support of this
application and any specific oral representations made to the Planning Commission or City Council in the course of public
bearings on this application will be binding on the applicant ualess those materials or representations are clearly stated to be
non-binding or illustrative of geoeral plans and intentions, subject to substantial revision, pursuvant to Article XI, Section

%fl-ZO’I(A) 10}, g{ the 199§ Zonin, AOrdinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

tgegn by Bleiy, Agenclistorasy j Al
Alexandria, VA 22314 Jounsan [M b?f mef
M. Catharine Puskar, Agent/Attorney “ '

Print Name of Applicant or Agent Signature

Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley, P.C.
2200 Clarendon Blvd., 13th Floor (703) 528-4700 (703) 525-3197

Mailing/Street Address Telephone # Fax #
Arlington, VA 22201 Revised February 13, 2002
city and State zip code Date

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE - OFFICE USE ONLY

Application Received: Date & Fee Paid: s
ACTION - PLANNING COMMISSION: ___ 5-7-02 Recommend Denial 7-0
ACTION - CITY COUNCIL: 5/18/02PH-=See attached.

07/26/99 p zoning\pc-apphformstapp-supl
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ARCHSTONE -(ameron StATIoN
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'REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES (continued)
Planning Commission {continued)

10.

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2001-0066

518 E HOWELL AV

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit for a
reduction of off-street parking to allow one parking space and for a modification
of the side yard setback requirement to allow a zero side yard setback adjacent
to the western property line in conjunction with the construction of a single-family
dwelling; zoned RB/Residential. Applicant: Eric Peterson and Joan Peterson.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Approval 8-1

City Council approved the Planning Commission recommendation, with the

following additional conditions: "That two stacked parking spaces be included
in the design."; and "That the west elevation have additional shutters to the
satisfaction of the applicant and the staff."

Council Action;

1.

12.

13.

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0032

5010 DUKE ST

CAMERON STATION -- PHASE V

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit amendment to remove the area west of Tancretti Lane from the Phase V
plan; zoned CDD-8/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Cameron
Associates LLC, by David T. McElhaney, engineer, and M. Catharine Puskar,
attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0031

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERON STATION (Phase Vi)

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a development special use
permit, with site plan, fo construct apartment buildings; zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

SPECIAL USE PERMIT #2000-0085

450 FERDINAND DAY DR

ARCHSTONE - CAMERCN STATION

Public Hearing and Consideration of a request for a special use permit
amendment to the Cameron Station transportation management plan (TMP) to
incorporate the site area of the proposed apartment buildings, zoned
CDD-9/Coordinated Development District. Applicant: Archstone Communities,
by M. Catharine Puskar, attorney.

COMMISSION ACTION: Recommend Denial 7-0

Councilman Speck -spoke to the process and to the theme of the

communications received on these items. City Council noted the deferral of docket
item nos. 11, 12 and 13.
Councit Action:




	Exhibit 1 - Deferral Letter from Duncan Blair, Esquire
	Exhibit 2 - Planning Commission Report
	Table of Contents
	Memorandum dated 05/13/02, summarizing the last two Planning Commission hearings
	Staff Report - DSUP #2000-0032
	Staff Report - DSUP 2000-0031
	Staff Report - SUP (TMP) #2000-0085
	Attachments
	Public Correspondence
	Application for Amendment to Development SUP #2000-0032
	Application for Development SUP #2000-0031
	Application for Special Use Permit #2000-0085



