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The History of Potomac Yard: 
A Transportation Corridor through Time 

c . r  By Francine W. Bromberg , Alexandria Archaeology 

The area that became Potomac Yard has a long history of serving as a trade 
and transportation corridor. From prehistoric times through the present, these 
level terraces paralleling the Potomac River provided a northlsouth pathway 
for moving people and goods. While the modes of transportation changed - 
from foot to horse and stagecoach, then to canal boats, and later to trains and 
automobiles, the landform remained an important link in the route connecting 
people and places throughout the course of history. 

Native American Occupation 
The word "Potomac" is thought to derive from an Algonquian lndian term 
meaning "where things are brought in" or a place for trade (National Museum of 
the American lndian 2008). Thus, even before the arrival of Europeans, the area 
was recognized as a transportation hub and center for the exchange of goods. 
While the river itself served as the major natural transportation conidor for Native 
Americans in their canoes, an old lndian trail purportedly followed the ridge from 
the Rappanhannock to the Potomac and developed into present-day Telegraph 
Road in the local area (Netherton et al. 1978:20). 

Bands of Native American hunters and gatherers may have traversed the 
area that became Potomac Yard as early as 13,000 years ago. More intensive 
occupation undoubtedly began about 5000 years ago when anadromous fish 
became abundant in the Potomac (Bromberg 1987). In addition, the nearby 
marshes, which formed as the glaciers melted, provided a wide variety of 
resources. Temporary encampments to exploit the marsh resources and take 
advantage of the reliable spring fish runs probably continued on the Potomac 
Yard terraces into the historic period, which begins with John Smith's voyage 
up the Potomac River in 1608. At that time, Smith recorded the locations of two 
nearby agricultural hamlets, Nameraughquend to the north (on what is now 
National Airport) and Assaomeck to the south (near Belle Haven), from which 

-ir~. . .+*,, s-.:., I. - *,+! .- foraging parties could have departed for exploitation of the swamp and fish 
I t  . . .  - cdresources of the Potomac Yard property (Smith 1608). 
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c Tobacco Plantations, Fanns, Towns And Turnpikes, 1669-1 830 

. .  '.o' ' 9::The area that became Potomac Yard was part of a 6,000-acre grant awarded 
, 4 .  ':4Btn4to ship captain Robert Howsing (Howson) for the transport of 120 settlers to 

- r 'the Virginia colony in 1669. Not a settler himself, Howsing wasted no time in 
'.' converting his property to the currency of the time, and sold the acreage to John 

Alexander, a planter residing in what is now King George County, for 6 hogsheads 
(6,000 pounds) of tobacco (Miller 1992a:107; Walker and Harper 1989:3-4; Mullen 

A 

'I .* '-!2007:28). From the 1670s until the 1730s, John Alexander and his descendants 
: -7leased the property to tenants. Thus, the earliest historical settlement of the 
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land that became Potomac Yard consisted of tenant farms on large landholdings 
owned by absentee landlords (Walker and Harper 1989:3-4; Mullen 2007:28). 
In the 1730s, members of the Alexander family began subdividing the property 
and established plantations on it (Mullen 2007:28). John Alexander's great 
grandson John and his wife Susannah Pearson Alexander set up a quarter 
in the northern section of what was to become Potomac Yard. It is likely that 
enslaved African Americans lived in the quarter and worked the tobacco fields 
under the supervision of an overseer (Mullen 2007:30). Other plantations were 
established on adjacent properties by Alexander's descendants, including the 
Dade plantation to the southeast and Abingdon north of Four Mile Run. It is likely 
that John and Susannah's son Charles built the Preston plantation house in the 
1750s or 1760s, in roughly the same location as the original quarter (Mullen 
2007:30). The family cemetery was situated nearby (Miller 1992a: 109). The 
river still served as a transportation artery, and the large landholdings had been 
subdivided to allow each plantation frontage on the Potomac. 
Historic Waterfront 

Overland travel also linked the early plantations. A branch off the old Indian trail 
running closer to the river became known as the Potomac Path and developed 
into the presentday Route 1 (Netherton et al. 1978:20). In 1749, Alexandria was 
established south of the Potomac Yard property on a portion of Alexander's land 
around a tobacco warehouse and inspection station built to facilitate shipment 
of the cash crop to England. With the formation of the town, roads such as the 
Potomac Path took on new importance as stage and post roads. 

Sometime dun'ng the second half of the eighteenth century, a road was extended 
north from Alexandria, incorporating portions of what is now Route 1, to the 
vicinity of present-day Rosslyn. There, a ferry shuttled passengers and goods 
across the Potomac to Georgetown. Known as the Georgetown Road, it was the 
route taken by the French army, led by Comte de Rochambeau, on their way 
to and from Yorktown to fight with the Americans against the British in 1781. A 
sketch map indicates that a portion of the French amy camped adjacent to the 
road, probably near the southern end of what was to become Potomac Yard 
(Mullen 2007:32). 

As the eighteenth century progressed, farmers abandoned the cultivation of 
tobacco for wheat, and the large plantations were subdivided into smaller 
farms. The growth of the town of Alexandria, along with the establishment of 
Washington, D.C., in 1791, created markets for the foods that could be cultivated 
on these smaller farmsteads and necessitated additional improvements in the 
transportation corridor. Wealthy townspeople also kept gardens, orchards and 
small farms on the outskirts of the town. One such farm, owned by the Fendalls, 
who resided in town on Oronoco Street, extended into the area that was to 
become Potomac Yard. In 1805, it was leased to innkeeper John Gadsby, who 
undoubtedly carted the produce to town for use in his tavern and hotel (Miller 
1992:llO; Mullen 2007:31). 

Recreational and institutional facilities arose along this transportation corridor in 
the rural community to serve the growing town. In the late 18th and early 19th 
centuries, a horse-racing track was located north of town, and around 1800, 
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- Alexandria constructed an alms house at the northwest corner of present-day 
Monroe Avenue and Route 1, just outside of the property that would become the 
rail yard. The poorhouse provided shelter, fwd  and clothing to indigent residents 
of town and functioned as a work house and farm. In addition, local courts 
sentenced petty criminals to serve time in the work house (Mullen 2007:31). 

' ,- ' Good roads through the area that would become Potomac Yard became crucial 
I to the town's economy; however, most were haphazardly constructed and poorly 

t I 

maintained. In 1785, a group of Alexandrians received permission from the 
' ' Virginia General Assembly to erect toll gates on the Georgetown Road in order 

to raise money for road maintenance. This strategy proved inadequate, and 
by the 1790s, some local residents began forming private companies to build 

1 ' ' turnpikes to raise capital for road maintenance and improvements. In 1808, the 
" - Washington and Alexandria Turnpike Company received a charter to build 

q L  a turnpike between Alexandria and Washington, and the turnpike opened in 

."'( t 
1809. It began on Washington Street in Alexandria, then headed north following 

, the route of the Georgetown Road, and continued along the presentday 
path of Route 1 toward a new bridge constructed over Four Mile Run. The toll 
house was situated on the south side of the bridge (Mullen 2007:33; Miller 
1992a:114-115). ,. 

I 

Transportation Improvements: Canal and Railroads, The Civil War, 
'.- and the Seeds of Suburbantzation, 1830-1 905 

t - 1  

+ . , Despite the construction of the turnpikes, overland travel remained slow. The 
level terraces that were eventually developed into Potomac Yard became the site 
of transportation innovations that connected Alexandria to the north, west, and 

' 1 1  . south-first cutting through the rural landscape and then helping to transform it 
I _ into suburban communities. I S  p 

. ,>,... LJC "'I", ' The Alexandria Canal 

.. . 
, , ,  , . . - ,. A s  cities and towns on the 

, . . .  .. ,-,, , . . . , east coast began to grow, 
. competition for trade with ,-.I. , , 8 ,  *'b:, 

, ' .  . ,the agricultural lands to ;-. *, 

, , , . 'the west intensified, and , .:.; ,, .> :. , I . .  . 
, . . merchants became anxiou9,. , , .- 1 I 

. ,, . . - . , ,  , .' ,!; to improve navigation 
.>' ,. I , ,, around the falls along 

8 

the Potomac River. For 
. . .- ,, , (. Alexandrians, competition 

with Georgetown was 
always an issue. With 
plans for the construction 
of the Chesapeake and C -  

I " Ohio Canal connected to . ,  . ,  .hi 
. * Georgetown on the Maryland side of the river, Alexandrians became concerned 

7 - . .  .. . 
.. that trade would bypass their wharves and that the town would lose its 
, I (  

connection to the west, which was so vital to its economic interests. To connect 
Alexand~ia with the Chesapeake and Ohio, the Alexandria Canal Company was 
chartered in 1830, and the canal opened for navigation in 1843. It crossed the 
Potomac via an aqueduct bridge, an amazing feat of engineering for its time, 

j .  
" '. with a 1,000 foot-long trough resting on 8 masonry piers. Canal boats were then . 4 1,: ;! . -. 

, , , . , , . pulled for 7 miles along the flat ground that would later become Potomac Yard, 
. . . f '  ,. ._ 

'and lowered to the level of the Potomac through four lift locks at the north edge of 

, I.. . i 

-town. With the completion of the canal, business flourished for a time with wheat, 
. . 

. . .  , 
. ,  . , .  . 

-. corn, flour and whiskey carried downstream and fish, salt, plaster, and lumber 
i> . . . . .c ,  transported on the upstream journeys. After 1850, when the C&O Canal reached 

Cumberland, Maryland, coal became the major commodity for downstream 
transport. When the coal reached Alexandria's port, much of it was loaded onto 
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seagoing vessels for export to &ties along the east coast and in Europe (City of 
Alexandria n.d.; Mullen 2007:34). 

The Railroad Era Begins 
While the canal was successful for a while, it was no match for the railroads, 
and ceased operation in 1886. Towns like Baltimore, which had invested in the 
railroad industry in the early nineteenth century, became the industrial centers 
of the northeast. Rail transportation finally came to Alexandria in 1851 with the 
opening of the Orange and Alexandria rail line, which headed west along tracks 
that ran parallel to Puke Street. 

The first line to traverse the Potomac Yard property was built to link Alexandria 
and Washington. Completed in 1857, the Alexandria and Washington Railroad 
had six trains daily, leaving from a station on St. Asaph Street. Passengers found 
it a fast and convenient way to travel between the two cities and to connect with 
trains headed north. In addition, food and other products could be transported 
by rail for sale in Washington or transferred to northbound trains in the capital 
(Mullen 2007:34). - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Plans for another railroad had begun to take shape in 1853, when a group of 
local residents, hoping to help Alexandria compete with Baltimore for trade with 
the west, secured a charter for the Alexandria, Loudoun and Hampshire railroad. 
Construction began in 1855, and trains began running between Alexandria and 
Leesburg in 1860, crossing from the southeast toward the northwest through 
what would become Potomac Yard (Mullen 2007:34,39). 

Historic street gdd wlth context 

The Civil War: Rail Connections Improved 
The connection of the north and south railroad lines through Alexandria occurred 
as a result of the Civil War. On March 24, 1861, the day after Virginia seceded 
from the Union, Federal troops entered by city, and it remained an occupied t o w n 0  
throughout the course of the war. Tens of thousands of soldiers passed through 
the area, and during the early years of the war, the 5th Massachusetts may have 
camped on what would become Potomac Yard property (Mullen 2007:40-41). 
Control of the railroads leading out of Alexandria to the west and south probably 
served as the major impetus for this occupation. Alexandria became a major 
depot for shipment of supplies and troops to the front as well as a hospital and 
convalescent center for those injured. The U.S. Military Railroad complex, a 
secure and stockaded 12-block area enclosing the facilities of the Orange and 
Alexandria, was constructed. The three rail lines to enter the city were connected 
and expanded during the occupation, and the rail connection with the North was 
m a d e - w m p l e t e ~ e n t m c k s w e c e l a i ~ ~ ~ ~ - t k i ~ ~ H t e  Eaifhwm& - - -- 

Ohio Railroad (Mullen 2007:39-40). 

Post-War Seeds of Suburbanization 
Throughout the nineteenth century, land use in the area that would become 
Potomac Yard remained largely agricultural. The Swanns, descendants of 
the Alexanders, lived near the former location of Preston Plantation, which 
was burned down during the Civil War. The Daingerfields owned much of the 
land, and Susan Barbour, daughter of Henry Daingerfield and wife of U.S. 
Congressman and then Senator John Barbour, erected a house on the property 
in the 1870s. A small community, which included a school house by 1878, grew 
up near the intersection of what is now Monroe Avenue (Poorhouse Lane) and 
the tumpike. In 1894, two planned residential developments, Del Ray and St. 
Elmo, were established on the west side of the tumpike and laid the groundwork 
for the suburbanization that was to occur around Potomac Yard in the succeeding() 
century. The proximity to the railroads made it possible for residents to commute 

. 
to jobs in Alexandria and Washington. On the A&W rail line, St. Asaph Junction 
station served the community of Del Ray, and the Washington and Ohio station 
served St. Elmo (Mullen 2007:40-47). 
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Potomac Yard, 1906-1 987 
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the Washington, D.C. area 
became a major point for the transfer of freight between northern and southern 
rail networks. The railroads carried perishable goods, such as fruits, vegetables, 
and livestock, from the southern states to urban markets in the North, and 
transported manufactured goods from northern factories to the South. With 
multiple rail companies serving each region at the turn of the twentieth century, 
there was no central location for the transfer of freight between the northern 
and southern lines (Mullen 2007:47). The situation was particularly difficult in 
Alexandria, where a significant bottleneck occurred with all these rail lines trying 
to pass through town. Easthest City streets were blocked, as 20 to 30 trains per 
day came through on Fayette and Henry streets. With the rising volume of rail 
traffic, the system became increasingly unwieldy, and a movement to beautify 
Washington to& up the cause to get the railroads out of the cities (Griffin 2005). 
The solution took shape as an unusual business undertaking, when six 
competing railroads agreed to band together to construct the rail yard and 
facilitate the movement of freight between the northern and southern rail lines. 
Potomac Yard, known as the "Gateway Between the North and the South," 
became the largest railroad yard for freight car interchange on the east coast. 
When Potomac Yard opened on August 1,1906, it had 52 miles of track that 
could handle 3,127 cars. The yard grew to a maximum of 136 miles of track 
crammed into a 2 W to 3 mile stretch of land. At its peak, it serviced 103 trains 
daily (Griffm 2005; Carper 1992; Mullen 2007:47,49). 

The yard was divided into two main areas-a northbound classification yard and 
a southbound classification yard. In the northbound yard, freight destined for the 
north came into the yard, was classified and made up into trains for the northern 
markets. The routine was the same in the southbound yard. Trains would come 
in, climb what was called the hump, and be directed toward the appropriate track 
to form outbound trains by the throwing of switches. Initially, gravity took the 
cars down the hump with brakemen riding on the sides of the cars and manually 
putting on the brakes (Griffin 2005; Mullen 2007). 

North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 

While the main function was freight classification, the yard had numerous 
support buildings and facilities. These included an 800-foot long transfer shed 
to consolidate freight from cars that were not full, facilities for pit inspection of 
the cars, a 12-stall round house and engine house for repairs and maintenance, 
and a 135-foot high coal tipple that could load over 1500 tons of coal per day to 
satisfy the needs of the steam locomotives. There were also facilities for feeding 
and resting livestock in transit. In addition, a huge icing facility could service 
500 cars of perishable goods per day with ice manufactured by the Mutual Ice 
Company of Alexandria. As the twentieth century progressed, the yard changed 
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with increased mechanization and the advent of electric and diesel electric trains 
(Griffin 2005; Carper 1992; Miller 1992; Mullen 2007; Walker an Harper 1989). 

To operate the classification yard and associated facilities, Potomac Yard 
employed approximately 1200 people in 1906 and about 1500 at its peak. 
Employees included mechanics and carpenters who worked on the rail cars, 

a 
car inspectors, brakemen, switch operators, and locomotive engineers, as well as 
clerks who managed the huge amount of papetwork associated with the freight 
transfer. The work force consisted of both whites and African Americans, but 
the yard enforced racial segregation in employee facilities. In the early twentieth 
century, the workers were primarily male, but by mid-century African American 
women, and perhaps white women, had become part of the labor force (Mullen 
2007:49). 

I t  

By the 1970s, the heyday of the railroad era began to wane and the need for 
a classification yard between the North and South lessened. Technological 
improvements in the rail cars allowed for longer periods of use without 
maintenance. There was a decrease in the flow of agricultural goods from south 
to north, and competition from the trucking industry took its toll. By 1987, a 
decision was made to route freight trains around Washington, and Potomac Yard 
officially ceased operations (Miller 1992:115). Metro and Amtrak trains still carry 
passengers through this corridor, and with the development of the linear park, 
walkers, joggers and bikers will continue to travel the north-south transportation 
corridor that was first traversed by Native Americans thousands of years ago. 
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Climate Change, 
Emissions and Energy 
What are the Local Impacts of Climate Change? 
The Earth's climate has changed many times during the planet's history, with 
events ranging from ice ages to long periods of warmth. Historically, natural factors 

. . such as volcanic eruptions, changes in the Earth's orbit, and the amount of energy 
; released from the Sun have affected the Earth's climate. While not all scientists 

agree, evidence indicates that human activities may be accelerating climate 
by the dramatic increase in man-made GHG emissions. The consensus of the 

1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the National Academy 
of Sciences (NAS, 2008) and other scientific organizations is that there is little 
doubt climate will continue to change in the 21st century and is likely to bring 

9 harmful effects across the globe and in particular to people in coastal communities. 
Climate change will have many kinds of impacts - both positive and negative - 
and will vary from region to region. In general, the larger and faster the changes in 
climate are, the more difficult it will be for human and natural systems to adapt. 

.: Assessments have been made of the potential impacts of climate change in 
the mid-Atlantic region. These impacts can be summarized as follows 
(MWCOG, 2008): 

Higher Sea Levels - increased flooding and shoreline loss, especially in 
populated areas such as Alexandria that have seen flooding damage from 
water inundation and are at greater risk due to sea level rise; salt water 

. . . intrusion that will degrade both surface and groundwater sources 
Higher Air Temperatures - increased air pollution and health risks, changing 
plant and animal species, more frequent forest fires. 
Higher Water Temperatures - decrease in some living resources, increase 
in harmful algal blooms, degraded water quality. 

- . , ..+ < Changes in Precipitation - Patterns heavier rainfall, flooding, erosion, 

, i prolonged droughts, increased pollutant runoff, degraded water quality. 

L - , * t .  

G m n h o k  Gas ~ m l u i o k  In the City 
In June of 2009, the City completed its first comprehensive greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) inventory report. Community-wide GHG emissions for the 
selected baseline year of 2005, were approximately 2.6 million metric tons of 

. - ! . I which the City government operations resulted in approximately 79,820 metric 
,. ,. . tons of GHGs. As depicted below, the largest sources of GHG emissions in the 

community are from on-road vehicles at 43%, commercial buildings at 36%, and 
residential building at 16%. City government's largest source is the operation of 
its building stock including schools. 

I t  ll- ? , , 
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2005 CO2e Emissions by Sector 

1 
3% - 

l R esldential 
I Industrial =On-Road Vehicles 
=Offroad Vehicles Rail Transit 

FY 06 Government CQZe Emissions w e d o c  ------ 

.City Buildln C i t y  Vehicles 

S c h o o l  Buildings S c h o o l  Buses 

L igh t ing  Employee Commute 

.Solid Waste Disposal 
- ,, 

4 ' I  

: 3 - ,  , -  The City adopted the following GHG emissions reduction targets based on the 
: I '  . . scientific evidence published by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

and its consistency with the Metropolitan Council of Government's regional GHG 
reduction goals. 

, .. 2012 Target: Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) to 2005 levels 
-- 202QTacgeLRduceGHG mi&mby20+ercent b l w 2 8 8 5  Wek - 

2050 Target: Reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 2005 levels 

Meeting these targets will present many challenges. It will require implementation 
of the sustainable measures in this Plan coupled with the cooperation and 
enthusiasm of other residents, businesses, and governmental entities. 

,- ! . . I  . -  , J -  .I. 1 h '  

1 1 .  L I *  , . 1 ,- , - ' 

, Energy can sump ti on^,.^,,; . . 
. Energy consumed in private buildings and homes totaled 11,301,523 million Btu 

in 2005. The City's goals are to: 1) reduce per capita energy use 15% by 2015 
(about 2.5% per year) and 2) have 50% of the City's energy portfolio consist of 
clean, renewable energy by 2030. New developments will be required (when 
appropriate) to be 30% more energy efficient than the adopted energy code. 
This may be achieved by installing (1) more effective air sealant, insulation, and 
leakage prevention; (2) energy efficient fenestration systems; (3) energy star 
appliances; (4) energy efficient building lighting and streetlights; (5) onsite solar, 

a 
geothermal, wind, or other renewable energy technology; etc. 
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Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group 
The City began an intensive, 17-month community planning process in October 
2008 that resulted in this Plan. On October 14, 2008, the City Council adopted 
Resolution No. 2297 establishing the Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group -. 

8 
I (PYPAG). The City Manager selected 20 individuals to serve on PYPAG, and 2 
to represent the diverse interests in the Potomac Yard area. The group was ~ . - ~ ~ ~ ~  * , I  =i 

---.-- - 
. t A ,  H.. ' ,. A i  , I  

R e s ~ e n t s ~ a m , m r d i n g ~ e e k ; - - -  -- -- 

. . 
The property owners; 
Members of the business &mmunity, including the Alexandria Economic 
Development Partnership (AEDP); 
The Alexandria City Public Schools; 

-, A Representatives of interest groups such as affordable housing, 
transportation, the environment, and others; and 
A member of the Planning Commission. 

. 4  . ..-a - a .  , , . ' 

-1 The functions of the PYPAG included: 
Identify and study the issues, challenges and opportunities presented by 
he redevelopment of Potomac Yard; 
t3ring community values, knowledge and ideas into the process of creating 
? plan that takes advantage of opportunities to improve the area in ways 
hat provide lasting benefit to the local community and the City as 

a whole; 
Based on the members' interests, local knowledge, values and ideas, 
idvise City staff on options for the future of the planning area, and assist 

staff in developing policy recommendations in the variety of subject areas 
required for a plan; 

- M e i g t d ~ ~ h i l i t y  of a new Metrorail station in comparison to the 
- - - - - - - - 

impacts of the density needed to support it; and 
..;+r: .I,;, Keep the public informed about the Potomac Yard planning processes and 

issues, advising groups the members represent of the progress of the plan 
and issues raised that are of interest. 

The PYPAG met as a group monthly while the plan was being developed 
(excluding January, and July-September) for a total of 13 PYPAG meetings. 
In addition, the Plan Principles subcommittee met three times from December 
2008 to February 2009, the Transportation subcommittee met four times from 
March to August 2009, and the Summer Check-In group met twice in July and 
August 2009. All the meetings were open to the public and were attended by 

I .  neighborhood citizens and other interested parties. In addition to these meetings, 
a number of PYPAG members participated in a tour of the site and surrounding 

+-'. neighborhoods in November 2008. . . 
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Topics covered at the various PYPAG meetings and PYPAG subcommittee 
meetings included: 

Site influences and opportunities; 
Planning best practices; 
PYPAG mission and plan principles; 
Circulation, connectivity, and neighborhood impacts; 

* Metrorail station locations; 
Land use, massing, and height; 

Open space network; 
Sustainability; and 
Civic Uses. 

List of PYPAG Meetings and City Work Sessions 

11f6J08 ~lanninp CornmiCion Work Session 

*I@Q~. pyp&f!@.:w@@ 

7r(16K)9 Sumqw Checkln Group 
mittee meeb'ng 

11/5/09 Planning CommiSsion Work Session 
m4/~9 & j @ & ~ E T ~ r k ~ . g s s i ~ h : .  : . = 
12$3~/09 PYWQ m41e#?g 

-bl; - J 

I , - 
2/4/10 PYPAG meeting 

U -----a t, &.. . 
212311 0 Joint Planning Commission 81 City 

IIaG~~n~il Work Session - A 3: .,Y I 

4/6/18 Planning ~Gommission. Work Session 
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Engaging the Greater Community 
All PYPAG and PYPAG subwmmittee meetings were open to the public, and . 
were advertised to the greater community on the City web site and by means of 
the City news bulletin (eNews), to which users can subscribe for free on the City 
web site. Materids from each.meeting were posted on the City web site. 

The City held two community workshops. The first community workshop was held 
on a Saturday in January 2009. During this workshop, the community discussed 
the Plan Principles and owefan themes, and participated in a design exercise in 
which the concepts of connections and streets, the open space network, and 
land use and amenities were dhcussed. A second workshop was help in October 
2009. This workshop, which was hosted by the PYPAG, commenced with an 
open house, followed by two munds of break-out conversations concerning 
Transportation and Neighborhood Impacts; Open Space, Civic Uses and 
Housing; and Site Planning and Sustalnability. 

In addition, City staff met with civic leaders and associations throughout the 
community planning process. In addition, individual PYPAG members were 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ s ~  

associations also prepared Potomac Yard-related articles in their newsletters, 
and provided their memberships with Potomac Yard meeting announcements. 

List of Greater Community Meetings 

I Date l Event 

-$&lO!@ - Aynhaven Citizens' Association meeting 
m-b&i.rig with eivic Lead 

3/12/09 Rosemont Citizens' Amodation meting 

11/18/69 Northera'& (=&eris' AsaBciatian meting 

Potolmac Yard llkstroraPl8tPtlon Fsasibil.ity Work Group 
Although separate and distinct from the Patomac Yard small area community 
planning process, the work of the parallel Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 
Feasibility Work Group was integral to and informed this process. Three 
members of PYPAG also sewed on the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 
Feasibility Work Group. A total of five Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Feasibility 
W r k  Group rnedngs were held from February to November 2009. Additional 
information concerning the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Feasibility M r k  
Group can be found in Appendix 2: Context b r  Plan. 

North Potomac Yard Small Area plan Appendix V: Community Outreach 11 9 



Date 1 Event 

. $4 4/5/09 Metforail Station Feasibility Work Group 
. 1 9 / 0 9  Metrorail Station Feasibility Work Group 
8 .,,, 0 .. - 

I .  1 ; ~ .  9/21/09 Metrorail Station Feasibility Work Group 

11/9/09 Metrorail Station Feasibility Work Group 
12/14/09 Metrorail Station Feasibility Work Group 

,I .. . .., , 
. . 
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ppendix VI 
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CDD Guidelines 
Summary of 
Recommendati - -IS 
Chapter 2: Environmental Sustainability Recommendations 

2.1 Explore a minimum of LEED Silver or comparable, or the City's green 
building standards and requirements, whichever is greater. 

2.2 Require plan area-wide sustainability through LEED-ND 
or comparable. Require the provision of green roofs for new development. 

2.3 Explore the possibility of community gardens so that residents and visitors 
could have access to edible and non-edible 
plantings. Community gardens also offer a unique 
educational opportunity. 

2.4 Require stormwater management to be integrated as part of the street and 
open space design. 

2.5 Encourage water conservation by using ultra low and/or low flow plumbing 
fixtures and reuse of captured rainwater. 

2.6 North Potomac Yard should strive to achieve carbon neutrality 
by 2030. 

2.7 Require the submission of a Sustainability Plan as part of the submission 
of the first development special use permit and amended for subsequent 
block(s) andlor building(s) that demonstrates the compliance with 
anticipated goals and recommendations of the Plan and the goal of district- 
wide sustainability measures. 

Chapter 3: Urban Design Recommendations 

Framework Streets and Blocks 
3.1 Require the streets and blocks depicted in the Framework Plan to be 

constructed as part of any redevelopment and dedicated to the City (Figure 
3). 
The final design and configuration of the streets, blocks, buildings, and 
open space with the Flexible Metrorail Zone (F'igure 9) will be determined 
through the development review process. The final configuration of the 
streets, blocks, buildings, and open space shall be subject to the following: 

a. An approximately 0.70 acre square-shaped park shall be centrally 
located within the Flexible Metrorail Zone. The park shall be 
surrounded on all sides by streets, and framed by buildings on each 
side. 
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b. Potomac Avenue (relocated) shall align and connect to the Potomac 
Avenue right-of-way south of Landbay F and to the final alignment 
of the Potomac Avenue (relocated) right-of-way to the north of the 
Flexible Metrorail Zone. 

c. The overall curvilinear nature of Potomac Avenue (relocated) shall 
be maintained. 

d. The shape of the buildings in plan and form within the 
Flexible Metrorail Zone shall create distinct and memorable three 
dimensional forms. 

e. Buildings surrounding the centrally located park shall be 
required to provide a primary entrance facing the approximately 0.70 
acre park. 

f. Buildings on Potomac Avenue shall be required to provide a primary 
entrance facing Potomac Avenue. 

g. Buildings will be required to have more than one entrance andlor 
through lobbies for buildings with multiple street frontages. 

h. Pedestrian bridge(s) within the Flexible Metrorail Zone that access 
the Metrorail station shall be fully integrated into the design for the 
Metrorail station, adjoining buildings, and open space. 

i.   he alignment of Potomac Avenue (relocated) shall be such that 
Landbay K park is continuous. 

j. Development blocks east of Potomac Avenue shall be sufficient size 
for market-acceptable building floor plates. 

k. The blocks and buildings shall be subject to the minimum height and 
density provisions and other applicable zoning provisions, design 
guidelines, and the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan. 

I. The streets shall be configured to accommodate transit and transit 
stations. 

m. Buildings should be designed to integrate transit stations andlor 
stops. 

n. The streets shall be configured to provide a finegrained 
interconnected street grid network and spacing consistent with and 
connecting to streets outside the Flexible Metrorail Zone. 

o. Evans Lane is strongly encouraged to connect from Main Line 
Boulevard to Potomac Avenue (relocated). 

3.3 Require the street hierarchy to define space and differentiate the character 
of streets and neighborhoods (Figure 3). 

3.4 Require streets to emphasize the pedestrian and bicycles. 

3.5 Allow for internal pedestrian connections and alleys within the blocks. 

3.6 Improve and enhance the Route 1 frontage with streetscape 
improvements, buildings, and landscaping. 

Creation of Three Distinct Urban Neighborhoods 
3.7 The parks depicted in the Framework Plan shall be required within each 

neighborhood as a defining element of each neighborhood (Figure 3). 

3.8 Create three distinctive and unique neighborhoods. Encourage the use 
of history as inspiration for the design of the open space, public realm, 
and buildings. Encourage the use of public art to establish distinct 
neighborhood identities and create unifying themes for the neighborhoods 

3.9 Encourage a mix of innovative building typologies within each 
neighborhood. 

3.10 The Metrorail station shall serve as a focal design element for the Metro 
Square Neighborhood. 
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3.11 Explore the possibility of providing cultural and civic uses to reinforce the 
character of each neighborhood. ' 

Gateways and Vistas 
3.12a Require variety in building massing, design, and height. 

3.12b Use heights and variety in heights, building materials, orientation, and 
dimensions to create distinctive building tops for taller buildings. 

3.13 Provide distinctive building forms and architecture at the designated 
gateway locations (Figure 7). 

Urban and Building Form 
3.14 Balance the aesthetic and functional criteria of sustainable design. 

3.15 Create an urban building scale and relationship between buildings, streets 
and open spaces that ensures urban relationships of the buildings and 
sidewalk, and maximizes walkability and the use 
of transit. 

3.16 Require any building with government tenants or tenants who require 
security measures to meet the Vision, applicable provisions of the Master 
Plan and future design guidelines. 

3.17 Adopt future design guidelines to implement the Vision of the Plan. 

Public Art and History 
3.18 Require the submission of a Public Art & History Interpretive Plan for North 

Potomac Yard and explore relationships between public art and the history 
of the site. 

3.19 Integrate small and large-scale public art which considers the history of the 
site, as well as thematic, artistic, and cultural ideas into new development 
and the public realm, including the following areas: trails, transit 
infrastructure, open spaces, buildings, site furnishings, lighting, gateways, 
and wayfinding. 

Chapter 4: Land Use Recommendations 

Land Use -Zoning 
4.1 Establish a new CDD zone to implement the Vision and recommendations 

of the Plan. 

4.2 Permit the flexibility of office andlor residential uses for Blocks 6-1 2, 17, 
22,23, and a portion of Block 16. 

Metro Square Neighborhood 

4.3 Require predominantly office uses and ground floor retail uses for the 
Metro Square neighborhood. 

4.4 Explore the provision of live performance spaceltheatre. 

4.5 Explore the possibility of uses such as a theatre below Metro 
Square Park (underground). 

Market Neighborhood 

4.6 Allow flexibility for office andlor residential uses on upper floors within the 
blocks of this neighborhood. 
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Crescent Gateway Neighborhood 
4.7 Require predominantly residential uses in this neighborhood. 

Retail Uses 
4.8 Locations with required retail shall be provided as depicted in 

Figure 15. 

4.9 For preferred retail lacations, the ground floor height and depth shall be 
designed to not preclude retail uses. 

4.10 Develop design standards and guidelines for all retail uses, including large- 
format retailers. 

4.11 Develop standards for retail storefronts and signage. 

4.12 Encourage opportunities for live-work and comparable ground floor uses. 

4.13 Encourage neighborhood-serving retail uses, including the potential 
provision of a grocery store within the Metro Square or Market 
neighborhoods. 

4.14 Explore the possibility of allowing street carts - vendors. 

4.15 Require the submission of a comprehensive retail marketing strategy prior 
to the submission of a development special use permit for the first building 
and updated with each subsequent development approval. 

4.16 Require district-wide management of retail (i.e. business improvement 
district, or other similar entity). 

Building Height 
4.17 Ensure that the ceiling heights and depths for various uses are flexible to 

encourage a broad range of uses within the residential and commercial r) 
buildings, particularly the ground floor. 

4.18 Transition building height and scale to Route 1 and the existing residential 
neighborhoods to the west and the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
to the east. 

4.19 Differentiate the height of the gateway elements of the neighborhood by 
establishing taller or shorter heights for these elements. 

4.20 Explore the possibility of eliminating or revising the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) flight path restrictions. 

4.21 Implement maximum and minimum heights for each block consistent with 
Figures 17 and 18. 

4.22 Require that any amenity space on the top floor of the building of Block 2 
be made periodically available for public functions andlor meetings. 

4.23 Provide taller signature buildings at the central portion of the site to denote 
the symbolic center of North Potomac Yard, and at the visual terminus of 
Main Line Boulevard on the northern portion of the site. Require a variety 
of heights within each block and for individual buildings. 

Parking 
4.24 Implement parking maximums. 

4.25 Require unbundled residential parking. 

4.26 Implement parking ratios that reflect the transit-oriented nature of the 
development consistent with Table 2. 

4.27 Require shared parking throughout North PotomacYard. 

4.28 A minimum of one level of underground parking is required for each block 
andlor building. 

126 North Potmac Yard Small Area Plan 



4.29 All of the parking for Blocks 2, 3, 5, and 21 is required to be entirely 
below-grade. 

4.30 Any above-grade parking is required to be lined with active uses for each 
level for all street and park andlor open space frontages (Figures 19, 20 a, 
20 b). 

4.31 Generally require on-street parking for streets, excluding park frontages. 

4.32 Require provision of long and short-term bicycle parking. 

Open Space 
4.33 Require the submission of a comprehensive Open Space Plan to identify 

the programming within each parklpublic open space. 

4.34 The parkslopen space required within the Framework Plan, which consist 
of the following, need to be implemented with the development of each 
neighborhood: 

- Expanded open space at Four Mile Run to provide a meaningful 
connection to the City's open space network, consistent with the 
Four Mile Run Restoration Master Plan; (Crescent Park) 

- A finger park in the retail district (Market Green); 
- A square shaped plazalurban square at the Metrorail station 

(Metro Square); 
- An extension of Landbay K to provide usable open space along 

the rail corridor and make a non motorized transportation connection 
to Four Mile Run; and 

- Internal pedestrian connections with adjacent active uses shall be 
provided in the Metro Square andlor Market Neighborhoods. 

4.35 Require that Landbay K and Crescent Park be dedicated to the City as 
public parks, with an agreement for private maintenance in perpetuity. The 
remainder of the parks (Metro Square, Market Green) and the central open 
spaces are required to be privately-owned and privately maintained but 
accessible to the public through the provision of a perpetual public access 
easement 

4.36 A minimum of 15% of North Potomac Yard is required to be provided as 
ground level open space, with an additional 25% to be provided at either 
ground level or on rooftops. Blocks 2, 3, 5 and 21 within North Potomac 
Yard shall be required to provide additional open space due to the central 
ground level spaces within the blocks. 

4.37 Explore the possibility of collocating uses in open space, for example, 
entertainment, civic and cultural uses, historical interpretation, public art, 
and stormwater management. 

4.38 Provide off-street shared-use paths in the open space at Four Mile Run 
and through Landbay K (Potomac Yard Park). 

4.39 Provide public and private dog parks andlor runs. Explore the possibility of 
locating these facilities on roof tops. 

4.40 The developer shall assist in the provision of off-site playing fields. 

4.41 Employ sound urban forestry principles and practices to improve the City's 
tree canopy. 

4.42 Explore the possibility of including interim active recreational fields. 

Housing 
4.43 Contribute to the City's affordable housing trust fund, consistent with 

guidelines in effect at the time development approvals are sought; and lor 
provide affordable and workforce housing units, both rental and for sale, 
throughout North Potomac Yard. 
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4.44 Explore the provision of public housing units within North Potomac Yard. 

4.45 OfFer a range of housing types to accommodate different household sizes 
and compositions, including studio, one, two and three 
bedroom units. 

4.46 Incorporate green and sustainable designs and materials to 
enhance the interior living environment and to yield energy 
savings for residents. 

4.47 Integrate universal design andlor accessibility features to accommodate 
multiple life stages and abilities. 

4.48 Explore opportunities for public, private and non profit collaborations 
to maximize the use of land and to leverage all available resources for 
the development of affordable and workforce housing, including public 
housing. 

Chapter 5: Community Facilities Recommendations 

School 
5.1 Adequate provision shall be made to accommodate an urban school, 

collocated with a childcare facility andlor comparable uses. Block 4 shall 
be reserved for a pmsible urban school. If Block 4 is not needed for a 
school, the City may use the block for open space andlor a comparable 
community facilitylpublic building. 

DaycarelChlldcare 
5.2 Require the provision of daycarelchildcare facilities as part of the 

community facilities, mixed-use, andlor office buildings. Daycarelchildcare 
facilities shall be permitted through an administrative approval within 
existing buildings. 

Q 
Collocation, Flexibility And Development Incentive 
5.3 To the greatest extent feasible, community facilities shall be collocated, 

and be designed to provide for flexible use of 
interior spaces. 

Zoning 
5.4 Community facilities andlor public buildings may be included on or in 

any block andlor building and shall not be deducted from the maximum 
permitted development. These uses shall be defined as part of the 
rezoning for the Plan area. 

lmplementatlon 
5.5 Provide a comprehensive Community Facilities proposal depicting the 

general size and locations of community facilities andlor public buildings 
proposed within North Potomac Yard, including but not limited to the school 
and daycarelchildcare facilities recommended herein. This Proposal 
shall be submitted as part of the first development special use permit and 
amended as necessary to accommodate future uses and programming. 
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Chapter 6: Transportation Recommendations 

Streets 
6.1 Provide a compact grid of streets consistent and in alignment with, and 

connecting to the established street grid in Potomac Yard (Potomac 
Avenue and Main Line Bodevard), on the west side of Route 1, and in 
Potomac Ykrd Arti ibn. 

6.2 All streets and rights-of-way shall be dedicated to the City. 

6.3 Maximize the street grid within the site and connectivity to adjacent 
neighborhoadslncluding: 

Reed Avenue at Route 1 shall be configured to allow 
all movements. 
Explore and evaluate the option of opening Evans, Wesmond, and 
Lynhaven in the future to provide access to Route 1. 
Study the intersection of Commonwealth and Reed Avenue to 
determine the need for signalization and pedestrian upgrades. 

6.4 Consider all users in the future design of streets and streetscapes. 

6.5 Study, develop and Implement a comprehensive phased approach to 
a d d r e  traffic imp& in neighborhoods adjacent to development and 
other impacted neighborhaods. (See also recommendations in Chapter 8: 
Existing Neighbohoods). 

6.6 New east-west connectivity or comparable street, circulation, andlor transit 
improvements, should be explored as part of any proposed development 
and/or any future planning efforts for propertiis to the west of Route 1. 

6.7 With any rezoning of the property, the provision and timing 
for improvements to the intersection of E. Glebe Road at Route 1 
are requid. 

6.8 Each development will be required to submit a comprehensive approach 
and policy regarding truck loading and deliveries as part of the 
development review process. 

h n s i t  
6.9 Require the construction of an operational Metrorail station. Rezoning of 

the property is contingent upon the City and the landowner agreeing to a 
financial plan funding the Metrorail station. 

6.10 In conjunction with &her public agencies, a new intermodal transit 
and transit center shall be constructed proximate to the new 
Metrorail station. 

6.11 Require the construction of a transitway. The final alignment of the 
transitway and station locations shall be determined with any rezoning for 
the site. 

6.12 Require dedication of right-of-way to accommodate the highcapacity 
transitway. 

6.13 Explore options to inmporate green technologies into the design of the 
dedicated transit right-of-way and stations. 

6.14 Require participation in a Transportation Management (TMP) District in 
coordination with existing Potomac Yard TMP District. 

6.15 Transit stations should be designed to include real-time 
transit information and innovative display technologies to include route 
maps, schedules, and local and regional information. 

6.16 Employ aggressive Transportation Management Plan (TMP) performance 
measures, meeting or exceeding a 50% modal split. 
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6.17 Explore additional local-serving routes to connect locations within Potomac 
Yard to nearby communities and destinations. 

Parking 
, . !  : 6.18 On-street parking is required to be metered and managed through a 

performance parking program. 

6.1 9 Provide advanced parking management systems including real-time 
parking availability, pre-trip parking information and parking reservation1 
navigation systems. 

6.20 Require long and short-term bicycle parking. 

Pedestrian - Bicycle 
6.21 Provide a continuous, connected and accessible network that enables 

pedestrians - particularly those with mobility impairments - to move safely 
and comfortably between places and destinations. 

6.22 Develop a comprehensive on- and off-street bicycle network. 

6.23 Develop a connected system of primary and secondary bikeways with 
ample bicycle parking to serve all bicyclists' needs. 

. 6.24 Provide a 24-hour bicycle and pedestrian connection across the railroad 
tracks to Potomac Greens in conjunction with Metrorail 
station development. 

6.25 Provide centralized bicycle storage facilities, located near the Metrorail 
and transit locations for all users of Potomac Yard - including areas for 
private and for shared use bicycles - in conjunction with Metrorail station 
development. Commuter and recreational bicycle information could also 
available to residents and visitors. 

6.26 Explore future connection from Landbay K across the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway to the Mount Vernon Trail. 

6.27 Provide a future connection from Landbay K to the Four Mile Run Trail. 

6.28 Require an off-street shared-use path along the length of Landbay K 
between Braddock Road to the south and Four Mile Run to the north. 

7.1 A Water Management Master Plan (WMMP) is required as part of the 
rezoning. The WMMP will be updatedlamended with each building andlor 
block to demonstrate compliance with each applicable phase. 

7.2 Require use of pervious surfaces on sidewalks, driveways, parking areas, 
and streets to reduce generation of stormwater runoff. Maximize use of 
rooftop space for other sustainability practices (for example, for open 
space, community gardens, green roofs, energy generation, etc). 

7.3 Maximize on-site stormwater reduction and reuse techniques to reduce 
impact on public stormwater infrastructure. 

7.4 Remove impervious surfaces within RPAs and revegetate to restore 
function and quality. 

7.5 Use harvested rainwater to meet irrigation demand. 

7.6 Maximize exposure of stormwater management facilities as functional 
amenities to promote citizen awareness and understanding of stormwater 
quality issues. 

8 
7.7 Use water conservation measures to reduce the generation of municipal 

wastewater and explore reuse of greywater. 
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7.8 Construct additional sanitary sewer conveyance infrastructure and address 
Chesapeake Bay nutrient treatment needs. 

7.9 Research and evaluate other pioneering technologies to address the 
capacity needs. 

7.10 Develop and launch an education program that will include 
hierarchy of uses: Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, and Proper Disposal 
of hazardous wastes. 

7.11 Develop a recycling program for commercial and multi-family buildings. 

7.12 Develop a community recycling program. 

Chapter 8: Existing Neighborhoods Recommendations 

8.1 Require the developer to provide a monetary contribution for the 
preparation and implementation of a comprehensive traffic calming 
and parking management strategy for the neighborhoods to the west 
of Potomac Yard. The study and implementation shall be proactive and 
phased with development. 

8.2 Evaluate alternatives for traffic calming treatments at gateway locations 
along the west side of Route 1 and throughout neighborhoods. 

8.3 Promote smooth transitions between existing neighborhoods and new 
development at North Potomac Yard through a careful consideration of 
uses, heights, and massing. 

8.4 Development at North Potomac Yard should preserve and build upon the 
unique history and character of existing neighborhoods. 

8.5 Develop connections which are consistent and compatible with existing 
development within Potomac Yard and across Route 1. 
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North Potomac Yard Position Statement 
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce 

The Alexandria Chamber of Commerce supports the City of Alexandria's proposal to develop 
the North Potomac Yard section of ow city, and we believe that if developed properly, the region 
could become a crown jewel in an ever-growing and improving City that embraces a smart 
balance of commercial needs, benefits to residents, and improved transportation. 

We strongly support the City's desire to bring a Metro rail station to the Potomac Yard section of 
our city. Such a development would bolster the business climate in Alexandria and ease 
congestion. As we stated in our legislative agenda at the outset of this year, investing smartly in 
transportation improvements is a win-win for residents and businesses. 

Regarding the City's specific proposal to develop North Potomac Yard, the chamber believes 
that the City has proposed-for the most part-a very attractive, compelling, and easily- 
supportable plan for development. 

Our support of this proposal is wholehearted, but we caution the city to heed ow advice 
regarding the following concerns we have with the proposal as it stands: 

1) A truly effective development plan for North Potomac Yard must be married with a 
financing plan that is creative and that limits the tax burden for current residents and 
businesses while also incentivizing new businesses to locate in North Potomac Yard. The 
Chamber supports the implementation of creative financing solutions, including but not 
limited to, special tax districts and tax increment public infrastructure financing. 

2) We believe that the proposal, as it stands, could be enhanced by the addition of even 
more commercially zoned land-allowing for additional businesses to contribute to the 
City's tax base. 

3) The Chamber is a strong supporter of the environment, but the city should exercise 
caution to ensure that environmental sustainability requirements in the North Potomac 
Yard proposal-some of which may prove burdensome--do not unfairly prohibit 
business development. Specifically, the implementation of "sustainable" practices and 
programs should be cost-effective for both local government and the participating business, 
developer or property owner. 

4) Finally, we ask the City to consider the cumulative effect of imposing all of the many 
additional requirements proposed in the draft plan including those plans and fees 
recommended for passive uses. These additional fees coupled with the sustainable 
practice program, as well as a proposed business improvement district may send the cost 
of development and operation out of the realm of feasibility. Perhaps some of these 
recommendations could be packaged with each other- for example, where public art, 
bicycle amenities, etc. might be funded as part of the proposed business improvement 
district. 
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Board members: 
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Arlington County 
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At-Large 

Sasha Gong 
Fairfax County 

Kddy Cettina 
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ITEM # 10: Master Plan Amendment, North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 
05/04/10 Planning Commission hearing 

Dear Alexandria Planning Commission Members: 

I am writing on behalf of the Northern Virginia Streetcar Coalition. Upon review 
of the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan, it appears to be open to the use of 
streetcars along the Potomac Yard Transitway as the mode for high capacity 
transit. We support efforts to commit to streetcars as the high capacity transit 
vehicle. 

The Northern Virginia Streetcar Coalition was formed to advocate for a connected 
streetcar network for the City of Alexandria and Arlington and Fairfax Counties. 
In addition to the planned Columbia Pike Streetcar line, Arlington County is also 
planning to have a streetcar line run through Crystal City and over to the Arlington 
border with Potomac Yards. Progress on this proposal will culminate in a few 
months by the adoption of the Crystal City Master Plan. There has been a 
commitment by Arlington and Alexandria officials to have a "seamless" transit 
system for this area so it follows then that the Arlington County streetcar line 
should continue into the Alexandria portion of Potomac Yards as well. 

The draft Potomac Yard plan is groundbreaking in its emphasis on sustainability 
and its recognition of the need for multi-modal transit solutions, including a new 
Potomac Yard metrorail station, in order to achieve goals for a walkable, livable 
community. 

The principles outlined in the draft plan are sound, and we support them. 
Building a Metrorail station 
Developing a new intermodal transit hub at the Metrorail station 
Requiring dedication of right-of-way along Route 1 to accommodate a 
high-capacity transitway 
Coordinating with Arlington County 
Maximizing intermodal connectivity. 

The Crystal City Potomac Yard Transitway, a joint effort of Alexandria and 
Arlington, is a key element of the plan's transit solutions. Its concept is to provide 
a dedicated transit lane in an area otherwise heavily reliant on automotive 
transportation. 

Although there were early indications this Transitway would use bus rapid transit, 
since then there have been more concerted efforts to coordinate mode choice with 
Arlington County officials who are clearly committed to running streetcars along 



its portion of the Transitway, all the way to the Alexandria border at Four Mile 
Run. In light of Arlington's commitment, the increased availability of Federal 
funds for streetcar systems under the Small Starts and New Starts program, 
streetcars' proven contribution to economic development and livability, and the 
urban nature of the site, the Northern Virginia Streetcar Coalition urges the 
Planning Commission to recommend an early commitment to a streetcar line along 
the CCPY Transitway, and City Council to take all necessary steps to qualify 
Alexandria for federal funding for this streetcar line. 

Sincerely yours, 

Tim Lovain, Chairman 
Northern Virginia Streetcar Coalition 

Cc: Rich Baier 
Faroll Hamer 



Comment for Tuesday's Planning Commission ... 
Valerie Peterson to: Kendra Jacobs 
Cc: Kristen Mitten 

For the Planning Commission ... 
- Forwarded by Valerie PetersonIAlex on 05/03/2010 10:41 AM - 
From: whendrick@aol.com 
To: valerie.peterson@alexandriava.gov 
Date: 05/02/2010 0858 AM 
Subject: North Potornac Yard Small Area Plan - 

Hi Valerie: 

Here are some comments on the plan intended for the Planning commission. Thanks. 

Bill Hendrickson 

To: Members of the Alexandria Planning Commission 

From: Bill Hendrickson, member, Potomac Yard Planning Advisory group (PYPAG) 

Re: North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 

Date: May 2,201 0 

Dear members of the Planning Commission: 

As a member of PYPAG, I urge you to support the above master plan for Potomac Yard. 

I do, however, have a number of observations and concerns that 1 hope you will consider and endorse. 

The plan is sometimes fuzzy on exactly what it required. In some cases, the word "require" is explicitly 
used, which seems to imply that other things are not. Take civic and cultural uses, for example. PYPAG 
considered such uses to be vital to the plan, yet the only civic or cultural use that the plan requires is 
accommodation for a school. The plan calls for a comprehensive community facilities proposal, which 
seems to imply that more of such uses are required. I ask that you vote to make the language more 
specific, stating that a variety of civic and cultural uses will be required throughout the project. 

The plan also calls for exploring the provision of a live performance spaceltheater in the Metro Square 
neighborhood. PYPAG strongly supported this idea. But the word "explore" is too weak Just as with 
reserving a site for a school, the language should be changed to require that the developer accommodate 
a site for a theater. The developer would not be required to build the theater, or the school, but we need to 
ensure that a theater can be accommodated somewhere in the Metro Square neighborhood (and not just 
under the central open space, as the plans states). A good example of how a theater can be 
accommodated in a densely developed project is the Wooly Mammoth theater in downtown Washington, 
and perhaps this example could be explicitly cited in the plan. Further, the plan language should state that 
the performance spaceltheater be of a significant size, comparable, say, to the Schlesinger Center at 
Northern Virginia Community College or Signature Theater in Arlington. A prominent performing 
spaceltheater is critical to North Potomac Yard becoming a model and vital 21' century neighborhood. 

During the planning process, PYPAG discussed public access to rooftops of buildings, including an 
observation tower to allow broad public views of the Potomac River and Washington, DC. But there is little 

Ir 

in the plan that would explicitly require this to happen. The plan should require a reasonable amount of 



public access, to the rooftops throughout the project, in venues such as restaurants, observation platforms, 
meeting rooms, and recreational space. 

The plan calls for extending the Route 1 section of the planned dedicated rapid transit way to the Arlington 
border at Four Mile Run. This will effectively widen Route 1 to six lanes from four. The plan acknowledges 
that Route 1 is a barrier between Potomac Yard and the neighborhoods to the west. The dedicated transit 
way could potentially increase this barrier, making it even more difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to 
cross. But the plan says nothing about how to deal with this issue. To maximize pedestrian and bicycle 
trips to the Yard, and thus reduce vehicle traffic, the plan should explicitly state that specific steps will be 
taken to ensure pedestrianlbicycle safety and comfort in crossing Route 1, including exceptional design at 
intersections. 

The plan calls for many innovative ways of managing water on the site, including green roofs, rain water 
harvesting, and bioretention areas. But the plan could more clearly and explicitly embody a major part of 
PYPAG's intent if it added the language that the use of "green streets" be maximized throughout the 
project (and define the term green street). 

Despite all of the plan's efforts to reduce vehicle trips to the Yard, it is estimated that 47% of total trips will 
be by people driving. Although the traffic analysis indicates that, for the most part, the current and planned 
roads can handle the traffic associated with the project, the Potomac Yard area will undoubtedly be 
exceptionally congested in the future. The plan implicitly recognizes this by requiring that every 
development application provide a new traffic study. Ways of dealing with future congestion include the 
use of information technology and pricing mechanisms, the value of which are increasingly being 
recognized in the United States and around the world. The plan should specifically state the intention of 
using such strategies, if necessary, in the future. 

Because of the need for more study and analysis of the Metro Square neighborhood, the plan calls for a 
flexible zone in this area. It presents two alternatives for the future configuration of Potomac Avenue. Most 
PYPAG members favored the option of incorporating Potomac Avenue more inextricably into the project, 
with buildings on both sides of the road. I strongly support this option as well. The Potomac Avenue 
approved in the 1999 Potomac Yard plan was essentially envisioned as a suburban street, designed to 
push through as rapidly as possible traffic created by the project and serve as a relief valve for Route 1 
traffic. But this role in antithetical to the vision of the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan, which is 
pedestrian and urban oriented. Potomac Avenue needs to be intimately connected with the buildings 
associated with the project and not serve as a mere bypass around them. 

The plan calls for a centrally located transit center, includirlg end-of-trip facilities for bicyclists. The plan 
should specifically cite the innovative bicycle shed in Millennium Park in Chicago as a possible model. 

The plan is disappointing in not including any multipurpose athletic fields, a serious shortage in the city. It 
is equally disappointing that the two multipurpose fields planned for Potomac Yard in the 1999 plan 
continue to be limbo because of the school system's claim on them for a possible new school. It is 
imperative that some resolution to this situation be found. At the very least, the school system should 
agree to relinquish for a number of years its claim to the school site to allow the fields to be built. 

Finally, the plan needs ongoing citizen review during the implementation stage, especially during the long 
process of planning that precedes Planning Commission and City Council review of specific development 
proposals. The Potomac Yard Design Advisory Committee has been very effective in this role in its review 
of the 1999 Potornac Yard plan. Its jurisdiction should be extended to this plan. 

:I 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
George Washington Memorial Parkway 

c/o Turkey Run Park 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

L1417L (GWMP) 

May 3,2010 

Mayor William D. Euille 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street, 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

Re: Adoption of North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 

Dear Mayor Euille: 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), a unit of the National Parks Service 
(NPS), appreciated the efforts of City of Alexandria (COA) to apprise us of the 2009-2010 
planning group sessions associated with the redevelopment of North Potomac Yard. This 
property, known as Landbay F, is a component of the Potomac Yard property in Alexandria, 
Virginia and borders an operating commercial rail corridor, a component of the rapid transit 
system, and NPS park properties. NPS owns a perpetual scenic easement over property that is 
now identified to be under consideration by COA for development of a mass transit station in 
conjunction with North Potomac Yard development. 

COA and the planning staff encouraged full NPS participation and has made an outstanding 
effort to meet with representatives from GWMP and the NPS National Capital Region on a 
monthly basis. Throughout the process, COA planning staff has sought our input, listened to our 
comments and incorporated our suggestions into the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan. NPS 
welcomed the opportunity to work closely with COA planning staff on this project. Although our 
meetings were accomplished in the interest of coordination and gave NPS an opportunity to 
express our concerns, our participation should not to be judged as concurrence with the proposed 
Small Area Plan. 

As we have stated in our December 28,2009 letter to you, NPS remains very concerned about 
the locations of the METRO station being considered in conjunction with the North Potomac 
Yard project. At present, at least two alternatives (Alternative B1 and Alternative B2) under 
study by COA for the station are reliant upon federal interests that were acquired by the NPS 
from the former owners of the rail yard to protect GWMP. 



We believe that Alternative A, an area that has been deeded to the COA by the owners of the rail 
yard property, is the only alternative that will not have a controllable impact on the GWMP. The 
1992 Potomac YardsPotomac Greens (PYPG) Small Area Plan, as amended, consistently 
shows a deeded space for a METRO (Alternative A). The 1992 plan further identifies, in Map 6 
(enclosed), that moving the METRO station north (Alternative B 1 and Alternative B2) places it 
within a Wetlands Preservation Area. 

All alternatives located on land in which NPS has an interest will need to be evaluated through 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), most likely in the form of an Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS). This EIS, while accomplished for the National Park Service, would be 
performed at COA expense. This process would be in addition to the Federal Transportation 
Administration's (FTA) Section 4(f) process, which analyzes the potential impact of 
transportation projects on public parkland. The B 1 and B2 Alternatives would also impact the 
Open Space area that has been identified since 1992 on Map 14 and 15 of the PYPG Small Area 
Plan. 

NPS will rely on the findings of the NEPA analysis and FTA Section 4(f) analysis, including 
suggestions for mitigating impacts to NPS resources, as a guide for our decision making process. 
We expect the full range of our concerns, and a federally-approved analysis of reasonable, 
prudent and feasible alternatives will be addressed through these findings. Thus, we will 
withhold our comments on this project until these analyses are completed. 

NPS thanks the COA and the planning staff for seeking full NPS participation in this process. 
We look forward to our continued involvement. If there are any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact me at 703-289-2500. 

Sincerely, 

?A&& o tie P. arshall 
Superintendent, George Washington Memorial Parkway 



Enclosure 

bcc: 

GWMP Files 
GWNIP Supt. Marshall 
GWMP Feldman 
GWMP Helwig 
NCR May 
NCR DeMarr 
NCR Hayes 

1992 Potomac Yards/Potomac Greens (PYIPG) Small Area Plan (last amended 2008) 



Wetlands Pmcnation Area 
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k b  4 --%?l-n *"d 
To: - MDFt *lo, ;;[;(:'-3\ - 
Cc: 
Bcc: 
Sublect: Fw: Docket Item 10. - - Master Plan Amendment #2010-0002 

- Forwarded by Barbara CarterJAlex on 05/03/2010 08:18 AM --- 

Docket Item 10. - - Master Plan Amendment #2010-0002 

H. Stewart Dunn Jr., Donna Fossum, Jesse Jennings, John 
Komoroske, Mary Lyman. J. Lawrence Robinson, Eric Wagner 

05/02/2010 09:40 PM 

Mark Jinks, Faroll Harner, Barbara Ross, Gwen Wright, Valerie Peterson, Mindy 
Cc: Lyle, Kerry Donley, Bill Euille, Frank Fannon, Alicia Hughes, Rob Krupicka, Del 

Pepper, "Paul C. Smedberg" 

I am generally supportive of this proposal. This area is one in the City where this level of density is 
appropriate and is an area that can add substantially to the City's tax base. The Metro station that is 
planned can only be justified in a mutually beneficial relationship between this level of development and 
financing plan of the new station. They need each other at the levels planned for both to thrive. 

h 

City staff assures me that the City's bonding capacity after starting this project will still be sufficient to 
fund the items in the capital improvement plan and we'll have sufficient capacity to apply towards the 
Landmark Mall redevelopment project, if needed. 

The financing plan holds together only if the developer funding, special tax district revenues, and plan 
guarantees are in place and function at planned levels. For example it won't work if the density is 
reduced, or special tax district revenues are reduced, or the developer contributions are reduced. I have 
no doubt that there will be voices from the public that will suggest reducing the density or the revenue 
generators while retaining the Metro station. 

My support for this proposal is conditioned on the financing plan and density working in tandem, with 
no reductions in either, nor an attempt to secure greater bonding levels at the expense of the other future 
projects. Otherwise I do and would adamantly oppose the proposal. 

Joe Bennett 
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RE: see enclosed 
Joe Bondi 
to: 
sutter 
04/22/20 10 02:20 PM 
Cc: 
Sandra.Marks, Valerie.Peterson, Jeffrey.Farner, Lynhaven Citizens Association 
Show Details 

Matthew, thanks for your letter to the city and email to us. 

I sat on the Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group and was a part of a number of conversations about the traffic 
implications of the PY development. I was a proponent of opening Reed Avenue to east-west traffic and raised 
concerns that I knew our neighborhood would have about the opening of other currently-closed streets. 

The city transportation staff assured the group that those streets would never be opened without a long and 
comprehensive community discussion process. They heard loud and clear the words of one of our neighbors who 
said, "There will be a march on City Hall if you open Lynhaven Drive". Note that the plan expressly states 
"explore and evaluate the option ..." of opening those streets. This is soft language; and 1 was only able to 
express my support for the plan knowing that in the exploration and evaluation process, the city planners of the 
future will hear clearly from our neighborhood that it's not safe and it doesn't make sense to have that traffic 
moving through Lynhaven. 

I've copied Sandra Marks on this note as well as some others involved in the planning process. I encourage them 
to add to my reply. 

I also encourage you to attend the Lynhaven Citizens Association meeting on Monday, May 3rd at 7:00 p.m. at 
Cora Kelly Rec Center to talk to our neighbors about your position. 

Best, 
Joe Bondi 

President 
Lynhaven Citizens Association 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Matthew Sutter <sutter@wfslaw.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 21,2010 at 3:09 PM 
Subject: see enclosed 
To: lynhaven.civic@e;mail.com 

I noticed that the City is considering opening Evans Lane, Westmond and Lynhaven directly to Route 1. 
I have made an official comment to the proposal and I suggest other residents do the same. See 
enclosed. 

Matthew T. Sutter, Esq. 
Wade, Friedman & Sutter, P.C. 
6 16 North Washington Street 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 
Telephone: 703-836-9030 
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Facsimile: 703-683- 1543 
Email: sutter @ wfslaw.com 
Web: www.wfslaw.com 

Page 2 of 2 

1.I. 

This email is sent by or on behalf of an attorney, and its contents, including the identity of the sender(s) 
and recipient(s), is confidential. Any dissemination or use of the information contained in this email, or 
its attachments, by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited without the express 
written consent of Wade, Friedman & Sutter, P.C. Receipt of this email creates no attorney client 
relationship between the recipient and Wade, Friedman & Sutter, P.C. Any U.S. tax advice contained in 
this Transmission is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) 
avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed in this Transmission. 
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SAR rH E.  MciiLl'liE rl IVA, btl) 
smcl lvcci~OuIs1:.1v.( 0111 

April 21,2010 

By Fax: 703-8386343 
Office of Communications 
301 King St., Room 3230 
~lexandria, VA 223 14 

Re. Official Comment on North. Potamac Yard S mrlll Ar :a Plan 

Dear Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group: 

Chapter 6 Section D of the North Potomac Yad Snail &!:a Plan suggests that the City 
"[elxplore and evaluate the option of opening Evan 1 Lr!ne, We mond Drive and Lynhaven 
Drive in the future to provide access to Route 1." The residents of the Lynhaven 
neighborhood 1 have spoken with strongly oppose this. 

This proposal suggesting the opening of Rout: 1 directly at Evans Lane, and pouring 
cross-town traffic directly into the Lynhaven neighborhood should be stricken from the Plan or 
an alternative proposal created which does not incluc e o~erring ]:vans Lane, Wesmond Drive 
andlor Lynhaven Drive to provide access to Route 1 f o ~  noll-reside~rt vehicle traffic. 

The Lynhaven neighborhood is a mixed-inco~ne :iei.ghbo~hood with a high density of 
families with small children. In order to access parks anc. recreation, children must cross busy 
intersections to get to Cora Kelly Elementary School. 1 he Lynllaven neighborhood's curved 
narrow streets provide a limited sanctuary from the conjta:l1: traffic of Route 1, Mt. Vernon 
Avenue and Glebe Road which surround the Lynhavzn r~eighblx hood, Opening Evans Lane, 
Wesmond Drive or Lynhaven Drive to Route 1 accesr will cause unnecessary traffic accidents 
and increase the problems of existing crime which alrt ady exist n large ]MI-t by virtue of access 
to Route 1. 

Opening Evans Lane, Wesmond Drive or I ynhavcn Drive will cause more traffic 
problems than it will resolve because there is n >  direzt access txough the Lyhhaven 
neighborhood's existing street grid to arrive at destina iolv such s Mount Vernoil Avenue or E, 
Glebe Road from Evans Lane, Wesmond Drive andfor Lyrlha ven ])rive Fllrther, there is ample 
available access to and from the Lynhaven neighborho )d f >r ts re:.idents through the network of 
alleys and Montrose Road and Wilson Avenue. The residents in the Lynhaven neighborhood 
do want automobile traffic being routed through thvir nciglborhood and do not want 
cross-town traffic being routed through its narrow, residential ~treets. 

Page 1 of 2 
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Any improvements to access should be focusd on Reed Avenue and E. Glebe Road 
where dedicated, two lane arteries with traffic signals a lrea iy exist The other steps contained in 
the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan are sensible i I thi s regard, 
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from Garrett Erdle RE: Potomac Yard 
Garrett Erdle 
to: 
erwagner 
04/05/20 10 05 : 3 3 PM 
Cc : 
Valerie.Peterson, "'Marguerite Lang"', "'Garrett Erdle"' 
Show Details 

History: This message has been forwarded. 

Eric - 

I'm extremely pleased to see you and PC will discuss transportation issues tomorrow. I wish we'd spent more time on 
this topic as my neighbors in Rosemont are concerned about the traffic impact of an additional 7.5MM square feet of 
development at Land Bay F. 

Protecting the character as well as the children in the neighborhoods immediately to the west of Potomac Yard is 
critically important to all of us. While I read about the plans to install traffic calming measures in the future I do not see 
plans to measure what I believe is important now. In order to identify the percentage increase in trips through the 
neighborhoods I believe we must measure the traffic through the neighborhoods today, prior to development. Without 
this baseline I believe the City is at risk of losing credibility with citizens who say traffic is substantially worse near their 
house but the City cannot provide data to prove the exact increase in traffic. 

I've attached a map with the 8 intersections I suggest we measure today (in addition to the ones closer to Potomac 
Yard). If you look at the map, each intersection will capture the traffic electing to access the Yard from a road other 
than Route 1, mainly from the west. To measure at Route 1 is too small of an area as 1-395 and 1-495 are less than 2 
miles from the Yard. Commuters will use neighborhood roads from these interstates to reach Potomac Yard. 

A - lntersection of Mount Vernon and Russell Road (captures entry from Arlington who may elect to turn east on Reed 
and not go to Glebe intersection) 
B - Intersection of W. Glebe and Russell Road (from 395) 
C - Russell Road and Monroe Ave. 
D - W. Braddock and Russell Road (from 395) 
E - Russell Road and Cedar Street (from Beltway) 
F - Commonwealth and Cedar Street (from Beltway) 
G - E. Braddock and Mt, Vernon (those avoiding Route 1) 
H - Monroe Ave and Mt. Vernon (impact of new bridge on Monroe Ave traffic pattern) 

I'd like to see the City measure the traffic at these intersections while School and Congress are in session. To me it 
seems like solid planning to establish a baseline traffic pattern before we allow 7.5MM square feet of development 
next to our neighborhoods. I'd like the results to be made available to the Advisory Group but specifically the 
Neighborhood Associations on PYPAG located to the west of Potomac Yard (Lynnhaven, Del Ray and Rosemont). 
These neighborhoods will see an increase in traffic and must be given the chance to quantify the increase so the 
neighborhoods may seek traffic calming measures. 

Please call my cell phone with questions. 703-625-3674 

Garrett Erdle 
24 West Cedar Street 
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Housing in North Potomac Yard 
Valerie Peterson to: West Old Town Citizens Association 04/20/2010 04:07 PM 

William Euille, Alicia Hughes, Del Pepper, Frank Fannon, Kerry 
Donley, Paul Smedberg, Rob Krupicka, Jim Hartrnann, Mark Jinks, 

Cc: Faroll Hamer, Mildrilyn Davis, Helen Mcllvaine, Jeffrey Farner, 
Valerie Peterson, "Priest, Roy", Claire Gron, Heidi Ford, Kristen 
Mitten, Jessica McVary "-. --vm----"-w- --, ." -= 

Dear Ms. Ford, 

Thank you for your comments regarding housing in North Potomac Yard. The City's commitment to 
provide one-for-one replacement of public housing units when ARHA redevelops a property is 
memorialized in a joint CitylARHA Resolution known as Resolution 830. In essence, Resolution 830 
obligates the City to find funds and properties to ensure that ARHA maintains at least 1150 public housing 
units. 

Currently, and until the 16 replacement units for James Bland are identified and acquired, 50% of all 
developer voluntary affordable housing trust fund contributions are being reserved to help fund ARHA 
replacement housing. In addition to this requirement as part of the James Bland DSUP, this requirement 
is also part of a separate agreement between the City and ARHA In addition to the developer contribution 
reservation, Housing also dedicated $1 M of its bonding capacity to initially capitalize the fund. (We have 
estimated that it may cost $6.4 M to provide 16 replacement units if the units had to be acquired outright, 
however, we continue to discuss opportunities to secure public housing through negotiations with 
developers regarding programming of onsite units. This option is part of the Lane and Hoffman DSUP, for 
example). We have begun including public housing within our discussions whenever a developer 
proposes an affordable housing plan that includes onsite units. The North Potomac Yard Plan Small Area 
Plan includes recommendations regarding the vision for the provision of affordable, workforce and public 
housing, the details of which will be determined through the DSUP process. 

As a reminder, the final draft of the Plan is available for review and comment on the web at 
www.alexandriava.gov1PotomacYardPlan. The Plan is scheduled to go to the Planning Commission on 
Tuesday, May 4, and the City Council on Saturday, May 15. 

Please let me know if you had any additional questions or comments. 

Thank you, 

Valerie Peterson 
Principal Planner 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
City of Alexandria 
703-746-3858 

Faroll Hamer ----- Forwarded by Fa roll HamerlAlex on 0311 712.. 

---- Forwarded by Faroll HamerlAlex on 03/17/2010 09:14 AM --- 

Public Housing, Fair Share and Potomac Yards 

council, Alicia Hughes, Del Pepper, Frank Fannon, 
Heidi Ford to: Kerry Donley, Paul Smedberg, William Euille 

03/16/2010 08:39 PM 

Cc: Jim Hartmann, Donna Reuss, rcollinlee, rimaca, Charlotte, Faroll.Hamer 



From: Heidi Ford ~ha.fordl23@yahoo.com> 

To: council@krupicka.com, Alicia Hughes caliciarhughes@grnail.com>, Del Pepper 
<DELPepper@aol.com>, Frank Fannon cfrank.fannon@gmail.corn>, Kerry Donley 
~kdonley@vcbonline.com>, Paul Srnedberg <PaulCSmedberg@aol.corn>, William Euille 
cwilliam.euille@alexandriava.gov> 

Cc: Jim Hartmann <jim.hartmann@alexandriava.gov>, Donna Reuss cdonnar555@yahoo.com>, 
rcollinlee@grnail.com, rimaca@verizon.net. Charlone <landiscf@comcast.net~, 
Faroll.Hamer@alexandriava.gov 

Dear Mayor Euille, Vice Mayor Donley, and Members of the City Council, 

In the absence of progress securing replacement sites for the 16 public housing units to be relocated 
from James Bland, and the expectation that additional sites will be needed in the future as other 
existing public housing sites redevelop, the West Old Town Citizens Association believes the City 
needs to begin more proactively planning to meet its stated fair share public housing goals. The City 
took an innovative and positive step in this direction in the Braddock East Small Area Plan by I.lr 

developing a funding formula to help to guide off-site replacement public housing financing. We 
urge the City to replicate this in the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan (NPYSAP). 

The City stipulates in the Braddock East Small Area Plan that at least 50% of the available 
Affordable Housing Trust Funds generated from future development in the Braddock metro area be 
reserved for off-site replacement of public housing from the Braddock East area. Similar language 
should be included in the NPYSAP. Specifically, we recommend incorporating the following 
language: 

"In order to support City's fair share public housing policies and to create a diverse 
community in the North Potomac Yard neighborhood, this Plan recommends that when 
residential development occurs within the boundaries of the NPYSAP specific consideration, 
as a part of the official planning and permitting processes, be given to setting aside units for 
public housing replacement sites. More specifically, special attention should be given to 
relocating units from highly concentrated public housing areas to the North Potomac Yard 
neighborhood. 
This Plan also recommends that at least 50% of any new Affordable Housing Trust Funds 
generated from future development in the North Potomac Yard area be reserved for 
relocating public housing units from areas of concentrated public housing in accordance with 
the City's fair share policy. These funds can only be used to fund replacement sites for Ir 

currently existing public housing units and cannot be used for any other purpose for 20 years 
or until the AHRA properties of James Bland, Samuel Madden, Andrew Adkins, Ramsey 



Homes, and Hopkins Tancil Courts have redeveloped and identified replacement unit 
requirements satisfied, whichever is sooner. All contributions are payable on receipt of the 
first Certificate of Occupancy." 

Including such language in the NPYSAP is an important step in responsibly planning for 
forthcoming public housing requirements, advancing the City's fair share public housing policy, and 
promoting the City's strategic goal of caring community that is affordable and diverse. However, 
the responsibility for securing future replacement public housing cannot solely borne by a single 
neighborhood. Rather, it is one shared by the city as whole and must be addressed equally in all 
small area plans. 

Respectfully, 

West Old Town Citizen Association Executive Board 

Heidi Ford, President 

Charlotte Landis, 1'' Vice President 

Collin Lee, 2d Vice President 

Maria Willcox, Secretary 

Donna Reuss, Secretary 



Response to WOTCA emails regarding the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 
Faroll Hamer to: West Old Town Citizens Association 03/09/2010 07:53 PM 
Cc: City Council, Valerie Peterson, Mark Jinks, Jeffrey Farner, ha.fordl23 
History: This message has been forwarded. 

Heidi -- 

Valerie Peterson responded to your emails earlier today. I would like to add one additional clarification, so 
I'm resending her response to you (attached), and I add the following comment: 

As part of your email, you indicate that the West Old Town Citizens Association is concerned with both the 
proposed location and the fiscal implications of the metro station, and that the marginal location means 
that no sensible developer is willing to fund it. 

City staff has been developing a funding strategy for some time, and a conservative financial model has 
been constructed which shows that the Metrorail station can be financed solely from developer 
contributions, special tax district revenues applied to Potomac Yard, and net new tax revenues generated 
from Potomac Yard. What remains to be finalized are agreements with the various developers for the 
purpose of funding the station, on which there has been substantial progress. 

Hope this helps. Please call me or Valerie Peterson if you have any questions. Looking foward to seeing 
you at your civic meeting Thursday night. 
Faroll 

letter to Heidi Ford, OTWCA, on PY.doc 

Faroll Hamer 
Director, Planning and Zoning 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
703-746-4666 
Faroll.Hamer@alexandriava.gov 



North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan - comments 
Valerie Peterson to: West Old Town Citizens Association 031091201 0 10:04 AM 
Cc: Mark Jinks, Faroll Hamer, Jeffrey Farner, ha.fordl23 
Bcc: Helen Mcllvaine, Pamela Cressey, Claire Gron, Kristen Mitten 

Dear Heidi, 

I am writing in response to your emails regarding the North Potomac Yard Small Area 
Plan. We apologize for ,the delay. Please see the below italicized text for your 
comments, and our response in regular text. 

The first of these relates to the map on page 66 of the posted draft plan. This map 
depicts the Crystal City/Potomac Yard Transit Improvement Project. The B R T 
alignment it depicts south of the Monroe Street Bridge does not conform to that in the 
already approved Braddock Road Small Area Plan. The map on p. 66 shows the BRT 
turning west from Henry Street onto First Street and then running south along Fayette 
Street, and then turning west onto Madison Street into the Braddock Metro Station. 
Both Fayette and Madison are designed as walking streets in the Braddock Plan. As 
the goal is to encourage use of these streets as pedestrian and bicycle corridors, we 
consider it inappropriate for the North Potomac Yard Plan to depict these streets as part 
of the BRT route. Moreover, the Braddock Plan states the "preference for the transit 
route [id to be located along the service road adjacent to the Metro Rail tracks after 
and connecting with First Street at Route 1." (p. 78). We ask that the map on p. 66 of 
the North Potomac Yard Plan be modified to reflect this alignment south of the Monroe 
Street Bridge. 

BRT Alignment 
Regarding the BRT alignment shown in the graphic on page 66, the graphic in the 
working draft of the Potomac Yard Sniall Area Plan is from the 2006 Environmental 
Review document that was submitted to the Federal Transit Administration. The 
alignment identified in the Braddock Plan will be used in the future environmental 
analysis for the Crystal CityIPotomac Yard Transit corridor, and the North Potomac 
Yard Plan will reflect the revised route. 

The second issue relates to a statement on p. 102 of the Potomac Yard Plan that 
claims black workers at Potomac Yard "may have settled in the Parker-Gray district. " 
The date cited in the referenced section, 1908, predates the Virginia Assembly's 
approval of residential segregation districts. In that era an African American person 
could have just as easily have lived in black Rosemont or any number of the black 
neighborhoods included in the Old Town Historic District. Thus, the statement they 
may have settled in Parker Gray is mere speculation as there were multiple choices. 
Moreover, the characterization of Parker Gray as an African American neighborhood at 
that time is also inaccurate. In 1870 census data was reported by ward. In Ward 



Three (Parker-Gray), the black (or 'kolored") population was 1,724 or 3 7% of Ward 
Three's total. In 1924 the Parker-Gray neighborhood's African American population 
was 50.88% of the population. Based on the census data Parker Gray, at most, could 
be considered an integrated neighborhood at that time. Given all of this, we request 
the referenced statement be struck from the text. 

Potomac Yard History 
The general statement about where black workers from Potomac Yard may have lived 
was taken from a historical study, but we do not have primary documentation of any 
specific workers living in Parker-Gray. The remark will be removed from the Plan. 
Regarding Ward data, research into tax and census records from 1790 to 191 0 
indicates that wards were not homogeneous and that street-faces with very high African 
American occupancy occurred. These areas formed often because of the philosophy 
and religion of the whites willing to rent or sell to free blacks, rather than segregation 
laws. They formed as early as 181 0 as "cores" of free black life. Data collected in a 
NEH archaeological survey shows street-faces with concentrations of African 
Americans in the general area called Parker-Gray today. The area near Cameron and 
South Patrick was such a core (1810-1850). In 1850, a recent study by a Flinders 
University professor, Donald Debats, shows a "core" black area at So. Patrick and 
Cameron, as well as three other black concentrations in the southern tier of the city. 

Just a clarification point about ward statistics: Ward 3 in the northwest quadrant of the 
historic town was much larger than the area we call Parker-Gray. For tax collection rl 

purposes, it included the west side of S. Pitt street, So. St. Asaph and So. Washington 
streets, as well as both sides of King Street. [Note it is from the tax records that all the 
data above were taken and then cross referenced with 'the censuses.] These corridors 
essentially along Washington and King streets were heavily white and upper to upper 
middle class. Thus, statistics for the Ward are not specific to the contemporary area 
called Parker-Gray today. In essence, while there were small concentrations of blacks 
and whites throughout Alexandria by 1910, they are very fine, almost micro-delineations 
between races. Individuals, might also live within another race's concentration or core 
for a variety of reasons: lack of specific segrega,tion laws, one large tract with a white 
owner amid black small lots, immigrants, specific land uses such as grocery stores, 
economic class of the residents. The issue of whether an area is "integrated" is a 
corr~plicated issue as witnessed by people who remember that there were certain 
street-faces where blacks could rent in the 1950s; yet, if census figures were compiled 
for a wider area such micro-distinctions would not be perceived. 

Finally, while we applaud that the North Potomac Yard Plan states creating diverse 
neighborhood is a goal its treatment of the subject is appallingly weak. For example, 
"public housing" is mentioned only three times in the 123 page plan. If the City is truly 
committed to ensuring adequate public housing, Resolution 830, and the Fair Share 
policy, then the North Potomac Yard Plan must go further in actively planning for the 
incorporation of public and affordable housing within its planning boundaries. Given 
that Potomac Yards is the largest undeveloped area in Alexandria there is no 



justification for doing otherwise. 

To this end, we recommend that the Plan advocate incentives for developers who 
incorporate public and affordable housing units. This could be accomplished by 
reducing by a given percentage or entirely waiving the contribution developers would 
normally be expected to make to the City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund or other 
funds. Alternatively, the City could demonstrate its commitment to public housing by 
incorporating into the Potomac Yard Plan a condition that earmarks a certain 
percentage of Affordable Housing Trust Fund contributions made by Potomac Yard 
developers for the construction of public housing units, similar to what was done in the 
Braddock East Plan. 

Such an approach has the added benefit of providing a degree of consistency, 
coordination, and shared vision among small area plans. As you will recall, the already 
approved Braddock East Small Area Plan notes that "it will be necessary to replace 
some of the existing public housing units in Braddock East at other locations in the City" 
and that "the City and A RHA should work together to identify and secure replacement 
sites to anticipate any future requirement for replacement housing units. " Potomac 
Yard would be an ideal place given its planned amenities, day care facilities, public 
transportation, and the numerous employment opportunities that will be available 
within its planning boundaries. A failure to substantially strengthen the public housing 
component of the North Potomac Yard Plan would send a clear and undeniable signal 
that the City is not serious about this issue. 

Affordable Housing 
The North Potomac Yard Plan broadly addresses the City's goal to secure a variety of 
types of affordable housing units and options (including public housing, affordable 
housing and workforce rental and sales units) as redevelopment occurs, particularly 
since such a large number of residential units are projected to be built within the overall 
Plan area. In Advisory Group meetings, the current prime developer of Landbay F has 
publicly stated his willingness to explore opportunities for affordable housing 
development, and the Office of Housing looks forward to working with him and other 
developers in the future to achieve a meaningful number of units within North Potomac 
Yard as proposals for specific sites or projects are presented. However, because of 
Virginia legislative constraints, affordable housing cannot be mandated except where 
bonus density is granted. This plan provides the higher permitted (as opposed to 
bonus) densities needed to support the Metro construction, and it is unknown whether 
future development proposals in the plan area will need even higher (bonus) density 
that would allow the City to mandate affordable housing. 

Because the Braddock East Plan area incorporated several public housing 
developments which were proposed for redevelopment as mixed income communities, 
that Plan set more specific goals for the replacement of the existing public housing 
stock, along with market rate sales and rental housing which were planned to be 
developed, in part, to help subsidize the cost of redeveloping aging public housing 
stock. This April, the Office of Housing will undertake a year long comprehensive 
Housing Master Plan process. It is anticipated that the Housing Master Plan will create 



a road map to guide the City's future affordable housing production and presewation 
efforts, including strategies to achieve a wider geographic distribution of all types of 
public, affordable and workforce housing throughout Alexandria. 

The City government has stressed the need to correct a worsening commercial / 
residential tax-base ratio. Potomac Yard Land-Bay F must be considered the lynch-pin 
of such a turn-around, given its proximity to Washington DC, National Airport, and 
other power-centers. Land Bay F could accommodate a 900 thousand square-foot 
mall, surrounded by I million square feet of big-box discount retail, 250 thousand 
square feet of theaters /restaurants, 250 thousand square feet of new hotels and 4 
million square feet of office space - in short a 6,400,000 commercial hub. Adding I 
million square feet of affordable /rental /condo housing would generate a commercial 
/residential ratio of 87% / 13% and do much to restore the citywide goal of tax-base 
parity. 

Unfortunately, the current plan proposes only I million square feet of big-box discount 
retail, perhaps I million square feet of office, and 5 million square feet of residential - 
4,700 condo units. This produces a commercial /residential ratio of 30% / 70%. In 
other words, the plan proposes to develop the best-positioned commercial property in 
Alexandria in such a way as to guarantee the worst possible fiscal outcome. 

Mix of Uses 
As clarification, the proposed use mix identified in the working draft Plan includes the . . 

following, which are approximate and still subject to further evaluation: 

0,Rice: 680,000 sf 
Residential: 1,480,000 sf 
Retail: 845,000 sf 
ResidentialIOffice: 4,235,000 sf 
Hotel: 170,000 sf 

The type of retail uses are not specified in the Plan, although a mix of retail that 
includes some larger format users is contemplated. The mix of uses identified in the 
Plan has been refined and tested over the several months of the planning process, 
through detailed retail, transportation, financial, and design studies. In addition to the 
technical studies, the overall land use plan was informed by the vision and principles of 
the PYPAG, and input from the community over several meetings. As discussed in the 
Plan, a balanced mix of uses achieves a number of goals, including: 

Improving safety and walkability by sustaining street life through daytime and 
evening hours. 
Maximizing use of transportation infrastructure by distributing peak hour traffic 
over longer periods, maximizing internal trips, and providing two-way transit use. 
Decreasing parking demand and creating opportunities for shared parking. 
Supporting retail by establishing a diverse customer base in close proximity, 
including area workers, residents and shoppers. 



As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Plan, to provide for a similar occupancy of square 
footage, and a true balance of uses, there needs to be approximately two to three times 
more residential square footage than office, which the Plan is generally proposing. 
Assuming the proposed uses in the Plan, Potomac Yard would collectively have 
approxiniately 5.5 niillion square feet of office, hotel and retail and approximately 6.5 
million square feet of residential, with much of the office concentrated in the vicinity of 
the potential Metro station location so as to maximize transit use. Staff believes the 
proposed mix of uses achieves a balance among the need to grow the city's 
commercial tax base, with creating a vibrant, walkable and amenity-rich community for 
all. 

The West Old Town Citizens Association is equally concerned with the proposed metro 
station location and its fiscal implications. The chosen location is not only the most 
expensive of the options considered but it is also least desirable. The draft plan 
proposes that the city obligate $240 million in municipal bonds to build a metro station 
is in a location that is marginal, at best. This is a crushing debt burden that would be 
shared by city taxpayers and purchasers within the Yard. Although we support a 
metro station at Potomac Yard, it must be located centrally in order to maximize use 
and fiscal benefit to the city. The current proposed location is a poor choice, The 
metro station ought to be located adjacent to the mall and largely financed by the mall 
and big-box retail. (40% of Nordstrom customers at Pentagon City arrive by Metro.) 
Instead, off-line objections by the current owner of Land-Bay F, forced staff to settle on 
a marginal location, whose predictable poor performance means that no sensible 
developer is willing to fund it. 

Metro Location 
The Plan's proposed location of the Metro station was informed by the findings and 
analysis of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Concept Development Study, conducted 
concurrently with the land use planning process. The study took place in two phases, 
analyzing constructability, phasing, cost and financing, ridership, and other technical 
aspects of station development, and eliminating alternatives from further study if 
rendered not viable. Of the original eight alternatives in the study, three will proceed to 
the environmental analysis for further consideration, includirrg BIlB2 ("B" or "Northern" 
alternatives), and A. Early cost estimates of the original eight station location 
alternatives ranged from $140-$520 million. Those alternatives located within North 
Potomac Yard that were eliminated from further study were on the higher end of the 
cost range, and had significant constructability issues, including impacts to adjacent 
properties and Landbay K, and development phasing. More refined cost estimates for 
the remaining A and B alternatives range from $190 to $270 million. The A and B 
alternatives would serve approximately 4.1 million and 6.5 million square feet of 
development respectively within a quarter-mile of the station. Ridership estimates were 
conducted for the A and B alternatives, which found 2030 weekday boardings to be 
12,600 and 15,900 passengers respectively, meeting and exceeding the 2009 ridership 
for Pentagon City (1 5,674) and Ballston (1 2,314). (See the Potomac Yard Metrorail 



Station Concept Development Study for more information). 

Fiscal Implications 
The prospect of issuing a $275 million municipal bond to fund the Metrorail station 
represents a major and significant change in City debt policies and practices. However, 
according to the City's independent financial advisors, it would not in and of itself 
jeopardize the City's top AAAIAaa bond ratings. As discussed in the Plan, the rating 
agencies recognize that the investment in heavy or light rail transit systems is an 
investment with multi-generational benefit if coupled with new transit-oriented 
development. This view and bond rating agency acceptance is highly likely to hold in 
the future, but cannot be guaranteed to not change in the future. 

As of this writing, there is not a firm funding strategy identified, however, the City 
continues to work with the developer and area property owners on a financing strategy 
,that is consistent with the findings of the Metrorail Station Feasibility Work Group, which 
state: 

1. For the purpose of future NEPA environmental studies, continue studying 
options within the envelope of the northern station locations and the existing 
station reservation site (A). The C and D options should be removed from further 
consideration. The northern station envelope encompasses the maximum 
footprint, including permanent maintenance easements, which would be required h 

for the construction of a station along the Metrorail alignment north of the 
existing station reservation. 

2. The existing transportation infrastructure cannot support the Landbay F 
proposed development. Construction of the Metrorail station is required to 
support the level of development proposed in Landbay F. 

3. Amendments to the Master Plan and the rezoning of Landbay F cannot go 
forward until the City is satisfied that an acceptable financing plan has been 
developed and agreed to. 

4. The financial risk to the City must be carefully structured and managed. 
Terms and conditions in contracts and land use approval actions need to be 
carefully and clearly detailed so all parties understand expectations and 
obligations, and therefore the financial risks to the City are mitigated. 

5. No negative cash impact on the City's General Fund in any given year.. 
The projected "gap" between the anticipated tax revenues from the special tax 
district, per square foot developer contributions, plus additional incremental net n 
new revenues generated by the project, will need to be "bridged" in the early 
years of the bond financing by firm and sufficient upfront Landbay F payments, 
so there will be no negative cash impact on the City's General Fund in any given 

a 

year. 



6. Any proposed financing must be conservative with a sound financing structure 
and shared risk. 

The Plan is tentatively scheduled to appear before the Planning Commission and City 
Council in April. Staff will be available for questions and will have the model from 7:00 
pm to 7:30 pm at an open house prior to your association meeting. The next draft of 
the Plan will be released with the docket for the hearing. 

Thank you again for your comments. 

Sincerely, 

Valerie Peterson 
Principal Planner 
Director of Planning and Zoning 
City of Alexandria 
703-746-3858 



From: Heidi Ford <ha.fordl23@yahoo.com> 
To: PaulCSmedberg@aol.com, DELPepper@aoI.com, council@krupicka.com, 

william.euille@alexandriava.gov, frank.fannon@gmail.com, kdonley@vcbonline.com, 
aliciarhughes@gmail.com 

Cc: Donna Reuss <donnar555@yahoo.com>, Charlotte <landiscf@comcast.net>, 
rimaca@verizon.net, rcollinlee@grnail.com, ha.fordl23@yahoo.com, wotcal@gmail.com, 
Faroll.Hamer@alexandnava.gov, jim.hartmann@alexandriava.gov 

Date: 0211 112010 04:17 PM 
Subject: North Potomac Yard Plan 

The Honorable Mayor Euille, 
Members of the City Council 

Re: Potomac Yard Land-Bay F Plan 

Dear Mayor Euille and Members of the City Council, 

In January the West Old Town Citizens Association notified you of some specific 
concerns with the North Potomac Yard Small Area plan. However, we also want to bring 
to  your attention our general concern with the overall long-term fiscal implications of 
the North Potomac Yard plan as currently written. While the draft Potomac Yard Land- 
Bay F Plan proposes a very fine layout of blocks and urban design guidelines and 
represents state-of-the-art urbanism, we see significant problems with the plan's 
commercial/residential ratio and metro station location. 

The City government has stressed the need to  correct a worsening commercial / 
residential tax-base ratio. Potomac Yard Land-Bay F must be considered the lynch-pin of 
such a turn-around, given its proximity to Washington DC, IVational Airport, and other 
power-centers. Land Bay F could accommodate a 900 thousand square-foot mall, 
surrounded by 1 million square feet of big-box discount retail, 250 thousand square feet 
of theaters / restaurants, 250 thousand square feet of new hotels and 4 million square 
feet of office space - in short a 6,400,000 commercial hub. Adding 1 million square feet 
of affordable / rental / condo housing would generate a commercial / residential ratio of 
87% / 13% and do much to  restore the citywide goal of tax-base parity. 

Unfortunately, the current plan proposes only 1 million square feet of big-box discount 
retail, perhaps 1 million square feet of ofice, and 5 million square feet of residential - 
4,700 condo units. This produces a commercial / residential ratio of 30% / 70%. In 
other words, the plan proposes to  develop the best-positioned commercial property in 
Alexandria in such a way as t o  guarantee the worst possible fiscal outcome. 

The West Old Town Citizens Association is equally concerned with the proposed metro 
station location and its fiscal implications. The chosen location is not only the most 
expensive of the options considered but it is also least desirable. The draft plan 



proposes that the city obligate $240 million in municipal bonds t o  build a metro station 
is in a location that is  marginal, at best. This is a crushing debt burden that would be 
shared by city taxpayers and purchasers within the Yard. Although we support a metro 
station at Potomac Yard, it must be located centrally in order to  maximize use and fiscal 
benefit t o  the city. The current proposed location is a poor choice. The metro station 
ought to  be located adjacent t o  the mall and largely financed by the mall and big-box 
retail. (40% of Nordstrom customers at Pentagon City arrive by Metro.) Instead, off-line 
objections by the current owner of Land-Bay F, forced staff to  settle on a marginal 
location, whose predictable poor performance means that no sensible developer is 
willing to  fund it. 

These substantial deficiencies must be rectified before this plan goes forward. 
Moreover, since the current owner of  Land-Bay F is a pension fund, with an 
acknowledged interest in selling the property, Alexandria would be well-advised to  table 
the draft plan, allow the sale of Land-Bay F to  proceed and work with the new owners 
on a better mix of  land uses, metro station location and funding strategies. 

Respectfully, 

West Old Town Citizens Association Executive Board 

Heidi Ford, President 

Charlotte Landis, 1'' Vice President 

Collin Lee, 2nd Vice President 

Maria Wilcox, Secretary 

Donna Reuss, Treasurer 
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I 

Dear Valerie and Claire, 

The West Old Town Citizens Association Executive Board has reviewed the North Potomac 
Yard Small Area Plan and noticed three items that need to be modified. 

The first of these relates to the map on page 66 of the posted draft plan. This map depicts the 
Crystal City/Potomac Yard Transit Improvement Project. The BRT alignment it depicts 
south of the Monroe Street Bridge does not conform to that in the already approved Braddock 
Road Small Area Plan. The map on p. 66 shows the BRT turning west from Henry Street onto 
First Street and then running south along Fayette Street, and then turning west onto Madison 
Street into the Braddock Metro Station. Both Fayette and Madison are designed as walking 
streets in the Braddock Plan. As the goal is to encourage use of these streets as pedestrian and 
bicycle corridors, we consider it inappropriate for the North Potomac Yard Plan to depict these - 
streets as part of the BRT route. Moreover, the Braddock Plan states the "preference for the 
transit route [is] to be located along the service road adjacent to the Metro Rail tracks after and 
connecting with First Street at Route 1." (p. 78). We ask that the map on p. 66 of the North 
Potomac Yard Plan be modified to reflect this alignment south of the Monroe Street Bridge. 

The second issue relates to a statement on p. 102 of the Potomac Yard Plan that claims black 
workers at Potomac Yard "may have settled in the Parker-Gray district." The date cited in the 
referenced section, 1908, predates the Virginia Assembly's approval of residential segregation 
districts. In that era an African American person could have just as easily have lived in black 
Rosemont or any number of the black neighborhoods included in the Old Town Historic 
District. Thus, the statement they may have settled in Parker Gray is mere speculation as there 
were multiple choices. Moreover, the characterization of Parker Gray as an African American 
neighborhood at that time is also inaccurate. In 1870 census data was reported by ward. In 
Ward Three (Parker-Gray), the black (or "colored") population was 1,724 or 37% of Ward 
Three's total. In 1924 the Parker-Gray neighborhood's African American population was 
50.88% of the population. Based on the census data Parker Gray, at most, could be considered 
an integrated neighborhood at that time. Given all of this, we request the referenced 
statement be struck from the text. 

Finally, while we applaud that the North Potomac Yard Plan states creating diverse 
neighborhood is a goal its treatment of the subject is appallingly weak. For example, "public 
housing" is mentioned only three times in the 123 page plan. If the City is truly committed to 
ensuring adequate public housing, Resolution 830, and the Fair Share policy, then the North rq 

Potomac Yard Plan must go further in actively planning for the incorporation of public and 
affordable housing within its planning boundaries. Given that Potomac Yards is the largest 
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undeveloped area in Alexandria there is no justification for doing otherwise. 

To this end, we recommend that the Plan advocate incentives for developers who incorporate 
public and affordable housing units. This could be accomplished by reducing by a given 
percentage or entirely waiving the contribution developers would normally be expected to 
make to the City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund or other funds. Alternatively, the City could 
demonstrate its commitment to public housing by incorporating into the Potomac Yard Plan a 
condition that earmarks a certain percentage of Affordable Housing Trust Fund contributions 
made by Potomac Yard developers for the construction of public housing units, similar to what 
was done in the Braddock East Plan. 

Such an approach has the added benefit of providing a degree of consistency, coordination, 
and shared vision among small area plans. As you will recall, the already approved Braddock 
East Small Area Plan notes that "it will be necessary to replace some of the existing public 
housing units in Braddock East at other locations in the City" and that "the City and ARHA 
should work together to identify and secure replacement sites to anticipate any future 
requirement for replacement housing units." Potomac Yard would be an ideal place given its 
planned amenities, day care facilities, public transportation, and the numerous employment 
opportunities that will be available within its planning boundaries. A failure to substantially 
strengthen the public housing component of the North Potomac Yard Plan would send a clear 
and undeniable signal that the City is not serious about this issue. 

Sincerely, 

West Old Town Citizens Association Executive Board 

Heidi Ford, President 

Charlotte Landis, 1st Vice President 

Collin Lee, 2nd Vice President 

Maria Wilcox, Secretary 

Donna Reuss, Treasurer 



From: Maria Wasowski 
Comments on the Draft Plan for Landbay F 

The planning process for Landbay F has been very condensed and I am concerned that 
we are moving ahead with a plan without having fully explored the issue of retail 
placement. We have focused on creating connections and transitions with residential 
communities to the west of Landbay F, we should be equally mindful of connectivity 
with the previously approved plan in Landbay G .  

We are asking for a study to determine retail viability and a flex zone has been specified, 
but most of the area marked for retail is outside that flex zone. We should agree on a 
desired percentage of retail space but allow some flexibility in it's placement based on 
the findings of the study. 

One of the reasons I was appointed to be a part of this group is my membership in the 
Potomac Yard Design Advisory Committee. PYDAC worked very hard with the 
developer of Landbay G to create a town center that could be connected with future 
development in Landbay F. 

PYDAC's work on Landbay G was based on preliminary drawings showing a north south 
retail corridor that would link Landbay F and Landbay G .  Now we have a separate east- 
west retail core centered on East Reed Avenue and a separate town center in Landbay G. 
Does it make sense to have two competing retail centers within five blocks of each other? 
Showing "Preferred Retail" along Main Line Boulevard is not enough. That could easily 
be abandoned by a developer if they prefer not to have retail in that corridor. 

Mixed use is one of the key principles of the kind of transit oriented, urban development 
that we are suggesting for Potomac Yard. We agree on the concept of a mix of uses but 
what exactly does that mean? Not all mixed use is optimal and it's very important to get 
the mix of uses right. There should be established percentages of office, residential and 
retail. Otherwise, the mix usually ends up being skewed in one direction or another based 
on market conditions and not on what is best for the community. 



Fw: Potornac Yard 
Valerie Peterson to: Jeffrey Farner, Claire Gron 
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Valerie Peterson Fw : Potomac Yard 

fyi.. . 
----- Forwarded by Valerie Peterson/Alex on 12/08/2009 04:52 PM ----- 

Danielle Fidler 
<ddidlerl@hotmail.com To valerie peterson 
> <valerie.peterson@alexandriava.gov> 

12/08/2009 04:42 PM cc 
Subject Potomac Yard 

Hi Valerie, 

I've been a bit remiss in attending PYPAG meetings of late, but I did look over the draft plan 
and have to say that you all did a fantastic job with it. It 's the best one I've ever seen. I 
am especially impressed with the front and center role of sustainability in all aspects of the 
project - economically, socially, and environmentally. Including the portion on climate 
change and the goal of carbon neutrality is also really impressive. I f  built as currently 
envisioned, I truly believe that it could set the benchmark for sustainable development on 
the East Coast. 

I do have two personal comments that I mentioned to the EPC, but we can make them 
formally later, i f  you prefer. The first is a general comment about the bike lanes. Currently, 
the standards document envisions bike lanes where there are always at least 3 lanes of 
moving traffic, and I wonder if this is going to be more dangerous for the bicyclists. I think 
it would be much safer for everyone if Reed Street was reenvisioned to be primarily 
pedestrian and bike-oriented, with only one lane of traffic in each direction instead of trying 
to have 4 lanes of moving traffic, 2 bike lanes, and 2 parking lanes, along with major 
pedestrian sidewalks on both sides and in the middle. This seems set up to try to achieve 2 
nearly opposing goals of having a primarily pedestrian and bike area with a high -traffic 
thoroughfare, and I am not sure that either goal will be accomplished, and it seems 
especially dangerous to have your main "separate" bike lane be on the main thoroughfare 
with 4 lanes of traffic plus parking. Alternatively, perhaps if the bike-priority lanes were 
moved to other streets that were redesigned as one-way streets with one lane of traffic and 
a dedicated bike lane, this would be a better way to encourage bicycle transit and reduce 
risk of accidents (and would open up more opportunities for pedestrian traffic and traffic 
calming). There is a ton of information about the use of colors, narrow lanes, separate 



traffic signals, putting parking opposite of the bike lane (i.e. in the middle) to reduce the 
risk of driver doors clocking bikers, and/or separate bike lanes in other countries/US cities 
that I believe would be useful here to better promote biker safety and reduce negative 
interactions between bikers and cars, and perhaps should be incorporated into the design 
standards. Also, in that vein, I hope you are considering having a separate bike trail in 
Crescent Park, because if it's just 10 feet wide, I think there is a major potential for 
accidents. The GW parkway already needs a separate trail (IMO) for bikers because of the 
speed at which they travel. I think it is quite likely that once open, the Crescent Trail may 
become a major commuter bike trail, so it may be wise to plan to keep people on wheels 
(bikes, skateboards, skates) separate from pedestrians at the outset. I know you all and Yon 
keep up with this and I think the fact that Alexandria is winning awards proves that you 're 
doing a great job making Alexandria a bikeable city, but there seems to be a disconnect 
between the goals in the draft Plan and then the design standards for Potomac Yards on this 
front. 

The second issue is tangentially related and that is the idea of discouraging SOVs and giving 
priority to pedestrians/cyclists. I think that I think the City should consider having some of 
its streets (maybe the one with the bike lanes) without any on-street parking (Reed is the 
obvious candidate to me as it is designed to be the pedestrian mall/shopping gateway), to 
better encourage people to (A) take public transit and (B) use underground parking instead 
of circling around (wasting fuel, polluting air) in hopes of getting a free spot. It would also 
free up more space for sidewalk dining. I realize that on-street parking can help calm 
traffic, but so can extremely narrow streets and single lanes of traffic. Despite stating that 
the intention is to have all underground parking, every street appears to have on-street 
parking, and all of the streets in Potomac Yards allot 11 feet for moving traffic lanes. It 
seems to me that where you are trying to slow traffic to accommodate pedestrians and 
bikes, you could narrow the lanes more than 11 feet. 

Finally, the EPC asked if we could get a presentation from P&Z on Potomac Yards at one of 
our upcoming meetings - maybe January? I know you are surely busy with this, so if it 
won't work, please let us know. Peter Pennington and I give regular updates, but it's never 
as good as when they get a full presentation from the City. 

Hope all is well with you! 

Cheers, 
Danielle 

Get gifts for them and cashback for you. Trv Binq now. 
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December 10,2009 

Via E-mail to ~ : ~ t I ~ r ~ c . t ~ ~ ' t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' x ~ ~ ~ ~ t r i : i ~ a . e o ~ ~  

Ms. Valerie Peterson, Principal Planner 
Department of Planning & Zoning 
City Hall, Room 2 100 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 

Re: Comments on the Drafi North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 

Dear Ms. Peterson: 

On behalf of our client, Taylor Holdings, LLC, owner of the site on which Jack Taylor's 
Alexandria Toyota sits, we're writing this letter to comment on the drafi North Potomac Yard 
Small Area Plan ("Draft Plan''). First, it should be stated that the Drafi Plan is well written and 
obviously a lot of thought and effort has been put into its drafting. The plan is forward thinking 
and most welcome in these challenging economic times. The Staff should be commended on 
seeking to advance the City Council's directive on economic sustainability. That being said 
there is one aspect of the plan that our client finds concerning: the information regarding 
adjaccnt redevelopment sites. The plan provides that when owners on the west side of Route 
One redevelop at some point in the future, they will be asked to contribute to the cost of the 
infrastructure improvements warranted by the increase in development on the east side of Route 
One, without any commensurate increase in development rights on their side of khe street. Page 
32 of the Draft Plan reads as follows: 

.\ltltorylt raot >pcci tically ,I plt7 uS ifxc 111:trt ,w?a. 111i:t.~' ,ire "tcx ct';~l po-;sthic 
i i rye  I ' ~ ~ ~ C ~ ~ ~ O I ) I I I L ' ~ I I  sites ill c t ( ~ e  pntuirr~it) io Uasth E'tltr)rt~;ic Y ~ L T c ~ .  
i k ' c .  e l t~pn~cn t  :~nd  l i~ t~ i rc  pl:tnm~tng (sf' I l1c.i~ bite.; sllc~uftf kc r l ~ : i t t i : ~ I  t! Ift'nelic1:iI !or 
;he. .ttljircrnl liitr;ic 1 L O S ~ ~ J C ~ I  ilntf i ' o ton~a~  f-:~rd. 



Ms. Valerie Peterson, Principal Planner 
December 10,2009 
Page 2 of 2 

As !o r rh  l'oec!rnac 'Y'srd i*cde\*clops, :ind the ilc\v "i.lctmr:~il sr:~tiotl :.:nci 
~lcdieated high-capacitq. tm:lrisie~,vay Lare consc~~rctcd :und implemei~teel, ir i s  ;~(.,sr;il~lc 
tlritt !11c several large retiex-clo~iment sites on the nest sick of Roi~te 1 couid 
redevelop including tkiose ct.irrcntly ncoupied by  he ihlexalldrj:~ 'l'tjyota 
iic~ilel-ship. f Iert-z. and the (Iakt-illc Ii?tdustrial ['ark. ?l'l~is f'!n~~ clr~ss riot  ~ruotuinentf 
i a ~ l t l  Lrse c.>r zc-mirag changes t.i.)r these properties. i loi~ever, li.~tut.t. plrumii~g. 
i-czouing. and developrnc~~t :3t ti~ese opportunity sires tvill neeil t o  enhnrrce 
i:onni:ctic>ns \vitl.i. thc plan area both physically and through programming of I:ind 
11st.s kt~d public nmcrtitier; so that these inciividr.tal parccis arc integrated into 
t'ot.oin;lc Y;w~f. 'The f31an i.ecc?gnii!es that the value of these properties \vifl bc 
jsositi~:ely impacted by \lie significant infrastructure :tl~d other p ~ ~ h l i c  amenities 
constrtlctcd at Potomae Yard and rcootnmends that. n11e.n thcse properties 
;edevelop. h a t  they be requircd to p i u ~ i ~ i p l t t ~  in the linancing of these i111tl other 
iinproi:ernei~ts a s  mnay Re dctermirlcd by a fihure planning prc.?ccss. 

Any contribution for financing these infrastructure improvements from properties outside 
of the plan area should come as a result of future up-zoning of these properties, not from 
redevelopment of these properties at the levels for which they are currently zoned. The existing 
zoning on the properties west of Route One did not generate the need for these infrastructure 
improvements. These properties should not bear the financial burden of infrastructure costs 
based on the increased density of others. While future upzoning may well call for participation 
in the cost of infkastructure improvements related to the rezoning requested, there is no l a a  
basis for requiring infrastructure cost sharing unless the hhstructure need is brought about by 
the redevelopment. 

Thanks in advance for your attention to these comments. We look forward to hearing 
from Staff based on these comments and would be happy to discuss them further if you'd like. 

Mary dhtherine Gibbs 

cc: Mr. Jack Taylor 
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Potomac Yard Planning Group - "east-west connection to Commonwealth Ave" 
Matthew Croson 
to: 
valerie. peterson 
02/12/20 10 02:43 PM 
Cc: 
k8croson, sandra.marks, mark.jinks 
Show Details 

History: This message has been replied to and forwarded. 
Good afternoon Ms. Peterson, 

I am e-mailing you because you are listed as the POC for the Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group on 
the City of Alexandria website. 

My wife and I are Alexandria residents that live at 302 East Glebe Road. We are adamant supporters of the 
Potomac Yard area revival and are both very concerned by Planning Commissioner Eric Wagner's objection 
to the "east-west connection to Commonwealth Avenue." I have attached a google map link that identifies 
the approximate location of this connection. 

Please inform Mr. Wagner of our strong support for City Transportation Planner Sandra Marks and the 
proposed "east-west connection to Commonwealth Avenue." This is an essential part of making the 
Potomac Yard rehabilitation a practical reality and the objections put forth by Mr. Wagner do not hold 
water. 

Please let me know if we can be of any assistance to the city and making the Potomac Yard metro and 
rehabilitation a reality. In particular, by making the "east-west connection to Commonwealth Avenue" a 
reality. If necessary, I can easily gather over 100 signatures from East Glebe Road residents in support of 
this "east-west connection." 

Best regards, 

Matthew and Kathryn Croson 
302 East Glebe Road 
Alexandria, VA 22305 
(703) 527-5076 

file:NC:\Documents and Settings\vpeterso\Local Settings\Temp\notesEA312D\-web6925 .... 4/21/2010 



North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 1 Comments 1 City of Alexandria, VA 

l~orth  Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 
i You must to post a comment. 
I 

bhe Draft Norrh Potongr.rord  moll Area Plan is now available for review 
'and comment. Please note that this is an updated version of the November 2009 Working Drofi I ,  and is considered the 
'final draft that will go before the Planning Commission and City Council. Your comments are important to this process 
/and will help shape the Plan. Comments will be responded to as needed, and approximately every 10 calendar days. 

( work in^ Draft I (November 20091 

h e  City of Alexandria encourages public comments on the issues presented on our sites. Please be sure that your 
lcomments relate to the topic of the board on which they're posted. Please do not post any comments that attack or thmter 
another person, misrepresent the source, are obscene or use profanity, give out someone's personal information, promote 
unlawful discrimination, contain irrelevant references to commercial businesses, are illegal, or duplicate your previous 
Fomments on the same board. 

he City reserves the right, but assumes no obligation, to remove comments that violate this policy. If you would like to 
equest a City service, please use our Contact Us system instead. Information submitted on our sites may be retained or e 
isclosed in accordance with law. 

ec Page: 1 of 2 r;;l 
I :Comments 

Mr. Friedrichs: 

hen Potomac Yards zoning (including Potomac Greens) was approved by the City in 1999, the approvals contained 
language that contemplated a special tax district being put in place if a Metrorail station at Potomac Yard was ever 
financed. The theory of special tax districts is that they are intended to raise tax revenue from those properties benefiting 

om the public infrastructure or public services being provided. This is why Potomac Greens has been contemplated to br 
included in the special tax district under consideration at this time. In the dialogue about how that plan could be 
implemented, the concept of creating two special tax districts is now under consideration. This would entail a high density 1 district (all on the west side of the rail tracks) with a 20-cent add on tax rate that would start in 201 1, and a low density 
district (the lower west side of the rail tracks and Potomac Greens) that would start in 2016 (or when ever the Metrorail 
station opened) with a lower Scent to 10-cent add on tax rate. 

khe Jefferson Houston primary school is a school which the School Board and Superintendent realize needs attention to 
aise its academic achievement results. Given the household income levels that the school serves (as evidenced by the 

number of students on free and reduced lunch) this has proven to be a challenge. One initiative now underway is to 
the school a K-8th grade school as a way of enticing more parents to send their children to school there. 

laire Gr n 63 ( City Staff I April 13,2010 - 4:05 PM P 
are being heavily penalized with this tax. All 

1 User 1 April 4,2010 - 9:23 PM 

Mr. Rideout: 

to help finance the construction of a future Metrorail station 
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North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan I Comments I City of Alexandria, VA 

/MS. Marshall: 

b e  City recognizes that the realization of a Metrorail station at Potomac Yard will be lengthy and complex, and is 
dedicated to working with the National Park Service throughout this process. 

1 City Staff I March 12,2010 - 7:49 AM 

. Grossman: 

ue to the complexity of the existing Potomac Yard Coordinated Development District (CDD #lo), and because, at near11 
in size. North Potomac Yard (Landbay F) is larger than other CDDs in the City, the Plan recommends the 
of a new CDD for North Potomac Yard. The new CDD will be required to coordinate with the existing CDD #I0 

LIaire Gmn 163) I City Staff I March 12.2010 - 7:48 AM 

t 
( M ~ .  Rosenberg: 

correct that the financing plan for the proposed Potomac Yard Metrorail station does include both net new tax 
evenues generated from Landbay F which is the subject of the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan, as well as from net 

tax revenues generated from Landbays G and H which have already been rezoned. This is has been disclosed and 
Idiscussed (see the Power Point presentation to the City Council and Planning Commission of February 23.2010) during /Ihr last year. 

new tax revenues are two fold. First, a portion of the tax revenues from 
andbays G and H derive from the creation of a special tax district for the sole purposes of financing the Metrorail station 

as part of the Landbay G and H land use approvals in 1999. Second, the 
to do so without negatively drawing upon current tax revenues from the 

'city's General Fund. Therefore, net new tax revenues that will eventually come from Landbay G and H have been 
counted. 

hile some of these net new tax revenues may otherwise occur without the development of the Metrorail station. The tax 
a Metrorail station will accelerate when that 
of the Landbay G and H property itself will be 
station, than it would be if the Metrorail station 

inally, (using the financing plan shown on 2/23) the net new tax revenues from Landbays G and H (excluding the special 
tax district revenues from those two landbays) are only needed in the financing plan for only about 8 years after the 
Metrorail station opens. From that point on, those net new revenues would benefit the City's General Fund, and then P ,starting about that time period Landbay F net new tax revenues also start benefiting the General Fund in an increasing 
amount each year. In conclusion, with the Landbay G and H net new tax revenues in effect "priming the pump" of the 
Metrorail station in the early years of the development of all of Potomac Yard, in later years the City's General Fund can 
get the benefit of a redeveloped Landbay F (which can only occur at the proposed density levels if there is a Metrorail 
station). 

,Claire Gron 63 1 City Staff I March 9, 2010 - 1:31 PM r- 
I have concerns that Old Town Greens is proposed to be included in the Special Tax District to help fund the Metrorail 
gtation. We were specifically excluded in the CDD reports for I998 and 2008. To include us now when most, if not all of 

community, will be closer to the existing Braddock Road station than the proposed station seems counterproductive. 
he claim that the Metrorail station will increase values in our neighborhood does not seem logical to me. With our home: 

it seems that they would have less value than comparable homes that may be as close but not in 

1Steve R i d e o u t m  I User I March 4,2010 - 7:37 Ah4 

I've read the north Potomac Yards small area plan, the metro feasibility study, the multi-modal transit study, and attended 
several presentations on the plan, including the City Council working session on February 23.1 am concerned that the 
financial analysis of the metro investment that has been made available to the public is misleading. It includes revenue 
'that the city would earn whether or not the metro is built. Our community cannot appropriately evaluate this investment 
using this information. 

The only revenue dollars that should be included in the analysis of the metro investment are the *incremental* tax revenut 
/generated from the *incremental* density created by inclusion of the metro station, plus any special taxes created to 
I 
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!support the metro. All other revenue -- the tax revenue from development already approved for the other bays and the tax 
kevenue that would be generated from development in bay F without the metro --will be earned by the city in any case. 
/The financial return to the City of this $250M investment in the metro can only be understood by removing these "double 
counted" dollars. 

City, Council should require a clearer presentation of the financial information for this investment so that citizens can 
.develop informed opinions and cast informed votes. Thank you for your continued work to ensure a financially sound 
[future for our City. 

1 
,Jim Rosenber~ (107) ( User (February 23,2010 - 9:14 PM 

i 
i ~ e a r  PYPAG members, 

I've been present at several PYPAG meetings and 1 was bothered by the close-mindedness about increasing the east-west 
!connections between Route 1 and Commonwealth Ave or other streets to the west. I'm a resident of Hume Springs. just 
behind Cora Kelly Rec Center. E Reed Ave and E Glebe Rd are both over capacity at rush hour and will become more so 
/as build-out occurs. The draft Implementation chapter correctly identifies a need to diffuse this traffic onto an additional 
least-west connector. 
I 
k- ooking at the Arlandria Small Area Plan in concert with PYPAG's effort. the group should look at connecting the new 

otomac Yard neighborhood to its western neighbors as much as possible. The Arlandria plan calls for a meandering Foul 
I ~ i l e  Run Park -fronting street that could be connected to this new east-west connector, providing great integration 
between Arlandria, Four Mile Run Park, and Potomac Yard. With speed control measures, this could be a great addition tc 

neighborhoods. Please consider making these connections where possible so we don't end up with a suburban style 
oad network supporting an urban build environment. Maximum connections are crucial. 

pa* you. 

Nick Partee 96 1 User ( February 8,2010 - 1:58 PM + 
following is text of a letter sent to Mayor William D. Euille from Ms. Dottie P Marshall. Superintendent, George 

ashington Memorial Parkway, on December 29,2009: 

h e :  Plans for METRO rail station at Potomac Yards (Potomac Greens METRO) 

P ear Mayor Euille: 

of the rapid mansit system. and National Park Service property. 

'City of Alexandria planning staff is considering alternatives to the site that was acquired for the Potomac Greens 
bashington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) station. Although development at this site (Alternative A) 
,would not require the use of National Park Service property, COA is studying other station location alternatives that may 
propose use of commercial land or National Park Service land interests to better serve development on the former 
iPommc rail yard. 

I A ~  present Alternatives B1, 8 2  and B3, are each reliant upon land interests that were acquired to protect the park, and are 
not sufficiently developed to determine the full extent of damage or benefit to the park. However, each alternative, should 
bne be requested by COA. will need to be evaluated in an Environmental Impact Study .at, while accomplished by the 
I~ational Park Service, would be performed at COA expense. Should parkland use be proposed, before it could be used it 

have to be determined that such use would not be in derogation of park values. The fair market value of the federal 
roperty to that of the commercial development would need to be established and a boundary adjustment would need to bt 

The NPS has witnessed changes of use on adjacent lands, and through a 1971 Cooperative Agreement with the 
ashington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, we have participated in development of the rapid rail system so that the 

b b l i c  transportation amenity could be implemented. However, COA knows that the George Washington Memorial 
parkway was conceived, authorized. acquired, developed and is managed as a memorial park connecting Mount Vernon 
Tome of George Washington with the Federal City. Before COA requests use or amendment of this park, it is reminded 
that any such request will require extensive environmental analysis, public involvement, cost to COA, and probable 
/Congressional authorization. 
I 

'We appreciate the COA Planning Departments involvement of the NPS in its early consideration of options for the rail 
I 
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lyard. If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 703-289-2500. 

Sincerely, 

pottie P. Marshall 

F"""ntendent 

Page 4 of 4 
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North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan ( Comments I City of Alexandria, VA 

he Draft North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan is now available for review 
knd comment, Please note that this is an updated version of the November 2009 iorking Drafr I, and is considered the 
/final draft that will go before the Planning Commission and City Council. Your comments are important to this process 
'and will help shape the Plan. Comments will be responded to as needed, and approximately every 10 calendar days. 

I 

r 

Dr&NorthPotomac Yard. .S.m.a!!...Ar.e.a.,P!.an 

Working Draft I (N-1 

0- 

p t h  Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 

/Pol City of Alexandria encourages public comments on the issues presented on o w  sites. Please be sure that your 
comments relate to the topic of the board on which they're posted. Please do not post any comments that attack or 
'threaten another person, misrepresent the source, are obscene or use profanity, give out someone's personal information, 

romote unlawful discrimination, contain irrelevant references to commercial businesses, are illegal, or duplicate your 
revious comments on the same board. 

You must lo& to post a comment. 

bhe City reserves the r~ght, but assumes no obligation, to remove comments that v~olate this policy. If you would like to 
@quest a City service, please use our Contact Us system instead. Information submitted on our sites may be retained or 
disclosed in accordance with law. 

Page: 2 of 2 >> 

11 have read the Land Use, Transportation Analysis and Design Guidelines drafts and offer the following comments from 
'afar. 

I .  Separate CDD - Creating a separate CDD for the North Potomac Yard area may cause tumel vision or "sub division" 
.and belie the intent and meaning of "Coordinated Development District. The Potomac Yard redevelopment should be 
!greater than the sum of the landbays or neigbhorhoods. There should be dialogue on how redevelopment of the subject 
!area relates to the neigborhoods to be developed further south. I recall that there is a "town center" but what is it in 

P elationship to this plan? What town and center of what? 
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Thoughtful and C~eative 

Real Estate Soli~tions 

Jeffery Famer 
Deputy Director 
Planning and Zoning 
301 King Street, Suite 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

RE: North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan, Working Draft dated 
November 23,2009 

Dear Jeft 

Betow please find general comments from the McCaffery team regarding 
the draft master plan that was released on Monday, November 23,2009. Under 
separate cover our team will also be providing technical comments on the 
language in the plan. 

We make the following comments based upon ow participation in the PYPAG 
process and from it close interaction with its members. Our comments an, 
further strengthened through more than 25 years of development experience, an 
undmtmding of shopping patterns, known retailer preferences and best 
practices in urban mixed use developments. We urge your strrrng constderation. 

We have heard the community state unequivocally that they wish to retain 
Target as a tenant. To be fulfy assured of such, our plan wlls for the 
combining of 8 W s  7 and 10 in order to provide Target with the floor plate 
they insist upon. it is our understanding that Target will not agree b 
remain in the development if forced to consider a two-story stores. Given 
that they will be one of the Arst blodra developed, them will not be 
sufficient density to satisfy h i r  criteria for a two lewd store unless blocks 
7 and 10 are combined. 

2. The location d the BRT stop on P o t o m  Avenue shuwn on the staff plan 
is not prefermi. We strongly prefer it to be kxated as shown on the 
dewloper plan which calls for an integrated transit hub adjacent to the 
Metro station. The stop noted on the staff plan causes a walk to the 
center of the Metro station, nearly two times the distance of the developer 
plan location. 

875 North Mlchlgan Avenue I Suite 1800 1 Chicago ) lllinois 6061 1 I U.S.A. I 31 2.944.3777 Telephone 1 3 12.1144.7107 Fax 1 w.mrcafferyinterc$ts.com 



3. We strongly object tc ti-e curvature of Potomac Avenue and the resulting 
placement of buildings on the east side bordering the public park. We 
believe the curvature compromises the public nature of the park; creates 
unacceptable building footplates on the easternmost buildings; 
necessitates an application and hearings in front of the historic 
commission to permit the buildings and to increase their heights; threatens 
to lessen the amount of office space gathered around the Metro; causes 
an unduly lung walk way to the Metro station and platform that is out of 
sight fur such distance and unnecessarily increases public safety 
concerns; creates a situation whereby all those riding the Metro must 
cross Potomac Avenue, an Avenue that will arguably be the second most 
heavily used avenue in the area; and eliminates any opportunity to create 
a comprehensive transit hub and thus threatens ridership and best 
sustainability practices. 

4. In order to encourage public use of all transportation modes and in 
particular the Metro station, we support the creation of a central transit 
hub. Our plan clearly provides for the safe and convenient mix of local 
buses, BRT and the Metro. While doing so it also addresses and clearly 
accommodates drop off and pick up as well as taxi waiting areas. It is a 
comprehensive urban transportation hub sewing all of the needs for 
convenient public transportation. Equally important is the fact that the 
anticipated heavy use of the Metro will not require the passengers to cross 
Potomac Avenue. Eliminating this crossing allows the safe passage for 
passengers, the traffic to not be unnecessarily impeded, and the access to 
the station to be as safe as possible. Convetsely, staff's suggested 
focation of the metro station requires that the majority of the development 
must cross Potomac Avenue to get to the metro station. Potomac Avenue 
is going to be a large street and will be a barrier to accessing a metro 
station. Additionally, the access from the metro station to the metro 
platform in the staffs plan is a bridge that crosses from the back of 
buildings over the park and railroad tracks. We suggest that it would be 
safer to have the bridge cross over Potomac Avenue as there will be more 
activity and thus eyes on the bridge providing a mu& safer atmosphere. 
Therefore, the metro station should not be located on the east side of 
Potomac Avenue. 

5. The staff plan shows block 2 1, adjacent to Landbay G's collector parking 
garage, as being a prime entertainment and pedestrian thru-way. We 
strongly oppose the plan recognixing that the adjacent block on land bay 
G is a parking garage wall and the street is classified as a C street. The 
wall of the garage is 42 feet high and approximately 300 feet long. This 
wall will discourage the proposed pedestrian aspects of the plan for that 
block. 



6. The staff had encounged a modification in the developer plan that 
permitted Water Street to be a connecting street with landbay G. We 
accepted the suggestion integrated the suggestion into our plan. We 
support Water Street being a through street 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. As we have discussed 
on numerous occasions, we have enjoyed the warking relationship we have had 
with the staff and are hopeful that you will find these comments helpful and 
constructive. 

Sincerely. 
/- 

cc: Eric Wagner, Chairman, PYPAG 
Jim Hartmann, City Manager 
Mark Jinks, Deputy City Manager 
Faroll Hamer, Director, Planning and Zoning 
Pam Boneham, RREEF 
Michael Nigro, RREEF 
Jonathan Rak, McGuireWoods, LLP 
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December 4,2009 

Jeffery Famer 
Deputy Director 
Planning and Zoning 
301 King Street, Suite 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

RE: Comments on Working draft North Potomac Yard Small Area 
Plan dated November 23,2009 

Dear Jeft 

Below please find comments from the RREEFiMcCaffery team regarding the 
working draft North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan that was released on Monday, 
November 23,2009. We look forward to discussing these comments with you at your 
earfiest convenience. 

Section 1, VIslon and Guiding Pdnciples: 
e Figure 1. Framework Plan: 

o East Reed Avenue should terminate at Water Street. 
o Blocks 7 and 10 should be combined into a single Mock to allow for a 

larger retail user; 
0 Potomac Avenue should be located adjacent to Landbay K with no 

buildings located east of Potomac Avenue. 

Section 2, Sustainabiilty: 
e Page 10,2.10: The concept of 'carbon neutrality, as exhibited by the PYPAG 

discussion, has more to do with 'politics' than a master plan development. Many 
factors beyond the wntrol of a property owner or developer have an impact on 
any related goal. These include technology developments, energy generation, 
etc. This concept should be stricken form this plan. 

e Page 10, 2.2 and 2.9: The phasing of sustainable goals is a laudable concept but 
somewhat impractical. We encourage a goal of utilizing LEEDND or a 
comparable standard for good neighborhood planning. Once this and other 
technology assumptions are set in place through engineering and construction 
these concepts become fixed and it will not be possible to change directions on 
issues such as stormwater or sanitary concepts. 
Page 10,2.1 and 2.8: The USGBC through its LEEDNC program has a strong 
track record of challenging cdd assumptions and implementing changes. 

Aimry ( Allnna I Baitimre 1 B N s d r  Chartom I fhwk4tuv1Ik 1 Olicago ( Jackwmklk 1 London Lm Angtles 
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Comments on Working Draft of North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan 
December 4,2009 
Page 2 

Establishing a LEE0 certified standard or comparable goal is suggested. If 
future goals are to be ratcheted up after redevelopment has taken hold, the next 
level of Silver could be implemented. Increased costs for certification have been 
included in pricing assumptions. In other words, Silver certification will increase 
costs further than assumed thus far. 
Page 10,2.5: Delete the use of 'ultra of. Low flow fixtures are assumed to be 
provided. This could read 'bw flow or better' if desired. 
Pagc 0, 2.7: District energy sources could be explored but this would take land 

d ., ment away from Metro funding options. 

Sec dmn Design: 
. ..- ' Framework Streets and required Blocks; Same 3 comments as Figure 

1. 
Figure % eet Hierarchy: 

Same 3 comments as Figure 1. 
>*later Sb-eet should be a '8" Street, not an "A" street as illustrated. 

Pa,: lo pilakes reference to internal pedestrian streets. Eliminate. 
Page 18. Makes reference to a theatre in Metro Square, Location yet to be 

termined. Eliminate. 
P ;ge 19. Remove 'this neighborhood is also a possible location for a school." 
Figure 5. Gateways and Vistas: 

o Same 3 comments as Figure 1. 
o Extend 'Signature Facades' along entire length of Reed Avenue. 

Page 22.3.1: Add the concept of phasing. 
Page 22'3.2: We don't understand the mcept being articulated. 
Page 22, 3.4: Add 'where the development plan allows'. 
Page 22, 3.5: Add 'with buildings and landscaping'. 
Page 22, 3.8: What does 'a mix of innovative building typologies' mean? 
Page 22, 3.9: Suggest this read 'Provide opportunities for passive and active 
cuttural and civic uses.. .' 
Page 22,3.10: Add 'such as depicted in the Ran'. 
Page 22, 3.17: This m m s  redundant 
Page 22,3.19: Practically it will be difficult to implement a plan of 'minimum 
building heights'. Implicitly however the City has approval control on this through 
the DSUP process. Suggest deleting this. 
Page 22,320, 3.21 and 3.9: Such that these programs are subject to funding 
through the public benefit contributions. 

Section 4, Land Use: 
Page 26, Figure 6. Uses for F, G and ti 

o Same 3 items as Figure 1. 
o Block #I 6 should be a hni of Office and Residential uses, not only Bffice 

use as shown. 
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Page 27, Figure 7. Land Uses 
o Same 3 items as Figure 1. 
o Block XI6 should be a mix of Office and Residential uses. 
o The required Retail locations are too stringent .....there needs to be more 

flexibility within the blocks. 
Page 29. The metrorail density table mntradicts the table on page 45 (totals) 
Page 30,5* paragraph: In the 2Rd line change this to read 'and provide a 
connection along Mainline Av to Landbay G'. 
Page 30: paragraph 2 under Section D refers to a management plan. The 
management plan should not be in regard to ownership but rather management 
and maintenance issues. Please remove references b ownership in the 
paragraph. 
Page 31, Figure 11, Retail Uses. 

o Same 3 items as Figure 1. 
o Block XI6 should be a mix of Office and residential uses. 
o The required Retail locations are too stringent. There needs to be more 

flexibility within the blocks. 
Page 33: Figure 12. Map of Area: Figure is missing. 
Page 34. Eliminate comment requiring all parking for blocks 2,5 and 21 to be 
below grade. 
Page 35, Figure 14 Building Heights: 

o The height shown on block 16 is not correct; 
o The heights shown on blocks 7,8, and 10 are incorrect. The North side of 

block 7 should be 140. The North side of b W  8 should be 160 and the 
North side of block 10 should be 120 (per height restrictions and previous 
conversations with Staff.) 

o Same 3 items as figure 1. 
Page 36, Figure 15. Minimum Building Heights 

o Same 3 items as Figure 1. 
o Blocks #lo, #15, #16, #21, and #23 should have lower minimum heights 

consistent with the other surrounding bbks. 
Page 37. The last sentence requires active use to fully encompass above grade 
parking in all conditions. We have entire floors of above grade parking next to 
Rt. 1 that is not encompassed by active use. 
Page 37: Accommodation for loading and alleys must be considered. 
Page 39.H. The ground level open space requirement is 10% not 15%, and 
central ground level spaces within the blocks does not exist and therefore 25% 
cannot be achieved. 
Page 40: Metro Square needs to be 0.65 acre rather than the 0.75 acres listed. 
Page 41. Does not apply to MI plan. 
Page 42: CJarifL that the size of Crescent Park includes the strip along Four Mile 
Run. The size of just Crescent Park is 2.25 acres and does not indude the strip 
along Four Mile Run to the West, 
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Page 42: Figure 23. (Placeholder): Figure is missing. 
Table 3, page 45, J. Development Summary: 

o Delete 'Required Retail' column. 
o Block #5 should have a Maximum Permitted Development Area for 

residential of 600,000sf rather than the 510,000sf shown. 
o The Maximum Permitted Development Residential Area Subtotal for The 

Crescent Gateway Neighborhoodn should be lI570,000sf, rather than the 
1,480,000sf shown. 

o The Total Maximum Permitted Development Area (office and residential) 
shouM be 6,485,000sf rather than tfre 6,395,000sf shown. 

Page 46, 4.2: Practically it will be difficult to implement a plan of 'minimum 
densities'. As with building height however the City impkitty has approval 
control on this through the DSUP process. Suggest deleting this, 
Page 46,4.5: Requiring a *theater/llve performance space' other than a movie 
theater is not a real possibility. Further providing a movie theater in Metro 
Square may not be appropriate or desirable from the tenant's point of view. 
Suggest that the language be moved to a general category rather than a 
neighborhood and read: 'Provide a movie theater or theatertlive performance 
space as market demands allow.' 
Page 46'4.9; 'Requiring retail in locations depicted in this Plan' is inconsistent 
with the plan itself. Figure I t  has 'required' and 'preferred' locations for retail. 
Page 46,4.13: Suggest 'Requite' be substituted with 'Encourage' and delete the 
reference to particular neighborhoods. 
Page 46-4.17: Add 'such as depicted in the Plan'. 
Page 46'4.10: Add 'such as depicted in the Plan'. 
Page 47. See page 39.H comment. 
Page 47, 4.20: This is redundant with 3.19. Suggest deleting this. 
Page 47,4.21: Suggest that 'Require' be replaced with 'Explore' or 'Encourage'. 
Page 47'4.22: If 'unbundled' means 'shared', we suggest that 'Provide' be 
replaced with 'Encourage'. 
Page 47'4.29 - Crescent Park can only be dedicated if the city and applicant 
make an agreement about locating the BMP on public land. It is the applicant's 
preference that the parks be dedicated to the public with a SSA to maintain. 
Page 47, on 4.30 is more than has been required by staff. The applicant has 
been showing 14% ground level and 34% overall open space. 25% cannot be 
achieved above the street based on footprints necessary to achieve the density 
described. 
Page 47'4.31: Suggest that 'required for Block 21 and' be dekted. If this 
language is not deleted, this premium would need to be assigned against the 
total public benefit contributions 
Page 47,4.35: Suggest that this be deleted. 
Page 47,4.38: Discuss how this provision is offset by affordable housing 
contribution. 
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Page 47'4.42: Similar to 4.38. 
Page 48 4.35: Suggest that this be deleted or changed to indicate that the 
requirement is not on the developer to provide playing fields off site. 

Section 5, community facilities 
Page 54, Recommendation 6.1, The provisions for an on site school have not 
been accommodated and would be difficult given the height limitations. Suggest 
this be deleted. 
Page 54,6.5: Suggest that the second sentence be deleted. 

Section 6, Trsnsporfatlon 
Page 60: References to improving trafic intersections 'before the rezoning can 
occur' must be clarified. 
Page 61 : Second paragraph under Section E, the last sentence that reads 
"Without the new transit infrastructure traffic congestion will ovetwhelm the street 
network capacity and the transportation network will fail" needs to either be 
deleted or revised to be more consistent with the traffic report which does not 
report ovewhelming failures of the traffic network. 
Page 63, Figure 25: 

o As described above, the BRT should cross the metro station in order to 
create a traffic hub. 

o Same 3 items as Figure I. 
o The BRT Route should extend down Potomac Avenue in front of the Metro 

Station and turn onto Wesmond Avenue, rather than onto Diamond 
Avenue as shown. 

Page 63. Legend is wrong, reverse. 
Page 64, Figure 26. Route 1 Sections, Figure is missing. 
Page 65: Section F, next to the last sentence should include an allowance for 
loading and deliveries on B Streets if a C Street is not available. 
Page 68: Figure 28. Bike Lanes 

o Same 3 items as Figure I. 
o No bicycle lanes through the center of combined Blocks #7 and #lo. 

Page 68. Dedicated lane added to Evans. It is not a sharrow. 
Page 69,6.1: Suggest that 'Water St.' be added to the streets connecting. 
Recommendation 6.4: As described above, Reed Avenue should not connect to 
Potomac Avenue. Pedestrian connection. 
Recommendation 6.7 and 6.8: 'These recommendations need to be clarified to 
determine how these intersections are going to be addressed before a rezoning 
and who would be responsible for the construction of these improvements. 
Page 69,6.9: Suggest adding 'In conjunction with other public agencies the city 
shoutd' to the beginning of the first sentence. 
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Page 69,6.10: Suggest adding 'In conjunction with other public agencies the city 
should' to the beginning of the first sentence. 
Page 70,6.19: See comment on 4.22. 
Page 70,6.20: Coordinate with 6.19 above. 
Page 70,6.21: Add language encouraging short term usage of on street parking. 
Page 70,6.22: Add 'in conjunction with Metro station development'. 
Page 70,6.23: Add 'in conjunction with Metro station development'. 

Secdlon 7, Inctastnrctune 
Page 73, First paragraph, delete "reusing grey water". 
Page 73: A "water Management Master Plan" has never been prepared before 
in the City. The requirements of this and the "goals" need further definition 
before we can prepare this kind of report. 
Page 73: The first sentence under "6. S t m a t e r  Management" is not true as 
this site is currently one parcel and has a coMdinated stom water system, 
approved and by the City and in operation for the last decade. 
Page 73: The words water quantity should be removed from the first paragraph 
under 8. We are not required to provide water quantity detention on the site. 
Page 73: In the same paragraph, the word 'Parcel" should be defined. 
Page 73: In the same paragraph, it states that "reuse the majority of the a m n t  
remaining" and is speaking b storm water. Revise to clarify that this is the reuse 
of the storm water for imgation. 
Page 73: This paragraph speaks to the possibility of the storm water 
infrastructure in public spaces. This paragraph should be strengthened. It 
should also be specific for if we build Potomac Ave over the existing onsite storm 
water facility in the south east comer of the site. It shouM also say Potomac Ave 
and the new land bay k. 
Page 73: The last paragraph in 8 talks about preserving the RPA along Four 
Mile Run. Right now it is railroad bridges and Gabion channel. Them is nothing 
to protect. It will be "rebuilt" as part of the City's master plan. It should say we 
will not aggravate an already bad situation, we will build our SWM facility and 
park adjacent and in the RPA as shown on the plans. 
On page 74, first paragraph, last sentence, add "but can be conveyed to the- 
WWfP". 
Page 74, Last sentence in the third paragraph requests "significant fundsa that 
are undefined. Any funds allocated to this cost w i H  decnaase the amount of funds 
allocated for the public benefit contributions including the metro station. We 
request that this sentence be deleted. 
Page 74 Last sentence h the f~ paragraph again asks for "significant funds*. 
Comment same as above. 
Page 75, 7.2: Delete 'public' in example. 
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Page 75, 7.7: Delete 'and reuse of greywatet. 
Page 75,7.8: This rwmmendation is open ended and undefined and will add 
costs to the project that are not possible if the funding for public benefit 
contributions including the metro is provided. 
Page 75, 7.9: Delete as not compatible with land uses. 

Section 8, Existing Ne&hborf,oods 
r Page 82, 8.1: "Require the developer to provide a monetary contribution to 

prepare a strategy.. ... for traffic calming.. ..in the neighborhoods West of Potomac 
Yard ...." This can only be required if there is enough funding left in the 'bucket" 
after the public benefit contributions including the metro contribution is 
determined. 

Section 9, lmplemenfation 
This chapter was not included in the draft plan but a draft chapter dated 
November 30, 2 0 9  titled Overview of Financing the Potomac Yard Metrorait 
Station was handed out at PYPAG. Our comments to this chapter are as 
discussed with staff in the meetings and correspondence regarding the metro 
financing. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Joanna C. Frizzell 

cc: Pam Boneham, RREEF 
Michael Nigro, RREEF 
Dan McCaffery, McCaffery Interests 
Ed Woodbury, McCaffery Interests 
Jonathan P. Rak, McGuireWoods, LLP 
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Small Area Plan Comments-DTJohnson 
Deborah T Jobnson 
to: 
'Valerie.Peterson@dexandriava.gov' 
Iu0412009 M:42 AM 
Cc : 
"'Claire.Gmn @alexandriava.gov'" 
Show Details 

Page 1 of 1 

- 

Valerie, 
Overall, I am elated with how the you and Jeff and tfie rest of the City staff along with your consultants have 
devised a draft plan that incorporates the interests discussed throughout our year-long process. 

I have some specific comments in the attachment, but will summarize a few of my major points: I am concerned 
about the requirement for more residential than office development. Could this d t  in our having more people 
use Metro to leave the City to go to work ekwhere rather than have more come into the City to work? It also 
seems the higher residential density would require more new funding from the aty to build and operate schools 
and provide other services residents will need. This seems counter to one of our primary goals of economic 
sustainability. Given the success of dense commercial development to the north, Potomac Yard is the prime 
location for the city to W d  up its commercial office development and reap those tax benefits. 

Also, since we plan to build an urban metrorail station, it seems could use as a model the Metro stations in a 

downtown DC. Many of those stations are located in majority commercial office & retaiI surroundings and seem 
to exceed desired ridership. 

Finally, even though the City has been told there are minimal federal dollars available for this metro tocation, 
could we not start that pmcess and secure! whatwer we can? 

Thanks for the opportunity to participate and give input Again, my specific comments on the Small Area Plan 
are attached, 

Deborah Tompkins J o h  
Senior Mirnager 
State & Local Affkirs 
'Dominion 
703/49&2ain 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message contains information which may be legally 
confidential and or privileged and does not in any case represent a firm ENERGY COMMODITY bid or 
offer relating thereto which binds the sender without an additional express written confirmation to that 
effect. The information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above and access by anyone 
else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, m use of 
the contents of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic A 

transmission in m r ,  please reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in 
error, and delete it. Thank you. 

file://C:V)ocuments and Settin~s\claire.mnU,ocal Seninns\TemvbotesEA3 12D\-web814.., 4/21/2010 



North Potomac Yard 
Small Area Plan 
Deborah Tompkins Johnson, PYPAG Member Comments 

Chapter 1- Vision and Guiding M a p l e s  

Page 6 

2. Economic Sustainability 

-Agree with statement that "growth.. .requires the provision of a future Metrorail 
station." 

-Add families and shoppers 

-Suggest this concept be added: Given the rapid pace of changes in retail 
shopping technology, we need to closely monitor and evaluate the amount of 
retail in comparison to office development. While we definitely need retail (to 
indude restaurants and entertainment) to have an active and safe night-time 
community, we need long-term office tenants and owners for long-term 
economic sustainability. 

-I don't recall "social sustainability" being singled as a "primary element" in our 
discussions or community group reports. However, we have had discusions 
and agreement on the need for both an environmentally and economically 
sustainable community. 

Unfortunately, while economic and soeiat sustainability are both important 
goals, we may introduce planning conflict having them both as "primary 
elements" of the plan. 

Chapter 2-Sustainability 

Retain Chapter title as-is 

Have two sections--one on environmental sustainsbility, which is already included. 
Add a section supporting the requirement that the community be economically 
sustaimb1e. It is important to have a d o n  on this given the city's commitment to the 
Mayor's Economic Sustainability Task Force. 



Page 9 

Carbon Neutrality--express cormnitment to carbon reductions without using today's 
jargon 

The final paragraph in this section well describes the plan's intent to respect our 
environment and to require design and construction around that intent. 

Chapter %Urban Design-Plan Framework 

Page 15-Typo: change compliment to complement 

Page 19 

Crescent Gateway Neighborhood 

-Add "people" uses to this section and not just discuss buildings and roads, eg, 
family oriented activities, recreation, etc. 

-Second to last sentence: add reference to "views of the Potomac" 

-Last sentence: This sentence could be interpreted as committing to building a 
school in North Potomac Yard and that this neighborhood is where it could be 
located. Suggest instead: If a school is to be built in North Potomac Yard, 
Crescent Gateway might be considered. 

Page 19 

D. Gateways and Vistas 

-Add more on possible ways to take advantage of the Yard's proximity to the 
Potomac in text AND add comments on this topic to recommendations page 

Page 20 



F. Public Art and History 

-'not sure how definitive you want to be about developer's h a 1  participation: 
consider "would likely require developer's financial participation vs. "would 
require.. . " 

Page 22 

Urban Design Recommendations 

-3.5 Add consideration of neighborhoods across Route 1 by designing tiers on the 
fronts of buildings.. . 

-3.9 Add recreational uses 

Chapter 4 Land Use 

General Comments: 

-Are we open to more than one hotel? If so, then depict that on the map/legend or in 
the text. 

-With the designated Residential (Yellow) and the mix of office and residential (Orange) 
and with the statement that there is preference for more residentialI it seem we are 
building Metro to take residents (those requiring services) out of the city during the day 
over office buildings (low demands on city services, particularly for additional schools). 

-In Table 1 on page 29, I would like to see some minimum office square footage 
requirement. 

-I agree with the comment made at the 11/30/2009 meeting to add statements relating 
to deliveries to retail and office buildings, (as well as trash pick-up needs for all 
buildings). I believe a statement related to this is mentioned elsewhere in the plan. 

-For aesthetics and "curb"appea1: At least minimal peen space or a water feature is 
needed between Wesmond Drive and East Reed Avenue. Even with the trees along 
Jefferson Davis Highway, it could have the wall effect. 

Page 34 typo: change "recommendation" to "recommending" 
Page 37 typo: change "above-trade" to "above-grade" 



Page 40 

Metro Square 

-1 agree with locating all transit modes together. 

-Would like to see best parts of the "city" and "developerff plan brought together 

Page 46 

Land Use Recommendations 

Building Height 

-add statement, here also, to transition building heights at Route 1 

C ; . I ;- :er H o m m u n i t y  Facilities 

Page 53 

Other Potential Community Facilities 

Consider combining the Potomac Yard Community Center and the youth center 

Chapter &Transportation 

Page 69 

Transportation Recommendations 

-6.9: End sentence after "agreeing to a financial plan." 



D E V E L O P I I E N T  L L C  

Faroll Hama 
Director 
Ihprment of Planniag & Zoning 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street 
Room 2100, City Hall 
Aicxadria" VA 223 14 

RE: North Potomac Yard Smatl Area Plan 

PYD has reviewed the North Potomac Yard S d  Area Plan ("SAP") d offers the following 
g e d  d specific comments nlsted to the P l m  

Metra - As thr! catire SAP is predicated upon a new metm station in a new location, PYD 
believes that no SAP or rtzoning of Landt#ty F should occugl. until tk ownef/devdoper of 
Landbay P commits to the necessary funding to cover any gap in h i n g  for metro. In 
addition, no such ~ v d s  shall occur until tb following issues becn addresse& 

PYD bas significant concerns with the proposed altmmtbe l ~ o m  fbr Metro. 
Relocating the metro to tbe north away &om the existing resenation wil l  result in 
signScant economic baxdit to the City and McCaffery, but stands to harm PYD's ability 
to devocllop its portion of thc Yard, ~ ~ l y  Landboly H. Moving the metro W o n  
north will locate portions of PYD's property outside of the '/r mile and H mile walking 
distrtace to the metro. It d l  also negative1y impact BYD's ability to atha& office users 
to LdbayH in the f d l c  future giventfme~thatofficc t amts  Mgravitabto 
rhe mrth whne the new metro is proposed and the only current oflice demand in the 
marlu=t is for GSA temnts. In addition Landbay F would eajoy o h  economic 
adwwqcs in competing against Lcmdbay H, such as iarger block sizes and reduced 
parking costs. Ifthe station is relaxbd, acw&ons will need to be made by the 
City to peimit GSA tenants to occupy offiw spact in Landbay H in ordcr to make that 
office development viable in the near tam. 

PYD's financial obligation to support a metro station in Pommac Y d  is sct forth in 
condition 30 of the existing CDD which states, in mievmt part "In the event fUnding 
f b m  souclces other than CAP PYD as its succam in interest] beconrss avaiXable in the 
futuFe for the c o ~ t i o a  of a WMATA rail station at the Metro Site! ria. focstim A], 
and tbe City concurs in the decision to proceed with mu31 construction, CAP shali...(i i )  if 
r e p d  by the City, ampera& in the establishment of a special service tax di&& or 



Ms. Farm11 Hamer 
Page 2 of 4 

another district or area having a comparable purpose, within the CDD, or a portion 
-c to assist in &mncing the constrution of the rail station, in accordance with the 
requirements of law." Although the City keeps assuming an additional $lO/squate foot 
payment to be paid by PYD over and above a special tax district, PY' is not obligated to 
makc such payment. In In if the tfie is moved away h m  the "Metro Siteys [location 
A], as defined in the CDD conditions, PYD is not obligated to participate in a special 
service tax district either. While PYD might be willing to participate in a special service 
tax district if its concerns are addressed, it will not agree to any additional contributions 
toward metro, especially in light of the significant public benefits aIready codmed upon 
the City by PYD to date. The City needs to acknowledge PYDSs rights and remove the 
additional financial contribution &om its analysis immediately. 

4 To the extent that metro is moved to the north, a southern entrance should be a 
not an option for that station and should be funded by sources other than 

PYD. 

4 PYD notes that if the metro station is relocated to north, under its existing p v a i s ,  
PYD has an obligation to build a pxhrim bridge in the existing metro rewvation 
pocation A] comecting Landbay K to P o t o m  Greens. This quirement seems 
redundant if pedestrian access for Potomac Ckens is incorpor&xl into the northern metro e 1 

location as has been discussed as part of the metro feasibility analysis. 

As previously d i s c d  with the City, any relocation of metro will require the acquisition 
of easements from PYD to cross the rail corridor (parcels 518), which PYD owns. llis 
fwt has not been acknowledged or addressed to date. 

Stomwater and Sanitarv Sewer -The SAP requires that a storm and wastewater mmagement 
plan be submitted prim to m d g  or CDD approval. The SAP should require that it be 
submitted and amroved by the CiV prior to rezoning or CDD approval. It should also explicitly 
state thrd any wastewater management plan should not rely on existing remaining capacity in the 
tr~m9mission lines or at t&e tlrestment p b t .  That additional capacity in tbe trammission lines 
was built by PYD and its predecessor at great expense as a public benefit to address existing 
deficiencies in the City's sanitary sewer system, not to benefit a future private developer. If 
Landbay F is permitted to use any of the existing capacity then PYD should be rtimbrned fix 
those costs. 

Parking - The proposal to permit abovegrade c m M  parking and reduce the parking 
requhmats is a departure h m  the requirements of the existing CDD. PYD supporn the 
concept but will be at a competitive disadvantage unless and until the City relieves the parking 
requirements under the existing CDD. 

New CDD - The SAP envisions the d o n  of a new CDD through a &mning process, thereby 
removing the property from the existing CDD. The SAP should clarify that any rezoning would - 

10600 Arrowbed Drive, YZZS Fairfur, VA 22030 
Phone: 703.934.9300 Fax; 703.383.0753 - 








































































































































































