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I. BACKGROUND

The Waterfront Plan proposed for adoption is the culmination of a great effort, over
two years, and many people’s involvement. The Department of Planning and Zoning
began the planning process in April 2009. Extensive community outreach, including
some 100 small group, community-wide, and staff meetings have occurred. There
have been activities such as charrettes, tours, and topical nights on art, history, and
the marina. The Planning Commission and City Council have conducted work
sessions and briefings on the Plan’s overall content as well as specific issues.

Technical expertise was also applied during the planning process in the areas of
marine engineering; flood mitigation; architecture, park and public space design
through staff and consultants; hotel and marina market assessments through
consultants; preliminary regulatory and permitting analysis through consultants and
communication with the District of Columbia, the Corps of Engineers, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and the National Park Service (NPS) for pier and marina
expansion; parking and traffic analysis through consultants; production of Art and
History Waterfront Plans by the City’s art and history communities; and more. The
Plan also benefited from the Old Town Area Parking Study, the Potomac River
Waterfront Flood Mitigation Study, and the Waterfront Traffic Impact Study, with
results integrated into the Plan.

The public outreach meetings and activities along with technical expertise facilitated
a vision to create a 21st century waterfront that meets the needs of residents and
visitors alike and that is sustainable economically and environmentally. The vision
then helped to shape a series of illustrative designs for redevelopment of the
waterfront.

Although the Plan looks toward the future, it is also bolstered by past planning
efforts, all of which share the goals of a publicly-oriented and accessible waterfront;
multi-modal connectivity via a walkway and bicycle trail; creation of parks and open
space; and redevelopment of remaining development sites through a mixture of uses
to promote an active waterfront. While some objectives have been realized, the
Plan’s overarching goal is to enhance what has been accomplished to-date by:

 expanding the provision of open and public space;

 strengthening the visual and physical connectivity along the waterfront;

 generating more water-oriented and related public activity along the

waterfront;

 fostering adaptive reuse of historic buildings; and

 guiding redevelopment of the limited remaining development sites.
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II. ISSUES

During the planning process, several key issues were discussed, and remain critical to
any conversation about the waterfront. Additionally, City Council, during a work
session on February 8, 2011, highlighted a series of issues for further, more detailed
review: flood mitigation, parking, a smaller scale Waterfront Park Building, and
implementation issues such as costs/revenues and phasing. Information was released
on March 23, 2011 to the public, regarding those items, and it is also provided in this
staff report as Attachments II, III, IV and V, respectively. Summaries of these and
other issues/solutions are included below.

A. Flood Mitigation

Participants in the planning process urged that a solution to the frequent flooding in
Old Town be included in the Plan. The Plan reflects the flood mitigation approach
determined to be the most cost effective, and it incorporates those solutions into
improvements to parks and public spaces. Flood mitigation will be one of the first
priorities for Plan implementation.

In 2007, the Transportation & Environmental Services Department conducted an
initial assessment of flooding along the City of Alexandria’s waterfront within the
Potomac River watershed. That assessment led to the 2010 Potomac River
Waterfront Flood Mitigation Study to determine the causes of the flooding problem,
identify potential solutions, analyze these potential solutions and recommend the best
solutions. Three flood levels were examined in the study: [Nuisance (4 feet
NAVD88), Intermediate (8 feet NAVD88) and Extreme (100-year, 10.2 feet
NAVD88)].

The flood study area is bounded by Third Street to the north, Fairfax Street to the
west, the Capital Beltway to the south, and the Potomac River to the east and, then, is
further divided into four focus areas: Jones Point, King Street, Waterfront
Commercial, and North Union.

Twenty-seven flood mitigation measures were identified and discussed in a series of
public and staff meetings that occurred from October 2007 through November 2008.
During that process, a numerical scoring system was developed to select mitigation
measures to consider further. The following nine mitigation measures were selected
for detailed evaluation using this scoring system.

 Structural measures: provide dry flood proofing; acquire properties; elevate

structures; construct engineered structural barriers (i.e., waterfront floodwall

and Jones Point berm); construct an elevated walkway that would also be a

floodwall structure; and increase the inlet and road elevation in the vicinity of

the Lower King Street area.
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 Nonstructural measures: relocate internal supplies, products/goods above the

flooding depth; improve the City’s floodplain and zoning ordinances; and

improve the sandbag programs or provide other temporary flood deterrents

A benefit-cost analysis (BCA) was performed for the six structural mitigation
measures. A BCA was not computed for the proposed nonstructural mitigation
measures. Therefore, nonstructural mitigation measures were evaluated only for
applicability and technical feasibility. The historic nature of the City adds to the cost
and complexity of the mitigation measures considered. Additionally, conceptual
designs were developed for the floodwall, Jones Point berm, the elevated walkway,
and roadway improvements.

After considerable analysis of different flood levels and a variety of potential flood
mitigation areas, the study found that the most cost-effective level of protection is 6
feet NAVD88, which has a recurrence interval of approximately 10 years. At higher
protection elevations, the physical size and cost of the work increases dramatically,
and BCA drops quickly.

The study does not recommend a single flood mitigation solution, but rather a series
of measures are recommended to provide protection against flood events on the
Potomac River, including several of the structural measures that can be constructed
by the City: (1) inlet and roadway improvements along King Street, Union Street and
The Strand; (2) an elevated walkway approximately 1,280 feet in length; and (3)
approximately 550 feet of floodwall. An additional recommendation involves flood
proofing private properties that are currently vulnerable to nuisance flooding. This
idea would require participation from private property owners, although the City can
provide expertise and guidance.

The Plan incorporates the three recommended structural flood mitigation measures as
follows: The first, inlet and roadway improvements include raising the roadway
elevation and associated drainage structures in the vicinity of the intersections of
King Street and The Strand and King Street and Union Street. The City encounters
flooding in these areas due to storm drain and because of the low elevations of the
catch basins. The improvements would raise the roadway by approximately a foot to
one and a half feet, as well as raising storm drain manholes and catch basins, reducing
the most frequent occurrences of flooding in this area. The frequency of shallow
nuisance flooding could be reduced from over 150 times a year to about 10 times a
year, depending on the roadway elevations that are achieved.

In the case of the second and third structural recommendations, namely an elevated
walkway and floodwall system, the Plan includes a variation of these so that, instead
of the full structures being located along the promenade, blocking the river view, they
are in part naturally incorporated into the parks and landscape along this area. The
layout of these structural elements is shown in concept in this Plan. The exact
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locations will be developed in the implementation phase as more extensive
engineering analysis and design takes place.

The effectiveness of the proposed flood protection up to Elevation 6.0 is dependent
upon the entire limits of the mitigation being constructed. If the improvements are
phased in over time, the flood protection will not be realized until the final phase is
completed. More information regarding flood mitigation is included in Attachment II
– Flood Mitigation Measures and Graphics.

B. Parking

Early in the planning process, many people identified parking as a critical issue that
would have to be fully addressed for the Plan to succeed. The Plan includes a
comprehensive approach to Old Town parking management.

In the past year, the City prepared a comprehensive study of Old Town parking
supply and demand, developed recommended strategies based on the new
information, worked through the summer with a community stakeholder group to
prioritize solutions, and began their implementation. Enforcement has been increased,
new parking wayfinding signs will be installed this spring, and new multi-space
parking meters are being installed.

The Old Town parking initiatives have been conducted jointly with waterfront
planning, which the Plan describes in some depth on pages 114-121.

A key finding is that – even at peak times -- there are many unused parking garage
spaces within 3-4 blocks of the King/Union intersection. This finding made it clear
that there is a big opportunity to improve Old Town parking by getting people to use
garages, especially when parking for more than a few hours.

The Plan shows that, numerically, existing parking demand and capacity leave room
to park any increase in cars attracted to the waterfront. There are more than 700
unused spaces available today at peak times in public garages; additional close-by
private garages are willing to open for public parking when and if there is demand.
Adding garage attendants and valet parking programs to the toolbox increases garage
capacity even more.

Beyond its parking analysis, however, the Plan recognizes that having theoretical
capacity is only part of the answer; action steps need to be taken and then continued
into the future so that an assessment of parking can be made and steps taken to
address parking on a regular basis.

Specifically, the Plan would formally extend and continue the progress made in the
past year on Old Town parking issues through a Waterfront Parking Implementation
Plan. The Parking Implementation Plan would be both a living document and a public



Master Plan Amendment #2011-0001
Text Amendment #2011-0005

Waterfront Small Area Plan

6

process to monitor conditions, evaluate options, and take action. The Parking
Implementation Plan must include specific triggers, such as development activity or
renewed utilization/capacity studies, with the necessary enhanced capacity that must
be available. This level of detail and commitment by the City to the Plan’s outline for
the future is absolutely required. The Plan, on page 120, lists specific measures
which, at a minimum, must be included in any Implementation Plan, including:

 Monitoring public garage capacity at peak times on a regular basis and

using an 85% capacity measure to trigger the need to make additional

capacity available;

 Requiring additional parking capacity at the point that new demand

generators are constructed on the waterfront;

 Implementing a systematic valet parking program for Old Town, King

Street and the waterfront core area;

 Protecting parking in residential areas after testing and monitoring the

effects of waterfront development.

The Plan calls for an interagency team with support by affected stakeholders to create
the Parking Implementation Plan. Additional summary information on parking is in
Attachment III – Parking Summary.

C. Proposed Waterfront Park Restaurant Building

No Plan recommendation has inspired as much debate as the proposal to construct
a building along the western edge of Waterfront Park. The Waterfront Park
building was initially proposed for three main reasons:

 It would both finance and hide a replacement surface parking lot for the

Old Dominion Boat Club…and, in the process, result in a larger amount of

open space at the heart of the waterfront.

 Proposed for restaurant use, it would provide additional options for

waterfront dining, something identified early on by Alexandrians as one of

the things they wanted most from the Plan.

 It would activate Waterfront Park and connect King Street to The Strand

redevelopment sites.

The Plan document proposes two options for a restaurant building within
Waterfront Park. Both options yield approximately 30,000 square feet of
development. Staff was asked to develop a smaller option.
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The new proposal, developed at the request of the City Council and community, is
for a much smaller scale building: narrower, not as long, and much shorter in
height. The conceptual design is a largely glass structure, taking architectural cues
from the Mount Vernon orangery, resulting in a low-slung market style building
which activates Waterfront Park and is better integrated into the neighborhood
fabric. The building’s design creates a large roof top space suitable for seasonal
outdoor dining, offering panoramic views of the Potomac River.

The proposed building is approximately 60 feet in depth and 175 feet in length
along The Strand, yielding approximately 10,500 square feet. It would leave more
than 180 feet of park depth from shoreline to the new building, thereby extending
far less (35 feet less) into the park than earlier designs. The exterior façade of the
building, with exception of two gable elements, is only 14 feet high above the
adjacent walkway fronting Waterfront Park, and steps back to a maximum height
of 18 feet at the roof parapet. This lower height mitigates most of the potential
view blocking of rear-facing tenants in the adjacent buildings.

A building at this location is important because it would help connect the
waterfront between King Street and points south and north along the waterfront by
enlivening the area, drawing people into the park, providing them with
opportunities for outdoor and indoor dining, and affording them great views of
people along the adjacent walkway, Point Lumley Park, and the water and marinas.
Finally, a restaurant would provide sufficient tax revenues to significantly
contribute to the high level of maintenance required for expanded parkland and
public space envisioned by the Plan. More information regarding the new smaller
scale option for the Waterfront Restaurant Building is in Attachment IV -
Waterfront Park Restaurant Building.

D. Plan Costs and Revenues

The great majority of recommendations in this Plan call for additions and
improvements to waterfront public spaces, the shoreline, and the marina. Because
there are few redevelopment sites on the waterfront, many people expressed
concern that the potential revenues from new development would not be sufficient
to support the Plan’s recommendations.

The Plan is able to balance costs and revenues, including enhanced maintenance
levels, by carefully calibrating permitted densities and land uses to be those which
generate the greatest public benefits with the lowest neighborhood impacts. The
following summarizes anticipated costs and revenues associated with the Plan, as
does Attachment V – Waterfront Costs/Revenues and Phasing:

 The Plan balances costs and revenues.

 At build-out, a redevelopment scenario with a mixture of housing, hotel,

and restaurant/retail yields net tax revenue of $4.8 million in 2011 dollars
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per year. With a phased build-out over 15 years, cumulative tax revenues

at the end of 15 years will reach $42 million in 2011 dollars.

 The park and public space improvements recommended in the Plan would

cost up to $39 million while flood mitigation would cost $6.5 million (all

in 2011 dollars). Even including flood mitigation, the Plan’s projected

revenues will exceed expenditures within 20 years.

 Once public improvements are made, $1.0 million of the net tax revenue

per year can be used to help the City maintain the new improvements and

improve maintenance on existing parks.

 Hotels are a major reason why the Plan can pay for itself. On average, a

square foot of hotel space generates six times the tax revenue of a square

foot of housing.

 Over the past month, City staff extensively validated the cost estimates for

the Plan with government and private industry experts. The analysis

included comparisons to recent and current waterfront projects at National

Harbor, Washington DC, and Arlington.

 Numerous figures were double-checked and some figures were adjusted,

but only a few changes were substantial:

o About $4.7 million was added to the contingency fund and engineering

cost estimates. In the interest of being extra conservative, City staff

chose to increase the contingency fund from 15% to 30% of total cost

and increase the expected design/engineering cost from 15% to 20%.

o The proposed civic/cultural building rose in price from $1.6 million to

$3.6 million. Smaller or less expensive buildings are possible; the new

estimate shows the cost of a high quality 10,000 square foot building.

o Completing flood mitigation at the same time as other improvements

provide some cost savings.

o Operating costs have been included in the cost/revenue calculation.

The cost/revenue scenario contains an increase of $1 million per year

in operating costs over current levels by year 11. That figure would

cover not only increased operating costs due to new facilities, but also

an increased level of maintenance for existing parks, public spaces,

and marina areas.
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o The capital costs of the Plan include the purchase of a waterborne

debris skimmer and the operating costs cover additional staff for its

operation.

E. Plan Phasing Program

There is considerable flexibility in how waterfront improvements could be phased.
The proposed phasing would prioritize flood mitigation, improvements that
provide both public amenities and economic value, and improvements at the heart
of the waterfront: the foot of King Street.

Staff divided the Waterfront into 10 “phasing locations.” Public Improvements that
are logically completed at the same time were grouped into elements. The cost and
relative timing of each element is estimated.

 The timeframes for phasing are: 0-3 years, 4-6 years, and 7-15 years.

 Flood mitigation is a high priority.

 The phasing analysis anticipates that the King Street/The Strand/Union

Street flood mitigation work and the Point Lumley Park improvements,

including floodwall elements, would be completed in the first three years,

the Fitzgerald Square/Waterfront Park initiatives in years 4-6, and the

balance of the recommended improvements in years 7-15. However, the

timing of the phasing elements is very flexible and can respond to

opportunities that may occur. For example, if agreement is reached on the

Old Dominion Boat Club parking lot issue, then the Fitzgerald Square and

Waterfront Park initiatives could accelerate and Point Lumley Park

initiatives could be scheduled later.

 Public art and historic interpretation could occur in any phase, but will

also be considered as part of any of the proposed improvements.

For the mixed use redevelopment scenario noted under costs/revenues above, it is
also anticipated that redevelopment will occur in the three identified phases as
well: 0-3 years, 4-6 years, and 7-15 years.

 In years 0-3, anticipated redevelopment includes the Beachcomber,

redevelopment of the Cummings warehouse at 220 South Union Street,

and adaptive reuse of the historic buildings in that block.

 In years 4-6, anticipated redevelopment includes Robinson Terminal

North and the balance of the redevelopable properties in the

Cummings/Turner block.
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 In years 7-15, the anticipated redevelopment is Robinson Terminal South.

More information on costs/revenues/phasing is contained in Attachment V –
Costs/Revenues/Phasing.

F. Hotels

The Plan does not require hotels. The Plan would permit hotels, and would
encourage hotels in locations where the public should feel welcome.

 The mixed use redevelopment scenario includes 625 hotel rooms spread

over the three sites: 250 at Robinson Terminal South, 200 at Robinson

North, and 175 in the Cummings/Turner block.

o The actual number of hotel rooms constructed will depend on many

factors, including market conditions, developer interest, and public

participation in the development review process.

o If built, the hotels could yield fewer rooms than anticipated or involve

smaller hotels.

o To help illustrate a potential hotel: a 250-room hotel on Robinson

Terminal South could be similar to the Hotel Monaco near Market

Square. The Hotel Monaco is a good neighbor: while there is cab

activity at the entrance, King Street is not congested; hotel activity

does not congest the nearby sidewalks; the hotel is quiet; and the hotel

appears to accommodate the parking demand it generates.

o Reducing the number of hotel rooms to 500 (replaced with housing)

would reduce net annual revenues available to pay for the Plan from

$4.8 million to $3.5 million per year. Reducing hotel rooms to 375

would further reduce net annual revenues to $2.8 million.

 Hotel uses have reduced impacts on traffic and parking. Hotels generate

fewer trips than many other non-residential uses (such as office and retail)

and these trips are spread out over the day, rather than concentrated during

rush hours. Hotels also demand fewer parking spaces, as a large share of

guests arrive by means other than driving a car that needs to be parked.

 A 2011 Hotel Technical Memorandum prepared by W-ZHA is included in

the Plan as Appendix 3; it covers an area defined for study purposes as

East Alexandria; rooms for this area currently totals 2,780 according to

Smith Travel Research. These properties maintained an effective 2009
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occupancy of just over 70%, which is considered healthy by industry

standards.

 There is only one hotel included in the Plan study area, namely the

Crowne Plaza. Due to current zoning restrictions on land use, there is no

opportunity to create high quality lodging along the Potomac River in

Alexandria. The Plan and a rezoning as outlined in Section IV would

allow hotels under the W-1 zone for development sites in the planning

area with an SUP. This will allow access to this yet untapped and highly

desirable feature of Old Town. Redevelopment sites identified the Plan

will be afforded a geographic premium unavailable to any other property

in the City.

More summary information on hotels is included in Attachment VI – Hotel Use

Analysis.

III. KEY PLANNING ELEMENTS AND DEVELOPMENT SITES

A. Planning Elements

There are several key planning elements which are integral to the Plan’s ability to
enhance past and present goals of expanding public access, parkland, and
connectivity; improving public amenities to enliven the waterfront through water-
based and land-based activity; incorporating the use of art and history; increasing the
waterfront’s financial and environmental sustainability; preserving historic structures;
and completing the redevelopment of remaining development sites. These include:

 Establishing the foot of King Street as the gateway to the City by

extending the King Street pier out into the water, creating a signature harbor

for Alexandria’s waterfront and a hub for water taxis.

 Rediscovering The Strand as a place for fun with new parks offering

activities for families and individuals, new waterfront dining options, historic

ships, and highlighting The Strand as one of several cultural anchors along

the waterfront with new opportunities to learn about Alexandria’s history.

 Creating new places for people to get together and enjoy themselves, by

adding approximately five acres of public space, including new public piers,

new parks and plazas, re-opened alleys, pedestrian-oriented streets, and a

continuous walkway along the waterfront.

 Making sure new development contributes to our quality of life, by

guiding the transformation of three remaining development sites in the core



Master Plan Amendment #2011-0001
Text Amendment #2011-0005

Waterfront Small Area Plan

12

of the planning area: Robinson Terminal North and South and the 200 Block

of Union Street, so as to provide restaurants and outdoor dining, hotels, retail,

a marina, and adaptive reuse of the historic warehouses.

 Sustaining our shoreline and environmental resources by creating a more

natural shoreline, introducing native plants, fortifying the bulkhead, and

integrating flood mitigation.

 Incorporating history through interpretative activities and uses that reflect

the history of the waterfront, architecture that recalls the past, adaptive reuse

of buildings, use of materials in creating or enhancing public spaces and

buildings, marking historical places, and more.

 Incorporating art through an art walk; public art and features; and creative,

fun and educational art and cultural activity and utilizing art and history as

unifying features along the waterfront.

B. Remaining Development Sites

Very few redevelopment sites remain along the waterfront. The Plan identifies three
private sites, as depicted on page 84, and includes Development Goals and Guidelines
for each one. The sites are:

 Robinson Terminal North

 Robinson Terminal South

 Cummings/Turner Block

Beyond technical regulatory provisions, the adopted land use plans that now govern
the waterfront have little guidance for redevelopment. The Plan, with its Goals and
Guidelines and other tools, provides greater clarity regarding the City’s expectations
for redevelopment and greater certainty that redevelopment will address public
expectations. The more refined approach for each development site focuses on
design, historic importance and amenities and, most importantly, each site’s physical
connection with the new public open spaces and facilities in the Plan.

As to each site, the Plan proposes opportunity for a mixed use scenario with active
ground floor uses. A system of active frontages is integral in connecting waterfront
places, as illustrated on pages 86 and 87 of the Plan. Further, the Plan proposes some
increase to what existing zoning already permits, but does so with additional
requirements. Thus, increases in density are permitted but only with SUP approval,
and only if the proposed development is found to comply with the specific
Development Goals and Guidelines outlined below.
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. Each of the Development sites will continue to be subject to the W-1 zone, but, as
Section IV outlines, the zone text is proposed to be modified to allow hotels with SUP
approval; to allow additional density with SUP approval; and to require compliance
with the Development Goals and Guidelines in the Plan. No height limits are
proposed to change with the exception of the portion of Robinson Terminal North to
the west of Union Street, which is proposed to increase from 55 ft. to 66 ft. This
change will align the Zoning Ordinance with the Height Districts for this area.

As to Robinson Terminal South and the Cummings/Turner block, each are located
within both the Old and Historic Alexandria District and the Potomac River Vicinity
Height District, making them already subject to design guidelines and standards in
existing zoning regulations that will not change at sections 6-404 and 10-105(A)(4)).

IV. PROPOSED ZONING CHANGES

The W-1 zone was adopted as part of the City’s Zoning Ordinance in 1982. It has
remained relatively the same since that time, with some few changes in 1992. The
zone has provided the development rights for several of the private properties
developed since that time along the River, including Fords Landing, Harborside and
Rivergate. The Plan recommends amending that zone as to the three remaining sites
on the waterfront for which future private development is anticipated.

As discussed in great detail at pp. 84 - 101 in the Plan, these sites are currently zoned
W-1 which already allows some development opportunities, and are subject to certain
BAR and height district regulations. However, under the current W-1 Zone, the
particular type and design of development that is most conducive to coexistence with
public parks, activity and access ways along the waterfront is not as clearly defined.
If the W-1 Zone is not changed, those sites are likely to develop as private
townhouses.

It is significant to note that the proposed zoning changes to W-1 do not delete any
rights that exist today. To the extent a developer prefers the existing zoning, with its
permitted uses and densities, the ability to develop in accord with those rules
continues. The additional use and density are provided as incentives to achieve the
particular development and design the Plan has outlined as most desirable.

The following specific W-1 Zone changes are recommended, consistent with the
information about uses, density and height in the Plan document itself and relying on
the Development Goals and Development Guidelines listed in the Plan document.

1. Hotel Use: Amendment to section 5-503 to add hotels as a use, provided a

SUP is approved and the development is consistent with the Design Goals and

Guidelines in the Waterfront Plan for the site. A central part of the Plan is to

encourage hotels as opposed to private residential uses, especially townhouses

because residential essentially makes the land closest to the river private. The design
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guidelines do provide some flexibility for residential uses, already allowed in the W-1

zone, but they are best on the blocks away from the river. However, residential

development could still be allowed along the river if there is a showing that it can

coexist with the planned public activity, provide a welcoming presence to visitors,

and preferably not include permanent owner-occupied units. (See, e.g, for Robinson

Terminal North, Guideline #4 at p. 90.)

2. FAR Increase: Amendment to section 5-504 to allow increased FAR for the
three development sites, provided a SUP is approved and provided the
development is consistent with the Design Goals and Guidelines in the
Waterfront Plan for the site. The current densities allowed in the W-1 zone are
lower than the maximum permitted under the 1983 Robinson Terminal Settlement
Agreement with the Federal Government and City, and lower than what will permit a
quality development with underground parking to be built. Therefore, the proposed
zoning allows FAR up to the maximums provided in the 1983 Robinson Terminal
Settlement Agreement, and consistent with the amounts shown in the chart on p. 101
of the Plan. A more detailed chart with additional information, including a before and
after comparison of FAR for each part of each development is included as
Attachment VII – Chart. This table replaces the table located in the Plan document at
p. 101. The table is expanded to show calculations for all of the individual parcels. In
addition, it is expanded to show how the entire Cumming/Turner block could
redevelop under the proposed zoning (the table in the Plan document assumed that
some parcels would redevelop but others would not). The table is also revised to more
accurately convey the potential for redevelopment under current zoning.

As an example, the chart shows that for Robinson Terminal North, current zoning
allows a FAR of 2.0; the 1983 Settlement Agreement and proposed zoning actually
allows an effective FAR of somewhat less than that, or 1.69. The lower number
includes the entire land within the site in the calculation, although some of it may not
be used for development. As to Robinson Terminal South, current zoning allows an
FAR of 2.0; the 1983 Settlement Agreement and proposed zoning allow a bit more
than that, or 2.32. For the Cummings Turner block, the proposed zoning increases the
FAR from 2.0 to 3.0, but the increase is necessary to achieve a cohesive development
of the block’s separate parcels, as well as retention of the historic buildings. The
physical model of the waterfront which has been on public display at City Hall for six
weeks demonstrates the ability of these FAR numbers to result in buildings that are
well designed, do not overwhelm the surrounding area, provide breaks through the
blocks and significant open space, and otherwise work compatibly with the adjacent
residential neighborhood as well as with nearby active open space areas.

In order to achieve the increased FAR, the zoning requires that the developments
obtain SUP approval and comply with the long list of Development Goals and
Guidelines set out in the Plan. Those Guidelines are detailed and tailored to address
the multitude of issues at each individual site while at the same time providing the



Master Plan Amendment #2011-0001
Text Amendment #2011-0005

Waterfront Small Area Plan

15

City with an opportunity for enhanced development and quality design over what
current zoning would produce.

3. Height Correction for one block: Amendment to section 5-507 to state that

maximum heights throughout the W-1 Zone will be those that are shown on the

height district maps. No height limits are proposed to change on any W-1 zoned

land, with the exception of that portion of Robinson Terminal North that is west of

North Union Street, which will change from 55 to 66 feet, consistent with the current

height district map for that land and for the parcels nearby in Height District #4. (See

Plan Figure 26, p. 85.) Nor does the zoning change the fact that, except for that one

block, all the remaining developable land is within Height District #3 and is already

required to obtain SUP approval for any height over 30 feet, and the process relies on

certain design criteria and standards in the zoning ordinance at section 6-404.

4. Elimination of unsuitable uses: Amendment to section 5-503 to delete two

uses: rooming house and tourist home. These uses, historically part of the City’s

Zoning Ordinance, including the W-1 zone, are not compatible or suitable for the

City’s waterfront. There are no existing developed parcels that would be

appropriate for either a rooming house or tourist home; there have been no

applications to use waterfront property for those uses in the last 30 years; and those

uses would not be suitable or compatible with the development concepts for the

future development sites.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of these
zoning text changes because they allow reasonable development, compatible uses,
and a design and scale of development particularly suitable for each of the
development sites in the Plan.

V. SCHEDULE AND NEXT STEPS

The Planning Commission is scheduled to meet twice on this item, with the first
meeting scheduled for April 5, 2011 and the second for May 3, 2011. City Council
action is then anticipated in May and/or June 2011. Once adopted, there are a number
of recommendations in the Plan which can begin immediately as the City prepares to
undertake the phasing program outlined in Section II. Some immediate steps might
include.

(1) Working in partnership with the community on planning and

organizational matters relating to implementation.

(2) Continuing to interface with regulatory agencies to further discussion and

processes regarding permitting.

(3) Initiating the Parking Implementation Plan.

(4) Preparing for solicitation of engineering and design studies.
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(5) Continuing to work with the art and history communities on

implementation aspects of their plans.

(6) Meeting with property owners regarding redevelopment sites.

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions:

A. Initiate and adopt by Resolution the Waterfront Small Area Plan as an

amendment to the City’s Master Plan; and

B. Initiate and recommend approval of the proposed text amendment revising

Section 5-500 of the Zoning Ordinance, W-1/Waterfront mixed use zone.

VII. ATTACHMENTS

Order of attachments:

I - Waterfront Plan and Appendices
II – Flood Mitigation
III - Parking
IV – Restaurant Building
V – Costs/Revenues/Phasing
VI – Hotel Use Analysis
VII – Development Chart
VIII – Letters
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PROPOSED ZONING TEXT CHANGES

Sec. 5-500 W-1/Waterfront mixed use zone.

5-501 Purpose. The W-1 zone is intended to promote mixed use development with
suitable public amenities along appropriate portions of the city's waterfront by
permitting a mixture of residential, commercial, cultural and institutional uses and
by allowing greater densities than would otherwise be permitted to the extent the
proposed mix of uses, the design and the location warrant.

5-502 Permitted uses. The following uses are permitted in the W-1 zone:
(A) Single-family dwelling;
(A.1) Two-family dwelling;
(A.2) Townhouse dwelling;
(B) Multifamily dwelling;
(C) Business and professional office;
(D) Public building;
(E) Public park, athletic field or other outdoor recreation facility;
(F) Public utility service yard and/or electrical receiving or transforming

station, provided the use and/or structure was in existence prior to 1982
and the use has been continued thereafter;

(G) Accessaory uses, as permitted by section 7-100.

5-503 Special uses. The following uses may be allowed in the W-1 zone pursuant to a
special use permit:

(A) Commercial outdoor recreation facility;
(B) Commercial shipping and freight terminal;
(C) Facilities used for docking or berthing of boats or ships, including public

or private marinas and/or boat docks with related facilities limited to
water and electricity connections;

(D) Health and athletic club;
(E) Home for the elderly;
(F) Nursery school;
(G) Outdoor food and crafts market;
(H) Personal service establishment;
(I) Privately owned public use building such as civic auditorium or

performing arts center;
(J) Restaurant;
(K) Retail shopping establishment;
(L) Rooming house;
(M) Tourist home;
(N) Utilities, as permitted by section 7-1200.
(O) Hotel, consistent with the Development Goals and Guidelines for

Development Sites in the Waterfront small area plan.
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5-503.1 Prohibited uses. Any use which is not a permitted, special or accessory use
pursuant to this section 5-500 is prohibited.

5-504 Floor area ratio. The permitted floor area ratio of a development in the W-1 zone
depends on whether a single use or mixture of uses is proposed and whether a
special use permit is sought.

(A) Single use. If a parcel is developed for only commercial use or for only
residential use, the maximum permitted floor area ratio is:

(1) Commercial: .75, or
(2) Residential: 1.0

In the case of either (1) or (2), an additional .25 of retail use is permitted.
(B) Mixed use. If a parcel is developed for both commercial and residential

use, and the residential use constitutes at least 25 percent of the floor
space of the development, the maximum permitted floor area ratio is 1.0
plus an additional .25 of retail use.

(C) Mixed use or residential/SUP. If at least 50 percent of the floor space
of the proposed development is for residential use and if the commercial
use within such a development does not exceed a floor area ratio of .75,
then, with a special use permit, the maximum permitted floor area ratio
may be increased to an amount not to exceed 2.0.

(D) Development sites in waterfront plan/SUP. For property that is part of a
development site identified in the waterfront small area plan, with a
special use permit, the maximum floor area ratio may be increased
provided the development meets and is consistent with the Development
Goals and Guidelines listed in the Waterfront plan for the property.

5-505 Density and lot requirements.
(A) Density. Gross density shall not exceed 30 dwelling units per acre.
(B) Lot size.

(1) Each structure containing multifamily dwellings shall be
located on a lot with a minimum of 1,452 square feet of land
area for each dwelling unit.

(2) Each townhouse dwelling shall be located on a lot with a
minimum of 1452 square feet of land area.

(3) Each other principal use shall be located on a lot with no
minimum land area requirement except that which occurs as
a result of other applicable regulations, such as yards, floor
area ratio and parking.

(C) Lot width and frontage.
(1) For multifamily dwellings, the minimum lot width at the

front lot and building line shall be 50 feet.
(2) For townhouses, the minimum lot width at the front lot and

building line shall be 18 feet for all lots except interior lots
for which the minimum lot width at the front lot and building
line shall be 26 feet.



Text Amendment #2011-0005
W-1/Waterfront Mixed Use Zone

19

(3) For all other principal uses, there shall be no minimum lot
and building line requirements except those which occur as a
result of other applicable regulations.

5-506 Yard requirements.
(A) Front yard. No front yard is required except as may be applicable

pursuant to the supplemental yard and setback regulations of section 7-
1000 and the zone transition requirements of section 7-900.

(B) Side yards. No side yards are required except in the following cases:
(1) Each interior end unit in a group of townhouses shall provide

a side yard of at least 8 feet.
(2) Multifamily residential buildings shall provide two side yards

based on a setback ratio of 1:2 and a minimum of 16 feet.
(C) Rear yard. Each lot shall provide a rear yard of at least 8 feet, except

that each multifamily residential building shall provide a rear yard based
on a setback ratio of 1:2 and a minimum distance of 16 feet.

5-507 Height. The maximum permitted height of buildings is 55 feet. the height shown
in the applicable height district map.

5-508 Open and usable space. Residential uses shall provide a minimum of 300 square
feet of open and usable space per dwelling unit, exclusive of any area required for
off-street parking. The location and shape of such space shall be subject to the
director's determination that it is functional and usable space for residents, visitors
and other persons. Such open space may be located on landscaped roofs or other
areas fully open to the sky which are not at ground level and which are accessible
to all residents of the development if the director determines that such space
functions as open space for residents to the same extent that ground level open
space would. In addition, each use, development or project adjacent to the
Potomac River shall provide an open space walkway and bike way adjacent to the
high watermark of the Potomac River.

5-509 Ground floor occupancy regulations.
(A) No room or space used for residential purposes or commercial purposes,

other than restaurant or retail room or space, shall be permitted on the
ground floor of any building.

(B) The provisions of section 5-509(A) shall not apply if publicly accessible
waterfront or waterfront-related amenities are provided in conjunction
with a proposed building, subject to approval of a site plan for such
amenities and building pursuant to section 11-400.

(C) Publicly accessible waterfront or waterfront-related amenities may
include, but are not limited to, pedestrians walkways and landscaped
open space areas connected to the walkway/bikeway required along the
waterfront by section 5-508, boat docking facilities, or similar
improvements that enhance pedestrian access to and enjoyment of the
waterfront area. The planning commission, or city council on appeal,
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shall approve the site plan submitted pursuant to section 5-509(B) if the
commission or council in its reasonable discretion determines that the
amenities to be provided enhance the publicly oriented vitality of the
waterfront area.

(D) As used in this section 5-509, "ground floor" means that floor of a
building which is approximately or most nearly level with the ground
surface in the general vicinity of the building and includes the headroom
above such floor.

(E) The residential building exclusions of section 11-404(A) shall not apply
to any site plan submitted under the provisions of this section 5-500.
Nothing in this section 5-509 shall excuse compliance with the use
regulations of this section 5-500, including any requirement for a special
use permit of section 5-503, or with the floodplain regulations of section
6-300.

(F) Any ground floor room or space used for residential purposes or
commercial purposes other than restaurant or retail room or space, in a
building for which a preliminary site plan was approved on or before
June 28, 1988, shall be deemed to meet the requirements of this section
5-509.

5-510 Underground utilities. All developments containing new or replacement utility
facilities within the development shall provide for underground installation of said
facilities.

5-511 Use limitations. Health club use shall include health, athletic, and bath clubs or
establishments, massage establishment, including facilities incidental to such
uses; provided, however, that a special use permit granted for the operation of a
massage establishment as defined in section 11-4-1 of the city code shall apply
exclusively to the permittee named therein and shall not be transferable to any
other firm or individual. 5-512 Additional regulations for single-family, two-
family and townhouse dwellings.

(A) Lot size. Each single-family dwelling shall be located on a lot with a
minimum land area of 5,000 square feet. In the case of a two-family
dwelling, the lot shall contain 2,500 square feet of land area for each
dwelling unit.

(B) Frontage. When measured at both the front lot line and the front
building line, each single-family dwelling and two-family duplex
dwelling requires a minimum of 50 feet of frontage, and a semi-detached
dwelling requires a minimum frontage of 37.5 feet for each dwelling
unit.

(C) Yards. For residential uses the following yard requirements apply:
Each single-family, and two-family dwelling shall provide a front yard of
20 feet; a rear yard based on a 1:1 setback ratio and a minimum of eight
feet; and side yards based on a 1:3 setback ratio and a minimum of eight
feet. Each interior end unit townhouse shall provide a side yard based on
a 1:3 setback ratio and a minimum of eight feet.
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(D) Mixed use. When a development includes both residential and
nonresidential uses, the residential lot size, frontage and yard regulations
shall be applicable to the residential component of the development.

5-513 Accessory apartments. One or two apartment dwelling units, located on a floor or
floors above retail or commercial uses, shall be permitted as an accessory use.
Such apartments shall be categorized as nonresidential for the purpose of applying
the area and bulk regulations of this zone, and each such apartment shall provide
the parking required for a multifamily dwelling unit of equivalent size.

(Ord. No. 3606, §§ 6--9, 12-12-92; Ord. No. 3612, §§ 1, 3, 1-23-93; Ord. No. 3629, §§ 1--4, 5-
15-93; Ord. No. 3753, § 1, 9-27-94)
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RESOLUTION NO. MPA 2011-0001

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

WHEREAS, in 2009, Department of Planning and Zoning staff initiated a process for
creation of the Waterfront Small Area Plan as an amendment to the City’s 1992 Master Plan; and

WHEREAS, the boundaries for the Waterfront Small Area Plan consist of Daingerfield
Island at its north end and Jones Point Park at its southern end (both national parks). In between,
the plan is bounded to the east by the Potomac River and to the west by (from north to south)
East Abingdon Drive beginning just north of Marina Drive to the railroad tracks, Continuing
southeast along the railroad tracks to a point just west of Pitt Street, Continuing east along
Bashford Lane to North Royal Street, Continuing south along North Royal Street to Third Street,
Continuing east along Third Street to North Fairfax Street, Continuing south along North Fairfax
Street to Queen Street, Continuing east along Queen Street to a point approximately 100 feet
west of North Union Street, Continuing south about 100 feet west of Union Street to Wolfe
Street, Following along the northern, western, and southern boundary of Windmill Hill Park until
it meets South Union Street, Continuing south on South Union Street to Jones Point Park; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Zoning has held nearly 100 meetings and
events since 2009 with the community, City staff, technical experts, and work sessions with
Planning Commission and City Council to gather information and ideas, and to create a vision,
goals, and guiding principles for the Waterfront Small Area Plan; and

WHEREAS, these efforts have resulted in the proposed Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter
of the City’s 1992 Master Plan which, like past waterfront planning efforts, is designed to
promote an expansion of open and public space, visual and physical connectivity, wider
opportunities for water-oriented and land-side recreation, adaptive reuse of historic buildings,
and guidelines for the limited number of remaining redevelopment sites along the waterfront;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the amendment to the City’s
1992 Master Plan to create a Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter on April 5, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that:

1. The proposed amendment is necessary and desirable to guide and accomplish the
coordinated, harmonious, and sustainable use, development and enjoyment of the Waterfront
Small Area section of the City; and

2. The proposed amendment is consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 1992
Master Plan; and
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3. The proposed amendment shows the Planning Commission's long-range and sustainable
recommendations for the general development of the Waterfront Small Area Plan; and

4. Based on the foregoing findings and all other facts and circumstances of which the Planning
Commission may properly take notice in making and adopting a master plan for the City of
Alexandria, adoption of the amendment for the Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter of the
1992 Master Plan will, in accordance with present and probable future needs and resources, best
promote the health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of the
residents of the City;

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

1. The following amendment to create a Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter of
the 1992 Master Plan of the City of Alexandria, Virginia in accordance with
Section 9.05 of the Charter of the City of Alexandria, Virginia in hereby adopted.

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

ADOPTED the 3rd day of May, 2011.

__________________________________
John Komoroske, Chairman
Alexandria Planning Commission

ATTEST: _______________________________
Faroll Hamer, Secretary
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Parking Recommendations:

4.33: The Plan recommends that a Waterfront Parking Implementation Plan be created in order to articulate those

actions that must proceed in the future to support the Waterfront Plan and the events that are deemed appropriate

triggers for such actions. It should include at least four specific categories of implementation measures both to create

additional parking opportunities and to protect existing residential areas:

a. Public garage capacity. Monitoring utilization in existing public garages, setting triggers for the need

for specific number of new parking spaces to be added to parking capacity at peak times. For example,

assuming full utilization of on street parking, when the utilization of public garages in the Waterfront Core

area reaches a level of 85% use, then additional parking spaces would be added to the parking capacity

during peak times, through the use of garage attendants, valet parking programs, and the opening of now

private garages (supported with appropriate wayfinding signage).

b. Waterfront development. Requiring additional parking capacity at the point that new parking demand

generators are constructed on the Waterfront.

c. Valet parking. Implementing a systematic valet parking program generally for Old Town and King

Street, with specific emphasis on the Waterfront core area.

d. Protecting residential parking. Testing and monitoring the effect of waterfront development on

residential parking areas, with the understanding that additional protective measures should be taken to

protect those residential parking areas.

The Parking Implementation Plan should be created immediately after the adoption of the Waterfront Plan. It should

be led by a multi-agency team and also be assisted by the advice of stakeholders affected by parking issues in the

waterfront area.

4.34: Before new restaurant uses that place significant new demand for parking are allowed through the SUP

process, parking solutions to meet that new demand will need to be calculated, identified and discussed in the SUP

report recommendations in order to ensure that sufficient parking is in place contemporaneously with the opening of

the restaurant.

4.35: Continue to implement the City’s wayfinding program to facilitate access to public parking facilities

throughout the waterfront planning area.

4.36: Continue to implement the recommendations of the February 2010 Old Town Alexandria Area Parking Study

and the 2010 Old Town Alexandria Area Parking Work Group, including those strategies designed to encourage use

of on-street spaces in shopping areas for short-term visits, to encourage the use of parking garages for longer-term

parking, and to protect residential areas from excessive parking impacts.

4.37: Consider implementing new parking technologies such as smart phone applications that show locations, rates,

and spaces available in parking garages.



Proposed Waterfront Park Building

The Waterfront Plan recommends constructing a building along the western edge of Waterfront
Park to achieve the following objectives:

 A potential solution for the foot of King Street is to relocate the ODBC parking lot away
from the water. A building in this location would both hide and pay for the parking lot.

 Waterfront Park is currently surrounded on three sides by parking, including the ground
floor of the Strand building in the 100 block of South Union Street. The parking both
hides the park and makes the park less inviting. A high-quality, well-designed building
would increase the appeal of the park and attract more visitors, and provide “eyes on the
park.” A more populated park feels safer, both night and day.

 A goal of the Plan is to link the activity of King Street to the Strand where redevelopment
and a new park is planned.

 The building could incorporate elements of the flood mitigation strategy, including
floodwalls and pumps.

 A restaurant could provide tax revenues sufficient for a very high level of maintenance in
the new park area.

 It is important to remember that the Plan’s concept of a new Fitzgerald
Square/Waterfront Park would increase the amount of park and public space at the foot
of King Street.

 The main alternative to the restaurant building is a surface parking lot.

The draft Waterfront Plan includes two different options for a 33,000 square foot building; the
City Council requested that staff look at a much smaller building. This document includes a
proposal for an under-11,000 square foot building. In addition to being one-third the size of the
original, the new proposed building has the following features:

 The new Waterfront Park building concept is approximately 60 feet in depth and 175 feet
in length along The Strand, yielding around 10,500 square feet.

 Because the building would incorporate an existing strip of parking, the amount of
existing parkland that would be used for the restaurant is reduced. The new building
concept extends far less (by 35 feet) into the existing Waterfront Park than the previous
design. The resulting Waterfront Park would extend 180 feet from shoreline to the
walkway in front of the new building.

 As a result, the walkway in front of the new building lines up with the existing street (The
Strand) to the south. This means that people walking toward King Street from
Chadwick’s will not have their view blocked by a building.

 Parking to serve either the ODBC and/or new restaurant use could be provided at or
below grade beneath the new building.

 The new concept is reduced in height and length so that it does not block most views
from the existing Strand building. From Waterfront Park, the new building would mask
the blank garage walls of the Strand building and about 8 feet (non-windowed) of the



new Virtue restaurant. The building would not block views to and from Wales Alley, and
would allow a view of the majority of Waterfront Park from King Street.

 The new building concept is only one story in height and the exterior façade of the
building, with exception of two gable elements, is only 14 feet high above the adjacent
walkway fronting Waterfront Park, and steps back to a maximum height of 18 feet at the
roof parapet. This lower height mitigates any potential view blocking of rear-facing
tenants of the adjacent buildings.

 The conceptual design is one of a largely glass structure, taking architectural cues from
the George Washington-designed “Orangery” or greenhouse at Mount Vernon, to create a
low-slung market style building which activates Waterfront Park.

 The building’s design creates a large roof top space suitable for seasonal outdoor dining,
offering panoramic views of the Potomac River.

 The building’s conceptual architecture and design respect the rear façade of the existing
210 South Union Street building, by maintaining a low height below functional window
space, and incorporating thematic relation to that building’s architectural style. Sloped
glazing echoing the glass mansard, divided light window openings, semi-circular arches,
and other materials and detailing ensure compatibility with the 210 South Union Street
building.
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Waterfront Plan Costs, Revenues and Phasing

Waterfront Plan Costs

 The Waterfront Plan’s recommended park, cultural, marine and shoreline improvements are
estimated to cost up to $39 million (in 2011 dollars).

o About $8 million would be spent to create a new 1 acre riverfront park – what the
Plan calls an expanded Point Lumley Park – on the site of an existing parking lot.

o Another $8 million would transform the foot of King Street and the Old Dominion
Boat Club parking lot into Fitzgerald Square, linking King Street to The Strand and
creating a new public pier extending into the Potomac River.

o The Plan contains recommendations for the Torpedo Factory area, for the Thompsons
Alley area connecting the marina and Founders Park, and for Oronoco Bay Park that
are expected to cost approximately $2.5 million for each area.

 Flood mitigation is estimated to cost $6.5 million and includes elevating the foot of King
Street and The Strand where flooding is most frequent, as well as integrating a low flood wall
into the proposed park improvements between King Street and Duke Street.

 Over the past month, City staff extensively validated the cost estimates for Waterfront Plan
with government and private industry experts. The analysis included comparisons to recent
and current waterfront projects at National Harbor, Washington DC, and Arlington.

 Numerous figures were double-checked and some figures were adjusted, but only a few
changes were substantial:

o About $4.7 million was added to the contingency fund and engineering cost
estimates. In the interests of being conservative, City staff chose to increase the
contingency fund from 15% to 30% of total cost and increase the expected
design/engineering cost from 15% to 20%.

o The proposed civic/cultural building rose in price from $1.6 million to $3.6 million.
Smaller or less expensive buildings are possible, as is a developer-funded structure
(the land is owned by Robinson Terminal); the new estimate shows the cost of high
quality 10,000 square foot building.

o Completing flood mitigation at the same time as other improvements provide some
cost savings.

 To provide greater detail about phasing alternatives, City staff divided the Waterfront into 10
“phasing locations.” Public improvements that are logically completed at the same time were
grouped into elements. The cost and relative timing of each element is estimated.

o The timeframes for phasing are: 0-3 years, 4-6 years, and 7-15 years.

o The phasing analysis anticipates that the initial flood mitigation work and the Point
Lumley Park improvements would be completed in the first three years, the balance
of flood mitigation and the Fitzgerald Square/Waterfront Park initiatives in years 4-6,
and the balance of the recommended improvements in years 7-15. However, the
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timing of the phasing elements is very flexible and can respond to opportunities that
may occur. For example, if agreement is reached on the Old Dominion Boat Club
parking lot issue, then the Fitzgerald Square and Waterfront Park initiatives could
accelerate and Point Lumley Park initiatives could be scheduled later.

o The most frequent flooding, at the foot of King Street and nearby areas on Union
Street and The Strand, would be addressed in the first phase. This would reduce
flooding events from more than 150 per year to 10-15 per year. The floodwall, which
provides additional protection to about the 10-year flood, would be started in the first
phase and completed before the end of the second phase (by year 6).

o Public art and historic interpretation could occur in any phase, but will also be
considered as part of any of the proposed improvements.

o Operating costs have been included in the cost/revenue calculation. The cost/revenue
scenario contains an increase of $1 million per year in operating costs over current
levels by year 11. That figure would cover not only increased operating costs due to
new facilities, but also an increased level of maintenance for existing parks, public
spaces, and marina areas.

o The capital costs of the Plan include the purchase of a waterborne debris skimmer and
the operating costs cover additional staff for its operation.

Waterfront Plan Revenues

 At buildout, a redevelopment scenario with a mix of housing, hotel, and restaurant/retail
yields a net tax revenue of $4.8 million (in 2011 dollars). With a phased buildout over 15
years, cumulative tax revenues at the end of 15 years will total $42 million.

 A redevelopment scenario that assumes that all redevelopment will be residential (with the
exception of the Beachcomber and the Waterfront Park building) yields significantly lower
revenues: $1.4 million per year at buildout compared to $4.8 million for the mixed
redevelopment scenario.

 A redevelopment scenario that assumes the City would purchase the Robinson Terminal sites
for open space would limit the potential tax revenues to two sources: redevelopment on the
Cummings/Turner block and the Waterfront Park building. Net tax revenues would be
reduced to about $750,000 a year.

 On average, a hotel room yields about $3,600 in net tax revenue annually while a housing
unit of about twice the size yields $1,200, despite the fact that a hotel room is about half the
average size of an apartment or condo.

 City staff calculated potential revenues from a mix of new development on the three
redevelopment sites: the Cummings/Turner block and Robinson Terminals North and South.
The revenue scenario also includes a restaurant in a restored Beachcomber.

o For analysis purposes, City staff used a development scenario that anticipates that
half of both Robinson Terminals will develop as housing and half will develop as
hotel. The scenario anticipates a mix of housing, office, retail and hotel on the
Cummings/Turner block, with the majority of space being hotel.
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o The development scenario used for revenue estimates includes 625 hotel rooms and
319 housing units; the scenario assumes housing units have twice the square footage
as the average hotel room.

o Revenue estimates shared at the Planning Commission and City Council
worksessions in early 2011 included a 33,000 square foot restaurant in Waterfront
Park. City staff has recalculated new revenues using a much smaller restaurant of
11,000 square feet.

o The previous revenue estimates were based on a scenario that did not include
redevelopment of the northern third of the Cummings/Turner block, including the
buildings along Prince Street. The recalculated revenue estimates include
redevelopment of those parcels.

 The mixed redevelopment scenario also anticipates that redevelopment will occur in three
phases: 0-3 years, 4-6 years, and 7-15 years.

o In years 0-3, anticipated redevelopment includes the Beachcomber, redevelopment of
the Cummings warehouse at 220 South Union Street, and adaptive reuse of the
historic buildings in that block.

o In years 4-6, anticipated redevelopment includes Robinson Terminal North and the
balance of the redevelopable properties in the Cummings/Turner block.

o In years 7-15, the anticipated redevelopment is Robinson Terminal South.

 Anticipated revenues comes from the real property tax on new development; meals, sales and
BPOL taxes on new restaurants; and transient lodging, sales and BPOL taxes on new hotels.
All assumptions about market conditions –such as room rates, occupancy rates, and
restaurant sales per square foot – are conservative.

Waterfront Plan Cost and Revenue Balance

The analysis of the financial impact of the Waterfront Plan is both simple but at the same time
complex. Also, the variables are such that the analysis can only reasonably produce order of
magnitude results, which is typical for land use related economic analyses of this kind. To
answer the basic question: does the proposed Waterfront Plan pay for itself ? The answer even
with using conservative and reasonable assumptions, and without counting the overall quality of
life benefits for City residents and businesses, is clearly yes, even without counting secondary or
indirect benefits to existing businesses, and the resultant new tax revenues to the City
government from the increased business activity. In order to arrive at that conclusion, there are
several levels of analysis to consider. The following analyses use conservative and reasonable
assumptions about the future. To the degree the assumptions vary from these, future results will
vary.

First, the basic building blocks of the analysis need to be reviewed (in 2011 dollars). Based
upon a detailed recent re-review of the costs and revenues, the cost of the public amenities
(parks, piers, shore-line improvements, the civic building, and other elements is projected at $39
million (excluding the $6.5million in stand-alone flood mitigation elements which would need
to be done even if there was no Waterfront Plan), operating costs are projected at full build out to
be $1.0 million per year, and at full build out the annual new net tax revenues that are eventually
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generated total $4.8 million. The net new tax revenues are likely to occur without the flood
mitigation elements being implemented. With the projected early phased-in implementation
projections of the construction of the public amenity elements of the Waterfront Plan contrasted
with the projected multi-year phase in of the private development contemplated by the
Waterfront Plan, net new tax revenues and expenditures of public funds for the public
improvements, results do not match on a year-to-year basis. This is because capital expenditures
to implement the Waterfront Plan occur earlier than the growth of the net new tax revenues
generated by the proposed Waterfront Plan. In year 7, annual net new tax revenues from the
private sector exceed the contemplated annual public expenditures, and continue to exceed that
on an ongoing basis. By year 20, annual revenues are projected to exceed annual expenditures by
$3.8 million per year.

The second level of analysis, using the data above (i.e., again without the stand-alone flood
mitigation elements), involves using the same expenditure and revenue data from the first
analysis previously described , and applying economic factors such as expected inflation and the
time value of money. This requires the taking of public costs of improvements in 2011 dollars,
and the projected net new revenues in 2011 dollars, and inflating them to future dollars, and then
discounting those numbers back to produce a net present value result. In effect it is a leveling of
the playing field in taking dollars spent or received in different years and equalizing them back to
today’s dollars in regard to investment value. The result is labeled “Net Present Value” or
“NPV”. This is a common method of business financial analysis.

If one does the NPV analysis, the results are, when counting only direct net new tax revenues,
that the Waterfront Plan pays for itself in about year 16. Although “underwater” on an NPV
basis by $7.5 million in year 15, the plan is $22.8 million ahead by year 25 and $36.8 million
ahead by year 30. At the end of the day, the City’s investment in the public elements of the
Waterfront Plan produces a positive fiscal result. The Waterfront Plan can pay for itself.

An alternative analysis would be to include the $6.5million (2011 dollars) in flood mitigation
projects (which would have to be done even without the Waterfront Plan) into the above
financial analyses. This increases the costs, but keeps the revenues unchanged. The results are
that on a cash flow basis in today’s dollars, and counting direct and not indirect benefits, the
breakeven year on a cash flow basis increases to year 17. On a NPV basis the year 15 is
negative by $13.8 million, but by year 25 it is positive by $16.4 million and by year 30, it is
positive by $30.4 million.

In conclusion, using a conservative analysis, the economics in regards to return on financial
investment in the Waterfront Plan are positive over the long-term using conservative, reasonable
analyses and assumptions. If elements of the Plan are changed (such as dropping the civic
building as a Plan element), or the mix of uses changes, or the level of redevelopment changes,
then the results described above would also change.
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0 Hotel Use Analysis: Including Hotels in the Waterfront Redevelopment Options

• The Waterfront Plan shows redevelopment taking place on just three sites: Robinson
Terminal North, Robinson Terminal South, and the Cummings/Turner properties in the
200 block of South Union Street. These properties are already zoned for redevelopment
that can include restaurants, retail, offices, housing and more.

• The redevelopment sites have had the current zoning since 1992 and have not
redeveloped. Redevelopment is key to opening access to the river to the public and to
financing desired improvements to parks and public spaces. The sites will be expensive to
redevelop, in part because of their waterfront location and in part because of the high
level of quality that is desired.

• The Waterfront Plan's redevelopment strategy is to add guidance so that redevelopment
provides the maximum benefit to the City — through direct improvements to the
Waterfront and through ongoing financial (tax) support — while ensuring compatibility
with our historic identity and our existing neighborhoods.

• The Waterfront Plan allows a mix of uses, and a likely redevelopment scenario would see
the predominant uses as residential and hotel, with about the same square footage for
both (42% and 45% respectively), with about 13% other uses, including restaurant, retail,
and cultural.

• The Waterfront Plan does not increase the potential for restaurants on any of the three
sites. (The Waterfront Plan recommends exploring restoration of the Beachcomber as a
restaurant if financially feasible, and recommends a restaurant along Waterfront Park to
pay for relocating a parking lot and to link King Street with the Strand).

• Museums and cultural institutions can be built on the redevelopment sites today, and the
Waterfront Plan would not change that. Establishing a world-class museum on one of the
redevelopment sites has some issues, however.

o Major museums are expensive to establish and to operate. A museum costs
between $50-100 million to build and would also require ongoing financial
support.

o To be successful, a major museum would have to attract at least 100,000 visitors a
year, and many of these visitors would arrive by motorcoach.

• The Waterfront Plan does not require hotels. The Plan would permit hotels, and would
encourage hotels in locations where the public should feel welcome.

o The mixed use redevelopment scenario includes 625 hotel rooms spread over the
three sites: 250 at Robinson Terminal South, 200 at Robinson North, and 175 in
the Cummings/Turner block.

• The actual number of hotel rooms constructed will depend on many
factors, including market conditions, developer interest, and public
participation in the development review process.

• If built, the hotels could yield fewer rooms than anticipated or involve
smaller hotels.



To help illustrate a potential hotel: a 250-room hotel on Robinson
Terminal South could be similar to the Hotel Monaco near Market Square.
The Hotel Monaco is a good neighbor: white there is cab activity at the
entrance, King Street is not congested; hotel activity does not congest the
nearby sidewalks; the hotel is quiet; and the hotel appears to accommodate
the parking demand it generates.

o Hotel uses have reduced impacts on traffic and parking. Hotels generate fewer
trips than many other non-residential uses (such as office and retail) and these
trips are spread out over the day, rather than concentrated during rush hours.
Hotels also demand fewer parking spaces, as a large share of guests arrive by
means other than driving a car that needs to be parked.

o If 625 hotel rooms are built, it would increase the supply of hotels in eastern
Alexandria by 22 percent. Although there are 2,780 hotel rooms in Alexandria
east of the Metro rail lines (including Carlyle and Eisenhower East), there are no
hotels directly on the water and one hotel within two blocks of the Potomac River.

o The hotel rooms, if any, will not be built all at once, or in the same location.
There is a 6-block distance between Robinson North and Robinson South, and
Robinson North is likely to move to redevelop much earlier than Robinson South.

o All redevelopment sites will have to go through the DSUP process for approval,
so there will be opportunities for thepublic to shape specific development
proposals.

An option would be for the City to purchase the Robinson Terminal sites and create parks
on those sites. The assessed value of the Robinson Terminal sites is $30 million. To
actually acquire these parcels for a park, the City would likely have to offer the current
owners much more than that. In addition, these sites would require at least $8-l0 million
each to create a park, and the loss of the tax revenue from these sites would mean that
City would have to look elsewhere for the funds to improve and maintain the Waterfront
in future years.

2
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0 Attachment 1: The Alexandria Hotel Market

Figure 1: East Alexandria Hotels and Potential Future Sites

The current hotel market, identified in the W-ZHA Hotel Technical Memorandum as "East
Alexandri a (see Figure 1, above) consists of the lodging submarket comprising the following
fourteen properties located in or near Old Town:

Embassy Suites, Hampton Inn, Hilton Inn, Lorien Hotel and Spa, Hotel Monaco, Morrison House,
Residence Inn, Crowne Plaza, Holiday Inn & Suites, Sheraton Suites, Westin, Residence Inn Carlyle,
Holiday fun, and Courtyard by 1Warriot.

r^



Table 2: East Alexandria Hotels

Name o Establishment
Rooms

Hampton Inn Alexandria Old Town King St 80

Ililton Alexandria Old Town 246

Holiday Inn & Suites Historic District 178

Residence Inn Alexandria Old Town 240

Kimpton Lorien Hotel & Spa 107

Residence Inn Alexandria @a Carlyle 181

Westin Alexandria Hotel 319

Crowne Plaza Old Town Alexandria 254

Kiinpton Hotel Monaco Alexandria 241

[holiday Inn Alexandria SW Eisenhower Ave 196

(Courtyard Alexandria 178

Embassy Suites Alexandria Old Town 268

Sheraton Hotel Suites Old Town Alexandria 247

Kimpton Morrison House 45

Tula! 2780

This submarket currently totals 2,780 rooms according to Smith Travel Research . These properties
maintained an effective 2009 occupancy ofjust over 70%, which is considered healthy by industry
standards. It is important to note that the only hotel included in the study and in close proximity to the
waterfront is Crowne Plaza. Due to cunTent zoning restrictions on land use, there is no opportunity to
create high quality lodging along the Potomac River in Alexandria. The Plan and subsequent rezoning
will allow access to this yet untapped and highly desirable feature of Old Town. Redevelopments
identified the plan will be afforded a geographic premium unavailable to any other property in the
City.

4
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From: Tom Russo [mailto:tomrusso@chadwicksrestaurants.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 2:35 PM
To: PnZFeedback; Cicely Woodrow; Graciela Moreno
Subject: COA Contact Us: Alexandria Waterfron Plans

COA Contact Us: Planning and Zoning General Feedback
Time: [Tue Apr 05, 2011 14:34:42] Message ID: [28963]

Issue Type: Planning and Zoning General Feedback

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Russo

Street Address: 203 The Strand

City: Alexandria

State: Va.

Zip: 22314

Phone: 202-494-9515

Email Address: tomrusso@chadwicksrestaurants.com

Subject: Alexandria Waterfron Plans

Comments:

From first hand experience I can relate what an ill-thought out,

short-sighted waterfront renovation plan can mean to small businesses,

office building owners, tenants, employees, visitors and tax revenues.

The original Chadwicks is located on K St. at Wisconsin Ave. in

Georgetown.
In January 2007 National Park Service closed the Harbour

Parking lot at the foot of Wisconsin Ave at K St. on the Potomac River in

preparation of phase 2 of the Georgetown Waterfront project.
The parking

lot had over 600 parking spaces used regularly by monthly parkers, daily

parkers, hourly parkers, visitors, tourists, movie-goers, diners, employees

etc.
I was all for a beautification of the Georgetown waterfront as I am

of the Alexandria waterfront.
What the planners of the Georgetown

Waterfront failed to foresee was the absolute need for readily available,

convenient and affordable parking. They based their estimates of parking

needs on a 20 year old study and that the existing underground parking

garages and the new movie theatre project (yet to be built - the plans

mailto:tomrusso@chadwicksrestaurants.com


would see substantial revisions) would be able to absorb the loss of those

600+ spaces. The movie theatre project ended up having approx 20%
fewer

parking spaces than originally planned because of needs/demands of the

developer. It barely had enough parking for its own needs let alone

helping make up the loss of the surface lot spaces. Daily traffic dropped,

parking rates skyrocketed, (supply and demand), sales suffered, offices
had

trouble attracting employees, office building owners had trouble keeping

and attracting tenants – many moved to Rosslyn and Tyson’s.
The Georgetown

connector bus was started, connecting the closest Metro stops (Rosslyn
and

Foggy Bottom) but that was discontinued on the lower part of Wisconsin
Ave

because of lack of use. People aren’t going to change their patterns,

customers and diners are not going to take the Metro, then a bus or trolley

to an area when it’s too easy to go to suburban areas with convenient

parking.
The planners could have incorporated surface parking in with the

waterfront design, kept the integrity of the “park”, served the community,

both residential and commercial, and had some source of income from the

parking spaces.
I, at Chadwicks/Georgetown, am still trying to reach

pre-2007 sales figures (over 10% drop) – a vast majority of that directly

attributed to the lack of convenient, affordable parking. I also get this

feedback from present and former customers who don’t come to
Georgetown as

much or at all anymore.
I see a similar situation brewing in Alexandria,

and as you are aware, I am speaking mainly of the surface parking lot on

The Strand, directly across the street from Chadwicks/Old Town.
People

think about parking when deciding where to drive, eat, shop, visit. People

don’t think in “core areas.” They think in “convenience”
And the



“social-engineering” (trying to push people to use Metro, buses, trolleys)

usually has minimal positive results but substantial unintended

consequences.
On page 114 of the Alexandria Waterfront Small Area Plan the

Parking Strategy’s first principle lists “…to eliminate the Old Dominion

Boat Club parking lot”, “…to eliminate the surface parking lot on the

Strand” and “…to eliminate a few on-street parking spaces where King,

Prince and Duke streets meet the Potomac.” That’s a lot of

“eliminating”
Please don’t repeat the mistakes - the short sightedness of

the planners of the Georgetown Waterfront Park.
Plans always make grand

assumptions, massaged to meet certain desires. When reality sets in
those

plans don’t mean a thing.
Please reconsider the parking needs of the

Alexandria Waterfront Project for the sake of everyone in the

community.

Respectfully,

Tom Russo
Owner
Chadwicks Restaurants

Attachment: 7bf306e5d29b018df26c08a454ccab6c.doc









Comments from Waterfront Facebook Page as of 4.5.2011

Alexandria (VA) Waterfront

Supplemental Materials on Costs, Revenues, Phasing, and a new Waterfront Park Building Design have been posted to the
website. Please take a look and share your opinions on the comment board!

http://alexandriava.gov/uploadedFiles/planning/info/Waterfront/CoverSupplemental%20Materials%20Ful
l%
alexandriava.gov

788 Impressions · 0.13% Feedback
March 23 at 2:22pm · Like · · Share

Davina Sashkin likes this.

Alexandria (VA) Waterfront

https://www.facebook.com/video/video.php?v=1885121975554&oid=98072530756&comments

VIDEO :: What's New in Alexandria - Waterfront Plan [HQ]
VIDEO :: The City recently released a draft small area plan to make the waterfront a more appealing place for both
residents and visitors to enjoy. The plan was prepared with extensive participation from the Alexandria community, and
there are still opportunities to provide input.

3:53

864 Impressions · 0.12% Feedback
March 14 at 12:06pm · Like · · Share

Dan Teaman likes this.

Bill Schreiner What's this about private banking? Why would B of A or Burke & Herbert rebuild waterfront property that
the City owns? How would the banks make money on the waterfront? Not clear at all to me why private banks would want
to be involved with/invest in public land. Thanks,

September 30, 2010 at 5:45pm · Like

Lisa Miller

Stop wasting my money (taxpayer money). If this is a viable plan, let private banking do it. I consider this a "gift" to the
elite but see little possibility of a net gain on revenue and a net loss as Alexandria City COuncil continues to im...See More

August 29, 2010 at 7:48am · Like · 1 person

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://alexandriava.gov/uploadedFiles/planning/info/Waterfront/CoverSupplemental Materials Full Packet.pdf
http://alexandriava.gov/uploadedFiles/planning/info/Waterfront/CoverSupplemental Materials Full Packet.pdf
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=134162176655559&id=103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/ajax/share_dialog.php?s=99&appid=2309869772&p%5B0%5D=103092728354&p%5B1%5D=134162176655559
http://www.facebook.com/dsashkin
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
https://www.facebook.com/video/video.php?v=1885121975554&oid=98072530756&comments
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/video/video.php?v=1885121975554&oid=98072530756&comments
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Alexandria-VA-Waterfront/103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=203620849665389&id=103092728354
http://www.facebook.com/ajax/share_dialog.php?s=99&appid=2309869772&p%5B0%5D=103092728354&p%5B1%5D=203620849665389
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=828798355
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=1549526688
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=595278065
http://www.facebook.com/browse/?type=likes&id=154660854547041


Jay M. Atkinson It's funny this picture has trees, now that the two trees by the G/H dock have been cut down. Without
the benefit of shade, and the trees drawing your eyes up from the ground, the decrepit state of the hardscape between
Founder's Park and the Seaport Foundation is shockingly apparent.

July 23, 2010 at 7:29pm · Like

Joyce Thor

I'm so happy that you are forward thinking re the water front. Also, thirled that you are including the arts which is a big
draw to people--way to go!

March 4, 2010 at 11:07am · Like ·

Larry White I agree

February 20, 2010 at 4:07pm · Like

Lisa Miller

As a citizen of Alexandria I do NOT support this spending at this time. The citizens of Alexandria need to pay down debt,
increase savings and better prepare themselves in an uncertain economy driven by Government spending.

Despite considerable expense in "economic" development in trolley's and the Waterfront, we are seeing rising vacancies and
unemployment and should pause in our "pork" driven community.

December 27, 2009 at 4:04pm · Like · 1 person

Glenn Witucki

Hear we are getting another Thai restaurant at 100 King....how many will that be in 3 blocks???

August 12, 2009 at 1:28pm · Like ·

http://www.facebook.com/atkinsonjm
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=1454913070
http://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=340260953354&id=1454913070
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=100000796270992
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=595278065
http://www.facebook.com/browse/?type=likes&id=428024538354
http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=1159039776
http://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=112859558354&id=1159039776


Peter Pennington

Very good day. We saw how important it was, in at least three of the four parks we visited, to engage children. Attached
photos give some ideas:

August 6, 2009 at 4:33pm · Like ·

Peter Pennington

We saw a very high standard of masonry, horticulture, lighting, security and maintenance. And then we saw these trash
bins. Attention to detail will be important.

August 6, 2009 at 4:37pm · Like ·

Larry Askins

Great place to be and see! What exciting plans for Alexandria's waterfront. Larry Askins at Keller Williams Realty @ 607 S.
Washington, Old Town. 703 850 8176 cell.

July 30, 2009 at 6:31pm · Like ·

http://www.facebook.com/peter.pennington
http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1208413447497&set=o.103092728354&ref=nf
http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1208413447497&set=o.103092728354&comments
http://www.facebook.com/peter.pennington
http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1208417447597&set=o.103092728354&ref=nf
http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=1208417447597&set=o.103092728354&comments
http://www.facebook.com/larry.askins
http://www.facebook.com/larry.askins/posts/106906508354








 

 

 
 
April 4, 2011 
 
 
Alexandria Planning Commission 
John Komoroske, Chairman 
City Hall, Room 2100 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
 
RE:  Docket Items 8A&B, Master Plan Amendment #2011-0001 and Text Amendment #2011-0005  
 Waterfront Small Area Plan 
 
 
Dear Chairman Komoroske and Planning Commissioners, 

 
On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Alexandria Economic Development Partnership (AEDP) please find 
attached a resolution passed unanimously by the Board on February 24, 2011 in support of recommending 
adoption of a Waterfront Small Area Plan. 

 
The AEDP was pleased to participate in the kick-off the Waterfront Small Area Plan process back in April of 
2009, and our Board and staff actively participated throughout the process. As the economic development 
organization focused on attracting and retaining businesses to the City of Alexandria, AEDP has long 
identified the Waterfront as an important asset.  In fact, AEDP’s mission specifically mentions the 
waterfront: 

 
The mission of the AEDP is to promote the City of Alexandria as a premier location for 
businesses by capitalizing on its assets including multiple Metro stations, historical 
character and riverfront location, in order to enhance the City’s tax revenue and 
increase employment opportunities. 
 

The Board and staff at AEDP are focused on the opportunity to move Alexandria forward as a smart City, 
attuned to the benefits of economic development while keeping a close eye on our special assets like the 
Waterfront.  As a community, we were smart to spend the last two years during the economic downturn 
focusing on the creation of an aspirational yet balanced plan that will bolster Alexandria’s economic future 
while truly capitalizing on one of our most underutilized assets.  
 
Should the adoption of a plan be delayed, we will slow new investment in our City and we will increase the 
risk that newly available capital will be placed in our neighboring competitive communities instead of in 
Alexandria. 

 
The AEDP Board of Directors supports the Economic Sustainability Work Group’s recommendations and 
feels that the plan considered each and that the plan has been crafted to promote their inclusion. 

 



AEDP Letter of support to the Planning Commission- Waterfront Small Area Plan 
April 4, 2011 
Page 2 

 
At the onset of this process we encouraged that the planning for the Waterfront should be forward-
thinking, and embrace, not limit, opportunities that might present themselves in the future.  The plan 
before you provides a clear vision as well as certainty for all stakeholders. 
 
We respectfully urge you to recommend approval of this Small Area Plan in May. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 

 
Val P. Hawkins 
President & CEO 
 
 
cc:  AEDP Board of Directors 

Faroll Hamer, Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 
Karl Moritz, Deputy Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 

  



 

 

 

Adopted by the AEDP Board of Directors -- February 24, 2011 

 
The Alexandria Economic Development Partnership Board strongly believes the City needs 
to have a plan for one of its most important and distinctive assets- the Alexandria 
Waterfront.  While Small Area Plans (SAP) serve as guides for land use, zoning, 
transportation improvements, open space and other capital improvements they also serve as 
important marketing tools, outlining the City’s desire for new investment and development. 

We believe it is important to approve a Small Area Plan this spring that provides a clear 
vision for one of our most important assets and provides stakeholders certainty with respect 
to appropriate redevelopment and adaptive reuse of properties within the plan area. 

 The Mayor’s Economic Sustainability Work Group recommendations focused on the 
importance of the Waterfront.  We support the Work Group’s recommendations, quoted as 
follows, that specifically called for: 

• Mixed-use vibrant development should be encouraged along the waterfront in the 
remaining opportunity parcels with commercial, retail, restaurant, arts and hotel 
development opportunities targeted; 
   

• existing warehouse sites have high visibility and represent a major obstacle to 
completing the enhancement of the waterfront  with world class redevelopment, so 
they need to be addressed in the process; 
    

• water uses such as kayak and sailboat rental and additional marina slips should be 
encouraged; 
    

• major existing docks should be maintained so that ships (such as the Coast Guard 
Eagle tall ship and small passenger ships) can still be accommodated; 
     

• further expansion of water taxis and water shuttles should be encouraged; 
   

• the food court at the City Marina should be rethought and revitalized; and 
   

• if feasible, retail on South Union Street, the Strand and other areas should be 
expanded as part of the waterfront redevelopment plan. 
   

We continue to support the Work Group’s recommendations, as well as the evolving draft 
waterfront plan that has been crafted after almost two years of planning and community input 
meetings.  The Waterfront is an economic asset belonging to the entire City and it is time to 
encourage smart development and redevelopment of this asset. 



From: Susan Stafford [mailto:sstafford26@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 3:25 PM
To: William Euille; Nancy Williams
Subject: Waterfront Development Plan

Dear Mayor Euille and Ms. Williams,

As 10-years resident of Old Town Alexandria, eight of those in Ford’s Landing, the
proposed Waterfront Development Plan does not appear to be either well-conceived or
beneficial to the City of Alexandria and its residents. We urge the Planning Commission
and the City Council to take a strong stand against the plan in its current form for the
following reasons:

1. The commercial development of sites such as Robinson’s Terminal at Wolfe and
Union will only bring unwanted and unnecessary congestion of pedestrians and cars to
Old Town. It risks ruining the attractiveness of Old Town as a destination rather than
enhancing it. There is little or no reason for Old Town to turn itself into a carbon copy of
National Harbor; visitors to National Harbor come to Old Town because of its historic
sites, excellent restaurants, and unique shopping opportunities which now stand in
sharp contrast to those at National Harbor. There are a plethora of hotels located on
King Street and at the northern and west end of town, as well as the Hotel Monaco,
Lorien Hotel, and the Morrison House. There does not seem to be any compelling
reason to clutter the waterfront with additional ones.

2. The Waterfront Development Plan seems to disregard the fact that the City does not
currently have control of some of the property mentioned for development, i.e, the Old
Dominion Boat Club and its parking lot and Robinson’s Terminal, nor does it have rights
for its planned expansion into the Potomac River with an extremely intrusive pier. I am
bothered by the fact that the City seems to think that it has the right to chase private
property owners off the water and turn the property over to developers who may or
may not have the City’s best interest at heart.

3. There is also the not minor issue that the Potomac River is, in parts, owned by the
District of Columbia, and that the river’s deep channels and ports (such as at the
Robinson South Terminal) have historically been an important part of the defense of
Washington. The Wilson Bridge is a drawbridge precisely because warships need to be
able to navigate the river. Very little consideration seems to have been given to the fact
that the City does not have rights to the river nor has it consulted with any of the
parties that do, including the U.S. Government.
Blithely assuming that an intrusive pier can be built into the river is short-sighted at
best.

4. Residents of Old Town recognize that it is a very special place for its beauty and its
historical value. People who restored homes in the area or who live in the communities
along the waterfront chose to do so because of the quiet and peaceful neighborhoods,
as well as their convenience to the already vibrant shopping and entertainment district
of Old Town without having to go into Washington, DC. The southeast quadrant of Old
Town is particularly sought after because of these qualities and residents living along
the waterfront pay a premium and very high taxes to do so. Had we wished to live in a
town full of chain stores, hotels, and entertainment centers, we would have done so.



Alternately, we can always visit National Harbor where there is little that is unique or
appealing. The waterfront is currently a peaceful place to walk and enjoy the beauty of
the river. Adding more congestion of any sort to the area can only detract from its
desirability as a residential area.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our views on this issue.

Best regards,

Susan and David Stafford
701 Kahn Place
Alexandria, VA 22314





From: William Savage [mailto:whsavage@orchidom.com]
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 2:06 PM
To: PnZFeedback; Cicely Woodrow; Graciela Moreno
Subject: COA Contact Us: Waterfront Plan hearing 04-05-2011

COA Contact Us: Planning and Zoning General Feedback

Time: [Mon Apr 04, 2011 14:05:30] Message ID: [28931]

Issue Type: Planning and Zoning General Feedback

First Name: William

Last Name: Savage

Street Address: 314 Franklin Street

City: Alexandria

State: VA

Zip: 22314

Phone: 703-683-5625

Email Address: whsavage@orchidom.com

Subject: Waterfront Plan hearing 04-05-2011

Comments:

To the members of the Alexandria Planning Commission:

While the

Waterfront Small Area Plan has some very commendable features, the
proposal

to develop hotels on the sites of the Robinson Terminal's north and south

warehouses is misguided and contrary to what should be basic precepts

regarding the preservation of our historic heritage. This unfortunate

aspect of the Plan appears to reflect a reaction to the National Harbor

development across the river in Prince Georges County. The preservation
of

our heritage will not be promoted by elements of the Waterfront Plan that

seek to mimic, although on a small scale, what we see across the
Potomac.

Offering facilities in Old Town to compete with National Harbor will be

counterproductive in the long run.

Let's preserve Old Town, not

mailto:whsavage@orchidom.com


"National Harborize" it. I urge you to develop other and more

compatible uses for the Robinson Terminal sites. It is not in the interest

of the preservation of our historical heritage to bring "a little of

National Harbor" to our City.

William H. and Ilona S. Savage
314

Franklin Street
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ALEXANDRIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

COMMENTS TO 

ALEXANDRIA WATERFRONT SMALL AREA PLAN 

March 31, 2011 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

 The Alexandria Chamber of Commerce (the “Chamber”) commends the City of 
Alexandria Staff on its production of a comprehensive plan for redevelopment of 
Alexandria’s most treasured and under-utilized resource – the Potomac River Waterfront. 
 

 The Chamber generally supports the proposed Waterfront Small Area Plan dated 
February 25, 2011 (the “Plan”) and urges the Planning Commission to approve the Plan 
and the City Council to adopt and implement the Plan. 
 

o The Chamber notes that the Plan is the result of a two-year, comprehensive, 
community-based planning process, which consisted of numerous charrettes, 
focus groups, presentations and analysis of proposals including a previous 
concept plan.  Consequently, civic, business, arts and preservation groups, to 
name a few, have had ample opportunity to express their respective visions for 
Alexandria’s waterfront. 
 

o As a consensus-based document, the Plan will not satisfy the specific desires of 
all interested parties; however, the Chamber maintains that respecting the 
planning process is paramount to facilitating future consensus-based projects in 
Alexandria. 

 
o If the Planning Commission or the City Council rejects or substantially changes 

the Plan, it will discount two years, and countless hours, of volunteer work by 
Alexandria’s constituents.  
 

o Thus, while the Chamber may find deficiencies in certain aspects of the Plan, the 
Chamber accepts the Plan and respects the process through which the Plan has 
been conceived.   

 
 The Plan attempts to balance historic preservation, environmental 

remediation, flood mitigation, public art, enhanced and varied activities 
that will introduce and engage residents and visitors with the river, and 
commercial uses, in an effort to foster a culturally, ecologically and 
commercially sustainable waterfront that is accessible to all of 
Alexandria’s residents and its visitors. 
 

 In noting certain deficiencies, the Chamber is concerned that, in striking a 
balance among these values, the City has understated the importance 
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commerce in Alexandria’s past, present and future.  In this regard, the 
Chamber maintains that commerce deserves prominent status among the 
articulated goals of the Plan.  Commerce was the foundation for the 
establishment of Alexandria as a thriving port city, and a commercially 
viable waterfront is critical to charting the next half-century for 
Alexandria.   
 

 However, there will be ample opportunity to address specific concerns 
during the implementation stages of the Plan.  Now is the time to embrace 
Alexandria’s future by boldly adopting the Plan’s vision for a vibrant and 
viable waterfront. 

 
 Finally, the Chamber respectfully reminds the Planning Commission and the City 

Council of the basic tenets of the Economic Sustainability Work Group Report, which 
was adopted by the City Council (the “Sustainability Report”).  The Sustainability Report 
specifically recommends vibrant, mixed-use re-development of the waterfront in a 
manner that is quite consistent with the Plan. Thus, a reduction of the contemplated uses 
set forth in the Plan to passive use would be contrary to policies previously adopted by 
the City Council and would have a detrimental impact on Alexandria’s economy.  The 
actions taken in 2011 will have far-reaching implications for Alexandria’s future, and the 
Chamber urges the Planning Commission and the City Council to embrace Alexandria’s 
potential and adopt the Plan. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

CHAMBER SUPPORTS: 

 The proposed uses for Robinson Terminal North and Robinson Terminal South are 
appropriate.  In particular, the Chamber supports hotel development at these sites.  
Ideally, the height and density at these sites would be greater, but the Chamber 
acknowledges that the City is applying standards established under settlement agreements 
that impose development limitations on these sites.  In this regard, the Plan embraces a 
compromise between business and residential interests, while preserving rights of the 
existing commercial property owner to increase property value and enhance waterfront 
amenities. 
 

 In recommending three potential hotel sites, the Plan should encourage ancillary meeting 
space for small conferences of up to five hundred people.  This may be accomplished, 
without reducing the volume of hotel rooms and in the context of the public arts theme, 
by permitting a performing arts center with re-adaptive meeting space adjacent to a hotel 
site. 
 

 The Chamber supports the proposed limitations on introducing new residential uses along 
the waterfront.  The City’s past practice of permitting waterfront communities has limited 
public access to the river and created a perceived privatization of public areas.   
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 The Chamber supports the City’s parking strategy in connection with the Plan and, in 
fact, encourages the City to immediately implement many of its strategies through pilot 
programs to demonstrate that they will mitigate parking concerns for residents.   
 

o The Chamber also supports the creation of a north-south trolley route along Union 
Street to support increased use of existing parking garages in North Old Town and 
transport visitors to points of interest along the newly developed waterfront. 
 

o However, the Chamber opposes “resident-only” parking zones without the 
preservation of adequate flex parking for short term patrons of Old Town’s retail 
and restaurant establishments.  A proper balance can be met through (i) way-
finding to garage parking facilities; and (ii) increased use of multi-space parking 
meters in the residential streets extending from King Street that permit zone-
resident parking without charge. 

 
 The Chamber supports the rights of existing businesses to lawfully operate their business 

on their property.  In this regard, the Chamber supports the Old Dominion Boat Club’s 
lawful property rights.  It is undeniable that the waterfront would be improved by 
relocating the ODBC’s parking lot to a western location in the Waterfront Park area, such 
as the proposed structured parking lot and restaurant building contemplated by the Plan.  
However, such a solution should be accomplished through good faith negotiations 
between the City and the ODBC.  The Chamber encourages these parties to measure their 
respective interests and reach an amicable accommodation that appropriately preserves 
parking and boat launch rights for ODBC members while enhancing public space and 
commercial opportunities in this critically important area of the waterfront. 
 

 The Chamber supports the commercial and recreational marina concepts outlined within 
the Plan.  Clearly, the Plan contemplates an expanded marina that cannot be 
accomplished without consent of various third parties.  If this consent can be obtained, 
the marina depicted in the Plan would be quite impressive and would, once again, enliven 
Alexandria’s port. 
 

 The Chamber supports the re-adaptive use of the Beachcomber building as a restaurant.  
If such use of the building is not economically feasible, the building should be replaced 
with a new building that retains commercial activity on this site or the equivalent amount 
of commercial space should be added to other areas of the Waterfront Park or Strand 
developments. 
 

CHAMBER CONCERNS: 
 
 The Chamber is concerned that that the height and density requirements for the 

Cummings/Turner Block will only accommodate a very small hotel.  Given the on-site 
parking requirements, the existing water table and the limitations imposed by the Plan, 
this site will not achieve its optimal commercial value.   
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 The Chamber is concerned by the Plan’s disproportionate dedication to the notion of 
public art throughout the waterfront without a clear articulation of the funding 
mechanism.  While the Chamber agrees that public art would provide a beneficial 
amenity on the waterfront, the Chamber would oppose imposition of burdensome fees on 
developers to fund these enhancements.  The Chamber encourages the arts community to 
establish a charitable organization and seek private donations from corporate and 
personal patrons to fund at least fifty percent of the proposed arts projects. 
 

 The Plan is reliant on hotel use to achieve projected economic sustainability for the 
waterfront.  If these hotels do not materialize due to either market conditions or lack of 
commitment in the face of special interest opposition to economic principles set forth in 
the Sustainability Report, the Chamber is concerned that the Plan will fail to generate the 
projected levels of tax revenue required to support the waterfront’s passive uses and 
generate much needed revenue.   
 

o Increased commercial uses along the waterfront will increase the City’s tax base 
and lessen the City’s reliance on revenue derived from residential property taxes.  
This inures to the benefit of businesses, residents and the City. 
 

o Hotel use will have less vehicular traffic impact than office or residential use and 
will generate significantly more revenue for the City to maintain the waterfront 
parks and public space in a first class manner. 

CONCLUSION: 

 The Plan is not perfect.  It is largely a reflection of the protracted planning process and 
the input of Alexandria’s diverse, and frequently disparate, constituencies.  However, it is 
clearly a result of community involvement in which all interested parties have had an 
opportunity to be heard.  
 

 The Chamber requests consideration of its comments and concerns in the course of the 
Plan’s implementation; however, in no event should the Plan be amended to impose 
greater restrictions, increased passivity or lesser commercial use and density than 
currently contemplated. 
 

 It is time for action.  The Chamber urges the Planning Commission and the City Council 
to take action and transform Alexandria’s waterfront into a world-class venue through 
broader uses, vibrant amenities and increased public access, while generating sustainable 
revenue sources that will maintain the operation of the new waterfront and fund critical 
City services. 
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City Hall
Alexandria Virginia

March 23 2011

Ms Faroll Hamer Director

Department of Planning and Zoning
City ofAlexandria
City Hall
301 King Street Room 2100
Alexandria VA 22314

Dear Ms Hamer

This letter summarizes the position of the Alexandria Waterfront Committee on the Draft Waterfront Small
Area Plan recently circulated by the Department of Planning and Zoning for public review and comment The
Waterfront Committee recommends that the Draft Waterfront Plan and the concepts it proposes should be
amended as described in this letter and formally adopted as a study by the Planning Commission and City
Council with further community discussion before adoption of Zoning Ordinance text amendments and
incorporation of the Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter into the CitysMaster Plan

The Waterfront Committee believes that a new Waterfront Plan is necessary to guide future development and
civic investments The Committee has long advocated fordevelopment and enactment of a new Waterfront
Plan and believes it is essential to establish guidelines for future development before any specific development
is proposed TodaysWaterfront does not meet its full potential to serve residents or improve the Citys
economic vitality Existing infrastructure is aging and needs to be revitalized for the area to be competitive
with neighboring waterfronts A Waterfront Plan will assist in addressing these shortcomings

The Draft Waterfront Plan as proposed will renew the Alexandria Waterfront over the next 30 to 50 years
The Plan successfully accomplishes several key objectives urged by the Waterfront Committee and other
interested stakeholders Notably it creates a continuous pedestrian pathway along the entirety of the Citys
Potomac River frontage It seeks to integrate nuisance flood mitigation measures in vulnerable areas with
sensitivity and it conforms to existing Chesapeake Bay watershed development guidelines It comprehensively
incorporates the Alexandria Waterfront Public Art Proposal prepared by the Public Art Committee of the
Alexandria Commission for the Arts and the Alexandria Waterfront History Plan developed by the Alexandria
Archaeological Commission It balances new areas of economic vitality with quiet places for contemplating
the water

However the Waterfront Committee believes that there are four key issues that must be adequately resolved
before this Plan is legally adopted and implemented by the City

What are the ramifications of extending piers into the Potomac River Are such structures technically
feasible will they withstand the pressure of the river flow and will they negate the current dredging
problem rather than add to it Is the proposed design for the new pleasure craft marina appropriate
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Can we achieve the parking plan

Are the proposed locations of hotels appropriate will such use be permitted by the National Park
Service NPS and by what methods will the City influence the ultimate buildout of these sites

Is the proposed Waterfront Park Buildingincluding its proposed use height and scale appropriate

In addition to these major issues we have concerns about other elements of the Plan as proposed
The apparent continued delay to the implementation of the Windmill Hill Park Plan

Utilization of the existing Food Pavilion

Proposed attractions for children and families

Programming and management of the Waterfront

Failure on these points would severely impact the outcome of the Plan therefore the Committee advises that
more should be done to resolve these uncertainties before the Plan is legally adopted in the form of text
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and incorporation ofthe Waterfront Small Area Plan chapter into the
Citys Master Plan Adoption of the Plan as a study at this time will formally endorse key concepts expressed
by the Draft Waterfront Plan continue the forward momentum of Plan development and permit adequate time
to address major issues before legal adoption

We further advise that its authors distinguish between concepts integral to the Waterfront Plan and elements
that are merely illustrative of potential implementation approaches As presently drafted it is often not clear
where concepts end and implementation approaches begin

We offer these constructive comments in an effort to improve the comprehensiveness and completeness of the
overall Plan The Plan must have broadbased community support and resolution of these issues is essential to
achieve buyin from the community at large We have previously noted that compromise and discussion are
required to achieve a Waterfront Plan that may be supported by all Waterfront stakeholders and remain
optimistic that we can find common ground We look forward to collaborating with City staff and fellow
stakeholders in the months ahead to address these points

Waterfront Extension and Marina

The Draft Waterfront Plan proposes two major extensions into the Potomac River including piers at the foot of
King and Cameron streets and a pleasure craft marina off the current Robinson Terminal South location
Notably a potential legal obstacle to extension of pierheads was resolved whenthe District of Columbia Office
of Planning determined that the City of Alexandria is not required to obtain District permissions to construct
structures located inside the pierhead line thanks to a 1945 Congressional act that states that theDCNirginia
boundary follows the present established pierhead line and that wherever the location of the pierhead line
along the Alexandria Waterfront is altered then the boundary shall follow the new location ofthe pierhead
line

We note however the significant expense involved in constructing and maintaining these structures when the
case for expansion into the waterwayinstead of better utilizing frontage shoreward westward of the existing
shipping channelhas not been made We are concerned by the significant financial liability the City may
encumber to maintain a Potomac shipping channel eastward of the existing natural channel just off the existing
pier head line In addition the ease with which the City will achieve the necessary permits and permissions
from relevant federal agencies including the US Department of Interior and the Army Corps of Engineers
remains somewhat unclear
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Currently the City spends several millions of dollars on a regular basis dredging the approaches to the existing
City Marina berths The financial ramificationsincluding construction costs and ongoing maintenance
expensesfor the proposed marina designs are not clear The Waterfront Committee is concerned that the
proposed horseshoe shape for the commercial marina might attract even more silt into the central area and so
it is recommended that more research be undertaken to examine this issue

The Plan envisages a new marina area off the current Robinson Terminal South The Waterfront Committee
has two concerns regarding this structure The first concern is about the technical feasibility of such a structure
in a river that can surge from meteorological events and can carry large tree trunks and at times ice floes The
second concern is about the economic feasibility of the structure Whereas the management details are for
future discussion the Waterfront Committeesown research suggested a minimum size of 150 berths before a
marina can become viable The same research also showed that a marina of such a size would require storage
areas and proper transfer points for families to load and transition from land vehicles to watercraft

Similarly increased commercial traffic will require storage facilities for boat operators

Parking
The Draft Waterfront Plan cites the Old Town Area Parking Study which found that issues with Old Town
parking relate to proximity rate and availability and not to overall capacity The studyand the Draft
Waterfront Planrecommends better management of the existing supply to serve present and future demand
for parking in Old Town If this indeed the case we urge the immediate implementation of the
recommendations of this chapter including wayfinding valet parking and shuttle services aimed at
maximizing existing parking capacity coupled with enhanced enforcement of existing parking policies in
adjacent residential areas Such a pilot program will mitigate existing parking issues and provide a model as
implementation of the full Waterfront Plan unfolds There is no reason to wait for further development of the
Waterfront to address the presently existent parking issues Let us test this concept during the spring and
summer of2011 to see if it works

As the Plan is implemented we note the importance of careful timing of improvements that would impact the
supply and demand for parking As an example the parking lot on the Strand often referred to as Dandys
parking lot is shown in the Old Town Area Parking Study as the most heavily utilized parking lot in Old
Town It currently serves Dandy Restaurant Cruises ChadwicksRestaurant and the Union Street Public
House plus several merchants and other attractions in the area This spring it will also serve the new Virtue
Feed and Grain gastro pub under construction in the former Olssonsbuilding at 106 South Union Street
which was recently approved by the City without requirements for additional parking Any future restaurant
and hotel developments in this vicinity will place further demands on this lot and other parking facilities in this
area Therefore before the existing parking along The Strand is redeveloped into parkland detailed study to
ensure adequate supply in this area will be warranted

Hotels

The Plan will support commercial land uses which activate the Waterfront and help to pay for the Plan A key
consideration however is what types of commercial uses are appropriate as the Plan proposes hotels for a
significant portion of developable Waterfront areas Existing Settlement Agreements between the City NPS
and the property owner allow both Robinson Terminal sites to be developed as waterfront commercial mixed
use At present these agreements specifically exclude hotel uses from these locations However the Draft
Waterfront Plan proposes a hotel on each of these sites The Draft Waterfront Plan also proposes increased
density at the Robison Terminal sites consistent with the respective Settlement Agreements but greater than



Ms Faroll Hamer

March 23 2011
Page 4

permitted by existing zoning The Committee recommends that NPS be approached to see if it would modify
existing Settlement Agreements to permit hotel uses

Careful consideration must be given to whether any of the major Waterfront redevelopment sites Robinson
Terminal North Robinson Terminal South and the CummingsTumerBlock should be developed as hotels
The challenge is to carefully balance residential commercial and visitororiented Waterfront development
including civic and cultural attractions for both visitors and residents Too much residential development may
give the Waterfront the feel of being a private area primarily for residents while too much commercial
development may leave the area vacant at night The Waterfront Committee would not wish to see the area
suffer from blight as a result of overly prescriptive planning

The Committee also requests clarification regarding controls over the design quality of these sites Will design
guidelines be enforced by the Board of Architectural Review Planning Commission and City Council using
existing development approvals processes or will additional oversight apply The relationship between
guidelines and governance is crucial as both policy and process will ultimately determine the Citys success
influencing private development to achieve the Plan The Waterfront Committee recommends that the City link
increased density on these sites with enhanced control over design quality

Waterfront Park Building
We appreciate that the land swap with the Old Dominion Boat Club resulting in Fitzgerald Square is facilitated
by the construction of parking on a portion of Waterfront Park and are very supportive of the resulting public
plaza at the foot of King Street that results We hope that negotiations between the City and ODBC succeed in
achieving this outcome We question however the need to construct a restaurant building on top of the re
located ODBC parking area Alternate options for the proposed Waterfront Park building include covered
parking with a green roof offering additional passive recreational open space space for cultural institutions a
smaller restaurant or targeted retail or a surface parking lot tastefully landscaped We are not convinced that a
restaurant building at Waterfront Park is in order

Windmill Hill Park

The Draft Waterfront Plan reaffirms the plan for Windmill Hill Park adopted by the City in 2004 To date
however none of this plan has been implemented and unfortunately it is not addressed in the draft Plans
implementation chapter Furthermore compared to the Citys approved FYI I Capital Improvement Program
CIP the proposed FY 12 CIP reduces funding for the Windmill Hill Park Bulkhead project from 55million
to 40million in FY16 and FY17 We suggest that active implementation of the languishing plans for this
park be integrated with the Plans implementation strategy for the Waterfrontscore area and that proposed
improvements be fully funded and constructed in a timely manner

Food Pavilion
The Draft Waterfront Plan does little to address the current state of the Torpedo Factory Food Pavilion at 5
Cameron Street other than to point to the current master leaseholdersplans to refashion the facility to house
two sit down restaurants Its present quick service restaurants serve an important segment ofWaterfront users
that may be lost if the entire facility is converted into upscale sitdown restaurants We encourage the City as
the owner of this facility to engage in proactive negotiations with the Food Pavilions present master
leaseholder to consider short and longterm strategies to improve the economic vitality of this deteriorating
asset that balance Waterfront dining and retail offerings This facility would be an ideal home for an Eastern
Marketstyle food hall or small scale retail and should not be permitted to continue to languish
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Children and Families

The Plan proposes a play structure for children at the north end of Oronoco Bay Park as well as a model boat
basin in the proposed park area east of the 200 block of The Strand However these are the only explicit
mentions of facilities for children and we are concerned that the proposed Oronoco Bay Park location in
particular is too close to existing residential We note that attractions for children may encompass more than
conventional playground equipment Ideally AlexandriasWaterfront would integrate public art and historical
interpretation in a manner attractive to children We underscore the importance of making the Waterfront and
interesting place for children and families as their interest is likely to drive return trips to the Alexandria
Waterfront

Programming and Management
The Plan describes the creation of a special entity for management of the Waterfront Indeed the Waterfront
has many different objectives that do not neatly align with the Cityspresent organizational structure for
serving the Waterfront Consideration of a onestop cross functional entity for managing core Waterfront
areas would facilitate the Citys stewardship of this asset and improve the experience of Waterfront residents
businesses and visitors We are eager to engage in further discussion with the City regarding this concept
following adoption of a Waterfront Plan

We note too the importance of programming and other activities to make the Waterfront an interesting place
The Plan is silent on the role of programming and the associated costs The Plan should also address the
maintenance of existing assets some of which will reach the end of their useful lives within the horizon of this
Plan

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Waterfront Plan Ifyou should have further questions
regarding this matter please contact me at 202 365 2927 mobile or natemacek@hotmailcomOn behalf of
the Alexandria Waterfront Committee thank you for your consideration of this matter

Sincerely

Nathan M Macek Chair
Alexandria Waterfront Committee

CC Alexandria City Council
Alexandria Planning Commission
James K Hartmann City Manager
James Spengler Director Department of Recreation Parks and Cultural Activities
Karl Moritz Department of Planning and Zoning
Nancy Williams Department of Planning and Zoning
Jack Browand Department of Recreation Parks and Cultural Activities
Jim Hixon Department of Recreation Parks and Cultural Activities
Alexandria Waterfront Committee
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The Honorable William D Euille

Mayor
City of Alexandria
301 King Street Room 2300
Alexandria Virginia 22314

Re Alexandria Waterfront Small AreaPlan

Dear Mayor Euille

With theCitysplanning department now having issued the draft waterfront small area plan I want to take
this opportunity on behalfof Robinson Terminal to tell you that we remain willing to continue our involvement in
the planning process As you suggested when we met two years ago we still agree that it is beneficial for both
Robinson Terminal and the City to work cooperatively as opposed to renewing litigationwhich was suspended by
our Tolling Agreement of April 2009

We believe there are parts of the plan that are positive steps towards creating a successful waterfront for the
Alexandria community as you envisioned when we meL There are other aspects of theplan however that are
problematic and contrary to the interests of all parties could have the unintended consequence of imposing
substantial impediments to achieving the Citysgoals of having the properties redeveloped as firstclass and vibrant
mixeduseprojects The plan should guide the longterm finure ofthe waterfront without overly restricting not just
the filture developers but also the flexibility of the City to assure successful redevelopment

We would hope that the plan could be refined to be more flexible in its development requirements and
more realistic in its treatment of required amenities We also believe that the plan should recognize in a more
balanced way the settlements reached in 1983 which at a minimum provide an important piece ofthe context for the
current planning effort We are working with our outside engineering planning and development consultants to
produce more specific comments which we of course will share with City staff We hope we can continue to engage
with the City productively

A meeting has been requested with Faroll Hamer and her staff to convey our thoughts and continue the
constructive working relationship that has developed over the past two years I hope this effort will address our
concerns When the planning process is at a point that you believe a meeting will be helpful we would be pleased to
meet again with you and your staff

Sincerely
cc James KHartmann City Manager

D 6 C 6 U U E
Faroll Hamer Planning Director DChristopher Spere Esq

Robert W Taylor MAR 2 5
Eric N Lieberman Esq
David L Miller Esq
Dtmeanw Blair Esq PLANNING ZONING
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March 21 2011

City Hall
321 King Street

Alexandria VA 22314

Dear Honorable Mayor Members of City Council and City Manager

The Alexandria Convention Visitors Association ACVA supports the Waterfront Small Area Plan and

encourages its immediate adoption as an essential element for achieving the Citysstated goals for
economic sustainability

A lengthy and comprehensive process for community input has resulted in a plan that reflects the goals
and ideas of the community at large The plan

1 Maintains public access to the waterfront increases green space and pays for desirable
public amenities

2 Provides an appealing attraction with tourism infrastructure that will enhance visitor

spending both on the waterfront and throughout the city

3 Establishes a vision for development that will encourage highest and best use
development of private property

We hope that the plan is adopted in its entirety allowing existing regulations and processes to continue
to influence development and providing continuous community input We would like to highlight several
aspects of the plan that we believe are especially important to the successful development of the
waterfront from a tourism perspective

FITZGERALD SQUARE ART AND HISTORY PLANS

Fitzgerald Square and the extended pier are key elements in connecting the King Street corridor
and the Waterfront a stated goal of City CouncilsStrategic Plan and a fundamental priority
outlined in our April 2009 position statement

We applaud the excellent work of citizen volunteers who created plans for the Art Walk and
historic preservation and interpretation These elements are essential for creating a vibrant and
meaningful experience for visitors that distinguishes Alexandriaswaterfront from competing
destinations A higher level of engagement lengthens the time visitors will spend in Alexandria

and encourage the exploration of more businesses and experiences

Cmporare Sponsors
Dandy Restaurant Cruise Ships
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Currently these initiatives are endorsed by the Waterfront Plan but lack a funding mechanism
We propose that project costs be revised to include at least a first phase of implementation for
both the Art Walk and the History Plan A modest investment could attract more visitors who
stay longer and generate spending that pays for the improvements

REVITALIZATION OF CURRENT ASSETS

Current assets shouldberevitalized as soon as possible as a catalyst for privatesector
improvements The Marina should be managed as a professional revenue generating operation
Of course we fully support improvements to the Food Court and Torpedo Factory

COMMERCIAL BOATING EXPANSION

Increasing the Citys capacity to receive visitors by boat provides the lowest impact opportunity
to generate revenue for the City with no corresponding demands for parking On average day
visitors from the region spend 216 If only 100 more people arrived by boat daily for six months
of the year 39 million of spending would be generated

HOTEL DEVELOPMENT

Hotel development on the waterfront is a low impact strategy for revenue generation that will
pay for the amenities the community desires On average an Alexandria hotel generates 1
million annually in business and excise taxes The City should seek the highest quality hotel
development possible to elevate the Citys room inventory attracting a sought after
demographic of shoppers and diners to the city maximizing spending and enhancing related
development

After the completion of the plan many in the community have expressed interest in developing one or
more museums on privatelyowned parcels Museums could certainly be a desirable asset for attracting
visitors to Alexandria A large venue to support meetings and conferences would enhance our ability to
attract groups to existing hotels

Unfortunately it seems unlikely that funding a museum with public resources would create a positive
return on investment Further the transportation and parking demands for a museum are much greater
than any use currently in the plan And the opportunity cost of replacing hotels with nonprofit
museums would add even more to the cost of such a use

We congratulate the City on a leading a process of community input that has led to a successful plan
that will enhance Alexandriaswaterfront for residents and visitors while adding to the economic

sustainability of the City

Sincerely

Hubert Herre

Acting Chair



Kendra Jacobs

From Faroll Hamer

Sent Sunday March 20 2011243 PM
To Kendra Jacobs

Subject FW COA Contact Us Waterfront Plan

Attachments ATT00001txt

From Rose Boyd
Sent Monday March 14 2011433 PM
To Mark links Michele Evans Faroll Hamer
Subject FW COA Contact Us Waterfront Plan

From Jon Rosenbaum mailtohjrosenbaum@comcastnet
Sent Saturday March 12 20111104AM
To William Euille Frank Fannon Kerry Donley Alicia Hughes delpepper@aolcom Del Pepper
paulcsmedberg @aolcom Rose Boyd Jackie Henderson Elaine Scott Rob Krupicka Linda Owens Elizabeth Jones
Subject COA Contact Us Waterfront Plan

COA Contact Mayor and Council Members

Time Sat Mar 12 2011 110333 Message ID 28412

Issue Type Mayor Vice Mayor and Council Members
First Name Jon

Last Name Rosenbaum

Street Address 421 North Saint Asaph Street
City Alexandria

State VA

ZIP 22314

Phone 703 8367877

Email Address hirosenbaumacomcastnet

Subject Waterfront Plan

I live in Old Town and LIKE the waterfront plan Yes there are residents

of Old Town that support the plan
The Old Town Civic Association does

not represent more than 450 people Only 150 of its members
responded to

Comments

its poll solicitation and 50 percent of the respondents live within two

blocks ofthe river

The plan is restrained and the result of numerous

meetings all of which my wife and I attended unlike

1



some of those now

arguing for a new plan I attended the recent OTCA meeting on the

waterfront and did

not hear any specific ideas other than to eliminate

the restaurant building and build museums that we
cannot afford The

organization wants to stall consideration until the fall to build

opposition Many believe
that the current rights of property owners can

be ignored

I do have two suggestions which I raised during the

planning process Frankly I wish that the city would
expropriate the

boat club parking lot and compensate the owners The lot not only is

unsightly but denies
the public access to the river at a crucial spot

Since some of you are members of the boat club which
has 700 members but

few boats and has a web site saying it has the cheapest beer around I

realize that

you are unwilling to use expropriation But at least

pressure theclub to move the lot as suggested in the
plan by threatening

to close lower King Street and Prince Street to traffic

I also do not

feel that the old Beachcomber Restaurant should be kept in the plan The

cement block

building was constructed in the last 50 years and keeping it

for historic preservation makes a mockery
ofthat term The

building was purchased with open space funds If it is to be retained the

money used to
buy it needs to be returned to the open space fund

2



LAWRENCE N BRANDT INC
1054 31ST STREET NW SUITE 110 WASHINGTON DC 20007
Phone 20251221 FAX2029651331

March 17 2011

Honorable Mayor William D Euille
City of Alexandria
Suite 2300 City Hall
301 King Street
Alexandria VA 22314

RE Alexandria Waterfront Plan

Dear Mayor Euille

My name is Robert Brandt and I live at 401 Duke Street I am fortunate enough to both live and
work in Old Town Alexandria As a resident I appreciate the thought that goes into all development in
our City and as a developer I appreciate it as well There is a consistent mission to achieve the best
possible projects that are sympathetic to existing neighbors both buildings and people to make our City
a place where people would want to live and work This consistency is paramount in my opinion for
achieving good development This all starts with a plan and in the case of the Waterfront a long
awaited plan

In 1990 wearing my developers hat I worked with the City to try to develop a portion ofthe
waterfront and was unsuccessful At the time I felt that I should wait a year or two until the City decided
how they wanted to proceed Now in 2011 a comprehensive plan has been proposed and it is a clear
concise plan with a consistent vision for Alexandriaswaterfront

It provides a blueprint that is not rigid but a guide that is sensitive to the surrounding
neighborhood

It connects the Waterfront northtosouth and easttowest

It breaks the trend of privatization ofpublic space

It adds significant public space for people and eliminates parking lots that line the existing
waterfront

It includes a parking strategy and parking implementation plan

Itis a plan that is sensitive to the historic character of Alexandriaswaterfront



Page 2

This plan provides a direction that will enable developers citizens and City Staff to work together
on projects outside of a vacuum that currently exists Surely there will be deviations on specific buildings
but the Waterfront Plan provides direction that did not exist 21 years ago and still does not today For all
of these reasons 1 hope that the City Council will adopt the Alexandria Waterfront Plan so that this vital
part of our City can move forward

Sincerely

R r d
Pr ident

cc Ms Faroll Hamer



3172011

Dear Bill

I have been continuing to follow the waterfront plan I have had grave concerns with the plan
with respect to its benefits and costs to ordinary Alexandrians and expressed these to you and
Faroll when we met last summer

I have reviewed the portion of the Waterfront Small Area Plan that has been recently released
and many if not most of my concerns expressed in the past remain The purported benefits are
very weak and marginal at best and do not justify a plan of this magnitude and potential cost
and the negatives are virtually ignored Some of my major concerns that are still unresolved are
as follows

a No overarching need for the plan has been clearly expressed Why does this have to
be done and why the high priority particularly given the continuing financial problems
facing the City and the continuing tax increases that we are facing Given budget
reductions at our schools libraries and with other public services it is questionable
whether even the money spent developing this plan was warranted

b A clear set of prioritized requirements have not been developed instead a set of vague
and in many cases low priority or unnecessary goals have been presented

c No justification for the plan is presented through coherent and rigorous cost benefit
analyses What alternatives were considered what process was used to evaluate them
and why this particular plan You and Faroll promised this would be done when I met
with you last year and it is still not forthcoming Such an effort is a fundamental part
of early stage concept development not something to be done later as part of
implementation

d No costs are presented beyond the same general numbers seen at recent presentations
It is stated that the cost estimate is under review and will be released soon however this
plan is incomplete without it and should have not been released Also the preliminary
costs presented prior to this point appear unrealistically optimistic

e No effective risk assessment evaluating technical and businesscost risks has been done
An example is that work along a shoreline is fraught with unknowns and even this plan
obliquely recognizes this through the use of vague wording and qualifiers From a cost
perspective we certainly do not want a repeat of the boathouse where construction costs
well exceeded the early publicized estimates There are also a number of legal issues and
unknowns associated with prior agreements that present significant risks with respect to
costs and basic feasibility

f It is little more than a sales document primarily filled with pretty pictures Why does it
have over 70 pages dedicated to an appendix on public art containing a great deal of
hyperbole and irrelevant material e g photos of New York and Tokyo and little to
nothing on value justification and cost



I really do not see this as a plan but as a shopping list or Chinese menu I cannot envision how a
realistic and supportable cost estimate can be developed based on the open issues and lack of
clear definition in this document It is filled with vague words such as could increase

substantially future City capital Improvement Program CIP decision making
may be eligible for some the availability is unknown etc These indicate a great deal
ofuncertainty which would result in an open checkbook for the City after approval and during
implementation

Fundamental flaws also still exist in some of the logic presented For example one of the goals
is to increase citizen access to the waterfront but the additional development being relied upon
to pay for the plan will obviously further hamper access to the waterfront area More linear
footage may be open at the watersedge however it will be measurably harder to get there The
section on parking implicitly recognizes this in that it attempts to rationalize an already difficult
situation

I am also curious about the attention given to the development of The Beachcomber I
understand that the City bought this property and intends to reach an agreement with a developer
to reopen it as a restaurant This is fraught with the potential for conflicts of interest and
deserves special scrutiny as do other elements of the plan

The part of the plan that I thought reasonable was the section on implementation It recognizes
the possibility and advantages of deferring public investment until revenues from private
development begin to come it at a substantive rate I do not believe that the City should be
putting up front money into creating a stage set for subsequent private development Let the
developers build in accordance with zoning policies that protect the openness ofthe waterfront
and respect the quality of life of the people who live in downtown Alexandria while the City
bides its time and its citizens money

A major question is when does the public comment period on this plan end Since the cost
estimate is still under review the clock cannot start until it is released I hope someone isnt
delaying it until only a minimal period is available for its review

In conclusion I urge you to do the following

a Delay any vote on this plan until it is complete with costs and we all have the time to
review it in its entirety and provide meaningful comments Any vote by the Council
before this and before some other major questions can be answered is irresponsible I
recognize that some proponents would probably like to get this underway with a
minimum of public exposure and hard review but that is inconsistent with the public
trust placed with the Council by us ordinary citizens

b If a vote is held reject this plan and task the Planning and Zoning Department to
rework it into something that is less costly and risky and is limited to the most basic



essentials Voting yes on this plan is not something I would like to have as baggage if I
were running for political office

William Rogalski Jr



Old Town Civic Association

PO Box 1213

Alexandria Virginia22313

March 12 2011

Mayor William D Euille
City Hall
301 King Street
Alexandria Virginia 22314

Dear Mayor Euille and Members of City Council

Re Draft Waterfront Small Area Plan

The OTCA recently conducted a member survey to gauge reaction to the recently released Waterfront
Plan As Old Town is the community most impacted by the plan it is critical that you are made aware of
the key finding from our over 152 responses

The survey revealed that almost 8 out of 10 79 percent of our members have an unfavorable view of
the plan Their top concerns are as follows

Unsettled legal issues could dramatically increase costs
No real plan alternatives have been developed or vetted
The plan is too ambitious too much commercial development will create negative impacts on
both proximate neighborhoods trafficparking and negative impacts on existing businesses
cannibalization
The plan is not revenue neutral none of the cost benefit analyses presented by City staff
support this conclusion
The Waterfront Park building is extremely unpopular

The plan should do more to feature and lock in sites and funding mechanisms for
historiccultural amenities

Surely the Citysgoal should not be to maximize tax revenue potential if by doing so we destroy the
historical nature of the community OTCA takes the position that the planning goal should be to
determine the feasibility and desirability of revenue attraction and use the feasibility to drive
development accordingly Tourists come to this city first for its history beauty and authenticity and
secondarily its amenities such as restaurants and shops

Reverse this relationship and yourenot in Alexandria you are in Anytown USA

Within the OTCA membership there is significant frustration with the planning process and a belief that
an important step has been missed For a planning study of this importance there is typically a step
where two or three alternative plans for example a plan with an emphasis on maximizing commercial
development or an emphasis on more open space and less commercial development are developed
and presented together with their costbenefit as options for the community to review and evaluate
This step allows constructive and well informed community input and builds a sense of community
ownership of the plan

As this step was not part of the planning process OTCA extends an invitation to members of the City
Council to join our members at a planning workshop where we will develop an alternative planning



conceptsthat balance the objectives of both the 1992 Small Area Plan and this iteration Notably the
1992 Plan calls for less development more open space and nature based improvements while the latest
version envisions massive development and commercial enhancements There has been no attempt to
combine the elements in our opinion the missing step in the planning process so far

Respectfully submitted

49
OLD TOWN CIVIC ASSOCIATION

John Gosling President



Bill Harvey Comments at Open Microphone Session on
AlexandriasWaterfront Plan March 12 2011

Good morning Mr Mayor and members of the Alexandria City
Council Thank you for the opportunity to speak about my impressions of
the recently released Alexandria Waterfront Plan My name is Bill Harvey
and I am a City resident Before moving to Alexandria I spent 28 plus years
as a military member ofthe Army Corps of Engineers where I worked in
highlevel positions I aril a graduate Civil Engineer and also a licensed
professional engineer I know a lot about waterways and intheriver
projects My last Civil Works position in the Corps was Vice President for
Civil Works for the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts that included the Potomac
River

Viewing the planned waterfront improvements from the Potomac
River I see an economic development driven Plan that is not tied to the
history of Old Town Alexandria but to any town on the water USA that
has marinas hotels and restaurants My hope is that the City actually wants
and not just rhetoric to capitalize on the connection between the Waterfront
and historic Old Town

Alexandria does not have a protected waterfront as do most other
water recreation and economic developments That is why we do not have
industrial or recreational facilities into therunoftheRiverand why
Alexandriasseaport status waned with the advent of larger cargo ships

The draft Plan sticks things out into the run ofthe River to create
more extensive economic driven uses This strategy exposes these new
facilities to flood related flotsam and jetsam collection and damage ice
jams high currents locations near the shipping channel and potential
for collision damage high flotsam and jetsam collection in the facilities and
potentially significant environmental impacts The proposed marina off the
South Robinson Terminal is a good example Of course the City can do
what is proposed in this Plan but design construction and operations and
maintenance costs will be higher than the current Plan assumes due to the
issues I just mentioned

Most waterfront projects are located where they take advantage of the
natural order of the waterway I see very little of that logic used in



selecting the Waterfront Plan structures in the River That is one of the
reasons you do not have realistic design construction and operations and
maintenance costs The cost estimates for the Planswater structures
assume a lower capital cost but will result in higher maintenance costs If
you build appropriate structures facilities costs will drive up usage fees to
the general public the group that the CitysPlan purports to support The
foregoing characteristics and resulting environmental impacts will be used
by the Corps and other agencies in considering requests for permits to build
the Waterfront Plan facilities in the River permits that may not be granted
for the current Plan

A scaled down Plan with significantly less speculative necessity
is needed to reduce current risks I understand the need for a Plan to control
future development but it should not be an unrealistic Plan that Would be
developed at any cost An initially smaller less ambitious Plan could be
the foundation for a larger future Plan that is more informed on needed
amendments to the 1983 Agreements realistic and less costly landowner
considerations and Old Towners vision for the Waterfront Necessary
permits from Federal and other agencies may require significant changes to
the current Plan anyway



A statement by Bert Ely to the Alexandria City Council
March 12 2010

Comments on the Citys waterfront plan

Mr Mayor and members ofCouncil I am Bert Ely an Old Town resident since 1981 I
am here to address the still unresolved concerns many Alexandrians have about important aspects
of the waterfront plan However I must emphasize that I am not speaking on behalf of any
organization

Last month I spoke to you about serious shortcomings and questionable assumptions in
the revenue and cost estimates for the waterfront plan The draft waterfront plan released on
February 25 stated on the attached page that prior to public hearings on the plan the Planning and
Zoning Department would post additional information and reanalysis on phasing and
costsrevenues for the plan That most important information has not been posted yet the first
public hearing on the plan is scheduled to be held by the Planning Commission just 24 days from
now Even if that information was posted today 24 days does not allow sufficient time to
properly analyze that data and prepare to comment on it

The February 25 plan also said that additional design options for the restaurant proposed
for Waterfront Park would be posted If those design options have been posted where are they
As you know the restaurant inthe park idea is strongly opposed by many Alexandrians When
will we see those design options for a restaurant concept so widely despised

The February 25 plan said a hotel use analysis also would be provided Where is the
analysis that justifies putting 625 hotel rooms along the waterfront in what would hardly be
boutique hotels like the Morrison House

Perhaps of even greater importance where is the language for two documents related to
the Waterfront Small Area Plan the Master Plan Amendment 20110001 and Text Amendment
2011 0005 The Planning Commission docket for its April 5 meeting cites those documents but
the links to them have not been activated which suggests that they have not yet been drafted As
you know the devil is in the details and those two documents will contain the devilish details
How can the public intelligently comment on a complex multifaceted waterfront plan without
having seen those documents

Clearly the waterfront plan is not ready for consideration by the Planning Commission
and Council this spring Further many elements in the plan the restaurant in park the piers and
marina the proposed hotels and restaurants are neither legally nor economically feasible



The time has come for Council to say STOP Stop pushing forward with this socalled
plan until it is trimmed back to a more modest and realistic scale that honors the unique historical
character of Old Town and honors the residents of Old Town and indeed all Alexandrians

There is not enough time this spring for City staff to develop a scaled down and more
realistic plan and to allow for sufficient public comment on that plan I strongly urge Council to
postpone until the fall any consideration of a waterfront plan by it or the Planning Commission
That delay will provide time for City staff and the public to go back to the drawing board to
develop a much more feasible and acceptable plan

Thank you for your time I welcome your questions



Waterfront Small Area Plan
Public Comment and Review Process

The public is invited to review the draft Waterfront Small Area Plan Plan and to
provide comments via the online comment board included on the website or by
contacting the Department of Planning and Zoning directly through information
also on the website at

httpwwwalexandriavagovWaterfrent

Those comments will be taken into consideration for the staffs final

recommendations The Planning Commission and the City Council will hold
hearings on the Plan with their dates and times to be confirmed on the website

Additional Information that is forthcoming for Public Comment and Review

Prior to the aforementioned public hearings at the request of City Council and the
community the Department of Planning and Zoning will post

1 additional desi n o bons for the restaurant proposed for Waterfront Park
additiona n ormat on an re analysis on phasing an7 costsrevenues an

3hotel use analysis

Finally with release of the draft Plan on the website you will find an updated
Frequently Asked Questions FAQs document The FAQs document was originally
provided at the December 13 2010 Waterfront Open House and Community
Meeting but has been updated to further address common questions which have
been shared by stakeholders You will also find an updated Parking Summary
Sheet Moreover notations in the draft Plan indicate that the earlier costrevenue
data has been removed as it is being re analyzed While it is believed that the
economic results of this Waterfront Plan are positive a recheck of the cost and
revenue details appear to be warranted

DRAFT Alexandria Waterfront Small Area Plan 1



ALEXANDRIA
ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT
PARTNERSHIP

February 24 2011

The Alexandria Economic Development Partnership Board strongly believes the City needs
to have a plan for one of its most important and distinctive assets the Alexandria
Waterfront While Small Area Plans SAP serve as guides for land use zoning
transportation improvements open space and other capital improvements they also serve as
important marketing tools outlining the Citys desire for new investment and development

We believe it is important to approve a Small Area Plan this spring that provides a clear
vision for one of our most important assets and provides stakeholders certainty with respect
to appropriate redevelopment and adaptive reuse of properties within the plan area

The MayorsEconomic Sustainability Work Group recommendations focused on the
importance of the Waterfront We support the Work Groups recommendations quoted as
follows that specifically called for

Mixeduse vibrant development should be encouraged along the waterfront in the
remaining opportunity parcels with commercial retail restaurant arts and hotel
development opportunities targeted

existing warehouse sites have high visibility and represent a major obstacle to
completing the enhancement of the waterfront with world class redevelopment so
they need to be addressed in the process

water uses such as kayak and sailboat rental and additional marina slips should be
encouraged

major existing docks should be maintained so that ships such as the Coast Guard
Eagle tall ship and small passenger ships can still be accommodated

further expansion of water taxis and water shuttles should be encouraged

the food court at the City Marina should be rethought and revitalized and

if feasible retail on South Union Street the Strand and other areas should be
expanded as part of the waterfront redevelopment plan

We continue to support the Work Groups recommendations as well as the evolving draft
waterfront plan that has been crafted after almost two years of planning and community input
meetings The Waterfront is an economic asset belonging to the entire City and it is time to
encourage smart development and redevelopment ofthis asset
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