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North Potomac Yard Position Statement
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4) Finally, we ask the City to consider the cumulative effect of imposing all of the many
additional requirements proposed in the draft plan including those plans and fees
recommended for passive uses. These additional fees coupled with the sustainable
practice program, as well as a proposed business improvement district may send the cost
of development and operation out of the realm of feasibility. Perhaps some of these
recommendations could be packaged with each other- for example, where public art,
bicycle amenities, etc. might be funded as part of the proposed business improvement
district.
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May 4, 2010

ITEM #10:  Master Plan Amendment, North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan

05/04/10 Planning Commission hearing
Dear Alexandria Planning Commission Members:

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

Sincerely yours,

Tim Lovain, Chairman
Northern Virginia Streetcar Coalition

Cc: Rich Baier
Faroll Hamer
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Comment for Tuesday's Planning Commission...
Valerie Peterson to: Kendra Jacobs 05/03/2010 10:39 AM

Cc: Kristen Mitten

For the Planning Commission...
—— Forwarded by Valerie Peterson/Alex on 05/03/2010 10:41 AM ——

From: whendrick@aol.com

To: valerie.peterson@alexandriava.gov
Date; 05/02/2010 08:58 AM

Subject: North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan
Hi Valerie:

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

Bill Hendrickson

To: Members of the Alexandria Planning Commission

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

Re: North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan

Date: May 2, 2010

Dear members of the Planning Commission:

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

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

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

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

space/theater is critical to North Potomac Yard becoming a model and vital 21% century neighborhood.

During the planning process, PYPAG discussed public access to rooftops of buildings, including an
observation tower to allow broad public views of the Potomac River and Washington, DC. But there is little
in the plan that would explicitly require this to happen. The plan should require a reasonable amount of



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Finally, the plan needs ongoing citizen review during the implementation stage, especially during the long

process of planning that precedes Planning Commission and City Council review of specific development

proposals. The Potomac Yard Design Advisory Committee has been very effective in this role in its review
of the 1999 Potomac Yard plan. Its jurisdiction should be extended to this plan.

T i

North Potomac Yard plan letter 5.2.10.doc
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
George Washington Memorial Parkway
c/o Turkey Run Park
McLean, Virginia 22101

IN REPLY REFER TO

L1417L (GWMP)

May 3, 2010

Mayor William D. Euille
City of Alexandria

301 King Street,
Alexandria, VA 22314

Re:  Adoption of North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan

Dear Mayor Euille:

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

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

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



We believe that Alternative A, an area that has been deeded to the COA by the owners of the rail
yard property, is the only alternative that will not have a controllable impact on the GWMP. The
1992 Potomac Yards/Potomac Greens (PY/PG) Small Area Plan, as amended, consistently
shows a deeded space for a METRO (Alternative A). The 1992 plan further identifies, in Map 6
(enclosed), that moving the METRO station north (Alternative B1 and Alternative B2) places it
within a Wetlands Preservation Area.

All alternatives located on land in which NPS has an interest will need to be evaluated through
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), most likely in the form of an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS). This EIS, while accomplished for the National Park Service, would be
performed at COA expense. This process would be in addition to the Federal Transportation
Administration’s (FTA) Section 4(f) process, which analyzes the potential impact of
transportation projects on public parkland. The B1 and B2 Alternatives would also impact the
Open Space area that has been identified since 1992 on Map 14 and 15 of the PY/PG Small Area
Plan.

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

NPS thanks the COA and the planning staff for seeking full NPS participation in this process.

We look forward to our continued involvement. If there are any questions, please do not hesitate
to contact me at 703-289-2500.

Sincerely,

it bl

arshall
Superintendent, George Washington Memorial Parkway



Enclosure
bcc:

GWMP Files

GWMP Supt. Marshall
GWMP Feldman
GWMP Helwig

NCR May

NCR DeMarr

NCR Hayes

1992 Potomac Yards/Potomac Greens (PY/PG) Small Area Plan (last amended 2008)
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To: PR Scie ~CECYEN

Cc:
. Bcc:
m Subject: Fw: Docket Item 10. - - Master Plan Amendment #2010-0002

—— Forwarded by Barbara Carter/Alex on 05/03/2010 08:18 AM -—-

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

H. Stewart Dunn Jr., Donna Fossum, Jesse Jennings, John

Komoroske, Mary Lyman, J. Lawrence Robinson, Eric Wagner 05/02/2010 09:40 PM

J Bennett to:

Mark Jinks, Faroll Hamer, Barbara Ross, Gwen Wright, Valerie Peterson, Mindy
Cc: Lyle, Kerry Donley, Bill Euille, Frank Fannon, Alicia Hughes, Rob Krupicka, Del
Pepper, "Paul C. Smedberg"

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

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

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

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

projects. Otherwise I do and would adamantly oppose the proposal.

Joe Bennett
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RE: see enclosed

Joe Bondi

to:

sutter

04/22/2010 02:20 PM

Cc:

Sandra.Marks, Valerie.Peterson, Jeffrey.Farner, Lynhaven Citizens Association
Show Details

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

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

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

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

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

Best,
Joe Bondi

President
Lynhaven Citizens Association

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Matthew Sutter <sutter @ wfslaw.com>
Date: Wed, Apr 21, 2010 at 3:09 PM

Subject: see enclosed

To: lynhaven.civic@gmail.com

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

Matthew T. Sutter, Esq.

Wade, Friedman & Sutter, P.C.
616 North Washington Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
Telephone: 703-836-9030

AInNrinnan
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Page 2 of 2

Facsimile: 703-683-1543
Email: sutter@wfslaw.com
Web: www.wfslaw.com

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

file /IC\Dacnments and Settino\vneterso\l .ocal Settines\Temn\notesFA312D\~weh1047....  4/26/2010
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: GRESOR "M WADE IVA, DC. MD) TELEPHONE
WADE, FRIEDMAN ol 5 con
&S UTT ER, P C FOS ERS.B FRIZDMAMN (VA NY, MA)  FACSIMILE

AT TORHNETYS AT LAw [ried nantiw [ fav.com (703) 683-1543

MATTHE'¢ T, SUTTI R (VA) WEBSITE
sutte r@w slavecorm

SARAH E. MCELVEEN (VA, D)
sme lveer@wlslew.com

Gi6 NORTH WASHINGTON STREET

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314~199] www.wlslaw.com

April 21,2010

By Fax: 703-838-6343
Office of Communications
301 King St., Room 3230
Alexandria, VA 22314

Re. Official Comment on North Potomac Yard Small Ar:a Plan

Dear Potomac Yard Planning Advisory Group:

Chapter 6 Section D of the North Potomac Yard S nall Arca Plan suggests that the City
""{e]xplore and evaluate the option of opening Evan; Line, Weimond Drive and Lynhaven
Drive in the future to provide access to Route 1. The residents of the Lynhaven
neighborhood I have spoken with strongly oppose this.

This proposal suggesting the opening of Rout: 1 directly at Evans Lane, and pouring
cross-town traffic directly into the Lynhaven neighborhood should be stricken from the Plan or
an alternative proposal created which does not incluce oening livans Lane, Wesmond Drive
and/or Lynhaven Drive to provide access to Route 1 for non-resident vehicle traffic.

The Lynhaven neighborhood is a mixed-incoine neighbosthood with a high density of
families with small children. In order to access parks anc. recreation, children must cross busy
intersections to get to Cora Kelly Elementary School. The Lynhaven neighborhood’s curved
narrow streets provide a limited sanctuary from the constant traffic of Foute 1, Mt. Vernon
Avenue and Glebe Road which surround the Lynhavzn neighborhood. Opening Evans Lane,
Wesmond Drive or Lynhaven Drive to Route 1 acces; will vause unnecessary traffic accidents
and increase the problems of existing crime which already exist in large part by virtue of access
to Route 1.

Opening Evans Lane, Wesmond Drive or [ynhaven Drive will cause more traffic
problems than it will resolve because there is n> direct access tarough the Lyhhaven
neighborhood’s existing street grid to arrive at destinarion:. such a2 Mount Vemon Avenue or E,
Glebe Road from Evans Lane, Wesmond Drive and/or Lynhaves Drive Farther, there is ample
available access to and from the Lynhaven neighborho »d for -ts retidents through the network of
alleys and Montrose Road and Wilson Avenue. The residents in the Lynhaven neighborhood
do want automobile traffic being routed through their neigiborhood and do not want
cross-town traffic being routed through its narrow, residential itreets.

Page 1 of 2
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Any improvements to access should be focus:d ¢n Reed Avenue and E. Glebe Road
where dedicated, two lane arteries with traffic signals alrealy exist. The cther steps contained in
the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan are sensible i1 this regard.

Sincerely,

’

(;j;,Z yd

/
Matthew T. Sutte: >

Page 2 of 2
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from Garrett Erdle RE: Potomac Yard

Garrett Erdle

to:

erwagner

04/05/201005:33 PM

Cc:

Valerie.Peterson, "'Marguerite Lang'", "'Garrett Erdle"
Show Details

History: This message has been forwarded.

Eric -

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

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

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

A - Intersection of Mount Vernon and Russell Road (captures entry from Arington who may elect to turn east on Reed
and not go to Glebe intersection)

B - Intersection of W. Glebe and Russell Road (from 395)

C - Russell Road and Monroe Ave.

D - W. Braddock and Russell Road (from 395)

E - Russell Road and Cedar Street (from Beltway)

F - Commonwealth and Cedar Street (from Beltway)

G - E. Braddock and Mt, Vernon (those avoiding Route 1)

H - Monroe Ave and Mt. Vernon (impact of new bridge on Monroe Ave traffic pattern)

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

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

Garrett Erdle
24 West Cedar Street

AINT It~
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Housing in North Potomac Yard [3
Valerie Peterson to: West Old Town Citizens Association 04/20/2010 04:07 PM
William Euille, Alicia Hughes, Del Pepper, Frank Fannon, Kerry
Donley, Paul Smedberg, Rob Krupicka, Jim Hartmann, Mark Jinks,
Cc: Faroll Hamer, Mildrilyn Davis, Helen Mcllvaine, Jeffrey Farner,
Valerie Peterson, "Priest, Roy", Claire Gron, Heidi Ford, Kristen
Mitten, Jessica McVary

Dear Ms. Ford,

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

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

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

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

Thank you,

Valerie Peterson

Principal Planner

Department of Planning and Zoning

City of Alexandria

703-746-3858

Faroll Hamer --—- Forwarded by Faroll Hamer/Alex on 03/17/2... 03/17/2010 09:17:26 AM

----- Forwarded by Faroll Hamer/Alex on 03/17/2010 09:14 AM -——-

Public Housing, Fair Share and Potomac Yards

council, Alicia Hughes, Del Pepper, Frank Fannon, 03/16/2010 08:39 PM

Heidi Ford to: Kerry Donley, Paul Smedberg, William Euille

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



From: Heidi Ford <ha.ford123@yahoo.com>

To: council@krupicka.com, Alicia Hughes <aliciarhughes@gmail.com>, Del Pepper
<DELPepper@aol.com>, Frank Fannon <frank.fannon@gmail.com>, Kerry Donley
<kdonley@vcbonline.com>, Paul Smedberg <PaulCSmedberg@aol.com>, William Euille
<william.euille@alexandriava.gov>

Cc: Jim Hartmann <jim.hartmann@alexandriava.gov>, Donna Reuss <donnar555@yahoo.com>,
rcollinlee@gmail.com, rimaca@verizon.net, Charlotte <landiscf@comcast.net>,
Faroll. Hamer@alexandriava.gov

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

In the absence of progress securing replacement sites for the 16 public housing units to be relocated
from James Bland, and the expectation that additional sites will be needed in the future as other
existing public housing sites redevelop, the West Old Town Citizens Association believes the City
needs to begin more proactively planning to meet its stated fair share public housing goals. The City
took an innovative and positive step in this direction in the Braddock East Small Area Plan by
developing a funding formula to help to guide off-site replacement public housing financing. We
urge the City to replicate this in the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan (NPYSAP).

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

“In order to support City’s fair share public housing policies and to create a diverse
community in the North Potomac Yard neighborhood, this Plan recommends that when
residential development occurs within the boundaries of the NPYSAP specific consideration,
as a part of the official planning and permitting processes, be given to setting aside units for
public housing replacement sites. More specifically, special attention should be given to
relocating units from highly concentrated public housing areas to the North Potomac Yard
neighborhood.

This Plan also recommends that at least 50% of any new Affordable Housing Trust Funds
generated from future development in the North Potomac Yard area be reserved for
relocating public housing units from areas of concentrated public housing in accordance with
the City’s fair share policy. These funds can only be used to fund replacement sites for
currently existing public housing units and cannot be used for any other purpose for 20 years
or until the AHRA properties of James Bland, Samuel Madden, Andrew Adkins, Ramsey



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

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

Respectfully,

West Old Town Citizen Association Executive Board

Heidi Ford, President
Charlotte Landis, 1" Vice President

Collin Lee, 2" Vice President
Maria Willcox, Secretary

Donna Reuss, Secretary



Response to WOTCA emails regarding the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan

Faroll Hamer to: West Old Town Citizens Association 03/09/2010 07:53 PM
Cc: City Council, Valerie Peterson, Mark Jinks, Jeffrey Farner, ha.ford123
History: This message has been forwarded.

Heidi --

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

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

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

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

letter to Heidi Ford, OTWCA, on PY.doc

Faroll Hamer

Director, Planning and Zoning
City of Alexandria

301 King Street

Alexandria, VA 22314
703-746-4666

Faroll. Hamer@alexandriava.gov



North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan - comments [3

‘ Valerie Peterson to: West Old Town Citizens Association 03/09/2010 10:04 AM
2= =z Cc:  Mark Jinks, Faroll Hamer, Jeffrey Farner, ha.ford123
Bece: Helen Mclivaine, Pamela Cressey, Claire Gron, Kristen Mitten

Dear Heidi,

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

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

BRT Alignment

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

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



Three (Parker-Gray), the black (or “colored”) population was 1,724 or 37% of Ward
Three’s total. In 1924 the Parker-Gray neighborhood’s African American population
was 50.88% of the population. Based on the census data Parker Gray, at most, could
be considered an integrated neighborhood at that time. Given all of this, we request
the referenced statement be struck from the text.

Potomac Yard History

The general statement about where black workers from Potomac Yard may have lived
was taken from a historical study, but we do not have primary documentation of any
specific workers living in Parker-Gray. The remark will be removed from the Plan.
Regarding Ward data, research into tax and census records from 1790 to 1910
indicates that wards were not homogeneous and that street-faces with very high African
American occupancy occurred. These areas formed often because of the philosophy
and religion of the whites willing to rent or sell to free blacks, rather than segregation
laws. They formed as early as 1810 as "cores” of free black life. Data collected in a
NEH archaeological survey shows street-faces with concentrations of African
Americans in the general area called Parker-Gray today. The area near Cameron and
South Patrick was such a core (1810-1850). In 1850, a recent study by a Flinders
University professor, Donald Debats, shows a "core" black area at So. Patrick and
Cameron, as well as three other black concentrations in the southern tier of the city.

Just a clarification point about ward statistics: Ward 3 in the northwest quadrant of the
historic town was much larger than the area we call Parker-Gray. For tax collection
purposes, it included the west side of S. Pitt street, So. St. Asaph and So. Washington
streets, as well as both sides of King Street. [Note it is from the tax records that all the
data above were taken and then cross referenced with the censuses.] These corridors
essentially along Washington and King streets were heavily white and upper to upper
middle class. Thus, statistics for the Ward are not specific to the contemporary area
called Parker-Gray today. In essence, while there were small concentrations of blacks
and whites throughout Alexandria by 1910, they are very fine, almost micro-delineations
between races. Individuals, might also live within another race's concentration or core
for a variety of reasons: lack of specific segregation laws, one large tract with a white
owner amid black small lots, immigrants, specific land uses such as grocery stores,
economic class of the residents. The issue of whether an area is "integrated” is a
complicated issue as witnessed by people who remember that there were certain
street-faces where blacks could rent in the 1950s; yet, if census figures were compiled
for a wider area such micro-distinctions would not be perceived.

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




Justification for doing otherwise.

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

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

Affordable Housing

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

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



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

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

parity.

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

Mix of Uses
As clarification, the proposed use mix identified in the working draft Plan includes the
following, which are approximate and still subject to further evaluation:

Office: 680,000 sf
Residential: 1,480,000 sf
Retail: 845,000 sf

Residential/Office: 4,235,000 sf
Hotel: 170,000 sf

The type of retail uses are not specified in the Plan, although a mix of retail that
includes some larger format users is contemplated. The mix of uses identified in the
Plan has been refined and tested over the several months of the planning process,
through detailed retail, transportation, financial, and design studies. In addition to the
technical studies, the overall land use plan was informed by the vision and principles of
the PYPAG, and input from the community over several meetings. As discussed in the
Plan, a balanced mix of uses achieves a number of goals, including:
¢ Improving safety and walkability by sustaining street life through daytime and
evening hours.
e Maximizing use of transportation infrastructure by distributing peak hour traffic
over longer periods, maximizing internal trips, and providing two-way transit use.
o Decreasing parking demand and creating opportunities for shared parking.
e Supporting retail by establishing a diverse customer base in close proximity,
including area workers, residents and shoppers.




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

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

Metro Location

The Plan’s proposed location of the Metro station was informed by the findings and
analysis of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Concept Development Study, conducted
concurrently with the land use planning process. The study took place in two phases,
analyzing constructability, phasing, cost and financing, ridership, and other technical
aspects of station development, and eliminating alternatives from further study if
rendered not viable. Of the original eight alternatives in the study, three will proceed to
the environmental analysis for further consideration, including B1/B2 (“B” or “Northern”
alternatives), and A. Early cost estimates of the original eight station location
alternatives ranged from $140-$520 million. Those alternatives located within North
Potomac Yard that were eliminated from further study were on the higher end of the
cost range, and had significant constructability issues, including impacts to adjacent
properties and Landbay K, and development phasing. More refined cost estimates for
the remaining A and B alternatives range from $190 to $270 million. The A and B
alternatives would serve approximately 4.1 million and 6.5 million square feet of
development respectively within a quarter-mile of the station. Ridership estimates were
conducted for the A and B alternatives, which found 2030 weekday boardings to be
12,600 and 15,900 passengers respectively, meeting and exceeding the 2009 ridership
for Pentagon City (15,674) and Ballston (12,314). (See the Potomac Yard Metrorail



Station Concept Development Study for more information).

Fiscal Implications

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

the Plan will be released with the docket for the hearing.

Thank you again for your comments.
Sincerely,

Valerie Peterson

Principal Planner

Director of Planning and Zoning
City of Alexandria
703-746-3858



From: Heidi Ford <ha.ford123@yahoo.com>

To: PaulCSmedberg@aol.com, DELPepper@aol.com, council@krupicka.com,
william.euille@alexandriava.gov, frank.fannon@gmail.com, kdonley@vcbonline.com,
aliciarhughes@gmail.com

Cc: Donna Reuss <donnar555@yahoo.com>, Charlotte <landiscf@comcast.net>,
rimaca@verizon.net, rcollinlee@gmail.com, ha.ford123@yahoo.com, wotcal@gmail.com,
Faroll.Hamer@alexandriava.gov, jim.hartmann@alexandriava.gov

Date: 02/11/2010 04:17 PM

Subject: North Potomac Yard Plan

The Honorable Mayor Euille,
Members of the City Council

Re: Potomac Yard Land-Bay F Plan

Dear Mayor Euille and Members of the City Council,

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

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

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

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




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

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

Respectfully,

Woest Old Town Citizens Association Executive Board

Heidi Ford, President
Charlotte Landis, 1% Vice President
Collin Lee, 2™ Vice President

Maria Wilcox, Secretary

Donna Reuss, Treasurer
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North PotomacAYard Small Area Plan - comments

West Old Town Citizens Association

to:

Claire.Gron, Valerie.Peterson

01/27/2010 06:20 PM

Cce:

faroll.hamer, PaulCSmedberg, DEL Pepper, council, william.euille, frank.fannon, kdonley,
aliciarhughes, Donna Reuss, ha.ford123, rcollinlee, rimaca, Charlotte

Show Details

Dear Valerie and Claire,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
West Old Town Citizens Association Executive Board

Heidi Ford, President

Charlotte Landis, 1st Vice President
Collin Lee, 2nd Vice President
Maria Wilcox, Secretary

Donna Reuss, Treasurer
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From: Maria Wasowski
Comments on the Draft Plan for Landbay F

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

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

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

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

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







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

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

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

Hope all is well with you!

Cheers,
Danielle

Get gifts for them and cashback for you. Try Bing now.
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As North Potomac Yard redevelops, and the new Metrorail station and
dedicated high-capacity transitway are constructed and implemented. it is possible
that the several large redevelopment sites on the west side of Route 1 could
redevelop including those currently occupied by the Alexandria Toyota
dealership. Hertz. and the Oakville Industrial Park. This Plan does not recommend
land use or zoning changes for these properties. However, future planning,
rezoning. and development at these opportunity sites will need to enhance
connections with the plan area both physically and through programming of land
uses and public amenities so that these individual parcels are integrated into
Potomac Yard. The Plan recognizes that the value of these properties will be
positively impacted by the significant infrastructure and other public amenities
constructed at Potomac Yard and recommends that, when these properties
redevelop. that they be required to participate in the financing of these and other
unprovements as may be determined by a future planning process.

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

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

Very truly yours,
Mary Catherine Gibbs

ce: Mr. Jack Taylor




