ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA

County Board Agenda Item
M eeting of April 16, 2011

DATE: April 7, 2011
SUBJECTS: A. Adoption of the East Falls Church Area Plan;

B. GP-321-11-1 Adoption of General Land Use Plan (“GLUP’) Amendments for
the East Falls Church area; and

C. Adoption of Amendmentsto the Master Transportation Plan (“MTP’) Map
and the Bicycle Element of the MTP.

C.M. RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Adopt the East Falls Church Area Plan (Attachment 10);

2. Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 2) adopting the General Land
Use Plan (GLUP) Amendments for the East Falls Church area; and

3. Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 4) adopting the Amendments to
the Master Transportation Plan (“MTP”) Map and Appendix B of the MTP
Bicycle Element.

ISSUES: Ascommunity review of the draft Area Plan has continued, staff has received
additional input from advisory boards and commissions. This report encompasses changes that
are recommended by the advisory boards and commissions as well as final editorial revisionsto
the draft Area Plan. There continue to be some community concerns expressed regarding some
elements of the Plan. These concerns are fully addressed in the Community Process section of
this report.

SUMMARY: The East Falls Church Area Plan provides a planning framework and establishes
an overall future vision for the East Falls Church station area that will facilitate the development
of a*“neighborhood center” for East Falls Church. The Area Plan addresses future land use,
transportation, public open space, urban form and character, sustainability, and other components
to guide public and private reinvestment in East Falls Church.
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The Area Plan includes key strategies to:

o Create anew "Neighborhood Center" with a mix of uses, including neighborhood-oriented
retail, and new open spaces.

e Preserve and enhance the surrounding single-family areas.

o Enhance transit access and facilities to meet the future needs of East Falls Church, including
anew West Entrance to the East Falls Church Metrorail station.

e Improve planned bicycle and pedestrian connections through the area.

e Balance transportation needs among all travel modes — auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
— and mitigate potential traffic impacts.

In addition, consistent with the Area Plan, amendments to the General Land Use Plan and Master
Transportation Plan are also being proposed to facilitate its implementation. The General Land
Use Plan amendments include changes to the map and booklet, whereas the proposed Master
Transportation Plan amendments include changes to the MTP Map and Bicycle Element. Staff
recommends that the County Board adopt the East Falls Church Area Plan and the proposed
amendments to the General Land Use Plan and Master Transportation Plan.

BACK GROUND: In 2000, the Arlington-East Falls Church Civic Association formed the
Metro Study Committee to discuss potential development around the Metro Station. The
committee held a series of meetings with the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
(WMATA) and Arlington County officials and local architects. WMATA expressed its desire to
develop the Metro parking lots as part of its systematic program of maximizing revenue for the
system by developing or redeveloping its properties. The committee developed goals for the site
including: making the site serve the community better (such as providing neighborhood retail
and atown plaza), stopping unfavorable development on the site (such as Ballston-type density
or aparking garage), avoiding congestion around the site (such as eliminating some of the
commuter parking) and improving connections to nearby residential and commercial areas.

In June 2004, the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University’s (“Virginia Tech”)
Department of Urban Affairs and Planning, as part of a studio project, prepared the East Falls
Church Metro Area Plan. Approximately 50 individuals participated, in a community charrette
which informed the plan’s recommendations on urban design, affordable housing and
neighborhood-based retail development. In summary, the plan advocated for locally-serving
uses, compatible density; pedestrian orientation/human scale; central public spaces; gateway
symbol/community identity; improved connection to surrounding residential areas; efficient use
of land near transit hub; transit/bicycle/non-motorized trip increase; high occupancy vehicle trip
increase; economic development and diverse economic opportunities; and affordable housing.

In 2004 and 2005, the Arlington-East Falls Church Civic Association’s Metro Study Committee
prepared areport summarizing the Virginia Tech Metro Area Plan and conducted a survey of its
membership. The general consensus was that the civic association should develop a community



vision prior to any development proposals. Interms of what land uses might be desirable for the
WMATA lots, respondents favored neighborhood retail, restaurants, short-term parking,
residential uses and open space. With regards to the appropriate densities and heights for
potential development in the Metro lots, respondents selected densities and heights similar to the
WestL ee project, afive-story, 128-unit condominium project located in East Falls Church.
Respondents also recommended incorporating affordable housing and making the area more
pedestrian-friendly. Lastly, respondents strongly supported construction of both a pedestrian-
bicycle bridge and a large open space plaza over Interstate 66.

In 2007, at the request of the Arlington-East Falls Church Civic Association, the County Board
appointed a citizen Task Force (“the Task Force”) to generate aland use and transportation
vision for transit-oriented development in the East Falls Church area of Arlington County. The
Task Force included representatives from nearby civic associations, advisory boards and
commissions, two residents from the City of Falls Church, the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT), and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA).

In June 2010, the Task Force adopted the East Falls Church Area Plan, which outlined
recommendations for mixed-use development, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and
strategies for traffic mitigation. The County Board, at their July 2010 meeting, accepted the
Task Force's Plan and adopted a set of Policy Determinations, derived from the Task Force's
Plan, to be used as guidance in developing a County Plan for the area. The Policy
Determinations specified that the Plan should:

e Preserve single-family areas and historic and natural resources;

e Provide opportunities for new open spaces and neighborhood-serving retail — including a
grocery store;

e Limit building heights to four to six stories along building frontages, with specific height

guidance for the Park & Ride site up to 9 stories,

Outline goals and strategies for attaining affordable housing units;

Consider financing options for anew West Entrance to the Metrorail station;

Reduce auto congestion and limit spillover parking impacts;

I mprove planned bicycle and pedestrian safety and connectivity;

Enhance bus service; and

Study improvements to |-66.

The County Board directed saff to produce a Research & Analysis Report to respond to
guestions that had arisen during the community review process. The County Board also directed
staff to develop a County Plan, based on the Task Force's Plan, for adoption by the County
Board.

DISCUSSION: Caollectively, the proposed Area Plan, General Land Use Plan amendments, and
Master Transportation Plan amendments communicate a comprehensive future vision for the
East Falls Church Metro sation area and provide a policy and planning framework to implement
this vision. The discussion of the Area Plan as well as the associated amendments below, are
organized by the subject items listed on page 1 of this report:



East Falls Church Area Plan: The East Falls Church Area Plan (Attachment 10) includes an
Existing Conditions analysis; a Policy Framework that reiterates the County Board's Policy
Determinations; a Vision Statement and Major Goals for the area; and a Concept Plan that
expresses a vision for a new “Neighborhood Center” with guidance for development for specific
sites and recommendations for implementation.

Generally, the East Falls Church area is a stable single-family community, with a variety of
attractive parks, schools, and other amenities. However, staff’ s analysis, as discussed in the
Plan, indicates that the areais lacking a central focus — a place where residents can meet and/or
shop for their daily needs. A major challenge was connecting both sides of 1-66 into a
Neighborhood Center for East Falls Church. The Plan proposes the transformation of the core of
the East Falls Church area into a new Neighborhood Center, with three development nodes: the
Neighborhood Transition Area located along Lee Highway north of Washington Boulevard, the
Gateway Mixed-Use Area located along Lee Highway south of 1-66, and the Transit Mixed-Use
Arealocated at the Metrorail Park & Ride site. Within these nodes, the opportunitiesto live,
work, shop, and play will transform this area of small, disconnected commercial and industrial
properties into avital, connected place that links the transit facilities to the neighborhood at-
large. Key elements of the Plan include:

e A new mixed-use development node at the existing 422 space Park & Ride site which will
include: ground floor retail, a pool of 100-200 shared public parking spaces, a public open
space, and continuation of existing bus operations;

e New public open spaces adjacent to the W& OD Trail near Lee Highway;

¢ A new West Entrance to the East Falls Church Metrorail station to make the station more
accessible from proposed development along Lee Highway and Washington Street in the
City of Falls Church;

o New street cross sections for the three arterial streets (Lee Highway, Washington Boulevard
and Sycamore Street) that include: new lane configurations, on-street bicycle lanes, on-street
parking (where possible), intersection enhancements to increase pedestrian safety and reduce
speeding and merging conflicts, and additional street tree planting areas.

Land Use and Density: The Plan recommends land uses and building heights that are compatible
with the existing development pattern and surrounding single-family areas and consistent with
the County Board adopted Policy Determinations. Within the Neighborhood Transition Area,
building heights would be limited to four ories in areas adjacent to single-family development,
with heightsrising to five — six stories along Lee Highway adjacent to Washington Boulevard.
Within the Gateway Mixed-Use Area, building heights would range from five — eight stories,
which is consistent with existing development along Westmoreland Street in Arlington, and
consistent with allowed heights in nearby City of Falls Church. Inthe Transit Mixed-Use Area,
building heights on the Park & Ride site will taper down from a maximum height of nine stories
along the Interstate 66 right-of-way, to six stories in the middle of the site, and ultimately to no
more than three stories along the Washington Boulevard street frontage.

Open Space: In conjunction with redevelopment, three new open spaces are proposed throughout
the study area: on the Park & Ride site, within Fairfax Drive right-of-way adjacent to Lee
Highway and the French Restaurant / Econolodge site, and on the Used Car lot located at Lee



Highway/ Fairfax Drive. These new open spaces/ plazas are planned, along with enhanced
streetscape, to help create a sense of place within the Neighborhood Center and create spaces
appropriate for active and passive recreation. These spaces are in addition to existing major open
spaces such as Tuckahoe Park, | saac Crossman Park and Madison Manor Park.

Transportation: The Plan also recommends a new West Entrance to the East Falls Church Metro
Station utilizing a widened Washington Boulevard flyover. This new facility would provide
direct access to Metro from proposed development sites along Lee Highway, in Arlington, and
Washington Street, in the City of Falls Church, acrossthe 1-66 right-of-way, which is currently a
major barrier for pedestrians and bicyclists. The Plan also recommends a study of the Lee
Highway bridge, which should be widened to provide better pedestrian and bicycle access.
Similarly, the Plan recommends a study of the Washington & Old Dominion (W& OD) Trail to
identify alternative, safer routes through the area. New street cross- sections are also
recommended in the Plan to reduce pedestrian crossing distances; incorporate bicycle lanes and
on-street parking, where possible; and increase overall safety in the area. It is important to note
that many of the public infrastructure improvements recommended in the plan are long-term in
nature. It isanticipated that, over time, staff will work within the Capital | mprovement Program
(CIP) planning processto identify opportunities and alternate funding sources to implement
projectsin East Falls Church.

Affordable Housing: The Plan contains affordable housing recommendations in keeping with
established County policies and ordinances. It is estimated that, through development envisioned
in the Plan, 54-69 units of committed affordable housing will be generated. These affordable
units would be attained through applying the County’ s Affordable Housing Ordinance, through
the potential conversion of a small market affordable development to committed units, and
through coordinating with the Metropolitan Washington Area Transit Authority (WMATA) on
the future development of the Park & Ride site.

Sustainability: The Plan recommends increasing the overall tree canopy, reducing stormwater
runoff, and protecting and preserving the Four Mile Stream area. The draft Community Energy
Plan identifies East Falls Church (Planning) Area as one of four “Scale Project” sites— areas
within the County where, with new development, more efficient energy systems and strategies
could be implemented and tracked over time. As afollow-on effort not associated with the East
Falls Church Area Plan, specific planning goals will be set for East Falls Church in relation to
reducing energy consumption, increasing efficiencies in building design, and promoting shared
energy systems. The East Falls Church Area Plan contains language, particularly in the Design
Guidelines, that introduce these important concepts and initiatives.

Significant Changes in the Plan: In drafting the County version of the East Falls Church Area
Plan, some of the more significant changes from the Task Force’s Plan included, 1) incorporating
the County Board Policy Determinations that were adopted in July 2010 into a new Policy
Framework section, 2) expanding on a“Neighborhood Center” concept for East Falls Church; 3)
making further refinements and creating new alternatives for the Park and Ride site, 4) making
refinements to transportation recommendations; and 5) updating the format and structure of the
document and revising or replacing graphics for better readability.




Some of the specific changes in the Plan are:

The inclusion of revised Park & Ride concepts that lower building height along the
Washington Boulevard frontage from four to three stories as part of alternatives that were
created to indicate that the precise design and layout of the site is not known at this time, and
to illustrate arange of public open space locations and sizes that could be considered in the
site’ s development; alternative locations for retail, including retail around the public open
space (required) and/or along the site frontage (optional); and a double row of trees within
the streetscape along Washington Boulevard and Sycamore Street.

The inclusion of more flexibility for the future development of the Oil Company site (Site A)
in the event that full consolidation is not achieved; and to encourage the preservation of
market affordable housing units on the BB& T site (Site D).

Within the Neighborhood Transition Area, located along Lee Highway north of Washington
Boulevard, the recommended future land uses for the Suntrust (Site F) and Verizon (Site G)
sites was revised to be residential in character, eliminating optional commercial uses, so asto
ensure that the future development of these sites would be more compatible with the land
uses on the adjacent sites.

The Plan also introduces a new recommendation to pursue the designation of a Local Historic
Digtrict for the railroad siding located on the Oil Company site (Site A), which was once a
part of the Washington & Old Dominion (W& OD) Railway.

Specific guidance is included in the Plan on the elimination of commuter parking, which isto
be replaced with a pool of 100-200 shared parking spaces that will be available for retail
customers, visitors, and/or commuters at market rates that will favor short-term parkers.

The affordable housing recommendations in the Plan were revised to more clearly state how
the County’ s affordable housing goals will be achieved within the planning area.

Planning efforts related to Interstate 66, to be conducted jointly with the Virginia Department
of Transportation, have been streamlined.

Streetscape details and street cross sections were revised in the plan to incorporate more
street trees and to provide wider pedestrian zones.

A more detailed overview of the major changes that were made in developing the revised East
Falls Church AreaPlan is provided in Attachment 8. This overview also includes changes that
were discussed at the three Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) meetings held during the
past 3 months to review the draft Plan. The revised Plan also identifies specific amendments to
the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and Master Transportation Plan (MTP), which are
recommended for adoption in this report. These amendments will facilitate the implementation
of the vision recommended in the Plan.



General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Amendments: In order to implement the vision described in
the East Falls Church Area Plan, several changes to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) are
recommended.

Proposed GLUP Map Changes (Attachment 3):

Several changes to the GLUP map are recommended including the following amendment to
Note #7, to establish the “East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District”:

7. “OnApril 16, 2011, this area was designated as the “ East Falls Church Neighborhood
Center District.”

In addition, changes to the land use designations for several sites are proposed in order to help
implement the vision expressed in the Plan. The proposed GLUP changes, listed below,
correspond to the Proposed GLUP Changes Map shown in Attachment 3.

1. Amend the designation for the area located at the southwest corner of Lee Highway and
Underwood Street (Suntrust site) from “ Service Commercial” to “Low-Medium” Residential.

2. Amend the designation for the arealocated at the northwest corner of Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the BB& T Bank Site) from “Service Commercial” to “Low” Office-
Apartment-Hotel.

3. Amend the designation for the arealocated at the northeast corner of Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the Exxon site) from “ Service Commercial” to “Low” Office-
Apartment-Hotel.

4. Amend the designation for the area located mid-block and bounded by Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the Verizon site) from “Low” Residential (1-10 units/acre) to “Low-
Medium” Residential.

5. Amend the designation for the area located at the southwest corner of Sycamore Street and
Washington Boulevard (the Park & Ride site) from “Public” and “Government and
Community Facilities’ to “Medium” Office-Apartment-Hotel.

6. Amend Note 7 to establish the “East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District”, place the
district boundaries on the General Land Use Plan Map, and remove the “7” from the map in
certain locations.

7. Add “General Location for Open Space” symbols to indicate the recommended public open
space locations proposed in the Area Plan. New open spaces are proposed on the Park &
Ride site, where a public plaza is proposed in conjunction with redevelopment of the site;
within the Fairfax Drive right-of-way east of Lee Highway; and west of Lee Highway
adjacent to the W& OD Trail.

Proposed GLUP Booklet Changes (Attachment 2):




Staff is recommending that the existing paragraph under “East Falls Church” in the Special
Planning Areas section of the GLUP Booklet, be deleted and be replaced by new text generally
describing the purpose, vision and goals of the proposed new “East Falls Church Neighborhood
Center District”.

Master Transportation Plan (M TP) Amendments. The Master Transportation Plan promotes
effective travel and accessibility for the County’ s residents, workers and visitors; provides a
policy framework to guide the development of projects and programs; advances the County’ s
goals and objectives; and helps direct investment. The proposed amendments will ensure
consistency between the Master Transportation Plan and the East Falls Church Area Plan
regarding the future transportation infrastructure and conditions envisioned in the area. The
proposed amendments consist of changes to the MTP Map and the Bike and Trail Network Map
in the Bicycle Element of the MTP and Appendix B of the Bicycle Element.

MTP Bike and Trail Network: The Washington and Old Dominion (W& OD) Trail follows the
alignment of the former railroad through the middle of the East Falls Church neighborhood. The
W& OD Trail provides the neighborhood with regional bicycle and pedestrian access and a link
to the East Falls Church Metrorail Station via on-street bikeway connections.

The East Falls Church Area Plan envisions expanding upon the existing W&OD Trail and
designated on-street bikewaysto create a network of bicycling routes across the East Falls
Church neighborhood. Several new off-street bicycling connections from the W& OD Trail to
the Metrorail station are proposed either for construction or study. In addition, marked bicycle
lanes are proposed to be created along all the primary arterial streetsthat crossthe East Falls
Church neighborhood. Designated, but un-marked, bicycle routes are also proposed on several
neighborhood streets to provide connections with off-street trails and on-street bicycle lanes.

The Area Plan proposes a number of new bicycling facilities that were not envisioned in the
2008 Master Transportation Plan (MTP) Bikeways Element or the corresponding MTP Map.
The Recommended Bikeway Network Map (Attachment 5) in the Area Plan shows the existing
and proposed trails, bike lanes and bicycle routes. Recommendations 26 — 28 on page 79 of the
proposed Area Plan detail the planned new trail and bikeway facilities.

The MTP Bicycle Element and the MTP Map should be amended, in accordance with the
Recommended Bikeway Network Map (Attachment 5), to show planned bicycle lanes or
sharrow markings along: Lee Highway (west of Sycamore Street), Sycamore Street (north of Lee
Highway), Westmoreland Street (north of Washington Boulevard), 25™ Street North (between
Washington Boulevard and Fairfax Drive), Fairfax Drive (between Lee Highway and the County
line) and Washington Boulevard (west of John Marshall Drive). In addition, the MTP Map and
Bicycle Element should be amended to add bicycle routes to the following East Falls Church
area streets: 16™ Street North (between Sycamore Street and the County line), Westmoreland
Street (between Lee Highway and North VVan Buren Street), 19" Street North (between Van
Buren Street and Sycamore Street), and 19" Road North (between Tuckahoe Street and Van
Buren Street).



COMMUNITY PROCESS: Subseguent to the County Board acceptance of the Task Force
Plan in July 2010, staff provided additional outreach to interested citizens, which included the
development of a Research & Analysis Report and a series of community meetings. The
Research and Analysis Report provided additional information and analysis regarding the
feasibility of potential development on the Park & Ride site and other sites, affordable housing
and historic resourcesin the East Falls Church area, and an examination of transportation and
other policies influencing the recommendations in the Plan.

At two Open House meetings held in November 2010, which were attended by approximately
130 residents over the two days, citizens had an opportunity to learn more about the Research &
Analysis Report, as well as staff’ s preliminary thoughts about changes to be made in the
upcoming revised East Falls Church Plan — as compared to the Task Force’s Plan. At that
meeting, or soon thereafter, citizens provided written comments and questions regarding the
Plan. Staff developed responses to the nearly 50 comments/questions that were received
(Attachment 6). Generally, citizen comments centered around a few topics of concern,
including: height and density on the Park & Ride site, current and future traffic volumes, loss of
commuter parking and spillover parking impacts, potential school enrollment impacts, and
identifying the purpose for initiating a Plan. Staff has provided detailed responses to these
comments and questions as a means to illustrate that the issues being raised had been fully
considered and that the recommendations in the Plan are reflective of analysis and review by
staff.

In mid-February, 50-60 area residents attended a Community Meeting that was held to discuss
the changes in the revised East Falls Church Area Plan. Staff presented information summarizing
actions taken by the County Board at the July 2010 County Board meeting and updated attendees
on staff work that had been completed since that point, including the issuance of the Research &
Analysis Report, publication of Comments/Questions and Responses from the November Open
House meetings, and elements of the revised East Falls Church Area Plan. Some community
members, however, continued to voice some concerns; tstaff’ s responses to which are
summarized below:

Height and Density: Thereisalingering concern that the proposed height and density of
development will have a deleterious effect on the character of the East Falls Church area.
Staff’ s analysis indicates that the modest level of development recommended in the Plan, when
situated near a Metro station and developed in conjunction with the transportation improvements
that are al'so recommended in the Plan, will not cause the negative impacts about which citizens
have expressed concern. Generally, the building heights that are recommended in the Plan for the
identified sites are compatible with surrounding development, with the exception of the Park and
Ride site, where a tapering plan is recommended. That tapering plan minimizes building heights
along the Washington Boulevard frontage to three stories, while allowing additional height up to
9 stories on the interior of the site. 1n addition to the compatible building heights, extensive
streetscape improvements are also recommended that will better facilitate pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity and provide a pleasant pedestrian experience. Street trees planting areas are
proposed to be added to the sidewalks and medians, where feasible, and a double row of treesis
proposed for the Park and Ride site frontages, which will further enhance and beautify the area.




Staff’s recommendation for the Park and Ride site, of up to 600,000 square feet of development,
represents a compromise position that factors in the compatibility of the potential development
of the site with the surrounding area and is consistent with the County Board' s Policy
Determinations, which were adopted in July 2010. The proposed density for the Park and Ride
site is considered by staff to be aminimally feasible level of development with the community
benefits that are usually attributable to Special Exception “Site Plan” development proposals. .
The Plan also provides guidance for development of eight other sites within the planning area.
The level of development on these sites is compatible with that of surrounding development as

well.

Table 1e provides a comparison of existing development for the identified sites, potential by-
right development that could occur under the current zoning for those sites, and potential
development that is recommended in the East Falls Church Area Plan for those sites. What the
table illustrates is that, except for the Park and Ride site, the level of development recommended
in the Plan is only modestly greater than the potential by-right development that could otherwise
occur. The mgjor change in this area, if the Area Plan is adopted, will be the conversion of
parking lots associated with single-use, auto-oriented commercial and public properties to

relatively low-density mixed-use and townhouse developments.

Table 1. Comparison of Existing, Potential By-Right and Planned Development in East Falls Church

Site/
Site Area

Existing
Development
A/B (Qil

Current
Zoning and

Per mitted Uses
(abridged)

CM: Light

Potential By-Right
Devel opment

GrossFloor
Area(sg. ft.)

208,149

4 dtories

Proposed Development under the Plan

Mixed Use

Gross
Floor Area

(sg. ft.)

5-8 stories

Company) manufacturing, —retail and
138,766 SF retail, service & residential,
19,378 SF office office, or
hotel
C (LeCoted Low OAH CM :Light 57,063 Mixed Use | 85,000 6 stories
Or/ manufacturing, 4 stories —retail and
Econolodge) retail, service & residential,
38,042 SF office office, or
25,324 SF hotel

D (BB&T) Service C-2: Retail, 61,781 4 stories Mixed Use- | 74,550 5 stories
41,187 SF Commercia | servicesand residential,
13,212 SF office office, or

hotel —

retail

optional
E (Exxon) Service C-2: Retail, 106,502 4 stories Mixed Use- | 125,400 5 stories
71,001 SF Commercia | servicesand residential,
8,474 SF office office, or

hotel —

retail

optional
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Site/
Site Area

Existing
Development

F  (Suntrust)
77,940 SF
25,876 SF

Service
Commercial

Current
Zoning and

Per mitted Uses
(abridged)

C —O: Non-
retail
commercial and
office

Potential By-Right

Devel opment

GrossFloor
Area(sg. ft.)

4 dtories

Proposed Development under the Plan

Townhouse
or Small
Multifamily
Residential

Gross
Floor Area

(sg. ft.)

3-4 stories

G1 (Verizon)
31,278 SF
(Unknown)

Low-
Medium
Res. (16-36
du/ac)

R-6: Single-
family
residential

Townhouse
or Small
Multifamily
Residential

3-4 stories

H (Parcesat
Washington
Blvd/
Sycamore)
12,860 SF
(Square fottage
not known)

Low (11-15
du/ac)

R-6: Single-
family
residentia

Townhouse

I (Commercial
property at
Fairfax Dr /
Little Fls)
27,833 SF
3,971 SF

C-2: Retail,
services and
office

4 dtories

Residential
or Office

3-4 stories

M1 (Park &
Ride)
250,000 SF

Public and
Gov't
Comm.
Facilities

S3A: Public and
private open
space,
community
uses, places of
worship

Mixed Use
—retail and
residential,
office, or
hotel

3-9 stories
(tapering
required)

Assumptions:

Townhouse devel opment = 2,500 sg. ft./unit
Multi-Family development = 1,150 sg. ft./unit
Single-family devel opment = 3,000 sg. ft./unit
Hotel development = 600 sg. ft./unit

Traffic and Spillover Parking | mpacts. There are concerns that the proposed development

outlined in the Plan will generate significant traffic and spillover parking impacts for the
neighborhood. According to detailed transportation and traffic analysis conducted in conjunction
with this planning study, traffic volumes have remained fairly stable over time and will not be

! This by-right square footage is not related to the existing zoning (S3A), which has no density maximum that could
be applied to this exercise, but rather, isbased on an assumption of a the by-right density maximum (.6 FAR) for a
property zoned C-O-1.5.
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significantly impacted by potential future development. Staff bases this conclusion on extensive
experience with transit-oriented development at other Metrorail stations, as well as a regional
study, conducted by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, which indicates that
Metro-located development generates fewer vehicle trips than development that is not located
near Metro. Nevertheless, should problems arise in the future, the Residential Permit Parking
Program, which is utilized throughout the County to address unintended parking impactsin
neighborhoods near Metro sations, should continue to provide adequate protection to
neighborhoods in East Falls Church. Many streets near the East Falls Church Metrorail station
are currently included in this program, and staff will continue to work with area residents should
expansion of the program be needed in the future.

Commuter Parking: Thereisa concern about the loss of commuter parking._In 2010, the Task
Force recommended that, as part of redevelopment of the Park and Ride site, the 422 commuter
parking spaces be eliminated and replaced with a pool of 75 to 100 shared public parking spaces.
These shared spaces would be available for use by retail patrons and other visitorsto the site, as
well as commuters. It is proposed that the pricing and management of these spaces would favor
short-term parkers, however, long-term or commuter parking would not be precluded. To further
address the community’ s concern, the Area Plan recommends that the pool of shared parking
spaces be increased to 100-200 spaces, with the same usage, pricing and management parameters
as discussed in the Task Force Plan.

School Impacts: There are concerns that the proposed development outlined in the Plan will
significantly increase school enrollment. Staff has determined that the level of development
that is proposed in the Area Plan will have no significant impact on enrollment at Arlington
Public Schools. According to analysis provided by Arlington Public Schools (APS) staff, based
on the total development anticipated under the Plan, approximately 34-38 new students (K
through 12) could potentially be generated in the planning area over time. APS staff does not
consider this increase to be significant in that it is anticipated to occur in piecemeal fashion, over
time.

Purpose: Thereisa community concern regarding why we need to plan for thisarea. The
development of the Plan comes in response to the request by the Arlington - East Falls Church
Civic Association, who had expressed a desire to have a Plan in place, prior to any future
development pressures that may arise due to the impending opening of the Silver Line to Tysons
Corner. The recommendations of the Plan are consistent with the County’ s Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) policies as well as “good planning” principles and will provide appropriate
guidance for the future development of East Falls Church.

ADVISORY COMMISSION PROCESS. Staff has sought input from advisory commissions
regarding the draft East Falls Church Area Plan. Discussions with these citizen groups are
summarized below:

Long Range Planning Committee: Staff held three meetings with the Long Range Planning
Committee (LRPC) of the Planning Commission on January 18, February 8, and February 23,
2011, to review the draft Area Plan. In reviewing the Plan, Planning Commissioners asked staff
to consider a number of issues. The significant comments are captured in a LRPC Comment

-12-



Matrix included as Attachment 7. Staff has incorporated a number of changes into the Plan,
based on LRPC’ s comments, including;

e Adding adiscussion of the transportation analysis in the Existing Conditions section of the
Plan;

¢ Revising the Land Use Map and Heights Map to make them more consistent with the vision
expressed in the Plan;

e Providing additional illustrative development concepts for the Park & Ride site that include a
double row of trees on both frontages, which also indicate that the site could be developed in
several ways,

e Adding arecommendation to address next steps for designating the W& OD siding on the Oil
Company site (Site A) as a Local Historic District; and

e Various other minor corrections and edits to make the overall document more consistent.

It was also requested that staff add to the Plan’s Appendix the latest correspondence (dated
February 9, 2011) between staff and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT)
regarding VDOT s review of the Task Force Plan and staff’ s related transportation analysis.

Staff recommends instead that the VDOT comments and staff responses be attached to this staff
report, and made a part of the public record, so that those comments and responses can contribute
to the public review and discussion of the Plan(Attachment 9).

Options for redevelopment of the Oil Company site (Site A) were discussed with the
Commission members. The Plan expresses a preference for consolidated redevelopment of the
three parcels on Site A, which include the Shreve Qil property, Suburban Animal Hospital, and a
Mercedes-Benz repair shop, in conjunction with creation of open space adjacent to the W& OD
Trail on Site B, which is currently a used car lot. Staff suggested that the Plan should include
language that addresses development on these parcels, should consolidation not occur. Since the
Animal Hospital building had recently been fully renovated - increasing its value to the current
owner - it isunlikely that the parcel could feasibly be incorporated in an assemblage in the near
future. Planning Commissioners were concerned that all of the community’ s expectations vis-a
Vis creating new open space, and achieving coordinated ground floor retail might not be realized
without full consolidation, and recommended that only full consolidation be considered in the
Plan. Staff has included language in the advertised Plan regarding development on these parcels
should full consolidation not occur, for the purpose of further review and discussion. Staff
reviewed this issue with the Planning Commission at their April 6, 2011 meeting and further
discussion on this matter is included on page 17 of this report.

Lastly, LRPC members expressed a concern about the lack of specificity in the | mplementation
section of the Plan with regard to timelines and potential funding sources for the public
infrastructure projects recommended in the Plan. Staff anticipates that, over time, the public
infrastructure-related projects and planning efforts recommended in the Plan will be incorporated
into and funded through the County’s Capital | mprovement Program (CIP) as well as through
state and Federal funding programs. On an on-going basis, where opportunities exist, staff will
endeavor to identify County or outside funding sources to implement these improvements,
consistent with the County’ s overall funding priorities and commitments.
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Transportation Commission: On February 24, 2011, the Transportation Commission voted 8-0 to
support the County Manager’ s recommendation to authorize advertisement of the East Falls
Church Area Plan, General Land Use Plan amendments, and Master Transportation Plan
amendments. As part of their motion, Transportation Commissioners requested that staff re-
examine the Plan’s street cross-section recommendation for arterial streetsto determine if the
proposed interior lane widths could be reduced from 11 feet to 10 feet. In response, staff
included a note on each affected street cross section shown in the advertised Plan document,
dated March 2011, indicating that subject to review by the Virginia Department of
Trangportation, who must approve all changes to state-maintained roads such as these, the
narrower lanes widths could be explored. 1n addition, the Commission recommended that
language in the Plan pertaining to the proposed pedestrian walkway through the Verizon site be
revised to include bicycle access. This recommended change has been incorporated into the final
Plan document. Transportation Commissioners asked for additional guidance in the Plan
regarding timing and funding for the public infrastructure projects that are identified in the Plan.

The Transportation Commission provided final input at their March 31, 2011 meeting. After a
general review of the Plan by staff, including an update on recent revisions, the Transportation
Commission voted to recommend adoption of the draft Plan and associated the General Land
Use Plan and Master Transportation Plan amendments. As part of the motion, the Transportation
Commission again recommended that the inside travel lanes on Lee Highway and Washington
Boulevard be reduced from 11 feet to 10 feet, stating that the Plan should reinforce the County’s
vision for allocating street space and that staff should work assiduously to implement the
narrower cross sections. Staff agrees with the Transportation Commission’s position and has
worked to make the necessary changes in the affected street cross sections in the document.

Urban Forestry Commission: The draft East Falls Church Area Plan was presented at the March
24, 2011 meeting of the Urban Forestry Commission (UFC). Staff identified specific changes
that had been made to the Plan regarding diversifying street tree species, adding street treesto
street median, where possible, and revising the street cross sections adjacent to the Park and Ride
site to add a double row of trees. In aletter to the County Board dated April 4, 2011, the
Commission voiced general support for the Plan, however, the Commission requested that the
streetscape design for the Sycamore Street frontage of the Park and Ride site include a 30-foot
sidewalk space consisting of two separate five-to-gx foot wide tree planting areas, and two
separate ten-foot pedestrian walkways. Staff has proposed atwenty-foot wide sidewalk,
consisting of aten-foot wide tree planting area with a two row, staggered pattern, and a ten-foot
wide pedestrian walkway adjacent to the proposed building(s) on the site. Staff does not support
the Commission’ s requested street cross section, since increasing the sidewalk space by ten feet
would reduce the buildable area for a site that is already constrained by other important design
elements, such as maintaining the existing bus transfer operations on site, including a central
public plaza as part of the development, and accommodating a minimally feasible level of
development within overall height limitations previously determined by the County Board.

The Urban Forestry Commission also requested that the Plan be revised to include language
prohibiting the encroachment of any proposed underground parking garage structure into the
space under adjacent sidewalks, as this would inhibit tree growth. Standards governing this issue
are contained in the County’ s Landscape Standards document, which isused in reviewing all Site
Plan projects. Staff, therefore recommends that the Plan not be revised in this regard.
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Finally, the UFC requested that in addition to designating a different street tree speciesto be
planted along each street (Lee Highway, Washington Boulevard, and Sycamore Street) within
the planning area -which staff had previously agreed to and incorporated into the Plan —that a
different street tree be designated for different segments of Sycamore Street. The planning area
only includes sites within a small portion of Sycamore Street, so implementation of this
recommendation in areas outside of the planning area, where significant change is not
anticipated, would be difficult, and therefore, is not recommended by staff.

Planning Commission: The draft Plan was reviewed at the April 6, 2011, meeting of the
Planning Commission. The Commission voted 7-2 to recommend adoption of the draft Plan, and
also voted to recommend adoption of the associated General Land Use Plan and Master
Transportation Plan amendments. As part of the motion to adopt the draft Plan, the Commission
also recommended that:

e The option for development of the Oil Company site (Site A) on pages 51-52 of the Plan with
less-than-full consolidation should be eliminated from the Plan.

Asoutlined on page 15 of this report, staff has included optional development guidance in
the Plan document to address redevelopment on the site, should full consolidation not occur.
The intent in providing this language in the Plan isto allow for community consideration of
the merit of such a proposal, which is likely to be presented in the next 2-3 years. Inthe
absence of this added language, proposed development of a partially consolidated site would
not meet the Plan’s stated goals and would likely not be reviewed favorably. Inretaining the
optional language in the Plan, which is staff’ s recommendation, the community will have the
opportunity, at some point in the near future, to weigh the benefits and drawbacks of a
partially consolidated site development and determine the appropriateness of that
development and how it meetsthe stated goals for the site, which include the provision of
ground floor retail and coordinated streetscape improvements along the frontage, the
provision of open space, preservation of the historic W& OD Trail, and the possible siting of
agrocery store within the development.

e Recommendation #14 of the Plan should be revised to state: “Continue to work with Metro,
VDOT and the City of Falls Church to provide alternative financing mechanisms and plans
for constructing a western entrance to the Metrorail station at the earliest possible date.”

Staff agrees with this recommendation and the draft Plan has been revised to incorporate this
change.

e Recommendation #18 of the Plan should be amended to incorporate recommended language
forwarded by the Arlington Bicycle Advisory Committee including; providing good
connections for cyclists to the W&OD Trail in both directions; connecting facilities from the
proposed East Falls Church Metrorail station’s West Entrance to area on-street bicycling
facilities; and “designate” rather than “consider” the East Falls Church Metrorail station as a
location for a bike station.
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Staff agrees with this recommendation, and Recommendation # 14 and #18 of the draft Plan
have been revised to incorporate these changes.

e That the County Board create a citizen advisory group or committee to help coordinate future
development with planned infrastructure improvements.

Staff does not agree with this recommendation. Whereas in other planning areas, such as
Crystal City, where private investment and public infrastructure improvements will need to
be carefully coordinated in the short term, it is not anticipated that new private development
will occur in East Falls Church for some time and when it does, it will be at a greatly reduced
scale in comparison with what is planned for Crystal City. Also, in contrast to Crystal City,
the proposed private development in East Falls Church is not dependent on the
implementation of public infrastructure projects.

e That the County Board carefully consider the comments contained in the draft Housing
Commission letter, dated April 6, 2011.

A supplemental report will address the Housing Commission recommendations.

CONCLUSION: The proposed Area Plan will provide a framework that guides future private
redevelopment in the East Falls Church Metrorail station area on targeted sites, direct County
efforts on public infrastructure improvements to enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety and
connectivity throughout the area, and encourages the creation of a Neighborhood Center that can
serve the surrounding single-family areas. Therefore, staff recommends that the County Board
adopt the Eagt Falls Church Area Plan and its accompanying General Land Use Plan and Master
Trangportation Plan amendments.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENTSTO THE GENERAL LAND USE PLAN

WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County has been presented with proposed

amendments of the General Land Use Plan (“GLUP”), apart of the County’ s Comprehensive
Plan, to:

Amend the designation for the area located a the southwest corner of Lee Highway and
Underwood Street (Suntrust site) from “ Service Commercial” to “Low-Medium” Residential.

Amend the designation for the area located at the northwest corner of Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the BB& T Bank Site) from “Service Commercial” to “Low” Office-
Apartment-Hotel.

Amend the designation for the area located a the northeast corner of Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the Exxon site) from “ Service Commercial” to “Low” Office-
Apartment-Hotel.

Amend the designation for the area located mid-block and bounded by Lee Highway and
Washington Boulevard (the Verizon site) from “Low” Residential (1-10 units/acre) to “Low-
Medium” Residential.

Amend the designation for the area located at the southwest corner of Sycamore Street and
Washington Boulevard (the Park & Ride site) from “Public” and “Government and
Community Facilities’ to “Medium” Office-Apartment-Hotel.

Amend Note 7 to establish the “East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District”, place the
district boundaries on the General Land Use Plan Map, and remove the “7” from the map in
certain locations.

Add “General Location for Open Space” symbols to indicate the recommended public open
space locations proposed in the Area Plan. New open spaces are proposed on the Park &
Ride site, where a public plaza is proposed in conjunction with redevelopment of the site;
within the Fairfax Drive right-of-way east of Lee Highway; and west of Lee Highway
adjacent to the W& OD Trail.

WHEREAS, the County Manager has recommended that the proposed amendments be

adopted; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommends adoption of the East Falls Church

Area Plan and the associated GLUP and Master Transportation Plan amendments; and
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WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County has considered the foregoing
recommendations and the purposes of the GLUP and the Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
these documents, the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance, and the Code of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County held a duly advertised public hearing
on the proposed amendments to the GLUP on April 16, 2011.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that, based on the aforementioned considerations,

deliberations and all public comments, the County Board of Arlington County finds that the
proposed amendments to the GLUP set forth in Attachments 2 and 3 hereby are adopted.
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Attachment 2.

Proposed Revisions to the General Land Use Plan Booklet and GLUP M ap

East FallsChurch

East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District

On April 16, 2011 the County Board adopted the East Falls Church Area Plan and designated
this area asthe * East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District”. The purpose of the district
isto establish a cohesive center for the neighborhood with private devel opment and public
improvements occurring in furtherance of the Vision and Major Goals established in the East
Falls Church Area Plan. Development within the District will be in conformance with the
redevel opment and design goals of the East Falls Church Area Plan, which calls for mid-rise
(generally 4-9 stories), mixed-use residential, office and/or hotel development with
neighborhood-serving retail; inviting public spaces; enhanced streetscape to promote pedestrian
activity and safety; and transportation improvements to mitigate traffic impacts.

Vision:

The vision for East Falls Church isto create an inviting, walkable neighborhood center that will
serve as an economic and social hub where people can live, work and shop near transit and to
preserve and protect the nearby existing single-family residential areas. The neighborhood
center will have a mixture of uses that will be within easy reach of people living and working
nearby in the surrounding community.

New development located along Lee Highway and at the east Falls Church Metrorail station will
include public spaces and neighborhood-serving retail to provide opportunities for commercial
and social interaction. Streetscapesin the area will become more attractive and safe, promoting
pedestrian activity, with the addition of trees, wider pedestrian zones, and where possible, on-
street parking and bicycle facilities.

In the future, East Falls Church will be an area that retains its residential character, better
balances automobile traffic with all alternate modes (transit, bicycle, pedestrian), and provides
opportunities for transit-oriented devel opment that enhance and complement the surrounding
community. Development within the Neighborhood Center is envisioned to occur within three
nodes. The Transit Mixed-Use Area, the Neighborhood Transition Area, and the Gateway
Mixed-Use Area.
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Major Goals.

Preserve adjacent single-family neighborhoods.

Ensure that new buildings are compatible and transition appropriately to adjacent single-
family neighborhoods.

Provide a balance among residential, office, retail and hotel uses within the new

“ Neighborhood Center” for East Falls Church.

Ensure that, with new devel opment, the needs of low to moderate income families are met
through a variety of measures, including the provision of on-site affordable units and a mix

of housing options.

I ncor porate sustainable and green building principles and quality architectural design in the

development of new buildings and open spaces,

Mitigate potential traffic impacts and expand travel choice.

Enhance transit access and facilities to meet the future needs of East Falls Church.

I mprove bicycle and pedestrian connections in and through the area.

Proposed Revisionsto the General Land Use Plan Map
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Attachment 3.

X e T

1. From: "Service Commercial'
To: "Low-Medium" Residential"

i 115 ———————
2. From: "Service Commercial'
K Apartment-Hote! [§ e 4 From: "Low" Residential {(1-10 u/ac) ;
— To:  "Low-Medium" Residential

5. From: Public and Govt. Facilities
To: "Medium" Cffice-Apartment-Hotel

6. Designate the
"East Falls Church
MNeighborhood Center
District” and remove
the "7" from these

areas.
GP-321-111
General Land Use Plan Amendments —-ﬂ.l}
Legend
Land Use Category ARLINGTON
Residential Commercial and Industrial  Office-Apartment-Hotel Public and Semi-Public ¥IRGINLA
 Low: 1-10 Units/Acre & | Service Commercial w Low Public :‘:aggﬁzzz:;
" Low: 11-15 Units/Acre ﬂ Semi-Public m;g;g1a;;?:;tin:umem.
Low-Medium: County, VA
= 16-36 Units/Acre A General Location for Printed: March 2011
Notes: Open Space
7. Aithis
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ATTACHMENT 4

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENTSTO THE MASTER TRANSPORTATION
PLAN(*MTP") MAPAND TO THE MTP BIKE AND TRAIL NETWORK MAPIN THE

BICYCLE ELEMENT (APPENDIX B.)

WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County has been presented with proposed
amendments to amend the MTP Map and to amend the Bicycle Element of the MTP; a part of
the County’ s Comprehensive Plan, and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the MTP are shown on Attachment 5, entitled
Recommended Bike and Trail Network Map, to the County Board report dated April 7, 2011,
and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the Bicycle Element of the MTP are shown on
Attachment 5, entitled Recommended Bike and Trail Network Map, to the County Board report
dated April 7, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the County Manager has recommended that the proposed amendments be
adopted by the County Board; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommends adoption of the East Falls Church Area
Plan and the associated General Land Use Plan and Master Transportation Plan amendments;
and

WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County has considered the foregoing
recommendations in light of the purposes of the Master Transportation Plan (MTP) and the
Comprehensive Plan as set forth in these documents, the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance,
and the Code of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the County Board of Arlington County held a duly advertised public hearing on
the proposed amendmentsto the Master Transportation Plan on April 16, 2011.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that, based on the aforementioned considerations,

deliberations and all public comments, the County Board of Arlington County finds that the
proposed amendments to the MTP Map and Bicycle Element of the MTP hereby are adopted.
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Attachment 5.

Recommended Bikeway Networ k M ap

QW - e \
00s 02 0 ——

—N [BABIL JO UoRDaly v

N A gunt - : v
- - gaunnl (L] < eayfpmg [ | SinoMpIesanog spidig papusLuossy I
- \ e anoypiesneg ko I

yoelL #iok) 0 aue) ayig PapUAWWCIY - -

Jalep
ol BuE ayig papuewwoosy W M
sue) eplog

aur] fasedold

(12an5-4o] f1eL), j2as-40 JO ApMS BNy melff
(19a15-Jjo) e | SN-PaIEUS PAPUSIIOITY
(9215-4o) eL] 2sn-paIeyS e

Juewanoidw| uelisepad Kuiold .
(s6ur] JanIS pue SELEIQ) IRONBH mmmpem

STOSUB|[EISIN
Al § SpRSiE
)i uawdojareg] yinqun) pue paroid
IS Walwdojans yingun pue pasoiddy xas__m_ése_w_w.
SO OAE JO I G0 UM
(STFYR) 311§ 09 souesp3 uoqes peionsy Bursy ()

puabay

L
N
LJ
L)
‘0
.
-&-..'r.
"
“ ll..l.l.ll.ll.l..l...l._
m !
~§ -
4, X
%,
el

-23-




Attachment 6.

East Falls Church Open House Comments
During the Eagt Falls Church Area Plan Open Houses, which were held on November 15 and November 20, 2010,
citizens were asked to provide written comments or questions for staff follow-up. While most comments/questions
were provided by citizens in hand-written form at the Open Houses, some had been prepared ahead of the meeting(s)
and others submitted viae-mail. In all cases, staff has attempted to transcribe the citizen comments verbatim and to
provide responses to each comment. Asanumber of citizens had similar or related comments/questions, staff has
noted where comments/questions have been addressed in response to a previous citizen’ s submission.
Overall, citizenshave expressed concerns about current and future traffic volumes, the continued availability of
commuter parking, possible spillover parking impacts in the neighborhood, and the height/density of devel opment at
the Park & Ride site. In the responses below, staff provides additional information, referencing analysis and other
information that has been available on the County’s East Falls Church web page, as well as specific
recommendations in the revised East Falls Church Area Plan, where applicable.

Commente | Comment / Response
r

1 | Ruth Washington Blvd / 1-66 — The proposed plans to make the area more pedestrian friendly are not
Shearer well thought through. The problem isnot the speed of the cars, it isthe number of cars getting
6505 N. onto 1-66. In the morning, the congestion is so bad that pedestrians could not cross Wash. Blvd
26" st even with acrosswalk. Evenings: Carsline up on both sides of Wash. Blvd —waiting for

6:30pm. Recommend exploring overpasses that take the pedestrians across Wash. Blvd.
Staff Response:

TheMaster Transportation Plan (MTP) setsforth the County’s policies on transpor tation
issues. Thetransportation goalsfor the County, as outlined in the MTP, areto provide
“complete streets,” designed to safely accommodate all user s, including pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit usersand drivers. The M TP also gives specific policy guidance on:
a) managing traffic and balancing travel modes (auto, transit, bicycle, pedestrian),
b) advancing environmental sustainability —which could include reducing pavement
and adding trees, where possible,
c) organizing/encouraging development around high quality and high capacity
transit,
d) managing travel demand through better outreach and coor dination of transit
Services.

Each of these policy areasinfluence the type of development and the various
transportation improvements being recommended for East Falls Church. In ter ms of
pedestrian safety, the M TP recommends at-gr ade pedestrian crossings. Overpasses are
costly and many pedestrians will not use them. Keeping pedestrians at street level
provides mor e potential customersfor retail activities. The more pedestriansthereare,
the safer they are. Signalized pedestrian crossings should provide pedestrianswith
adequate time and opportunitiesto cr oss the street, even when the roadway is congested
with motor vehicles.

Staff ispresently exploring options that will further enhance the pedestrian envir onment
and safety at the inter sections along Washington Boulevard, with the goal being to alter
driver behavior along Washington Boulevard heading toward the Inter state 66 on ramp.
Traffic calming measures on arterial streets areintended to reduce the speed of off-peak
traffic, and to better serve all users, not to reduce the peak car rying capacity for
automobiles. However, the opening of Metro's Silver Lineto Tysons Corner and Dulles
Airport can be expected to reduce the demand for automobile traffic using 1-66 to get to
those areas.

2 | Maren Concerned about proposed walkway along Verizon building between Lee Highway and
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Pearson
2232 N.
Tuckahoe

Washington Blvd. Crime, vagrancy, graffiti are already present in the areaw/o a formal
walkway — talk to the homeowners who would share a property line with this walkway. Would
the large, old, beautiful pine trees be removed to make room for the walkway? How close to our
property linewould it be? What would be in place to stop crime, vandalism, littering, vagrancy,
etc. inthisarea(?) Concerned about ecological impact. Trees/shrub replacement. Create a
pollination area, not meatball landscaping. Mature trees create shade that will be removed if
these are taken out. Can we, as citizens, help with landscaping design? Create areasthat are
pollinator friendly (butterflies, birds, bees, etc.)? When isthe next meeting?

Staff Response:

A public walkway would allow the County to maintain the space and the County Policeto
patrol it. 1ssuesof vandalism and vagrancy proliferatein isolated locations. Encour aging
mor e pedestrian use of a passageway will likely decrease the incidence of vandalism and
vagrancy.

The Plan recommends that the walkway pr oject be designed and implemented with
cooper ation and input from Verizon and adjacent property owners, soit isanticipated
that, should the project move forward, the concer ns of adjacent property ownerscan be
addressed and incor porated into the desgn. Specific details about the impact on existing
trees, if any, or other landscaping elements, can be examined at that time.

Scott
Watkins
2332 N.
Tuckahoe

Traffic

(1) Address Lee Highway pedestrian crosswalk & signal needs @ N. Tuckahoe Street &
N. Underwood Street in this plan. Recommendation —don’t leave thisissue for future.

(2) Address AM Peak hour cut through to 66 from Lee Highway through Tuckahoe St. &
Underwood Street — don't leave thisissue for future.

(3) Favor west entranceto Metro

(4) Reconnect Little Falls Road over Rt 66 & make Historic Didtrict.

(5) Connect biketrail through site in linear park, not on street

(6) Historic District for early 20" century? Brick commercial structure at power co.
transformer site. Remove screening barrier for view of this handsome little brick utility
building. Question? Was (it) built for power co? Or railroad? Or streetcars?

Staff Response:

1) Staff will evaluate traffic and pedestrian countsto determineif asignal at
Underwood Street iswarranted. There does not appear to be enough spacing
between Underwood and Tuckahoe streetsfor an additional signal at Tuckahoe
Street.

2) Traffic calming measures have been installed on 25" Street North. Access
restrictionsto I-66 are under consideration by staff.

3) Thiswill bea positive improvement for the area.

4) Historic Preservation staff would need to evaluate the location in question in
terms of age, architectural style, integrity, and historic importancein order to
determineif an historic district iswarranted. The area likely would have been
captured during the Countywide Historic Resour ces Survey so some preliminary
information is available.

5) Duringthe Task Force’ sdeliberations, many member s of the community spokein
opposition to a trail connection through Isaac Crossman Park citing a need to
preserve natural areas and to minimize pedestrian/bike conflicts. In light of these
concer ns, staff will consider on-street connections thr ough the area as part of the
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6)

recommended study of new W& OD Trail connection optionsthrough East Falls
Church (See recommendation #31 in the Plan).

Historic Preservation staff looked at old Sanbor n fire insurance maps

and Franklin atlasmaps. However, we have been unable to deter mineif the
masonry building pictur ed isthe same building extant today. Staff wasnot ableto
find the historic building per mit card for thisproperty. Stevisitswould be
needed and historic deed resear ch would need to be conducted to help deter mine
the building's approximate date of construction and original affiliation. In terms
of whether it can be historically designated, there ar e two types of designation -
local listing and listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Properties may
be found eligiblefor one, both, or neither. Local designation provides a protective
zoning overlay and design review by theHAL RB for any proposed exterior
alterations and demolition.

Any citizen can submit a written request to have theHAL RB consider a site for
local historic designation. M oreinfor mation on the designation procedures can be
found in Section 31A.C of the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance. In contrast,
listing in the National Register ispurely honorific and offersno protections. The
National Register isover seen by the National Park Service. Citizens can complete
the nomination paperwork themselves and submit the formsthrough the state
historic preservation office. Given that littleisknown about this building to date,
extensive resear ch would need to be conducted to deter mine its éigibility. Both
local and national designation of individual buildings requires owner consent.

Liz
McGonigle
6748 26" St
N.

@
2
3)

Build line only to a point that allows wide sidewalks with tree plantings buffer from
theroad

Please extend streetscape improvements on Washington Blvd al the way to N. 25" or
Little Falls!! Visual signal that thisisresidential.

Lee Highway bridge over 66 — PLEASE PLEASE make safe / appealing to
pedestriang(.) tree buffer between cars/and pedestrians(.) Cantilever it?

Staff Response:

1)

2)

3)

The“Built-to Line”, shown in the Design Guidelines (p.57) in the Plan indicates
wher e new buildings on redevelopment sites should be build at the back of the
sidewalk. Thisisa common design practice that reinfor ces safety on the street
and helpsto better define the boundary between public and private spaces The
actual width of the street space (sidewalk, travelway, tree planting ar eas, etc.) is
defined separatdy in the Street Cross Sectionsthat are found in the Appendix of
the Plan. The Street Cross Sections show wider sidewalksthan those that
currently exist, with wider pedestrian zones and additional street tree plantings.

Aspart of the proposed Washington Boulevar d mitigation, streetscape
improvements ar e being recommended beyond 25" Street North. Thiswill
include narrowing the travelway and adding on-street parking and landscaping.

The plan isrecommending a study to impr ove pedestrian safety and bicycle safety
on the Lee Highway Bridge.

Dennis
Price

2337 N.
Underwood
St

More trees, less height
7 (stories) and 4 (stories) instead of 9 (stories) and 5 (stories) — or was that 6 (stories)

Not too dense and add more trees. Simple.

Staff Response:
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On July 10, 2010, when the County Board “ accepted” the Task Force Plan, it also acted to
“adopt” certain ideas, concepts, and policy-related itemsin the Task Force Plan as* Policy
Determinations’. These Policy Deter minations, which have been incor porated into the
revised East Falls Church Area Plan, constitute policy guidance from the County Board
on awiderange of issues. Within the Policy Deter minations, the County Board specified
the following heightson the Park & Ridesite:

“On the Park & Ride site, restrict heights along the frontage to the same
as those of the homes facing them across Washington Blvd. and Sycamore
Street (generally, 4 stories and not more than 48 feet) tapering up fromthe
nei ghborhood behind the buildings along the street frontage by one to two
stories and then tapering up again by one to three stories along the center
section of the 1-66 frontage. Provide extensive design guidelinesto allow
for the creation of a neighborhood complementing devel opment that isin
keeping with the nature of the community throughout the area. Provide for
access to the Metro station fromwithin the site (i.e., via any plaza that may
beincluded in theinterior of the site).”

Following the County Board’s guidance with respect to potential development on the Park
& Ride site, the Plan specifiesthat heightswill taper down from a maximum of nine
storiesin the center of the Ste, along 1-66, down to no morethan 4 storiesalong the
Washington Boulevard frontage. Therevised Park & Ride Concept shown in the Plan, the
height of buildingsalong Washington Boulevard islimited to 3 stories, with additional
building height allowed beyond a 10-foot step back.

Aspart of the County’s standard practicesregarding Special Exception * Site Plan”
redevelopment projects, developersarerequired to submit a Landscape Plan and Tree
Replacement Plan. These plansinvolve evaluating any existing trees on the subject ste by
acertified arborist. Existing treesarerequired to be replaced, accordingtothe Tree
Replacement Plan, on site or as otherwise designated by the County, and shown on the
Landscape Plan. Aswith all aspects of Special Exception Site Plan approval, the Tree
Replacement Plan and Landscape Plan ar e subject to community review. In addition to
any on-site treesthat may need to bereplaced, the East Falls Church Area Plan callsfor
streetscape impr ovements thr oughout the ar e, including street tree plantings. Overall, if
the Area Plan isfully implemented, there will be anet gain in tree plantingsin the area.

Einar Olsen
2023 N.
Lexington
St

1. Ensure easy pedestrian and bicycle access from the Westover area. Keep in mind the
needs of the elderly and children.

2. Development should offer something of interest to families with young children, not
just single people.

3. Provide some surface-level short term parking with easy access for people who want to
run aquick errand only.

4. Improve bicycle security in the planning process.

| am supportive overall of the proposal.
Staff Response:
1) The pedestrian improvementsidentified in the Plan will increase or enhance
pedestrian accessto the area generally, and to the Metrorail station specifically.

Although on-street bike lanes are recommended between the study area and
Westover along Washington Boulevar d, additional study will be needed to
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achieveimplementation of thisimprovement, asthereislimited street spaceto
work with along thisroute.

2) Familieswith young children also need convenient retail that servestheir daily
needs, and may choose to utilize new open spacesand participate in any of the
formal or informal gatheringsthat may occur there. The specific design of the
new open spaceswill occur at some point in the future, but design of these spaces
could include youth-oriented impr ovements.

3) Dueto several constraints on the Park & Ride site, including maintaining bus
oper ations, providing a public gathering space, and achieving a minimally
feasible development program, it is highly unlikely that surface-level parking can
be included in the redevelopment of the Ste. However, as part of staff’s
recommendation for 100-200 shared parking spacesto be incorporated in the
redevelopment of the site, under ground short-term parking would be available as
part of the redevelopment project.

Convenient parking will be provided for new retail development. Additional on-
street parking is being recommended along Washington Boulevard in the ar ea of
proposed new development. Thisissupported by the County’s M TP which
recommends par king on commer cial streetsto calm traffic, support retail activity
and efficiently use public resour ces.

4) Secure bicycle parking at the Metrorail station and at new developmentsis being
recommended in the Plan. The Plan callsfor improvementsto sidewalksand the
addition of bicycle lanesto area streets asa means to improve bicycle and
pedestrian access.

Louise Van | Build pedestrian overpass over Westmoreland at 25™ /Fairfax Drive. It ismurderoustotry to
Horne cross on foot during rush hours. | am pleased to see that at |east some of theresident(ial) has
6282 15" the possibility of being at least 6 stories. | hope that the board considers a height of 9 (nine)
Rd N. stories because | think the topography would lend itself to ahigher building.

Staff Response:

See response to #1 above.
L.S. Cox/ | Wehope and request that even if there are — especially — significant reductionsin parking at
R.E. Barry | Metro, that the existing handicap parking lots will beincreased in number.
3500 N.
Kensington | Staff Response:
St

Handicap parking will beincluded at Kiss & Ridelot.
Eric Sword | Thank you for the detailed renderings for neighborhood character. It would be useful to include
6601 16" St | some that pictured existing houses that would be opposite the new structures near Sycamore

and Washington. Therendering in View 1 ismideading because it is pictured from the middle
of thefront door of the existing house.

Some renderings from the middle of Sycamore between Washington & Lee would show both
old and new.

Oh, and please put them online.

Staff Response:
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There areany number of viewsthat could be shown to depict the height and massing of
potential development on the Park & Ride sitein relation to existing development in the
surrounding area. Inthat most comments and questions staff hasreceived centered on
the relationship of proposed and existing development acr oss Washington Boulevard, this
istheimage we elected to show. All of theinfor mation that was presented at the Open
House(s) isavailable on the County’s East Falls Church web page

http://wwwe.ar lingtonva.us/depar tments/CPH D/for ums/columbia/cur r ent/ CPHDFor umsE
astFallsChurch.aspx .

10

Karen
Kimball
217 N. Van
Buren
Street

| believe a brief discussion ahead of our viewing and explaining the significance of each poster
would have been very helpful. Also we are overwhelmed with too much information. For
example, do we really need to know how many trips people make every day? | want to know
what is being placed where. | didn’t easily learn that from the posters. The major streets are not
well marked —too small print or not identified at all.

Staff Response:

The Open House meetings wereintended as “ drop-in” events wher eby citizens could visit
at any time during the 2-hour event. Given that format, an orientation at the beginning
would not have been helpful for attendeesarriving later. Our goal wasto have staff
availableto respond to questions and to provide background and infor mation to attendees
asthey reviewed the infor mation that was presented.

Also, the event was set up as an opportunity for interaction between staff and citizens so
that questions and concer ns could be addressed on a one-on-one basis. In preparation for
the Open House meetings, staff developed materialsto give a quick overview of some of
the important recommendations from the Task Force Plan, provide additional data and
analysis, and respond to certain specific issuesthat had previoudy been raised. Staff also
planned to discuss potential changesin the Plan that were being considered with citizens,
using the presentation materialsto provide background infor mation.

In February, an additional Community Meeting will be held to present infor mation on the
revised Plan aswell asa summary of the comments and responses contained in this
document. Moreinformation about the date, time and location of this meeting is
forthcoming.

11

Ken
Thomas

a) | didn’t see any information on what if any coordination is being done to obtain
community benefits directed toward Metro infrastructure from the Falls Church
Gateway Project.

b) Theideathat a grocery store in the EFC isa community benefit to my neighborhood is
not true. The map in the East falls Church Research & Analysis Report (9/28) clearly
shows 3 groceries within 1.2 milein addition to other smaller grocery oriented
businesses that are not shown.

¢) Isthecounty going to propose or plan to use aTIF (Tax Increment Financing) aswas
recently proposed for Crystal City?

d) Therecent discussion at the county board meeting on food trendsis a good example of
the problem being created by the current county policies on development. The
proliferation of food trucksis aresponse to the reduction in affordable commercial
space in the county.

Staff Response:

a) Sincethe City of FallsChurch isa separate jurisdiction, and the East Falls
Church Metrorail station isaregional facility located in Arlington, thereisno
mechanism for Arlington to require or request community benefits from
redevelopment projectsin the City of Falls Church. Additionally, adopting the
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b)

0)

d)

East Falls Church Area Plan and incor porating a Metrorail station
improvement project into the County’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP),
aspart of the Plan’simplementation, are necessary first sepstorealizing the
Metrorail station improvementsthat arerecommended in the Plan. Initiating a
study to design the improvementsthat are envisioned, and developing a
financing strategy, utilizing Federal, State, L ocal and other (private) resour ces
can occur thereafter.

Staff wasasked to evaluate the market potential for a grocery store. Household
spending on groceriesin the nearby areais supportive of a future grocery store.
However given the challenges of attracting and accommodating a grocery store,
it isnot assured that one would come.

A TIF isnot recommended for East Falls Church.

Food trucks have provided a foothold for entrepreneursin the food
servicelrestaur ant business.

12

Jen Bolt
6476 22™
Rd N

Aside from the tactics discussed here there are “strategic” issues poorly analyzed.

a)

b)

c)

d)

€)

At the present time, and/or quite some time in the future, offi ce space seemsto be
plentiful in many places.

Increased ridership absolutely requires more parking spaces. The metric of (dollars)
and (cents) isinadequate. A cost for inconvenience, and your “bicyclesidea’ will not
have effect. No parking, cars go to work.

The expans on necessary to make this plan viable, i.e. in terms of benefit to the local
people would in fact require destroying the neighborhood or the pleasure single family
housing yield to many people.

Planslikethisin great detail and much thought have in very many cases and places
have been afailure often hidden (or) unnoticed because of the time lapse between
proposal and results. Example: Baseball stadiums as the centerpiece of such
development with high rise commercial buildings, with residential spaces and people
friendly walks, et. Have (I thing four major ones) have failed.

In the hard times paying for devel opment might add substantial costs to tax payers,
evenif itisindirect costs.

Staff Response:

a)

b)

The Plan envisions mixed-use development, that, in some cases, could incor por ate
office development. However, for most sites, residential development is
anticipated, duein part to the market for ces to which you allude.

The Plan recommends that any new development on the Park & Ride siteinclude
between 100 and 200 shar ed parking spacesthat could be used by Metror ail
users. (Seerecommendation #19 on pages/2-73 of the Plan) The parking would
be priced to encourage short-term parking and use on evenings and weekends.
The 13,850 par king spacesto be provided at Silver Line stationswill r elieve some
of the parking demand at the East and West Falls Church stations. An analysis
by Metro using the addresses from Smar Trip transactions estimated that 19

per cent of the commuter s parking at West Falls Chur ch would access Metro from
the new Silver Line. Similar shiftsare anticipated at other Orange Line stations,
resulting in additional parking optionsfor driverscurrently parking at East Falls
Church. When the Orange Line first opened, there was a lar ge amount of surface
parking near most of the stations. Asthe areas around the station were
developed, thisparking wasreplaced by new buildings with under ground
parking. With more people walking and taking trangt to the stations and the
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new residents of transit-oriented development, the number of transit ridersat
these stations hasincreased over the years, even without dedicated commuter
parking for Metrorail users. Better walking conditionsthrough improved
sidewalks and crossings, such as detailed in the Plan, may have the effect of
encour aging mor e people to walk longer distancesto access public transit.

c) Itisanticipated that theimprovementsto the areathat areidentified in the Plan
will enhance, not detract from, the qualities of the East Falls Church area.

d) TheEast Falls Church Area Plan envisions development on the identified under -
utilized propertiesthat will occur over time, asthe market predicts. Thereisno
lar ge, central public amenity that isbeing planned that is dependent on cost-
offsetting contributions from private development. Each site will redevelop if and
when it isprudent for private investment to occur.

e) Staff doesnot anticipate any direct or indirect public costsfor private
development. There are substantial public improvement costsrelated to
streetscape and infrastructur e improvementsfor the areathat are recommended
in thePlan. Theseimprovementswill haveto be addressed over time, asfunding
allows.

13

Brad
Rosenberg
6830 19"
Road North

| am very supportive of the concepts outlined in the draft Eagt Falls Church Plan. The plan
preserves the character of existing single family residential neighborhoods, and would
encourage an appropriate level of development in underutilized properties and/or properties that
provide few community benefits. What East Falls Church currently lacks is a sense of place —
the neighborhood is bisected by 1-66 and the Metro, and sits at the confluence of several major
streets. Moreover, the “core’ of the neighborhood consists of a park-and-ride lot (used
primarily by commuters who do not reside in the neighborhood) as well as several underutilized
lots (such as the space around the oil company). It isgenerally not friendly to pedestrians and
requires most residentsto drive to obtain services (such as shopping, restaurants, etc.).
Replacing the park-and-ride lot and other smilar propertieswill make the neighborhood more
livable and will provide a sense of placethat is currently lacking. Moreover, the scale of
development grikes an appropriate balance in light of the unique nature of the neighborhood; if
anything, | would support dightly greater density if such density would help to finance specific
and concrete neighborhood / community benefits (such as awestern entrance to the Metro)
and/or would help to ensure the success of proposed neighborhood-oriented retail .

Staff Response:

Thank you for your participation in the process.

14

Cindy
Krech
2425 N.
Tuckahoe

| look forward to new devel opment of the area with the improvements to the Metro to the
airport. On apersonal level, | have wanted to take the Metro to Tysons & the airport and soon |
will be ableto. From Bishop O’ Conndl High School viewpoint this will attract sudents from
Fairfax and west and also from Washington DC to the school. The addition of the shops and
businesses will be wonderful for our area.

Staff Response:

Thank you for your participation in the process.

15

Jerry Auten
6049 N 22"
St

The Metro commuter ot isan important community amenity for arearesidents. For regular or
occasional commuter use or for weekend / evening event parking. The staff response provided
an insulting response: drive 3 miles west to alot that fills up at 9AM to take the Metro east to
get to work in Rosslyn or DC. Use by Arlington and Falls Church residentsis higher than
previously thought: 39% on a particular day and many more weekend/event parking is counted.
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Thelot isfrequently 75% or more full on weekends providing a community benefit taking
families to baseball games and revenue for Metro.

Staff Response:

See response to #12b.

16

Steven
Hadley
6871
Washington
Blvd

Please support all the traffic-calming proposals of the EFC Task Force for Washington Blvd
between L ee Highway and Westmoreland. It has become a nightmare to live on Washington
Blvd. Something needs to be done to protect pedestrians and families with children who live
there.

Please also consider adding a landscaped median between the lanes that flow to 1-66 and the
lanethat serves our homes. It'sthe only way to assure slower speeds in the lane that fronts our
homes and driveways.

Staff Response:

The Plan recommends impr ovements along Washington Boulevard and Fairfax Drivein
the vicinity of the 1-66 ramps. (Seerecommendation 33 on page 75-76 of the Plan.) Staff
has begun analyzing options that would impr ove the pedestrian experience near the
inter section of Washington Boulevard at 25" Street North/Fairfax Drive and change
driver behavior along the Washington Boulevard corridor from Lee Highway toward
Westmor eland Street. These options could include separating the lanes of local traffic
from the traffic heading toward [-66.

17

Audrey
Clement
Green Party
of Virginia

The County’ s planned redevel opment of the EFC neighborhood is predicated on two
assumptions about VDOT:

a) That VDOT will sell or cede the parking lot at EFC for use in developing the site;
b) That VDOT will facilitate expanded bus service on 1-66 to provide additional public
access to EFC.

| realize that long range plans are often premised on infrastructure that may not yet exist.
Nevertheless a devel opment plan isn't realigtic if the planner lacks areasonabl e expectation that
such infrastructure will exig in the foreseeable future. There' s no reason to suppose that
VDOT will cedeits parking lot at EFC, especially in light of residential concerns about the lack
of on street parking there now. Thereis even lessreason to suppose that VDOT will
accommodate the demand for expanded bus service that this plan requires. In fact as of right
now, VDOT isin the process of tearing up 1-66 between EFC and Ballston to construct a merge
lane the supposed purpose of which isto aleviate congestion on 1-66.

Staff Response:

The Plan will set forth the County’s and the community’s vision for the future of thissite.
It acknowledgesthat negotiationswith VDOT will be necessary to enable full development
of the Park & Ridelot, since VDOT currently owns much of the parkinglot. Also,
consistent with community sentiment, the County’s official position haslong been to NOT
support thewidening of 1-66. Thisbeing the case, it would beinconsistent with the
County’s policiesto adopt a Plan for East Falls Church (and a redevelopment concept for
the Park & Ride site) that facilitatesthe widening of |-66.

18

Howard
Hudgins
1301 N.
Quintana St

Very concerned about additional traffic generated by the development of EFC Metro and from
the new BJs on Wilson Blvd. It isalready difficult and sometimes dangerous to exit westbound
onto Roosevelt / Sycamore from Madison Manor - consider one or two stop lights.

Itisagreat goal totry to get more people to leave their cars at home when they go to work, but
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how far will people actually walk from hometo Metro even on good pathg'trails (?) To expand
the ped/bicycle radius — we will need better more frequent bus service.

Staff Response:

Staff has determined that the level of development proposed in the East Falls Church
AreaPlan isnot sufficient to have a major impact on traffic. Most of the area around the
station isexpected to remain as sngle-family uses and new development is proposed on a
l[imited number of sites. Recent travel surveysin other Metro-accessible locationsin
Arlington indicates that future development of transit-oriented development (TOD) will
gener ate less traffic than many of the current automobile-oriented uses. For instance, an
18 pump fuel station gener ates approximately 3,500 vehicletripsin a 24-hour period. If
the fuel station wer e replaced by a mixed-use residential TOD, the trips gener ated would
be reduced to about 380 vehicletrips, about one-tenth of the existing use.

BJ sismorethan a mile from the station and is not consider ed to have a major impact on
station-areatraffic. A trafficimpact analysisfor BJ's, done for the business by a
respected engineering consultant, Gor ove-Slade, showed that traffic generated by the BJ's
store would increase the peak-hour traffic volumes on Roosevelt Boulevar d/Sycamor e
Street by about two percent. Even if the BJ straffic wereto be double that projected by
the traffic analyds, theincreasein peak hour traffic would only be four percent, or less
than one vehicle per minute in each direction.

The Plan recommends better bus serviceto servethe East Falls Church Metrorail station,
both within the neighbor hoods and along Washington Boulevard and L ee Highway. The
goal istoincrease and improve bus service over time. Thiswill be particularly important
asthe amount of commuter parking at the station isreduced as a result of future
development. One of the arterial streets, L ee Highway, isdesignated in the M aster
Transportation Plan asa Primary Transit Networ k corridor, which meansit is planned to
have futur e transit service oper ate between Rosslyn and the East Falls Chur ch station at
least every 15 minutesfor 18 hoursper day.

19 | Hersche a) Ingeneral | support development around the East Falls Church Metro station. | don’t
Kanter know enough about devel opment to comment on details but | do think that the
5726 28" &t proposal as presented can preserve the nature of the neighborhood.

b) The presentation of material is second rate. None of the maps have street names and
very few had keys. If amap takesanew observer 5 or 10 minutes to figure out a map
of his own neighborhood, which these do, then the map will not be effective.

Staff Response:

Thank you for your participation in the process. At the Open House(s), our goal wasto
have staff availableto clarify the infor mation that was presented on the presentation
boards. Also, seeresponse to #10.

20 | Rebecca Although | recognize that some redevel opment isinevitable with the new metro line, | also
Easby believe that this plan fails to address the concerns of the community. Thelack of parking is of
5508 N. great concern as it limits potential metro use at non-commuting times as well as creating
24" &t problems for commuters. The traffic calming proposed will create enormous traffic issues —

there are numerous other places around the county where new “traffic calming” has created
problems, such as narrowing streets so that vehicles like buses and emergency vehicles cannot
make the turns (for example Harrison St & Williamsburg Blvd where school buses cannot turn
from Williamsburg onto Harrison if thereistraffic sitting at thelight.) The larger question is
how much does it cost the county to have so many new people flood into the area? Thereare
projections about increasing revenues but do these projected increases actually cover the cost of
the extra people?

Staff Response:
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Metro parking — Seeresponse to # 12b.

Traffic issues— Seeresponse to #1.

21

Jody
Goulden
6416 22™
Rd N.

| am ill concerned that questions raised earlier will not be addressed:
1. Theover devel opment of the area. Why must we devel op this at such a high density?
2. Traffic
3. Open space
4. Areyou surebicyclist will materialize (They haven’t in DC on Pa. Avenue where new
lanes now exist.)?

(Previoudly prepared comments follow:)

Also would you please provide alist of changes that have come from neighborhood comment. |
don’t see much change over time.

My concerns for the redevel opment of the East Falls Church Metro station go back many years.
And I’ vetried to relay them through my civic association, Arlington East Falls Church Civic
Association, and through board hearings. These efforts have not done much good.

Y our plan continues to include more devel opment than the area can manage. Here are the main
reasonsthat | fear Y OUR redevel opment plan for MY area:

a) A six-story building on the Metro siteis bad; anine-story building isabhorrent. The
civic association —in an earlier survey that has been cited to support some actions now
being recommended — also voted for only afive-six story building. Your bait-and-
switch on the task force report — publicized with a building of six stories and changed
at the last minute to nine stories — was unforgiveable. The six-story building will
change the neighborhood irreversibly and to its detriment but a nine-story building will
create an eyesore, congestion and, over time, the basis for much more devel opment.
We arenot an urban area. We are suburban, we like it, and there isno need to change
it.

b) Traffic will overwhelm the current road system that exists and the one you have
planned. Reducing lanes on Sycamore to make room for bicycles? Absurd. |
recommend that you put cones on the roads for several monthsto see how the traffic
will flow in your plan. My street ends at Sycamore Street, just before Lee Highway.
Already, getting onto Sycamore (one block south of Lee Highway) can be difficult. |
dread to think what it will be like with your proposed plan.

c¢) Wearefortunate to have so much open space — Banneker Park and Tuckahoe Park —in
the neighborhood. Why corrupt the neighborhood with massive redevelopment to gain
atiny urban open space when we already have excellent natural open space?

Change will come, and it, no doubt, will be what we hear tonight. The process has been as bad
asthe plan that hasresulted. I'm sorry that my civic association and the task force failed to
look out for the community they represent and serve. I'm sorry that our neighborhood will be
overtaken by this devel opment.

Staff Response: There have been numer ous ideas, concepts, illustrations, and analyses
presented and discussed throughout the East Falls Chur ch Planning Study process, which
wasinitiated in 2007. 1t would be difficult to recount all the changesthat have occurred.
However, most recently, staff hasrefined /revised several recommendations and
associated graphicsin response to community input. Most notably, the Park & Ride
concept has been revised to include small building footprints and mor e building breaksto
create a more human scale and pattern that is similar to the buildings acr oss the street.
The height of buildings on the site along Washington Boulevard islimited to 3 stories,
with additional building height allowed beyond a 10-foot step back. A doublerow of trees
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along Washington Boulevar d was included to enhance the pedestrian experience and
lessen the impact on surrounding properties.

Also, streetscape recommendations throughout the planning ar ea wer e re-examined and
pedestrian zones were widened and additional street tree plantings wereincluded, where
possible.

a) Seeresponseto#5.

b) Thechangeinland usesto transit-oriented development can be expected to result
in lesstraffic than that generated by some of the existing automaobile-oriented
uses. (Seeresponseto#18.) Portionsof Sycamore Street have recently been
restriped to provide bike lanes. In following the policy of the M aster
Transportation Plan, the East Falls Chur ch Plan recommends that excesslane
width and pavement not needed to handle tr affic be converted to better serve
other uses, such aswider sidewalks, bike lanes and landscaping.

¢) Thenatureand purpose of the new open spaces, which will be developed in
coor dination with new development, will be different than the existing parks and
natural resourceslocated in the East Falls Church area. The new spaces
identified in the Plan are intended as gathering spaces, either at the Metrorail
station or adjacent tothe W& OD Trail, that can help create a central focus of the
neighbor hood.

22

Glen
Schatell
6237 N.
18" Street

The East Falls Church Metro Project is a digointed plan that could adversely change the
character of our community.

We live in awonderful, suburban neighborhood and a plan of this scope could turn it into
another Ballston. Traffic in the area during the rush hour is already a mess and the Task
Force' s planswill only make it worse.

Just because the Silver Linewill be joining with the Orange Line at East Falls Church isno
reason for redevel oping the site and adding new businesses. Maost commuters who change to
the Silver Line will be trying to get home as soon as possible, and will not be shopping at many
of thenew stores on the site.

Eliminating the parking does not make sense. Thelot isused by Arlingtonians, particularly
during the evening and on weekends. We do not want to see the local dreetsin the
neighborhood jammed with parked cars. We do not want to have to pay for parking permits.
Moving where buses |oad and unload to Sycamore Street is also not agood idea.

Building a mixed-use complex on the site as high as 8 soriesisalso out of character with the
neighborhood. So will be eliminating the neighborhood stores, banks, restaurant, and animal
hospital, to name afew, that have co-existed with our community for decades. What isthe
point of replacing the with 4-6 story buildings and townhouses.

In addition, adding new housing will also be problematic. The amount of affordable housing
and/or proffers being considered by adding additional density seems small. Already, the
elementary schoolsin the area are overcrowded.

It also does not make sense that the Arlington County Board wants to move forward with this
plan, even though the Virginia Transportation Board objects to it. Besides, after hearing about
it, virtually al the citizens who live in the Eagt Falls Church Area are opposed to the plan.
Don’'t thelocal citizens' opinions count?

Just because the Task Force worked on this project for 3 years does not makeit agood plan.
Quite a few members of the Task Force have resigned because they didn’t like the project.
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It is obvioudy time to get back to the drawing board.
Thanks for your consideration.

Staff Response:

Metro parking - Seeresponse to #12b and #17.

Busfacilities - The Master Transportation Plan recommends impr oving multi-modal
access to and between transit facilities. The East Falls Church Area Plan callsfor
maintaining the existing bus transfer facility and increasing futur e capacity for bus
operations and passenger transfer activity at the station. This could include some on-
street bus bays along Sycamor e Street or other streets. Any on-street bus facilities would
need to be easily accessible to Metrorail and provide convenient bus-to-bustransfers. As
part of theredevelopment of the Park & Ridesite, it isanticipated that existing and future
bus capacity will need to be consider ed, with an eye towar ds better accommodating those
oper ations within the ste and on adjacent streets.

Building height — See response to #5.

Affordable Housing - Affordable housing isjust one portion of the total community
benefits package in any given site plan. It isanticipated that some portion of the
community benefits package for projectsin thisarea may go towar dsthe infrastructure
improvements envisioned in this Plan. The amount of affor dable housing that can be
obtained as a community benefit isrelative to the amount of project density, soif the
densitiesenvisioned in this Plan wer e higher, then mor e affor dable housing could be
obtained.
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Bernard
Berne
4316 N.
Carlin
Springs Rd,
Apt 26

Oil Company site: preserve and protect W& OD railroad el evated siding. Create wide buffer
between W& OD trail and buildings. Remove proposed building near trail from plan. Do not
offer increased height of any building on stein exchange for grocery store. Put grocery store
somewhere elseif it requires aheight bonus. Offer one story of additional height in exchange
for preservation and maintenance of railroad siding and development of interpretive historical
signage. Remove “build to” line near trail from plan. Maximize open space near trail. Itis
important to preserve both the sding and distant views from the W& OD trail. Thetrail is part
of a park. Many people use the trail becauseit isa park. They don’t want to see high buildings
near the trail anywhere outside of Arlington. In Reston, Herndon & Leesburg, al thetall
buildings are separated from the trail by long distances. Building heights on the Oil Company
site should not exceed four stories, and should be as far from thetrail as possible.

Metro Station Areac Do not reduce public parking in area. If siteis redevel oped, require
sufficient underground public parking to replace the lost surface parking. It isimportant to
preserve free parking near station on weekends. Set back buildings from Washington
Boulevard to preserve street trees. Trees and parking are important. 1f parking spaces near
Metro arelost, people will not use Metro.

Any devel opment on the opposite side of Washington Blvd should assure replacement of the
gas station. There are few places to buy gasin the East Falls Church area.

Overall: East Falls Church isnaot a good place to encourage new devel opment & increasesin
population. Any population increases or new development will inevitably increase traffic on |-
66. Thiswill increase pressures to increase the width of 1-66, adversely affecting the county’s
parks and neighborhoods. The plan needs to discourage new development , rather than to
encourageit. The plan should create much new public open space. The plan does not presently
do this.
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Some East Falls Church residents want a nearby grocery store. However, preservation of low
building heights, especially near W& OD trail, should take precedence over a grocery store. A
grocery store will not serve many people unlessit isamajor supermarket. That would increase
traffic congestion.

Staff Response:

Historic Preservation staff iscurrently evaluating the railroad siding to deter mine its
potential for designation asa L ocal Historic District. The Plan incor por ates provisions for
preserving the railroad siding in conjunction with redevelopment of the site. The
proposed development, should it occur, will be subject to public review and review by the
Historical Affairsand Landmark Review Board (HALRB) and it can be deter mined at
that time what specific setbacks are appropriate. The “Build-to” line depicted in the Plan
indicates that the building should be designed in a manner that addresses and treatsthe
W& OD Trail asa frontage, with windows, openings and other architectural detail, as
opposed to treating that portion of the steasa “rear” where trash and loading functions
occur. Generally, staff’srecommendationsregarding building height on the dte, as
outlined in the Plan are deemed sufficient to incentivize redevelopment while not creating
an undue bur den on surrounding sites and resour ces.

See response to #12b and 18.

24

Bridget
Tuthill

1512 N.
Ohio St

The need for some devel opment in the EFC study is not disputable. But how much and the mix
of useis of great concern to personsin the immediate neighborhoods as well as othersin the
County. Largebuildingsin excess of 5 stories are grossly out of scale with the adjacent single
family neighborhoods. The County has not demonstrated the full impact of trangportation
issues. Chartsrelying on the most recent data of 2008 obviously don’t take into account data
related to the new retail (BJs) on nearby Wilson Blvd. The opening of one store has already
caused increased bottlenecks close to EFC. How will the plan accommodate 1000s of residents,
store shoppers and employers from a parking and transportation vantage? The Orange Line at
rush hour is aready the bane of many commuters. The plan as presented does not reflect the
most accurate data for further extrapolation.

Anocther significant complaint isthe process and the genuine engagement of citizens. This same
civic association participated in many charette exercises just to move a library, rebuild a
preschool and offer some additional APS programs. The entire process took 10 years —
obvioudly longer than preferred, but how can the EFC project planning be justified in rushing
through amuch larger project?

The study area al so feeds students in to two of the most crowded elementary schoolsin the
county, whose popul ations are expected to increase even without consideration of the EFC
project. How does the plan addressits contribution to more students? Will devel opers offer
money directly to APS?

Staff Response:
BJ's - Seeresponse to #18.

According to analysisprovided by Arlington Public Schools (APS) staff [which is available
on the East Falls Church web page—

http://www.ar lingtonva.us/depar tments/CPH D/for ums/columbia/cur r ent/ CPHDFor umsE
astFallsChurch.aspx ], it isestimated that at full buildout (assuming all sitesin the study
area arefully developed accor ding to the East Falls Church Area Plan, if adopted),
approximately 34-38 new students (grades K-12) could potentially be generated. This
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estimateis based on APS analysis of student generation ratesfor the four different types
of housing that are common to Arlington; single-family detached, townhouse, gar den-style
multi-family, and mid- to high-rise multifamily. What APS' data shows isthat student
generation for mid-to high-rise development near Metr o stationsis extremely low,
whereasamajority of their studentslivein sngle-family detached homes. In light of their
experience with development similar to that being proposed in East Falls Church, APS
staff does not anticipate a significant impact on schoolsin thisarea.

25

Alice
Hogan
1505 N.
Powhatan

| support and really like the plans for density and open space around the metro. | do believe we
could be (or should be) considering Higher Density in the entire area, especially to include
affordable housing. It seems alost opportunity to have 3-5 story buildings so close to 66 and to
Falls Church, where they have already planned taller buildings. On traffic, | am concerned
about traffic load on Washington Blvd in both directions between Sycamore and N. Glebe —
seems like a nice devel opment like thiswill draw many carsto visit ground-leve retail. Also
looking forward to improvements for walkers & bikersin the metro zone.

Staff Response:

During the cour se of this planning process, the challenge has been finding a way to
balance economic feasibility consider ations, applying best planning principlesfor Transit-
Oriented Development (TOD), providing opportunitiesfor moder ate-scale mixed-use
development, and community concer nsregar ding height and density. Thelevel of
development that isrecommended in the Plan representsthat balance. The goals of the
Plan include, among other things, the provision of affordable housing, in accordance with
the County’s Affordable Housing Ordinance. However, thisimportant goal is but one
among others, such as preserving the surrounding single-family ar eas, providing better
pedestrian and bicycle connections through the ar ea, and creating better connectionsto
the Metrorail station, and cannot bethe primary driving forcein the planning process.

Traffic - Seeresponse to #18.

26

Marc

Norman
1512 N.
Ohio St

The presentation seemed like a poorly conceived marketing campaign, rather than a chance for
honest dialogue and input. The planitself isalso ill-conceived and arrogant. The county seems
intent on cramming as much density as possible into aresidential neighborhood that isnot
designed for it, and does not want it. The plan will greatly increase traffic congestion, while at
the same time removing any parking facilities. The space near the East Falls Church could
certainly be improved under awell thought out plan incorporating greater green space, and less
density, and conducted in honest partnership with the citizens of the community. This plan fails
in all regards.

Staff Response:

Seeresponse to #10.

27

Laurence
McDonald
6105 11"
Rd N.

| strongly support redevelopment of the areain the manner proposed. | think the additional
density will result in amore vibrant neighborhood and will enhance the value of nearby single
family homes, as has happened in Clarendon.

Suggestion — Double the amount of covered bicycle racks. Covered bike parking is one of the
main advantages of the current EFC Metro and the bike parking is often full. By doubling the
covered parking you will greatly increase the number of bike-to Metro users and help to address
some of the concern about |oss of park-and-ride.

Sign boardsfor the open house need clear labels at the top identifying the purpose of the
boards.
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Staff Response:

In following the bicycle policies of the Master Transportation Plan, the East Falls Church
Area Plan recommends enhanced facilities for bicyclesat the Metrorail station, including
additional bike racks, covered bike parking, bike lockers, and possibly, a bike station with
rentalsand repairs.

28

Nancy
Weinberg
2500 N.
Quantico

| have attended numerous meetings and watched the EFC plan evolve. | truly respect that those
employed by the county to further devel op thisland are doing their best to balance the needs of
the citizens and the desires of the government.

| support the increased density being proposed along Lee Highway west of Washington Blvd as
it flowsinto the City of Falls Church. Thiswould certainly be an improvement from what
currently exists.

However there are still major flaws in the plan:

a) Thereduction or complete removal of the Metro parking lot would penalize all of NW
Arlington from using thisresource in our own backyard. Wefill it daily with
commuters, teens who don’'t have cars and our visiting tourists. It will be even more
useful to us asit extendsto Tyson’s shopping/work zone. When a survey was
proposed many years ago about a parking structure, which was rejected, citizens never
dreamed of the current situation we are now faced with. In light of this proposed plan,
| suspect homeowners would support such a solution especially if it is underground to
alarge degree.

b) Higher density housing proposed on the corners of Wash, Blvd and Sycamore would
disrupt the appearance of the current neighborhood. Coupled with the notion of retail
space, this would make the area extremely congested for vehicles.

c) Thelack of proper staging for busesis amajor oversight that has been repeated(ly)
raised to the planners. If you want to encourage more mass transit, commuters need a
safe place to congregate and seek shelter while waiting for buses.

d) Thereduction of travel lanes at the metro intersection would complicate traffic flow
especially coming off on 1-66. VDOT has does a good job of trying to accommodate
the increased traffic with additional lanes. | understand that some fedl the intersection
isdifficult to cross. However backing up traffic more with lane reduction is not the
answer.

€) How can the county think that the VDOT land will ever be available for
redevelopment?

Overal, | fed very discouraged by the county’ s lack of concern for those of us who have lived
in this section of the county and have made constructive criticism of the plan. We STILL do
not want another Ballston on our Neighborhood and 4-6 story buildings, in our opinion will do
just that. We STILL do not want to |ose our metro parking lot which we fedl is valuable
especially on nights and weekends. We STILL think you have not listened to our concerns and
publicized this plan adequately. My neighbors are still expressing surprise with the information
| provide them.

Staff Response:
a) Seeresponseto#12b.

b) Asper the Policy Deter minations adopted by the County Board in July (See
response to #5), allowable heights on the Park & Ride stewill provide an
envelope within which a minimally feasble redevelopment project may be built.
Therevised Plan outlines several refinementsto the Task Force Plan proposal for
this site, including the addition of a double row of tress along Washington
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Boulevard, and restriction of retail usesto within the public plaza. These two
changes, along with thereduction in building floor plates, will help to minimize
the per ceived impact of the development on adjacent properties.

C) Seeresponseto#23.

d) Theprovision of better bicycle and pedestrian facilities and mor e bus transit
should alleviate some vehicle congestion. Thetransportation analysisthat was
completed in conjunction with this planning pr ocess showed that the elimination
of selected turn lanes at some inter sections would not have a significant effect on
traffic flows. TheMaster Transportation Plan callsfor reducing excesslane
width and removing unneeded travel and turn lanes on streets, subject to
thor ough impact analysis.

€) Seeresponseto#17.

29

Donald
Weinberg
2500 N.
Quantico

The current proposal for EFC devel opment continues to ignore previousy-voiced concerns
from thelocal community. It isdisheartening to see how our elected officials can continue to
ignorelocal sentiment and act in complete disregard of bona fide concerns:

e Doing away with the metro parking lot will result in increased traffic and related problems
for local arearesidents.

e Thisisaresidentia neighborhood and needs to be maintained that way. Highrise
apartment buildings and related density are inappropriate for the area. They will result in
yet further traffic congestion in an already overwhelmed area and an increased school
popul ation, without factoring in theimpact of either.

Takealook at the inbound Washington Blvd./ Lee Highway intersection in the morning.
Especially note theincredible rush-hour congestion already present to access Route 66
westbound. Theroadway is clearly inadequate as currently configured. Carsare forced to
make two-lane entrance to a one lane ramp cause substantial daily backups. They would only
increase with yet further development and/or road narrowing.

e Local citizens do not want or need Ballston-type devel opment in our area. We do not want
to be saturated with commercia devel opment or its consequences. Arlington isa small
geographic area and shopping of all typesisreadily available at short distances away.

e The plan under consideration does not incorporate proper staging for mass transportation
by bus. It isridiculousto think of eliminating the bus transfer points currently in place at
the East Falls Church Metro stop. Thiswill cause yet further congestion to the area, not to
mention traffic safety concerns, whether for children or otherwise.

e VDOT input should not be ignored, asthe Board is apparently ready to do. All indications
are that the Board is simply being guided by unneeded financial proffersto trump the
concerns of local arearesidents.

Local residents have attended meeting after meeting to voice their opposition to the current
plan. The Board professes to be listening to their concerns yet simultaneoudy presses on
without any significant changes toits plansfor EFC development. The Board continuesto
remain completely out of touch with reality and its citizen base.

Staff Response:

Parking — Seeresponse to #12b.

Traffic - Seeresponse to #22.

Buses - Seeresponse to #23.
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VDOT — Seeresponseto #17.

30

Robert
Mosher
6603 Little
FallsRd

| fail to see any serious information as to why the Planning authority sees the need to “devel op”
a basically residential neighborhood. Whileit iswise, commendable, and appropriate to have in
place ideas and concepts that would define the limits of any future proposed devel opment, the
lack of such plansfor development have forced the planners again and again to base their
presentation in ifs and what-ifs with little grounding in any current reality. If the demand for a
grocery storein thisareais as great ashinted, then why have at least two owners struggled to
make a go of the independent market in Westover on Washington St.?

The proposals all appear to call for fewer automaobile parking spaces at EFC Metro while there
is every expectation that demand for these spaces will increase with advent of new Silver line
serviceto DullesIAD. At the same time several presented plans reduce the support provided to
bus transit, a major benefit of the current arrangement at EFC.

Staff Response:

The grocery market is segmented into various stor e types, sizesand brands. For example,
in Arlington we have conventional super markets, neighbor hood stor es, and or ganic

mar kets, to name a few. Onetype of store may work where another would not, and vice
versa.

See response to #12b.

31

Sue Mosher
6603 Little
FallsRd

a) | know thisisn't in the plan area, but could someone look at the intersection of
Westmoreland and Little Falls? Thereisno crosswalk herenor at Little Fallsand
Fairfax Drive, presenting hazards to anyone using that route — rather than the horrible
Lee Highway crossing —to walk to Falls Church, esp. to the farmers market.

b) | like greater setback & lower street frontage for multifamily housing on existing Park
& Ridelot, compared with earlier plan. Public plazathere doesn’t need a “ purpose”
other than to create a visualy harmonious space to complement the higher density
housing. If there’s a coffee shop and a bench or two, so much the better, but what we
don’t need are large unbroken blocks of buildings.

c) Pedestrian improvements on Metro approaches are high priority now and should
proceed without waiting for development.

d) | didn’t seebike parking for Metro station. Did | missit (?)

€) An entranceto the Metro station on the Falls Church Sdeisagreat idea.

f) Thefina plan really should reflect what the possibilities might beif VDOT does not
makeits large holding available for redevel opment.

g) If theevening and weekend parking @ EFC goes away, | and otherswill need to drive
to Ballston or Courthouse when we need to park and ride. (Walking past Tuckahoe
Park after dark isnot a good option.) What impact might that shift in traffic / parking
have?

Staff Response:
a) Asaresult of commentsat the Open House, staff plansto study these
inter sectionsto seeif adding crosswalks, nubs or other improvements could
increase pedestrian safety.
b) Seeresponseto #29b
¢) ThePlan recommendsa number of pedestrian improvements (See

recommendation #20-25 in the Plan) to be completed on an ongoing basis, as
funding will allow.
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d) ThePlan doesrecommend additional bicycle facilities at the M etrorail station.

€) Yes TheWest Entrance concept could provide greater access for new
development in Arlington and the City of Falls Church.

f) Seeresponseto#17.

g) Asthisevening and weekend activity is, for the most part, off-peak and
inter mittent, no significant impact on traffic is anticipated.

32 | Rabert a) GLUPfootnote 7 not shown in references.
Atkins b) Map issues— streets shown where they do not exist and not shown where they do exist.
5636 North c¢) BJsandWestover Market not shown as food stores
5" Street d) Parking ingress/egress (?) is garbled
€) Deliberately miseading re. economic anaysis— eg. each increase METRO rider
requires County subsidy
f) ADA access/parking for METRO isignored
g) Busdrop off / (?) space & turning radii ignored
h) Not shown Falls Church GLUP & Zoning is deliberately midleading
i)  Not showing separate property ownership within zoning groupings is mideading
Staff Response:
See responsesto #10 and #23.

33 | Rabert | think the planned building heights are too low. Falls Church isalready approving 5-8 stories,
Boucher with Crescent and Westlee just the first ones. Sincethat’safait accompli, Arlington should go
1505 N higher than the modest limits shown to this point. The land is going to become more valuable
Powhatan & properties such as townhouses near EFC will become economically obsolete. Better to allow
St higher densities, so that Arlington can leverage community benefits as a condition of said

higher density - Committed units of affordable housing at 40%, 50%, 60%, and 80% of median
income being the most important benefit. Thank you and feel free to share my comments, asa
fellow neighbor, in a manner you seefit.

Staff Response:

If the plan included higher densities, then mor e affor dable housing could be obtained.
For on-site units, the affor dable housing requirements for Special Exception “ Site Plan”
projectsin the Zoning Ordinance (* Affor dable Housing Or dinance™) specifies units
affordable at 60% of the area median income for 30 years. Unitsat lower affor dability
levels could be negotiated for projectsinvolving County funding. Staff has deter mined
that the heights and densitiesrecommended in the Plan ar e sufficient to incentivize
development while not creating an undue bur den on surrounding sites.

34 | Glen There should be additional parking either below ground or in a garage.

Schatell
6237 N. Staff Response:
18" Street
See response to #12b.
35 | Michad Looks good.
Perkins
2209 N. Staff Response:
Tuckahoe
St Thank you for your participation in the process.
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36 | Helen | would like copies of all chartsthat were on display — | won’t go to the web.
McMahon
6839-B Removing current Metro parking lot isinsane — The area has large # (of) senior citizens who
Washington | would not be able to walk up/downhill to Metro. Thelot isespecially available & convenient to
Blvd residents on weekends. Not everyone is a biker — Metro should be convenient to all users—
removing parking lot destroys this and discourages use of Metro.
Dense high rise buildings planned removes(?) residential neighborhood. Not every Metro
station needs to be a Rosslyn — Courthouse — Clarendon —Ballston. Increased density increases
traffic on streets.
Staff Response:
Seeresponsesto# 5 and #12b.
37 | Raobert | submitted detailed comments on this plan on June 28 and | will not repeat them all here. In
Moore sum, the Plan properly addresses many propertiesin the areathat are currently under-

developed, with recommendations that are generally reasonable. However, the
recommendations for the Metro parking lot completely fail to respect the adjacent single-family
neighborhoods to the east, despite the “ overarching plan e ement” on page 9 about “providing
appropriate transitions to surrounding single-family areas’ “in scale and form’ (emphasis
added).

Many neighbors have very strong concerns about the overall density being proposed on the
Metro site, and these concerns should be respected. Regardless of the overall density, however,
the transition from more intense devel opment at the core of the site to surrounding
neighborhoods is inadequate. As currently prescribed, the Plan would allow 4-story buildings
with ground floor retail uses around the Sycamore Street and Washington Boulevard frontages
of the site, which currently face residential properties. Thiswould allow buildings similar to
the existing Comfort Inn at the corner of Glebe Road and Washington Boulevard.

The structure (picture not included) is not compatible with sngle-family residential uses. At an
absolute minimum, asa minimal concession to the residents of the neighborhoods to the east of
the Metro site who relied on the County’ s long-standing planning policies when they purchased
their homes, two modest changes should be incorporated to the Plan recommendations for the
Metro site:

a) Retail usesshould be oriented internally around the plaza, not directed outward
towards the neighborhoods. There aretwo reasons for this. FIRST, retail useswill be
accompanied by illuminated signage and will be noisy. Few people in single-family
homes or townhouses would choose to live directly across the street froma CVSor a
Trader Joe€'s. SECOND, the more intense devel opment proposed in the Plan islocated
to the west of thisintersection, where the Plan is recommending a new entrance to the
Metro station. If these Plan recommendations are redlized, the heaviest pedestrian
flows to and from the station will be to the west. Pedestrian volumes along Sycamore
Street and Washington Boulevard will be very similar to those that occur today. The
primary market for ground floor retail uses will be around the proposed plaza and to
the west, not along Sycamore Street or Washington Boulevard.

b) Perimeter buildings should be townhouse in style and limited in height to match the
existing townhouses directly across Washington Boulevard. Four-story flat-roofed
structures are not compatible with single-family homes.

These are not the only defects in the Plan, but they are the easiest to address. Thefailureto
acknowledge them in the Plan clearly demonstrates the complete disregard of the Task Force
for even the simplest concessions to nearby residents. Aside from glib statements about
promoting transit-oriented devel opment, no reasons supporting the proposed Plan’s
recommendationsin this area have been offered.
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In addition to the density proposed on the Metro site and the inadequate sensitivity to its
perimeter devel opment, another deficiency of the proposed Plan isthe elimination of all parking
except that required to support on-site retail and residential uses. Asaresult of thisrestriction,
people wishing to use Metro would not be able to park on the site, but would instead park on
neighborhood streets. However, this completely ignores parking on evenings and weekends. |
am not aware of any neighborhood parking restrictionsin the County that prohibit non-local
residents from parking on weekends or evenings. More parking should be retained on the
Metro site. | do not believe people would object if this parking were to be priced at market
rates for commutersin order to discourage their use of it aswell asto generate revenue for
WMATA, but it should be available for evening and weekend use.

In summary:

e Many neighbors and perhaps the majority, accept the premise that some devel opment of the
Metro site and other nearby properties represents good planning;

e Changing the Plan represents a significant departure from the past 50 years of conscious
public policy, and consegquently imposes an additional burden to minimize impacts on
nearby residents who havereied on this palicy;

e The scale of development proposed on the Metro site far exceeds what local residents are
willing to accept;

o Regardless of scale, the draft Plan’ s recommendations do not adequately address its
“overarching element” that “buildings along the edges of each node are compatible in
scale and form that respond appropriately to the adjacent single-family homes’;

e Regardless of commuter usage, parking for evenings and weekend Metro useisviewed as a
significant amenity by local residents. The elimination of this parking will result in
additional spillover parking into the neighborhoods, which the County’ s parking districts
may not be able to contral.

Staff Response:

a) Staff agreesand therevised Park & Ride Concept showstheretail oriented
around the plaza. The streetscape along Washington Boulevard has been
enhanced with a double row of trees.

b) Aspart of therevised Park & Ride Concept, the height of buildings along
Washington Boulevard islimited to 3 stories, with additional building height
allowed beyond a 10-foot step back.

Metro parking - Seeresponse to #12b.

CommentsVia E-

mail

38

Rena
Cervoni,
North
Nottingham
St. Resident

| am considered about this plan for many reasons:

a) dimination of parking at the metro: it took several yearsto get areserved spot there
and eliminating it will increase usage of cars. In addition, with the slver line started at
EFC more people will use the station and the lack of parking will force carsinto our
otherwise quiet surrounding neighborhoods where parking is aready at a premium,
and no zone will help stop the jockeying for spots during morning rush hour. A VDOT
rep. spoke out againg parking elimination during the TUCK AHOE open house |
attended lagt spring.

b) theissueof crowding of the Arlington schools has not been adequately addressed.

¢) Noone has ever explained the impetus for this project -- do we even NEED more
retail/residential space at the already busy intersection and so close to "on-" and "off
ramps' of 667 It seemsillogical to me to make that area more dense and more of a hub
of activity then it adready is. Traffic on Washington BLVD. backs up as far as George

Mason BLVD. during the current evening rush hour, I can’t imagine what it will ook
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like with all the increased traffic thisnew development will create. Have you ever
driven from Falls church city vialee highway in the morning, it's gridlock. This plan
will NOT help, but will make things worse.

d) we have adequateretail in Westover, further down Sycamore St in seven corners, on
broad street, and further down Lee Highway at Harrison St. We don't need more. Clear
evidence of thisisthe fact that bear rock café went out of business??

€) theaesthetic of thisplan isnot tasteful. | live in north Arlington, moved to the area for
the look and fed of the current neighborhood, being close in to DC without living in
Ballston or Clarendon, just a couple of miles east. We DO NOT NEED this type of
development at EFC

Staff Response:
a) See responseto#12b

b) Seeresponseto#25

C) Seeresponsesto#19and #22.

d) ThePlan callsfor mixed-use redevelopment, which will provide opportunities for
retail development on some sitesthat will be supported, in part, by the additional
households and/or office workersthat are attracted tothearea. Creating a nexus
of activity in the areas near the Metrorail station as outlined in the Plan, will
assist in providing better business opportunity for theretailerswho may choose
tolocate in East Falls Church. Asredevelopment proposals come forth, the
community will may choose evaluate the need for additional retail and the
particular locationsindentified in the Plan. In addition, not all ground-floor
space in new buildings would necessarily be programmed for retail in the
traditional (direct sale of goods) sense. For example, the space could be used for a
commuter store, a childcare provider, alearning center, or other neighbor hood-
serving function.

e) Development in East Falls Church will be at a different scale than Ballston,
Clarendon, and other Metro station ar eas.

39

Gwynn
Fuchs

2240 North
Lexington
Street

| am an East Falls Church Metro user who lives one mile away from the Metro in Arlington.
The Metro has been my method of commuting to work, and | walked the mile to and from on
most days. | have many concerns about the particular draft plan before you, but have an
overriding concern about the Board’ s process.

| understand that the Board appointed several membersto the East Falls Church Planning Task
Force. I'm sure this was to give the group the expertise needed to come up with areaigic
development plan. Care, however, needs to be given to ensure that those members serve the
neighborhood and not push what Board members might like. Therefore, it concerns me greatly
when | hear that Mr. Zimmerman was involved in the planning meetings of this group. Asa
Board member who would be voting on the plan, he should not have been involved.

What is most certainly a conflict of interest isthe fact that he is amember of the Metro Board
and is voting about devel oping Metro property. Mr. Zimmerman a so serves on Metro’s Joint
Development and Real Estate Committee. He must recuse himself from any vote on this matter
as amember of the Arlington Board or he certainly isin violation of conflict of interest.
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Staff Response:

Mr. Zimmer man hasresigned from the Metro Board of Directorsand been replaced by
Mary Hynes of the Arlington County Boar d; however no conflict of interest exists or
existed for either County Board member .

40

Steven
Fuchs, 2240
North
Lexington
Street

It seems to me a strange thing, mystifying; that the Arlington County Board continuesto
promote a fundamentally flawed vision for East Falls Church devel opment.

Firg, alarge portion of the plan isbuilt on land the county does not own. The owner of the
land, VDOQT, has explicitly told the county it will not approve the plan asit stands, and will not
transfer ownership of the land.

Second, for a so-called “trangit-town,” the plan does not alow space for busses to be |oaded,
off-loaded, and turned around. How can a “transit town” ignore busses?

Third, the plan ignores the automohile. Like it or not, the car is here to stay. The plan proposes
far too few spaces per residential unit, and will result in aflood of frustrated parkersinto the
surrounding neighborhood. An early version of the plan, in 2009, suggested .85 cars per unit,
yet 400 yards away, in Falls Church, the sandard is 2.1 carsper unit... Arlington’s standards
are completely unrealistic.

Fourth, the plan makes no provision for the aready choked traffic in the area. The Arlington
County Board expects traffic to somehow fix itself. One Board member stated; “1 know it
sounds counter-intuitive, but traffic will get no worse.” There are no studies or statistics to back
this“magic traffic” approach up. VDOT, in written comments about the plan, specifically
mentioned Arlington’s poor traffic research.

Fifth, the plan istotally out of scale with the neighborhood. The proposed six to nine stories
outrageous, and the project seemsto just be getting bigger. | went to an early meeting (2009)
where a 16-story building was proposed. Nothing would surprise me at this point.

So why is the Board pushing this broken and dysfunctional plan?

The only totally clear point that the board has made isthat it expects the following proffer
(concession from the devel oper):

The devel oper will be expected to pay to the county, in cash or tangible assets, approximately
$50 per square foot of construction allowed in excess of what is permitted under existing
zoning.

Taken together, the evidence seems to indicate the primary motivation of development at East
Falls Church isto allow the Arlington County Board to squeeze proffers out of a devel oper, and
extract tax revenues from whatever retail can exist in this tenuous space.

In exchange for this, the board is willing to authorize an outsized “Franken-building” in the
middle of a completely successful and happy suburban neighborhood. Further, the board is
going to ignore the present traffic, and eliminate parking for ideological reasons (cars=bad), and
punish the neighborhood by flooding residential streets and side roads with frustrated
commuters.

East Falls Church will get some unspecified list of benefits to be meted out at the Board's
discretion. There isno guarantee that our community will even benefit from the East Falls
Church proffers, asthe County Board is free to spend this money any place, anywhere.
| am against this.
What am | for?
| am not opposed to devel opment here, and would support a project that was:

a) Scaled to fit with the existing community of single-family houses and town houses.

b) Built on land that the county owns.

c) Fulfillsitsrespongbilities asatranst hub at least as well asit does now (which means
adequate parking and a place for busses to unload and turn around)

d) Backed up by hard data! Traffic studies that prove traffic will be tolerable, marketing
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anaysisthat provesretail will work, and awritten list of explicit benefits (and a price
tag for each) that the East Falls Church community will gain from the increase of
density.

Thank you for your attention.

Staff Response:

Typically, “Plans’ such asthe East Falls Church Area Plan, or other previousy adopted
Plansfor Clarendon, Crystal City, Columbia Pike, Nauck, etc. are plans developed for
areas where the County ownslittle or no property. Reviewing and approving long-term
plansfor growth and development of the County is one responsibility of the Arlington
County Board. Aspart of the development of the East Falls Church Area Plan, aswith
other similar planning efforts, a transportation analysiswas conducted. Thisanalyssis
available on the County’s East Falls Church web page:

(http://www.ar lingtonva.us/depar tments/CPH D/for ums/columbia/cur r ent/CPHDFor umsE
astFallsChurch.aspx )

The County’s experience with Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), and the
transportation analysis completed for thisstudy, indicatesthat no significant impact will
result from the development being proposed. (Seeresponse to #18.)

VDOT-Seeresponse to #17.

Buses - Seeresponse to #23.

Traffic - Arlington’s Master Transportation Plan acknowledgesthat streets cannot be
widened to accommodate all traffic demand. Instead, Arlington County seeksto meet
future travel demand through improved facilitiesfor pedestrians and bicycles and better
transit service.

41

Mary
Hazzard
1821 N.
Roosevelt
Street

| livein the AEFC neighborhood. | agree with many of my neighbors who believe that the Task
Force Plan’s (Plan) proposed density conflicts with our collective concerns.

The Plan fails to assure that proposed density comports with the character of the neighborhood,
especialy in the critical Metro/VDOT site which faces single family and town houses on
Washington Boulevard and Sycamore Street, the single largest parcel in the Plan. As such,
density becomes a powerful tool to be used by the Board with little check from the public most
severely impacted.

Density has emerged as the dominant factor in play to generate what the Board and Task Force
Plan memberstell usare “community benefits’. Factoring largely among the community
benefits is affordable housing.

According to the Plan, at page 78, “Asredevelopment occursin East Falls Church, thereisan
opportunity to add committed affordable housing unitsto an areathat currently hasonly a
handful.” In the County Board' s Research and Analysis Report (Report) compiled by County
Staff to analyze the Task Force recommendations, you read at page 6 “ Asredevelopment
occurs in the East Falls Church Plan area, there is an opportunity to add committed affordable
units near a Metro Station where there are currently only six committed affordable units.”

An “inventory” of affordable housing units within one mile of the Metro appearsin the

County’' s Report, also at page 7. Only apartments are inventoried. Unfortunately out of 10
apartment owners surveyed by the County as to the committed affordable units and 80% and
60% market rate units within their buildings, 4 ssimply did not respond. Now what you will find
in the Report isthat two recent structures with higher density than any in this area, the Westlee
and Crescent, account for 342 units. How many affordable housing units among the Crescent’s
214 rental units? 6.

Overlooked entirdly in the County’ s inventory of affordable housing are the many houses
throughout our neighborhood which are rented to unrdated individual s who house share, and
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the rooms let out to individuals from owners of single-family homes. Adult children returning
to share housing with their parents are certainly examples of affordable housing. These are very
real sources of affordable housing that go completely unacknowledged and unaccounted for in
the discussion. We are neighbors to two of these scenarios.

The application of the affordable housing policy so far in the East Falls Church Metro Plan is
missing therequisite identity of a“problem” to be solved with proffers and a measured remedy
to target (other than if affordable housing is good, then moreis good). The Board’s affordable
housing impetus fails as an objective factor in the dengty negotiation because the Board neither
adequately assesses existing affordable housing resources in our neighborhood, nor articulates
any formula for specifying need with related targeted goals. Until this pay-to-build approach is
re-examined, residents can reasonably conclude that the County is using affordable housing
pleas to unleash dendty unprecedented in our neighborhood.

A few apartments out of hundreds of thousands of square feet of developable area does not 1ook
like ajustifiable source of affordable housing. Six units out of 214 at the Crescent should cause
any of us residents to question the appropriateness and effectiveness of tying on-site affordable
housing to the proffer process - especially given therelatively small area of the largest and
leading site studied in the Plan, the publicly owned Metro/VDOT site. Here’ show the Board
figures, from the Report at page 8: “For site plan projects requesting a General Land Use Plan
(GLUP) change, the Affordable Housing Ordinance allows there to be a housing requirement in
addition to the standard options for the density up to the existing GLUP. The goal isto achieve
on-site committed affordable housing units for these projects in the East Falls Church planning
area. Itisestimated that 45 to 60 affordable units could be obtained through this

mechanism.” 45 to 60 affordable units, really? Imagine how big these buildings need to be to
generate these 45 to 60 units, the density give-aways, given the 6 out of 214 ratio obtained at
the Crescent.

There are alternatives to the County Board' s narrowly scripted proposal to manage density,
whileremaining faithful to the county’ s affordable housing policy. The County identifies
almost in passing a very viable source of affordable housing. In itslast point on the subject at
p. 8 we read this possible option: *Outreach to property owners with market affordable unitsto
develop along-term affordability plan could include use of Low Income Housing Tax Credits
and/or County funding to rehabilitate the units and preserve affordability.”

This option works with an owner under market conditions, contributes to the long-term
investment in these buildings, while adding to existing sources of affordable housing in our
neighborhood. This off-site option eliminates the need to trade density for afew affordable
rental apartment units. However...it also prevents the Board from playing two handsin the
negotiations; one with developers who press to pay to build further up and farther out; and one
with us when the Board tells us they were forced to permit greater density in order to get
enough or more or adequate (or just fill in the blank) committed affordable housing units.

Affordable housing is a good idea, good policy. Who opposes affordable housing? | would
like my housing to be more affordable. But the East Falls Church Metro Siteisall about the
margins. profit marginsaswell asphysical margins. To achieve balance at this site will take
more than the “tapering down” proposed. The plaza idea sounds nice, but fails completely to
compensate for permitting street grade retail facing our single family and town homes,
especially given the quality park settings within walking distance. Eliminating parking we use
without replacement, or with only 50% replacement, again marginalizesthis project. Those are
just two of many examples.

The County can do better with the Plan - by incorporating ideas thoughtfully presented by many
of my neighbors throughout this process. The result may be town houses on the Metro site and
not a9 story mixed use building, but a project that incorporates the character and limitations of
this site and has the backing of neighbors will make it another success story for Arlington. And
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what about affordable housing? There are many opportunities for making housing affordable
besides the pay-to-build method.

Staff Response:

The County does not have a mechanism to identify single-family rental unitsand track
rents, unit sizesand occupancy. The County’s Annual Rent and Vacancy Survey isissued
to all multifamily rental propertieswith four or more unitsin the County. Theresults
allow the County to identify market affor dable units by bedroom size.

Affordable housing isjust one portion of the total community benefits packagein any
given site plan. It isanticipated that a lar ge portion of the community benefits package for
projectsin thisarea will go towar dsthe infrastructur e improvements envisioned in this
plan.

Affordable housing has long been recognized asan important need in the County to
ensur e economic sustainability and social well-being. The County’s Affordable Housing
Goalsand Targetsinclude a specific target aimed at distributing units throughout the
County.

The current estimate of 45 to 60 committed affor dable units that could be obtained
through anticipated site plansin the plan area is based on using the densities outlined in
the plan, applying the Affor dable Housing Or dinance, and assuming the goal ismet for
providing affor dable housing units on the Park & Ridesitein accordance with
recommendation #8 of the Plan. Using The Crescent as an example would not provide a
good measur e of what could be obtained today sinceit was negotiated befor e the
Ordinancetook effect. The County may be able to lever age additional units by working
with itsdeveloper partnersto identify a Stewithin the plan area to develop an affordable
housing project using a variety of tools such as L ow Income Housing Tax Credits
(LIHTC) and Affordable Housing Investment Fund (AHIF) funding.
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Marjorie A.
Harelick,
M.D.

6427
Washington
Blvd.

| livein a single family house on the north side of Washington Boulevard caddy-corner from
the East Falls Church metro parking lot. My presence in that location puts mein the position
of being among the single family residences most severely affected by the proposed
development on the parking lot site and in the adjacent neighborhood. My concerns are as

follows:
a)

b)

d)

€)

f)

9)

h)

Betrayal of trust: The origina Arlington Metro plan was for devel opment to stop at
Ballston and for the East Falls Church Metro neighborhood to remain residential.
That'swhy | bought ahouse herein 1975. | wanted the convenience of Metro
without the urban woes of commercial devel opment.

Worsening traffic: The traffic on Washington Blvd. traveling west and Lee
Highway traveling east during the morning rush hour approaches gridlock. If drivers
no longer have the option of parking in the EFC lot, they will seek parking at more
western stations and traffic will worsen. Add to that condos, businesses, and a
grocery store without sufficient parking for residents/customers and you get atraffic
nightmare. "Traffic-calming solutions' such aslane-narrowing and sde-of-road
parking arereally traffic-dowing. They can deter drivers from usng side streets as
thoroughfares, but will only worsen gridlock and create danger to pedestrians on
actual thoroughfares.

Flawed reasoning: that if you make driving inconvenient enough, people will walk,
ride bicycles or take buses to the station. The population is aging so more and more
people will need to drive to a parking lot or to work if using Metro becomes too
inconvenient.. Some people are handicapped. Some people have limited time to
commute --children to pick up at daycare, for example.

Neighborhood parking: During weekend events on the Mall, every single
neighborhood parking place is taken. This would become the usua situation
evenings and weekends if there were no East Falls Church Metro parking lot.

Design: The "Condo Canyon" design with 4-6 story buildings right up against the
sidewalk with no graduated height buffer and theremoval of mature surrounding
treesis unsightly and inappropriate in a single family residential neighborhood. That
design isunsightly at the corner of Glebe and Washington Blvd. whichisa
commercial area.

VDOT requirements. VDOT has stood by their statement that they wish to keep the
parking lot. Why assume they will change their minds? I's some sort of behind-the-
scenes non-transparent deal in the works? Why has underground parking not been
considered as a compromise?

Need: The East Falls Church neighborhood does not "need" more condos, small
businesses, parks or agrocery store in this economy. Small businesses are struggling
and failing and there are plenty of condos for sale and available apartments. There
are parking places available in surrounding grocery store parking lots and NOBODY
walksto agrocery store unlessit's less than a block away from home.

Potential gain to the county and developers: If an inappropriately dense/tall level of
development isrequired for it to be financially viable and more modest devel opment
isnot financially viable, why not |eave matters as they are and keep the parking lot
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i)

which is currently well camouflaged by mature trees and always full so well-used.

Other (schools, noise, etc.): Neighborhood schools are already overcrowded and
have to use trailers as classrooms. The din of traffic already taints backyard
activities.

Staff Response:

a)

b)

0)

d)

€)
f)
9)

h)

No adopted policy of the County Board would preclude the evaluation of
redevelopment option for thisarea. The Arlington East Falls Church Civic
Association has been involved in planning effortsfor thisareafor the past 10
years, and formally requested that a County planning process beinitiated. Itis
in responseto the request of the Civic Association that this planning process
began in 2007.

See responsesto #1 and #22.

TheMaster Transportation Plan aimsto improve all modes of travel and
reduce the need for single-occupant vehicles. The provision of complete streets
will improve safety for pedestrians and busriders. Handicap parking will be
provided at the station as part of redevelopment.

The Residential Permit Parking Program could be expanded to include evening
hoursif theresidentswereto request it and if the number of parked cars
originating from outside the neighbor hood wer e to meet the County’s criteria
for permit parking.

See responsesto #5 and #29b.
Seeresponse to #17.

What the Existing Conditions section of the Plan indicates, which wasalso a
significant part of the discussion with the Task Force, isthereisalack of a
central focusfor the neighborhood. The moder ate scaled mixed-use
development, along with streetscape enhancements will promote walkability in
thearea. A grocery store, or other retail, if located here, could be supported by
the local resdentsin the “ Neighbor hood Center” described in the Plan, aswell
asother arearesidents.

Staff’srecommendations regar ding building height and density on the various
development sites, asoutlined in the Plan, ar e deemed sufficient to incentivize
redevelopment while not creating an undue burden on surrounding ar ea.
Impacts are minimized by recommending lower scaled development on sites
most adjacent to single-family ar eas, such asthe Suntrust, Verizon siteand the
propertieslocated at the northwest corner of Washington Boulevard and
Sycamor e Street (Sites F,G and H, respectively) and by introducing building
taperswithin the Park & Ride Site (SiteM 1).

Seeresponse to #25.

43

John Shumate
1821 N.
Tuckahoe
Street

a)

Several presenters at the open house referred to devel oper site plan submittal as part
of the design process, reassuring me that what 1 was looking at was not final. | am
not reassured. This area plan, when adopted, will be used asthe design standard for
all submissions. If important considerations are missing from this plan, those
considerations will be absent in the designs submitted. It istotally irresponsible
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b)

d)

€)

f)

9)

h)

planning to assume that deficienciesin planning will be compensated for by
submitting devel opers.

The economic “analysis’ is a confusing and manipulative attempt to justify an
arbitrary minimum size of project. Income for landowners, beneficiaries of county
proffers, and developers do not constitute justifications for over-development. The
siteiscurrently viable as aparking lot. It could be viable for anything, absent the
current level of greed. Leaving the park andride Steasit is, with its beautiful border
of mature treesis an entirely reasonable option. Thelevel of density currently
proposed, in conjunction with the insensitivities of building mass configuration will
cause serious degradation of the neighborhood.

The area plan and the open house presentation are confused about the juxtaposition
of urban design and suburban design. The park and ride siteis concelved of as
urban, as evidenced by the open house illustrations of 6 story buildings at
Washington Boulevard and Sycamore Street. Across the street from the 6 story
block are single family houses and townhouses. The juxtaposition is crude and ugly.
Comparisons of East Falls Church to Rosslyn, Ballston, and Shirlington are totally
irrelevant.

The open house illustrations reveal that the setbacks along Washington Boulevard
and Sycamore Street are so shallow as to be virtualy useless. The effect isa chilling
six story monolith.

The area plan establishesa “build ling” at the sdewalk on Washington Boulevard
and Sycamore Street, ensuring the total destruction of the lush border of mature trees
at the perimeter of the site, yielding a barren and inspid street frontage. The area
plan calls for a minimum 30,000 square foot plaza. Tuckahoe Park and Banneker
Park are both only two blocks away form this site, so thereisnot a shortage of open
space in the vicinity. Citizens have proposed at board meetings that the plaza be
abandoned in favor of reserving space to maintain the perimeter trees. Thiswould be
of tremendous assistance in creating a much-needed buffer between the dense urban
site and its suburban surroundings. The county has never responded to this proposal.

The county’ s approach to the existing traffic congestion isto do nothing. Traffic
calming and pedestrian improvements will do nothing for the gridiock. The only
recommendation in the Research and Analysis Report isto adjust traffic signal
timing. Thisis pathetic.

The county continues to ignore the VDOT requirements for parking and right-of-
way. The county has dismissed analysis of the requirements as “not required.” The
entire re-devel opment isnot required. The question the county has not answered is:
“What advantage does the county seein depriving itself of a study of the
implications of the exigting explicit requirements of a mgjority landowner and state
regulator?’ We are not generating a vision statement here. We are generating alocal
master plan. A reationship with reality would be appropriate.

The county’ s own economic analysis assumes that a parking space will cost
$30,000, to be borrowed at 7%, for amonthly interest cost of $175. Currently, a
reserved commuter space at the park and ride lot costs the user $155 per month ($65
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fee plus 20 days at $4.50). The space could generate additional income overnights
and on weekends. The county has not justified its opposition to the VDOT parking
requirement. The county has not studied parking options adequately.

The area plan assumes that bus hub operations will be accommodated in the streets.
This congtitutes exceptionally naive optimism. Citizens have raised thisissue at
board meetings and there has been no response from the county.

Staff Response:

a)

b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

It would be helpful if citizens provide any specific design-related comments for
inclusion in the Plan aswe continue public review of the document.

In providing citizensinformation on what is*feasible’, it isimportant torely
on and apply reasonablereal estate development principles, aswell asestimates
regarding “ standard” or “customary” community expectationswith regard to
community benefits. Staff’sanalysison the Park & Ridesite was developed in
response to a specific question: Could a lesser development of 250,000 sq ft. (as
opposed to 450,000 — 600,000 sg. ft.) be “feasible”. Staff’sanalyss showsthat
development at 450,000 sg. ft. or greater beginsto recoup the revenue and
ridership that WM ATA derives from the parking function. Staff has
determined that this minimum level of feasibility, among other factors, would
form the basisfor WM ATA moving forward on a joint-development proposal.
A development proposal at lessthan thisminimum level of development would
not meet WM ATA'sjoint-development goals and palicies, which include
expanding rider ship and increasing revenue.

Staff hasreceived numer ous comments about the “Ballstonization” of East
Falls Church. Theillustrations comparing the proposed development in East
Falls Church to Ballston, Rosslyn, and Shirlington wasintended to give a clear
indication of the differencein heights and intensities between East falls Church
and the other planning ar eas.

Theillustrations shown at the Open House meetings were not produced at a
scale wher e one could discer n the width of the sidewalk. It isrecommended
that citizensrefer to the street cross sectionslocated in the Appendix of the

Plan to get mor e specific infor mation.

Seeresponse to #5 and #29b

Seeresponseto #41.

Seeresponseto# 17.

Seeresponse to #12B.
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i) Seeresponseto#23.

William
Salkind

I have comments about the proposed East Falls Church devel opment.
I'm againg it. | do not see that thereis a need for more affordabl e housing which seems to be
amoative for this being done. In fact | see so few of my neighbors who support it, it makes me
wonder why it isactually being donein thefirst place.

| respectfully ask the county to compile all communications and reports pertaining to this
effort...from the beginning, and post them on the web. | think the county should act asif there
isaFOIA request for this information and put it out. Doing this would show good faith.
Choosing not to do this will make us think the county has something to hide. Thisis not
really such atough thing for the county to do, since we all believe in transparancy. We are
just asking for the county to show all interna and external communications about this, and all
reports, in one place on the county web site for all of usto see.

Staff Response:

Arlington’s affor dable housing policiesrespond to the prevalence of cost-burdened
householdsin the County and the need to provide opportunities for low-income families
that work in the County to livein the County. The application of the County’s
affordable housing policiesto the East Falls Church planning processis consistent with
the County’s (and the general community’s) goal of providing the greatest mix of
housing opportunitiesto the broadest range of households thr oughout the County, and
especially at or near transit.

M or e specific infor mation regar ding the County’s housing policy, and housing goals can
be found at:

http://www.ar lingtonva.us’housing

Infor mation regar ding the East Falls Church Planning process can be abtained here:
http://www.ar lingtonva.us/depar tments/CPH D/for ums/columbia/cur r ent/ CPHDFor ums
EastFallsChur ch.aspx

45

Karen Kumm
Morris, RLA,
ASLA

3725 N.
Deaware
Street

General Comments

o | support the County’ s efforts to provide more housing near transit stations.
Developing planning and urban design guidance prior to WMATA’sjoint
development plansisagood thing. Plan ahead.

e Great outreach, series of public forumsis very helpful. Staff was very
knowledgeabl e and hel pful.

e Plans need more emphasis upon the public realm, the pedestrian experience, seating
areas, streetscape. ..the elements that make a place attractive and appealing.
Consider developing a Garden Theme so that the character of new development is
heavily landscaped and less urban in character to better fit within the suburban
neighborhoods.

e Pleasewrite urban design guiddines into the Plan with clearly stated principles that
will help achieve good design during site plan review.

Land Use Comments

e Housing isthe most compatible land use given the surrounding residential
community. The existing parking and bus drop off lot, however, offers avery
constrained opportunity to fit a significant amount of new housing. 450 to 600
residential units plus an on-site bus facility seemslikelOlbsin a5 Ib bag. Please
consider scaling back the amount of devel opment proposed.

e Retail uses areneeded to activate urban spaces and provide convenience at atransit
station. But, the amount should be limited in Szeto perhaps only a storelike
Starbucks because there isn’t enough space to have a significant amount. Nor
should thislocation compete with other nearby retail centers. Retail isvery finicky
and will fail if not given prime visibility along Sycamore Street, the front of the site
and main the pedestrian path.




Parking, especially park-n-ride parking is crucia for community and adds
convenience to taking Metro. All day parking islessimportant if the feeder bus
routes are serving the surrounding community. On site parking probably should
serve only the proposed residential community.

WMATA operations still will need to have a bus pick up and drop off area on site.
Although a curbside bus drop off frees up the site layout, it surrounds the proposed
residential and bordering streets with bus traffic congestion. Curbside bus pick up at
the level of a Metro station is not very appealing or compatible with surrounding the
neighborhood.

Residential open space and recreation needs to be called for in the Plan. Roof top
recreation and interior community social/meeting rooms combined with street level
seating areas for social gathering are important to creating a sense of community.

Urban Design Comments

The grade change across the site is an opportunity to build into the slope, provide
underground parking and on-site bus circulation. The slope of Washington Blvd.
will help reduce the view of taller building heights.

The most important and highly visible area of the siteisthe corner of Sycamore and
Washington Blvd. Thissignificant corner should be anchored with alow-rise
building, activating retail, a public space with seating, shade trees, and public art.
See attached image of Bethesda as an example of urban space and scale. If
developed with attractive architecture, surrounding residentswill enjoy the view, the
public space and the walk to Metro.

Strong, attractive pedestrian connectionsto Metro are critical. All streets should be
lined with adouble row of street trees to create an attractive pedestrian environment
and improve compatibility with nearby residentia areas. Sycamoreisthe main
pedestrian route to the station and needs special streetscape treatment.

Locating the tallest buildings along the Metro line and 1-66, stepping down towards
existing residentsis desirable. But, building heights across from existing residences
should not be more than 4 stories in order to achieve a compatible transition to
single-family homes.

Locating urban space in amanner that serves the proposed residents, Metro riders
and the surrounding community is awin/win for everyone. Orient urban space
along Sycamore Street to improve visibility, creating more defensible space and line
with alimited amount of activating retail. Use urban space to help create an
attractive visual appearance as seen from existing residences. Provide movable
tables and chairsto attract users.

Emphasizing greenery and creating a garden character will help achieve amore
compatible relationship with the surrounding residential neighbors. Maximize the
amount of plantings within the new residential areas. Cal it “weaving the green”
into the project. Develop a double row of street trees, an alee along Sycamore and
Washington Blvd. to help soften the view of taller buildings, provide shade and
increase environmental benefits.

Providing on-site bus drop off/pick up along the Metro right-of-way and under the
buildings will ensure shelter and convenience for Metro users and minimize bus
congestion. To minimize conflicts with pedestrians along Sycamore, provide one-
way circulation into the site from Williamsburg and exit only from Sycamore.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide my comments on the East Falls Church
Metro Station Planning Study. | strongly support the County’ s effortsto locate new
housing close to transit, promote quality residential development, and strengthen the
sense of community for the entire neighborhood.

| didn't focus on the rest of the report, but am curious about whether or not properties
between Washington Blvd. and Lee Hwy. would really redevelop. Arethese existing
townhouses a condominium ownership or rental ? | hope that the eventual plan makes a
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strong policy statement about the need for small urban spaces woven into the mixed use,
housing areas. These are the community gathering points that bring together a community.
They don't have to be large and are better places usualy when they aren't big in size.
Good luck with your planning. Please keep meinformed and on your mailing list.

Staff Response:

Thank you for your participation in the process Many of the pointsyou raise are
elementsthat are already incor porated in the Plan, but staff will continue to review
your comments as the process moves forward.

Parking - Seeresponse to #12b.

Buses - See response to #23

46

Gregory
Dalzdll

I am an Arlington County, Virginiaresident and homeowner that hasrelied on East Falls
Church Metrorail parking for fifteen years. Accordingly, | share the concerns of the
Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Transportation with respect to proposed

redevel opment near the East Falls Church Metrorail Station, as expressed in an April 20,
2010, letter from Jo Anne Sorenson, Assisant Administrator-Planning, Devel opment and
Investment Management, to Chairman Michadl Nardolilli, East Falls Church Planning Task
Force. Inher letter, Ms. Sorenson states™...VDOT is concerned about any future uses that do
not provide complete replacement commuter parking..." Ms. Sorenson further sates "After
the Silver Lineto Whiele Ave. and later to Dulles Airport, the demand for parking at the
station will increase rather than decrease...” What seems clear is that, if anything, more
parking for the East Falls Church station isneeded. | could not support any plan that
promotes the total loss of hundreds of parking spaces when, clearly, even more parking
spaces areneeded. From acommunity perspective, permanently forcing hundreds of
commuters away from public rail service would also seem to be a very environmentally
unfriendly option. At apersonal leve, losing the ability to park at the East Falls Church
Metrorail station would cause significant negative quality of life and financia issuesfor my
family.

Staff Response:

Seeresponseto# 12b.
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Attachment 7.

L ong Range Planning Committee — Comment M atrix

changein role of
stationin Metro
system. What is
Metro's vision for
EFC? How to
manage impacts.

# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe
Question Plan
Problem Statement
1 | SteveCole/ Regarding Historic | Staff will provide additional details | None.
Brian Harner Traffic Volume and analysis at an upcoming LRPC
Chart: Why did meeting to help Planning
traffic volume Commissioners better understand
decrease on some traffic patterns in East Falls Church.
streets? Why did
traffic not decrease
on Washington
Blvd?
2 | Peter Fallon Development on The height along the Washington None.
P&Rrdatesto Blvd frontage of the Park & Ride
height of which site, set at up to 4 stories or 48 feet
buildings across in the County Board adopted Policy
street? Ramblers? Determinations, is keyed to the
townhouse devel opment on the
“Palmer site” across Washington
Blvd. In addition, the ramblers
located across Washington Blvd are
also planned for redevelopment as
townhouses similar in style and
scaleto the existing Palmer site
devel opment.
3 | Fdlon Wedon't control WMATA staff participated in the None.

Task Force meetings and has
monitored the planning process
with the goal of working toward
and understanding the community’s
vision for the Park & Ridesite. The
Plan, if adopted, will express the
community’svision for

redevel opment of the Park & Ride
site. Based on the adopted vision,
WMATA would then develop its
plans or issue a joint devel opment
RFP that conforms to the vision.

In terms of managing impacts,
improved sidewalks, better bicycle
access and more frequent bus

service, as recommended in the
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Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe

Question Plan
Plan, will enhance access to the
station from all parts of the local
community.

Cale TF report has a At LRPC meetings held in May “The Challenge
problem statement | 2010, Planning Commissioners Ahead” has been
that is not in staff suggested that refinements be made | incorporated the
report - “The to the Vision Statement inthe Task | Plan document.
Challenge Ahead’ Force Plan, which includes “The
(on page 7 of the Challenge Ahead”. Inrevising the
Task Force Plan). Vision Statement, staff has

attempted to address the concerns
that wereraised at that time by
being more descriptive of the type
of place East Falls Church can
become. “The Challenge Ahead’
could be incorporated in an
appropriate section of the revised
Plan if it is recommended that that
language captures an important
point to be retained.

Terry Savela/ What drovethe In 2002, WMATA initiated astudy | Page7 inthe

Terry Serie/ request for area of redevelopment options for the Introduction

Nancy Hunt/ study? Park & Ride site, which included section of Plan

Harner/ Fallon

(a) increased parking with no
development, and (b) mixed-use
development incorporating different

has been revised
to clearly state
what precipitated

levels of replacement commuter the study.
parking. Also, the Arlington East

Falls Church Civic Association has

been actively working on planning

issues since 2000 and had requested

that this study beinitiated. These

actions led the County Board to

initiate the East Falls Church

Planning Study in 2007.

Harner / Savela | Should thisplan be | Staff believes this station areato be | Staff has
similar to other different than other station areas; incorporated
areasor isit mostly dueto its location and language in the
unique? proximity to low density residential | Concept Plan

neighborhoods. Accordingly, the section of the
level of development outlined inthe | Plan to address
Plan, in terms of height and density, | this point.

is lower and more focus has been

placed on transitions and tapering.

Cole Regarding “Mode | Staff agrees. Staff has revised
of Access’ graphic this graphicin
onp. 21 - Revise the Plan.

pie charts showing
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# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe
Question Plan
peak period origins.

Vision

8 | Falon Vision Statement Staff believesthat it is appropriate | None.
should come earlier | to introduce the Vision Statement
than page 31. within the context of policy

guidance, adopted or acknowledged
goals, and the discussion of the
conceptual plan for the area.
9 | Cole/ Harner/ | Statement not Staff believes the Vision Statement | None.
Fallon/ Savela/ | distinctive enough. | has been improved to better
Hunt describe the “ neighborhood center”
for East Falls Church.
10 | Cole/ Hunt/ Need input from AED staff attended the February 8" | None.
Serie Arlington LRPC meeting to discuss these
Economic questions.
Development
(AED) staff on
what retail is
sustainable: what
can be supported,
what kind of retail,
how much parking.
Need aretail
analysis similar to
Shirlington.

Sustainability

11 | Fallon What would we do | Generally, in reviewing a draft None.
beyond what we do | Plan, efforts should be directed
anywhere elsein towards ensuring that the proposed
Arlington? Dowe | Planisin conformance with
restate our high existing policies. New policy
standards or do guidance, where appropriate, should
something unique | be developed independent of the
(i.e. recommend Area or Sector Plan development
new policies)? process by the staff and stakeholder

groups appropriate to that issue.
12 | Hunt Unique possibility | The Plan makes referenceto None.

in biketrail (bike
store, bikeshare,
bike events).

bicycling and supportive services
related to the W& OD Trail ina
number of areas. As part of the
vision for redevel oping the Oil
Company site (Site A), the Plan
calls for consolidation with the
Used Car lot (Site B), expanded
open space adjacent to the W& OD
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# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe
Question Plan
Trail, with retail or bicyclerelated
services to be offered on the Used
Car lot (p.48). Recommendation
#29 calls for the expansion of the
bike sharing program to East Falls
Church, if appropriate.
13 | Serie East-west The Plan identifies the Staff has
connector across |- | implementation of the West provided
66 ismissing. Lee | Entranceand theinitiation of a discussionin the
Hwy bridgeis study of Lee Highway bridge as Implementation
unpleasant. two improvementsto theareathat | section of the
can provide a better east-west Plan document to
14 | Cole Nothinginplanto | connection across |-66. indicate that
achieve West more specific
Entrance. Expand | Asthese improvements are very timing and cost
discussion of costly, staff proposesto (a) asa related
western entrance. consequence of adopting the East information for
Falls Church Area Plan, add these some
and other recommended implementation
projects/studies to the County’s itemsis
Capital Improvement Program dependent on
(CIP), and (b) identify opportunities | initial funding
for additional outside funding to through the
implement these projects/studies. County’s Capital
Initially, within a 3-5 year I mprovement
timeframe, staff will seek funding Program (CIP).
within the CIP for planning &
design studies for the L ee Highway
bridge and West Entrance projects,
and seek implementation
(construction) funding in
subsequent years.
Staff has evaluated Tax Increment
Financing (TIF) asa possible
financing tool and has determined
that, dueto the relatively modest
level of development planned in
this area and the extended period of
piecemeal redevel opment over
which changeislikely to occur, a
TIF is not a viable financing
mechanism.
15 | Savela Design of critical More frequent bus service and None.

infrastructure;
enhance bus
service nicebus
waiting area. Can
Falls Church

improved facilities are
recommended in the Plan (#14-16).
The specific details of the design of
bus waiting facilities will haveto be
addressed as part of the site plan
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contribute to west process for the potential Park &
entrance? Ride development project.

Improvements to bus services and
routes will occur over time, based
on the availability of funding within
the County’s overall planning
efforts for bus service.

Staff anticipates that access
improvements to the East Falls
Church Metrorail station, including
the West Entrance and enhanced
bus service, will be accomplished
through coordination and
cooperation with the City of Falls
Church, the Commonwealth of
Virginia, and WMATA.

16 | Savela Opportunity for Staff agrees. Staff has
stormwater provided
retention, rain additional
gardens. guidancein this

areawithin the
Design
Guidelines and
Implementation
sections.

February 8, 2011 Meeting

Retall

17 | (Commission Does the City of The North Washington None.

member) Falls Church Street/Gateway Corridor is
requireretail identified as a mixed-use
within the Gateway | development opportunity areain the
Area adjacent to City’ s updated Comprehensive
Arlington's Plan, however, ground floor retail is
Gateway Mixed- not specifically required in this
Use node? area.

18 | CharlesMonfort | Has AED donean | Staff has not done an analysis of None.
analysis on the gas stations.
need for gas
stations in the
County?

19 | Cole Why isretail Staff developed therevised concept | Staff has
restricted to the onthePark & Ridesiteinresponse | developed
plaza area? M ost to community concerns regarding additional

townhouses across
the street don't
directly facethe
Park & Ridesite.

lighting and noise impacts for
surrounding single-family homes.

concepts, which
include alternate
retail locations
along the site
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20 | Harner Should we specify frontages for
retail locations on inclusion in the
Park & Ride site? Plan document.
21 | Savela Should the Plan
show 2-3 additional The Land Use
aternative Plan Map and
development Park & Ride site
concepts for the development
Park & Ride site? discussion on
pages 39, 44-48
have been
revised to not
limit retail to the
plazaarea.
Additional
guidance has
been added to the
Plan indicating
that the
appropriateness
of these alternate
locations will be
determined as
part of afuture
Site Plan
community
review process.
22 | Monfort Why is a 5-story From atrip generation and trave None.
residential building | demand standpoint, fewer vehicle
inherently better trips may result from the
than abank (onthe | development of a mixed-use
BB&T site)? residential building, as compared to
a stand-alone bank with drive-thru.
The County’s policies have long
favored higher-density mixed-use
development near Metro, as
opposed to lower-density stand
alone uses, due the beneficial
impacts on traffic and transit usage.
23 | Monfort Is there a conflict The Task Forceinitially identified | Staff has made
between the Land Sites D and E asresidential mixed- | the Land Use
Use“vision” (p.37) | usedevelopment sites. These Plan Map (p. 39)
and the recommendations were carried consistent with
recommended forward in the revised Plan. Staff the GLUP
GLUP changefor has determined that an appropriate | recommendation
Sites D and E? General Land Use Plan (GLUP) by indicating that

category, that would allow a mixed-
useresidential development with a

office and hotel
development is
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Question Plan
density of up to 1.5 FAR, isthe also appropriate
Low Office-Apartment- Hotel on these sites,
designation; which is noted in although not
recommendation #3. preferred.
24 | Cole Isthere demand for | Staff believes that since East Falls | None.
hotel in East Falls | Churchis aless desirable location
Church? for larger office users, hotel
development, which is reliant on
office user patronage, isaless
viable development option for
developers, as opposed to
residential development. The
existing and recommended
designations on the General Land
Use Plan, for Sites A/B, C, D, E
and M1 would allow hotel
development in the future, however.
25 | Cole Can AED staff Thisissue was discussed further at | None.
providealist of the meeting on February 23"
similar Metro
station areas that
have been
transformed from
suburban parking
lots to mixed-use
redevel opment
areas?

26 | SuzanneKlen Lee Highway The Plan recommends a study to None.
bridge needs better | design pedestrian and bicycle
pedestrian access. improvements for this facility

(Recommendation #25).

Housing

27 | Monfort Has staff identified | Staff has preiminarily examined None.
asitetoimplement | Sitel, which could yield
recommendation #9 | approximately 30-35 units, however
(to do asmall other sites could be considered.
affordable housing
project with a non-
profit partner)?

28 | AliceHogan Housing Staff believes that the None.
(Housing Commission would | recommended heights and densities
Commission) support greater in the Plan are appropriate and

height/density if it | compatible with the scale of the
would generate neighborhood.

more affordable

housing units.

29 | Hogan/ Recommendation In response to community concerns | None.
Monfort #9 and #10 are about the lack of housing
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Question Plan
gratuitous and affordability in this area of the
would be County, and given the limited
implemented by the | number of affordable units
County without a identified within the study area at
Plan. the recently completed Crescent

30 | Monfort Staff has expanded | and WestL ee projects, the County
the study areawith | Board requested that staff
respect to investigate, analyze and
implementing the recommend opportunities for
affordable housing | creating and extending housing
recommendations. | affordability in this area of the

County. Staff was asked to
examine all potential affordable
housing opportunities |ocated
within a 1-mileradius of the
Metrorail station. This information
was shared as part of the Research
& Analysis Report and incorporated
into the Plan document as
recommendations for future action.

31 | Cole Can the number of | The Park & Ride site would be None.
affordable housing | subject to the Affordable Housing
units to be Ordinance, if redevel oped, however
generated on the staff recommends stating an
Park & Ridesiteas | affordable housing goal for this
per the Affordable | publicly owned site (30-45 units),
Housing Ordinance | according to a sliding scale based
be calculated by on the amount of development
staff for proposed. Thisgoal, as stated,
comparison with achieves a greater level of
the number of affordability for the site than the
affordable units application of the Affordable
proposed in the Housing Ordinance.
eventual
redevel opment Staff does not anticipate any legal
proposal that will issues with setting this expectation
respond to for the site, since there have been
recommendation# | other publicly owned sites where
8 (arequirement of | affordable housing goals have been
30-45 units)? set that were not consistent with the

32 | Cole Isthe Park & Ride | Affordable Housing Ordinance.
site subject to the
Affordable
Housing
Ordinance? Isthis
specific
requirement (30-45
units) legal?




# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe
Question Plan
Transportation
33 | Cole Staff must builda | Staff has addressed the A
compelling casein | community’s concerns regarding “Transportation
the document to traffic and neighborhood parking by | Analysis’ page
assuage concerns making all transportation analysis (p- 30) has been
about increased eated to this Plan available, added to the
traffic and spillover | holding community meetings where | Existing
parking problems. | theseissues were discussed, and Conditions
responding in writing to citizens section of the
guestions and concerns. Plan to address
this concern.
34 | (Commission Park & Ridesiteis | Recommendation #17 addresses None.
member) agood location for | thisissue.
a“bike center”
with showers and
other facilities for
commuters.
35 | (Commission Staff should County staff is aware of the None.
member) develop both short- | conflicts that often occur between
and long-term motorists and bicyclists and
improvement pedestrians at the intersection of the
strategies for the W& OD Trail and Lee Highway.
W& OD Trail Several physical modifications have
been made to the intersection to
enhance safety of thetrail users.
County staff would continue to ook
at street-level safety enhancements
at that location. The EFC Plan
recommends a study to examine
possible enhancements of the
connection of the W& OD Trail
with the nearby signalized crossing
at Westmoreland Street viaa
bike/pedestrian path along Lee
Highway in that block, aswell as
assessing the feasibility and cost of
constructing a grade-separated
crossing of Lee Highway for the
W& QOD Trail.
36 | TomVanPoole | Framingthe Staff agrees. None.

(VDOT)

redevel opment of
the Park & Ride
siteasan
“intermodal”
improvement
project, including
bikefacilities,
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could possibly help
the discussion with
VDOT (about
disposition of
VDOT ROW).

37 | VanPoole VDOT has not Staff responded to VDOT's None.
received aresponse | comments on February 9, 2011.
from County staff The VDOT comments and
onVDOT’s responses are available on the
comments County’s East Falls Church web
regarding the 527 page.

Small Area Plan
submission.

38 | Cole Add the VDOT Staff agrees that the public should TheVDOT
comments and staff | review this document. comments and
responses to the staff responses
Plan’s Appendix. have been added

to the staff
report.

Open Space

39 | Karen Kumm- The Plan should Staff agreesthat greater street tree | The street cross

Morris (Urban include: diversity, and that street trees sections shown
Forestry e Greater diversity | within the medians shown in the in the Plan have
Commission) of tree species street cross sections could be been updated,
shown inthe beneficial and add to the aesthetics | where
Plan’s Street of thearea appropriate, to
TreelList. include street
e Street trees trees with the
within medians medians. The
shownin street tree list has
proposed street been revised to
Cross sections show additional

e Doublerow of
treeson
Sycamore St at
Park & Ride
site

tree speciesto
provide more
variety.

Staff has
developed
additional
concepts for the
Park & Ride site
(see#21-23
above), which
incorporate
additional street
tree plantings on
Sycamore Streset.
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40 | Planning Staff should re- As part of the discussion with the Staff has
Commissioners | examine size of Task Force, thedesirefor alarge developed
plaza (making it (up to 38,000 sg. ft) plaza was additional
smaller). Staff identified as agoal for the Plan. concepts for
should develop Therevised concept shown in the inclusion in the
additional January 2011 draft Area Plan, Area Plan
aternatives for developed by staff, reduced the document.
redevel opment of plaza space by approximately 30%.
the Park & Ride Staff feels that some open space on
site. the site would be a key element of
design and placemaking for the site.
41 | Monfort Staff should Parks staff and the Park & None.
includea Recreation Commission are
recommendation typically charged with formulating
pertaining to plans and identifying improvement
evaluating & projects for inclusion in the
identifying County’s CIP budget. Sincethe
improvements to existing area parks are outside of
existing parks. the study area boundaries and, to
this point, community input has not
suggested that the existing parks
and open spaces are deficient and in
need of significant improvement,
staff does not recommend this as an
action item.
February 23,2011
Affordable Housing
42 | Cole/ Monfort | Shouldthe GLUP | Staff recommends providing Language
& Zoning on the redevelopment optionsthat leadto | pertaining to the
multifamily the preservation of affordable units. | BB&T site (Site
property (6825 D) has been
Washington Blvd) | Staff recommends that language revised so that

being considered
for redevel opment
as part of the
BB&T sitebe
examined / changed
to prevent by-right
development of
townhouses?

Should

redevel opment,
consolidating both
the bank site and

pertaining to the BB& T site (Site
D) berevised so that thereis a goal
of full replacement of the 12 market
affordable units located at 6825
Washington Blvd, should that
parce be consolidated with the
BB&T parcd.

thereisagoal of
full replacement
of the 12 market
affordable units
located at 6825
Washington
Blvd, should that
parcd be
consolidated
withthe BB& T
parcd.
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the multifamily site
be contingent on
replacement of the
existing 12 market
affordable units on
the multifamily
site?
Park & Ridesite
43 | Harner Retail should not Staff has developed additional The Land Use
berestricted tothe | concepts, which include alternate Plan Map and
plaza only. retail locations along the site Park & Ride site
frontages for inclusion in the Plan development
document. Additional guidance has | discussion on
been added to the Plan indicating pages 39 and 44-
that the appropriateness of these 48 have been
alternate locations will be revised to not
determined as part of afuture Site limit retail to the
Plan community review process. plaza area.
44 | Cole Should the General | Staff feels that the “Medium Office- | None.
Land Use Plan Apartment-Hotel” designation
designation for the | (staff’s recommendation in the
Park & Ride site be | Plan) provides flexibility with
changed from respect to land uses, while limiting
“Public” and overall density onthesite, to a
“Government and greater degree than “High-Medium
Community Mixed Use” category would.
Facilities” to
“High-Medium
Mixed Use’, rather
than “Medium
Office-Apartment-
Hotel”?
Oil Company Site
45 | Savela Do thesitesyield In devel oping the recommendation | None.
development that staff shared with the Task

consistent with the
land use
designations being
recommended?

Force and incorporated in the Plan,
massing models were devel oped to
determinethe level of development
that could be supported on each
site.

In examining the massing models
and the corresponding square
footage of development that could
be accommodated on each site, staff
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was able to determine the
appropriate land use designation for
each site and make the
recommendations in the Plan.

46 | Savela Could small infill Small infill development on sites
development occur | A/B and D, where multiple parcels
on this site? are located could be achieved under

the Plan, however, some of the
larger goals, such as
preservation/creation of open space,
and devel oping coordinated
streetscape and retail frontages may
be compromised as aresult.

47 | Harner Istheten-foot step | The 10-foot step back along Staff has added
back that is building frontages was developed in | language in the
required between direct responseto concernsraised in | Design
the 2" and 4™ the Task Force discussions. The Guidelines
floors along goal of this provisionisto reduce section to make
building frontages | the pedestrian’s perception of taller | this requirement
an appropriate (up to six story) buildings. moreflexible, in
design consideration of
requirement? Staff agrees that other building other design

48 | Savela/ Cole Add general design elements should be elements.
language — view considered when evaluating the
corridors should be | potential impact of building mass
considered or ten- | on the pedestrian experience.
foot step back
should be
descriptive rather
than prescriptive.

49 | Cale The goal of full Staff feelsthat it is unlikely that the | Additional
consolidation, Oil Company site (Site A &B), language has
along with the which consist of four parcels, will been
creation of open be fully consolidated, sincethe incorporated into
space and other Suburban Animal Hospital the Plan to
benefits as outlined | building, which is on the site, provide guidance
in the Plan should | recently underwent substantial for proposals
be achieved. rehabilitation. with partial

consolidation of
Staff recommends that additional thesite
guidance beincorporated in the
Plan to address partial consolidation
on this site.
50 | Nancy lacomini | Add anoteonthe | Staff agrees. The Land Use
(Historic Affairs | Land Use Plan Map Map and
and Landmarks | and languagein the Concept Plan
Review Board; Concept Plan sections have
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be designated
for each stredt.

The Plan should
require smaller

Plan. However, tree size, at thetime
of planting, and the utilization of
tree grates, is governed by the
Street Tree Planting Standards
Guidebook and Site Plan

# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe

Question Plan
East Falls section to indicate been revised to
Church Planning | that appropriate address this
Task Force) setbacks from the issue.

W& OD railroad

siding is required.

51 | Cole Remove the term Staff agrees that alarge format The language
“full-service’ from | (40,000 — 60,000 squarefoot), full- | pertaining to the
the grocery store service grocery store may not be Qil Company
provisononp. 52 | necessary or feasiblein this site (Site A/B)
of the Plan. location. has been revised

to beless
restrictive.

Design Guidelines

52 | Savela Thetext on Staff agrees. The Design
sustainable design Guidelines and
on p. 56-57 should Implementation
include discussion sections have
on stormwater been revised to
retention and rain address this
gardens. issue.

53 | Cole Revisep. 58 Staff agrees. The Design
regarding the Guidelines
location of section has been
parking/garage revised to
entrances — garage address this
access for Park & issue.

Ride sitewill likely
be directly from an
arterial stredt.

54 | Monfort Encourage more Staff agrees. The Design
variety of building Guidelines
materials for mid- section has been
ride buildings. revised to

address this
issue.

55 | Harner Discourage Staff agrees. The Design
sawtooth Guidelines
townhouse building section has been
siting along build- revised to
toline. address this

issue.

56 | Karen Kumm- o A different Staff agrees that a different treecan | None.

Morris street tree could | be specified for each street in the
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development on the
Park & Ridesitein
coordination with
WMATA.

be acted upon by WMATA and the
private development community.

# | Commissioner | Comment / Staff Response Changestothe
Question Plan
caliper trees conditions, and therefore should not
(3.5inch) be addressed in an Area Plan.
rather than the
County
standard (4-
4.5 inch).
o Treegrates
should be
discouraged.
57 | Cole Staff should Staff feels that orienting a plaza None.
consider orienting | internally and not within view of
the Plazainternally, | the street creates an unsafe an
as opposed to undesirable space, and therefore
orienting it towards | does not recommend consideration
Washington Blvd. | of this as part of the Park and Ride
site redevelopment.
I mplementation
58 | Monfort Staff should Staff agrees. A new
add/discuss action Recommendation
stepsrelated to the #11 has been
designation of the added to the
W& OD railroad Implementation
siding on the Oil section to
Company site. address this
issue.
59 | Cole/ Monfort Staff should Generally, staff does not None
add/discuss action | proactively promote devel opment
stepsrdated to on specific sites. The community’s
implementing vision, as expressed in the Plan, can
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60 | Savela Staff should refine | Since many of the public Staff has
timing for all infrastructure-related provided

implementation
items.

implementation items involve
funding which will likely come
from the County’ s Capital
Improvements Program or outside
funding sources, it is exceedingly
difficult to identify more exact
funding and timing parameters for
theseitems at this time.

discussionin the
Implementation
section of the
Plan to indicate
that more
specific timing
and cost rdlated
information for
some
implementation
itemsis
dependent on
funding through
the County’s
Capital

I mprovement
Program (CIP).
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Attachment 8.
Significant Changesto the East Falls Church Plan

In drafting therevised East Falls Church Area Plan, staff hasincorporated innumerable
editorial changes, including updating the format and structure of the document and
revising or replacing graphicsto make them clearer for thereader. Asdstaff wasin
agreement with the majority of the Task Force s recommendations, the major changesin
the document involve those areas where either; (1) changes were made to the document
consistent with County Board direction or community input, or (2) staff has a specific
alternate recommendation, based on staff analysis or review, that was not incorporated in
the Task Force Plan. [Note: For better clarity, many recommendationsthat appear in the
Plan have been edited, however they are consistent with the Task Force's
recommendations, except where otherwise noted below.] Thefollowing isan overview of
major changesthat have been made in developing therevised East Falls Church Area Plan:

e Re-ordered the chapters, moving the Introduction and Existing Conditions sections from
the Appendix to the front of the document.

e Created an Executive Summary to provide an overview of the planning process and the
recommendations of the Plan.

e Updated the Existing Conditions section to accurately reflect the area’ s railroad history (p.
10) better define the existing neighborhood character and identifying issues to be addressed
inthe Plan (p. 13-15); expand the Economic Analysis (p.28-29); and provide a
Transportation Analysis (p. 30).

e Created a Policy Framework section that:
o Introduces “Neighborhood Center” as an organizing concept for this area,
o Incorporatesthe County Board’s adopted Policy Determinations,
o Outlines arefined Vision Statement, and
o ldentifies Major Goals to be accomplished for the planning area, consistent with the
Policy Determinations and refined Vision Statement.

e Created a Concept Plan section that:
o Expands on the “Neighborhood Center” concept.
o Refines and provides alternative concepts for the redevelopment of the Park & Ride site
(I llustrative Plan - p. 38, 44-48)
Heights consistent with County Board Policy Determinations.
= Retail required within the plaza area, with retail allowed along the frontages of the
site, subject to further review during the site plan review process.
= Enhanced streetscape, including a double row of trees along Washington Boulevard.
= Building floorplates are smaller and breaks between buildings are introduced to
reduce overall mass and create more human scale development.
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Smaller plaza oriented along axis between mid-block Washington Boulevard
crossing/intersection and proposed connection to west end of Metrorail station
platform.

o Refines Land Uses for the Neighborhood Transition Area:

Land Use Plan Map (p.39):

e Proposed development for Suntrust site (Site F) limited to townhouse and/or
multi-family (uses had included possible grocery storein Task Force Plan) as
these non-commercial uses are more compatible with and have less impact on
surrounding uses.

e Proposed development for Verizon property (Site G / G1) limited to townhouse
and/or multi-family (uses had included possible commercial/office in Task Force
Plan) as these non-commercial uses are more consistent with the existing land use
pattern.

Retail locations on Park & Ride site (Site M1) revised by note stating “retail required

within the plaza area, with retail allowed along the frontages of the site, subject to

further review during the site plan review process’.

o Modifies Heights Map (p. 40) by adding a note indicating that future development of the
Oil Company site (Site A) should be designed in consideration of the provisionsin the
Design Guidelines, which provide additional guidance regarding the potentially historic
W& OD railroad siding that is partially located on the site.

o Maodifies Bikeway Network Map (p. 43) to conform with revised Transportation
Recommendations.

Updated the Design Guidelines section to clearly identify the building typologies proposed
in East Falls Church - Two building site types (p. 57, 60-62): Mid-Rise Buildings and
Townhouse and Small Multi-family Buildings with additional guidance for the Small Multi-
family Building Type.

Created the Implementation section, which replaces Land Use Recommendations,
Transportation Recommendations and Additional Recommendations sections in the Task
Force Plan.

o New recommendations:

#1-3: regarding adoption of the Plan and recommended changes to the General Land
Use Plan (GLUP) to reflect the future vision of the area.

#4: Recommended changes to the Bicycle Element of the Master Transportation Plan
(MTP) to reflect the future bikeway network vision for the area.

#11: Recommendation regarding the designation of W& OD railroad siding, which is
located partially on Site A and the W& OD Trail, asaLocal Historic District.

# 20: Recommendation regarding elimination of commuter parking and provision of
shared-use parking on the Park & Ride site, which had not been specifically called
out in the Task Force Plan.

o Refined recommendations;

Housing recommendations: #8-10 in the revised Plan replace #29 and #30 in the Task
Force Plan. New recommendations achieve overall goal of increasing the number of
affordable housing units in this area while not linking the achievement of units to
requested changes to the General Land Use Plan.
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Housing Recommendations

Task Force Plan

Revised Plan

#29.

Implement a policy for projects requesting a
GLUP change to provide an affordable housing
community benefit in addition to that required by
the * Affordable Housing Ordinance” . For
multifamily rental projects, the value of the
contribution may be translated to on-site
affordable units for a minimum of 30 years. For
commercial projects and condominium projects
where on-site units are not feasible, thiswill be a
cash contribution to the County’ s Affordable
Housing Investment Fund. If the County
determines that there are other competing public
priorities that are addressed by the site plan
application, the County Board may approve the
total or partial substitution of the affordable
housing requirement.

#8.

Achieve a minimum of 30-45 units of
on-site affordable housing for the Park
& Ride site by making it a requirement
of any joint development proposal on
this public property.

#30.

For sitesinwhich thereis a significant increase
in density above the existing GLUP, work with the
site plan applicant to explore the use of Low
Income Housing Tax Credits and other financing
toolsin order to fulfill the affordable housing
reguirement on-site.

#9.

Work with the County’ s affordable
housing

developer partnersto identify asite
within the planning area to develop a
new affordable housing project using a
variety of tools, such as Low Income
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC)and
Affordable Housing Investment
Fund(AHIF) funding.

#10.

Work with owners of market affordable
units in the greater East Falls Church
vicinity to

develop along-term affordability plan,
which could include the use of LIHTC
or AHIF funding, among other
resources, to rehabilitate the units and
preserve affordability.

= Transportation recommendations

o Deleted one Potential Signalized Pedestrian Crossing location at 19" St and North
Tuckahoe Street from the Potential Connecting Paths and Pedestrian Crossings

Map (p. 71) which staff has determined is not necessary at this intersection of two

local streets.

o Interstate 66 right-of way (see table below):
= Deleted consideration of pedestrian amenities, which would not be
suitable use of 1-66 right-of-way and would not be permitted by VDOT.
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= Deleted deck over 1-66, which was determined to be cost prohibitive.

= Deleted study of noise impacts of increased train frequency, which would
be minimal.

» Deleted study of existing on- and off-ramps and proposed Spot
Improvement “2B” ramp at Sycamore Street because this proposed on-
ramp would have a detrimental effect on pedestrian access to the existing
station entrance on Sycamore Street and potential future development of
the site. Also, thiswork will be folded into a larger multimodal study of
the I-66 corridor within the Beltway to be conducted by the Virginia
Department of Transportation (VDOT). Arlington County will participate
in a Technical Advisory Committee for this VDOT study.

Transportation Recommendations

Task Force Plan Revised Plan
The Interstate 66 Right-Of-Way is a dominant #38.
geographic feature of East Falls Church. Undertake a cooperative planning

Properly “ reinvented” the Right-Of-Way could effort with Arlington County and the
become an asset of the highest value to our vision | Commonwealth of Virginiato

for the future of East Falls Church. determine the overall urban design
and future transportation features of
Recommendation #23 the Interstate 66 right-of-way from
Arlington County and the Commonwealth of Little Falls Road on the west to
Virginia should undertake a cooperative Sycamore Street on the east:

planning study to determine the overall urban
design and future transportation features of the « Utilizing areas in the right-of-way
Interstate 66 Right-Of-Way from Little Falls for an East Falls Church on-line

Road on the west to Sycamore Street on the .
East. Consderation should include but not be station on the propo_sed ! ntersta_te
66 Bus Rapid Transit system with

limited to the following: ~dditional Sation-to-sreet

1. Alignments of the existing off-ramps and on- pedestrian accommodations.

ramps and the costs and benefits of

additional rampsincluding an on-ramp * Landscaping of otherwise open
westbound from Sycamore Street and space both beside and between
proposed ramp off of Washington Boulevard roadways and rails to a) enhance
identified as*“ Option 2B* in VDOT ‘s ot the scenic beauty of the right-of-
Improvement Project. way and road, rail and street, and
b) open and frame unifying vistas
2. Utilizing areasin the Right-Of-Way for an across the right-of-way that would
East Falls Church in-line station on the visually unite the two sides of the
Interstate 66 Bus Rapid Transit systemwith East Falls Church community.

additional station-to-street pedestrian
accommodations.

3. Landscaping of otherwise open space both
beside and between roadways and rails to:
a) enhance the scenic beauty of the Right-
Of-Way and road, rail and street, and b)
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Transportation Recommendations

Task Force Plan Revised Plan
open and frame unifying vistas across the
Right-Of-Way that would visually unite the
two sides of the East Falls Church
community.

4. Terraces, walkways, stairs, ramps, plazas,
platforms, fountains, street furniture and
other features that would provide
pedestrians with access, rest and recreation
within the Right-Of-Way and would provide
pedestrian connections to features along
and across the length of the Right-Of-Way
under study.

5. Adeck connecting the East Falls Church
community across Interstate 66 providing
pedestrian connectivity and a visually and
physically unifying component to the East
Falls Church landscape.

6. In conjunction with WMATA, performa
study assessing the noise impacts of
increased train frequency and length, and
car traffic, on adjoining neighborhood and
schools and perform subsequent mitigation
strategies.

e Created an Implementation Matrix, indicating approximate timelines for completion and
potential funding sources, where applicable, for each recommendation.

e Updated all Proposed Street Cross Sections and Proposed | nter section mprovementsto
reflect gaff’ s current recommendations, which come as a result of additional review and
citizen input. Cross section #1, 3,45, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17 and 20 have been revised since the
January 2011 draft in response to community input to show either (@) possible tree plantings
in the median, (b) new lane widths, or (c) adouble row of trees on the sidewalk, where
applicable.

e Deleted some information from the Appendix, including the Executive Summary of the
Trangportation Analysis, Arlington Public Schools Impact Analysis, and Residential Permit
Parking Program map. This information is available on the County’s East Falls Church web
page at:
http://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/ CPHD/forums/columbia/current/ CPHDForumsEastF
allsChurch.aspx.
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DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Engineering & Operations 2100 Clarandon Boulevard Suite 900, Arlington VA 22201
TEL: 703-228.3344  Fax: 703-228-3719 www arlingtonva us

February 8, 2011

Mr. Thomas Van Poole
Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Transportation
4975 Alliance Drive

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Re: East Falls Small Area Plan
Dear Mr. Van Poole:

Please see the attached responses to the comments and questions in your letter dated August
3, 2010 regarding the East Falls Church Small Area Plan for Arlington County.

Thanks for your time and consideration. If you have questions, please contact Richard
Hartman at (703) 228-4019 or me at (703) 228-7511.

Sincerely,

Bridg
Site Plan Engineer
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Arlington County Responses to the Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOT) Comments Regarding the Proposed East Falls Church Small Area Plan submitted in
compliance with Chapter 527 on May 4, 2010

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TEXT:

L. VDOT COMMENT:

See our April 28, 2010 comments on the February 18, 2010 draft of the East Falls Church Small
Area Plan text, most of which continue to apply to the later drafts. A copy is enclosed for your
convenience.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comments have been noted.
2. VDOT COMMENT:
Also see the April 20, 2010 letter from Assistant District Administrator Ms. Jo Anne Sorenson to
East Falls Church Planning Task Force Chairman Mr. Michael Nardolilli for specific comments on
the land owned by the Commonwealth of Virginia adjacent to the METRO station. A copy is
enclosed.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comments have been noted.

3. VDOT COMMENT:

The traffic analysis numbers should be updated to reflect changes in the planned land use
density in later drafts.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The analysis has been updated where appropriate.

ACCURACY OF THE TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS:

4. VDOT COMMENTS:

Following discrepancies and inconsistencies have been noted in Figure 2.1 (Page 12) and Synchro
analysis:
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a. Intersection #3; the existing southbound approach has only one lane instead of two

lanes shown in figure.

Intersection #5; the existing southbound and northbound approaches have only one lane
instead of two lanes.

Intersections #6 & #11 in Figure 2.1 should show the same approach geometry used for
Synchro analysis.

Intersection #12, existing westbound approach in Figure 2.1 should have a shared
right/through lane instead of a separate right turn lane. Also, there is a discrepancy
between the geometry used in Synchro analysis and Figure 2.1 for the northbound and
southbound approaches.

Intersection #17 should be analyzed two separate T intersections as these are about
150" apart. Metro Parking and Washington Boulevard is a full movement intersection
while apartment driveway and Washington Boulevard is a restricted right-in and right-out
intersection. Also correct Figure 8.4 to show the proposed left turn lanes at this
intersection.

Raw traffic counts for intersections #2 and #3 should be included.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Figure 2.1 has been updated to reflect the change.

Figure 2.1 has been updated to reflect the change.

Figure 2.1 shows the proper lane configuration. Synchro analysis has been updated to reflect
the figure.

Westbound North Sycamore Street has a dedicated right turn lane, two through lanes and a
left turn lane as accurately depicted in Figure 2.1.

The comment has been noted.

Raw traffic counts for intersections #2 and #3 should be included.

VDOT COMMENT:

Correct the westbound through volumes at intersection #8 to 1170 from 117 in Figure 3.2.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Figure 3.2 has been updated.

6.

VDOT COMMENT:

Correct the westbound lane geometry at intersection #7 in Synchro analysis to include a shared
through/right lane instead of a through lane for AM traffic as shown in Figure 8.4.
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ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Figure 8.4 has been updated to include a shared through/right instead of a through lane.

7. VDOT COMMENT:

The eastbound left turn lane at the intersection #14 is about 250" instead of 195’ used in Synchro
analysis.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC COMMENTS:

8. VDOT COMMENT:

Signal warrant studies will be needed for new signals recommended in the study. The warrant
study should be provided to the proper administrative entity according to their procedures.
However, VDOT requires study submission in a separate booklet (sealed and signed by
Professional Engineer) and alternatives other than a traffic signal should be examined in the

study.
ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Arlington County DOT recognizes that the recommended traffic signals may be subject to
alternative measures, traffic signal warrant analysis and VDOT approval before implementation.

9. VDOT COMMENT:

The proposed signals will need to meet the signal spacing requirements according to the
access management standards or would require exception to the regulations.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Arlington County DOT recognizes that the recommended traffic signals may be subject to
proper spacing and VDOT approval before implementation.

PLANNING COMMENTS:

10.  VDOT COMMENT:

Growth rate for traffic projections (page 37): The 0.34% annual growth rate assumed to
develop 2030 traffic forecasts appears somewhat low; it was derived relying primarily on 8-
year historic traffic data (including a period of very reduced economic activity) and the
capacity-constrained output of MWCOG's regional travel demand model. An important element
that was not considered was the land use growth anticipated for the zones within the study
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area “traffic shed”. A 0.5% annual traffic growth rate was derived by VDOT, considering both
MWCOG model output and land use growth rates. It is suggested to use this annual growth
rate, which results in an overall traffic growth factor of 10.5% over the 20 year planning
horizon (2010 to 2030).

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Within the study area the plan anticipates some of the automobile-oriented uses to be replaced
by transit-accessible residential uses, which will generate less peak=period traffic than
currently exists.

11. VDOT COMMENT:

Site trip generation (page 49): The site trip generation uses the ITE Trip Generation report.
The study considers the ITE report trips to be person trips, and makes adjustments “to account
for mixed use development and urban conditions.” It is suggested that average auto
occupancy rates be used to convert ITE report vehicle trips to person trips. The study does not
mention any auto occupancy rates used in the trip generation.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

It was assumed, due to a lack of good published data relating to the ITE land use codes, that
auto occupancy for the set of ITE land use codes used to generate trips was generally one
person per vehicle. The land use codes used in the study were intentionally chosen due to the
fact that the vast majority of data they rely on for their trip generation rates was developed
through surveys of largely suburban and single-use developments. Ignoring this assumption
and working from a different assumption, it is likely that for many of the ITE land use codes
used in the study that could have auto occupancy rates higher than 1 person per vehicle, the
additional people in the vehicles would not otherwise make auto trips (driving themselves) if
they were identified separately. For retail and residential uses, it is likely that any additional
persons in vehicles would be non-driving age children or elderly persons who would not drive
themselves. The mode split data used from surveys is likely to capture the same group and
largely ignore those that would not otherwise drive.
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12, VDOT COMMENT:

Feasibility /location of “Future Metro Station Entrance” and access to Metro station platform:
The “Recommended Transit Network” shown in Fig. 8.1 (following page 71) depicts a Bus
Facility, Kiss-and-Ride and Future Metro Station Entrance at the intersection of the Washington
Boulevard Bridge over the I-66 corridor. Shading for the “Station Entrance Plaza” is continued
toward the existing Metro platform to the east, following the existing Metrorail track alignment.
There are several factors that should be considered that may impact design and feasibility:
elevation difference between the bridge above and the I-66 corridor below, possible need for a
new bridge segment to support bus and vehicular traffic on the proposed bus and kiss-and-ride
facilities, Metrorail tracks and ancillary facilities along the median of I-66 (to serve both existing
and future Orange and Silver lines Metrorail service), need for safe pedestrian access to the
proposed station entrance (such as along Washington Boulevard), overall cost and possible
funding sources to implement the above improvements.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Several alternatives will be studied for a new Metro station entrance and the analysis will
consider the factors listed here,

13. VDOT COMMENT:
Mode share and vehicle trip reduction assumptions:

a. Residential use mode split: Table 5.2 shows the mode split data used to convert the
person trips to vehicle trips in the study area. As mentioned in the study the rates are based
on the WMATA ridership survey based on distance. There appears to be an error in the metro
rail mode shares used for sites within 2 mile. For residential use within % mile of the transit
station the transit - metro rail mode share is taken as 48%. However based on the Table 11 of
the WMATA ridership study the Metrorail mode share for sites within % mile averages 43%
(5% difference).

b. Bike/pedestrian mode share: Table 5.2 shows a pedestrian / bike mode share of 45%
for specialty retail and 27% for retail. The WMATA ridership survey table 15 shows average
rate of 27% for retail for walk and other trips. It is not clear how the higher share assumed for
specialty retail was derived; it is suggested to use 27% mode share for pedestrian and bike
trips for both the retail and specialty retail uses.

€ Walking distance to the Metrorail station along safe pedestrian access: Table 5.3 on
page 52 shows the application of mode share percentages to the various sites based on the
distance from the Metro rail station shown in Figure 5.1 to convert the person trips to the
vehicle trips. Distance to the Metro station should include any additional walking distance
along safe pedestrian facilities to arrive at the station platform. In Figure 5.1 the distance to
the Metro station is shown from the two entrances to parcel M1, including the assumed future
western entrance (comments on feasibility/ difficulties associated with that future western
entrance and safe pedestrian access are noted above). If safe walking distance to the
Metrorail platform or station entrance is considered, then it is possible that parcels A, B, C, D,
E, F will be outside the 4 mile distance and therefore will generate more trips than depicted in
the study. Similarly, parcel I would fall outside the %2 mile safe walking distance, and generate
more vehicle trips. The study may be assuming a larger influence area of the Metro station
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and thus underestimate the total number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed land uses,
which would present a more optimistic picture of the impacts to the road system.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

a. The metro rail mode share for sites within % mile of the station is listed incorrectly in
Table 5.2. The mode share should be 43%. The misprint does not affect any calculations or
the results of the study.

b. The pedestrian/bike mode share for specialty retail was adjusted from 27% to 45%
based on local experience. The types of retail classified as specialty retail for the purposes of
this study include service retail that is focused on transit customers such as dry cleaners that
will generate a greater percentage of walking and biking trips. The WMATA ridership study
surveyed destination retail sites such as the Ballston Commons Mall and the Silver Spring
Neighbarhood Center which are more likely to attract customers from a greater distance, many
of whom would drive, rather than walk or bicycle.

c. Distances to the Metro station were calculated based on recommended improvements
including a new Metro station entrance.

PARK & RIDE DEMAND AND FACILITIES:

14. VDOT COMMENTS:

a. Park & Ride demand: As discussed in the February 2, 2010 scoping meeting, the
updated Scope of Work (appendix 7) identifies “Parking at the East Falls Church Metrorail
station and residential permit” among the issues that need to be addressed in the study, The
study, on page 70, recommends that “On-street Parking and curb space management should
be consistent with the latest version of Arlington County’s MTP.” However, the study does
not contain a analysis of exiting commuter parking usage numbers, future parking
demand numbers, other parking demand, and impact on adjacent neighborhoods.
As mentioned in the study, parcel M1 is currently used as a parking lot for the existing Metro
rail station abutting the parcel. There are currently 422 long-term parking spaces for Metro
riders in the existing lot. As observed in the study, the lot fills up by 7:30 AM which is indicative
of the strong current need for the parking spaces for Metro rail riders. The proposed land use
plan does not plan to replace the commuter parking spaces at the existing lot. The land use
plan should provide replacement parking for the existing spaces and should also evaluate
additional demand which may be generated due to:

b. Planned extension of the Metrorail to Loudoun County and the station serving as a
future transfer station to the Silver line. This line will serve important job centers (in Tysons,
Reston, other), regional retail centers, Dulles Airport, and residential uses.

C. Additional travel demand generated by both residential and commercial proposed land
uses (Figures 7 and 8 in scope document, respectively, indicate that a substantial percentage
of trip generation will not use transit, particularly for locations outside the '~ mile radius from

the rail station).

d. The study should factor in the future commuter parking demand to address
the needs of the county and city residents living beyond the 0.5 mile walking
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distance and the needs of the elderly and county citizens for weekend and evening
use for events in Washington D.C. and provide for such parking.

e. Transit network support facilities: Existing and proposed transit network support
facilities are shown in Figure 8.1 of the study, and include: Park-and-Ride (future Garage) and
Bus Facility at existing surface lot site and bus bays (parcel M1), existing Kiss-and-Ride facility
on the south side of I-66, Future Bus Facility, Kiss-and-Ride and Station Entrance Plaza off of
Washington Boulevard bridge. Figures 7 and 8 in the Scope document included in the report
indicate the existing park and ride site (parcel M1) as having proposed residential and Specialty
retail uses. This is inconsistent with the Garage use for the site denoted in Figure 8.1 of the
study report. Use of this public property should be maintained for transit support/ Park & Ride
needs, unless the increased demand for commuter parking space is fulfilled in another way.

f. Right of way and transportation infrastructure needs: The majority of parcel M1 is
located within the limited access line for I-66 and the use of this parcel for any other use will
require VDOT, FHWA and CTB approval. The right of way for I-66 may be needed for the
future expansion of I-66 to provide additional tracks for metro rail, or transit service or for
other improvements along I-66. The mixed land uses proposed, if built, would severely restrict
the ability to accommodate transportation infrastructure needs; as such this parcel should be
reserved for those current and future transportation needs.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comments have been noted. WMATA’s parking study, which is to be completed in Fall
2010, should address the concerns noted above. It is the intent of the East Falls Church Area
Plan to change the character of the Metro station from a suburban station with commuter
parking to a station more like others in Arlington. As a part of any development, some
publicly-available parking is expected to be provided, but priced to discourage all-day
commuter use. Also, the East Falls Church Area Task Force Plan describes the County’s vision
for future development of this parcel. The County recognizes that negotiations will have to be
carried out with the property owners, WMATA and VDOT.

15. VDOT COMMENT:

NHS routes: Route 29 (Washington Street within the City of Falls Church and Lee Highway in
Arlington County) is included in the National Highway System (NHS) and therefore
improvements to this road will be required to meet the NHS standards for level of service and
minimum design standards.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comment has been noted.

16. VDOT COMMENT:

Analysis of closely spaced intersections: Intersection analysis includes AM and PM peak hour
Level of Service (LOS) and seconds of delay. For a condition of closely spaced intersections,
queuing analysis results are also needed, to evaluate whether identified deficiencies in storage
length can be addressed, and consider how mainline operations and capacity would be
affected. This analysis is not presented in the study.

-85-



[

ARLINGTON

VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Engineering & Operations 2100 Clarendon Boulevard Suite 900, Arlington VA 22201
TEL: 703-228-3344  Fax: 703-228-3719 www arlingtonva.us

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Queuing analyses would be conducted, if necessary, once the plan implementation occurs. It
is not included as part of the small area plan.

17 VDOT COMMENT:

a. Volume/ capacity analysis: Table 3.4 (page 32) presents existing link V/C ratios. It is
not clear which source or analysis worksheets from the Synchro outputs in Appendix C are
used to derive the link V/C ratios. For example the V/C ratio for Route 29 Washington Street
from Route 7 Broad Street to Arlington County is shown as 0.5. There are six intersections
within this link. How was the traffic volume derived? Which intersection was used? What are
the assumed lane capacities? Are V/Cs for the peak direction or both directions of travel? The
text needs to clarify how the link V/C ratios are developed. This comment is
applicable to all the link analysis tables for all the analysis scenarios.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The link V/C ratios are based on the capacities at the intersection nodes on the ends of the link.
The V/C ratios that were computed were a weighted average of both directions of travel and an
average of the AM and PM peak hour capacities and volumes. The V/C ratios were developed
using the following steps:

Intersc‘aion A Intersection B Intersection C

a) Calculate the link's AM peak hour AC-direction volume, capacity, and weighted
average V/C ratio using the V/C ratio and lane group capacity for each lane group
listed in the AM peak hour HCM report for intersection C

b) Calculate the link's AM peak hour CA-direction volume, capacity, and weighted
average V/C ratio using the V/C ratio and lane group capacity for each lane group
listed in the AM peak hour HCM report for intersection A

C) Calculate the link's overall weighted average AM peak hour V/C ratio using the
directional capacities, volumes, and V/C ratios calculated in steps aand b

d) Calculate the link's PM peak hour AC-direction volume, capacity, and weighted
average V/C ratio using the V/C ratio and lane group capacity for each lane group
listed in the PM peak hour HCM report for intersection C

18. VDOT COMMENT:

The intersection improvement recommendations include removal of right turn lanes and also
through lanes at certain intersections. Yet the operational analysis with the proposed
improvements shows improvements in traffic operations even with removal of turn lanes or
through lanes. On checking the Synchro outputs it appeared to some of our reviewers that the
right turn volumes are not added to the through volumes at the intersection where the right
turn lanes are removed. As such both operational and capacity analyses depict optimistic
results for the proposed conditions. This apparent discrepancy should be reviewed and
corrected if necessary.
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ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

19. VDOT COMMENT:

Given the close proximity to the East Falis Church Metro station and the existing level of bicycle
and pedestrian mode share, it is reasonable for the “plan” to provide “significant
recommendations to dramatically improve bicycle and pedestrian accommodation...” (pg. 51).

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The intent of the plan is to significantly improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities with new and
improved sidewalks and pedestrian pathways, new and improved bicycle lanes, cycle tracks
and mixed use pathways.

20. VDOT COMMENT:
As part of improving bicycle and pedestrian mobility, there should be further encouragement to
use alternative mode of transportation by providing on site accommodations (bike lockers/rack,

shower, flexible work hours and etc) at the new development sites. Providing limited parking
would also be additional incentive. These are similar to those described on pages 63 and 64.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Arlington County is dedicated to transportation demand management (TDM). During the site
plan process, a TDM plan is created and implemented with large incentives to use other, non-
vehicular modes of transportation, such as the installation of bicycle racks and shower facilities,

21. VDOT COMMENT:
The designations of parallel parking and on-road bike lane on a same road should be
considered with great care to avoid open door zone. 10 foot parking lanes should be
considered when bike lanes are also provided.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
DOT will consider 7-8 parking lanes with 5-6" bike lanes.
22. VDOT COMMENT:

Providing bicycle lanes on Route 29 Lee Highway and Route 237 Washington Boulevard will
improve the North access to the Metro station.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

It is the intent of the plan to improve bicycle access to the station.
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CORRIDOR RECOMMENDATION COMMENTS:

23. VDOT COMMENT:

The study recommendations on Page 67 list removal of only northbound and southbound
through lanes along Sycamore Street at Lee Highway (Intersection # 12). However, removal of
existing northbound and southbound right turn lanes according to Figure 8.4 and also Synchro
analysis is not included in any recommendations. If this is true than it should be included in

recommendations.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comment has been noted.
24. VDOT COMMENT:

The recommendation for Intersections #17 should be revised based on the T intersection and
not a full movement intersection. Or include the relocation of the apartment driveway if this
intersection is intended to be a 4-legged intersection.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

25. VDOT COMMENT:

The proposed westbound left turn lane along Washington Boulevard at the Metro
Parking/apartment driveway (Intersection #17) would require reducing the existing eastbound
left turn lane at Sycamore Street. Also, the proposed eastbound left turn lane would need
additional right of way. The eastbound left at Sycamore Street is not a heavily-used movement.
The right-of-way would be provided by development of parcel M1.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

26. VDOT COMMENT:

Retiming of individual signals can be an option; however, the impact of such action should be

analyzed for the entire corridor or network. It is possible that the recommended signal
timing/optimization may not be functional solution due to network constraints.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.
27. VDOT COMMENT:
The intersection #15 improvement “"Reconfigured westbound (I-66 Off-Ramp) right-turn lane

(remove free right-turn)” listed on Page 67 of the report is neither shown in Figure 8.4 nor
analyzed using Synchro for their impact.
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ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

28. VDOT COMMENT:

Removal of dedicated right turn lanes just because the right turning volumes can be managed
using through lanes is not an appropriate criterion. The existing right turn lanes recommended
for removal should be checked with guidelines/standards (for example, AASHTO, HCM, and VDOT
Road Design Manual) for right turn lane requirements.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Where lanes are not needed to accommodate traffic, it is Arlington’s policy to use the available
right of way for other uses, such as pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

29, VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 8) How does the study conclude that portions of Routes 29 and 237 will operate at
improved levels of service in 2030, with traffic volume growth and no additional lanes?

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The goal is to provide alternative modes of transportation and encourage travel habits and
patterns such that peak hour wehicular travel remains relatively constant or decreases.

30. VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 10) The scope of work meeting was on February 2, 2010, not January 4.
ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

31. VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 13) The posted speed limit on Route 29 Lee Highway is 30 mph, not 25 mph,

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

32 VDOT COMMENT:

Little Falls Road does not intersect Route 29 Washington Street in Falls Church; The 24,000
vpd segment cited is from Great Falls Street to the Arlington County line.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The street name has been changed.
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33. VDOT COMMENT:

North Sycamore Street/Roosevelt Boulevard is not Route 237; the southerly extension of North
Sycamore Street is North Roosevelt Street from 17" Street North to a half-block south of the
Falls Church city limits, and then becomes Roosevelt Boulevard in Falls Church.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

34. VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 65) Parking lanes should be 8" wide on arterial streets. This is the minimum width
recommended by AASHTO, and is consistent with an Arlington County survey of 100 locations
that found the 85" percentile width occupied was 7" 9” from curb to mirror.

ARLINGTON COUNTY COMMENT:

Consistent with other parts of Arlington County, parking lanes will be installed at 7 — 8’ within
East Falls Church.

35, VDOT COMMENT:

Raised medians, if provided, should be sufficiently wide to provide both a standard-width left-
turn lane and a 4’ or wider pedestrian refuge.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comment has been noted.
36. VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 66) Left turn lanes at the Metro driveway on Route 237 may not comply with the VDOT
Access Management Design Standards per 24 VAC 30-72.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The comment has been noted.
3. VDOT COMMENT:

A bus layover lane and kiss-and-ride function may be detrimental to safety and traffic flow on
the Route 237 bridge deck and approaches (also see page 69, comment 44).

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Proper analysis and design of the bridge would take place to allow bus layover and kiss-and-
ride functions to coexist safely.
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38.  VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 67) The southbound right turn lane at North Sycamore Street and 19" Street North is
also the taxi stand area.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

A taxi stand would be provided in the vicinity of the station. It could also remain in its current
location with the turn lane replaced by a curb extension at the corner.

39.  VDOT COMMENT:

Removal of the right turn channelization lane from the 1-66 off-ramp at North Sycamore Street
will require FHWA approval.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

40. VDOT COMMENT:

The Old Fairfax Drive intersection provides important access to sites located on Old Fairfax
Drive. Limiting vehicular access to North Westmoreland Street will divert significant traffic
through the residential neighborhoods south of those sites.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Fairfax Drive near North Westmoreland Street does not currently operate as a through street
and, therefore, will not divert traffic to the residential neighborhood.

41. VDOT COMMENT:

The bicycle/pedestrian crossing serving the proposed Four Mile Run Trail would need to be
located approximately 600" further southwest than the Lee Highway/Washington
Boulevard/Fairfax Drive intersection.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The comment has been noted.

42. VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 68) The northbound Washington Boulevard left turn lane at 25" Street North removes
vehicles from the 1-66 queue. It should be neither deleted nor shortened.
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ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

The length of the left-turn lane does not appear to be needed for the traffic volumes making
this movement. Further analysis would be done before shortening this lane. Furthermore,
shortening the lane may help to reduce vehicular speeds and help lane channelization for the
westbound on-ramp to Interstate 66.

43. VDOT COMMENT:

Realignment of the Washington Boulevard/North Westmoreland Street intersection may not be
feasible due to grade constraints. The proposed left turn is unnecessary.

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:
The realignment is intended to provide a safer pedestrian environment.

44, VDOT COMMENT:

(Page 69) Kiss-and-ride and bus drop-off facilities should not be located on the Route 237
bridge deck and approaches, where they may be detrimental to safety and traffic flow (also see
page 66, comment 37).

ARLINGTON COUNTY RESPONSE:

Proper analysis and design of the bridge would take place to allow bus layover and kiss-and-
ride functions to coexist safely.

PLEASE NOTE:

All of the VDOT Comments from the East Falls Church Draft Document dated April 28, 2010
were previously noted and used as input into the East Falls Church Area Task Force Plan.

The City of Falls Church may provide additional comments and/or responses to VDOT's
comments above at a later date.
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