
Good Evening: 

Testimony for Case 02-30 

Larry Schuette 
Washington Canoe Club 
POBOX25449 
Washington DC, 20007 

Thank you for this opportunity. I am the current president of the Washington Canoe Club. I was born in Georgetown, my 
father was born in Georgetown, my grandmother was born in Georgetown and my Great-Grandfather owned a feed-store in 
Georgetown, after having been kicked out of Ireland. I've been connected with the Potomac River, the C&O Canal, 
Georgetown and WCC all my life. For the many rowers in the room, my father was Charlie Butt's coxswain in the late 
1940s prior to racing in two Olympics as a member of Potomac Boat Club. 

The proposed project would be immediately adjacent to and 96' upstream from the Washington Canoe Club, which is both a 
District of Columbia Historic Landmark and National Registered Historic Landmark. The Potomac River Gorge, and the 
C&O Canal National Historic Park are both listed on the 1997 District of Columbia Inventory of Historic Sites. Washington 
Canoe Club Olympians have represented the United States over 60 times. WCC is the first club listed in the International 
Canoe Federation Registry of Clubs and was in 1924 was instrumental in getting the sport of Sprint Canoe & Kayak as an 
Olympic event. 

Unfortunately, WCC must strenuously oppose the construction of the proposed boathouse on the land immediately upstream. 
This is most unfortunate. I highly recommend putting a more modest structure on the site of the old Dempsey's Boathouse. 
It could easily accommodate the water dependent portions of the GU Program and fit in with the historic boathouse row. 

We had been repeatedly assured by the National Park Service and by the architects retained by GU that the structure "would 
not overwhelm WCC in any way". Obviously architects use a professional vocabulary, but I think you'll agree that a 
structure that is 7 times the volume within 100' constitutes overwhelming. Words like "Scale and Proportion" were also 
used, frankly I'm not sure of what Scale and Proportion they meant. 
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Georgetown Boathouse 

A photo montage showing the relative sizes ofWCC and the proposed GU Boathouse 

The proposed structure towers 63' above the river and as planned is only 7' from the rivers edge. Since the architect applied 
"residential scale", I' ll do the same: that's over 7 stories above the river. Note that the proposed Clyde's barge was only 
40' above the river and was much maligned by the community. In particular, Erik Myers of the Potomac Rivers Sports 
Foundation was highly successful in getting it removed. Much of the language that was used to remove the barge is relevant 
to the case for dramatically scaling back the size or moving the GU Boathouse downstream. 

Testimony was given on the 19th by GU regarding the size and scope of the structure. Much was made by GU that their 
boathouse was average in size. My research did not bear that statement out I will argue that it appears to be the largest 
boathouse on the East Coast. Only Princeton has similar square footages but only has a 36' high roofline. Because of the 41 
and 54' rooflines, by volume the GU boathouse is the biggest by a wide margin. In my review of boathouses, I've not been 
able to find one that is 54' tall. 

Additionally, I was unable to find a University on the East Coast with a 24 person rowing tank in their Boathouse. Most 
Boathouses do not include a rowing tank, but rather place it on campus (if they have it at all). Some Universities (Navy for 
example) use the Boat bays as the location for the ergometers in the winter. I only found one University with a 24 person 
rowing tank. Yale University has a 24 person tank on campus along with their ergometers and exercise equipment 
Princeton only has a 16 person tank in their boathouse, while Harvard has two 8 person tanks, others are 10 person or even 
8. 

During their presentation, Mr. Brangman mentioned that GU held three meetings with WCC. Only at the last meeting in 
December of 2002 was a frontal view of the building provided (at our request) to show the size of the building relative to the 
Canoe Club. More over, comments made by Mr. Brangman at the May 19th hearing suggested that WCC comments were 
responsible for the changes to make the building appear smaller. I'll go on record as stating the only change I can see we 
made was that we called into question why a BAR was being built in the "exercise room", and it was subsequently stricken 
from the building after we sent a letter to the National Park Service questioning if a liquor license was being contemplated. 
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Old Understanding 

New Understanding 

Why now? Why not before? 

The rendering on top is what was shown wee and the various committees that approved the concept. 
Likewise it has figured prominently in a campaign by GU and NPS to make the proposed boathouse seem 
similar in size to wee and are still available on www.guhoyas.com. See how the near wing of the GU 
Boathouse appears smaller than wee. That wing is actually larger than wee. It is 12 feet taller, and 15 feet 
wider and contains 15% more floor space. Also on the website is the quote: "Go up the stairs to the Great 
Room with an amazing view of the Key Bridge and the Potomac - a perfect setting for future crew alumni 
and parent event", yet we'd been assured that it would not be used for social functions. Obviously 
Georgetown University is feeling some pressure. The NPS and GU put out an email that assured the 
community that the facility wouldn't be used for social functions & very recently the website was changed to 
reflect this new usage plan. 

The photo montage on the bottom was created at wee request and presented at the December 2002 meeting. 
Only then was the true implication of the structure seen. All presentations made without this "New 
Understanding" to the various committees were so seriously flawed as to call into question the endorsement 
made by those fine organizations. 

Additionally, upon reviewing documentation we were struck by the number of references to Sailing. Is it 
Georgetown University's intent as stated in the documentation to run their Sailing program or store their fleet 
at the proposed Boathouse? That could have a dramatic impact on both rowing and canoe/kayak on the 
Potomac. 
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Slope? 
C&O Canal? 
CCT? 

Old Understanding 
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This rendering shows the boathouse from the side. This rendering is from the 
GU HOY A website. The slope is wrong, the C&O Canal is not evident, and the 
CCT is missing. 

4 



wee 

Here is the new understanding of the proposed structure. 

For comparison, the WCC boathouse is shown below. 

Obviously the GU Boathouse is much taller, and much deeper. Much has been 
made of the view of the boathouse from the river. It appears that very little 
thought was given to the impact on the CCT and C&O Canal. Otherwise the 
CCT and COCA wou]dn 't be here tonight. 

wee Strongly opposed the 15' variance and even more strenuously opposes the 
7' variance as it will visually block the view upstream from wee. 

Suggest making it at least 35' from river. 
Advantages: 

Provide consistency with Thompson's Boathouse and wee. 
Would solve the GU permanent pier/ramp issue by giving them more room on 

land to bring the shells out during a flood. 
Would reduce the length of the ramp, pulling the dock in closer to shore. 
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Notice the narrowness of the site and the extreme steepness of the slope of the 
Canal Embankment. 

Drawings provided by GU show the slope of the C&O Canal embankment as 40 
degrees. This is extremely steep and thus not suitable for simple regrading. Any 
movement of soil to shift the CCT will likely require a retaining wall due to the 
pressure of the C&O Canal above. A thorough site survey with engineering 
analysis of the impact to the C&O Canal should be required. I find it hard to 
believe that 

the National Park Service can do a NEPA and issue a FONS! on a land swap with 
the ful1 prior knowledge of the intended use of the land. This skirting of the 
intent of federal law (the protecting of historical structures from potential 
damage) is not consistent with good stewardship. 

If the C&O Canal is weakened by the movement, it is possible for the Canal to 
"Wash Out" during a flood. This wash out could occur directly above the 
Washington Canoe Club with devastating effect. (an adverse recreational effect) 

Likewise, an engineering analysis needs to be done on the impact of the GU 
boathouse construction on the C&O Canal. As we learned the EA did not 
include the construction of the GU Boathouse. Because of the magnitude of the 
structure, it is requested that a full EIS be undertaken. If the C&O Canal 
collapses it would devastate WCC and a national treasure (the C&O Canal). 

Finally, we are very concerned about the lOOO's of trucks that will pass through 
this cut during construction 6 



wee in the early 1930s. 

Here' s an old picture of wee. I show it to point out the old structures above wee. Prior to the flood of 1936, there were 
many small structures dotting the river banks. The flood of 36 fixed that ... 

Even then the balcony was a favorite place to view the river. 
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• wee and Dempsey's Boathouses during the "Flood of '36" 

7 

The flood of 36 is the benchmark flood. Since then the river has risen almost as high (within 2'), but usually because of a 
Hurricane and thus without the ice. 
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• After the flood - everything upstream was erased. 
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This picture was taken in the late 1930s. 
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Typical flood - notice the tremendous protection provided by the trees. 

wee requested a hydrological study to assess the impact of the GU Boathouse. 
Applicants agreed. Non-responsive to-date. 

There is a strong possibility and probability of damage to the wee if permission to build is granted. At the time of the 
1936 flood, wee was only 30 years old. It is now approaching it's lOOlh year. Until additional studies are undertaken, it 
is requested that no construction be undertaken. The applicants agreed to undertake these studies, which to the NPS 
"seemed reasonable". In particular at a December 2002 meeting with GU and NPS wee requested the following: 

1) a hydrological study regarding the flow of the river at flood and the impact of the new structure on the ability of wee 
to withstand a flood - which heretofore has withstood floods because of the Parkland upstream from the club, 

2) an assessment of the possibly damaging increase in sedimen~ation of the river given the 240' length and 25' width of the 
proposed docks, 

The NPS and GU agreed to these requests, and we anxiously await the results. The NPS assured us in a May 7lh letter that 
the FEMA study undertaken prior to the finalization of the design was sufficient to allay our fears. It has not. Our 
understanding of the FEMA study referenced by Mr. Parsons was that the structure wouldn't raise the height of the river 
by more than one foot. The zoning and subsequent development of the Tract should not occur if the results of the 
hydrological study do not concur that there is no increase of flood risk to the historic wee structure. Additionally, given 
that the Environmental Assessment didn't cover tbe structure or the movement of the CCT, it is requested that a new 
Environmental Impact Statement be prepared, with zoning contingent upon that EIS. The area where the proposed 
boathouse is to be built is now a well-established bird refugee, with Bald Eagles, Osprey, Red Shouldered Hawks, Blue 
Heron and a variety of other birds seen on a frequent basis. None of these birds are listed in the EA. 

Because of the extent of the docks proposed (6000 ft"2), it is requested that the new environmental impact statement 
address the potential for increased sedimentation and the resultant decrease in water quality be undertaken. 
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Various officials pointed out that the impact on the view due to the proposed 
structure would only occur during the winter. Vegetation is comes and goes, a 
building is permanent. 
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""t ,~ bu High Roofline 
~ 

GU ''Low" roofline blocks view of Key Bridge, "High" Roofline 
blocks view of Washington Monument from the towpath . 

The most recent renderings and photographs provided by the applicants show 
how difficult it is to determine the impact of a planned structure on a view. Here 
is a view from the C&O Canal. Using well established techniques in 
photogrametric analysis I offer the following: 

Using a level camera and based on a point 5' above the towpath, and 66' from 
the peak of the WCC roof, the look angle is 7 degrees downward to the roofline 
of WCC (you look down at the roof as it is 4 Y2' below the towpath. 

For the 41' roof of the GU Boathouse that angle is 1.7 degrees positive (you look 
up at the roof unless you are 7' tall). Everything under 80' will disappear on the 
VA shoreline. 

The peak of the GU Boathouse has a positive look angle of 13 degrees when you 
are directly behind it. Because of the 21 ' elevation and the bend in the towpath it 
will block the view from the towpath upstream all views from upstream of the 
Washington monument and Roosevelt Island. Objects under 300' tall will be 
hidden by the roofline on the VA shore. 

Clearly a licensed independent Professional Engineer needs to be retained to do a 
through "View Analysis" to provide an accurate assessment to the Zoning 
Commission. Only then will the visual impact be accurately assessed. We 
request the opportunity to interview and inspect their efforts. 
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GU's "Average Boathouse" is not for the Potomac ... 

GU Boathouse: 11,500 ft"2 of boat storage, 33,200 ft"2 total floor space 

WCC: 5,000 ft"2 of storage, 9100 ft"2 total (27% the size of GU) 

From the National Park Service "Facilitv and Site Analysis for a Boathouse on the 
Potomac River in Arlington Countv"Report 

• Proposed Arlington County Boathouse: 13,500 ft"2 of storage 
25,000 ft"2 of total space (75% the size of GU) 
indoor storage for 132 rowing shells. 

• Alexandria Boathouse: 9,500 ft"2 of storage, 25,000 ft"2 total (75% the size of GU) 

•Sandy Run, Occoquan: 7,000 ft"2 of storage, 22,400 ft"2 total (68% the size of GU) 
indoor storage for 175 rowing shells 

• Thompson Boat Center: 12,400 ft"2 of storage, 22,500 ft"2 total (68% the size of GU) 
200' overall, 60' and 80' deep. 1800 high school students, 2 Universities 
112 boats stored indoors. 

• PBC: 5100 ft"2 of storage, 14,000 ft"2 total (42'7,, the size of GU) 

But floor space is only part ofthe story - the GU Boathouse is much taller and thus more massive 

The proposed boathouse has a footprint of approximately 19,500 ft"2. This is substantially larger than WCC, 
Potomac Boat Club, Alexandria Rowing Club or the proposed Arlington Boat House. The cost of this is an 
imbalanced structure that doesn't complement the shoreline, but rather dominates the shoreline so as to tie in 
with Georgetown University on the bluff above. This is exactly the concern addressed by the NCPC report from 
1995. Note that Thompson's, which is only 70% as large as the GU Boathouse is surrounded by very large 
commercial buildings, not scenic and historic views. Further Thompson's has a maximum roof height of 30' with 
a large portion of it only 14'. It would be great [f the Zoning Commission would reduce the size of the proposed 
GU Boathouse to make it consistent with it's neighboring structures. We want to see lots of boathouses, not a 
super sized one that only ties into the University above and not it's neighbors 

Some relevant testimony from the 191h of May: 

VICE CHAIRPERSON HOOD: I have just two more quick questions. In looking here at the schematic on 
A-1.01, I am just wondering if you could get by with something less than what I see here. Again, I go back to my 
initial statement. When I first looked at it, I thought it was just entirely too large for the waterfront and everything 
that we have been trying to do down here with the waterfront initiative, like the rowing tank. 

MR. BRANGMAN: Excuse me, Commissioner Hood. If I might, I would answer that question a little bit 
differently. With respect to the size of the facility, if you'll remember, during the presentation when Mr. Muse 
talked about the overall size of the boat bays at the lower level and the overall size of the rowing tank at the 
lower level, on the boat bays, I would argue if we make those any smaller than they are, then the vessels that we 
have to store inside won't fit. So the size of those bays is being driven by the length of those crafts of those 
shells. 

[ ... ] 
MR BRANGMAN: On the rowing tank, I think the correct answer is yes, if we wanted to have less than 24, we 
could configure a tank that would be smaller. 

As we eventually learned, the length of the boat bays is dictated not by the 60' length of the longest boat, but by 
the desire to store additional gear in the boat bays. What is the cost of that extra storage? That extra storage 
comes at the expense of the Capital Crescent Trail, WCC and the Potomac River. We were told that the second 
floor needed to be 14' because of the lengths of the oars and the 100' flood plane. Yet, many boathouses in 
Europe have a 1/2m deep pit in which the oar is placed, allowing the second floor to be lower. And the flood 
plane is only 11', meaning that the second floor could be lowered as much as 3'. 13 



GU's "Average Boathouse" is not Average Size for the 
Eastern Association of Rowing Colleges 

• It's comparable to other universities that are similar in ones we 
compete with, similar to Georgetown and ones we compete with." 

• "Those are similar components to other boathouses, again, of 
universities that we compete with. There are boathouses of 
universities that we compete against that are much larger. " 

•"There are really 16 universities that I'm speaking of, including 
Georgetown. So the other 15, there's a few of those that are 
distinctly larger." 

• "There's one that is distinctly smaller. And the others are very 
similar in size to what we're talking about in terms of the boat 
storage areas." 

At the May 19th hearing I asked the GU architect and Mr. Muse if they knew the dimensions 
of various East Coast Boat houses. They were unaware of the dimensions or sizes. 

Testimony was given on the 19th by GU regarding the size and scope of the proposed 
structure. Much was made by GU that their boathouse was average in size. 

In an effort to understand better the requirements of a rowing program, I did some research. 
My research did not bear the statement that the GU Boathouse is average. I would argue 
that it is the largest boathouse on the East Coast. Yale and Princeton may have similar 
square footages, but because of the 41 and 54' rooflines, by volume the GU boathouse is 
the biggest. 

In my review of boathouses, I've not been able to find one that is 54' tall. Nor have I been 
able to find one that has a 40' ceiling in the exercise room. Additionally, I was unable to find 
a University on the East Coast with a 24 person rowing tank in their Boathouse. Most 
Boathouses do not include a rowing tank, but rather place it on campus (if they have it at 
all). Some Universities (Navy for example) use the Boat bays as the location for the 
ergometers in the winter. I only found one University with a 24 person rowing tank. Yale 
University has a 24 person tank on campus along with their ergometers and exercise 
equipement. Princeton only has a 16 person tank in their boathouse. 
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The Boathouses of the Eastern Association of Rowing Colleges 

•This data is based on discussions with the Architects of Record, Building 
Mangers, photos and information available on the internet. 
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Columbia College 

6,623 undergraduates 
3 Bays 
10,000 square feet - 30% of GU 

From Columbia Website 
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Rutgers University 

3, 717 undergraduates 
10,000 square feet - 30% of GU 
Low profile facility 
"Because the University is located in the Mid-Atlantic region, 
Rutgers crews can stay on the water longer in the fall and get back 
on earlier in the spring than their counterpans up nonh who are 
frozen in. " 

From Rutgers Website 
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Dartmouth College 

4,047 undergraduates 
"most popular sport at school" 

3 Bays - 30 shells 
small dock, low roofline street side 

11,400 square feet- 34% of GU 

From Dartmouth Website 
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University of Pennsylvania 

PENN BOATHOU81t, UIIIYbRSITY Ol' PEHHSYLVANIA 

12,000 square feet - 36% of GU 
11,686 undergraduates 

From Boathouserow.org and Upenn Website 
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Syracuse University 

12,386 undergraduates 
15,000 square feet - 45% of GU 
4 Bays 
" ... one of the finest college rowing facilities in the country" 

From Syracuse Website 
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MIT Pierce Boathouse 

4258 undergraduates 

17,100 square feet-52% of GU 

8 seat tank in Boathouse 

From MIT Website 

Onsite inspection by graduate student from the Mechanical Engineering 
Department of MIT 
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United States Naval Academy 

4, 172 "undergraduates" 
17,600 square feet, 53% of GU 

"Every student is an athlete" 

Discussion with Assistant Rowing Coach and USNA Website 
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NorthEastern University 

19,600 undergraduates 
100' wide, 75' deep, 45' high 
18,000 ft"2 (54% of Georgetown) 

Known as "Gargantuan" in Boston 
"It is the ideal venue for Northeastern 's excellent men's and women's crew 
programs." 

Onsite inspection by graduate student from the Mechanical Engineering 
Department of MIT, Northeastern's and Architect's Websites. 

The North Eastern University Boathouse is called out in the Exchange agreement 
as one that the GU boathouse should look like. It is Y2 the size. 
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"Men's" Boathouse 
150' wide, 75' deep, 30' high 
19,000 ft112 (57% of Georgetown) 

4843 male undergraduates 
two 8 person tanks in boathouse 

Harvard University 

Tank I (8 person still water) 

Also home of the Tufts Men's crews. The Radcliffe Crew row from "Weld" as do 
the rest of the student body (undergraduate and graduate). 

Corresponded with Olympic Gold Medallist and Harvard University 
Heavyweight rower regarding Harvard Boathouses 

Dimensions by onsite inspection and from conversations with rower. 
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Weld Boathouse 
180' wide, 75' deep, 44' high 
20,000 ft"2 (60% of Georgetown) 

Harvard University 

19,337 female undergraduates and graduate students 

Boathouse is right on campus, built in 1906 

Corresponded with Olympic Gold Medallist and Harvard University 
Heavyweight rower regarding Harvard Boathouses. 
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Boston University 

125' wide, 75' deep, 40' high 
20,000 ft"2 (per Architect of record) 

-58% of GU 
"many compromises to get it on the site" 

17 ,800 undergraduates 
16 person rowing tank on campus 

The De Wolfe center is an impressive structure, and is substantially smaller. 

Spoke with Architects at ARC who designed building. Note how it is sunk into 
hillside. Built on site of old BU Boathouse, which was the former MIT 
Boathouse. 
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Cornell University 

8,381 undergraduates 
21,000 square feet- 63% of GU 
Two buildings - Two story main building with 3 bays 

Two bay boat shed and lockers 

"is a grand facility" 

From Cornell website 
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Yale University 

150' wide, 75' deep, 30' high 
22,400 ft"2 - 67% of Georgetown 

5,300 undergraduates 
24 person tank on campus 

"state of the art facility", "special education program for the children of Derby" 

Henry Reeder is Architect of record. Corresponded with regarding Boston 
University and Yale Boathouses. 

Data from conversations and from Yale Website. 

28 



25,000 square feet (175' X 75' footprint) 
40' tall 
75% the square footage of GU. 
16 seat tank in building 
Lower roofline, shorter 
"Outstanding Facility " 

From architect who renovated the facility and Brown website 
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Princeton University 

20,000 ft"2 original building, 13,500 ft"2 addition in 2000 
4663 undergraduates 
Currently the largest rowing facility on the East Coast 
16 person tank - 40'X80', ergs in boathouse 
36' roofline, 280' long 
7 Boat bays, 19'X 75' each 
"Gateway to the University" 
"It is enormous" - but smaller than the proposed Georgetown Boathouse 

And is the US National Team Training Center - 50 to 75 National Team members 
train there every day. Two Boat bays are for National Team members only 

Princeton does have a huge boathouse - but smaller than Georgetown's 

In all of GU's discussions, they never mentioned that the US National Rowing 
Team is a constant user of the facility. 

This adds an additional 50 to 75 athletes. Two of the Seven Boat Bays are for 
the US National Team. 

Princeton owns 1400 acres including the north shore of Carnegie lake where the 
boathouse is built. The Delaware and Raritan Canal Park is on the opposite side 
of the Carnegie Lake (the south side). 

Spoke with facilities department at Princeton regarding structure and acreage. 

Data also from Architects and Princeton Websites. 
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52,000 square feet 
29,697 students 

University of Wisconsin 

157% the square footage of GU 
16 seat tank in building 

"Design is 95% complete" 

Per the Univ. of Wisconsin Facilities Website, the design is almost complete. 
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Summary 

• WCC very concerned about impact of Boathouse on WCC during construction, during 
operation and during flood. Potential damage could include total destruction of WCC 
Boathouse. 

•GU's proposed Boathouse was billed as average, it is 65% larger than average. 

• Princeton University Boathouse is similar in size - and also houses the US National 
Team. 

•Believe there are many reasons to reject the design from a visual impact and recreational 
opportunities perspective. 

• Tanks and Ergometers are not river dependent uses - GU Gymnasium and Stadium are 
slated for expansion, they could be placed there. 

• Ceiling height of first floor can be reduced by 2' minimum. Univ. of Penn. & MIT use a 
pit for the Oars as do others. 

• No known programmatic reason for 24' high ceiling in second floor exercise room. 

• Boat Bays could be 65' long. Many Universities don't use "end of bay storage". 
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What To Do? 

•Recommend moving the boathouse downstream of WCC due to the potential 
damage during flood to WCC, and reduce the visual and recreational 
opportunities impact to WCC, the C& 0 Canal and CCT. 

• GU should design and build a Boathouse that is truly in keeping with the size of 
existing boathouses on the Potomac in consideration of the C &O Canal, the 
waterfront and the Potomac River Gorge. 

•When GU does build, we request the opportunity to provide suggestions for 
Zoning Orders. 
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Backup Slides 
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Old Understanding - "GU stands ready to build a 35Kft"2 Boathouse upstream" 

New Understanding - The upstream site - 45' wide, 1000' long and underwater ... 
The 35,500 ft112 boathouse would be 32' wide, 600' long 

We always thought that GU had a piece of land upstream that a boathouse could 
realistically be built on. The NPS maintains that they'd be powerless to prevent 
it. 

I believe that a boathouse upstream would be like the 3 Sisters Bridge, a rallying 
point. Even more than the organizations who oppose the site near wee whose 
membership numbers 1,500,000 members. 
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• 
11/a~ {!4ue et«/. 

Mr. John Parsons 
Associate Regional Director 
Land, Resources and Planning 

3700 WATER STREET.. NW 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20007 

5/16/2003 

RE: Your letter of May 7, 2003 - RE: Georgetown University Boathouse 

Dear John; 

Thank you for the letter of May ?1h regarding the Georgetown University Boathouse. In the past, I have noted 
your tireless efforts, and would like to thank you for them again. Unfortunately, your letter raised many 
additional concerns regarding the structure proposed. 

We've long been aware of the land that Georgetown University (GU) owns upstream. Further, we've finally 
seen a map showing the land. Frankly, I'm amazed at the land swap as it's proposed. I do not believe that this 
is in the public interest. I had been assured that GU actually had land that was usable as a site for a boathouse. 
While not a specific concern to the Washington Canoe Club, I am surprised that the National Park Service 
would take seriously the claim by Georgetown University that it intends to build on the upstream land. The 
impediments that NPS could easily place in the way of such a project (if NPS decided to protect the Potomac 
River Gorge) are such that the project could never be built. 

Construction Effects: 

In your efforts to address the effects of construction on our building you raise some interesting points. I can 
well imagine that there will be no deep excavation. There will probably be a couple of hundred piles that will 
probably be driven into the mud with a 50-ton pile-driving hammer. It is this driving of the piles that may cause 
vibrations in the mud that have the possibility of causing grave structural damage to the historic wee facility. 
Is GU aware of any studies that would indicate the amount of vibrational transfer to the WCC Boathouse? You 
then indicate that an Auger is to be used. I would expect that Caissons are more appropriate than augured 
pilings. What study of the soil and structural analysis is GU relying on to make vibrational transference 
calculations from the construction, or are these just assumptions? Why are the piles only 32' deep? I would 
have expected much deeper, given the size of the facility. In any event, it is clear from your letter that GU is 
still unsure as to the actual construction technique that will be used to stabilize the concrete slab. I do not 
believe that the zoning should be approved until these serious construction issues are resolved. 

I'm very aware of the work done by Whiting-Turner, having many friends who work, or worked for Whiting­
Turner. Moreover, I'm familiar with the Lab School of Washington effort. There are actually two buildings at 
Lab School of Washington, which are old, but neither is on the historic registry (as is WCC). Additionally, one 
of the two was damaged during construction. I'm not surprised you weren't aware of this, as most construction 
companies (the ones still in business) don't like to talk about damage. In other words, I would expect any 
construction manager to claim that great care will be taken. Unfortunately, WCC is not in a position to take 
them at their word. Additionally, as a building on the historic registry, the care during construction should be 
held to the highest possible standards. 



The Zoning Commission documentation indicates that approximately 25,000 ft"3 of fill will be required. This 
is over one hundred dump truck loads of fill. That coupled with the 1000' s of yards of concrete and other 
building materials required means literally thousands trips by heavy machinery in extremely close proximity to 
the Boathouse. I'm surprised that Whiting-Turner didn't propose a matted roadway, as that provides the least 
potential of damage to WCC. During construction a gravel road would be a disaster for WCC. Further, if this 
project proceeds, WCC will insist on the right of approval on the independent inspector and desires to hold 
discussions with him/her prior to his/her selection. 

On the Water Concerns: 

Our point is that given the close proximity and traditional river routes that paddlers and oarsmen take (for well 
established reasons) the placement will cause disruptions regardless of the amount of planning and goodwill. 
Georgetown's eights and other shells will launch in an upstream direction and will return to dock from the 
downstream, necessarily cutting across our docks where we launch. This will be untenable. If a sailing program 
is added there, as indicated in the zoning documentation there is no telling how much disruption will occur. 

It is interesting that you were told that is it about 100 meters from our dock to the nearest edge of the "rowing" 
lane. That, of course, is inaccurate. Mr. Johnson did meet to show me a drawing, unfortunately it was hand 
drawn and with number of unknowns regarding size and scale. To my knowledge, Mr. Johnson has not 
accurately surveyed the Potomac and determined exactly where the "rowing" lane is. I can, however, believe 
that GU would say, and promise anything at this point. Unfortunately, if it's not in the written exchange 
agreement, I don't believe it will stand the test of time. 

Environmental Concerns: 

WCC has a large number of environmental concerns. I strongly request that a supplement be done to the 
Environmental Assessment due to the significant change in the project since the 1995 Environmental 
Assessment. While the assessment states that a boathouse will be built on the site, there is no indication of the 
size and scale of the structure. For the record, the proposed GU Boathouse is seven times the size ofWCC 
(volumetrically). I don't believe that a reasonable person would have expected a structure of such a size, and 
thus a supplemental is warranted. 

Moreover, at the December 2002 meeting with GU and NPS WCC requested the following: 

• a hydrological study regarding the flow of the river at flood and the impact of the new structure on 
the ability of WCC to withstand a flood - which heretofore has withstood floods because of the 
Parkland upstream from the club, 

• an assessment of the possibly damaging increase in sedimentation of the river given the 240' length 
and 25' width of the proposed docks. 

At that meeting you agreed that GU should perform the hydrological study, and GU agreed. I'm still very 
interested in this study. I have not seen the FEMA study, and certainly FEMA did not contact WCC. I find it 
hard to believe that FEMA could perform such a study without a site survey of the potentially impacted 
structure. Was the FEMA study performed after the December meeting? 

Size and Visual Impact: 



Regardless of the trimmings, this building is out of proportion to the other boathouses near Key Bridge. The 
GU "Fact Sheet" states: 

"For Georgetown alumni, or anyone that appreciates the University skyline, how wonderful it will be to 
have a University Boathouse aligned with the towers of the Healy Building. It will be a memorable, 
identifiable landmark. A lasting image." 

Obviously, GU is very concerned about augmenting the University skyline. I believe that is the best 
explanation for the size of the structure. And as you know, the drawings submitted to the commissions and 
boards offered a perspective that made the new and old buildings appear roughly equal in size. Further, you 
state that every attempt has been made to control the scale. This did set me back with the question: just how big 
did GU originally want it? A review of the Zoning Commission documents shows that the proposed Boathouse 
is as large as can possibly be built in the W-0 zone. You indicate the 100-year flood plain set the height of the 
building. Yet the building height ranges from slightly over 40' to over 55 '. I'd like to quote precise numbers, 
but unfortunately GU refused our request (that you agreed to) for a complete set of drawings, as was agreed to 
at the December meeting. While this has made it difficult, I believe I'm close when I quote sizes and 
dimensions. Finally what is the 100-year flood level at the proposed site? What government requirements 
demand that the building be twice as long as WCC and three times as long as PBC? With only 6,000 
undergraduates just how many crews is GU going to field in collegiate rowing? As far as meeting programmatic 
" requirements," that is a simply ludicrous statement. PBC has fielded Olympic teams with much, much less. 
As have a number of great Universities. 

Finally, I'm well aware of the National Park Service's ability to encumber development, when it finds such 
encumbrances are in the public interest. IfNPS had wanted to restrict the visual impact of the structure on the 
C&O National Historic Park, and WCC it could have easily done so. 

Post Construction: 

Obviously we are still very concerned about the use of the facility post construction. The NPS has the ability to 
encumber the building with restrictions. Those encumbrances about future usage are the only way to ensure 
that GU's current statements about the facility and its future use will be followed. A discussion with Mr. 
Johnson made it clear that GU was uninterested in such a codicil to the exchange agreement. 

VR & thank you very much, 
Isl 
Lawrence C. Schuette 
President, WCC 
PO BOX25449 
Washington, DC 20375 
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN RLl>LY IU:F'ER TO: 

L14 (NCR-LRP) 

Mr. Lawrence C. Schuette 
President, Washington Canoe Club 
P.O. Box 25449 
Washington, D.C. 20375 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
National Capital Region 
1100 Ohio Drive, S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20242 

MAY 7 2003 

Re: Georgetown University Boathouse 

\ q.,-f 
Dear Mr. ~e:vl>'{l 

"i:.::J VV.L 

I apologize for the long delay in responcling to your letter dated January 1, 2003. The National 
Park Service (NPS) would like to express our appreciation to you and your membership for 
meeting with us and Georgetown University to review the plans for their proposed boathouse on 
December 11, 2002. 

We realized before the meeting that your membership might have questions about the project and 
it was our hope that we would have been able to answer as many of those questions as possible 
through such a meeting. From your letter, you have also either asked for further clarification or 
raised a number of issues which we will respond to under tl1e same headings within which you 
raised 1hem. 

As you know Georgetown University owns land up river west of the Washington Canoe Club 
(WCC) which is the subject property for the exchange with the Park Service for the site adjacent 
to you. We deem the up river site more desirable for addition to our parkland holdings and not 
for development as a boathouse site. The University also holds a number of easements 
appurtenant to that site which we believe would be much more disruptive to the waterfront and to 
the Capital Crescent Trail than the site adjacent to the Wee. 

"Concerns regarding the effect of new construction to our Historic Building" 

You have raised a number of concerns related to site excavation, building foundations, 
construction vehicles, service roads, etc. and their potential affect on the WCC. 

Unlike the Ritz Carlton project, which you may be familiar with, that has recently been 
completed along K/Water Street, the Georgetown Boathouse will not require deep excavation 
since the majority of the foundation system is slab on grade. The only portion of the project that 
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will require shallow excavation is the rowing tank. The Universjty does not anticipate blasting 
of any rock for the construction ofthis project. 

Not only is the University's contractor and design team cognizant of the close proximity of the 
WCC, but also of the 84" sanitary sewer line which runs directly through the GU construction 
site. The construction team is reviewing methods and procedures for either piles or caissons, 
which are typical of deep foundations for ocean and river side sites, to select the system that will 
cause the least disruption to the existing structures in the area. Currently, the design 
recommendation is for driHing pipe piles do\VD. approximately 32 feet to disintegrated rock. 

The University's team will construct a temporary roadway specifically designed to carry the 
weight of construction vehicles. This vvill likely be a gravel roadway, allowing vehicles to enter 
the area at slow speeds with the assistance of flag-men. In addition to protecting the structure of 
the WCC, the safety of the users of the Capital Crescent Trail must be take11 into consideration at 
all times. Excess vibration will be minimized and pedestrian safety will be maximized by a well 
maintained traffic lane with vehicles moving at very slow spe.eds. 

Whiting-Turner, the University's construction manager, has done many projects in close 
proximity to historic structures both on Georgetown University's Campus and in the Georgetown 
community with great success. Muse .Architects and the Whiting-Turner construction team that 
is involved with the Georgetovm Boathouse project completed a project with similar conditions 
at the Lab School of Washington several years ago. Construction surrounded the historic Castle 
Building, and similar augering of piers and much more extensive excavation work were 
components of that project. Additionally, the school continued to operate year round as 
construction occurred throughout the campus. Great care was taken to protect the surroundings 
and the people, and the project was successfully completed. 

On previous historic (and n.on-historic) projects where construction has occurred within close 
proximity to a sensitive structure, Whiting-Turner has hired an independent inspector to do a 
thorough pre-construction survey to document the existing conditions and regularly monitor and 
re-inspect the structure throughout the course of construction to ensure that no damage is done to 
the facility. Whiting-Turner is prepared to do the same with the Wee for the Boathouse project 
if you concur. 

"Concerns to on-the-water changes to the wee Facility'' 

With regard to the on the water impact of the Georgetown boathouse I would ask that you work 
with Tony Johnson, head coach at Georgetown, and the Potomac River Safety Committe.e to see 
if and how these issues can be resolved. Those ofus that are not experts in these issues, nor on 
the water a.s those of you that arc involved in the canoeing and rowing are, need to rely on those 
of you who are experts in this area. 
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I have been told, however, that it is approximately 100 meters from the WCC docks to 1he 
nearest edge of the rowing lane between Key Bridge and the Three Sisters, which is a greater 
distance than between the Three Sisters and the District of Columbia shore. That seems like a 
sufficient area for training for the canoes, as well as a racecourse. 

It has been suggested to me that a buoy lin.e be placed in the river in an area where there is 
potential congestion to mark the edge of the lanes used nonnally by rowing shells, or the edge of 
the area used primarily for canoeing. I urge you to discuss this with Tony. 

"Regarding environmental concerns to the wee building and the Potomac River" 

To date. the project has undergone extensive review by the District of Columbia Environmental 
Regulatory Agency. The requirements by that office include soil erosion control measures 
during construction and a stonn. water management structure, including a sand filter to slow and 
contTOl impervious area runoff. The project has also been reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers which has determined that there are no jurisdictional wetlands on the site or habitats 
that will be disturbed by the introduction of the building to this site. 'The wetlands that are on 
the National Park Service tract are not of the kind that are considered to be beneficial to the 
preservation or improvement of the water quality of the Potomac River or the Chesapeake Bay." 
This assessment was written in a letter to NPS dated October 16, 1995, from George Harrison of 
the Potomac River Basin Permit Sectjon of the Army Corps. 

The Army Corps has also reviewed and provided design guidelines with the stone rip rap shore 
stabilization that is proposed for the entire shore line along the property, as well as the dock 
design. The project will fully comply with these guidelines. 

In addition, a Finding of No Significant Impact was determined for the environmental 
assessment of the proposed development that was executed as part of the exchange agreement 
between Georgetown University and the Park Service. 

"Regarding the size and visual impact of the GU Boathouse" 

The designers conceived of the buildings massing in three parts, in deference to the scale of 
structures adjacent to the site. Gabled roofs, materials of cedar shingle and stone, and porches 
and decks link this new boathouse to the boathouse traditions of the past as well as boathouses 
that currently exist along the Georgeto'WD. waterfront. In addition, covered porches, arcades, and 
traditional detailing provide a residential scale to the building that is also in keeping with the 
residential scale of other buildings along this portion of the Georgetown waterfront. The project 
has received extremely favorable reviews by the Historic Preservation Review Board, Old 
Georgetown Board, Commission of Fine Arts, Georgetown Waterfront Commission, the 
Georgetown ANC and the C&O Canal National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 
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Every attempt has been made to control the scale of this building given the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) requirements for the second floor to be above the 100 year flood 
elevation, as well as th.e programmatic requirements of boathouses of this type. The roof ridge of 
the western wing of the Georgetown Boathouse is only approximately 5 feet taller fuan the roof 
elements of the wee. 

"Concerns regarding the loss of land to the WCC" 

As you know, the wee leases its land from the NPS and will continue to do so for the 
foreseeable future. We have no desire to take away or diminish in any way weC' s use of the 
current site. That is why as part of our discussions we have offered to extend your land 
assignment on the ,east of your boathouse in an effort to shift uses to the west. The University, as 
part of its plan, has agreed to landscape and maintain the property between the two boathouses in 
such a way that it would not preclude wee from enjoying the use of that property. In addition, 
the University will not be utilizing any portion of the land that they will own for parking 
purposes. The NPS wishes to remove all parking from waterfront sites and considers it to be 
inappropriate for land uses that should be contributing to the natural vista of the Potomac River. 
ln fact we are plaiuling for the eventuality of no parking on sites west of the Aqueduct Bridge. 
Like the facility at Thompson's Boat Center a short-term public parking area is proposed in the 
right-of-way of Water Street from 34t'h Street to the aqueduct to accommodate your needs as well 
as other recreational users. Of course, access for emergency vehicles, deliveries and those that 
are disabled would be allowed to the wee. 

"Flood Effects to the WCC Building" 

As stated above, the Georgetown Boathouse has been reviewed by FEMA and the University has 
not received any comments that indicate any concerns with respect to neighboring structures, 
flood currents, or hydrodynamic issues. 

"Post Construction Concerns" 

The permanent service road that is being proposed is currently designed to be macadam. It 
would be detailed and constructed as any other road system would be, and as such, should not 
have any adverse affect on the wee. 

The use of the boathouse shall be as a train.mg facility for Georgetown University's men's and 
women's crew program. As part of Georgetown University's crew team mission, the facility 
may also be used as a base for rowing clinics, both in the rowing season and during the summer. 
The University has assured us that they have no plans or desire to use this facility otherwise. 
They have a conference center (Leavey Center) which is the social center of the University. The 
Athletic Depar1ment currently manages McDonough Gymnasium and Yates Fieldhouse and has 
been effective in maintaining those facilities as athletic venues and would do the same with the 
boathouse. 
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The dimension that the boat ramp and dock will extend into the river depicted on the drawings is 
approximately 70 feet rather than the 100 feet that your letter references. The University has 
little ability to control this dimension. It is a function of the size of the crew shells, the height of 
the deck grade above the water, and maximum desired slope of the access ramp to ensure that 
rowers would be able to manage their launches and retrieval of their shells. 

In summary, we believe that this proposed boathouse will not cause or contribute to many of the 
issues originally outlined in your correspondence to me. We feel that the Georgetovvn University 
Boathouse will be an added value to the Potomac waterfront and will be an appropriate neighbor 
to the WCC for many years to come. We hope that we have addressed your concerns and look 
fol'W'ard to your support as we move forward with this important project. I would be pleased to 
schedule a meeting with you and/or club members to further discuss the proposal. 

Sincerely, 

John&: 
Associate Regional Director 
Lands, Resources and Planning 

cc: 
Alan Brangrnan 
Georgetown University 
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John Parson 

3700 WATER STREET, NW 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007 

1/13/03 

Associate Regional Director of Land Use 
National Capital Parks -- Central 
900 Ohio Dr. SW 
Washington, D.C. 20024-2000 

Dear Mr. Parsons, 

The Board and members of the Washington Canoe Club would like to express their thanks to you 
and Sally as well as the members of the Georgetown University team for your time and energy in 
coming to the WCC for the first public meeting of what will likely be a protracted process in 
presenting details for the planned GU boathouse. As you could clearly see, the membership of 
the WCC expressed multiple concerns about the new facility. As is the case in a "Town Hall" 
type of meeting, the concerns raised were many, varied and rightfully awarded equal weight. 
This letter seeks to solidify and clarify for you the major concerns that the WCC has with the 
proposed new facility. 

Concerns regarding the effect of new construction to our Historic Building 

The WCC is very concerned about the effect of this massive construction project occurring in 
such close proximity to our Historic Building. It is our position that little or no consideration has 
been given to what effect the new construction would have on our nearly hundred-year-old 
wooden building. The process of digging footers and drilling or blasting bedrock to make the 
footprint will have a significant effect upon the ground in the surrounding area. Our club may not 
be sturdy enough to withstand the year and a half to two-year construction program that has been 
presented. Additionally, we are extremely concerned about the effect of the massive and 
continuous construction vehicles driving past the entire back wall of our building. Of particular 
concern is the fact that the plans as presented, have the roadway closer to our building than the 
Capital Crescent Trail currently is. The WCC is unaware of any studies being performed by third 
party participants that have ensured that no ill effects will occur to the physical building of the 
WCC as a result of this construction project. As the WCC is currently identified as a Historic 
Structure in Washington DC, it does not seem unreasonable to require that Georgetown and the 
Parks Department guarantee to the WCC that our Historic Building will not be adversely affected 
by this construction project. Please note that we are not requesting that a plan of compensation 
be created to reward the WCC for damages if the new construction adversely effects the Historic 
Building, but rather to guarantee to the WCC that no damage will occur. This level of 
commitment seems to be appropriate to protect a Historic DC landmark. 



Concerns to on-the-water changes to the WCC Facility 

The second major concern of the WCC is the effect the GU boathouse will have to the WCC 
padding, racing, and training programs. Our traditional racing lanes currently begin just upstream 
from and on the D.C. side of the Three Sisters Islands and end at the WCC as a continuous 
straight course on the DC side of the river. The WCC is very concerned that the 85' deep ramp 
and dock assembly that is in the current building plans will thwart the WCC' s ability to run our 
regattas on the DC side of the river. The ramp/dock structure of GU' s boathouse will extend so 
far into the river that our traditional racing lanes will need to be shifted out into the river towards 
Virginia. This shift will have a ripple effect to all boats that use the river, not only on regatta 
weekends but also during regular training sessions. The area directly on front of the planned GU 
boathouse is a favorite overnight mooring area for summertime motorboats and yachts. If the 
boathouse is built where it is planned then these overnight-mooring slips will also be impacted. 
Additionally, if left as planned the GU crew shells will pass directly in front of the WCC as they 
prepare to return to the docks at the end of practice. The shells will not only cross the end of our 
racecourse but also will also affect WCC's ability to entrance and exit to the river. As currently 
planned the boathouse is immediately to the West of the WCC. The effect this has to the WCC 
is that our boats will have to leave our docks and immediately move toward the center of the 
river to avoid the GU boathouse and its massive docks. There is already heavy boat traffi.c on the 
river and the current agreed upon rowing/canoeing traffic pattern would need to be re-evaluated 
and likely altered. 

Regarding environmental concerns to the WCC building and the Potomac River 

The WCC is very concerned of the new construction's effect on the flood plane of the river and 
the WCC, particularly in the event of a flood. The fact that an indoor rowing tank is planned to 
be built within this facility is of greatest concern. The detrimental effect of chlorinated water 
being continually leached into the flood plane through a sand trap would appear to go against 
environmental laws. Additionally, in the event of a flood the chlorinated water will spill into the 
Potomac along with all of the chemicals that are typically stored in such a facility, in order to 
maintain it. Our final environmental concern lies in the fact that the GU boathouse will be built 
on a flood way in an area of the National Park Land that has had no new construction for the 
entire length of the river west of Key Bridge for quite a long time. This land was intended to be 
kept natural and free and members of the WCC have often times seen Bald Eagles, Osprey, 
hawks of several varieties and a host of land mammals on the habitat that the GU building will 
occupy. 

Regarding the size and visual impact of the GU Boathouse 

The Board of the WCC was very grateful to GU and the Muse Corp. for the new pictorial that 
digitally placed the two buildings next to each other and presented a 90-degree angle of the 
structures rather that the perspective view which had been the only previous drawing. The WCC 
requested this new 90-degree illustration due to concerns that although the GU structure 
appeared suitably sized from the perspective view, from the scale drawings the GU building was 
nearly a third taller and twice as wide as the WCC! The new view of the buildings, which we 
were able to see for the first time at the December 11 meeting, clearly validated our concerns. 



The proposed structure is immense! It is so tall as to block the view of the river for a hiker who 
is on the Canal Towpath! Additionally, it is so close to the WCC that it appears to dwarf the 
WCC. Since the WCC has been on the same site for nearly one hundred years and currently has 
historic status it would seem to be appropriate that any new construction that takes place would 
be visually compatible with our structure. However the proposed GU building is not in keeping 
with the size of any of the current boating facilities on the Potomac. It is our great concern that 
the DC Fine Arts Commission approved the current plans for the proposed GU boathouse 
without the benefit of this 90-degree angle view, which more honestly reflects the impact that the 
size of the new building will have to the DC waterfront. As one of our members commented, 
when the GU boathouse was compared to WCC "It looks like a whale about to swallow a 
minnow" 

Concerns regarding the loss of land to the WCC 

The current plans for the GU boathouse indicate that a portion of the land that the WCC leases 
from the NPS will be used to support an attractive front entrance to GU's new facility. This loss 
of land both concerns and puzzles the WCC. To our knowledge we were not requested by either 
the NPS or the GU to relinquish this parcel of land nor were we notified of the proposed loss 
until GU made a presentation at our club and their new building was on our leased land! Since 
then the building is no longer on our leased land but the loss of the land continues to be a part of 
the proposal. The WCC has been a good tenant to the NPS and it is against our wishes to have 
our leased land be confiscated for the proposed new structure. Additionally, the land 
immediately West of our property has historically been used by the canoe club for overflow 
parking during events that bring a large crowd. This arrangement has been going on for decades 
and during the last two to three years the WCC has been issued special use permits for this land 
by the DC government when additional parking has been required. 

Flood Effects to the WCC Building 

Due to the enormous size of the proposed facility and the number of trees that will be removed to 
host this building the WCC is very concerned of the effect the building will have to our historic 
structure in the event of a flood. As we all are aware, the Potomac overflows its banks on a 
fairly regular basis in this area of the river. Previously, the trees west of the Canoe Club have 
acted as a filter to stem the flow of water and debris before reaching the WCC. With this new 
facility removing approximately an acre of trees, we are unsure of the negative impact that will 
result in the river's speed, direction, and debris filtering. At December 11th, s presentation, the 
Muse Corporation's engineers indicated that the design of the first floor of the proposed structure 
would be " a flow through" design. This design was described as opening the doors and windows 
of the building allowing the river to freely flow through, uninterrupted in the event of a flood. 
This design, while good for GU, could have devastating consequences to our tum of the century 
structure. We consider it imperative that a hydrology study be under taken to study the effect of 
the proposed facility on the WCC in the event of a significant flood. 



Post Construction Concerns 

In the event that the proposed were to actually be built as designed, the WCC has significant 
concerns regarding the use of the facility. As was aforementioned a large concern is the fact that 
the vehicular access to the GU Boathouse will be on a newly constructed path that would lie 
closer to our building than the Capital Crescent Trail. Of particular concern with this plan is the 
fact that the vehicular access path will not be paved. Over time, use of the road will push against 
our building's foundation, possibly damaging it. Another concern is that although the facility is 
not a single use building. The building is being touted on the GUHoyas website as a party 
facility, complete with Bar. Is a liquor license being contemplated? How many social functions 
will be allowed at the facility per year? Additionally, GU Alumni who live in the DC area or are 
visiting will be using the facility as well. Both of these would indicate that the building would 
have year round usage rather than a traditional school year schedule as was suggested at our 
meeting. Lastly, although mentioned previously, it needs to be expressed again that we cannot 
state strongly enough the deleterious impact the GU boathouse would have to our on the water 
training and racing. The idea that the dock structure and ramps will extend almost 100' into the 
river will severely effect the use of the river. 

The Board and membership of the WCC would like to express our thanks to the NCAPS as well 
as the GU team for coming to the WCC and presenting the plans. The WCC agrees with the 
notion the Potomac River is an exceptional natural resource that should be utilize by as many and 
varies human powered craft as possible. We only wish that that goal is accomplished in a 
reasonable and fair manner. We would like to request a second meeting with you, Mr. Parsons to 
discuss the concerns of the WCC as outlined in this letter. We are at your convenience and I can 
be reached at (202) 767-6814. 

Thank you, 

Lawrence C. Schuette 
President, WCC 
PO BOX 25449 
Washington, DC 203 7 5 

wcanoe@wcanoe.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study was inlUated specifically at the 
request of Congress for assesslng the 
potential siting of a boathouse (rowing facility) 
within Arlington County along the Potomac 
River. Based on that direction, the National 
Par1< Service (NPS) is considering aMowing 
the construction and operation of a rowing 
faciKty on the Potomac River that would 
induda rowing equipment (boata) storage and 
training facillUes for the Uvee Arlington 
County high school rowing programs. In 
addition, Iha facifity may provide storage 
facilities and river aocaas for othe<S. The 
facility would be located along the Virginia 
side of Iha river on lands administered by the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway 
(GWMP) or nearby. 

This study is Intended to determine the 
potential of locating such a boathousa/rowtng 
facility at three areas along the Potomac 
River. Theae areas are: 
• The Rosslyn waterfront 

Downstream of the 14" Street Bridge. & 
• Along the shoreline of Oalngerlleld Island. 

Proj act Scope 

Thia study indudes tha ldenllfication of a 
minimum and a maxm.m practical program 
for the potential boathouse. These two 
sizes/programs are used to anslyze the study 
ereas. 

The report also includes a fadlny end site 
analysis of four alternative sites al the 

ldentilled locations. The sites are the Rosslyn 
Waterfront Lower Site, R~ Waterfront 
Upper Site, south of CSX/14 Street Bridges 
and Oaingerlleld Island. The key faclo<s for 
assessing the polenllal of slUng an Arlington 
County Boathouse at these sites are physical 
oondttions, vlsuaUculturel resources, 

. environmental impacts, economics and 
operational issues. 

The final piece of this study is a synopsis of 
public comments received in a public scoping 
session in lhe Winter of 1999/2000. The 
public scoping sesslon was conducted by 
NPS, where comments were sought on four 
potential locations for the boathouse. 

Subsequent to this study, NPS wlD determine 
howflf to proceed further. If one or more siles 
appear to be able lo accommodate the 
boa1house, NPS may proceed w11h a NEPA 
study and a National Historic Preservation Act 
SectJon 106 on the slle(s). 

Program/Project Requirement• 

A number of steps were undertaken to 
develop a program fo,- the boathouse. These 
Include a review of a study prepared by 
Arlington County's Water-Based Recreational 
Facility Task Force in 1995, feedback from 
crew coaches at the three Arington County 
public high schools, and a study of three area 
boathouses and one area boat club. Based 
on these, this report suggests that a potential 
boathouse on any of these sites should 

E1<ecutlve Summary 

indude, at a minimum, existing boat storage 
M&ds end Immediate expansion plans of the 
crew teams at the three Mngton County 
public high schools. In addition, the 
boathouse should Include exercise areas, 
lockers, showen, and storage space for the 
three schools, boat-repair area, mlnmal office 
space, access for trailers, school buses and 
emergency vehicles, gas storage area and 
outdoor rigging areas. The maximum facility 
should Include all of these amenities along 
with additional boat alo<age area for other 
high school crew teams In the area, lncllvidual 
rowers and/or community rowing programs. 

For all of the boathouse anemauves, the 
access road could be paved or of a material 
that provides access to the trailer/ bus/ 
emergency vehiaJlar traffic. A footprint of.:!:. 
10,000 SF would aCQOIMlOdate the mlnlnun 
program. This sae would allow a potential 
configuration of four storage bays and a 
repair bay. Of the four potential bays, the 
Uvee high school$ would require 2 and 2/3rd 
bays. The remaining bays would prolllde for 
any expansion needs that the schools may 
have beyond the irrvnediate future, or could 
be used for some community rowing 
programs. A footprint of.! 14,000 SF would 
accommodate the maximum program and 
would aUow a potential oonflguraUon of six 
bays for storage of large boats, and a repair 
bay. In both cases. other than some 
equipment storage space and space for 
storing gas, other amenities could be located 
on a partlal second floor. 
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Faclllty and Sita Analyala 

Four alternatives were analyzed for Iha 
potential of locating a boathouse. The 
analysis included an assessment of potential 
environmental constraints, oondlUons of water 
!or rowing, transpor1ation access, required 
infraslsuctufe improvements and potential 
visual lmpaels. Two conceptual site plans 
were prepared for each site. One plan 
examines the potential of locating a 
boathouse with Iha minimum boathouse 
program and the second pJan examines a 
boalhouse 'Miil the maximum program. Each 
site Is described as follows: 

Rosslyn Waterfront Lower sue 

A proposed minimum and maximum 
boathouse, that would have a footprint thal 
ranges from 10,000 SF to 14,000 SF, could 
be aooonvnodated al Iha lower Rosslyn site 
(see Flgures ES.1 and ES.2). There are e 
number of improvaments that would be 
necessary for these plans lo work. These 
include the following: 

A naw roed and drop-<>ff location that 
would prolllda boathouse access for 
trailers, school buses and emergency 
vehicles. 

To configure a tumlng radius for exiting 
traile<S, buses and emergency vehicles, 
the existing pedestrian bridge would have 
lo be reconstructed on the eastern portion 
of GWMP. The proposed oonfiguraUon, 
Hlustrated In the conceptual site plan, 
ensures that there la no conflict between 
movement on Iha Mount Vemon Tran and 
the new accass drive. 

E1<acutlv• Summary 

~ ES.4: Cc,noepllMI Sile Plan - Mutmum 
Program. Roool)n W"'*1hlnt ~ Silw 
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Bwm watortront Upper sue 
A prcpoeed "*'lmum and mexlmum 
boalhouse, lhat would have a foolprint that 
rangea from 10,000 SF to 14,000 SF, could 
be aoconmodated et the upper Rossfyn site 
(see Figures ES.3 and ES.4). "3 the plans 
ll ustrate, the boathouse end rigging erea 
could be conatrucled at tie upper level with a 
81aglng area and the doclas al the lower site. 
These sdlemM would require rowers to talce 
their boeta to the river ard back each time 
they go rowing. There•• a number of 
measures and improwmenls that would be 
necesury for theee plan& to work, Including 
the following: 

• The slte Is privately owned. To construe! 
a boathouse the site would have lo be 
acqulrad. 

• The Mount Vernon Tral c:urrenUy 
pro,lides pedeslrlan acoess aaoss 
GWMP at !his location. Thia trail la 
heavly used by bicycists, Jo99ers and 
pedestrians. Rowers could use lhls trail, 
and Its pedesoian blldge, to cerry lhff 
boats from lhe boalhoose lo the rfver. 
Howwer, the daly use or the trail by 
rowers carrying their boate, and cyclis18 
and/or PQ981'9 Uling the lral, could raeull 
In conllidlng situations lndudlng potenUal 
acc:idenla. To avoid such conltlda. a 
second path designed specfflcally for lhe 
use of rowen1, along "'4th a second bridge 
eaoas GWMP, could be required. 

• An &00888 road would be required off 
Nor1h Lym Street lo, school buses, 
trallera and em«geocy whk:les. 

Executive Summary 

CSX/14" Street Bridges Sj)e 

A proposed rrinlmum and maxlmLm 
boalhouse, that would have a loolprlnl thal 
ranges from 10,000 SF to 14,000 SF, ooukl 
be accommodated at the 14'" street Bridge 
site (See Figures ES.5 and ES.8). Ae the 
plans Illustrate, the boathouse could be 
conslnJc:led near the CSX Bridge, al the 
northern end of the Gravelly Point area. The 
two plan8 ere alghlly different • In they 
locate the smaller boathouse .UghUy to the 
nor1h oompared to the larger boathouse. 
There ere • number of meaaunis and 
~ that would be necaaaary for 
these plans to work, lndudlng the followlng: 

• A n- road and drop,ofl locaUon would 
be required lo provide boathouse accesa 
for traitera, school b\mes and emergency 
vehicles. This roed could be localed 
betweeo GWMP and the e,wling playing 
ftetds lo the east. 

• Portions of the existing Mount Vwnan 
Trail would need lo be relocated awt¥>J 
from the river to cn,ate apace for the 
boathouse. 
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PaJnqtef1&1d 18f@o<t §ite 

A prcpoeed minimum and maximum 
boelhouse, that would have a footprint that 
ranges from 10,000 SF to 14,000 SF, COIAd 
be ~ated et IM Dain~ lslend 
site (see Figures ES. 7 and ES.8). As the 
plans illustrate, lhete is wl'li<:ienl space on 
the eastern-ehore ot lhe l&land to d8Yelop a 
boathouse. The auggested oonceptual layout 
locales the proposed docka and boethoUse 
approximately 400 feel IOUth or the exis~ 
clocks th.t ara uud by the Waahlngton 
Sailing Marina. The plan oonlorma with the 
Development Concept Plan (dated 1983} 10< 
the llland which ldentffiea this area as a 
Development ZOM ror the Island. A ni.rnber 
ot measures and Improvements would be 
necessary for lhis plan lo work, lndudlng the 
rolowlng: 

• A new roed would be required off the 
existing road nelwo<1c to pnwlde access 
lo the proposed boa1house. 

Aper\ from the constructfon of lhe road 
and buallraller drop,ofl, a change ot 
conlnlcl would be raqu.-ed with the 
concessionaire Who Is responsl:lle ror the 
management of the marina. As part or 
this management a~t. the 
c:oncesalonalra maln1alns the lnlemal 
roads and provides 24-hour 88CUrity to 
the area. 

Synopala of Public Cornmenta Received 

The ~ received during the public aooplng 
session, at.mmarized In a.apter 4, helped 
Identify the various Issues with JocaUng a 
boathouse along Iha Potomac River. 

F/1;/<n ES. 7: caice,,,uo, Sh,,,_, -~ Pn,gn,,,,, 
~-St• 

Executive Summary 

Comments NIC8Mld raa under two major 
categories. The mt category Includes ieaues 
releva~ to the potential program, need and 
management <:A a boathouse fadlity. The 
second c:.legory .,.. tho .. !hat are epecfflc to 
eech locaUon. 

There Is slgolf,cant ~ In opinion 
raga.-ding the preferred location and program 
of 80Ch a ladlify. Convnenta related to the 
po(ential program indude encouraging 
boathouse end river aoceaa to the g-ral 
public and not Jual restricted to the UH o( Iha 
Arilngton high schools. Comments related to 
the p,ojed also lncluda auggestlona of 
alternate Jocallona aoch u Potomac Yard 
and at the existing Columbia Island Marina. 

Site epecific oomments regarding the altes 
under consideration relate to rowing 
conditions, proxJmlty to the public hlgl\ 
schools, transpo,taUon acoea, environmental 
isauM, H9thetic ooncems and 
c:utturaUhiatorical factors. Moat c;ommenlators 
agreed that water ClOlldltions In vlcintty of Iha 
Roaalyn waterfront (elso ldenlitled as the 
Theodore Roosevelt Island site) went the 
safest for rowing. Some suggested that 
weather conmtions and oonflicllng uses 
downst1eam made rowing more difficult at the 
other altec. Othar c:ommenta lndicated that 
the Daingerfield Illa was not within Arlington 
and woutd take the longest to get to from the 
three public high achools. 

Comparison a.cw--. Sit•• 

Table ES.1 compares Iha tile plans, 
irr1J,ovemenls required to render them viable 
and .their potenllal impecla on various 
resour,;ee: 
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0 INTRODUCTION 

This study was lnltlaled speciflC&lly at the 
request of Congress for lhe potential sltlng of 
a boelhouse (rowing facility) within Mington 
Coooty along lhe Potomec River. BaMd on 
that direction, lhe National Park SeMce 
(NPS) Is c:onsldering allowing lhe conslructlon 
and operaUon of a rowing facility on the 
Potomac River lhat would Include rowing 
equipment (boats) storage, and training 
facilities for lhe three Arlington County high 
school rowing programs. In addition, the 
faclllty may provide storage facilities and river 
ac:oesa for othenl. The facility would be 
localed along the Virginia slde of lhe river on 
landa administered by the GWMP or nearby. 

1.1 PROJECT PURPOSE 

This study is Intended lo assess Iha potential 
of locating a boalhouse/r~ fadQty at llvee 
areas alor\Q the Potomac River. Specl!lcally. 
111- areu are Indicated In Flgure 1-1 and 
ldenUfieci as follows: 

Rosalyn waterfront. Immediately 
upstream from the Toeooor. Roosevelt 
Island (TRI) perking tot 

• Down rive<" and adJacenl lo the CSX 
RaUroad Bridge (doWnstraam of the 14" 
Street Bridge), and 

• Along Iha shoreline of Daingerfield Island. 

Chapte r 1 
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1.2 SCOPE OF THIS STUDY 

The proj;ld scope lnduded ldantlfytng 8 
minimum and maximum practical program ror 
the potential boathouse that WO<Ad be used lo 
analyze the atudy areas. The proposed 
rrnmum and maximum program ara 
provided In Chapter 2. 

Chapter 3 provides a facility and site analysis 
of the Alternatives ror the boathouse. The key 
factola for assesalng a potential Arlriglon 
County Boathouse are physlcal oondilions, 
vlsuel/cul!ural resouroas, environmental 
impacts, economics and operational Issues. 

In the winter ol 1999/2000, NPS conducted a 
pubr,e scoping session v.nere comments ware 
sought on four potential locations for the 
boathouse. Al of lhese a<ees are localed on 
the weatem shore of the Potomac River. Thia 
study required a synopsis of the pubfic 
corrvnenla reoe!ved. ~ are provided In 
Chapter 4. 

Subsequenl lo this aludy, NPS wiU delenn!ne 
howf,t to proceed further. If one or more sites 
appear lo able lo acconmodate the 
boelhouse, NPS may proceed with a NEPA 
study and potenllally a National Historic 
Preservation Ad Sedi<ln 106 review on 
thalllhose sites. 

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND ANO 
NEED FOR THE STUDY 

There have been consldenlble efforts on the 
pert ol Iha NPS. Mnjjlon County and a large 
number of agencies and lndMduals to locale 
a rowing facility along the Potomac River. 
NPS was and ls Interested In localing 

boathouses along lhe Potomac River In lhe 
District and Virginia. This study was Initialed 
at the request of Congr9$$ for the potential 
siting ol a boathouse (rowing fadity) within 
Arllnglon County. NPS has extended the 
study to Include one &<tea short dislance from 
the Potomac River. In Rosslyn and another 
alle In the vldnlty of Arfington County, at 
Daingerfield Island In AJexandria, Virginia. 
Conorass has also directed lhe NPS lo 
delermlne from this study a preterred 
altamative. However, prior to conducting a 
National Envlronmenlal Polley Ad (NEPA) 
study, NPS needs to determine the besk: 
vlabillty of such a 19Cilily, and II detaminecl 
so, ldenUfY the most eppropriata sites. 
Therefore, lhla study is a faalffy and slta 
analysis and not a NEPA document. 

Mlnglon County desires to provide greater 
general acoass for ila citizens lo the Potomac 
River. Tha NPS manaoes the Virginia 
Riverfront of the Potomac River from the 
American Legion Bridge In the north lo Mount 
Vernon lo the south. CUrrenUy, public access 
to the watelfront Is available via the Mount 
Vernon Tral, trails on TRI, Columbia Island 
Marina, Four Mlle Run and Gravely Point. 
Two areas that are not within the jurisdiction 
ol lhe George Washington Memorial Parkway 
(GWMP}, the unit of NPS responsible for 
managing the NPS lands elong the river, ara 
the Reagan NaUonal AJrport and Iha City of 
Alexandria waterfront Curren Uy, Ariinglon 
County residents use araa boalhou-. all of 
wtMdi are localed in Washinoton DC. for 
rov,,ng acUvlUes. The lhrae Anington County 
public hlgh schools row OU1 of these faai lias 
as wall: Wakefield High rows out ol the 
Capitol Rowing Club along Iha Anaooslia 
River; WashlngloM.ee rows OU1 or Potomac 

Cha pte r 1 
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Boat Club along lhe Potomac River; and 
Yorktown High rows out of Thompsons Boal 
Center also along the Potomac River. Existing 
repons prepared by the County, and 
conversations 'With area rowers. Indicate that 
u..re i. a growing demand ror rowing fecllUes 
In the area. In re81)on641 lo this demand and 
from support from the US Congress end 
Arlington County, NPS eulhortzed lhia study 
lo easess Iha potential of localing a 
boalhouse/rowlng facility along the Potomac 
River lo service lhe Arilnglon County high 
schools and Ha residents. 
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8 PROGRAM/PROJECT REQUIREMENTS AND CRITERIA 

A number of steps were undel1aken to 
develop • program for the boalhouse. TheG8 
Included a review of the study prepared by 
Minglon County's Waler-8ased RacraationaJ 
Facility Task Force in 1995. feedback from 
crew coaches al the three Allington County 
public high schools. and a study of the sizes. 
boat storage cepac:lties and amenities et 
three area boathouses and one area boat 
club. This chapter provides a summary of the 
fndlngs and ldenlifies the minimum and 
maximum program for the boathouse. 

2.1 REVIEW: WATER-BASED 
RECREATIONAL FACILITY TASK 
FORCE'S REPORT, 1ffS 

In 1993. the Minglon County Board 
appointed an 11-member Task Foroe lo study 
Iha leaslbllity of a water-based rea-eallonal 
facility to be localed ~ GWMP and !ha 
Francis Sc:oU Key Memorial Bridge. The Task 
Force made r&commendallone In a study, 
Feasfbillty Study for a Boathouse Faclity 
I.Dcat9d &twoon GWMP and Francis Scolt 
Koy Memorial Bridge, In 1995. 

2.1.1 Building Prognm 

The Task Force recommended a boathouse 
on the At1ington County shore that would be 
approxlmately 25,000 aquare feet In size. As 
par the Committee's reoommendallone, this 
boalhouse woukl have primary spaces as 
Identified In Table 2.1. The Task Fort:e looked 
at accommodaUng rowing programs at 

T•bl• 2.1: Boathouse PTooram Pro......d by lh• Artlnolon County THk Fon:e 
u .. .... ,.,.. --.,.,. , • .-SP -- 1,200SF 

1..-y/WISlalrtahlEJe,,/-- 1.1500 SFor, tho lnlftoor • 400 SF onlho-11:>cr 

F<uOfficN 400 SF; 100 SF -

Efficioncy Al*1mWII ,ooSF 
Cc>rr<nlriy-llnat NM 2,000 Sf 

l.ool«<Rooml/Toltu 2.300Sf 

-. 200SF 

·-•..., d 132 l'OWt,g lhollo (36 elgtu. 24 ...... 16 .... ~ Ind 156 M'GIN) VI U-. lho ...... ~ 

Anington County's IIYlla public high $Chools 
and to broaden recreational access lo the 
Potomac River for Mnglon County's 
residents, Wl)fi(era and viaitcn. 
Recommended programs lndude: apace for 
the three high schools rowing programs; 
QOmfflUOlty based rowing and peddling 
progams, boat atorage, canoe and shell 
rental; oommunlty room rental; lockers, 
showers, restrooms; a vending machine area; 
viewing decks; and, a small alflClanc:y 
apertmenl The Task Fon:e also 
recommanded offering environmental 
education program and aslabllaNng a nature 
center oriented towards river ecology and 
exhibits. 

2.1.2 Parking 

The Task Fon:e recommends UN1Q the 
existing 100± par1<ing spaces al the TRI site. 
In addillon, 25 new sp8Q8S ara proposed, 
adjacent to the proposed boathouse, for 
maintenance. emergency vahidea. deYveries, 
and for persons with disabllillea. The study 
slates that there Is po(anUal for 40 partclng 
spaces al this locallon. In addtllon, the site lo 
the wast of lhe GWMP has potential cepeclty 
ror a 7o..paca pa,klng lot with two spa(* for 
buees and a bus tum-around. Also, nalllby 
Rosslyn provides the opportunity for parklng 
In parlung garages (2,754 sp8Q89), hotels 
(1,200 spaces) and limited M411'aet metered 
spaces that have one and two hour limlls. 
The nearest par1dng garage ls an eight­
minute walk and there Is a Melro stop that Is 
1 o minutes (walldng) rrom the boathouse all a. 
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The study antlcipaled that aj)j:l(Oxlmalely 300 
high schools studenls would row dunng the 
Spring months, moaUy from 2:30PM lo 
5:30PM. The study diseuNa thal the high 
school students would generate limited 
paridng needs alnce the schools would 
conUnue to transport studenls to practice by 
bus or encourage them to run or bicyde as 
plll1 of their training schedule. It would take 
the studenls approximately 14 minutes to 
bicyda from Washington-lee High School 
and 25 minutes from Yorktown High School. 
(Sludenls al Wakefoekf High School would not 
be abie to bike as they ara mud1 tur1her 
away.) Dwtng Fall months, there ere 1-
sludenls (app,oJdmalely QO) who participate In 
rowing programs. There Is no busing provided 
by the Sc:hoola during the Fan, end the 
students woold probably carpool, blcyde. run 
or use the Metro to practlce. 

Community rowers woold generally use the 
boathouse prior to 8:ooAM and after 5:30PM 
on weekdaya and weekends. 

2.1 .3 Environmental Concerns 

The Tuk Fon:e identified potenUal atrecle on 
TR Island, lndudlng Impacts lo plant life 
(induding threats to naUve species rrom 
inlroduced exotics), impacts on weUand birds 
(nesUng species and those which use !he 
Island di.ring migration), and Impacts to other 
flora and fauna. The Task Force also 
recognized !hat olher potential &tracts to the 
Potomac River Include compliance with 
Arlington County's Chesapeake Bay 
Pt8S81V8llon Ordlnance, Impacts to the 
River's hydrology, impacts to the fish 
population, lmpacia to water quality, and the 
effects of additlonal trash and refuse 
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generated by faclllty users. Potanllal affects to 
the VA shoreline which would need lo be 
evaluated Include Impacts to IIYeataned plant 
species, removal of axlsUng ll'aes, affects on 
the lliewahed. lmpacls of slla Hghtlng (both to 
wi1d1Wa and the viewshed), Impacts from 
Increased pedaslrian lratflc, and construction 
related impacts. 

2.2 SUMMARY OF CASE STUDIES 

FOlK area boathouses and one boal dub 
were examined lo Identify exlating programs. 
sl018ge &TI1as and ameolUea provided. This 
Information la summerized In Table 2 .2 and 
was used lo help develop and provide 
cornpa,1son with Iha proposed boalhouM. 

Flgu/8 2.3: Sandy Rln, C>ecoquen 
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Table 2.2: Summarv of Area Boathou .. a 

ALEJWIOIUA POTOMAC BOAT SANDY-. lMOIIPSOHBOAT 
CLUB OCCOOUAII canER --~ ±UOO SF / 5 bays :5,100Sf f 5ba)'S H,OOOSF /8 t 12.400 SF 17 bays 

_,_ 
....... 

-"'- EJg1u,q1, _o Eiltu•7- ,t 175lnll<ialt ~ / FOln"32 -«-- I ObleP10 I Sglop%7 121~181 30- I 
ow.ldtl - ,oo OliloP-!SO --- Partd_..._ ±700SF Nonelndocr 

- lndocr 
1.-.lllhoMn ±1.7!50 Sf t 1800 Sf - Y01 / t4200SF 

0Uldoo<Rl9siln9 tllOO SF - Slgl'lllon Y• - -
Offloe8- :tl.000 Sf -Offlco' t 1,000 Sf lMo lhonl!SO IM< lhon SOC) Sf IA·--•--.. SF 

""'1dng 
_ ,cay ..... .....,,o _ 

Sqiftcenl ±80--
+O,..IWMll'*l'm ·-

2.3 ARLINGTON COUNTY PUBLIC 
HIGH SCHOOLS - EXISTING 
CONDITlONS 

Three coaches (ona from aach school) were 
contaded to Identify 1he existing condition9 
and needs of their rowing programs. The 
three achool8 <:UrTef\Uy have 27 boats and 
antic:ipale adding a1x new boats In 1he near 
future. Tha types of boats at each school are 
Identified In Tabla 2.31ater In this chapter. 
The following aecllon provides a desa'lpUon 
of how 1he lhrae programs curandy fundlon. 

2.3.1 W1bflald High School 

Wakeflekl curendy rows out of the Capitol 
Rowing Clim on the AnacosUa River. During 
regtjar season, Its boats are slorad outside, 
under a vehiallar lrallic bridge. During off· 
aaason, lhe boats ara etored wilhln Iha 
bulwark of the bridge, an 81'88 originally 
meant ror Siering bridge maintenance 
eq~l Acalrdlng to lhe coach, lhis area 
has become a roosting place for birds so that 
al stored boats and equlpmenl must be 
wrapped for proteclion .. There Is no electricily 
ao atorape-relatad ac:tMlies ara perfonned 

using a llashlighL Th& outdoor area Is 
unfinished and there Is one amall ahed to 
store equipmenL There ara no pubic !acilllles 
and the area Is noisy due to the ll'affic on the 
bridge. 

• Program: The a-had 20 members 
during the last MMOn and la anlicipated 
lo be larger during the coming -son. 
The largest n..nber hee been 50 
alu<Mnts. There are men'• and women's 
tean,a. both rowing coxed tours. Along 
with the team boats, the school has two coaching laundlM. 

R"llltb•: The aw, partiqpalee in 
approximately 10 regattas during a 
aeason, all of which are out of town. The 
6Chool takes between two and four boats 
to a ragetta, on a team owned trail«. 
Arington County provides a lnJck and 
driver for eadi regatta. The trailer Is 
stored on school grounds. 

• Training: The crew trains wi1h 
ergometera, exerc:iaing and rowing on the 
Anaooatia River. The team trllinl during 
lhe Spring high school elhlellc MNOn, In 
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Iha afternoon. fwe or six days a week, 
and for 2.5 hours per day. II they had 
baiter and cloeer faclllty, they would add 
a Fall program or mra hours. 

Rowing Condition•: The coach 
Indicated lhat they naed •t laast two 
kllometens of water, preferably straight. 
200 melera wide and lhree to lour feel 
daap. The crew loo6es approximately 10 
to 15 percent ol lhe rowing days due to 
Inclement _.Iller. k!MI eondlticna for 
rowing practice, es per Iha coach, Include 
lampanlturaa ~ SOF, winda below 15 
~ and waler that Is free of wakea from 
rnololboets. 

Rowing S.aaon: Rowing season Is 
officially In the spring, from the end of 
March lo Iha beginning of June, but can 
also ba In the Fall as a club sport. 
General boating season begins at the end 
of May and ends In September. 

• Conflicts: Right,of-way on lhe waler 
ba1- different lypes of boats, and 
wake from other boats are concerns. 

• Trava~i.n .. : Travel runs that simulated 
vehk:les going for pracllca trom the 
school to the boathouse and rah.ming 
from the boathouse to the school after 
practice (conducted dui1ng the week o( 
January 18°', 2002) indicate that tt taKes 
18 minutes from the adiool to the rowing 
club arid 21 minutes to return. 

2.3.2 WHhlngton-LM High School (WL) 

WL currently rows out of the Potomac Boal 
Club (PBC) on the Potomac River. M of its 
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shells are stored 11\dooll arid lh6 coaches' 
lal.W'Ches are stored outside. The school team 
has been rowing out of PBC since 1949, 
wl*I the taam was rounded, and has access 
lo one etorage bay for Iha aighls and one for 
the rou,... The - h» .- to a large 
ballroom where ergome1era are stored during 
Iha Spring season only. Other than bathroom 
faciliUea, lhe students don'I have access lo 
locker rooms. In exchange fo, slcring shells, 
lhe PBC membar1 have unUm!tad aocess to 
lhe schoo4's equipment, which puts heavy 
wear on lhe school's equipment 

Program: The ~ had 75 members 
duing lhe last season. The largest 
number wag 122 parllcipants, In 2000. 
The program oonslstantly averages 80 
sludents. Theta are men's and women's 
squads, 8UbdMded Into axperlanoad and 
novtca rower.1. 

R"ll•ttaa: The school 'hiff participate In 
nine regattas In the 2002 spring aaason, 
out of which three WOUid be outside the 
northern Vtrglnla area. Six boals are 
transported on BV<1f811e for a typical 
regatta. These era transported on a trailer 
thal is IIPP<()l(lrnately 40 reet In length and 
towed by a ona-hall lon pick-up truck 
owned by Arlington County. The trailer is 
stored at the school. 

• Training: Most rowing programs 
endeavor to pracllca on Iha water In 
shells each day. Time not spent on lhe 
walM Is spent doing welgh1 training, 
ergometer WOll(ouls, running and slair or 
hill climbing. Wl keeps Its training 
equipment al PBC cl.Iring Spring. All such 
equipment Is alorad at WL during other 

U1116S ol 1116 y6&r and la movtd usll'\O 
priva1e vehldea. Practice dmM are 
balwe«'I 3:30 PM and 6:30 PM during the 
-.kdays and at various tlmea cl.Iring lhe 
morning on s.turdaya. During the 
achoot'a Spring Break, lhe leam usually 
pr8Ctioee twlc. a day, once In lhe 
morning and once in the afternoon. 

Rowing Condltlona: The ideal 
conditions for rowing ara flat wel.,., no 
'hind, limited or no curren~ and limited or 
wekejeea motorized boal lraffic. An 
established traffic pattam Is also 
lmpor'tanL Wind often plays a strong role 
and affects tha cor,citlooe on wld<J b<>dies 
of water. The longer the body of water, 
Iha more lldvantageous llnoa woricouts 
are lyplcaly In the ftve lo 45 mlnulea 
range. Deplh Is nol a crillcai Issue; 
howe-. F1SA, the wolfd governing body 
of~ rowing specffiea a 
minimum depth of a1x leel for 
raceoourMe. Typically, Wl has Is aaws 
on the water lor 1.5 hours per .-ion, 6 
days a week. The amount of Ume on lhe 
water ts dependent on 1he planned 
WOll(ou~ experience leYel of th• crew, 
and ...alher conditions. Wl loMa 
approximately between one and two 
weal<a on the water eech spring 888800 
due to -lher/water conditions. c.­
lhat practice during olher times of the 
year are t- apt to loae water time. 
Spring has the ,noel variable W1>81her 
condlUona for rowing. 

• Rowing Season: For scholaStic 1eama, 
the seeson runs from the end of Februafy 
to the end of May. Cotteglate teama traln 
from the beginning of September to the 
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beginning of June. Club teams and 
lndMMI arullers train end race year 
round. Nearly aa ot the teams and 
Individuals are off the waler from mio­
November until the and of Februa,y. 

• Conftleta: Motorized pleasure craft is the 
biggest threat. This Is eapedaGy true 
below Memorial Bridge where there are 
no speed reslrlcllona on boaters. In any 
ca ... eecording lo the coech, pleasure 
boalers often have little knowledge of the 
fragllenesa or the rowing boats, and often 
they don~ foffow a standardized course 
which puts both parties at risk. 

Travel-limn: Travel runs Iha! simulated 
whldes going for practlce from the 
school to lhe boathouse and retuming 
from Iha boathouse to the school after 
practloe (conducted do..wlng the week of 
January 18", 2002) indicale Iha! tt takes 
15 minutes from the school to the rowing 
club and 22 minutes lo retum. 

2.3.3 Yorktown High School 

Storage: Yorktown currenUy rows out of 
the Thompson Boat Center (TBC). The 
school stores al of 118 boa1a - 7 eights 
and 3 fours - et the Center, of which two 
eights ere stored outside and the 1'11$t are 
atored inakle. The school has a closet for 
storage at the TBC -..tiere It stores safety 
equipment, spare parts, tools and cox· 
boxes. Gas Is stored in an outdoor 
slorage area. 

• Program: Yorktown had 80 team 
members during the last rowing season. 
The maximum number has been 90. 
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There are four categories ot teams -
Varsity Boys, Varsity Glrls. Freshman 
Boye and Freahman Glr1s. 

Regattas: The leam participates In 
regattas every weekend, from the end or 
March to the end of May, three of which 
are out of town and a few at the 
Occoquan. The school owns a trailer that 
Is hauled by a plck-<4> truck. The traller Is 
40 feel in length, and 88 wide 88 a nonnal 
lrucl<. II ls stored al Washington Lee High 
Sdlooj, 

Training: The crew starts Its training in 
January, al school, for two hOI.W8 a day, 
Monday through Friday, until !hey are 
able to get on Iha water In lale February 
or March. Then Iha atudenls spend one 
hour training at school and one hour 
training on the water. The training 
equipment Includes free weights, 
bendles and ergorneters. This equipment 
is stored In a closet that is shared wllh the 

track teem In the beMm8nl of the school. 

Pr11etlce llm8$ are from 5:30 AM lo 7:30 
AM and lnlm 3:15 PM to 6:00 PM from 
Monday through Friday and from 6:00 AM 
to 12:00 PM on S8turdays. Practice Is six 
days a week unll lhe racing .­
starts, then ii is five days a week. 

Rowing Condttlona: The coachee Mek 
waler that Is e f- miles long (3 lo 6 miles 
each way), that Is pro4eCted from the 
wind, and Is free of la~ boets b'Bvelllng 
at hlgh retee of epeed. The crewmlsees 
maybe one day a Mak In Match, and 
after that maybe one or two days a 
month. The beet -•!her is a 70F-degree 
day wtth a alight drizzle of rain whk:h 
keep& the water flat and powe,boabl 
away. 

Rowing Season: The high school rowing 
season Is from late Februery to the end of 
May. There is also club rowing season 
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School l!Jll..in,Shollo ~~-
E ....... Foura Two-llon T--- • ,_.,.,...,_Four 

w.-1..eo 12 1-..1Fcur+lllddlllonel-nll1el y- 0 10 
,_ ....... ,_Four 

T01a18holl1 1, 10 7:1 2-..EIQhlo+s-, ....... 1 ---
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that 11088 from Jooe lhrough November. 
In whk:11 a number of the students 
participate. 

• Travel-time•: Trawl runs that almulated 
vehicles going for practlce from the 
school to Iha boathouse and retuming 
from the boethouae lo the sc:hool after 
practice (oonduoted during the Mak of 
January 18", 2002) Indicate that It takes 
16 rlinutes from the school to the rowing 
dub and 22 minutes lo return. 

2.4 POTENTIAL OTHER DEMAND 

Based on discuaalons v.ith area roweni and 
the boalhousM, there is a significant demand 
lor rowing programs, as well •• storage 
spaces In the area. Thia demand Is bolh from 
lndlvklual rowers, end schools that ere either 
looldng to expand, estabbh s rowing 
program or reduce their !ravel Umes to rowing 
facllltiea. Three schools that have been 
Identified are Blshop O'Connel High School 
in Allington Courty, which currenUy rows out 
of lhe Thompson Boal Center, Langley Hlgh 
Sdlooj in Fallfax County, -..tlich rows out ot 
Sandy Run boalhouae, and Meleen High 
School In Fairfax County, -..tllch rows out of 
Thon'4)Son Boal Center. Also, amongst the 
a.rea boalh-. PBC has identified a 
waiting list of betw.en 120 and 130 par.ions 
who are awaiting to become members of the 
club, and 40 people who ara awaiting storage 
apace for singles. 

If the potential boathouse Is constructed and 
the lhrae Allington County public schools are 
relocated. some apace would become 
avaRable al the PBC, ~ Boat Center 
and Iha Capital Rowing aub, -..tilch would 
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help defray some of the existing demand. In 
addition, Georgetown Unlvetelty la planning to 
construct a boathouse upstream from Key 
Bridge. Once that boathouse Is conslrucled, 
additional rack apace would become avaUable 
In the area. All current indications, based on 
conversations wtth rowers and boathouses, 
are that the existing and growing demand wlO 
nu up all of the apacas that w111 become 
ava~able. 

2.5 BOATHOUSE PROGRAM 
DEVELOPMENT 

2.5.1 Typical Equlpment Slua 

•· ao.rs1z .. 

Current rowing shells vary in size from 24 '.s· 
to 58'-0" in length (see Tabla 2A) and can 
weigh up lo 234 Iba. To store the long boa ls 
(eights and fours), a shelf space of 
approximately 58 feet in length Is required. 

Table 2.4: Typical BDIII Slua - 8mt!.'"""8> Wt -IL 
Tn,o (l>ol 

Slnglol 2,4'-8" lo 26'- 10" HIIW - 30'-8" lo 33'- 2' HIIW 
/Pm 33'-0" lo 33'-4' VOll)OI 

Quid( 38'-4'1043'-4' HIIW 
F0<.n 

Ca<101a•1·- 0"1o 1031o VMl)C)I 
43'-4· 136 

Coxod Foun 1081o VMl)C)I 
o13·-·· 1o .. '-O" 135 

Elglu 56'-8" lo ST-10" HIIW 

!l8'-0" lo S8'-0" 1031o VMl)C)I 
234 USA 

Nch: Wwlgl,l i. for. My rifRtd -HllW·---

b. Traller Stz .. (MenufKturer- Veapoll 
USA} 

Specla/-41 feet long. configured to carry 
a combination of 15 big boats. five high 
by three wide. 

Longhsu - 39 feet long. When towed by 
11 % ton pickup lruck. tt wtll carry nine 
one1)leoe eights on the upper three racks 
and three fours or a combination of 
smaller boats on the lower racks. When 
lowed by a van. II wiU carry six one-piece 
elghls on lhe upper two racks and six 
roun or a combination of smaller boals 
on the lrNl&r two rad(a. 

Tran$pO(fer- 36 feel long, configured to 
carry nine shells. The two lop radal -Mii 
carry aJx one1)leoe eights and the lower 
rack w!U carry three lours or • 
combination ot smaller boats. 

• Foot11 Carrier- 32 feel long, designed to 
carry six fours when towed by either a 
van or a pickup lruclt 

c. St01911e Olmena/oM 

A typical boa! storage area consists of boal­
racks and area for storing oara. Boat-racks 
are typically stacked 20 feel apart. atthough, 
as in the Alexandria Boathouse's case, the 
racks are stacked 25 feel apart, which allows 
space for boets to be repend In the aleles. 
The vertical dlmenslon ot Iha racka depends 
on the height of the ceiling, however, the 
lowermost shelf la 2 reet 9 inches off the 
ground and then each shelf above that la 2 
feet apart. Oars ere usually stacked ver1leally, 
with the longast oar being approxlmately 12 

PACILITY a a1Te AHALT••• ,011 A •oATNOUaa ON THe ,oTOMAC 111vea AT AIILINOTON COUNTY &NO VICINITY I"'° 



Chapter 2 
,roer•m/ Pr•J• ct R•~•lr•m••t• & Crlt•rl• 

reet 6 Inches. This dimenaJon often dictates 
the internal height of a boathouse. 

2.5.2 Amenities to be Included 

The following faclltles are proposed lo be 
Included at a minimum within the boathouse: 

•· Boat Storeo• for th• thrN Public High 
School& 

Table 2.3 describee the number and types of 
boats owned by the schools and the numbet 
and types of boats desired In the near future. 
Each coach Indicated that if they had 
additional storage space, II ls lkely that their 
program would eXl)llnd with additional boats 
beyond lhoae desired In the near tenn. To 
estab4ish the minimum program, it was 
delennlned that stora99 space for the existing 
number of boals, which ara the maxtirom that 
the sdlools have owned, along with those 
desired In the neer term, would establish the 
spa<:e needs for the smallest boathouse. 

In addition to the cnw boats, there are 
motorized boals used by coaches. In most of 
the existing boathou888, these are stored 
outdoors during the rowing season. For the 
proposed boathouse, these boals could be 
stored oulslde during rovmg season and 
brought into the boathouse during norwowing 
seasons. These boals require g8$0line. which 
Is typicaly stored outside the main boal 
stora99 area. In this study, it haa been 
assumed that a spacial gas storege room, 
separated from the main boal stora99 area by 
a firewal, could be provtded adjoining the 
maln building. 

b. Boat Ston,ge for Community Progn""' 

Other than the hlgh schools, It is prudent to 
have some boat slora99 space for community 
rowing programs. Since the high schoois will 
orty officially be on Iha watet during the 
spring months. the boathouse should be used 
for other community rowing programs during 
Iha remalning portion ol the rowing sea&on. 
A8 Is the case In the other boathouses In the 
area, the high school stlldenls could conllnue 
participating in rowing activities through non­
~tilive programs organized as part ol the 
convnunlty rowing programs. 

Other than the three high school programs, 
the only OCher official rowing program that 
could be Identified In Arlington County is 
based In Bishop Denis J. O'Conne8 High 
School. Conversations with area boathouses. 
Al1ington County Department of Panes, 
Reaeation and Community Resources, end 
persons familiar wtlh rowing actlvitles In the 
area, indicated that wl'lile there are no otrlCial 
groups or organizations thal ere regisler&d as 
being Arling1on based, a large number of 
residents partlclpale In the various programs 
offeted by the area boalhousas. Including, but 
not restricted lo, the Thompson Boal Center. 
However, It was lmpoesible lo document lhe 
actual number of Arling1on residents who row 
In the area. 

While It Is feasible for some ol lhe high school 
boals to be used for community rowing 
programs, It Is likely that lhete would be 
additional boats that would be part of such a 
program. Based on the existing programs In 
the area, such boats would consist of singles, 
doubl•. fours and some elghls. 

In addition to community rowing boats. if 
poasible, there should also be sonie space for 
Individuals to alore boats. Most Individuals in 
lhe area have s,ngles or doubles. 

c. Exercise.,.. and Ston,ge 

Some space should be provided within the 
boathouse for exerciae equipment for each 
school. Potentlany, sonie of lhia equipment 
could be shared ~ the schools and 
community membets. In addition, there 
should be aeperele storage apace for each 
school to store equipment such as cox-boxes, 
etc. 

d. Lockwa •rid show.,. 

Some space for showefs and lock81S should 
be lnclu<led In the boathouse. Whlle there 
could be a common shower area shared by 
the three schools, Individual lockers In a 
corrmon space should also be provided. 

•· outdoor rlgolno .,.. 

There should be some external rigging space 
between Iha boathouse and the river lo 
provide area for rigging boals prior to taking 
them into the water end washing boats before 
returning them lo the storage racks. 

f. Perl<lng 

Al a minimum, a buslltaller drop,otl area 
should be provided to allow easy vehlcular 
transportation of the CXfJW learns during daiy 
practice, and of the boals during regattas. 
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2.5.3 Minimum and Max.imum Program 

Based on this analysis, a footprint of ±10,000 
square feet ahould be considered as a 
minimum for the boathouse. Such footprint 
would allow a p0tsntlal configuration of four 
storage bays for long boats (±4a Shelves, 
where the storage floor allows sbc shalvea to 
be slacked vertically) and one repair bay at 
the gn,ood iev.l. The three high schools 
would require two and ~ bays or 32 
shelves. The remaining bays could 
aocommodate any 8Xpanaion needs that the 
schools may have beyond the Immediate 
future, or could be used for some community 
rowing programs. A footpllnt of::!: 14,000 SF 
should be considered as a maximum for the 
boathouse as It would aUow a potential 
confiQU1'8tion of 8lX bays for storage of large 
boats (72 she4vea), and a repair bay. In this 
case, three beys (40 shelves) would be 

available to accommodate future needs of the 
three schools, other schools that may be 
interested In locating here and/or community 
rowing programs. In both C8S88, olhet than 
son,e equipment alorage space and spece for 
storing gas, olher amenities could be located 
on e pertlat second noor. Table 2.5 provides a 
detailed Rsling of the suggested minimum and 
maximum programs. Figure 2. 6 C<ll1l)8res 
the footprints of the proposed Arlington 
boathouse and olhet area boalhousas. 

Table 2.5: Mlnbnum and M .. tmum P-ram for the BosthouN 
Minimum Program Maximum Program 

Total Footprint I Area ±10,000 SF (100' x 100')/:t 15,000 ±1 4,000SF (140' x 100')/:1: 19.000 
SF SF 

Boal Storage :1: 6,400 SF (4 =; stores 48 long :1:11,200 SF (6 bays- SIONIS 72 long 
boslsl 

Boat R"""'r Alea :1: 1,600SF lhddlUonai bay) + 1.600 SF I 1 eddlUonal ba\l) 
s•~Alaa :1:1500SF :l:1600SF 
Exerclae Area :1: 2.000 SF rr Floor) :1: 2,000 SF 12"" F"""' 
l.od<etl/ShoW8r. :1: 2 000 SF =- Aoorl :1:2000SFIT"'f"""' 
Ouldoor RJn..i- Alaa 4 OOOSF 9100SF 
Office $Dace Leu lhan 500 SF Leu than 500 SF 
Parking Space for trailer Space f« Ir-ll.marOundi 

IUmarollndl-11""8SS emer--aocesa 
Dock/Float Approx. 150 feal In length 10 &!low two 

..i,;,,15 to U$8 the dock &lm<ila- ~1u 

Approlc. 150 lee! In length lo allow two 
.w.1s to use the dock slmultanaouslv 

Gas Stotage 100SF +100SF 

....., ..... aoc..u. 

~•"-w,..., 
A1••··tt.4'\'..,.,--

Figure 2.6: Comparison Se!ween Proposed 
Boathouse Program IJlld A,.• Boathouse~ 
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• SITE EVALUATIONS 

This chapter piollides an analysis of each site 
and evaluates the potentilll of locallng a 
boathouse based on lhe minimum and 
maximum boathouse program established. II 
is divided Into three parts - the first diarusses 
lhe exisdng condiUona al each site, the 
second describes lhe conceptual site plans, 
and the tlwd provides an asaassmenl of Iha 
potential Impacts of locating a propoaed 
boathouse on each site. 

There are four allemative sites that have 
been examined. These are: 

Rosslyn Wate<ftonl - Lower Slle 
Rosslyn Waterfront - Upper Slte 
Immediately south of Iha CSX Railroad 
Bridge 
Eastern ~ine of Oainoarfield Island, 
to Iha soulh of the existing marina 

3.1 ROSSLYN WATERFRONT SITE -
LOWER LEVEL 

3.1.1 Existing Conditions 

3. 1.1.1 - Phyalcal Conditions 

•· Existing I.and Use 

The Rosslyn lower level site is localed east of 
Iha GWMP and nonh of the exlsling TRI 
par1dng lot (see Figure 3.1. Exlslng 
Conditions Map). The site is currendy vai;anl 
and vegetated, and under NPS o..nership. 
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Figure 3.1 ExistinQ Conditions, Rosslyn Wsterf,ool 
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b. lnf, .. tructure 

Water Mains· Record drawings ot Iha 
GWMP indli;ate that a 30-lnch waler main 
exists adjacent to Iha curb of the GWMP 
ncx1hbound roadway. A 6-lnch duclile iron 
waterline also exists north of Iha Mount 
Vernon Tran pedeelrian bridge. A 
ooncrele vault for this walerlina ls also In 
the vicinity. Modif,cations lo lhis 6-jnch 
line may be required dependlng on the 
roadway and slle layout 

EJectrical I Telephone Service· A 4-inch 
two-way electric condui~ which is 
conaete encased, enters Iha site from 
Iha west approximately 300-feel OOf1h of 
Iha MVT bridge. It is unknown as lo what 
this service is feeding and If there is 
telephone service within this conduit. 
Furlhar Investigation wilh Iha ulillty 
CX>n¥)8nlea will be required lo determine H 
ii is capable of serving a potenllal 
boathouse. 

sanitary Sewer There does not appear to 
be any sanitary &ewef exisling on slle. 
Record drawings indicate lhal lhe ~I 
sanitary sewer line is the sewer main in 
Rosslyn Circle. Therefore, It is 
anUcipaled lhal a new sewer force main 
connecting Iha lower site lo Rosslyn 
Circle would be required. 

3.1. 1. 2 - Environmental Conditions 

F]oodpjajns· Acx:ording lo FEMA 
mapping, Iha lower Rosslyn site for the 
potenUal boathouse ls designated an area 
o( minimal flood potential (FEMA 1982). 
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Figure 3.2: Existing Soils and Hydrology, Rosslyn Watarf,oot 
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• ~ Nalional WeUend Inventory 
data lndicelff that there are weUands al 
the Potomac shoreline along the majority 
of lhe length of the site. 

• ~ Soils on the Illa are likely 
Udorthents.. Udofthenta usuely Include 
ma.terials that have been reworl<ed by 
macnlnery In the past and consist of 
loamy materials that have been placed 
aver tolls of varying drainage cluses on 
lemlces and ftood plaJns. Udorthents 
mey also loclude relatlvely undisl!Jtbed 
alluvial aolls that have been shaped to 
some extenl The permeability of 
Udonhents Is highly variable (Hydel 
2001 ). The soils on lhe alte are well 
V8Q81aled and do not exhibit signs of 
serious erosion. The rivelt>ank does not 
eXhlbil bank loss, rool exposure, 0t ltee 
fell (see Flgore 3.2). 

• ~ There are no notlceable 
aignlf,canl geologlc feelures on lhe site. 
The undenying geology is alluvial malarial 
(Fleming 1994). 

• Vegetation· Vegelalion on lhe lower 
Roeelyn site lndudes c:ommon suburban 
lree speclea. underalay epecles, and 
grassy areas In a caridor along lhe river. 
Vegetation exhibits edge characteristic:$ 
such as prominent vine growth. A leller 
from Iha Virginia Division or Natural 
Hantage, daled Oec«nbe( 10, 2001 
slates that no natural herttaQe resouroes 
or Slate Natural Area Praae,ves hava 
been docunwiled al lhe alte. An 
additional letter from Nalural Heritage 
dated Febtuary 11, 2002 states that 
Virginia MaUow, a very rare rivaralde 
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Figure 3.3: Existing Vege/sfion, Rosslyn Waterfront 
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perennial, has been ldenUfled within a 
twcHnile radius of lhe site. The letter 
lurther states lhal due to its relatively 
unaHered character, the site presents 
habitat more aultable fo, suppotting 
rarities than do the other Potential sil99 
fo, the boathouse, and reoonvnends an 
ln1111ntory of suitable habitat on the L~r 
Rosslyn slte (see Figure 3.3). 

SubaquaUc vegeteUon growth In Iha 
Potomac River has been shown to 
lncreaaa the blological productivity ol the 
Potomac ecosystem. Shoreline surveys 
of peak annual subaquatic vegetation 
grow1h, conducted In September and 
October of 2000, found exlramely dense 
SAV surrounding TRI (Ryan 2001) (see 
Figura 3.3). 

• :tiill!!if!.;. Wildlile on the site likely includes 
c«nmon urban spec!es such as smal 
marM1ela and birds. Larger anirrels 
would not likely utiliZa the n&O'Ow l0test 
on lhe slle fo, permanent habilal 
However, since the fo,est la contiguous 
Wilh foreit aloi\O the Polomac it is 
possible lhet l8lge( species could uUlize 
the forest c:onidor fo, movemenL A latter 
from the Vi,vlnla Division of Nallnl 
Heritage, dated December 10, 2001 
states that no natural heritage resources 
0t Stale Natural Area Preserves heVe 
been documented al the lower Rosslyn 
site. An acldltionat letter rrom Natural 
Heritage dated February 11, 2002 states 
that Plzzlnrs a~pod and Stygobromus 
119. 15, could be located on the site H 
seeps O()CUr the<e. Both or the vary rere 
austaoeans were doctanented to the 
north of lhe site In a 19!16 lnvenloty. The 
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latte< further states thal due to its 
relatively unaltered character, the site 
presents habital more suitable fo, 
supponing raritles than do the other 
Potential sites fo, the boathouse, and 
recommends an inventory ol aul\abie 
habitat on the Lower Rosslyn site. 

• Tooootaphy; The topography on this site 
is characterized by modatately steep 
slopes et the weslem extent of lhe site, 
along Iha retaining wal for the GWMP. 
The steep slopes fal to relatlvely flat 
ground that gredualy des<::ends to the 
riv81bank al lhe Potomac. 

Stormwater: In general, stonnwater flows 
from west to east across the site from the 
GWMP retaining wall towards lhe 
Potomac River. There Is no evidence of 
chamelaalion 0t pooflng of stormwaler 
on the site. 

• l:lllil!l; The sile Is localed within the flight 
path of the Reagan National Airporl 
Howe-. planes are relaUv~ high at this 
location, compared to the 14 SlnM!t and 
Daingerfield Island Illes, and have a 
reduced noise related Imped. 

3.1.1.3 - O,,.raUona/ Fectors 

a. Transpo,tAl/on (Access and Parl<Jng) 

The subJeet Ille is loc:eled to the east or the 
GWMP. Existing access is provided from lhe 
northbound lanes of the parl(way by means or 
right-ii I rlght-<XJI movements. This portion of 
the parkway Is eccess controlled, wilh 
Interchanges lo the notlh and south ol lhe 
site. The posted speed llmll along the 

parkway is 40~. with obs«ved ltee flow 
speeds near 5().mph throughout much ollle 
day. The pad(way has a 2-loot ahoukle( on 
either skSa of the lraveted way near the site. 

• ~ The existing entrance to lhe site 
from the northbound lanes of the parkway 
Is located approxlmetely 1, 125 feet nol1h 
of lhe entrance re~ lro,n 1-66. The 
beginning of the taper to lhe deceteralion 
lane to lhe site entrance Is localed 
approxlmatety 75 faet north of lhe end ol 
the taper from lhe 1-66 re~ accelaraUon 
lane. The relatively close apacing 
belween the merge and div•ge areas 
ra$Ults in somewhat or a weaving 
condition. Combmed with the ralatlvely 
short dec:eteralion length ol 500 feet 
(followed by a tight, 2s.foot radius curve). 
the existing entrance may be problematlc 
for large< vehlctes, partlc:ularty lho$e with 
trailers. 

The existing acceleralion lane from Iha 
site ta 300 feet long, followed by a 300· 
foot taper. Due lo the fact that the 
parl<way only has a two.fool &hookier and 
e dosed sedion (oorb-and gutter). la,ger, 
heavier vehides that might otherwise 
have used a shoulder to "extend" thai­
merga area must accelerate fro,n a 
stopped condition to epproxlmataty 40-
mph In onfy 300 feet. This may be 
p<Oblernatlc fo, vehicles puling loaded 
boat trallenl. 

There ls no aooess to the site fro,n the 
southbound lanes of the parkway. To 
reach the aite, southbound vehicles can 
use the ramp to Memorial Drive, proceed 
around lhe cirdelrounclaboul and then 
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follow lhe ramp back to nonhbound 
GWMP. This route sends motorists 
approximately one mile out ot their way 
and is somewhat circuitous, but not overly 
lndirecl Similerty, vehicles exiting the 
site that wish to head southbound on the 
par1(way have a similar route lo follow; 
proceeding about one-mile n0<1h, exiting 
at Sprout Roo Parkway, and following the 
ramp lo the lJ.lum which places motorists 
direclly back on the pa,1(way in the 
Southbound direction. This route would 
send motorists about two miles out ot 
their way. 

~ The existing par1<ing lot is 
divided into two halves, the northern 
portion halllng 31 spaces (on only one 
side due to lot size) and the southem 
portion having 67 regular spaces and 5 
handicap spaces. There is UtUe, n any, 
room within these lots for a large vehicle 
(bus, truck or car with trailer) lo tum 
around, and these are not expected to 
parlc here. 

The lots tends lo be overcrowded in the 
spring, summer and fall months Overflow 
parlclng la diff1CUlt at this site, due to the 
lack of usable land near lhe site for 
temporary parking on grass. 

b. Rowing Conditions 

Depth of Water: There is sufficient water 
depth for rowing, a few feet from the 
shoreline. Based on the Tidal Map for the 
Potomac River, during low tide, lhe araa 
towards the Little River Channel has a 
depth ot approximately one-foot. 
However, immediately north ot the little 
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River Channel, the depth increases with 
the deepest portion near the Georgetown 
side rM&surlng approximately 39 feel. 

AyaDabje Course: Rowers from this 
locaUon would have immediate aocess to 
the waters north ot Key Bridge up to 
Fletcher's Cove and Chain Bridge, and 
south to Woodrow Wilson Bridge and 
beyond. 

~ The area north ot Memorial 
Bridge has a 'no-wake' zone that requires 
boat traffic to travel at speeds below five 
mph. This reduces potenUal conflicts with 
powerooata and cruise-boats that 
frequent the Washington Harbor. There 
are two olh« boalhou-. the Potomac 
Boat Club (PBC) and Thompeon's Boat 
Center that ara located aa-oss the shore 
from this site. ThMe provide quick 
emergency asalatanoe In case there is a 
need on the water. In addition to these, 
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Georgetown University is proposing to 
construct a new boathouse, upstream 
from the PBC. 

Pays lost due to Weather: The coaches 
who row In this area Indicated that they 
lose between one and two weeks ot 
rowing in the Spring season. Between the 
beginning ot February and end of May 
(17 weeks), the approximate period when 
the High School rowers pracUce on the 
water, that averages out lo less than one 
day per week. 

3.1. 1.4 - Cultu,.,/Vlsual Conditions 

a. Cultural Resourr: .. 

Polenllal archeologlcal resource& on the site 
Include possib4e locations, In undislurt>ed 
areas ot the Potomac rivert>ri, for arUfacts 
from prehistoric NaUve American settlements 
(Arlington County 1993). There Is also 
submerged structural debris within the river, 
adjacent to the site, from a causeway built 
from the VA shoraUne to the John Mason's 
(Roosevelt) Island during colonial Umes, that 
allowed access to ferry conveyance from the 
island to Georgetown (Cissna 1990). In 
addition, a number ot structures were known 
to have existed In this area, below the 
Aqueduct and above the causeway, some of 
which may have been associated with 
Mason's Ferry l.an<fing. See Figura 3.5. The 
GWMP is a National Historic Register 
property that is in proximity to the project site. 

b. Vlswtl Conditions 

The site la vegetated with a combinaUon of 
trees and lawn (see figures 3.12, 3.14, 3.16, 

.. _..~$,Mt 

........ CfMIWI ........ ,.. .. ~ 
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Figurr, 3.5: Existing HistoricaUCu/tural Resources, Rosslyn Waterfront 
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3.18 and 3.20). It la vislbla from the river. from 
some araae on TRI, from the par1<way, Key 
Bridge and from Georgetown, across lhe 
river. Visuaty, Iha alte contributes to an 
uninlenupted, vegetated shoreline along TRI. 

3.1.2 Conc.ptwil Site Pllln• 

Two concep(ual plans were prepared to test 
the potential of locating a boalhouse at lhis 
site. Figures 3.6 and 3.7 Hluslrale a smaller 
boathouse with a footprint of 10,000 SF. 
Fig1,e 3.8 Hlustrates a larger boathouse wilh 
a footprint of 14,000 SF. In bolh plane, a new 
acoess road wilh a drop-off area is proposed 
off the existing enlrance/extt location lo the 
TRI parking area. The c:oac:he6' boats would 
be lied to the dock during the rowing season. 
During non-rowing periods, th- boats could 
be stontd at the proposed boathouse. 

Figure 3. 6: Conceptual Sile Plan 
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Figure 3. 7: Enlarged Conceptual Site Plan, Minimum Program Boathouse 
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3.1.3 SlteAm1ly•I• 

Summary: A boathouse, based on the 
proposed mininun end maximum program, 
with • foolp<int that ranges from 10,000 SF to 
14,000 SF. could be acconvnodated at the 
lower Rosslyn site. There era a numb« of 
improvements that would be ..-sary for 
these plans to work. These include the 
folowlng: 

A new road that would provide 
boathouse access to trailers, school 
buses and emergency vehlcles. This 
road shook! be configured to allow 
ingress and egr- from the site area. A 
bus drop off location is proposed at the 
end of the new access road. 

To configure a turning radius for exiting 
trailers, buses and emergency vehicles, 
the existing pedestrian bridge would have 
lo be reconstructed on the eastern portion 
of the GWMP. Reconalruction should 
lake Into account the required clearance 
below the bridge for large vehicles and a 
gradient of 8.33 peroent on the bridge to 
allow for handicap accessibility. The 
proposed configuration, Uluslreled in the 
con<:eptuel site plan, ensures that there is 
no conflict be'-1 movement on the 
Mount Vernon Trail and the new aooess 
drive. Due to the proxinity of the 
proposed end existing eligrvnents of the 
pedestrian bridge, pedestrian use of the 
bridge would not be available during re­
construction. 
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Figure 3.8: Conceptual Site Plan, Maximum Program Boathouse 
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3.1.3.1- Phyalcal Cond/Uona 

•· ExlaUng Land u .. 

The boathouse would result in developing a 
predominantly open space area. 

b. lnfrHtructure 

• Water Mains· It Is anticipated that 100-
feet of new 4-inch water service for Iha 
boathouse can be connected to Iha 
existing 6-inch main. One new fire 
hydrant is likely to be raqu.-ed for lira 
prolaction. 

• Electrical I Ttt,phone Seryjce· For 
purposes of this study, It is assumed that 
new telephone and alectric services will 
be required to serve the boathouse. 
These selVlces ara assumed to be 
approximataly1 ()(),i'eet in length. 

Sanitary Sewer· It Is anticipated that a 
new - force main connecting the 
lower site to Rosslyn Cirde would be 
required. This 4-lnch force main would 
need to be bored or jacked under the 
GWMP. Approximately 900-feet of 4~ndl 
force main would be required. A pumpllifl 
station would also be required for Iha 
boathouse. 

A summary of Iha new utility services, that are 
&kely to be required for Iha boathouse, is as 
follows: 

900.faet of 4-inch dualle Iron sanitary 
sewarforcemain 
150-faet of bored/'j8cl<ed -r pipe 
one ejector pump/lift station 
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100.feel of 4-inch ductile iron water 
main 
100-feet of two-way 4~nch PVC 
electric conduit v.i1h handbox 
100-feet oftwo-way4-in<:h PVC 
telephone conduit with handbox 
100-faet of 1 S..nch RCP storm drain 
one fwe hydrant 
two storm drain Inlets 
one storm drain manhole 
two sanitary sawer manhojes 

3.1.3.2 - Environmental Conditions· 

Floodcfains· Contrary to the FEMA 
designation, observations of topography 
at the potential development site, and 
NPS photos of past flood levels, indicate 
that Iha site would likely be inundated 
under 100-yaar flood conditions. To 
decrease the likelihood of flood damage 
to the potential boathouse facilities, Iha 
habitable areas of the structure, such as 
the shower/locker areas, could be located 
on Iha second floor. 

~ As shown on the conceptual 
sJla plan, foundations for the potential 
boathouse and roadways at Iha lower 
R06Slyn site would be In areas adjacent 
to or within exlstillg riparian weUand 
areas at the Polomac shoreline. As 
discussed above, the addition of fill 
material In these areas could be required 
to construct sound foundations. In 
acc«danca with Section 404 of the Clean 
Water M, the discharge of Ill into 
weUands could require permitting by the 
Amly Corps of E~. The 
delineation of the weUands on and near 
the project sJte would be compulsory in 

order to predict and minimize impacis to 
these areas by fill material. Construction 
of Iha smaller boathouse could disturb 
approximately 5,500 square feat of 
wetland area whUa oonstrudion of the 
larger boathouse could disturb about 
8,300 square feet of wetland area. In 
con1taat to oonstructlon for building 
foundations, the placenwit of beams at 
the river edge to support decking would 
not likely have any major impacis to 
waUand resources. 

• ~ The aolls on the lower Roealyn site 
provide a good substrate for vegetative 
growth and exhibit a moderate potential 
for erosion. To preserve aoll for Iha 
growth of vegetation and to reduce the 
potential for soil erosion and 
sedimentation, Iha davek>pment of the 
potential boathouse fac:ilitles should retain 
the maximum practicable amount of 
undisturbed surface soil area. 
Davek>pmenl of the smaller boathouse 
would likely dish.wb approxlmetely 1.02 
acres of surface soil while development of 
Iha larger boathouse would likely disturb 
about 1.23 aaes of surface sol. 

• ~ The lower Rosslyn site for Iha 
potential boathouse is underlain by 
aftUllial material. As this substrata has 
been compoeed by repeated deposition 
of material over time, It could be 
inconslstent in cornpo$Jlion and structure. 
Sample geologic borings would be 
required prior lo detailed deeign and 
oonslruction to provide a detailed 
understanding ot the existing geologic 
material LWlder Iha devalopmant site.- If 
Iha existing substrate would not prollide 
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sufficient structural support for 
construction of the boathouse and 
roadways, additional NI material or 
structural measures could be necessary 
to support the boathouse fac:ililias. 

• VegelatioQ' Some veoelation on Iha lower 
Rosslyn site would be removed by the 
boathouse davek>pment. The smaller 
boathouse would dear approximately 
20,200 square feet ol treed erea end the 
larger boathouse would clear about 
28,700 square feet of treed area. Based 
on visual surveys and Virginia Natural 
Heritage Department records, the trees 
that would likely be removed are not rare, 
threatened or endangered species. 
Performance ot a 11418 inventory of 
suitable habitat for rare apacias, as 
racommandad by the Vorglnla Natural 
Heritage program, would allow further 
identification of potential ~ts to 
critical habitat. 

The dense SA V growth near the lower 
Roealyn 114ta for the potential boathouse 
could aignlf,canUy interfere with rowara 
uUllzlng the facilities. Removal of the 
SA V would effectively decraeaa tNs 
interference, but could be detrimental to 
Iha Potomac River ecosystem. If 
operation of Iha potential boathouse at 
Iha lower Roealyn site would necassllate 
rowing through SA V. means ot coping 
with Iha complications while not 
negatively mpacting the Potomac River 
would be necessary. 

• Wllilllfe; There Is no documented cr!Ucal 
habitat on Iha lower Rosslyn site for the 
potential Boathouse and lhare are no 
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records of rare. threatened or 
endangered spacies on the site. 
Accordingly, Iha development of Iha 
potential boathouse would not likely 
disturb sensitive wildlife spacies. 
Performance of a 11418 inventory of 
suitable habitat for rare species, as 
racommanded by the Virginia Natural 
Hemaga program, would allow further 
lclanUf1C8Uon of potential iffl>acls to 
altical habltal To prasarva the potential 
for animal utiizalion of the site, the 
boathouse facilities should not completely 
block north«lulh passage across the 
11418. Common urban speciee Inhabiting 
Iha site should readiy be able lo utilize 
olhar similar habitat along the Potomac 
River, in proximity lo the 114la, If disturbed 
by development of the boathouse. 

Topography· The potential boathouse at 
the lower Rosslyn 11418 would be built at 
the aastam portion of the site so minimal 
disturbance or regrading of the sleep 
slopes along Iha parkway retaining wall 
would be required. There may be some 
minimal addition of fil material to regrade 
the sJle near the eastern slopes that 
descend to Iha river. The construction of 
the roadway associated with the 
boathouse would require cutting into the 
steep western slopes by the GWMP 
retaining wan. As par Iha conceptual site 
plan, Iha smaller boathouse would require 
approximately 20,000 cubic feel of cul, 
while the larger boathouse would require 
about 28,000 cubic feel of cut. 

Stonnwater Construction of Iha potential 
boathouse facilities at the lower Rosslyn 
site would increase Iha amount of 

impervious surface on the site. Aa par 
the concaplual 11418 plan, the smallet 
boathouse would add approximately 
25,000 square feet of lmparvioua 
iwrfacas while Iha larger boathouse 
would add approximately 29,000 aquara 
feet of mpe,vious surfaces. This addition 
of impervious surfaces would Increase 
Iha potential runoff \/Oluma on the site. 
The proximity of Iha facilities to Iha 
Potomac River would require 
development ot stormwater mM8Uras lo 
affectively reslrict any infdtration ot 
uncontrolled runoff into Iha Potomac 
River. 

• lil!iu; This area is llkely to experience 
the least amount of airaafl noise of any 
of Iha sites oonsidared since planes are 
at a much higher altitude. 

3. f .3.3 - Open,IJona/ Facton 

a. Tn,naportaUon (AccaH and Parlclng) 

Provision of Iha drop-off area for buses, 
trailan1 and arnargancy vehiclee at this site 
seems difficult for several reasons under 
existing conditions: 

Vahiclas must be able to peas beneath or 
around the exisUng pada&trlan 
blldge(lamp structure. Thia may be 
pouible in two locations; east of the 
parkway and west of the pedestrian ramp 
(passing baneslh Iha pedestrian bridge) 
or west of the entrance to the pedestrian 
ramp (passing between Iha columns 
supporting the sv.ttclH>ack ramp). 
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If the fim option is Hlected, 1um1ng radii 
wtl be p<Oblematic, If not impouible, 
especially for larger vehicles exiting the 
~ and entering the northbound 
lanM of the pari<way. 

If the second option is selected, overt>ead 
clearance la vwy lkely to be an issue end 
turning radl for exiting vehicles may stiB 
be an Issue, although ptobably to less of 
an eJClent c,ompared with the finlt option. 

Reconstructing the pedeelrlan bridge es 
Indicated in lhe site plan would provide 
clearing apace beneeth the bridge and an 
adequate tuning radius for buses, trallen 
or emergency vehicles. 

• Jrayel nmes· During the week of January 
18, 2002, ln!wl limM were obtained 
belMen the lite end the three public hlgll 
achoots. Vehic:jes departed the schools 
at approldrnstaly 3:15 PM to simulate 
vehicles leaving the achoots and travelilg 
to after-edlool practice. Vehicles 
departed the boalhouae elte at 
app<oxlmately 6:00 PM to simuate 
vehicles leaving the boathousa after 
practice and returning to school. These 
..,_ were based on information received 
from the coeches of the rowing teams at 
Wahington-lee and Wakefield High 
Schools. 

• Transit Access· The cloeest Metro station 
et Roeslyn is about 0.33 miles from the 
site, a walk of about 10 mnutes. There Is 
currently no bua 88rvice to the site. 
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b. Rowing Conditions 

• The water In Iha area -..tiere the docks 
are propoaed is fairly ahallow towards the 
shore but gels deeper a few feet into the 
~-There may be some need for 
minimal dredging to provide sufficient 
depCh Mar the shore, or the docks could 
be floated towards the deeper portion ot 
the river. 

• Sinca this area lies within en eJCialing 'no­
wake' zone, the potential for conflict with 
powerboats and olhe< motorized vehicles 
is minrnal. Howe-, there are two 
existing rowing boathouses, ~ 
end Po4omac Boat Club within a mile of 
the propoaed boathouse, end 
Georgelown Universily Is in the process 
ot developing pjana for en eddillonal 
boathouse upslream, which could result 
in a la,ge number of rowing shells using 
lhl8 aree and could cause potential 
conflicts belWMn the various pn,clidog 
teams. 

• The leems would potentialy lose Jess 
than one day oo the river each week, due 
lo indement weather oondiliona. 

3.1.3.4 - Culluta/lVlauM ~aourcea 

a. Cultural R•ourcea 

Historic mapa and photo. indicate that the 
lower Roeslyn alte is on Ill land edcled Into 
the Potomac River for development between 
1868 and the ewty 1900s (aerial photos 
dated 1939 & 1952, and a map from 1868 & a 
map from ear1y 1900s). Acx:ording to lheea 
records, boalhouee facilities~ at the 
Illa, would not lkely be ""1thin undisturbed 
potential locations for Native American 
artifacts. The boalhouH faclMlies would elao 
likely be north of, and thus not dlatl.ri>, the 
location of remnants from Iha historic 
cauMW&y. Thereby development of the 
potential boathouse would not be expected to 
directly disturb these reaourc:ea. Perform1nce 
ot careful historic and an:heological studies of 
the project lite and adi-lt ...... p,tor to 
Initiation ot conatruc:tion, aa would be requlred 
as part of a Section 106 RtMeW, would help 
to insure against the loes d polentielly 
valuable cutural rasouroea due to 
development of boalhousa facilillee. 

The GWMP and TRI would not be diracily 
affected by construction ot the boathouse 
fac:ililiee al the looNer Roselyn aile. The visual 
chat8der aaoelaled with the historic 
propartl .. could be affected by the 
developnent aa discuNed regarding the 
visual slmulaliona of the oonoeptual plan. 

b. VlaUlll 

To aaeaa potential visual mpecta of the 
pn)pOMd boathOU88, airooMlions of the 
l>OelhOUSe - prepared and Oll9<1apped 
v.lth existing inages. The locations of lhe 
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imegea Mf'8 detannlned baaed 00 their level 
of -.lsibi!Hy from public plac:ea (see Figura 
3.9). The existing boathouse at Alexandria 
was used as a model for the simulated 
an;hitectural style of the l)tOl)05ed boathouse. 

Figure 3. 9: Location of Photo Simulations 
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V",ew 1: From the pedestrian walkway at the 
southern end of Iha Francis Soott Kay Bridge, 
the GWMP, adjacent vegelation, vegetation 
wlhin TRI and bits of the Utile River Channel 
are viatie (see Figl.re 3.10). From this 
location, the boathouae wta be vlslble, •• 
Hlustrated in F',gure 3.11 . A portion of the 
boathouse's roof and rear wall would be 
vialble. The boathouse will displace a small 
stand of existing traes incnlasing the visibiltty 
of the TRl'a shoreline. 

The existing vegelstion wil most likely 
obecure the dock area. Thwe Is potential to 
Introduce aupplernentaJ plantings conalstent 
with existing 1!)8Cies, along the aho,eline to 
the south of the boathouse. However. It " 
unlikely lhat addng vegelat.on would reduce 
the visibility of the boathouse fn)rn lhl$ 
location. 

Figure 3. 11: Simulation of Propo$lld Smaller Boalhous. - V,ew from the Southem End of Kay 
~ 
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Figure 3.12: Exl&tll!fl Vltw from Nortltem End of 
Key~ 

V,ew 2: From the pedestr,an walkway at the 
nor1hem end of the Key Bridge the Potomac 
River, Rosslyn 8kyline and the vegetation 
edge along the GWMP is vislJle (see Flgura 
3.12). From lhis locetion, approximately two 
lhirda of the boathouse along wllh the dock 
wll be visible (see Figure3.13). This will 
change the existing vegetated character of 
lhe shoreline. 
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Figure 3. 13: Simulation of Proposed Sma/l&r Boathouse - V/19w from /1/orthem End of Key 
Bridge 
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Figure 3.14: Emling View from TRI 

View 3: From the existing hiking trail wllhin 
TRI, the Utile River Channel, portions of lhe 
boalhouse site, exlallng vegetallon along 
GWMP and some portions of existing 
bulldinga in Rosslyn are vsillle (see Figure 
3.14). -)' al ol lhe prqx,Md boathouse 
"'11 be visible from lhis location during winter 
months (see Figura 3.15). Ooong summer, 
the boalhouse wil be slightly more obecured 
by existing vegetation. 
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F!Qura 3. 15: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - View from TRI 
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Figure 3. 16: EJdlling v- from the G«lrpetown 
Are., 

View 4: From actoSS the Potomac River, 
along Water Street in Georgetown, the 
Potomac River and the exlsling V$gelatlon 
along GWMP aeata a foreground for 
mulUstoried structures in Rosalyn. From this 
locaUon, the entire dock eree and most of the 
boathouse would be visible. 
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Figure 3.17: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - View from the Geolp&IOIMI Alva 
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Flgul8 3. f 8: EJd$tklg V- from GWMP 
Northbound 

View 5: This view is from the center median of 
the GWMP looi<ing north from underneath the 
existing pedestrian bridge (F-.gure 3.18). 
From INs loc8Uon, the entire upper level of 
the boathouse would be visible <-Figure 
3.19) and would change the existing 
chanlcter of the drive along the GWMP. In 
addition, the Georgetown area, which Is 
CU1Tenlly obsa.irad behind existing vegetation, 
would become more apparent when the 
vegetation Is removed. Potential for adding 
vegetaUon to screen the boathouse is 
restricted due to imitations of apaoe between 
the proposed boathouse end GWMP. 
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Figure 3. 19: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - View from G~P Northbound 
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Flgul9 3. 20: Existing v- from the Exi&ting 
Pede$tI1an Btldr,e to TRI 

V°l9W 6: From the existing pedestrian bridge 
leading to TRI, looking nonh, the vegelatad 
shoreline along GWMP, portions of Key 
Bridge, the Utile River Channel and portions 
of the vegetation on TRI are visible (see 
Figure 3.20). From this location, poruons of 
the dock area, one third of the front of the 
boathouse and the reconstructed pedeslrian 
bridge (from Rosslyn) would be vislble (see 
Figure 3.21 ). The simulation shows the 
displacement of the shoreline tr.. due to the 
realignment of the pedeslrian bridge to 
Rosslyn and the boathoose. Removal of 
existing ir- also wiU result in lnaaasing lhe 
vislbllty of Key Bridge from this location. 

Ch•pter 3 
S it e • •••• • ti• •• - • • •• •1• Wa terfr e at L• w•r Site 

Figure 3.21: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - V-iew from the Existing Pedeltrlan 
BridQe to TRI 

rAC ILITY & ••T• ANALYala PO" A • o ATH o u•• ON TH• P O TO.AC • •v• • A T AaLINOT O N C OUNT Y AND VICINITY 1 111·1 7 

View 7: This view Hlustrates the potential view 
of the larger boathouse from the center 
median of the GWMP looking north from 
underneath lhe axlsting pedestrian bridge 
(see Figure 3.22). The maeased aJza 
compared to the minimum scenario results In 
a greater view of lhe larger boathouse (see 
Figure 3.23 and compare ..;th Figure 3.19). 

3.1.3.5- OtTHrof lMgnltuCM Coat 

A preliminary cost estimate of the conceptual 
plens, prepared for comparison purposes 
only, Indicates thet the redevelopment of this 
site with a potentiel boethouse could cost the 
folowlng: 
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Figure 3.23: Simulation of Proposed Larger Boathouse - V-iew from GWM P Notfhbound 
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3.2 ROSSLYN WATERFRONT - UPPER 
LEVEL 

3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

3.2.1.1 - Phyek:al Cond/Uons 

e. ExlaUnq Lltnd UH 

The Roe91yn Waterlront Upper Level site is 
located to the weal ol GWMP, and to the east 
of North Lynn SlrMI in Roeslyn. See Figi.e 
3.1. The site Is privately ownechnd ells 
Isolated belwMn Virginie Depanrnent al 
Tranaportation and NPS lends. It Is currentiy 
vacanL Thia site provides en opportunity to 
locate the boathouse away from the river, with 
doclca located adjacent to the river at the 
Rosslyn Waterfront Lower Level 91te. 

b. /nfr-.atructure 

• ~ Reoord drawings al the GWMP 
indicate thel e 16-lnch waleriine exists on 
the-I and the nol1h side of the slte. A 
12-inch walet1ine may also exist on the 
south aide of the site. However, It is 
unclear as to whether this 12-inch line 
was abandoned when the former 
government garage facility was 
demoliehed. Nonetheleu, It is likely that 
the ,-boalh<Me would be able to 
conned to the 1 IHnch line. 

• Sanitary Sewer: Reoord drawings of the 
GWMP Indicate lhal a S..,ch sanitary 
- foroe main may exist near the 
lnleraeclion al the abandoned driveway 
and N. Lynn Street This sewer served 
the fonner government garage. Howe-. 
it is unclear as to whether lhla foroe main 
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was abandoned when the garage facility 
was demolehed. 

ElecbicaVTejephone; Record drawings for 
the GWMP indicate the eldstence of 
overhead eleelric liM& on the IIOOth aide 
of the 91te. Thia a«vk:e appears to have 
a«Ved the former government garage 
facility. It is assumed that the final siting 
of the boathouse fecillty and site 
lnlN'ovements would not requwe 
relocation al the ovemead eleelric 11.-. 
The size and capacity ol this system is 
unknown at this time. Coordination with 
the utility companies would be required to 
determine if service is available. An 
underground tatephone system exists In 
N. Lynn Street. Its size and capacity are 
unknown at this time. 

3.2.1.2 -Envlronmeni.t Condition• (See 
m.pa 3.3, 3.4 ei,d 3.IS) 

Floodplajns· According to FEMA 
mapping, the upper Rosalyn site for the 
potential boalhouse Is designated an area 
ol minimal flood potential (FEMA 1982). 

• ~ National Wetland Inventory 
data does not indicate any -Uanda on 
lhla site. Wille It appears runoff may 
temporarly c:ollect In the forested 
clep(ealon on the site dur'ng stonns, 
NPS has conducted studies that lndlcale 
soils in this area do not exhibit hydric 
condition, thereby affirming the NWI 
indlcetion al no wetlands on the property. 

• ~ Sclls on the hillside site are likely 
similar to Glenelg loam. Glenelg soils ere 
deep, strongly sloping, well-drained 

materials common on rklg .. and convex 
elde elopes In the Northern Piedmont 
phyaiographlc region of Arington County 
(Hydel 2001 ). The elte eolls ere 
moderately 91oping and ...tatlvely wel 
vegetated. A 1ffl811 llormw81er chennel 
h• been eroded from the bMe al the 
steep aou1h-iem llopee through the 
forested eree oo-elte to the eealem 
depression. If similar to Glenelg loam, 
the aite aoila could be mlcaoeoua, which 
would indicate higher eroaion and slough 
potential. 

• ~ No significant geologic feetures 
are evident on the alte. The underlying 
geology Is sy1< .. v11e Fonnation, a 
precursory melange of the Mather Gorge 
Fonnation, the prominent fonnation 
exposed around Chain Bridge and Great 
Fah (Fleming 19114). 

• Ytgetation; Vegetation on the upper 
Roeslyn eile inc:ludea oonvnon suburban 
canopy and underwtory species In a 
western forest patch, and a graay area 
on the aaatem pol1ion al the eile. The 
foreet growth exhibits edge 
charecterietica such ea prominent vine 
growth. A letter from the Virginie Division 
of Natural Herilage, dated o-nber 10, 
2001 mlee that no natural heritage 
..-or S1ete Nalural Aree 
Preeervee have been documented at the 
site. An eddtional letter from Netutel 
Heritega dated February 11, 2002 stales 
lhal highly altered altee, such .. the 
upper Roealyn and 14" Street Bridge 
lltee, would iw-nt habilal laea auitable 
for supporting rarities then the ~ 
potential boelhouae sltee. 
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• WlJ!lllt: Wildlite on the upper Roeslyn site 
likely lnclJdea conwnon urban gpecies 
such as small mammals and birds. Since 
major roadways confine the small patch 
of foreet on the site, larger species are 
not Nkely to utlize the fO<Mt patch for 
movement A leller from the Virginia 
DMslon of Natural Heritage. daled 
December 10, 2001 states that no natural 
heritage resources or State Natuf&I Area 
Preeervea have been documented at the 
site. An addiliooal letter from Natural 
Heritage dated February 11, 2002 stales 
that highly altered sites, such as the 
upper Roealyn and 14" Street Bridge 
sites, would p,Merl( habitat .... suitable 
for supporting raritiee than the other 
potential boathouse sites. 

• Topography: The upper Roeslyn site lies 
on moderate slopes descending from 
-1 to easl The southwestern extent of 
the 9118 exhibits steeper slopes 
descending from the elevation of the 
adjacent jogging trail to • depression on 
the aaatem portion of the site. 

Stonnwater; Stormwater flows from west 
to east acrou the slte toward the GWMP. 
Some alight channelization of stormwaler 
is evident originating at the base of the 
steep IIOOth-tem slopee. Under heavy 
storm conditions It appears atormwater 
may collect on site where this amen 
chamel reaches a forested depression lo 
the east. 

• .t!2il!. Noise conditions are the same as 
for the Rosalyn Walerlront Lower site. 
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3.2.1.3 - 0,,.1'8tlOM/ FIICtora 

•· Tranaportlltlon (Accesa end Perking) 

This site is located in Rosslyn v.ith potential 
Yehlc:ular aocesa from the northbound lanes 
of Nonh Lynn Street (US 29) rather than from 
the GWMP. The eccess would be located 
between the exit ra111> from westbound 1-66 
and the eldt loop ramp from the southbound 
lanes ot the GWMP. 

• ~ Regionally, the proposed site 
would be directly aocesaibte from several 
major roadways Including the eaatboood 
and -tbound lanes of 1-&· c·­
-lng diacusaion In following 
paragraph), the entbound and 
westbound lanee of Lee Highway, and 
northbound end southbound US 29. 
Ac::cees to the site from the GWMP, while 
not direct, would be relatively 
straightforward; mo8l lkely motorists 
would use Spout Run and Lee Highway 
as a connection. 

Vehicular aooess to the site would be 
provided from the northbound lanes ol N. 
Lynn Slnlet. immediately adjacent to and 
north al the intersection ol N. Lynn Streel 
and the exit ramp from weslbound 1-66. 
currently, there is a OJrb cut and an 
LW1CJ8ed paved road that provides acceaa 
to the sile. 

The relatively dose spedng along N. 
Lynn Streel between the entrance lo the 
proposed boathouse and the existlng 
signalized intersection at the eldt ramp 
from -!bound 1-66 may be problematic 
for larger vehicles. Specifically, It may be 

dlff'ICUII for vehicles, eepeclaly thoee 
pulling large 1nlilen, which i.. the exit 
ramp from -!bound 1-66 to turn right 
onto N. Lynn Streel and then Immediately 
tum right again into the Boalh~ lite. If 
It Is not poMlble to ac:hleve • ...mclenl 
turning radius in the deeign of the 
propoaed 9lte acceu, thoM whlcles 
could, Instead, travel on • lhort but 
circuitous path using nearby local roads 
lo reach the site: 

• From the 1-66 -!bound ramp. 
continue straight ecroea N. Lynn 
Street onto -tbound Lee 
Highway 

• At the next intersection, tum left 
onto southbound US 211 

• At the next interMCtion, tum left 
onto eastbound Lee Highway 

• At the next intersection, tum left 
onto N. Lynn Street 

• Tum right into the site driveway 

Local aooeaa to the site from other 
directione ahould not be problematic. 
Likewiee, eccess from the alte llhould be 
straightforward aa well. While Iha site is 
located •long • one-way northbound 
street. vehicles can easily gain access to 
the wee!, IIOOth and aaat within one block 
of the site via local roads. 

• fllulll; A paved area currentiy exists at 
this location. This arae Is in a atMe ot 
disrepair, v.ith poor Pfl\'9R*ll condition 
and overgrown vegetation. A cursory 
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review of the site showed that parking 
could be provided In a apace 
approxlmately 320.faet long by S>feet 
wide. This apace could provide parking 
for approximately 60 vehicles with 
atandard size spaces, or fewer, larger 
spaces If provision is made for vehicles 
with trailers. 

b. Rowing Conditions 

Rowing conditions are the same as the 
Rosslyn Waterfront Lower Site. 

3.2.1.4 - Cultural/Vl1ual Condition• 

a. Cu/tu,./ ResourcN 

There are no known archaeojogical features 
on or adjacent to the upper Rosslyn site. 
Mington County historic photos and maps 
Indicate that the site hed been previously 
developed by the early 19009, thus greaUy 
reducing the potenUal for undisturl>ed 
prehistoric artifacts on the site (Arington 
County, 2001 ). Artifacts from this Initial 
period of development could potentially be 
present on the site. The GWMP is a National 
Historic Register property that is in the vicinity 
of the project site. 

b. Visual Conditions 

The site is largely wooded (see Figures 328 
and 3.30). It is part of a larger vegetated and 
wooded area to the east of Rosslyn. The area 
where the boathouse may be located is 
visible from Rosslyn, Key Bridge, portions of 
TRI, from the off-ramp off GWMP 
southbound, from the river and from 
Georgetown. 
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3.2.2 Conceptual Site Plan 

Two conceptual plans were prepared to test 
the potential of locating a boathouse at this 
site. Figuree 3.24 and 3.25 ilustrete a smaller 
boathouse with a footprint of 10,000 SF. 
Figure 3.26 lllustretes a larger boathouse with 
a footprint of 14,000 SF. Docks and a ataglng 
area are proposed at the river's edge. In both 
plans, a new ac:cess road is proposed off 
North Lynn Street, with a drop-off area to the 
east of the boathouse. In both cases, the boat 
storage bays are assumed to open to the 
east. A staging area Is proposed at the upper 
level. To avoid potential conflicts with users of 
the Mount Vemoo Trai, a second pedestrian 
bridge and a new trail is proposed. These 
schemes would require row«s to either carry 
their boats, or use some form of a small 

Figure 3. 24 Cooet1ptual Site Plan 

towing vehicle, to bring the boats to the river 
and beck each time they go rowing. The 
coaches' boats would be tied to the dod< 
during the entire rowing season. During noo­
rowing periods, these boats could be off­
loaded at another exislng boathouse (e.g. 
Thompeons) and brought back via a trailer to 
be stored at the proposed boathouse. 

3.2.3 Site Analyele 

Summary: A boathouse, based on the 
proposed n-vnimum and maximum program, 
with a foolprint that ranges from 10,000 SF to 
14,000 SF, could be accommodated at the 
uppe, Rosalyn site. However, there are a 
number of measLM"ee and improvements that 
would be necessary for these plans to work. 

The site la privately owned. To conslruct 
a boathouse, the site would have to be 
acquired. 

The Mount Vernon Trail currenUy 
provides pedestrian aocess across the 
GWMP at this location. This treil Is 
heavily uaed by bicycbls, joggers and 
pedestrians. Ro-rs could use this treil, 
and its pedestrian bridge, to carry their 
boats from the boathouse to the river. 
However, the daily uae of the traU by 
rowers taking their boata, often before 
sunrise or altar sunset. and cyciiata 
and/or joggers using the trail, could resun 
in confficting situations lnduding potential 
aocidents. To avoid such confficts, a 
second path designed apecffically for the 
use of rowers, along with a second bridge 
across GWMP, could be constructed. The 
appearance of this bridge could be similar 
to the existing bridge. 
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An access road would be required off 
North Lynn Street for sdlool buses, 
treilers and emetgency vehicles. 
Historica~y there was a street that existed 
at this location. Properly ownership 
rec:ords indicate that Mington County 
may still retain the original right-of-way for 
this street. which wood help to re­
establish a street to serve the proposed 
boathouse. 

3.Z.3.1 - Physical Conditions 

a. Existing Land Use 

The boalhouae would resun In developing a 
wooded area. The dock and staging area 
would also result in adding a fairly active use 
in an area that Is vegetated and minimally 
used. 

b. lnfl'llslructure 

Water: It is assumed that the new water 
selVice would need to be approximately 
100-leet In length and consist of 4~ 
ductile iron pipe. One new fire hydrant is 
likely to be required for fire protection. 

Sanitary Sewer: For purposes of this 
study ft is assumed that a new force main 
would be required to serve the boathouse 
and connect to an existing sawer main in 
Rosslyn Cirde. A pump/lift station in the 
boathouse would also be required to tie 
Into this force main sewer. Approximately 
500 .feet of new 4-inch force main sewer 
would be required to serve the 
boathouse. 
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Figure 3.25: Enlarged Conceptual Site Plan, Minimum Program Boathouse 

ElectrjcaVTejephone: For purposes of this 
study It Is assumed that new telephone 
and electric services will be required to 
serve ttie boathouse and connect to 
existing alectric/telephone facitities in N. 

Lynn Street. These services are assumed 
to be approximately 450-feet in length. 

A summary of the new utility services are as 
follows: 
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500-fMt of 4-inch ductile Iron sanitary 
- foroe main. 
1 ejector pump/lift station 
100-teet of 4-inch duclile iron watet 
mail 
450 .feet of two-wrtj 4-inch PVC 
electric conduit with handbox 
450 .feet of two-way 4-inch PVC 
telephone conduit with handbox 
200-teet of 15-inch RCP storm drain 
one fn hydrant 
two stonn drain inlets 
one storm drain manhole 
two sanitary sewer manholes 

Note: II is assumed that the staging area and 
doc::k do not require utility selllices. 

3.2.3.2 Environmental Condition• 

Floodpjajns· In accorda~ with the 
FEMA designation and observations of 
lopography at Iha potential development 
lite, the site would not be inundated by 
1 OO~ear flood conditiOM. 

• li:Ydlwls.; There are no wetlands localed 
on the upper Rosslyn site. Thetefora 
development of the potential boathouse 
facilities on the site would not result in 
direct 1"1)8cia to wetlands. There would 
be approximately 7 ,800 square feel of 
weUand8 along Iha shoreline that would 
be impacted due to the oonatruction of 
the staging area and docks. 

• li2!II; The sloping, well-drained soils on 
the upper Rosslyn site provide a suitable 
substrata for vegatatlve growth whie 
exhibiting a high potential fOf etosion. To 
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Figure 3.26: Enlarr,&d ConcepluaJ Site Plan, Ma-.cimum Program 8oathou$9 

preserve the sensitive site soils for the 
growth of vegetation and to reduce the 
potential for Increased soil etosion and 
sedimentation, development of the 
potential boathouse facilities should retain 
the maximum practicable amount of 
undisturbed soil area. Development of 
the smaller boathouse would likely disturo 
approximately 1.33 acres of area whQe 

development of the larger boathouse 
would likely dlstulb about 1.41 8Ct9S of 
area. 

• ~ Many examples of past 
~t upon Sykesvlle formation 
geology within Roeaiyn Indicate that 
development of Iha potential boathouse 
facilities on the upper Rosslyn site would 
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not likely be oomplicatad by edvarse 
geologic structural conditions. Since Iha 
Sykesville formation is oomposed of a 
variety of matallals and could be 
inconaistenl in oomposltion and structure, 
geologic borings conducted prior lo 
conslrudlon would provide Iha necessary 
detaled underatanding of structural 
conditions undet the development site. 

• Vegttetlon: Some vegetation on the 
upper Rosslyn site would be removed by 
development of the potential boathouse 
facilities. The emaUer boathouse would 
clear approximately 39,000 square feel of 
treed area; the larger boathouse would 
clear about 41,220 square feet of treed 
area. Based on visual surveys and 
Vrginia Natural Heritage Department 
records, the trees that would likely be 
removed ara not rare, threatened or 
endangered species and are not part of 
crilk:al habttal 

• ~ There is no documented critical 
habitat on the upper Rosslyn site and 
lhete ara no records of rare, threatened 
or endangered species on the site. 
Accordingly, development of the potential 
boathouse al the site would not likely 
disturt:> senaitive wildlife species. 
Common ulban species inhabiting the 
site should be readily able to utilize other 
simlar habitat along the Potomac River, 
in proximity to Iha site, If disturbed by 
development of the boathouse. 

• Topography: The potential boathouse 
facilities at the upper Rosslyn sila would 
be bultt on the northwestern po,tion of Uie 
site, thereby minimizing dlstulbance of 
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Iha steeper slopes at the southwestern 
extent of the site. The eddltion of fiD 
fllllerial on Iha eastern slopes that 
descend toward GWMP would ikaly be 
necessary lo provide an adequate 
foundation 10< the boethouee. Per the 
conceprual site plan, construction of Iha 
small« boathouse would requlre 
appn»dmataly 35,000 cubic feet of fil 
while the larger boathouse would require 
about 63,000 cubic feel of fil. 

Storrnwater· Construcllon of the potential 
boathouse facilities al Iha upper Rosslyn 
site would Increase the amount of 
impervious surface on the site. The 
smaller boathouse would add 28,000 
square feel of Impervious surfaces while 
the larger boalhouse would edd 
approximately 32,000 square feet of 
impeMOUS aurlaoes. This increase in 
impeMOUS surfaces would increase the 
potential runoff volume on the site. The 
pr-~ of sensitive sloping soils would 
necessitate slormwater controls to 
etrecllvely prohibit accumulated runotr 
from etOdlng soils on the site. 
stormwalet management measures 
would be required lo prevent adverse 
changes to the predevelopmenl 
stormwalet quantity and qualty 
conditions al the site. 

• ~ This area is likely lo experience 
the leaal amount of aircraft noise as 
pian. are at a much highe( altitude 
compared to the 14" Street and 
Daingerfield Island sites. 

3.2.3.3 - ()pant/on-' Factors 

a. Tf'9ftapor1at/on (Acceu end Parking) 

Three potential constraints related to traffic 
and acoen iaauN were identified fo, this site: 

Vehicular accees to the site from the 
westbound axil ramp from l-o6 fo, large 
vehicles (possibly buses) or vehic:ies 
pulling trailefS; direct access may not be 
possible due to restricted turning radi. 

Since no pell<ing is proposed, It Is likely 
that automobilee will be able to use the 
existing pariung spaces in the GWMP 
patldng lot, acceaaib1e from the GWMP, 
or other existing parking spaces In 
downtown Rosslyn. 

Travef Tlmes· During the week of January 
18, 2002, travel times Wete obtained 
between the site and the three public high 
schools. Vehic:iea departed the schools 
at appn»dmately 3:15 PM to simulate 
vahicles leaving the schools and traveling 
lo aftet«hool practice. Vehicles 
departed the sita at approximately 6:00 
PM to simulate vehicles leaving the 
bolllhouse after prac:iioe and returning lo 
school. These times ware based on 
information received from the coeches of 
the rowing teams at Washington-Lee and 
Wakefield High Schools. 
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Sd>ool T,_l'lmN 
tom Silo 

6:00PM 
W1~Lee 11 minutes 14 rooutoo 

Ya1down 16mlrciles 14 mlnulN 

Walteliold 15mlnutet 19 minutes 
Average Tra.V1ll 

Tmo 14 minutes 15mMIMC 

Transjl Access: The closest Mello Station 
et Rosslyn is about 0.25 miles from the 
site, less than 10 minute walking 
distance. There Is currenUy no bus 
service to the site. 

b. Rowing Conditions 

Rowing conditions on the river would be 
Identical to those described for the Rosslyn 
lower site. In addition, locating Iha boathouse 
at the Rosslyn upper site would require 
students/rowetS to take their boats daily lo 
and from the river, e walk of approximately 
900feet. 

3.2.3.4 - CulturBIIVlsual Resources 

a. CulturBI Resources 

Since there ere no known archaeological 
resources on the upper Rosslyn site, the 
development of Iha potential boathouse 
would not be expected to result in impacts to 
archaeology. Performance of careful historic 
and archeological studies of the project site 
and adjacent areas, prior to Initiation of 
construction, would help to ensure against the 
lose of any potential, valuable cultural 
resources due to development of boathouse 
facilities. 
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The GWMP would not be direcUy affected 
by construclion of the boathouse facilities 
at the upper Rosslyn site. The visual 
character associated with the historic 
property could be affected by the 
development as discussed regarding the 
visual slmulaUons of the conceptual plan. 

b. Vl•ual: 

To assees potential visual impacts of the 
proposed boathouse, simulations of the 
boathouse were prepared and overlapped 
with existing images. The locations of the 
images were detennined based on their level 
of visibility from public places (see Figure 

Figure 3.27: Location of Photo Simulations 
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3.27). The existing boathouse at Alexandria 
was used as a model for the simulated 
archltectural style of the proposed boathouse. 

Figure 3.28: Existing V,ew from North End 
of Key Bridge 

View 1: From the pedestrian walkway at the 
northern end of the Key Bndge the Potomac 
River, Rosslyn skyline and the vegetation 
edge along the GWMP Is visible (see Figure 
3.28). From this locaUon, the boathouse will 
be obscured. However, the dock area would 
be visible along the shoreline, es would be 
portions of the additional pedestrian bridge 
across GWMP (sea Figure 3.29). 
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Figure 3.29: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - View from North End of Key Bridge 
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Figure 3.30: Existing View from TRI 

View 2: From the existing hiklng lrail wilhin 
TRI, Iha UtUe River Channel, pof1ions ol the 
boathouse site, existing vegetation along 
GWMP and some pof1ions or existing 
buildings in Rosslyn are visible (Sff Figure 
3.30). The boathouse wiU be totally obllcured 
behind existing vegetation (see Figure 3.31, 
where Iha boathouse outline Is shown). The 
doc:ks will be visible from this location, but 
partlally obscured by existing vegetation. 

3.2.3.5 Order Of Magnitude Cost 

A prelimina,y cost estirrete of the ooncepl\Jal 
plans, prepared for comparison purposes 
only, indicates that Iha redevelopment of this 
site with a potential boathouse could cost the 
folowing: 
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Figure 3.31: Simulation of Proposed Smaller Boathouse - V,ew from TRI (the boathouse outline 
Is indicated to Identify its location) 
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