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Dear Ms. Simpson and Mr. Blackstone:

On November 17, 2008, I presented the Merrifield Garden Center Area Plans Review ("APR")
Nomination (APR # 08-1-2MS; the "Nomination") to the Providence District APR Task Force.
Action on this Nomination was deferred to December 15, 2008 to allow us to provide additional
materials requested by Task Force members. This letter provides those materials and further
justification regarding the merits of this Nomination and its positive attributes that were
overlooked by staff.

Program. The development program that was presented to the Task Force on November 17,
2008 proposed the redevelopment of the 8.87 acre Merrifield Garden Center site that includes the
15,000 square foot residue of the Gas King service station (the "Property") with a mix of uses at
an overall floor area ratio ("FAR") up to 1.5. The conceptual plan presented to the Task Force
depicted a 575,000 square foot redevelopment scenario composed of multi-family residential
dwelling units (200,000 square feet), office (175,000 square feet), hotel (150,000 square feet)
and retail (50,000 square fc.aet).1

Following the Task Force discussion, my clients' continuing analysis has resulted in another
potential scenario within this proposed 1.5 FAR which could allow a greater presence for an
urban garden center (approximately 50,000 square feet) and a stronger treed/landscaped display
area along Gallows Road. A revised conceptual plan depicting this 25,000 square foot reduction
in office and commensurate increase in "retail” is attached as Exhibit 1.

! The initial Nomination proposed redevelopment of 625,168 square feet of residential,
office, hotel and retail uses based upon the 9.57-acre size of the Property prior to condemnation
by the Virginia Department of Transportation ("VDOT") for the Lee Highway/Gallows Road
intersection improvement project.
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The Comprehensive Plan currently provides two options for redevelopment of the Property.
Option 1 recommends up to a .65 FAR as either a) a retail center or b) a mix of retail and office
uses, as long as the office component does not exceed fifty percent of the gross floor area
("GFA") and the retail component consumes at least thirty percent of the GFA. Accordingly, the
Property could be developed as a 251,268 square foot retail shopping center, or as a commercial
mixed-use development consisting of 125,634 square feet of office space and 125,634 square
feet of retail space. Neither of these scenarios is desirable because of the heavy amount of retail
space, given the amount and location of retail provided for elsewhere within the Merrifield
Suburban Center.

Option 2 recommends up to a 1.05 FAR mix of uses, including office and/or hotel, as well as
alternative uses such as residential, institutional, hotel and/or retail and service. Any
combination of such uses would be permitted under this Option. The major deficiency with this
recommendation is that it does not allow enough GSF to permit the critical mass of multiple uses
necessary to achieve the type of thriving mixed-use development intended for this location.” If
the Property were redeveloped according to the Option 2 limitations, it would not be possible to
provide a full service hotel, office, multi-family residential, service retail, and the Merrifield
Garden Center. At least one of the uses could not be included at its critical mass, which would
decrease the synergy necessary for the intended mixed-use to succeed. This Nomination would
increase the Comprehensive Plan's recommendation from 1.05 FAR (405,894 square feet) to

1.5 FAR (575,000 square feet). The redevelopment scenario outlined here would allow a
cohesive mix of uses that would generate a lesser impact upon the road network than would
be generated under the current Comprehensive Plan recommendations for the Property.

Trip Generation. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a memo from Gorove/Slade Associates, Inc., a
transportation engineering firm that has been engaged by my client to analyze the traffic impact
of the proposed APR Nomination. The memo concludes that a greater transportation impact

2 "Development potential under the second option provides a greater opportunity to
create a more pedestrian-oriented environment, as well as an improved sense of place ... a
synergy in the area and high-quality development."" Area I, Fairfax County Comprehensive
Plan, 2007 Edition, The Merrifield Suburban Center Area-Wide Recommendations at page 14, as
amended through 8/6/07.



HUNTON&
WILLIAMS

Alexandra Simpson, Co-Chair
Franklin Blackstone, Co-Chair
Providence District APR Task Force
December 8, 2008

Page 3

would result from redevelopment of the Property according to either Option 1 or Option 2 of the
current Comprehensive Plan compared to the development program proposed with this
Nomination. The trip generation associated with this Nomination would be 10,051 total trips per
day, whereas Option 1 (mixed use retail/office up to 0.65 FAR) would generate 12,166 total
daily trips and Option 2 (mixed use up to 1.05 FAR) would generate in excess of 13,000 total
daily tripss. The primary reason that a greater trip generation would result under (i) Option 1 is
the preponderance of office and retail required by the current Plan, and (ii) Option 2 is that not
enough density is permitted to allow for a successful mix of uses. Under the existing Option 1
and Option 2, the Property must have a predominate use (typically office and/or retail) and some
secondary use. In contrast, this Nomination proposes a balanced redevelopment scenario that
would allow for the synergy from each of these uses and the generation of fewer trips.

Urban Garden Center. Merrifield Garden Center has existed on the Property since 1971. The
thrust of this Nomination is to permit a critical mass of mixed uses that would allow for
revitalization of this significant sub-unit of the Merrifield Suburban Center and retention of an
adapted urban garden center. My clients have visited numerous "urban garden centers"
throughout the county and have researched this concept here and in Europe. Under the attached
scenario, Merrifield Garden Center will be operated on the first two floors of the residential
building parallel to Gallows Road. Outdoor display of nursery stock will occur adjacent to
Gallows Road, and storage of stock may occur on top of the garage. In contrast to current
operation, no open bins of landscaping matter or trees of a significant caliper will be stored on
the Property. As reflected in the text attached as Exhibit 3, this "urban garden center" will
provide nursery materials, as well as retail and design services for the increasing urban
population of the Merrifield area. Merrifield Garden Center's other locations will be able to
accommodate the relocation of its more commercialized nursery services that are presently
offered at this location. Attached are photographs and/or website materials from three

"urban garden centers" (Clifton Nurseries in London, England — Exhibit 4; Johnson's Flower and
Garden Center in Washington, D.C. — Exhibit 5; and Chelsea Garden Center in Manhattan —
Exhibit 6) that are surrounded by urban development including residential, office and retail uses.

3 No trip reductions were assumed or assigned to any of the scenarios, which surely
would occur as a result of the synergy between the uses, transportation oriented design ("TOD")
and transportation demand management ("TDM") initiatives that would be employed.



HUNTON&
WILLIAMS

Alexandra Simpson, Co-Chair
Franklin Blackstone, Co-Chair
Providence District APR Task Force
December 8, 2008

Page 4

Also attached as Exhibit 7 is a sampling of such facilities and their respective contact
information, each containing elements of the concept but none precisely reflecting this proposal.

This Nomination would not only provide enough density to allow successful multi-family
residential, office, hotel and retail to be developed on the Property, it would also permit the
redevelopment of these uses with less of a traffic impact upon the existing road network than
could result from the current Comprehensive Plan recommendations for the Property.

For all the reasons stated, I request your support for APR Nomination 08-1-2MS.

Very truly yours,
\Foncia .
Francis A. McDermott

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Michael Wing
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Exhibit 2

Phi : 703.787-9595
e\ GOROVE/SLADE ASSOCIATES, INC. eyt
bl 3914 Centreville Road / Suite 330 / Chantilly, VA 20151

MEMORANDUM
TO: Frank McDermott Hunton & Williams
Aaron Shriber Hunton & Williams

FROM: Christopher Tacinelli, P.E.
Cheryl Sharp, P.E.
Anushree Goradia

DATE: December 8, 2008
SUBJECT: Trip Generation Comparison for Merrifield Garden Center.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize a trip generation comparison between the current
comprehensive plan governing the site of The Merrifield Garden Center, located in Merrifield, Virginia
(designated as “Sub-Unit B5” in the Merrifield Suburban Center of the Fairfax County Comprehensive
Plan), and APR Nomination 08-1-2MS for the same sub-unit.

SITE DESCRIPTION

Sub-Unit B5 is located in the northeast quadrant of Route 29 and Gallows Road, is planned for retail
and/or mixed use up to 1,05 FAR, and is developed with a garden center and a portion of a now-vacant

service station on approximately 8.8 acres.
The current Comprehensive plan provides the following two options for Sub-Unit B5:
1. Option 1: Redevelopment to a retail center or mixed-use with office and retail uses up to 0.65
FAR.

2. Option 2: Redevelopment of a mix of office, retail, residential, institutional and/or hotel uses
up to 1.05 FAR.

APR Nomination 08-1-2MS proposes mixed use development at a 1.5 FAR for Sub-Unit B5, with one
scenario being 200 multifamily units, a 300-room hotel, approximately 150,000 Square Feet (SF) of office,
approximately 25,000 SF of retail, and approximately 50,000 SF of garden center.

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

In order to compare the trip generation for the proposed APR Nomination and the current comprehensive

plan recommendations for the Sub-Unit, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation,

7% Edition publication was used to determine the trips into and out of the site for the weekday morning

TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, and PARKING www. gorovesfade.com
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and afternoon peak hours as well as for an entire weekday.

It should be noted that for comparative purposes between scenarios, no trip reductions were taken to
reflect retail pass-by traffic, internal site synergy or Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
elements. The proposed plan has the greatest opportunity for internal synergy as well as a coordinated
TDM plan due to its increased density and mix of uses; however, to be conservative in the comparison,

those trip reduction factors have not been included.

Option 1: Redevelopment to a retail center or mixed-use with office and retail uses up to 0.65
FAR

This scenario consists of a mix of office and retail uses. In order to attract a grocery store to this location,
as recommended by the current Comprehensive Plan, it is likely that it will need to be co-located with
other retail uses in addition to the office use and therefore a mix of retail shops, and not a garden center,
was included with the Grocery Store.

Table 1: Trip Generation Comparison (Option 1: 0.65 FAR)

Site Area: 8.8 Acres (approximately 386,570 SF)
0.65 FAR = 251,000 SF of development; 1.5 FAR = 575,000 SF of development

T e Weekday -
Land Use Code Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily
In Out  Total in Out  Total Total

Per Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan
General Office Building 710 126 kSF 199 27 226 38 182 220 1,591
Shopping Center 820 66 kSF 75 47 122 228 247 475 5,166
Grocery Store 850 60 kSF 156 99 255 318 305 623 5,409
OVERALL TOTAL 252 kSF 430 173 603 584 734 1318 12,166
APR 08-1-2MS
Apartment @ 220 200 DU 21 81 102 84 44 128 1,353
Hotel @ 310 300 Rooms 98 62 160 94 83 177 2,312
General Office Building 710 150 kSF 229 31 260 42 205 247 1,823
Shopping Center 820 25 KkSF 43 26 69 121 130 251 2,759
Garden Center/Nursery 817 50 kSF 33 33 66 95 95 190 1,804
PROPOSED TOTAL 575 kSF 424 233 657 436 557 993 10,051

Difference in Trips (Proposed Plan Minus Comprehensive Plan) 6 60 54 .148 177 -325 2115

Percent Difference 19 269 8% -349, -329; -339 -219

NOTE (1): Number of apartments calculated based on 1000 SF per apartment.
NOTE (2): Number of rooms calculated based on 550 SF per room.

From the above table it can be seen that APR Nomination 08-1-2MS would generate 54 more trips in the
morning peak hour, 325 fewer in the afternoon peak hour and 2,115 fewer daily trips than the current
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comprehensive plan Option 1 at a 0.65 FAR.

Option 2: Redevelopment of mixed-use up to 1.05 FAR

This scenario compares APR Nomination 08-1-2MS to the higher 1.05 FAR density and wider mix of uses
permitted by the comprehensive plan Option 2. As with Option 1, it is assumed that the Grocery Store

will necessitate the need for support retail rather than a garden center.

Table 2: Trip Generation Comparison (Option 2: 1.05 FAR)
Site Area: B.8 Acres (approximately 386,570 SF)
1.05 FAR = 406,000 SF of development; 1.5 FAR = 575,000 SF of development

IMER, S=p. S il - Weekday  ~veee-
Land Use Code Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily
in Out Total In Out Total Total

Per Fair| omprehensi
Plan
Hotell 310 150 Rooms 42 26 68 48 41 89 970
Grocery Store 850 50 kSF 115 72 187 276 264 540 4,740
Shopping Center 820 68 KkSF 76 48 124 233 251 484 5,268
Office 820 206  kSF 205 130 335 53 257 310 2,327
OVERALL TOTAL 406  kSF 438 276 714 610 813 1,423 13,305
APR 08-1-2MS
Apartment @ 220 200 DU 21 81 102 84 44 128 1,353
Hotel 310 300 Rooms 98 62 160 94 83 177 2,312
General Office Building 710 150 kSF 229 31 260 42 205 247 1,823
Shopping Center 820 25 KkSF 43 26 69 121 130 251 2,759
Garden Center/Nursery 817 50 kSF 33 33 66 95 95 190 1,804
PROPOSED TOTAL 575  kSF 424 233 657 436 557 993 10,051
Difference in Trips (Proposed Plan Minus Comprehensive Plan) .14 43 .57 174 256 -430 _3,257
Percent Difference -3% -18% B -409%, -46%  -43%, -329,

NOTE (1): Number of rooms calculated based on 550 SF per room; Option 2 is not of sufficient size to achieve a hote! with

“community serving amenities” as required by the comprehensive plan
NOTE (2): Number of apartments calculated based on 1000 SF per apartment.

From the above table it can be seen that APR Nomination 08-1-2MS would generate 57 fewer trips in the

morning peak hour, 430 fewer in the afternoon peak hour, and 3,254 fewer daily trips than the current

comprehensive plan Option 2.

A second scenario with Option 2 was analyzed incorporating multifamily residential use instead of the hotel

use shown in Table 2A.
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Table 2B: Trip Generation Comparison (Option 2: 1.05 FAR) - Residential

Site Area: 8.8 Acres (approximately 386,570 SF)

1.05 FAR = 406,000 SF of development; 1.5 FAR = 575,000 SF of development

ITE T 0 Pl e Weekday -
Land Use Code Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily
In Out  Total In Out  Total Total

Per Fairfax Cou
Apartment 220 90 DUs 10 38 48 45 23 8 692
Grocery Store 850 50 kSF 115 72 187 276 264 540 4,740
Shopping Center 820 68 kSF 76 48 124 233 251 484 5,268
Office 820 206 KkSF 205 130 335 53 257 310 2,327
OVERALL TOTAL 406  kSF 406 288 694 607 795 1,402 13,027
APR 08-1-2M
Apartment @ 220 200 DU 21 81 102 84 44 128 1,353
Hotel I 310 300 Reooms 98 62 160 94 83 177 2,312
General Office Building 710 150 kSF 229 31 260 42 205 247 1,823
Shopping Center 820 25 kSF 43 26 69 121 130 251 2,759
Garden Center/Nursery 817 50 kSF 33 33 66 95 95 190 1,804
PROPOSED TOTAL 7R <SH 424 233 657 436 557 993 10,051
Ditference in Trips (Proposed Plan Minus Comprehensive Plan) 18 -55 -37 -171  -238  -409 -2,976
Percent Difference 4% -24% -5% -39% -43% -29% -23%

NOTE (1): Number of rooms calculated based on 550 SF per room.

NOTE (2): Number of apartments caiculated based on 1,000 SF per apartment.

Similar to the comparison to Option 2 with hotel, the above table shows that APR Nomination 08-1-2M$

would generate 37 fewer trips in the morning peak hour, 409 fewer in the afternoon peak hour, and 2,976

fewer daily trips than the current comprehensive plan Option 2 with residential.

CONCLUSION

As shown in the table below, which sets out the comparison to Option 2 less favorable to APR Nomination
APR 08-1-2MS, it can be concluded from the analysis presented that APR Nomination 08-1-2MS will

generate less traffic than development allowed under the current comprehensive plan Option 1 and Option

2 for Sub-Unit B5 during both the morning and evening peak periods as well as over an entire day.

Table 3: Conclusion

AM PM Daily
Current Plan (Option 2, Residential) 694 1,402 13.027
Proposed APR Nomination 657 933 10,051
Difference (Proposed APR Minus Current Plan) -37 -409 -2,976
Percent Difference -5%, -29%, -23%,
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There is no basis for the Staff’s statement that APR 08-1-2MS “would generate 170% more vehicle trips
than the current plan recommendations.” Indeed, in each comparison scenario, APR 08-1-2MS will
generate fewer trips and be more balanced from a traffic standpoint. The APR Nomination proposal would
be better than “traffic neutral.” Even though somewhat more intense development, the mix of uses it will
allow would result in fewer trips than could be generated under both Option 1 and Option 2 in the

existing comprehensive plan.

TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, and PARKING www,goroveslade.com



Merrifield Garden Center -
Possibilities for an Urban Garden Center

If Merrifield Garden Center were to transform into an urban garden center as part
of a mixed-use development in Merrifield, we would carry many of the same products
that we currently carry at our Merrifield location. But due to the obvious size constraints
of an urban site and the desire to create a visually appealing garden center for our
neighbors, we would avoid carrying large trees and bulk materials.

To give a better idea of the types of products that we would and would not tend to
carry in an urban garden center, we have provided a listing for each category. These lists
take into account that we would not need to service our contractor customers from an
urban location, and thus would not need to carry the same inventory of products, and we
would have substantially less truck traffic.

Products we would carry in an urban garden center:

Outdoor Plants

Annuals, Perennials and Hanging Baskets
Vegetables and Herbs

Bulbs & Seasonal Plants

Shrubs

Small Trees

Roses & Ground Covers

Aquatic Plants

s & o & & & 9

Tropical Greenhouse

Tropical and Foliage Plants

Specialty Plants (Orchids, Cactus, Bonsai, ctc.)

Small Tabletop Plants

Floor Plants

Climbing & Hanging Plants

Cut Flowers

Grow Lights, Plant Stands, Saucers and Other Houseplant Supplies

Garden Accents

Fountains & Garden Statues
Decorative Urns & Pots
Arbors, Trellises & Obelisks
Garden Furniture

Fire Pits and Chimnetas



Gardening Supplies

Containers & Window Boxes

Bagged Potting Media

Watering Cans, Hoses, Nozzles & Sprinklers
Flower & Vegetable Seeds

Seed Starting Supplies (Trays, Lights, Heating Mats, efc.)
Gardening Tools, Gloves, Aprons, etc.
Water Gardening Supplies

Fertilizers and Organic Pest Controls

Lawn Care Supplies

Bagged Soils & Gardening Products
Outdoor Clocks and Thermometers

Bird Seed, Houses & Feeders

Snow Shovels, Sand & Ice-Melting Products

Home Décor

Silk & Dried Flowers

Baskets

Floral Arrangements

Mirrors, Pictures, Lamps & Other Furnishings
Pillows & Throws

Potpourri, Candles & Diffusers

Seasonal Decorations

*® & ¢ & @& = @

Holiday Decorations

Live, Fresh Cut & Artificial Christmas Trees
Fresh Greens, Roping & Wreaths
Poinsettias and Holiday Plants

Collectible Ornaments & Decorations
Holiday Ribbon & Handmade Bows
Artificial Wreaths & Centerpieces

Gifts

e & & & & & »

Services

Urban Design Service

Potting Station

Delivery Service

Free Delivery to Residential Units in the Development
Wire Service for floral arrangements (FTD)



Products we would tend not to carry in an urban garden center *:

Bulk Topsoil, Mulch, Gravel & Sand

Large Pallets of Stone & Landscape Boulders

Large Pallets of Flagstone, Brick Pavers & Other Paving Stones
Railroad Ties & Landscape Timbers

Drain Pipe

Rebar, Metal Edging

Large Trees (above 2” caliper)

» & & & & @ @

* Although these products would not be carried in an urban garden center, customers
could still order these products and have them delivered from one of our other locations.
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