
 
 

        Docket Item # 7 & 8 
BAR CASE # 2015-00248 & 00249 

         
        BAR Meeting 
        September 2, 2015 
 
 
ISSUE:    Permit to Demolish and Certificate of Appropriateness for 

Reconstruction and an Addition to the former Beachcombers 
 
APPLICANT:  Old Dominion Boat Club 
 
LOCATION: 200 The Strand (Formerly 0 Prince Street) 
 
ZONE:   WPR/Waterfront Park Recreation Zone (Rezoned in April 2015) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board approve the Permit to Demolish application and defer for 
further study the Certificate of Appropriateness application.  
 
 
 
GENERAL NOTES TO THE APPLICANT 
 

1. ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS AND PERMITS TO DEMOLISH: 
Applicants must obtain a stamped copy of the Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Demolish PRIOR 
to applying for a building permit.  Contact BAR Staff, Room 2100, City Hall, 703-746-3833, or 
preservation@alexandriava.gov for further information. 
 

2. APPEAL OF DECISION:  In accordance with the Zoning Ordinance, if the Board of Architectural Review 
denies or approves an application in whole or in part, the applicant or opponent may appeal the Board’s 
decision to City Council on or before 14 days after the decision of the Board. 
 

3. COMPLIANCE WITH BAR POLICIES:  All materials must comply with the BAR’s adopted policies 
unless otherwise specifically approved. 
 

4. BUILDING PERMITS:  Most projects approved by the Board of Architectural Review require the issuance 
of one or more construction permits by Building and Fire Code Administration (including signs).  The 
applicant is responsible for obtaining all necessary construction permits after receiving Board of 
Architectural Review approval.  Contact Code Administration, Room 4200, City Hall, 703-838-4360 for 
further information. 
 

5. EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS NOTE:  In accordance with Sections 10-106(B) and 10-206(B) of the 
Zoning Ordinance, any official Board of Architectural Review approval will expire 12 months from the 
date of issuance if the work is not commenced and diligently and substantially pursued by the end of that 
12-month period. 
 

6. HISTORIC PROPERTY TAX CREDITS:  Applicants performing extensive, certified rehabilitations of 
historic properties may separately be eligible for state and/or federal tax credits.  Consult with the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) prior to initiating any work to determine whether the proposed 
project may qualify for such credits. 
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Note:  Staff coupled the reports for BAR #2015-0248 (Permit to Demolish/Capsulate) and BAR 
#2015-0249 (Certificate of Appropriateness) for clarity and brevity.  This item requires a roll 
call vote. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Over the past year, the BAR has reviewed this project at three concept work sessions.    At their 
February 2015 work session, the BAR endorsed the proposal’s general scale, mass and 
architectural character, in concept, by a vote of 6-0.  In March 2015, Planning Commission and 
City Council approved a Development Special Use Permit (DSUP) for the project.  At this point, 
the applicant is returning to the BAR for approval of the Permit to Demolish and a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. 
 
I. ISSUE 

 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Permit to Demolish and Certificate of Appropriateness 
to demolish the buildings on the site, reconstruct the former Beachcombers and augment the 
building with an addition at 200 The Strand (formerly 0 Prince St.) 
 
The materials for the project include (Attachment 2): 
 

• Rubble Stone for the ground level foundation 
• Cedar T&G wood siding with pressure treated battens for the wall cladding  
• Douglas Fir Columns 
• Standing seam metal roof 
• Steel pipe railings 
• Aluminum storefront windows 
• Aluminum fencing with stone veneer columns and walls, precast stone caps 
• Guardian SunGuard Architectural Glass (68% VLT, .43 Shading coefficient, Reflectance 

11%) 
 
II. HISTORY/CONTEXT 

History of the Old Dominion Boat Club 
The Old Dominion Boat Club was organized in July 1880 and is the oldest boating club in 
Virginia.  The club has been an integral part of Alexandria’s waterfront history and was a leader 
in establishing recreational activity on the Potomac River. 
 
The existing boat club building at 1 King Street has been in this location since its construction in 
1923, following a fire which destroyed the Club’s original home constructed in 1881 at the foot 
of Duke Street.  The present building replaced a ferry terminal and has been extensively altered 
throughout its 91 year history.  The most distinctive features of the current building are the wood 
scissor trusses in the ballroom that were added when the former hipped roof was replaced and a 
vestige of the original open balcony and exterior stair on the south wall.  The ease and west ends 
of the building have been demolished or capsulated by later additions. 
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Old Dominion Boat Club c1930, at the Foot of King Street 

Note the punched windows and original exterior staircase leading to the open balcony, very similar to the 
forms at the original Beachcombers Restaurant building. 
Alexandria Library – Local History Special Collections 

 
 
History of the Site 
The site includes a mid-20th century, two-story, cinder-block building, referred to in this report as 
the Beachcombers; a one-story frame modular building (c1972) which houses The Dandy’s tour 
boat offices, fences and a wood pier; and an approximately 16,000 sq. ft. asphalt parking lot. 
 
The Beachcombers building was originally constructed in 1946 on concrete piers in the Potomac 
River with a three-sided open balcony at the second story and an outdoor dining terrace on the 
flat roof.  By 1954, the restaurant closed,  due to  a  large f i re  which  damaged the f i rs t  
and part  of  the second f loor  of  the building.  After the fire, a new occupant, the 
International Armaments Corp. (Interarms), began to use the building for storage.  By 1963, the 
property became home to various sporting-goods stores and Potomac Arms, the retail outlet of 
Interarmco.  In 1972, “The Dandy” dinner cruise ship began using the wood pier parking lot 
and the adjacent one-story, frame building as its launch site, parking lot and offices.  In 2006, 
the City acquired the property in order to expand public access to the Waterfront.  In 2015, the 
Old Dominion Boat Club acquired the Beachcombers property and is the current owners. 
 

 
The Beachcombers c1950 

Note the open balcony and stairs leading to the rooftop dining terrace. 
John C. Richards Collection, Alexandria Library – Local History Special Collections 
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Existing Structures on Site – Conditions Assessment 
 
The Beachcombers  
Based on the preliminary structural report prepared by Alpha Corporation for the City in 2010, 
the existing Beachcombers building contains cracks in the masonry walls and concrete beams 
indicating that the building is currently undergoing differential settlement.  The floor and roof 
structural systems are noted to be in good condition, yet its sheathing is buckled and warped in 
several places and are in need of replacement.  The loading dock and covered balconies are also 
identified as severely deteriorated, unable to safely support required loads, and the 
recommendation is that they should be replaced.  A subsequent analysis has indicated that 
several of the foundation piers are also broken.   
 
 

      
       North Elevation on Prince Street           West Elevation Facing The Strand 
 
 

 
Parking Lot  

 
The Beachcombers – Existing Conditions 
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The Dandy Office 
Although no prior BAR approval has been located, this vinyl-clad, frame, one-story building and 
pier are in fair condition.  They were installed on the site after 1972 as utilitarian structures to 
house offices and dock boats for “The Dandy” dinner cruise operations.   
 

 

       
The Dandy Pier - Existing Conditions                        The Dandy Office - Existing Conditions 

 
 
III. ANALYSIS 

Permit to Demolish 
In considering a Permit to Demolish, the Board must consider the following criteria set forth in 
the Zoning Ordinance, §10-105(B): 

(1)  Is the building or structure of such architectural or historical interest that its moving, 
removing, capsulating or razing would be to the detriment of the public interest? 
(2)  Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made into a historic 
house? 
(3)  Is the building or structure of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture and 
material that it could not be reproduced or be reproduced only with great difficulty?(4) 
Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the memorial character of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway? 
(5)  Would retention of the building or structure help preserve and protect an historic 
place or area of historic interest in the city? 
(6) Would retention of the building or structure promote the general welfare by 
maintaining and increasing real estate values, generating business, creating new 
positions, attracting tourists, students, writers, historians, artists and artisans, attracting 
new residents, encouraging study and interest in American history, stimulating interest 
and study in architecture and design, educating citizens in American culture and heritage, 
and making the city a more attractive and desirable place in which to live? 
 

In 2012 the BAR made a formal finding that the existing Beachcombers building was historically 
significant under criteria #1, #5 and #6 of zoning ordinance section 10-105(B).  However, in that 
motion the Board emphasized that it was the general architectural character of the building that 
conveyed its cultural significance as an early public recreational use on the Alexandria 
waterfront and not for its specific materials or utilitarian design, though the Board expressed 
support for the retention of the building’s form and its primary character-defining features to 
provide physical evidence of uses in this period on the City’s waterfront.  Although the building 
materials and design were determined not to be architecturally significant, as they may be easily 

6



BAR CASE #2015-0248 & 0249 
  September 2, 2014 

 

reproduced, the building’s cultural and historic significance is unique to Alexandria and 
specifically suited to its waterfront location.  Subsequent structural investigation found that a 
number of the foundation piers are broken and there is differential settlement in the masonry 
walls, evidenced by cracks visible on the exterior.  In addition, the building code requires any 
habitable spaces to be elevated above the 100 year flood level, which makes the lower level of 
the existing structure uninhabitable.  Based on the BAR’s previous comments about the value 
being in the overall building form with projecting balconies and not the architectural detail of the 
concrete block exterior walls, performing extraordinary measures to raise the building above 
flood level and to install new piers and perform structural repairs did not seem feasible or 
necessary. 
 
In staff’s opinion, the new design essentially reconstructs and integrates the original 
Beachcombers form into the new building to the maximum extent reasonably possible, the 
criteria upon which the Board found was significant will be preserved.  Therefore, the applicant’s 
proposal to retain the former Beachcombers building form maintains this site’s cultural 
significance and association with the waterfront and as such the Permit to Demolish should be 
granted.   
 
Also as a reminder, in 2010, the BAR issued an emergency demolition permit for the removal of 
the second story stair which cantilevered from the north elevation, due to its unsafe and 
hazardous location above a public sidewalk.   
 
Finally, the one-story Dandy office building is a late 20th century modular structure with no 
particular architectural or cultural distinction that does not meet any of the above criteria and 
staff has found no record that its original installation was ever approved by the BAR.  It has been 
a utilitarian building to house offices for the dinner cruise operations and it does not contribute to 
the site’s identified cultural significance.  Staff also supports its demolition or removal. 
 
Certificate of Appropriateness 
 
Standards to Consider for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
In addition to the general BAR standards outlined in the Zoning Ordinance and the BAR’s 
Design Guidelines, the project must also comply with the recently adopted Waterfront Small 
Area Plan and the City Council/ODBC Property Acquisition and Exchange and Settlement 
Agreements.  This project, which is located along the Waterfront, is subject to a higher level of 
scrutiny and design due to its prominent location. 
 
BAR Design Guidelines 
The BAR’s Design Guidelines only require that new buildings be compatible with nearby 
buildings of historic merit and do not mandate the use of historic styles for new construction.  
However, they do state that where new buildings recall historic building styles, that the 
architectural details used throughout the building be consistent with that same style and that the 
building should not be a slavish replica of any particular building in the district.  Additionally, 
the  Guidelines  note  that  “new  and  untried  approaches  to  common  design  problems  are 
encouraged and should not be rejected out of hand simply because they appear to be outside the 
common practices outlined in the guidelines.” 
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During the course of the concept review work sessions, the BAR has strongly supported the 
overall conceptual design for the new, boat club building, which honored the past and present 
Old Dominion Boat Club buildings and the former Beachcombers building.  At the last hearing, 
the Board endorsed the general scale, mass and architectural character of the proposal, in 
concept, but did encourage the applicant to continue to work with staff on several final design 
details and concerns.  The present drawings are generally the same design as those supported by 
the BAR at the previous concept reviews.  However, in the current Certificate of Appropriateness 
application the architect has refined the design to include the following items: 
 

• Elimination of the glazing behind the hyphen louvered screen on the north/south 
elevations; 

• Elimination of the muntins on windows in the addition on the north/south elevation; 
• Elimination of the storefront window on the ground level of the south elevation, facing 

the parking lot; 
• Reduce the size of the glazing on the first floor east elevation; 
• Change the size of the bay spacing on the ground level of the south elevation, facing the 

parking lot to accommodate storage cabinets; 
• Replacement of the wood railings with the stainless steel cables with steel pipe 

balustrades on the balconies and staircases; 
• Elimination of staircase from patio to parking lot on south elevation;  
• Replace the glass entry awnings with canvas awnings. 

Hyphen 
During these concept review sessions, a principal concern of the BAR had been to provide 
delineation between the original Beachcombers form and the new addition.  The applicant 
previously responded to this concern with a glass wall “hyphen” with a louvered screen sunshade 
to provide the separation of these distinct blocks.  The hyphen louvers were the same 
architectural vocabulary as the sun shades above the windows and the mechanical screens at the 
rooftop.  The present drawings have retained the louvered screen supported by the BAR, 
however, the glass wall behind has been deleted in this current submission.  Since the glass will 
be barely visible behind the louvered screen, staff does not object to this design change.   
 
Windows/Spacing of Fenestration 
Several Board members commented on the window muntins at the previous hearing and 
encouraged the applicant to explore larger window panes as they felt this design detail was more 
“ship-like” in their configuration.  The applicant has responded by eliminating the muntins on 
the north and south elevation windows.  Staff supports this design change. 
 
The applicant has proposed a number of small changes and alterations to the fenestration and the 
size of the bays on the building since the previous submission.  The changes are small and to not 
impact the building’s overall design intent.   Staff supports the revisions yet notes that since cut 
sheets and specifications have yet to be provided, the windows and glazed doors must comply 
with the BAR’s Window Policies.   
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Staircase/Railings 
The staircase from the first floor patio to the ground floor on the south elevation has been deleted 
in this current submission.  Staff did not feel that this feature was significant and supports the 
design change. 
 
The design team is proposing to replace the stainless steel cable railings on the balconies with 
steel pipe railings.   The originally proposed wood railings with stainless steel cables identified 
with the nautical theme of the addition and were not overwhelming to the overall architectural  
design of the building.  Unfortunately, without a detail drawing for the proposed steel pipe 
railings, staff cannot comment on the current design’s compatibility but have no objection to 
appropriate pipe railings, in concept.   
 
Awnings 
At the previous concept reviews, the BAR members supported the glass canopy over the north 
and south entrance doors.  The applicant is proposing to change these canopies to a vinyl 
material.  The agrees with the applicant that canopies are still needed to help identify the 
entrances and provide weather protection above the entry doors and steps.  Although staff 
preferred the modern glass and metal canopy, changing to design to simple and compatible 
awning also recalls the nautical theme.  However, as specified in the BAR’s Design Guidelines, 
Sunbrella type canvas fabric instead should be used instead of the proposed vinyl material. 
  
In addition to the above items, at the previous concept review work sessions, several BAR 
members requested additional information or study on the following items: 
 

• Refine the signage program for the site 
• Refine details for the site interpretation;  
• Further study of the mechanical penthouse; 
• Work with Dominion Virginia Power on the location of the transformer; 
• Work on a lighting plan for the site; 
• Refine parking lot details including the fence design;  
• Present material options for the exterior of the building. 

 

Signage/Interpretation 
In the concept review submissions, the applicant proposed to activate the first floor at the corner 
of Prince Street and The Strand by installing the ODBC retail shop for the purchase of ODBC 
logo items and install interpretive display windows.  The retail shop has been deleted in the 
current submission and the previous interpretive display windows have been converted to panels.   
Staff is concerned that the first floor along The Strand will be very unwelcoming if the 
pedestrian is exposed to a 34.5’ wall with two-dimensional interpretive panels.  The display 
windows would provide depth and interest, and visually activate this façade.  It is recommended 
that the applicant continue to explore alternatives for this location. 
 
In addition to the panels, the applicant is proposing to interpret the 1845 pier line with an 
alternate material within the parking lot.  Since the City process to select a waterfront common 
elements palate of materials to delineate the different periods for the shoreline and pier line is 
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still underway, final selection of these materials will occur through a public process at a later 
date. 
 
Finally, as part of the DSUP, the applicant is required to design and develop a coordinated sign 
plan for all proposed signage, including a color palate, site-related signs, way-finding graphics, 
and interpretive signage for the site. The applicant has provided illustrations of the proposed 
signage for the building, but an overall coordinated sign plan has not been provided.  
 
Mechanical Penthouse 
In the previous concept work sessions several board members expressed concern with the design 
of the mechanical penthouse and its overall visual bulk (see illustrations in Figure 1 below.)  
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South Elevations – Evolution of Mechanical Penthouse Design 

 
In the applicant’s original submission, the penthouse appeared to read as a more integral part of 
the building.  In the second submission, the stair and elevator vestibules were reoriented and the 
flat roofed mechanical penthouse form emerged to house the HVAC compressors above the 

Concept 1 

Concept 2 

Concept 3 

COA 
Submission 
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elevators.  At that hearing, concerns were expressed about the size and bulk of this mechanical 
penthouse as well as the potential visibility of the kitchen vents proposed to be installed on the 
western roof of the building.  In the Concept 3 submission, the attempt was to integrate the 
penthouse into the building by incorporating a wood lattice screening for the rooftop mechanical 
equipment and extend the length screening around the western roof.  In this current submission, 
this screening has been deleted, and the HVAC penthouse above the elevator has slightly been 
reduced in length, however the overall width of mechanical structure has increased by 
approximately one-foot in length.  While staff believes the applicant is working toward 
improving this feature, the penthouse still continues to be a concern, and mechanical drawings 
must still be provided demonstrating that the minimum space necessary for necessary mechanical 
equipment is being provided.  Staff asks for further clarification and study to reduce its height 
and bulk wherever possible.  This study should include the possible elimination of the HVAC 
penthouse above the elevator. 
 
Transformer 
After discussions with Dominion Virginia Power, the previously proposed transformer has been 
relocated from the parking area to a power pole within the City ROW.    
 
Lighting 
The applicant has provided a lighting plan, photometric study, and fixture schedule for the site. 
Generally, staff finds that the proposed lighting plan highlights the building’s features without 
negatively impacting the Waterfront.  Targeted illumination is focused on the ODBC signage 
located on The Strand and above the entrances on the hyphen only.  Signage has been deleted 
from the Waterfront elevation.  Nautical-inspired sconces are used to illuminate the pedestrian 
spaces around the perimeter of the building and the remainder of the building is softly 
illuminated from more concealed fixtures behind the louvered screens.   In addition, the parking 
lot utilizes three, evenly-spaced light poles with fixtures.  Although the current fixtures 
complement the lights being proposed as part of the Waterfront Common Element’s Plan, staff 
recommends that the applicant continue to work with staff to ensure that the proposed lights 
complement the ultimate fixture approved for the Waterfront.   
 
The only concern with the proposed lighting design is the illumination for the doors of the 
storage bays on the south elevation.  The photometric study illustrates that these bays are 
intensely illuminated in comparison to the rest of the building.  Given their close proximity to the 
promenade, it is suggested that the intensity of these light levels be reduced.  
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Photometric Study 

 
 
Parking Lot/Fencing 
Finally, the site plan indicates that the parking lot will be surfaced with brick pavers, in 
compliance with the applicant’s DSUP condition1, and surrounded by fencing in various 
combinations of stone and metal with vehicular entry gates along The Strand and pedestrian 
gates along the Waterfront.  Staff generally supports the proposed fencing and the proposed 
spacing of the stone piers, yet still expresses concern with the height of the wall and fence along 
the promenade (see drawing below.)  A lower wall would provide more visual openness for the 
pedestrians.   To provide better views from and to the waterfront and parks, it is recommended 
that the applicant utilize the minimum height required to screen the headlights of cars in the 
parking lot with an open metal fence above.  This will enhance the pedestrian experience along 
The Strand and the promenade, creating an inviting walkable corridor for residents and guests.    
 
 

                                                           
1 This DSUP condition reflects the City approved Waterfront Common Elements Plan prepared by OLIN.  This 
document is included for reference as Attachment 3.   
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Promenade View of Boat Club and Proposed Fencing 

 
 
Materials 
The applicant will bring a materials board to the hearing to provide the BAR with information 
about the proposed materials for the site.  These items include a rubble stone veneer for the 
ground level foundation, standing seam metal for the roof, aluminum storefront windows and 
cedar T&G wood and pressure treated battens for the wall cladding.  Staff generally supports the 
proposed materials and finds that the natural stone at the foundation will help to visually ground 
the building and articulate the elevations to reduce the visual scale of the building.  Stone, in 
conjunction with the texture of the horizontal clapboard siding will also provide visual interest 
for pedestrians along The Strand and Prince Street.  Staff is, however, concerned with the 
proposed window glazing, as the specifications do not comply with the Board’s Window Policy.  
The Policy specifies that all “glazing must be clear, non-reflective, and without tint noting that 
the glass must have a minimum 72% visible light transmission (VLT) with a through –the-glass 
shading coefficient between 0.87-1.0 and a reflectance of less than 10%.   Staff recommends that 
the design team continue to work with staff to refine the final design details, materials and 
colors. 
 
Potomac River Vicinity Standards 
This project was recently re-zoned from W-1 (Waterfront Mixed Use) to the WPR (Waterfront 
park and recreation zone) in order to allow the use as a boat club and to be consistent with the 
Waterfront Plan.  The building height is limited to 30’ in the WPR zone and ODBC’s approved 
site plan granted a 30’ tall building as measured from average finished grade to the top of the 
roof.  In addition, as part of the site plan approval, this project established new finished grades 
for the site.  These grades were coordinated with the surrounding parks and promenade of the 
Waterfront Plan.   
 
Staff notes that there are several discrepancies between the approved Site Plan for the building 
and this current design, as reflected in the Development Comments below.  These items need to 
be addressed prior to BAR approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness. 
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Waterfront Small Area Plan 
This project is located in the Working Seaport Character and Theme Area along The 
Strand.  The ODBC has been located in similar facilities within two blocks of this site since 
1880.  T h e  p r o p o s e d  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  boat club with active 
piers and a launch ramp effectively conveys this character and activates the adjacent parks and 
waterfront promenade. 
 
Additional Standards to Consider for a Certificate of Appropriateness  
In addition to the general BAR standards outlined in the Zoning Ordinance and the BAR’s 
Design Guidelines, the project must also comply with the recently adopted Waterfront Small 
Area Plan and the City Council/ODBC Property Acquisition and Exchange and Settlement 
Agreements.  This project, which is located along the waterfront, is subject to a higher level of 
scrutiny and design due to its prominent location.  Staff believes that this project satisfies 
Alexandria’s strong waterfront architectural traditions. It honors both the past and present Old 
Dominion Boat Club buildings and the former Beachcombers Restaurant.  Its design roots the 
building in Alexandria with the use of a variety of related architectural details and materials on 
the east and west portions of the building, making it appear that the structure has evolved over 
time.  The proposed design incorporates the cultural significance of the site and the history of the 
Boat Club while creating a modern and elegantly detailed 21st century structure. 
 
 
Summary 
Staff recommends approval of the Permit to Demolish with deferral of the Certificate of 
Appropriateness application for further study or to provide more details on: 
 

• Work with BAR staff on materials and finish specifications 
• Restudy the size of the mechanical penthouse 
• Restudy height of waterfront stone wall facing the promenade.   
• Restudy the design for the Interpretative panels 
• Restudy the lighting design/illumination levels at the southeastern corner of the building 
• Provide details for the balustrade and front step handrail 
• Provide a coordinated sign program for the site 
• Ensure that the project complies with the Common Elements adopted as part of the 

Waterfront Plan. 

 
STAFF 
 
Michele Oaks, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Al Cox, FAIA, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning & Zoning 
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IV. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS  

Legend: C- code requirement  R- recommendation  S- suggestion  F- finding 
 
The proposal must be consistent with all comments and conditions identified in the approved 
DSUP 2015-0248 & 0249. 
 
Development Review Comments 
 
Findings 
PZ Dev comments are provided for the elements of the design under BAR purview.  Further 
Final Site Plan comments shall be provided under that review. 
 
The building plans, sections and elevations are not fully coordinated.  Some elements of design 
and massing shall be reviewed when a fully coordinated submission is made. 
 
A202 and associated sheets: the substitution of the storefront glazing on the Strand Street 
elevation detrimentally impacts the street level vitality of the building. 
 
During the DSUP preliminary process, staff strongly recommended that the southern boundary 
treatment include both the fence as shown and masonry piers (see condition 8 b i. below) 
 
The following conditions of approval from the Development Special Use Permit relate to items 
within the BAR’s purview. 
 

Condition 7: Provide material, finishes, and architectural details for all retaining walls, 
seat walls, decorative walls, and screen walls.  Indicate methods for grade transitions, 
handrails- if required by code, directional changes, above and below grade conditions.  
Coordinate with adjacent conditions.  Design and construction of all walls shall be to the 
satisfaction of the Directors of RP&CA, and P&Z, and T&ES. The walls and handrails 
shall be designed to be consistent with the materials and design of the building base, and 
shall be subject to approval by the Board of Architectural Review. 
RP&CA)(P&Z)(T&ES) 

 
Condition 8: All walls, curbs, fences, piers, gates and lighting shall be subject to 
approval by the Board of Architectural Review. The perimeter curb/wall and fence 
around the parking lot shall not exceed 6 feet in total, with the exception of the associated 
piers, or as approved by the Board of Architectural Review. 
 

The perimeter features shall be to the following design: 
a. At the east and west property lines, a 30 inch (above the parking lot 

surface) masonry wall with a fence above and masonry piers (at a 
minimum framing the gate entrances and at corners). The applicant shall 
bear the responsibility of ensuring the perimeter feature is fully supported 
from a structural perspective without resort to installing material to 
support the applicant’s lot from any adjacent property. 
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b. At the south property line, the applicant has the option of either: 

i.  The wall and fence as described in a) above (with 4-6 piers), or  

ii.  A curb with a fence above and masonry piers (4-6 piers) and off-site 
screening on a planted berm located on Lot 602.  If this option is 
selected by the applicant, the applicant shall be responsible for the 
installation of the berm at no greater than 2:1 slope, saw-cutting 
the asphalt on Lot 602, installing wheelstops on the adjacent row 
of parking, installing planting (at sufficient density, species and 
height to screen the parking lot to 3 feet height)  and an erosion 
control material both of which shall be maintained for a minimum 
of 3 years and in conjunction with the standards set out in the 
City’s Landscape Guidelines, to the satisfaction of the Directors of 
P&Z, RP&CA and DPI. 

 (P&Z)(RP&CA)(DPI) 
   
Condition 9: The surface materials in the parking lot shall be consistent with those in the 
Phase I Schematic Design, shall be subject to approval by the Board of Architectural 
Review, and to the satisfaction of the Directors of P&Z & T&ES (P&Z)(T&ES). 
 
 
Condition 13: The general building design, including the quality of materials shall be 
consistent with the elevations dated 1/20/2015 (BAR submission) and the following 
conditions. (P&Z) 
 
Condition 14: Building materials, finishes, and relationships shall be subject to review 
and approval by the Board of Architectural Review.  The following submissions shall be 
provided to review the materials, finishes and architectural details, prior to selection of 
final building materials: 

a. Provide a materials board that includes all proposed materials and finishes 
at Certificate of Appropriateness and first final site plan. * 

b. The materials board shall remain with the Department of Planning and 
Zoning until the final certificate of occupancy, upon which all samples 
shall be returned to the applicant.*** 

c. Provide drawings of a mock-up panel that depict all proposed materials, 
finishes, and relationships as part of the first final site plan. * 

d. Construct an on-site, mock-up panel of proposed materials, finishes, and 
relationships for review by BAR Staff and approval prior to final selection 
of building materials.  The mock-up panel shall be constructed and 
approved prior to vertical (above-grade) construction and prior to ordering 
final building materials.  ** 

17



BAR CASE #2015-0248 & 0249 
  September 2, 2014 

 

e. The mock-up panel shall be located such that it shall remain on-site in the 
same location through the duration of construction until the first certificate 
of occupancy. *** (P&Z) 

 
Condition 18: Design and develop a coordinated sign plan, which includes a color 
palette, for all proposed signage, including, but not limited to site-related signs, way-
finding graphics, and interpretive signage that highlights the history and archaeology of 
the site.  
 
Condition 19: Any signage shall be subject to the approval by the Board of Architectural 
Review.* 

 
Recommendations 
Per conditions 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18 & 19: Provide the requisite information in conjunction with the 
BAR approval. These details shall be added to the FSP submissions. 

 
C1.0, C5.0, architectural and all associated sheets: the gross floor area of the building shall be 

limited to that indicated in the approved prelim plan, please amend. Per the applicant’s 
submission in appendix A to show the adjusted GFA at FSP1, the following comments 
apply: 
f. The building plans and sections show conflicting information (see comment 

below).  GFA can only be accurately counted once these conflicts are resolved. 
g. The stair overhang on A2 which is noted as not being accounted for previously, 

had been accounted for in the approved preliminary plan but was shown on the 
second floor rather than the ground floor. 

h. Dimensions shall be added to the sections for all the areas noted as being less than 
7’-6” in height in order to determine if they are deductions. 

C5.1:  remove the steps from the site to the promenade area per condition 27. 
 

C6.0  and architectural plans: The footprint of the storage areas on the south façade appears to 
have expanded beyond that in the approved plan, please amend. Note, there is a 
discrepancy between the plans and elevations regarding the extents of these storage areas. 

 
C6.0  and architectural elevations: Amend the heights of the masonry wall on the east and west 

property lines to the maximum allowed under condition 8. 
 

A-101 and associated sheets: revise the parking lot surface design to include the demarcated 
historic pier line. Work with staff to determine the material for this element. 
 

A-113: the roof over the second floor balconies appears to have increased in area, please amend 
to the size approved. 
 

A-201 and all associated sheets: the elevations and 3D rendering do not appear to be coordinated 
with the floor plans.  For example: 
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i. the location of the exterior stair from the patio to grade on the south elevation is 
shown differently in plan and elevation/ 3D rendering. 

j. A-202 and A-202A indicate the southernmost pier against the building face rather 
than allowing the patio to return around the corner as shown in the plans.  This 
issue potentially impacts the storage areas under the building, the GFA and the 
ramp/landing from the patio to the promenade. 

 
Please ensure all future submissions include fully updated and coordinated elevations which 
match the information in the plans. 

 
Zoning Comments 
 
The subject property consists of one parcel along the Potomac River waterfront.  The applicant is 
approved to redevelop the existing building and rezone the property from WP-1 to WPR. The 
plan proposes a private marina and a boat club with related facilities. The WPR zone allows a 
private marina and a boat club with an approved special use permit. The applicant is asking for 
modifications to the minimum front yard setbacks, as well as one minimum side yard setback. 
The applicant also requests a modification to encroach into the required vision triangle along the 
Prince Street and Strand intersection. Additionally, a modification to the open and useable space 
is proposed, as well as a parking reduction.  
 
F-1 The proposed fence height in the required side yards exceeds six feet in height. Per the 

approved DSUP2014-00026, City Council approved the following modified yards: 
 
 Front (North) – 0 feet 
 Front (West) – 0 feet 
 Side (East) – 10.66 feet 
 Side (South) – 86.20 feet 

 
Based on sheets A-202 and A-203 the proposed fence is at most 6’8” to 6’3” in height in 
these yards. The BAR must approve the modified height in the required yard, however; 
the site plan should be amended to reflect this approved modification in fence height. No 
modification is needed for the front yards, since City Council granted a zero feet for the 
required setback.  

 
F-2 Any signs not approved as part of DSUP2014-00026, but within the allowed sign 

limitations for the zone, must be approved by the BAR.  
 
Code Administration 
 
F-1 The following comments are for BAR2015-00249. Once the applicant has filed for a 

building permit and additional information has been provided, code requirements will be 
based upon that information and the building permit plans.   If there are any questions, 
the applicant may contact Charles Cooper, Plan Review plans examiner at 
Charles.cooper@alexandriava.gov or 703-746-4197.  
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C-1 Demolition, Building, trade permits and inspections are required for this proposed 

demolition and new structure. Demolition inspections are required prior to any 
demolition of existing structure. Five sets of construction documents sealed by a 
Registered Design Professional that fully detail the construction as well as layout and 
schematics of the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems shall accompany the 
permit application(s)  

 
C-2    For buildings located in whole or in part in flood hazard areas, the documentation 

pertaining to design shall be designed and constructed in accordance with strength 
design, load and resistance factor design, allowable stress design, empirical design or 
conventional construction methods, as permitted by the applicable material permitted by 
the building code. This information shall be accompanied with permit application and 
plans. 

 
C4 Application for permit shall also include:  
 

1. Identify and describe the development to be covered by the permit.  
 
2.  Describe the land on which the proposed development is to be conducted by legal 

description, street address or similar description that will readily identify and 
definitely locate the site.  

 
3. Include a site plan showing the delineation of flood hazard areas, floodway 

boundaries, flood zones, design flood elevations, ground elevations, proposed fill and 
excavation and drainage patterns and facilities.  

 
4.  Indicate the use and occupancy for which the proposed development is intended. 
  
5. Be accompanied by construction documents, grading and filling plans and other 

information deemed appropriate by the building official.  
 
6.  State the valuation of the proposed work.  
 
7.  Be signed by the applicant or the applicant's authorized agent. 

 
C-5    Plans will need to indicate that exterior stair is a defined as a means of egress for the roof 

top occupancy. Exterior stair construction shall be in compliance with the building code. 
Additional information is required to determine if this stair configuration is complaint 
according to the building code requirements. 

 
C-6    Applicant will need to clarify number of stories. This building is described as a three story 

structure with a penthouse. Further information shall be provided to determine the 
number of stories of this structure. 

 
Transportation and Environmental Services 
 
Refer Final Site Plan review comments 
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Alexandria Archaeology 
  
Refer Final Site Plan review comments 
 
 
V. ATTACHMENTS 
1 – Supplemental Materials  
2 – Application for BAR Case 2015-0248 & 0249: 0 Prince St (ODBC) 
3 –  Approved Minutes from Concept Review Work Session #1 (10/1/14)  
4 – Approved Minutes from Concept Review Work Session #2 (12/3/14) 
5 – Approved Minutes from Concept Review Work Session #3 (2/18/15) 
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HART, CALLEY, GIBBS & KARP, P.C. 

 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW 

 
307 NORTH WASHINGTON STREET 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314-2557 

 
Telephone (703) 836-5757 

FAX (703) 548-5443 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   BAR Staff, BAR Old & Historic District Members 
FROM:  Mary Catherine Gibbs on behalf of the Old Dominion Boat Club 
RE:   Justification for Demolition of Existing Structure 

Zero Prince Street now 200 Strand 
DATE:  August 3, 2015 
 
 This memorandum provides the justification for demolition of the existing Beachcomber 
building at what was Zero Prince Street and is now 200 Strand Street, pursuant to § 10-105(B) of 
the Zoning Ordinance.  In filing the BAR application for Demolition, an Applicant must clearly 
spell out the reason for the demolition and describe any alternatives to demolition and why such 
alternatives are not feasible.   
 
 Reason for Demolition:   
 
 The beachcomber building was opened in 1946 and operated as a waterfront restaurant.  
It is a simple cinder-block building constructed originally over the water on concrete piles.  On 
the second story, it had a three sided open porch and a rooftop terrace for outdoor dining.  The 
restaurant ceased operation in 1954, when it experienced a fire.  The building was then sold and 
utilized by the International Armaments Corporation, or Interarms, for storage and then for the 
retail sale of guns and ammunition among other sporting goods.  Sheds in two different locations 
have been located on the property, but are now fully removed from the site.  The first was 
approved in 1973 for selling seafood/sandwiches, which was located west of the Potomac Arms 
warehouse, and then a trailer for the Potomac Party Cruises, Inc, was located east of the building 
by 2006.  In depth histories of the site can be found in “0 Prince Street: A Timeline” by Diane 
Ricker, 2008, and the “Documentary Study of 0 Prince Street (Old Dominion Boat Club)”, by 
Thunderbird Archeology, March 2015.  Copies of both are attached to this memorandum. 
 
 The request for demolition is based on the relocation of the Old Dominion Boat Club 
(“ODBC”) from its current location at 1 and 2 King Streets to 200 Strand Street.  The Board is 
aware of the plans for this relocation as it has reviewed the Concept submissions for new ODBC 
clubhouse on three occasions in the past few months.  This Board formally endorsed the height, 
mass and scale of the new ODBC Clubhouse at its February 18, 2015 meeting after that third 
Concept Review.  At each hearing, the Staff Report firmly recognized that:  
 

In April 2012, the BAR determined that the simple vernacular materials and 
design of the Beachcombers Restaurant building, particularly its cinderblock 
construction, was not architecturally significant, may easily be replicated and did 
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not display a high degree of craftsmanship to make them worthy of preservation 
or slavish reproduction. However, the Board noted that the building did possess a 
high level of cultural and historic significance unique to Alexandria and 
specifically suited to its waterfront location.  The BAR further identified that the 
utilitarian character of the building, with its punched windows, projecting 
balconies, and rooftop dining, is important.  They supported the substantial 
reconstruction of the existing structure but strongly recommended that the 
building’s overall form and character defining architectural features be recalled 
and integrated into the new building to the maximum extent reasonably possible. 

 
 These facts remain true to today.  There has been further structural investigation that has 
revealed reuse of the building is not possible.  As a result, the request is to completely demolish 
the structure and to rebuild an ODBC Clubhouse that incorporates the form and character of the 
important architectural features of the Beachcomber building. 
 
 Alternatives to Demolition: 
 
 Many alternatives to redevelopment of the property have been considered, but were 
rejected early on in the negotiations between the City and the ODBC based upon the 
deterioration of the structure of the old Beachcomber building.  The only realistic alternative is 
incorporating the existing architectural character into the new ODBC Clubhouse, as has been 
endorsed by this Board, which ODBC is proposing.     
 
  
Criteria for Demolition: 
 
 Section 10-105(B) of the Zoning Ordinance provides seven questions that must be 
answered in the negative in order to satisfy the criteria for Demolition within the Old and 
Historic Alexandria District.  The proposal to demolish the Beachcomber building should now 
answer all these questions in the negative and therefore, satisfies the criteria for demolition 
within the Old and Historic Alexandria District.   
 
(1) Is the building or structure of such architectural or historical interest that its moving, 

removing, capsulating or razing would be to the detriment of the public interest? No.  As 
the Board noted previously, the building is “not architecturally significant, may easily be 
replicated and did not display a high degree of craftsmanship to make them worthy of 
preservation or slavish reproduction.”  However, the ODBC is seeking to incorporate the 
architectural character that was of interest to the Board into the new Clubhouse, and as 
such, the character and historical interest will be maintained in the new structure. 

 
(2)     Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made into an historic shrine? No 
 
(3) Is the building or structure of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture and 

material that it could not be reproduced or be reproduced only with great difficulty? No, 
as the Board has previously found that the building, “may easily be replicated and did not 
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display a high degree of craftsmanship to make them worthy of preservation or slavish 
reproduction the materials are very common and can be easily reproduced.” 

 
(4)     Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the memorial character of the 

George Washington Memorial Parkway? N/A 
  
(5)     Would retention of the building or structure help preserve and protect an historic place or 

area of historic interest in the city? No, the Waterfront is being enhanced by the 
redevelopment of the Beachcomber into an active and water oriented use, which is what 
the Board seemed to encourage when it “supported the substantial reconstruction of the 
existing structure but strongly recommended that the building’s overall form and 
character defining architectural features be recalled and integrated into the new building 
to the maximum extent reasonably possible.”  

 
(6)     Would retention of the building or structure promote the general welfare by maintaining 

and increasing real estate values, generating business, creating new positions, attracting 
tourists, students, writers, historians, artists and artisans, attracting new residents, 
encouraging study and interest in American history, stimulating interest and study in 
architecture and design, educating citizens in American culture and heritage and making 
the city a more attractive and desirable place in which to live?  No, the replacement of the 
Beachcomber will reactivate this long dormant corner of the City’s waterfront, making 
the area a more attractive and desirable place to visit. 

 
(7)     In the instance of a building or structure owned by the city or the redevelopment and 

housing authority, such building or structure having been acquired pursuant to a duly 
approved urban renewal (redevelopment) plan, would retention of the building or 
structure promote the general welfare in view of needs of the city for an urban renewal 
(redevelopment) project? N/A 
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	During the course of the concept review work sessions, the BAR has strongly supported the overall conceptual design for the new, boat club building, which honored the past and present Old Dominion Boat Club buildings and the former Beachcombers buildi...
	 Elimination of the glazing behind the hyphen louvered screen on the north/south elevations;
	 Elimination of the muntins on windows in the addition on the north/south elevation;
	 Elimination of the storefront window on the ground level of the south elevation, facing the parking lot;
	 Reduce the size of the glazing on the first floor east elevation;
	 Change the size of the bay spacing on the ground level of the south elevation, facing the parking lot to accommodate storage cabinets;
	 Replacement of the wood railings with the stainless steel cables with steel pipe balustrades on the balconies and staircases;
	 Elimination of staircase from patio to parking lot on south elevation;
	 Replace the glass entry awnings with canvas awnings.
	Hyphen
	During these concept review sessions, a principal concern of the BAR had been to provide delineation between the original Beachcombers form and the new addition.  The applicant previously responded to this concern with a glass wall “hyphen” with a lou...
	Windows/Spacing of Fenestration
	Several Board members commented on the window muntins at the previous hearing and encouraged the applicant to explore larger window panes as they felt this design detail was more “ship-like” in their configuration.  The applicant has responded by elim...
	Staircase/Railings
	The staircase from the first floor patio to the ground floor on the south elevation has been deleted in this current submission.  Staff did not feel that this feature was significant and supports the design change.
	The design team is proposing to replace the stainless steel cable railings on the balconies with steel pipe railings.   The originally proposed wood railings with stainless steel cables identified with the nautical theme of the addition and were not o...
	design of the building.  Unfortunately, without a detail drawing for the proposed steel pipe railings, staff cannot comment on the current design’s compatibility but have no objection to appropriate pipe railings, in concept.
	In addition to the above items, at the previous concept review work sessions, several BAR members requested additional information or study on the following items:
	 Refine the signage program for the site
	 Refine details for the site interpretation;
	 Further study of the mechanical penthouse;
	 Work with Dominion Virginia Power on the location of the transformer;
	 Work on a lighting plan for the site;
	 Refine parking lot details including the fence design;
	 Present material options for the exterior of the building.
	Signage/Interpretation
	Mechanical Penthouse
	In the previous concept work sessions several board members expressed concern with the design of the mechanical penthouse and its overall visual bulk (see illustrations in Figure 1 below.)
	In the applicant’s original submission, the penthouse appeared to read as a more integral part of the building.  In the second submission, the stair and elevator vestibules were reoriented and the flat roofed mechanical penthouse form emerged to house...
	Lighting
	The applicant has provided a lighting plan, photometric study, and fixture schedule for the site. Generally, staff finds that the proposed lighting plan highlights the building’s features without negatively impacting the Waterfront.  Targeted illumina...
	The only concern with the proposed lighting design is the illumination for the doors of the storage bays on the south elevation.  The photometric study illustrates that these bays are intensely illuminated in comparison to the rest of the building.  G...
	Photometric Study
	Promenade View of Boat Club and Proposed Fencing
	BAR2015-00248 & BAR2015-00249_revisedapplication.pdf
	BAR application signed
	JustificationMemoforDemolition
	03 EXCOND-C03.0 EXICOND
	03.1 DEMO PLAN-C03.1 DEMO
	04 CONTEXT-C04.0 CONTEXT
	05 PRELIMINARY PLAN-C05.0 SITE PLAN
	05.1 PRELIMINARY ULTIMATE-C05.1 SITE PLAN - ULTIMATE
	06 PRELIMINARY GRADE-C06.0 SITE GRADE
	06.1 PRELIMINARY GRADE ULTIMATE-C06.1 GRADE - ULTIMATE
	09 LANDSCAPE PLAN-C09.0 LANDSCAPE PLAN
	A-101
	A-102
	A-103
	A-111
	A-112
	A-113
	A-114
	A-201
	A-201A
	A-202
	A-202A
	A-203
	A-301
	A-501
	A-502
	A-610
	A-611
	A-612
	A-801
	A-802
	A-803
	A-804




