1. Item_0_Agenda_For_May_2012
Documents:
ITEM_0_AGENDA_FOR_MAY_2012.PDF
2. Item_5_CACT_Minutes_2021- 04 - 14_DRAFT_V1
Documents:
ITEM_5_CACT_MINUTES_2021- 04 - 14_DRAFT_V1.PDF
3. Item_6_Bike_Routes_To_School _Memo_V2
Documents:
ITEM_6_BIKE_ROUTES_TO_SCHOOL _MEMO_V2.PDF
4. Item_6a_ CACT_Safe_ Bike_Route_To_Schools_Recommendations - May _021_(003)
Documents:
ITEM_6A_ CACT_SAFE_ BIKE_ROUTE_TO_SCHOOLS_RECOMMENDATIONS - MAY _021_(003).PDF
5. Item_7a_Lincoln_Ave_Safer_And_Greener_V2- 8 - 21
Documents:
ITEM_7A_LINCOLN_AVE_SAFER_AND_GREENER_V2- 8 - 21.PDF
6. Item_7b_Lincoln_Ave - Tactical_Urbanism_Pre- Paving
Documents:
ITEM_7B_LINCOLN_AVE - TACTICAL_URBANISM_PRE - PAVING.PDF
7. Item_8_DRAFT_CACT_Guiding_Principles_For_Neighborhood_Sidewalk_And_Accessibility_Program_May_2021
Documents:
ITEM_8_DRAFT_CACT_GUIDING_PRINCIPLES_FOR_NEIGHBORHOOD_SIDEWALK_AND_ACCESSIBILITY_PROGRAM_MAY_2021.PDF
8. Item_10_Draft_ Status_Of_2021_CACT_ Action_Items
Documents:
ITEM_10_DRAFT_ STATUS_OF_2021_CACT_ ACTION_ITEMS.PDF
9. Item_14_A_Divided_Task_Force
Documents:
ITEM_14_A_DIVIDED_TASK_FORCE.PDF

[Citizens Advisory Committee on Transportation Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, May 12, 2021]  7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting: https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_ZWY1ZTIxMTgtMTA2My00NGU1LWIwOGUtMzEwNWJhZTQ3MDg
w%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2273ba5b04-4ace-4ae3-a6b265cbc403418b%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22d21d8abe-3a0c-4875-ad5b3986dbf20bf2%22%7d
NOTICE: This meeting will be held pursuant to and in compliance with the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act, Section 2.2-3708.2 and state and local legislation adopted to allow for continued
government operation during the COVID-19 declared emergency. All participating members will be
present at this meeting through electronic means. All members of the public may view this electronic
meeting via the meeting link listed above and in the City’s website calendar.
Public comments may be submitted to jsikes@fallschurchva.gov until 6:30 PM on May 12. All
comments will be provided to the Citizens Advisory Committee on Transportation members and
comments received by the deadline will be read during the meeting.
PLEASE NOTE: This meeting will be conducted using Microsoft Teams. Don't have the Teams
app? You can still join a Teams meeting. See the instructions attached to this meeting agenda.
Please email jsikes@fallschurchva.gov if you need assistance with installation. During the meeting,
staff will likely not be available to assist with installation.
1. Call to Order
2. Reading of Virtual Meeting Notice
3. Public Comment
4. City Council and PC Liaisons Updates
5. April Meeting Minutes
6. Action Item: Safer Bike Routes to Middle and High School Recommendations
7. Discussion Item: Greening Lincoln Ave- Next Steps/Recommendations
8. Discussion Item: Sidewalk and Accessibility Program Recommendations
9. Neighborhood Traffic Calming Updates
10. Project Tracking Sheet
11. Staff Report
12. Member Reports
13. Adjourn
Information Items
Citizens Advisory Committee on Transportation Staff liaison: Jeff Sikes, 703-248-5296,
jsikes@fallschurchva.gov

The City of Falls Church is committed to the letter and spirit of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
To request a reasonable accommodation for any type of disability, call 703-248-5297 TTY711.

Instructions for joining a Microsoft Teams meeting:
Click here to watch a video with instructions for joining a Teams meeting

Join a Teams meeting on a phone or tablet
1. Click the meeting link provided.
2. Download the Teams app for your device when prompted:


Type in your name.



Choose the audio and video settings you want.

3. Select Join now.
4. Depending on meeting settings, you'll get in right away, or go to a lobby where someone in
the meeting can admit you.

Join a Teams meeting on the web or through a web browser on a phone or tablet
Don't have the Teams app? You can still join a Teams meeting.
1. Click or copy and paste the meeting link provided.
2. You have two choices:


Download the Windows app: Download the Teams app.



Join on the web instead: Join a Teams meeting on the web.

3. Type in your name.
4. Choose the audio and video settings you want.
5. Select Join now.
6. Depending on meeting settings, you'll get in right away, or go to a lobby where someone in
the meeting can admit you.

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION (CACT)
Wednesday, April 14, 2021, Virtual Meeting via Microsoft Teams, 7:00 – 10:00 p.m.
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order: Meeting called to order at 7:00 pm
2. Reading of Virtual Meeting Notice: This meeting was held via electronic communications using
‘Microsoft Teams.’ This meeting was held pursuant to and in compliance with the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act, Section 2.2-3708.2 and state and local legislation adopted to allow for continued
government operation during the COVID-19 declared emergency.
3. Roll Call:
 CACT Members: Dave Gustafson (Chair), Jason Garman (Vice Chair), Arthur Agin, Shaun Dakin,
Doug Devereaux, Jessica Hegenbart, Andrew Olesen
 City Staff: Jeff Sikes (CACT Staff Liaison), Cameron Gahres, Kerri Oddenino, Behailu Kifle
 City Council Liaison: Councilman David Snyder
 Planning Commission Liaison: Melissa Teates
 Student Representative: Annie Moore
 Public: Vince Yi (Toole Design)
Councilman Snyder provided updates on the following items:
 MWCOG: The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments has set environmental goals for
industry sectors; the transportation sector, while improving, is not currently meeting those goals.
Electrification of vehicle fleets would be a big step towards doing so.
 NTC: Councilman is looking for ways to obtain larger blocks of funding for neighborhood traffic
calming to more comprehensively complete projects off the list. He mentioned limited staff time in
overseeing design/construction as a factor limiting speed of completion of listed projects.
 Jess asked about bottlenecks in the NTC process and Councilman Snyder is working to identify and
improve.
 Art asked about ways for the City to break the “chicken or the egg” cycle on electric vehicle
charging infrastructure by being more aggressive in negotiating with developers for larger
commitments on infrastructure to be included in major proposed mixed-use development projects.
 Dave mentioned the discussion at the most recent City Council meeting about submitting projects as
community requests to Congressman Beyer for earmark consideration. The four priorities the City
has identified for these requests are utility/stormwater infrastructure, affordable housing, electric
vehicle chargers and buses for the schools, and smart city technology for traffic signals.
 Councilman Snyder commented that bus rapid transit on Route 7 is also a broader regional priority.
 Councilman Snyder asked the committee to think about the identification of a priority hierarchy for
proposed transportation projects should reasonable funding be available.
Melissa provided brief updates on the West End, Founders Row II, and One City Center projects in various
stages of applications. Melissa also discussed mid-block pedestrian signals projects on Broad St, as well as
various ongoing/upcoming improvements on S Washington St, W Annandale Rd, S Maple Ave areas.
4. Public Comment: Jeff reported that no public comments were received in writing, and no members of the
public offered comment during the meeting.
5. Staff Presentation: Berman Park Trail Crossings Project: Kerri presented an update on the Berman Park
project, which is currently at the conceptual planning, pre-30% design level. The trail crossings to be
addressed by the project are at three locations:



Kent St & Ellison St: Staff prefers Option 2, with less pavement, shorter crossing distances, and a
realignment of Kent for a perpendicular intersection with Ellison. CACT members asked about the
viability of including a sidewalk on the west side of Ellison given the number of obstructions, and
about coordination/integration with Founders Row II proposed improvements in the area of the
Ellison St & S West St intersection.
 Irving St: Staff prefers Option 1, favoring the simplicity of the curb extensions to reduce crossing
distance over a center median. Doug asked about the parking prohibition signs in the area, and
Vince explained that the locations of the signs and corresponding roadway striping is to provide for
adequate sight distance for drivers approaching the crosswalk.
 S Spring St: Option 2, with perpendicular crossings and a single curb bump-out, is preferred by staff
over Option 1 due to center median / snowplow conflicts, and over Option 3 due to property line /
vegetation constraints at the southeast corner of the intersection. Additionally, CACT members
questioned whether users would follow the new crosswalk given that the path does not align. Dave
asked about streetlight improvements in the area given nighttime events at the Boy Scout building,
and Andrew asked about whether committing to an option with a large curb bump-out would
preclude the City from future on-street bike lanes as prescribed for S Sprint St in the City’s Bicycle
Master Plan.
6. Action Item: Recommendations on Racial and Socioeconomic Equity in Transportation: Dave
presented the draft memo in response to Council’s request for a review and response to the City Council
Work Plan and Equity Review from all boards and commissions.
 Jess asked for further information about the Residential Street Access Policy. Jeff responded that the
City Manager’s current position is that while there are some streets that are grandfathered into this
arrangement, it is the City’s current preference to manage the traffic in place with traffic calming
rather than attempt to redirect it for a variety of reasons, including equitable access and enforcement.
 There was additional discussion about the recently signed HB 1903 and potential mention/inclusion
under Traffic Safety even though it is not specifically called out in the City Council Work Plan and
Equity Review. Jeff explained that the requirements for the level of engineering study prior to
reducing a speed limit may vary from as little as before/after traffic counts to something much more
robust. Jeff also mentioned that the potential process for stakeholder engagement is undetermined.
 Jason motions to include HB 1903 statement in the memo to Council, Doug seconds, motion passes
7-0. The proposed text was: The CACT supports efforts for Council to investigate the authority
bestowed upon the City in HB 1903 to reduce speed limits on City streets and looks forward to
participating in City efforts to develop a program or mechanism for the City to determine which
streets to evaluate for potential speed limit reductions.
 Jess motions to approve the memo for submittal to Council, Andrew seconds, motion passes 7-0.
7. Action Item: Sidewalk Program Recommendations: Dave presented a first draft memo for potential
Council submittal on the sidewalk program recommendations. Substantial member discussion occurred on
similarities/differences of how this program should be handled compared to NTC.
 Doug notes one big difference is that there aren’t really “soft” or temporary solutions to sidewalks in
the way that NTC offers a range of possible options. A sidewalk is either constructed or it’s not.
 Jess expressed concern about the sidewalk program being street resident-driven since sidewalks are a
public good that serve many users beyond just those who live on the street. While residents’
concerns should be heard and addressed, a small minority of residents should not have outsized
influence on the process. Jess also suggested that non-residents of the street should have equal
ability to propose and advocate for sidewalk projects.
 Art discussed usability concerns for new sidewalks and that segment continuity, utility conflicts, and
trip hazards should all be reviewed in addition to ADA compliance. Art concurred with Jess on
neighborhood support considerations and suggested that a specific percentage range of support
needed should be established.
 Andrew agreed and said that a no-response should not be counted as a no vote.



The members agreed to postpone a vote on submittal to Council until further refinements to the
memo could be made.

8. Discussion Item: CACT representatives for Founders Row II, West Falls, and 1 City Center projects:
Jason and Art gave brief updates on the Founders Row II and West Falls meetings respectively (the One
City Center meeting is upcoming on April 21). Jason expressed interest in being the CACT liaison for One
City Center, while Art would continue with West Falls and Andrew would keep tabs on Founders Row II.
9. Neighborhood Traffic Calming Updates: Greenway Downs and Great Falls/Little Falls: Jeff gave brief
updates on two NTC projects:
 Greenway Downs: Letters went out to residents this week, and staff is working to identify resident
representatives by street.
 Great Falls/Little Falls: The project is being broken up into two pieces and re-voted on by residents
to hopefully increase chances of approval.
10. CACT Tracking Sheet: Doug added some updates to the sheet and asked that any comments be sent his
way via Dave to be further updated for the May meeting.
11. Staff Report: Jeff updated the committee on an upcoming meeting with Grove Avenue residents regarding
the proposed locations for 3 speed humps that are included as part of the Founders Row development.
12. Member Reports:
 Jess discussed interest in taking holistic approach to review of transportation issues surrounding
Thomas Jefferson elementary school and potential ways in which that could be approached.
 Dave mentioned that May 5 is Walk/Bike to School Day
13. Adjourn: Doug motions to adjourn, Art seconds, motion passes 7-0 at 10:45pm.

CACT assessment of bicycle routes to Falls Church City middle and high school

XX April 2021

Summary
Following the 18 Feb 2021 meeting between the ESC and CACT on bicycling, both committees agreed to look into
two aspects of improving bicycling in Falls Church City. Two questions were raised:
1) Is there a viable route for students to safely bicycle to the Middle and High schools from the W&OD
across or parallel to the Falls Plaza (Giant and Staples) property?
2) Where should Falls Church City prioritize building the first 2 miles of protected bicycle lanes?
This memo focuses on #1, the “Last Half Mile to School”. There is no one clear route but several options with
different tradeoffs. The most promising appear to be routing in the service road behind the Falls Plaza shopping
centers (the main challenge is potential conflicts with delivery trucks) or along the property border of the West
Falls Condos (the main challenge is agreement from the owners if there is no City property along the northern
border). These routes should be assessed and either put in plan or deemed infeasible. In the latter case, working
with Fairfax County on bicycle routes along Shreve Road, Haycock Road, and Grove Street becomes critical. We
also note that the Founders Row Phase 2 project is the opportunity to further enable (or make more difficult) the
link to the W&OD from Ellison Street and thus provide a route to school via the W&OD that does not requiring
riding along S West Street, only crossing it.
These conclusions are consistent with the routes identified in the 2015 Bicycle Master Plan (map below).

Context and overview
The “last half mile” to the High and Middle Schools is the largest barrier for students biking to school. With the
development coming to West Falls, this bike route will become even more valuable becaue it will provide
shoppers and residents access to West Falls from the W&OD Trail and the rest of Falls Church City. Once the
development is complete this would also provide a safe route to the West Falls Church Metro. There is significant
value in building the “last half mile” link to these schools.
One part of this will be solved with improved pedestrian crossings coming to Haycock Road. The other part
requires a route that is safe for a 12-year old to get from the W&OD to Haycock Road. The planned shared-use
trail along Shreve Road will provide a link, but it is a circuitous route for students coming from north of Broad
Street and requires crossing the busy Broad/Shreve/Haycock intersection. The Founders Row Phase 2 project
will also be important to link south Falls Church City to the W&OD and schools without requiring riding along
busy (and unprotected) South West Street. Other than Shreve, the on-street routes to the schools are Broad Street
(very busy but the default route today via sidewalks) or Grove Street to Haycock Road (circuitous and requires
sidewalk riding along busy Haycock Road). This memo evaluates potentially safer and more direct routes north
of Broad Street and inside Falls Church City (i.e., route that go “past Giant”).
This evaluation is divided into two segments. First is “Access” from the W&OD to get to the Falls Plaza (Giant
and Staples) shopping center and/or Birch Street. The section is “Options” to get from there to Haycock Road.
There are several combinations of Accesses and Options, shown on the map below. Each of these options is
assessed based on on-the-ground observations in the notes that follow.
Middle and
High schools,
West End

Preliminary assessment of routes (Access and Option segments) – further detail in appendix
Route

Safety

Ease of use
(length + stress)

Cost to build

Private buy-in
needed

Access A
(Broad)
Access B
(direct)
Access C
(Offutt)

Turning traffic,
carwash

Direct but high stress

Major roadwork or
sidewalk moves

Could be built on
public road

Almost entirely
off-road

Most direct route, low
stress

Trail construction
and grading

Crosses multiple
private properties

Low-traffic
neighborhood st.

Less direct but only
slightly

Almost entirely
paint + bollards

Could be built on
public road

Option #1
(Broad)
Option #2
(parking lot)
Option #3
(storefront)
Option #4-1
(behind Staples)
Option #4-2
(behind Giant)
Option #5-1
(condo south)
Option #5-2
(condo middle)
Option #5-3
(condo north)

Turning traffic

Direct but high stress

Major roadwork or
sidewalk moves

Likely requires
narrowing Broad

Crossing traffic
in parking lot

Direct, mostly offroad

Curb cuts and
moves in lot

Major impact to
Falls Plaza parking

Few traffic
conflicts

Pedestrians crossing
going to parking lot

Major curb moves

Major impact to
Falls Plaza parking

Ample space,
little traffic

Direct, low stress if
truck risk mitigated

Almost entirely
paint + bollards

Likely need Falls
Plaza agreement

Potential “pinch
point” w/ trucks

Direct, low stress if
truck risk mitigated

Almost entirely
paint + bollards

Likely need Falls
Plaza agreement

Entirely off-road

Direct, off-road

Requires paving
and curb moves

Modest impact to
West Falls Condos

Entirely off-road

Pedestrian conflicts
w/ condo residents

Requires paving
and curb moves

Major impact to
West Falls Condos

Entirely off-road

Direct, off-road

Requires paving
and grading

Low-ot- modest
impact to Condos

Other notes

Requires Access A

Requires Access A
or B

Access A and B both have significant drawbacks and thus should be given limited consideration unless one of the
Option routes necessitates that Access. Access C is simplest to implement, remains reasonably direct, and
provides enhanced links to the neighborhoods nearby. Building any “access” will improve bicycle and pedestrian
links from neighborhoods and the W&OD to Falls Plaza.
The “Option” routes have tradeoffs. Routing “in front of Giant” likely requires major changes to Broad Street or
agreement from the Falls Plaza owners. It is likely infeasible near-term. Options #1-3 should remain in
consideration for a 10-year type horizon with any redevelopment in the area.
Option #4-1, behind Giant, with Access A is simple to implement if concerns around conflicts between delivery
trucks and bicycle users could be solved. These may be solve-able with conversations around timing of deliveries
versus riding to school, appropriate pavement marking and signage, and possibly some other mitigations (e.g.,
curb moves or placement). We recommend studying this option further and either clarifying the tradeoffs for
public consideration or ruling it out as infeasible.
Option #5 (in various forms) relies on engagement with the Falls Plaza Condos as it appears the route would
need to run on their property or immediately adjacent to it. We recommend conducting enough study to
determine if the routing is potentially feasible and what would be required from the Falls Plaza Condo
owners. If there could be a design that would benefit the condo owners and the City more broadly, then those
owners could be approached with an initial view of that design concept.
There are a limited number of options for this bicycle link within Falls Church City. These few options should be
evaluated and either put in plan or rejected. If rejected, focus can be put on Fairfax County plans (on Grove St,
Shreve Rd, and Haycock Rd) and long-term redevelopment of West Falls Church.

Appendix: detailed assessment of “last half mile to school” Accesses and Options
Access A: Broad Street
Pros: Similar to Option #1, this is the route used today.
Cons: Similar to Option #2, this has significant car and pedestrian conflicts that make for a high-stress, low-safety
route. This crosses the Sonic Car Wash ramp which is slippery from soap and often has cars parking the sidewalk.
If used in combination with anything but Option #1 this would require a routing along the east side of the Falls
Plaza parking lot, involving grading and removal of parking spaces (appears to be low-utilization parking).
Access B: Direct cut-through to Staples
Pros: Direct route from W&OD via West Falls Park to Falls Plaza parking lot.
Cons: Requires building a bike trail through West Falls Park (current pedestrian trails inadequate and too
circuitous). Requires building the trail on the property adjacent to the Mr. Tire unpaved parking lot (ownership
unclear), on the side yard of the resident who lives behind Mr. Tire, and through the Murphy Funeral Home back
parking lot (utilization unclear, conflicts likely low during school commuting hours).
Access C: Offutt Drive
Pros: Fairly direct route from W&OD via West Falls Park and neighborhood streets (Falls Ave, Offutt Drive, Birch
Street). Could use “bike boulevard” indications on neighborhood streets (e.g., sharrows) to guide cyclists and
warn drivers to be careful. May be able to de-risk Birch Street by adding a protected bike lane (would be viable to
build on one side only given short distance as a “dog leg” connection. Relatively low cost.
Cons: Requires building a bike trail through West Falls Park. Potential for car-bicycle conflicts as route would not
be fully protected or off-road. Protecting route is likely unfeasible given high parking utilization along Offutt
Drive.
Option #1: Along Broad Street (uses Access A)
Pros: Children use this route to bike to school and to the Falls Plaza shops (Giant, Staples, etc.) today. Relatively
wide sidewalk exists, route is very direct with clear access to shops.
Cons: Many cars crossing from Broad Street into Falls Plaza makes this a high-stress, low-safety route for
bicycles. Shared use of sidewalk creates bicycle-pedestrian conflicts.
What you’d need to believe: A protected bike lane could be built adjacent to the sidewalk, perhaps taking space
from travel lanes on Broad Street (this would not reduce conflicts with cars and would likely be expensive to
implement).
Option #2: Through Falls Plaza Parking Lot (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Conflicts would be at slower speed and not involve turning drivers compared to Option #1. Area is largely
paved already.
Cons: Would remove significant parking from a lot with high utilization, especially on the center and west side.
What you’d need to believe: Safe routing through the parking lot could be found. Falls Plaza owners would
accept this. Curb moves would be minimal to keep cost low.
Option #3: Immediately in front of Falls Plaza shops (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Drastically reduced conflicts with cars versus Options #1 and #2. Easy visibility and access to shops.
Enhances liveliness of storefront area.
Cons: High conflicts with pedestrians. Would require moving the fire lane road out, which would take up similar
parking space to Option #2 (perhaps slightly less) and involve significant curb moves.
What you’d need to believe: Falls Plaza owners would accept this. Funding is available (likely one of the more
expensive options).
Option #4-1: Behind Staples (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Minimal car traffic. Already paved so low cost to add a bicycle route. Direct.
Cons: Loading docks could create conflicts with delivery trucks that need to be better understood.

What you need to believe: Bicycle lanes could be added to existing pavement without restricting truck access.
Truck delivery times or other safety methods could be used to reduce the risk of truck-bicyclist conflicts.
Permission is granted from the Falls Plaza owners.
Option #4-2: Behind Giant (Access C if behind Giant only, can use Access A or B if combined with Option #41)
Pros: Minimal car traffic. Largely already paved. Direct route.
Cons: Would likely need to move the dumpsters to create a direct route. There is a narrow section by the loading
docks that would need to be a shared space (for trucks and bicyclists) or could perhaps be solved by moving the
curb and power poles to widen the area (at greater expense).
What you need to believe: Same considerations as Option #4-1 with truck conflicts and owner permission. City
funding would need to cover relocation of dumpsters and potential curb and power pole relocation.
Option #5: Falls Plaza Condos (uses Access C or can use Access A or B if combined with Option #4-1)
Pros: Direct route with no truck conflicts, few car conflicts, and few pedestrian conflicts. Most pleasant and parklike route.
Cons: Requires disruption to Falls Plaza Condos land and/or adjacent land to the north beyond the fence line
(ownership unclear). Some options have significant re-paving, tree removal, or adding of impervious surface.
Potential to change the character of the condos (more through traffic on foot and bike).
What you need to believe: Routing could be found that is amenable to the Falls Plaza Condo owners (provides
them a benefit as well) or is not on their property. City could get funding for more substantial trail-building,
including curb moves and landscaping work.
Option #5-1: Falls Plaza Condos south fence line (right behind Giant)
Pros: Straight route, lower disruption to condo residents. Minimal conflicts. Could partially use existing
paving in parking lots. Area appears to be un-used by residents.
Cons: Would reduce size of parking lots (unclear if this is viable) and would require ramp to replace
stairs by Condo building.
What you need to believe: Shrinking parking lot area and adding trail along fence line is feasible.
Option #5-2: Falls Plaza Condos center walkway
Pros: No impact to parking lots. Could be an amenity / communal area for residents.
Cons: Brings “traffic” through the middle of the condos. Sidewalks would need to be moved and
significant new impervious area added. Conflicts with pedestrians (residents).
What you need to believe: Residents prefer this solution to other Option #5.x routes.
Option #5-3: Falls Plaza Condos north fence line
Pros: Potential to build this outside the existing fence line of the Condos (ownership unclear). Direct
route with no conflicts. Would create a more public park space out of this area.
Cons: If built north of the fence line, would require significant grading and tree removal on both the east
and west ends. If built inside the fence line, would require parking lot changes similar to Option #5.1 and
would take away area that residents use for grilling today.
What you need to believe: Routing is feasible and affordable.

Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Transportation evaluations and
recommendations for safer bicycle route to middle and high schools
May 12, 2021
Summary
After the Feb. 18, 2021 meeting between the Environmental Sustainability Council (ESC) and CACT on bicycling,
both committees agreed to explore two aspects of improving bicycling in Falls Church City. Two questions were
raised:
1) Is there a viable route for students to safely bicycle to the middle and high schools from the W&OD Trail
across or parallel to Falls Plaza (the shopping center with Giant and Staples that is being rebranded as
Birch & Broad) property?
2) Where should Falls Church City prioritize building the first 2 miles of protected bicycle lanes?
The need for a safer bicycle route was once again underscored by a cyclist in this area being struck by a passenger
vehicle on May 6, 2021, which was witnessed by many students participating in Walk and Bike to School Day.
This memo focuses on the first question above, specifically how a 12-year-old can safely navigate the last half mile
to school. After a thorough assessment of numerous local options by a CACT member, no single possible route
stands out. Instead, there are several promising options with tradeoffs. The most promising routes appear to be:



in the service road behind Falls Plaza (the main challenge being potential conflicts with delivery trucks)
along the property border of the West Falls Condos (the main challenge being agreement from owners if
there is no City property along the northern border)

We also note that the Founders Row Phase 2 project is an opportunity to further enable (or make more difficult)
the link to the W&OD from Ellison Street and thus provide a route to school via the W&OD that does not
requiring riding along South West Street, only crossing it. These conclusions are consistent with the routes
identified in the 2015 Bicycle Master Plan (map below).

Context and overview
The “last half mile” to the high and middle schools is the largest barrier for students biking to school. With the
development coming to West Falls, this bike route will become even more valuable because it will provide
shoppers and residents access to West Falls from the W&OD Trail and the rest of Falls Church City. Once the
development is complete this would also provide a safe route to the West Falls Church Metro. There is significant
value in building the “last half mile” link to these schools.
One part of this will be solved with improved pedestrian crossings coming to Haycock Road. The other part
requires a route that is safe for a 12-year-old to get from the W&OD to Haycock Road. The planned shared-use
trail along Shreve Road will provide a link, but it is a circuitous route for students coming from north of Broad
Street and requires crossing the busy Broad/Shreve/Haycock intersection. The Founders Row Phase 2 project
will also be important to link for south Falls Church City to the W&OD and schools without requiring riding
along busy (and unprotected) South West Street. Other than Shreve, the on-street routes to the schools are Broad
Street (very busy but the default route today via sidewalks) or Grove Street to Haycock Road (circuitous and
requires sidewalk riding along busy Haycock Road). This memo evaluates potentially safer and more direct
routes north of Broad Street and inside Falls Church City (i.e., route that go “past Giant”).
This evaluation is divided into two segments. The first is Access from the W&OD to Falls Plaza and/or Birch
Street. The second is Options to get from there to Haycock Road. Several access and options combinations are
shown on the map below. Each option is assessed based on on-the-ground observations in the notes that follow.
Middle and
High schools,
West End

Preliminary assessment of routes (Access and Option segments) – further detail in appendix
Route

Safety

Ease of use
(length + stress)

Cost to build

Private buy-in
needed

Access A
(Broad)
Access B
(direct)
Access C
(Offutt)

Turning traffic,
carwash

Direct but high stress

Major roadwork or
sidewalk moves

Could be built on
public road

Almost entirely
off-road

Most direct route, low
stress

Trail construction
and grading

Crosses multiple
private properties

Low-traffic
neighborhood street

Less direct but only
slightly

Almost entirely
paint and bollards

Could be built on
public road

Option #1
(Broad)
Option #2
(parking lot)
Option #3
(storefront)
Option #4-1
(behind Staples)

Turning traffic

Direct but high stress

Major roadwork or
sidewalk moves

Likely requires
narrowing Broad

Crossing traffic in
parking lot

Direct, mostly offroad

Curb cuts and
moves in lot

Major impact to
Falls Plaza parking

Few traffic
conflicts

Pedestrians crossing
going to parking lot

Major curb moves

Major impact to
Falls Plaza parking

Ample space, some
traffic from CVS
drive-through
Potential pinch
point with trucks

Direct, low stress if
truck risk mitigated

Almost entirely
paint and bollards

Likely need Falls
Plaza agreement

Direct, low stress if
truck risk mitigated

Almost entirely
paint and bollards

Likely need Falls
Plaza agreement

Entirely off-road

Direct, off-road

Requires paving
and curb moves

Modest impact to
West Falls Condos

Entirely off-road

Pedestrian conflicts
w/ condo residents

Requires paving
and curb moves

Major impact to
West Falls Condos

Entirely off-road

Direct, off-road

Requires paving
and grading

Low-to- modest
impact to condos

Option #4-2
(behind Giant)
Option #5-1
(condo south)
Option #5-2
(condo middle)
Option #5-3
(condo north)

Other
notes

Requires
Access A

Requires
Access A or B

Access A and B both have significant drawbacks and thus should be given limited consideration unless one of the
Option routes necessitates that Access. Access C is simplest to implement, remains reasonably direct, and
provides enhanced links to the neighborhoods nearby. Building any Access will improve bicycle and pedestrian
links from neighborhoods and the W&OD to Falls Plaza.
The Option routes have tradeoffs. Routing “in front of Giant” likely requires major changes to Broad Street or
agreement from the Falls Plaza owners. It is likely infeasible in the near-term. Options #1–3 should remain in
consideration for a 10-year time horizon with any redevelopment in the area.
Option #4-1, behind Giant, with Access A is simple to implement if concerns around conflicts between delivery
trucks and bicycle users could be solved. These may be solvable with conversations around timing of deliveries
versus riding to school, appropriate pavement marking and signage, and possibly some other mitigations (e.g.,
curb moves or placement). We recommend studying this option further and either clarifying the tradeoffs for
public consideration or ruling it out as infeasible.
Option #5 (in various forms) relies on engagement with the Falls Plaza Condos as it appears the route would
need to run on their property or immediately adjacent to it. We recommend studying whether the route is
potentially feasible and what would be required from the Falls Plaza Condo owners. If a design could
mutually benefit both the condo owners (e.g., safer pedestrian and bike access to schools and the new West End
development) and the City more broadly, then those owners could be approached with an initial design concept.
Recommendations
Students, staff, parents, and other Falls Church residents must be able to safely access the middle school and new
high school via bicycle, especially amid the pandemic-related concerns about sharing enclosed transportation.

The CACT asks the City to conduct a near-term evaluation of these potential safer routes to schools (Option #4-1
and Option #5) and collaborate with the schools, property owners, and other stakeholders to establish safer
routes to school, ideally by the start of the school year in the fall. Tactical urbanism elements may enable a
quicker deployment
If these options are not deemed feasible, the City should focus on finding a safer bicycle route to the schools on
the Fairfax County side of the border (on Grove Street, Shreve Road, and Haycock Road) and long-term
redevelopment of West Falls Church.

Appendix: detailed assessment of “last half mile to school” Accesses and Options
Access A: Broad Street
Pros: Similar to Option #1, this is the route used today.
Cons: Similar to Option #2, this has significant car and pedestrian conflicts that make for a high-stress, low-safety
route. This crosses the Sonic Car Wash ramp which is slippery from soap and often has cars parking the sidewalk.
If used in combination with anything but Option #1 this would require a routing along the east side of the Falls
Plaza parking lot, involving grading and removal of parking spaces (appears to be low-utilization parking).
Access B: Direct cut-through to Staples
Pros: Direct route from W&OD via West Falls Park to Falls Plaza parking lot.
Cons: Requires building a bike trail through West Falls Park (current pedestrian trails inadequate and too
circuitous). Requires building the trail on the property adjacent to the Mr. Tire unpaved parking lot (ownership
unclear), on the side yard of the resident who lives behind Mr. Tire, and through the Murphy Funeral Home back
parking lot (utilization unclear, conflicts likely low during school commuting hours).
Access C: Offutt Drive
Pros: Fairly direct route from W&OD via West Falls Park and neighborhood streets (Falls Ave, Offutt Drive, Birch
Street). Could use “bike boulevard” indications on neighborhood streets (e.g., sharrows) to guide cyclists and
warn drivers to be careful. May be able to de-risk Birch Street by adding a protected bike lane (would be viable to
build on one side only given short distance as a “dog leg” connection. Relatively low cost.
Cons: Requires building a bike trail through West Falls Park. Potential for car-bicycle conflicts as route would not
be fully protected or off-road. Protecting route is likely unfeasible given high parking utilization along Offutt
Drive.
Option #1: Along Broad Street (uses Access A)
Pros: Children use this route to bike to school and to the Falls Plaza shops (Giant, Staples, etc.) today. Relatively
wide sidewalk exists, route is very direct with clear access to shops.
Cons: Many cars crossing from Broad Street into Falls Plaza makes this a high-stress, low-safety route for
bicycles. Shared use of sidewalk creates bicycle-pedestrian conflicts.
Assumptions: A protected bike lane could be built adjacent to the sidewalk, perhaps taking space from travel
lanes on Broad Street (this would not reduce conflicts with cars and would likely be expensive to implement).
Option #2: Through Falls Plaza Parking Lot (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Conflicts would be at slower speed and not involve turning drivers compared to Option #1. Area is largely
paved already.
Cons: Would remove significant parking from a lot with high utilization, especially on the center and west side.
Assumptions: Safe routing through the parking lot could be found. Falls Plaza owners would accept this. Curb
moves would be minimal to keep cost low.
Option #3: Immediately in front of Falls Plaza shops (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Drastically reduced conflicts with cars versus Options #1 and #2. Easy visibility and access to shops.
Enhances liveliness of storefront area.
Cons: High conflicts with pedestrians. Would require moving the fire lane road out, which would take up similar
parking space to Option #2 (perhaps slightly less) and involve significant curb moves.
Assumptions: Falls Plaza owners would accept this. Funding is available (likely one of the more expensive
options).
Option #4-1: Behind Staples (can use Access A or B)
Pros: Minimal car traffic. Already paved so low cost to add a bicycle route. Direct.
Cons: Loading docks could create conflicts with delivery trucks that need to be better understood. CVS drivethrough traffic during business hours is more difficult to mitigate than infrequent truck deliveries.

Assumptions: Bicycle lanes could be added to existing pavement without restricting truck access. Truck delivery
times or other safety methods could be used to reduce the risk of truck-bicyclist conflicts. Permission is granted
from the Falls Plaza owners.
Option #4-2: Behind Giant (Access C if behind Giant only, can use Access A or B if combined with Option #41)
Pros: Minimal car traffic. Largely already paved. Direct route.
Cons: Would likely need to move the dumpsters to create a direct route. There is a narrow section by the loading
docks that would need to be a shared space (for trucks and bicyclists) or could perhaps be solved by moving the
curb and power poles to widen the area (at greater expense).
Assumptions: Same considerations as Option #4-1 with truck conflicts and owner permission. City funding
would need to cover relocation of dumpsters and potential curb and power pole relocation.
Option #5: Falls Plaza Condos (uses Access C or can use Access A or B if combined with Option #4-1)
Pros: Direct route with no truck conflicts, few car conflicts, and few pedestrian conflicts. Most pleasant and parklike route.
Cons: Requires disruption to Falls Plaza Condos land and/or adjacent land to the north beyond the fence line
(ownership unclear). Some options have significant re-paving, tree removal, or adding of impervious surface.
Potential to change the character of the condos (more through traffic on foot and bike).
Assumptions: Routing could be found that is amenable to the Falls Plaza Condo owners (provides them a benefit
as well) or is not on their property. City could get funding for more substantial trail-building, including curb
moves and landscaping work.
Option #5-1: Falls Plaza Condos south fence line (right behind Giant)
Pros: Straight route, lower disruption to condo residents. Minimal conflicts. Could partially use existing
paving in parking lots. Area appears to be un-used by residents.
Cons: Would reduce size of parking lots (unclear if this is viable) and would require ramp to replace
stairs by Condo building.
Assumptions: Shrinking parking lot area and adding trail along fence line is feasible.
Option #5-2: Falls Plaza Condos center walkway
Pros: No impact to parking lots. Could be an amenity / communal area for residents.
Cons: Brings “traffic” through the middle of the condos. Sidewalks would need to be moved and
significant new impervious area added. Conflicts with pedestrians (residents).
Assumptions: Residents prefer this solution to other Option #5.x routes.
Option #5-3: Falls Plaza Condos north fence line
Pros: Potential to build this outside the existing fence line of the Condos (ownership unclear). Direct
route with no conflicts. Would create a more public park space out of this area.
Cons: If built north of the fence line, would require significant grading and tree removal on both the east
and west ends. If built inside the fence line, would require parking lot changes similar to Option #5.1 and
would repurpose an area that residents use for grilling.
Assumptions: Route is feasible and affordable.

Appendix 2: Link to West Falls Church project

Off-road bicycle path
from Haycock Road
directly to the schools

No bicycle infrastructure
at Broad Street / Route 7
(only sidewalks)

Bicycle routes via Shreve or on/near Broad (Options #1, 2, 3) do not provide a direct link to West Falls bicycle
infrastructure, instead requiring students and other visitors to transition to sidewalks to get to Mustang Alley or
Commons Drive.
Bicycle routes behind Giant (especially Option #5-3) could tie directly into crosswalks on Haycock that connect to
the bicycle facility along Mustang Alley with a direct route to the schools and Commons Drive. All versions of
Options #4 and #5 would likely require some sidewalk modifications on the south side of Haycock to make the
connection from the bicycle route (e.g., the service road behind Giant in Option #4) to the crosswalk a “graceful
“one. This could include sidewalk widening or added ramps/curves for short distances (up to 175 feet).

Comprehensive Lincoln Avenue Plan: Safer and Greener

8 February 2021

Dear City Council, Planning Commission, and others it may concern,
At the end of December a “Green-ing Lincoln Avenue” concept was presented to the Planning Commission by
City staff. As residents of Lincoln Avenue, we ask for your support in designing and implementing a Lincoln
Avenue for the 2020s and beyond.
We request that the City work with the residents to develop a comprehensive plan for Lincoln Avenue,
comprising low-cost and pilot improvements in 2021 and 2022 in advance of the repaving scheduled for 2023.
This is an opportunity to take a broad look at the street and build something that will shape Lincoln Ave’s
character for its next generation. A comprehensive approach will get the best value from city funds as we
address multiple city priorities with one integrated concept that can be effectively piloted, prioritized and
phased over time.
Our high-level objectives are to:
• Improve safety – passively encourage drivers to keep speeds below the posted 25 mph limit and
remain attentive, provide sidewalk space and crosswalks for pedestrians, provide bicycle access for
riders of all ages to the W&OD trail and other bike lanes, increase compliance with the existing ban
on trucks over 7500 lbs.
• Manage stormwater and add canopy – reduce impermeable surfaces, add green spaces to hold and
filter stormwater, plant trees to capture runoff and reduce summer air temperatures
• Strengthen the neighborhood feeling – retain and enhance a “sense of place” based on focal points
neighbor gather around, such as Lincoln Park, the Meridian Street school bus stop, W&OD
connections, and other public spaces
• Beautify the street – improve quality of life for residents and serve as a fitting gateway to FCC
• Retain necessary “street” functions – retain “more than enough” parking for residents and guests.
Also, we recognize the need to balance state requirements and broader FCC needs (e.g., emergency
vehicle access, snow emergency route) with our local concerns.
Current conditions: Today Lincoln Avenue is a ~40-foot wide, mostly straight road with some intersections
wider than 150 feet from corner-to-corner (half a football field). East of Great Falls Street, there are no stop
signs at intersections. This has significant safety implications. It is well documented that straight, wide roads
with spacious intersections give drivers a sense of safety, which subconsciously leads to higher speeds and less
attentiveness. We see this in the crashes that happen each year on Lincoln and in the 85th percentile speed of 37
mph. That speeding matters: the risk of death for a 60+ year old pedestrian struck at 37mph is 95%, compared
to 20% at 25mph. For children mortality drops from 20% to almost zero (source: NACTO). When overly large
trucks use Lincoln Ave, this safety problem is heightened, on top of noise and pavement degradation. While it
may be counterintuitive, making the road “feel” smaller greatly improves safety.
The pedestrian experience is worse than in many locations in FCC. Traffic makes crossing without crosswalks
more dangerous. The sidewalk narrows to less than 3 feet at many points due to utility poles and guy wires,
making it unsuited for bicycles, strollers, and some people with disabilities. In some areas, the sidewalk
disappears entirely. FCC evaluated ADA requirements in 2012 but not all issues appear to have been resolved
(and new obstructions like speed meter boxes have been installed). This not only continues the risk to the
public but also continues the legal risk for the City in not ensuring ADA compliance for public infrastructure.
Flooding during storms is a problem for many residents and often renders Lincoln Park difficult to access.
These problems will only worsen as regional and FCC population increases, sites like Founders Row draw
visitors, and building larger homes adds impervious surface.
Changing needs: Lincoln Ave is has become a connector street for commercial and other traffic from the
region, even though it is a residential, neighborhood street. In a time of less traffic, fewer driver distractions,

and less development the current design worked. It no longer does. We need a plan for how Lincoln Ave can
meet the needs of today and of the next generation given recent and planned growth in the City and nearby.
Recent spot fixes (e.g. lane striping) have helped and yet they are not enough.
Solutions we encourage you to consider: We ask the City to develop a comprehensive plan for Lincoln
Avenue. Within that plan, we ask you to consider at least these “building blocks” as part of a design that draws
on the latest data and design guides for urban streets. We recognize that the final design must be based on legal
requirements, best practice design, and public input and debate.
• Planted medians with trees and other plants (e.g. N George Mason Drive in Arlington)
• Shrink and square intersections (per National Association of City Transportation Officials guidelines,
reduce paved area, and consider mini-roundabouts for improved safety, fuel economy, and noise)
• Road narrowing at crosswalks with island/median or curbside plantings where not addressed by
intersection improvements (e.g. at Lincoln Park crosswalk)
• Design at Meridian Street that enhances pedestrian safety and school bus waiting conditions, including
consideration of stop signs
• Adding striping for crosswalks at all intersections, signage used in neighboring jurisdictions (“State
Law: Stop for Pedestrians”), and, if needed, pedestrian-activated signal lights
• Planting, pocket parks, and stormwater space in underutilized paved areas, e.g., at intersections that
are shrunk, to add trees and permeable surface, while preserving plentiful street parking.
• Expand sidewalks around utility poles / guy wires (using already-impervious street area if possible)
and remove pinch points and encroachments (e.g., poles near each other)
• Evaluate adding sidewalks where pedestrians currently cut through on grass (e.g., on roads connecting
to the W&OD) and where sidewalks “disappear” without a connection to a crosswalk, again with a
bias for using existing paved area rather than replacing grass with concrete
• Consider how to appropriately connect to bicycle routes (e.g., signage to W&OD and intersection
design for individuals and families crossing Lincoln Ave)
• Low-cost art, education, and historical items, such as road/curb painting based on the current solar
system markers along Lincoln Ave and preserving historic properties
We ask that you evaluate the entire length of Lincoln and go “beyond the curb” to at least one lot and one
block off Lincoln to ensure solutions are comprehensive (e.g., parking effects on Great Falls Street, rain
gardens on public land). We ask you to consider low-cost pilot solutions to “try if before you buy it” which
have proven effective in other jurisdictions. For example, FCC could use paint and plastic bollards to shrink
intersections to prove out the benefits and obtain real-life reactions before paying for concrete. We hope that
what we learn on Lincoln could become a blueprint for the similar streets across the City over time.
We thank you for your consideration and stand ready to provide volunteer support on this effort. We look
forward to discussion of the alternatives with Council, city staff, and our neighbors.
Sincerely,
Andrew Olesen
Kathryn Labetti
John Bell
Leaksmy Norin
Sarah Tarpgaard
Lincoln Avenue residents (with more to come)

Andrew Tarpgaard
Susan Martin
Diane Zanetti
Paul Thomas
Jennifer Thomas

Lincoln Avenue is slated for reconstruction in FY23. In advance of this, several neighbors (including CACT
members Arthur and Andrew) have been petitioning Council to develop a “safer and greener” comprehensive
plan in advance of repaving. Council has asked the CACT what near-term actions could be done on Lincoln, in
the spirit of “tactical urbanism” to trial solutions in a low-cost way and perhaps funded by Neighborhood Traffic
Calming.
Below is a list of possible near-term actions, developed based on the suggestions raised by neighbors in the 8
February 2021 “Comprehensive Lincoln Avenue Plan: Safer and Greener” letter to Council and the “Green-ing

Lincoln Avenue” concept presented by City staff in December 2020. These are intended to be low-cost measures to
simulate a possible design, with low-cost or re-usable materials that can be quickly applied and easily removed if
adverse consequences are discovered.


Crosswalks: Add at least one painted crosswalk at Walden Court and one each on N Oak Street and S
Spring Street where they cross Lincoln Ave (south side of Lincoln for both, at the sidewalk).



Curb planters: Simulate the proposed installation of trees at property lines in the parking lane by asking
residents if they would be willing to have a temporary simulated “tree box” installed. The “tree box”
could consist of a painted line, 2-4 plastic bollards at the outside corners, and possibly a 3-4’ planter in the
middle with low-maintenance, native plants. The “tree box” would remain only until repaving, and then
be replaced with an actual tree or returned to parking based on public feedback. Recommend installing at
least 10 of these to give a real sense (ideally with the majority east of Great Falls Street). Temporary
planters could be re-used in the city elsewhere in future years.



Planted median: Simulate the proposed planted median east of Great Falls with a temporary curb (e.g.,
concrete or rubber parking stops) and planters or, at even lower cost, low flexible plastic bollards. This
could be done for only one section to reduce cost and compare traffic behavior in areas with and without
the median and curb “plantings”. Temporary curb materials could be re-used elsewhere in the city in
future years.



Intersection shrinking: At several intersections between N West Street and the Arlington County line,
paint out the area where the intersection could be reduced during repaving and mark the area off with
plastic bollards. The goal is to reduce speeds with tighter turn radii, reduce pedestrian crossing distances,
reduce through-traffic speeds by narrowing the road, and ultimately reduce impervious area (after repaving). Prioritize the intersections at Great Falls Street (high traffic, long pedestrian distance, adjacent to
W&OD and Lincoln Park) and Meridien Street (school bus stop) with one main goal to be reduce
“unprotected” crossing distance to just the travel lanes (recognizing that the plastic bollards provide no
real protection but as a simulation for an possible curb). Next priority would be Yucatan St (already
painted), Greenwich St, N Oak St, and N West St due cross traffic or impact on Lincoln Ave speeds.



Crosswalk protection: At the mid-block crossing for Lincoln Park, add paint and bollards for a simulated
“tree box” on both sides of the road. Due to driveways this could only be on the side of oncoming traffic
but this would be sufficient to visually narrow the roadway.



Wires: City could call Verizon, Comcast, Dominion, and other utilities to ask them to “tidy” the wires
along Lincoln Avenue – in several spots these run across the sidewalk (a tripping hazard)



Sidewalk obstructions: Lincoln Avenue also has one of the highest concentrations of sidewalk
obstructions in the City. In many places a relatively small easement and addition of concrete could be
used to maintain a minimum sidewalk width around the power poles. Often the “to be paved” areas are
today bare ground due to people walking around the poles. Recommend this be deferred until the City
sidewalk improvement program is developed.

DATE:

May 2021

TO:

City Council

FROM:

Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Transportation

SUBJECT:

Guiding principles for neighborhood sidewalk and accessibility program

“Mobility for All Modes,” the transportation chapter of Falls Church’s Comprehensive Plan that
was adopted in 2014, includes a planned policy action to adopt a pedestrian facilities program
and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) transition plan that includes:
1. a system for responding to requests for pedestrian safety and accessibility, such as
crosswalks and signage
2. a system by which residents can monitor individual requests, such as a tracking number
3. annual funding for maintenance of pedestrian facilities
4. an ADA Transition Plan to address known ADA deficiencies in the pedestrian network
To help the City achieve those goals, the CACT recommends the following guiding principles
for the creation of a neighborhood sidewalk and accessibility program.
Like the Neighborhood Traffic Calming (NTC) Program, a Neighborhood Sidewalk and
Accessibility Program should be citizen-led, though City staff should still have avenues to build
necessary sidewalks and implement accessibility improvements.
Citizens should submit applications during a certain period each year before funding decisions
are made for the City’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP). Rather than accepting applications
on a rolling basis, this will enable City staff to prepare for reviewing and responding requests
during one period each year. This will also ensure equal consideration of all requests. This
process should provide transparency and consistency to citizens, City Council, and staff.
Critical framing questions

All requested sidewalk projects should be analyzed using a scoring and prioritization system that
considers:


What street characteristics are leading to a request (street width, traffic volume/speed,
obstacles, poor sightlines due to topography)?



Would the requested sidewalk project remove or adversely impact mature trees or other
mature vegetation? Would the project require voluntary easements? Would it require
relocation or installation/removal of other infrastructure?
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Who has been engaged already and is supportive of the project?



If upgrading an existing sidewalk, what are the potential benefits, such as improved ADA
compliance, obstacle removal, or narrower crossings?



…what else…?

Prioritization matrix
Guides recommendation by CACT to Council on which projects to prioritize for the coming
year. CACT must score each project (1-5) on a relative basis to other projects and agree on the
specific weighting used for that year, but has some discretion to adjust the weights within the
provided range year-to-year.
Criterion
Construction complexity
(Cost)

Questions to assess when rating





Maintenance drivers
(Cost)



Stakeholder complexity
(Cost and likelihood of
approval)





Local benefits (Impact)










How many feet of sidewalk are required?
Are non-voluntary easements required?
Would relocation of items such as utility poles,
hydrants, fences, stairs, etc. be required?
Is additional infrastructure required (e.g., new
stairs, railings/fences, retaining walls, stormwater
management, refuge islands)?
Is additional maintenance beyond a standard
sidewalk required (e.g., public plantings, raised
crosswalk)?
Does the project require voluntary easements from
a small number of property owners that have not
come out as supportive?
Would the ideal version of the project require
easements from many property owners?
Does the project negatively impact other
stakeholder groups (e.g., environmental, students,
road users)?
Is the request on a street that completely lacks
sidewalks?
Will the project bring the sidewalk into ADA
compliance, add width, remove tripping hazards,
or remove obstacles?
Will a sidewalk project provide safer street
crossings: more reasonable distance between
crossings, shorter crossing distances, painted or
implied crosswalks reach a sidewalk at both ends?
Would the project improve road safety or support
neighborhood traffic calming goals?
Have there been safety issues or is the area
perceived as being unsafe for pedestrians?
Are local sidewalks used by bicyclists (including
children)?
Does the project improve stormwater management
or add trees?
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Weight
15-25%

5-15%
0-10%

25-35%

2

Local downsides (Impact)





Equity and inclusion
(Impacts)






Connectivity and
integration (Impacts)





Urgency and lack of
alternatives (Alternatives)






Funding availability
(Cost)




Can the increase in impervious surface be
mitigated locally?
Would the project require removal of mature trees
or other mature vegetation?
Would the project impair local character (e.g.,
historical properties)?
Is the request in a neighborhood that the City
considers underserved?
Will the project help people who use mobility
devices move more safely?
Will the project improve the safety of more
vulnerable people (e.g., children, elderly)?
Does the project provide a more equitable use of
space for all modes of mobility (e.g., considering
transportation for those who cannot afford a
private automobile)?
Will the requested sidewalk complete a missing
pedestrian link or improve access to community
destinations (e.g., parks, schools)?
Does available data suggest latent demand for a
sidewalk (e.g., worn paths in grass, high density
of users tracked by fitness apps)?
Does this project support a broader City plan or
project (e.g., Bicycle Master Plan)?
What is the consequence if this project is delayed
a year?
If the project is not built, what is the
consequence?
Is there a lower cost alternative (e.g., another
route, converting part of the street to a “walking
lane”)?
Is there likelihood of another project that would
accomplish the goals in the next 5 years (e.g.,
private development)?
Is there a funding source available to this project
that is not available to many others (e.g., a state
grant)?
Would this project “round out” a budget of
projects for the year (e.g., a smaller project among
larger, high-priority ones)?

10-20%

10-15%

10-15%

5-10%

0-10%

Decision making
Prioritized projects can be approved if:




X% of residents are supportive (as measured by polling system like NTC)
Required minimum of voluntary easements have been granted by property owners
Funding is available

Please let CACT know if you would like any more details about any of these recommendations.
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CACT May 2021 discussion starters:





Should CACT send project prioritization recommendations each year to Council?
How will citizens monitor requests — a map or list on the City website like NTC? Do
neighborhoods need a designated point of contact and backup? Are mailings needed?
How do street parking and right of way considerations factor in?
What level of neighborhood support is appropriate before applying? How does potential
opposition factor in?
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Status of 2020 CACT Action Items
Updated: April 7, 2021
Note: March – June 2020 Meetings were canceled because of the COVID emergency

Action Item
Refine the Neighborhood
Traffic Calming Program:
Continue review of the NTC
Program and examination of
alternatives to speed the
delivery
of effective and cost-efficient
solutions.
Source: Continuing

Responsibility
Staff
All CACT

Status
2019 *
Oct 9 – Jeff presented City Manager’s report to Council on
transportation projects and goals for
advancing the NTC Program. Invited ideas from CACT members.
Nov 14 – Jeff distributed draft proposing:
-Use of currently available $636K grant for:
--Construction of Annandale/Gundry with completion in Jan 20
---Construction of Great Falls/Little Falls
-Use of $632K grant for bundle of Greenway Downs streets
intersecting Rt. 29
-Use of approx. $200K from Jan 2020 budget amendment for NTC
queue streets: N. Oak, Noland,
Jefferson, S. West, Lincoln, S. Lee
Nov 21 – CACT letter to Council recommending use of surplus
budget funds for traffic calming.
2020
Feb 12- Council approved $400,000 for traffic calming. Jul 21 – Jeff
advised that $350,000 has been put on hold until Council
determines financial impact of the COVID emergency.
Oct 14 – Jeff reported that Council had voted to release the
$350,000, most of which will be used for the Great Falls/Little Falls
project.
Nov 12 – Jeff reported that $48,000 was recently received
from 301 W. Broad Street voluntary concessions.
2021
March 10- Jeff reported that he is monitoring Council approved
$400,000 for traffic calming.
Arthur Agin suggested that there might be some observations on
whether bike share infrastructure contributes to location-based
traffic calming, and whether it makes sense to include bikeshare
infrastructure planning into traffic calming planning.
Speed limit reductions 15-20 miles in select locations ?
Vehicle On-Board Equipment (OBE) provides the vehicle-based
sensory, processing, storage, and communications functions that
support efficient, safe, and convenient travel.?

Neighborhood Pace Car Program
Source: 2014 Annual Report

Staff
Andrea * until
01/2021
Dave
Shaun
2019

Tactical Urbanism: Research
projects in other jurisdictions
for potential application to
the City. Source: 2019 Annual
Report

Paul *until
01/2021

Walking and Biking Access to
MEH and GMHS campus:
Explore immediate options
for safer routes Source:
2019 Annual Report
Nov 16, 2019 letter from the
FCPS Health and Wellness
Committee asking that the
Superintendent and City
Manager work together to
establish safer walking and
biking routes to MEH and
GMHS.

Andrea
Doug

2019 *
Feb 13 – Jeff advised that since VPIS is funding materials,
CACT can arrange printing and distribution without staff
involvement.
- Andrea to determine next steps.
Oct 9 – Dave and Shaun volunteered to help complete
project.
Nov 14 – Andrea reported she and Shaun received an
estimate of $2K to print pamphlet and stickers. Plan to
reformat pamphlet and order magnets at $1 each.
Dec 11 – CACT commented on revised pamphlet, online
pledge form, and sticker design. Andrea will make changes,
and attempt to get sample stickers and magnets for
committee review.
2020
Feb 12 – Andrea distributed revised brochure for review.
Sticker/magnet design should be ready in March.
Jul 21 – Further action deferred until COVID emergency
subsides.
2021—
March 10- Need to revisit pamphlet and stickers/decal design ?
Sign legislation will be finalized in April.
2020
Nov 4 - Paul prepared draft memo from CACT to Council on
Tactical Urbanism and Traffic Calming.
Nov 12 – The CACT discussed the memo and voted to
submit it to Council.
Dec 9 – Jeff said the memo is awaiting a cover letter from
the Manager before forwarding to Council.

2020
Feb 12 – The CACT approved Doug’s and Andrea’s draft
memo to Council supporting the Health and Welfare
Committee letter and offering CACT assistance.
Jul 21 – Further action deferred until COVID emergency
subsides.

Meet with Rec & Parks
Advisory Board to discuss
hosting an Open Streets
event.
Source: 2019 Annual Report
Meet with Police
Department
to discuss availability of
crash
data.
Source: 2019 Annual Report

Andrea

Jul 21 – Further action deferred until COVID emergency
subsides.

Paul

2020
Feb 12 – Paul compiled 2018 Crash Report from online
VDOT data. Spoke with Police Captain Rau who expressed
willingness to assist if we identify objectives and data
elements that interest us. Paul will prepare list of desired
data elements for March meeting. When refined, these will
be submitted to Police for discussion at a future CACT
meeting.
Jul 21 – Further action deferred until COVID emergency
subsides.
Oct 8 – Paul compiled 2019 Crash Report and suggested
objective and data elements for CACT discussion.
Oct 14 – The CACT agreed on a draft objective and data
elements. Paul will contact Captain Rau and invite him to
the Dec meeting.
Oct 20, Nov 3 – Paul sent email to Captain Rau requesting
Police rep attend Dec 9 CACT meeting.

Discuss with Councilman ?

Nov 12 – Paul reported a conversation with Capt. Rau who
will produce a report of 2019 “non-(DMV)-reportable”
crashes. Capt. Rau or another Police Dept. rep will attend
the Dec 9 CACT meeting to discuss crash data and answer
CACT questions. Paul will submit a list of questions in
advance of the meeting.
Dec 9 – Capt. Rao attended the CACT meeting and discussed
Police crash reporting practices and trends. He also
provided a report of 2019 non-(DMV)reportable crashes.
Paul will prepare a draft memo to Council comparing DMV
reportable crashes for 2017, 2018, and 2019. Bill offered to
assist.
Work with staff to develop a
Neighborhood Sidewalk
Program.
Source: 2019 Annual Report

Andrea
Dave

Oct 14 – The CACT discussed the sidewalk policies of
neighboring jurisdictions, copies of which were provided
by Andrea. Andrea and Dave will collaborate on guiding
principles for discussion at the Dec CACT meeting.
Dec 9 – Andrea and Dave presented a statement of guiding
principles as a draft memo to Council. The memo was
discussed by the CACT and additions were suggested.
The memo will be discussed again at the Jan 2021 meeting.
March 10- confirmed $100,000 for sidewalks improvement plan.

*Pre-2019 history of these items is in the January 15, 2020 report.
Ideas
Family Cycling Event: Host an event like Kidical Mass Rides.
Bike Rodeo / TOPS Event
Volksmarch / Scavenger Hunt: Plan walking event using the City’s greenways.

A divided task force endorses West Falls Church Metro area
overhaul after two years of study
Tysons Reporter / Vernon Miles

After two years, the West Falls Church TSA Task Force pushed through a tense nearly-three
hour meeting to finally approve an updated plan that will guide the overhaul of one of the Metro
system’s most underused stations.
In recent meetings, some lingering divides on the task force sometimes escalated into heated
moments between those with concerns about pedestrian safety and those pushing for approval of
the plan to usher in new growth to the area.
“I think this plan exemplifies the transit-oriented development goals [and] represents an intensity
of uses that we would expect for a vibrant, active Metro station,” Bryan Botello, a Fairfax
County planner who helped oversee the task force, said.
Botello argued that the plan addresses two of the main concerns raised by task force members,
namely ones related to pedestrian connectivity and safety and the efficiency of the area’s road
network.
“I think this plan really balances the priorities of all road users,” he said. “…It should satisfy
everyone and improves connectivity to the Metro for pedestrians and provides more efficient
traffic operations.”
Covering roughly 156 acres near the West Falls Church Metro station, the new plan is a
complicated patchwork of transportation and development suggestions.
The task force did hit a stumbling block when one of the major impetuses for its creation — the
development of the Virginia Tech campus — was abruptly canceled earlier this year.

While county staff endorsed the plan, two of its most vocal critics, Christopher Szara and Paul
Rothstein, who represent the nearby residential development The Villages, said the plan doesn’t
go far enough in protecting and improving pedestrian transportation options in the area.
A motion by Rothstein to delay approval of the plan until further study by the Virginia
Department of Transportation was struck down by the rest of the task force.
“We have had concerns…regarding traffic and the impact of the project outside of the scope of
our discussion here, and the added impact of the WMATA project,” Szara said. “Traffic is a
concern and I’m not convinced its been adequately addressed. I know over the last year we’ve
been lulled into submission with regards to traffic, but having been a commuter for many many
years I know how bad it can be, and having my son go to Haycock and him walking to school, I
know how treacherous that can be.”
Szara, Rothstein, and task force chair David Wuehrmann voted no on the plan but were beaten
by five votes in favor and one abstension.
McLean Citizens Association Darren Ewing had been a leading voice pushing for approval of the
plan that evening.
“First and foremost, the [plan amendment] we’re entertaining here is consistent with the MCA’s
long standing that density is appropriate at Metro sites,” Ewing said. “We have a failing Metro
station with pre-COVID Metro ridership levels at 25,000 trips per day, one of the lowest number
of trips in the entire Metro system. It’s not an inviting station, it’s a suburban parking lot, and it
doesn’t encourage walking or biking. Even the park-and-ride is operating at 60% capacity preCOVID.”
Following the task force’s approval, the plan will be discussed in a community meeting on
Tuesday (May 11) before going to the Planning Commission on June 16 and Board of
Supervisors on July 13.
Image via Fairfax County
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