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PROJECT SUMMARY 

Introduction 

This environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate development of facilities within a 

nonmotorized boathouse zone located along the District of Columbia side of the Potomac River in the 

Georgetown neighborhood. The zone is located within National Park Service (NPS)-administered land in 

the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical Park and in Georgetown Waterfront Park, which is part 

of Rock Creek Park. Recreationists in Washington, DC, have a strong interest in nonmotorized boating. 

Previous studies have demonstrated a steadily increasing demand for nonmotorized boating, including 

rowing, paddling, and standup paddle boarding.  

The EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its 

implementing regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500–1508) and NPS Director’s 

Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making and the 

accompanying handbook. Compliance with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

is being conducted concurrently with the NEPA process. 

This EA also complies with Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland Protection and Director’s Order 77-2: 

Floodplain Management, which provide direction on complying with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, 

respectively, and require that a Statement of Findings be prepared when a proposal would result in 

adverse impacts on floodplains or wetlands and detail the requirements and procedural elements 

associated with Statement of Findings.  

Purpose and Need for the Action 

The purpose of this project is to establish a Potomac River recreation zone that more fully supports 

nonmotorized recreation; increases the public’s access to the river; improves functionality of the Capital 

Crescent Trail (CCT) as it connects to Georgetown Waterfront Park; and respects the historic character, 

natural resources, and existing recreational use of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical Park 

and Rock Creek Park.  

Nonmotorized boating facilities are needed in Georgetown because: 

 public access points for nonmotorized boating and paddle sports along the Georgetown 

waterfront are limited, and popularity of nonmotorized water sports (canoeing, kayaking, 

rowing, paddle boarding) is increasing; 

 capacity at current boathouse facilities that provide access to the river and related amenities 

(i.e., boat storage, concessions, access facilities, boat rentals, beach, and docks) is 

insufficient; and  

 the current configuration of the CCT and its connection to Georgetown do not provide safe 

and compatible access for pedestrians and cyclists with motorized vehicles to and through the 

zone.  

Overview of the Alternatives  

One action alternative is under consideration, plus the no-action alternative in which no development 

within the nonmotorized boathouse zone would occur. East of the Potomac Aqueduct Bridge abutment, 

colloquially known as the Alexandria Aqueduct, the action alternative includes optional configurations 

for a boathouse and plaza on site D, a proposed reconfiguration of the streetscape to improve the 

connections of the CCT and Georgetown Waterfront Park, and access to the private properties in the zone. 

The action alternative also offers options for sites A and C west of the aqueduct. Several other alternatives 

were considered but dismissed from further analysis. This analysis addresses the following impact topics: 



 

 

water resources, including water quality, wetlands, and floodplains; historic structures and districts; land 

use and adjacent properties; transportation; and visitor use and experience.  

How to Comment 

Agencies and the public are encouraged to review and comment on the contents of this EA and the 

statements of findings for floodplains and wetlands during the 30-day public review and comment period 

by any one of several methods. The preferred method of providing comments is through the NPS’s 

Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website for the park at: 

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/nmbzea. You may also submit written comments to 

Tammy Stidham 

National Park Service—National Capital Region 

Georgetown Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone Development Plan and Environmental Assessment  

1100 Ohio Drive SW 

Washington, DC 20242 

Only written comments will be accepted. Please submit your comments within 30 days of the posting of 

the notice of availability on the PEPC website. Please be aware that your entire comment will become 

part of the public record. If you wish to remain anonymous, please clearly state that within your 

correspondence; however, NPS cannot guarantee that personal information, such as email address, 

phone number, etc., will be withheld. 
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED 

Introduction 

This environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate the development of facilities within a 

nonmotorized boathouse zone (the zone) located along the District of Columbia side of the Potomac River 

in the Georgetown neighborhood (figure 1). The zone is located within National Park Service (NPS)-

administered land in the Chesapeake & Ohio (C&O) Canal National Historical Park (NHP) and in 

Georgetown Waterfront Park, which is part of Rock Creek Park. Recreationists in Washington, DC, have 

a strong interest in nonmotorized boating. Previous studies have demonstrated a steadily increasing 

demand for nonmotorized boating, including rowing, paddling, and standup paddle boarding. The 

proposed action would establish a program for the zone that meets the demand and is appropriate to the 

constraints of the site. This project examines further development of one or all of the development 

scenarios explored in the 2013 feasibility study (NPS 2013) that examined the potential for development 

in the zone or exploration of options for improved access to the Potomac River outside the designated 

zone. 

The EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as 

amended, and implementing regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508, NPS 

Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making (NPS 

2011) and the accompanying handbook (NPS 2015a). Compliance with section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, is being conducted concurrently with the NEPA 

process. 

Purpose of and Need for Action 

The purpose of this project is to establish a Potomac River recreation zone that more fully supports 

nonmotorized recreation; increases the public’s access to the river; improves functionality of the Capital 

Crescent Trail (CCT) as it connects to Georgetown Waterfront Park; and respects the historic character, 

natural resources, and existing recreational use of the C&O Canal NHP and Rock Creek Park.  

Nonmotorized boating facilities are needed in Georgetown because: 

 public access points for nonmotorized boating and paddle sports are limited along the 

Georgetown waterfront, and the popularity of nonmotorized water sports (e.g., canoeing, 

kayaking, rowing, and paddle boarding) has been increasing; 

 capacity at current boathouse facilities that provide access to the river and related amenities 

(i.e., boat storage, concessions, access facilities, boat rentals, beach, and docks) is 

insufficient; and  

 the current configuration of the CCT and its connection to Georgetown does not provide safe 

and compatible access for pedestrians and cyclists as they move to and through the zone.  

Project Background 

PROJECT HISTORY 

The nonmotorized boathouse zone was established as part of the Georgetown Waterfront Park Master 

Plan, which was approved and adopted in 1987, for Georgetown Waterfront Park and C&O Canal NHP 

(Georgetown Sector). The plan designates a general area of land within which new boathouses and river 

access can be built along the Potomac River in Georgetown. The zone (figure 1) is bounded on the south 

by the Potomac River shoreline and includes a segment of Rock Creek Park between the Potomac 

Aqueduct Bridge abutment, colloquially known as the Alexandria Aqueduct, and Georgetown Waterfront 

Park and a segment of the C&O Canal NHP upstream of the Alexandria Aqueduct. The eastern, or 
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downriver, boundary of the zone is at 34th Street NW. The western, or upriver, boundary of the zone is 

approximately 1,100 feet upstream of the Francis Scott Key Bridge (Key Bridge). The northern boundary 

of the zone is the northern edge of the Water Street NW right-of-way, east of the Alexandria Aqueduct, 

and the northern edge of the CCT right-of-way, west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. The western limit 

reflects an NPS policy to preserve the natural appearance of the Potomac Palisades. Several privately 

owned parcels are located within these boundaries: Potomac Boat Club, three townhouses, and a small 

parcel without street access that is located inside the NPS-managed parcel currently at the site of the Key 

Bridge Boathouse concession.  

Current uses of the river adjacent to the zone include two parallel race courses for canoeists and rowers. 

The canoe course is immediately offshore, and the rowing course is farther out in the river. Cycling is 

prevalent along the CCT through Water Street NW and includes a large number of commuters. Conflicts 

between cyclists and nonmotorized boat use are most prevalent during boating events when the area along 

Water Street NW is used as a staging area for regattas.  

Following approval of the Georgetown Waterfront Park Master Plan, NPS and other interested parties 

released a number of studies focused on the development of facilities within the nonmotorized boathouse 

zone. Studies included specific boathouses for the Georgetown University and George Washington 

University rowing programs; however, previous compliance efforts and studies are separate from this EA. 

Previous studies document the growing interest first in rowing, and more recently in other paddle sports 

on the Potomac River and the Anacostia. The boathouses for the universities were never built, and the 

environmental studies were never completed. These previous studies include: 

 Survey of Non-motorized Boating Activities along the Georgetown Waterfront (NPS 1985)  

 Plan for the Georgetown Waterfront Park and the C&O Canal NHP (NPS 1987) 

 Special Study: Nonmotorized Boating in the Potomac and Anacostia Rivers, Washington, DC 

(NPS 1989) 

 Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Exchange of Properties between the National 

Park Service and Georgetown University within the District of Columbia and within the 

Boundary of Potomac Palisades Park within the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National 

Historical Park (NPS 1995a) 

 Memorandum of Agreement between the National Park Service, the District of Columbia 

Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (NPS 1997) 

 Draft Supplemental Report: Non-motorized Boating on the Potomac River in Georgetown 

(NPS 2000) 

 Facility and Site Analysis for a Boathouse on the Potomac River in Arlington County (NPS 

2002) 

 Georgetown University Boathouse Environmental Assessment (NPS 2006a) 

 Draft Environmental Impact Statement—Proposed Land Exchange and Georgetown 

University Boathouse (not published) (NPS 2008a) 

 Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone Feasibility Study (NPS 2013) 
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FIGURE 1. THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE
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PROJECT AREA 

The nonmotorized boathouse zone extends 80 to 100 feet landward from the shoreline and includes 

approximately 1,500 feet of river frontage; it has a total area of 126,753 square feet (SF) of land. The 

zone extends far enough into the river to accommodate docks or bulkheads associated with any proposed 

facilities. The CCT follows a 40-foot easement on the northern boundary of the zone that narrows to 

30 feet near the Washington Canoe Club. Both Key Bridge and Whitehurst Freeway are elevated facilities 

that cross over the zone, and the Whitehurst Freeway is elevated over Water Street (figure 1). The project 

area also includes Water Street between 34th Street NW and the Alexandria Aqueduct.  

Regulatory Environment and Related Laws, Regulations and Plans 

Several laws, regulations, executive orders, and management plans, as well as the NPS Management 

Policies 2006 (NPS 2006b), would affect implementation of the proposed project and inform the NEPA 

analysis. Laws governing floodplains, disturbance of waterways, protection of cultural resources, and 

erosion and sediment control inform the development of the alternatives, assessment of impacts, and how 

the project would be implemented. Where appropriate and necessary, laws, regulations, policies, and 

governing plans are cited throughout the document. 

Planning Issues and Concerns Retained for Detailed Analysis 

Issues describe problems or concerns associated with current impacts from environmental conditions or 

current operations as well as problems that may arise from the implementation of the alternative. The 

following text describes issues that were raised during scoping for the project and organizes them by the 

topics under which these issues are addressed in the “Affected Environment” and “Environmental 

Consequences” sections of this EA.  

WATER RESOURCES  

 Construction of the new facilities, reconfiguration of streets, and paved parking in the 

nonmotorized boathouse zone would increase impervious surface areas and could affect water 

quality by increasing runoff that carries accumulated sediments and pollutants. New 

construction in the zone would require implementing stormwater management practices that 

would be incorporated into the design to minimize adverse effects on water quality. 

Stormwater management practices would be consistent with the Energy Independence and 

Security Act (EISA) of 2007 and the District of Columbia’s 2013 Rule on Stormwater 

Management and Soil Erosion and Sediment Control. Details regarding specific practices 

would be decided at the design stage of the project.  

 The project area is immediately adjacent to the Potomac River, in a 100-year floodplain. 

Development of new facilities in the nonmotorized boathouse zone could alter floodplain 

functions and values. Additional impervious surfaces and structures could also affect 

floodplain functions and values in the area, alter flood flows, and possibly alter the base flood 

elevation. A Statement of Findings for floodplains is provided in appendix C and is being 

circulated for public review and comment with this EA. 

 The project area contains wetlands, including a 0.6-acre palustrine wetland in site A and 

riparian wetlands that could be affected by construction on the shoreline. While wetland 

impacts would be avoided to the greatest extent possible, development of facilities in the 

project area could affect wetlands through disturbance, fill, or discharge of sediment-laden 

runoff during construction; shading of wetland vegetation by new facilities after construction; 

or other disturbances. Although none is currently present, the potential exists for submerged 

aquatic vegetation (SAV) that could be adversely affected by sedimentation or could benefit 

from removal of shoreline trees that prevent sunlight penetration into nearby shallow water 

habitat. 
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HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND STRUCTURES  

 The project area is within two historic districts, and both the project area and immediate 

surrounding areas contain several properties listed or eligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NHPA (54 United States Code 300101, et seq.), 

NEPA, the Organic Act, NPS Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006b), Director’s Order 12 

(NPS 2011), and Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resources Management Guideline require that 

impacts on any cultural resources that might be affected be considered. The NHPA, in 

particular, requires that impacts on cultural resources either listed or eligible to be listed in 

the NRHP be considered. Cultural resources include historic structures and districts, cultural 

landscapes, archeological resources, ethnographic resources, and museum collections 

(prehistoric and historic objects, artifacts, works of art, archival documents, and natural 

history specimens). Impacts on historic structures and districts are possible. Changes to 

properties within the zone have the potential to affect all of the historic resources in and near 

the project area through the introduction of new structures, changes in views and vistas from 

or into the zone, and potential disturbance of subsurface artifacts.  

LAND USE AND ADJACENT PROPERTIES  

 Privately owned property, namely the Potomac Boat Club and three townhouses, exist inside 

the boundaries of the zone, but are not included in the plans for the zone. In addition, 

privately owned properties are present on the north side of Water Street NW, adjacent to the 

zone. These properties would be affected by proposed changes to the zone, including 

transportation configurations. Potential impacts include conflicts between private landowners 

and public use of adjacent properties and increased challenges for private landowners to 

access their properties.  

TRANSPORTATION 

 Development of new boathouse facilities that would bring new users to the zone and 

reconfigure Water Street NW would help to resolve ongoing vehicular, pedestrian, and 

cycling conflicts. The development of the facilities and reconfiguration of Water Street NW 

would improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities, standardize traffic patterns, reconfigure and 

result in a small reduction of on-street parking, displace bus parking, and limit access by large 

trucks and buses because of a reduced vehicular turning area. More users would increase 

pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic volumes on Water Street NW and surrounding roads and 

would increase parking demands and access demands for trucks and buses. An increase in 

users could lead to capacity or congestion issues for select portions of some transportation 

facilities.  

VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

 Development of the facilities would rearrange current use patterns focused on Thompson 

Boat Center (Thompson’s), introduce new opportunities for using the river, increase the 

number of visitors to the area, and increase the variety of activities in which visitors are 

engaged. More visitor use could create the potential for increasing conflicts between users, 

specifically rowers, paddlers, and cyclists on the CCT.  
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Issues Dismissed from Further Analysis 

The following issues, discussed under the topics where they are usually addressed, were raised during 

scoping and were eliminated from further analysis in this EA. A brief rationale for dismissal is provided 

for each topic. Potential impacts on these resources would be limited, localized, and in many cases 

immeasurable.  

SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY 

 Development of the facilities would require cut and fill and grading activities, which could 

affect soil resources by removing, compacting, and covering them with development. Soils in 

the project area are classified as urban land soils that have been disturbed through previous 

construction activities and civil works (NRCS 2016). Consistent with its construction fill 

origins, the site is generally flat with a few low areas on the western end and a relatively steep 

embankment with riprap shoreline stabilization west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. The 

topography of Georgetown Waterfront Park is predominately flat and paved along the 

Potomac River. Much of this topography is the result of existing development in the area. 

North of Water Street NW, the land slopes gently upward along Wisconsin Avenue and other 

streets that run parallel to Wisconsin Avenue NW (NCPC 1999). Construction activities 

through this initiative would involve minimal grading and building on piles, causing minimal 

disturbance to the previously disturbed urban soils. Mitigation measures through an erosion 

and sediment control plan would also offset any adverse impacts. Parts of the project area 

may benefit from the addition of new topsoil to support landscaping. This issue was therefore 

dismissed from detailed analysis. 

VEGETATION  

 Some vegetation (i.e., trees, turfgrass, and ground cover) may be disturbed or removed during 

the construction of new facilities. Some vegetation removal would be permanent. Other areas 

would be landscaped or replanted as possible, depending on the final design. Any trees 

removed would be replaced with native trees in the project area or within 1,000 feet of the 

project area boundary. Existing vegetation was assessed in a previous study and is reported to 

consist of species typical of disturbed sites, including both herbaceous plants and trees 

(NPS 2013). Flooding and ice dams occur periodically and destroy forest cover in this 

landscape; therefore, new colonizing species and young trees are typical. Much of the 

vegetation documented in the previous study includes nonnative invasive species. Impacts on 

vegetation would therefore be relatively minimal because of the condition of the vegetation, 

the ability to add landscaping (i.e., ground cover and shrubs) to remaining open areas, and the 

emphasis on site landscaping and tree replacement. Therefore, vegetation has been dismissed 

from further consideration. Impacts on wetland vegetation are discussed in the “Water 

Resources” section of chapters 3 and 4 of this EA. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE  

 Development of facilities could disturb habitat for terrestrial and aquatic species from 

clearing and grading activities, construction noise, and shading of aquatic habitat beneath 

floating docks. Half of the project area is in a more urban environment, with negligible 

habitat value. The other half of the project area is in a more pastoral environment in the C&O 

Canal NHP, with a mix of turfgrass and some trees, with limited habitat value relative to the 

portion of the C&O Canal NHP immediately west of the zone. Wildlife species in this area 

are mostly urban wildlife species, such as deer, raccoon, fox, and rodents, and disturbance 

would be limited. Few long-term impacts would occur related to the introduction of more 

people into the project area because the area is already well-travelled with the terminus of the 

CCT occurring in the zone. Habitat restoration in some parts of the project area could provide 
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benefits. Although construction-related activities may temporarily displace wildlife from the 

area, the action alternative would not result in more than minimal effects on wildlife or 

wildlife habitat. Because of the area’s urban context, the level of human activity, and minimal 

habitat value, wildlife was dismissed from further detailed analysis. 

 The potential use of sheetpiles to construct bulkheads at sites D and E may result in noise-

related impacts on two species of federally listed endangered sturgeon and several 

subpopulations—the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and the Atlantic sturgeon 

(Acipenser oxyrinchus)—that may be present in the Potomac River. US Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) multiyear surveys indicate that the species migrate through the project area 

(Kynard et al. 2007). Impacts on these federally listed species could consist of underwater 

noise from vibrating sheetpiling into place that may displace animals from feeding and 

resting areas and habitat modification as a result of shading from the docks. Sturgeon would 

not likely detect the small sediment plume generated by vibrating the sheetpiling into place. 

These potential impacts would be minimal and mostly temporary because of (1) the short 

duration of sheetpile vibrations (approximately two weeks for the bulkheads); (2) the limited 

area where impacts could occur (the shoreline where sheetpile driving would occur is 

approximately 530 feet long); (3) the fact that vibrating sheetpiles into place would produce a 

minimal amount of noise; (4) the area shaded by the docks would be minimal compared to all 

other habitat available to the sturgeon; and (5) sturgeon are mobile and could avoid the area 

during times of underwater noise-generating activities. Therefore, the issue of potential 

impacts on threatened and endangered species was dismissed from further analysis. NPS 

submitted a determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” federally listed 

threatened and endangered species to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 

National Marine Fisheries Service in compliance with the requirements of section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act (1973) on June 3, 2016.  

 The proposed project could affect the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), listed 

in May 2015 as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. Although this species did not 

show up during the online consultation with USFWS’s IPaC service, the project area is within 

its range and contains mature trees and snags that are potential habitat for this species. No 

known roost trees are in the project area, and no impacts on the northern long-eared bat are 

anticipated because tree removal for construction would be limited to the late fall or winter 

after bats return to their hibernacula. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (ARCHEOLOGY) 

 Because of a long history of development and occupation of the land in the zone, 

archeological resources in the project area could be affected. A Phase 1A archeological 

evaluation that included taking soil cores was completed in the project area in 2015 

(NPS 2015b). The survey determined that the likelihood that archeological resources could be 

disturbed in most of the project area is very low. While the potential for archeological 

resources exists at site A, soil cores indicated these resources are at least 6 feet below the 

surface, and the proposed facilities in this area would not require disturbance to that depth. 

Archeological resources were therefore dismissed from further analysis. 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

 Revenue to the city could potentially change from the loss of metered parking on Water 

Street NW, and the socioeconomic texture of the area around the project area could change. 

Under the action alternative, the number of parking spaces within the zone likely would 

change. However, because none of these parking spaces are metered, parking revenues within 

Washington, DC, would not be affected. Additionally, it is possible that additional visitors 



 

GEORGETOWN NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE EA 8 

who are drawn to the area as a result of the action alternative would spend their income at 

local businesses. This spending would positively affect local businesses in the long term as a 

result of increased income and sales, although short-term, adverse effects on sales could 

occur during construction if people avoid the area. No other socioeconomic issues are likely 

to occur as a result of the action alternative. Therefore, the topic of socioeconomics was 

dismissed from further analysis.  

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 The project could affect minority and/or low-income populations located near the project 

area. Executive Order 12898, “General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires all federal agencies to incorporate 

environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately 

high and/or adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on 

minorities and low-income populations and communities. According to the US 

Environmental Protection Agency, environmental justice is the  

…fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, 

color, national origin, or income, with respect to the development, 

implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and 

policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, 

or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative 

environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and 

commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal 

programs and policies.  

The goal of “fair treatment” is not to shift risks among populations but to identify potentially 

disproportionately high and adverse effects and to identify alternatives that may mitigate these 

impacts.  

Although communities surrounding the project area contain both minority and low-income 

populations, environmental justice was dismissed as an impact topic for the following reasons: 

 The park staff and planning team actively solicited public participation as part of the 

planning process and gave equal consideration to all input from persons regardless of 

age, race, income status, or other socioeconomic or demographic factors.  

 Implementation of the action alternative would not result in any identifiable adverse 

human health effects. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect adverse effects 

on any minority or low-income population.  

 Implementation of the action alternative would not result in any identified effects that 

would be specific to any minority or low-income community.  

 The impacts associated with implementation of the action alternative would not 

disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population or community. 

INDIAN TRUST RESOURCES  

 Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts on Indian trust resources from a 

proposed project or action by US Department of the Interior agencies be explicitly addressed 

in environmental documents. The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable 

fiduciary obligation on the part of the United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, 

and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect 

to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes.  
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No Indian trust resources are located in the Washington, DC, area. The lands in the project 

area are not held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their 

status as Indians. As a result, the impact topic of Indian trust resources was dismissed. 

However, NPS intends to send a letter to the Delaware Nation requesting input and comments 

regarding any possible sites of religious or cultural significance that could be affected by the 

proposed rehabilitation project.   
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES  

Introduction  

NEPA requires federal agencies to explore a range of reasonable alternatives aimed at addressing the 

purpose of and need for the proposed action.  

Two alternatives are analyzed in this EA as follows: 

 Alternative 1: No-action alternative 

 Alternative 2: Develop Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone 

Alternatives that were considered but were not technically feasible, did not meet the purpose of and need 

for the project, created unnecessary or excessive adverse impacts on cultural or natural resources, and/or 

conflicted with the overall management of the park or its resources were dismissed from further analysis 

and also are described in this chapter. 

Descriptions of Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no-action alternative, no new facilities would be constructed in the nonmotorized boathouse 

zone, and capacity for nonmotorized boating on the Potomac River in Georgetown would remain the 

same with most rowers (i.e., university and high school students, individual rowers, and rowing groups) 

using Thompson’s. Other rowers would continue to use the private Potomac Boat Club. Washington 

Canoe Club would remain in operation, serving paddlers who are members of the club, and negotiations 

concerning the use and renovation of the building in which the Washington Canoe Club is housed would 

continue. The concession currently known as Key Bridge Boathouse would continue in its current 

configuration, providing public rentals of kayaks, canoes, and paddleboards. The site east of Key Bridge 

and the space immediately under the bridge would remain unimproved and would continue to serve as a 

storage yard for the city (figure 2). 

The CCT would still terminate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, and potentially dangerous conflicts because 

of the abrupt trail termination and lack of wayfinding for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians would 

persist. Additionally, motorists unfamiliar with the area who use electronic mapping directions would 

continue to contribute confusion to the area because these directions assume that drivers are on the 

elevated road above. Although the C&O Canal NHP has installed a gate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, 

motorists still try to push through the gates, and wayfinding along Water Street NW is inadequate to 

provide direction to the wayward motorists. 
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FIGURE 2. ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
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ALTERNATIVE 2: NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

The action alternative is based on preliminary design and focuses on the appropriate buildable area for 

each zone and how that area could be used to provide access to favorable flat water conditions for 

nonmotorized boating and improve on-shore amenities. The action alternative allows phased development 

of nonmotorized boating facilities for both rowing programs and recreational paddlers, while providing 

planning flexibility in future size, placement, and design of these facilities. 

The zone has been divided into five sites with sites A–C west of the Alexandria Aqueduct in the C&O 

Canal NHP and sites D and E east of the Alexandria Aqueduct and the Potomac Boat Club. Sites D and E 

sit on land administered by Rock Creek Park (figure 3). Overall, the implementation of this alternative 

would be phased, most likely starting with sites D and E. A summary of the proposed improvements to 

sites A–E is provided below, with more details provided in table 1 and an illustration of the massing for 

the facilities provided in figures 4 through 7.  

 Site A: Site A would include shoreline improvements, a sloped shoreline launch for 

canoes/kayaks/paddleboards, a picnic area that could include tables and grills or other 

amenities, and a trail/boardwalk through the site. Based on future need, site development may 

include the option of constructing a small, single-story boat storage area with a footprint of 

no greater than approximately 2,700 SF. 

 Site B: The Washington Canoe Club and its facilities are located within site B. The only 

actions proposed on this site would include general site restoration, rehabilitation of the 

structure, reconfiguring or removing the fenced yard, altering the authorized access driveway 

so that it services the facility, and providing controlled public access across the Washington 

Canoe Club apron to site A. 

 Site C: Site C would provide a canoe/kayak rental/storage facility that could be one single 

structure or multiple smaller structures. The total facility footprint would be no greater than 

approximately 6,000 SF with no more than two stories and a maximum height of 35 feet. The 

size of the adjoining public apron and dock would be commensurate with the ultimate size of 

the new facility or facilities, but not longer than 300 feet.  

 Site D: The primary configuration of the boathouse facility at site D assumes that the 

privately owned townhouses would remain in private ownership and be excluded from the 

nonmotorized boathouse zone. Therefore site D would include the construction of a smaller 

boathouse with an approximate footprint of 3,600 square feet (possibly up to 4,200 square 

feet, although a boathouse that size would restrict boat maneuverability in the plaza), a dock 

up to 150 feet long, a plaza, and ground-level boat storage. Both the dock and plaza areas 

would be accessible to the public except during permitted events (i.e., regattas and team 

practices). The proposed boathouse could be designed for a maximum height of 45 feet or up 

to three stories. If the townhouses were to become available for inclusion in the project at 

some point in the future, options for a larger boathouse (7,200 SF) on that site, with the 

public plaza shifted to the west, could be considered.  

 Site E: Site E would include construction of a large boathouse with a footprint of up to 

approximately 13,800 SF, with a dock up to 300 feet long, ground-level storage, and plaza 

areas. Both the dock and plaza areas would have public access except during permitted events 

(i.e., regattas and team practices). Treatments and configurations for Water Street NW and 

links between the CCT, the street, and Georgetown Waterfront Park would include drop-off 

and temporary storage areas for car-top users to leave their boats while they park on Water 

Street NW or in a parking garage. The site would also include an apron with vehicular access 

from Water Street NW at 34th Street NW and a public plaza/apron with dock access at the 

west end of the boathouse. 
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FIGURE 3. ALTERNATIVE 2
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TABLE 1. DETAILS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

Feature Alternative 2: Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone 

Rowing 
program 
support 

 Site C: Up to ~6,000 SF second floor 

 Site D: Up to ~3,600 SF to ~4,200 SF second floor 

 Site D: Up to ~3,600 SF to ~4,200 SF third floor  

 Site E: Up to ~13,800 SF second floor 

 Site E: Up to ~13,800 SF third floor 

User 
Amenities 

 Self-serve lockers for car-top drop-off on Water Street NW across from Potomac Boat Club 
(approximately 36 lockers)  

 Potential rental racks at site A (approximately 42 racks) 

 Soft entry kayak launch (walk-in or rental only) (site A) 

 Dock entry kayak launch (site C)  

 Self-serve storage (site C) 

 Car-top launch drop-off and lockers at Water Street NW 

 Public restrooms (site C) 

 Picnic area (sites A and C) 

 Trail/boardwalk (site A) 

 Separated multiuse trail on Water Street NW 

 Restricted access driveway for service and emergency vehicles (sites A, B and C) 

 Seasonal outdoor boat storage 

 Public plaza/deck  

Shoreline  Shoreline improvements (i.e., remove riprap, debris, and near-shore sediments; create a 
natural shoreline profile; restore alluvial bench vegetation; improve near-shore habitat; and 
stabilize natural beach entry kayak launch [site A, and possibly site C]) 

 Minor shoreline fill and limited bulkhead construction and piles to accommodate boathouse 
construction (sites E, D, and possibly C)  

 Possible excavation of first floor by 2 to 3 feet at sites D and E below current grade to reduce 
height above mean low water level and ramp length  

Alexandria 
Aqueduct 

 Viewing terrace on top  

 Boat storage under archway (approximately 20 racks) 

Vehicular 
Access  

C&O Canal 
NHP 

 Authorized vehicles only beyond the Alexandria Aqueduct via NPS driveway (10 feet wide) 

 Gate at the Alexandria Aqueduct 

Vehicular 
Access  

Water Street 

 Street section:  
 Two travel lanes  
 26–36 metered parallel parking spaces (depending on curb cuts and final design) 
 30-foot radius cul-de-sac  

 Public plaza/apron with limited loading on site C 

 Public plaza/apron with designated loading zone on site D between existing townhouses and 
proposed boathouse 

 Public plaza/apron with designated loading zone at 34th Street NW 

 Short-term drop-off storage for car-top paddle craft for use while visitors park or retrieve their 
vehicles (includes potential for some of this storage to be longer term)  

 Traffic calming pavement design similar to Georgetown Waterfront Park materials to 
minimize conflicts between uses within congested loading zones 

Multiuse 
Trail 

 CCT transitions to 10-feet wide east of the Alexandria Aqueduct and continues on south side 
of Water Street NW between Whitehurst Freeway columns, connecting to Georgetown 
Waterfront Park 

 Shared bike lanes in Water Street NW with transition between trail and cul-de-sac 

Parking  Parking required for boathouses may be provided on-street or in local garages; 26–36 on-
street parking spaces on Water Street NW provided, with short-term drop-off parking in the 
cul-de-sac 
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FIGURE 4. CROSS-SECTION AT SITE A  
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FIGURE 5. CROSS-SECTION AT SITE C  
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FIGURE 6. CROSS-SECTION AT SITE D  



 

GEORGETOWN NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE EA 19 

 

FIGURE 7. CROSS-SECTION AT SITE E
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Other Improvements 

Reconfiguration of Roadways and Trail. The reconfiguration of public spaces in relationship to the 

proposed new facilities and the street in site D would maintain and improve access to the townhouses, 

Potomac Boat Club, and Washington Canoe Club. The end of Water Street NW could feature a cul-de-sac 

constructed with a mountable curb, improved signage, and other wayfinding and use different pavement 

surfaces through the transition between the Alexandria Aqueduct and the cul-de-sac. Wayfinding 

improvements for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians could include a variety of signage at the cul-de-sac 

and on the CCT and changes in pavement texture and/or color where transitions occur or potential user 

conflicts could arise. Details would be determined at design. 

Parking. Between 26 and 36 on-street parking spaces would be made available on Water Street between 

34th Street NW and the new cul-de-sac, depending on final design and need for curb cuts under the bridge 

and across from site E. Previously available public parking west of the cul-de-sac (approximately 25 pull-

in unmarked spaces) would be lost and replaced with a kayak storage facility. Private parking for both the 

townhouses and Potomac Boat Club would remain. 

Building Design Criteria. In compliance with Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” any 

new construction of structures or facilities approved to be located within the 100-year floodplain require 

acceptable flood-proofing and other flood protection measures. In addition, District of Columbia 

Municipal Regulation 21 stipulates that habitable spaces in buildings that are located in a floodplain must 

be located at least 1.5 feet above the minimum elevation of the 100-year floodplain. For this project, the 

proposed lower level boat storage would not be considered habitable. 

The development of any facility within the nonmotorized boathouse zone, public or private, would be 

subject to local and federal laws and mandates and NPS policies regarding stewardship of natural 

resources, including:  

 PL 110–140, EISA 

 Section 303 of the Clean Water Act Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load 

 2009 Executive Order 13508, “Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration” 

 2009 Executive Order 13514, “Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic 

Performance” 

 2006 Federal Leadership in High-Performance and Sustainable Buildings Memorandum of 

Understanding including United States Green Building Council Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design requirements 

These requirements include strict controls on stormwater management geared to protecting the 

Chesapeake Bay watershed, of which the Potomac River is a major component. Section 438 of the EISA 

outlines stormwater runoff requirements for federal development projects of more than 5,000 SF and 

specifies the use of strategies to maintain or restore predevelopment hydrology conditions. Both section 

438 of the EISA and section 303 of the Clean Water Act (Total Maximum Daily Load requirements) are 

reviewed as part of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permitting process, which is 

required for sites with more than 1 acre of disturbance. Stormwater management within the nonmotorized 

boathouse zone is also regulated by the District of Columbia Department of Environment. In general, 

stormwater is required to be retained and treated on-site, necessitating that some portion of any 

development site be dedicated to stormwater control features. Given size limitations, the height of the 

water table, and the presence of underground utility lines, it is likely that stormwater management will 

require compact building footprints (to reduce impervious cover and runoff) and other space-efficient 

options (i.e., pervious pavements and roof drainage linked to subsurface storage). All efforts would be 

made to address stormwater management requirements using low-impact development practices before 

using more traditional practices. Preferred practices include pervious pavement on the new plaza areas, 
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converting some of the currently impervious area on sites D and E to semi-pervious with pervious 

pavement, and minimizing the effects of additional impervious surfaces on site C.  

Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone Use and Management. Facilities in the nonmotorized boathouse zone 

could be managed in a variety of ways, which would be determined in the future. NPS would manage the 

zone and its facilities with the intent that all sites have some form of public access. However, it is possible 

and likely that institutions such as universities and high schools, may be permitted use of land or facilities 

in the zone, and some component of private use could occur. Institutional use could occur through a lease 

from NPS or rental of rack space from an NPS concession.  

Institutions could also execute a land exchange with NPS, exchanging private land of equal value 

elsewhere for fee simple interest in a site. If the site were obtained through a land exchange, NPS could 

ensure some form of public access through covenants or deed restrictions. Land exchanges would be 

limited to sites D and E and may be subject to further NEPA/NHPA compliance. Development of any 

facilities on these sites after a land exchange would be subject to local zoning and development 

regulations. 

Boat rental facilities in the zone, similar to the existing Key Bridge Boathouse on site D or Thompson’s 

would likely be a concession contract with the NPS.   

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED  

During the course of scoping, several alternatives were considered but deemed to be unreasonable and 

were not carried forward for analysis in this EA. Justification for eliminating these options from further 

analysis was based on the following factors:  

 technical or economic feasibility 

 inability to meet project objectives or resolve need 

 duplication with other, less environmentally damaging or less expensive alternatives 

 conflict with an up-to-date and valid park plan, statement of purpose and significance, or 

other policy, such that a major change in the plan or policy would need to be implemented 

The following alternatives or alternatives elements were considered but dismissed for the listed reasons: 

 FOCUS ON ROWING-ONLY FACILITIES: Earlier plans for the nonmotorized boathouse zone 

focused only on the expansion of rowing facilities and did not consider other nonmotorized 

watercraft. The 2013 feasibility study (NPS 2013) documented a growing interest in other 

nonmotorized boating disciplines, so a narrow focus on rowing facilities was determined to 

not address the current purpose and need for this project. Although one or more facilities 

within the zone may serve mostly rowers, facilities for a range of nonmotorized boating 

disciplines are now included throughout the zone in the action alternative. 

 AUXILIARY FUNCTIONS IN THE BOATHOUSES ON THE GROUND LEVEL: This alternative element 

would allow for auxiliary functions such as rowing tanks or exercise or meeting rooms on the 

ground level of new proposed facilities. Although rowing tanks within boathouse facilities 

makes coaching efforts easier, limited space exists within the zone, and access to the 

waterfront in the zone must be maximized for as many user groups as possible. The tanks and 

other auxiliary functions on the ground level require more space and would potentially 

decrease the amount of the zone available to the public. In addition, ground level spaces are 

not considered habitable under floodplain regulations. Tanks would also not be compatible 

with floodplain regulations because they are not water-dependent uses and are not conducive 

to floodplain-friendly design. 
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 VARIOUS CONFIGURATIONS FOR THE WATER STREET NW STREETSCAPE AND TRAIL ALIGNMENT: 

Several configurations of the trail connection between the CCT and Georgetown Waterfront 

Park and placement of the cul-de-sac and other features to define the street on Water Street 

NW were considered and dismissed. To safely integrate the trail with the setting, placing the 

cul-de-sac farther east on Water Street NW at/or east of the Key Bridge and several 

alignments of the trail connection were considered. Of particular interest was how to best and 

safely align the connection with the support pillars for the overhead Whitehurst Freeway. The 

dismissed trail alignments presented dangerous angles or otherwise solved the transitional 

problems less effectively than options carried forward for analysis. Similarly, placing the 

cul-de-sac circle under the bridge rather than farther west on K Street provided design 

solutions that communicated less clearly to the user how space within Water/K Street NW 

between the cul-de-sac and the Alexandria Aqueduct should be used and provided less on-

street parking than the option carried forward. Using a larger circle for the cul-de-sac was 

considered but determined infeasible because of the location of the support pillars for the 

Whitehurst Freeway and the toe of the levee embankment for the canal. These configurations 

of the street and trail connections all duplicated the option carried forward but created more 

environmental impacts and were therefore dismissed. 

 SEPARATE ACTION ALTERNATIVES NOW CAPTURED IN THE CURRENT ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

(PREFERRED): Originally, two action alternatives were under consideration. In those 

alternatives, the proposal for Water Street NW and for sites D and E were the same, differing 

only in the options for the sites west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. Because the only real 

differences were on sites A and C, these two alternatives were combined to make a single 

action alternative that includes options for more intense development on sites A, C, and D to 

reflect the two original action alternatives. The original alternatives have been dismissed from 

further analysis. It should be noted that the proposed boathouse for site C was larger in early 

versions of these alternatives (10,200 SF), but it was determined that such a large facility 

would not fit onto the site very well. 

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

NPS places a strong emphasis on avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating potentially adverse environmental 

impacts. To help ensure the protection of natural and cultural resources and the quality of the visitor 

experience, the following protective measures would be implemented as part of the action alternative. 

NPS would implement an appropriate level of monitoring throughout the construction process to help 

ensure that protective measures are being properly implemented and are achieving their intended results. 

Water Resources 

Water Quality and Sediment and Erosion Control. Best management practices for erosion and 

sediment control (i.e., silt fencing and sediment traps) would be employed during and after construction 

and stabilization and revegetation strategies would be employed after construction is complete. As each 

facility is constructed, an erosion and sediment control plan would be prepared and implemented that 

conforms to the standards and specifications of the District of Columbia’s Stormwater Rule and Soil 

Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook, which lays out the standards and specifications for sediment 

and erosion control (DDOE 2013a; DDOH 2003). Exposed soils would be covered during construction 

with plastic sheeting, jute matting, erosion netting, straw, or other suitable cover material to prevent soil 

erosion and movement during rain or wind events. Erosion and sediment control best management 

practices would be monitored during construction to ensure they are functioning properly and would be 

left in place until all disturbed sites are revegetated and erosion potential has returned to pre-project 

conditions. 
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Stormwater management practices would be designed and installed on the sites to meet the District of 

Columbia’s Stormwater Management requirements (DDOE 2013) and section 438 of the EISA. 

Wetlands. Filling the riverine wetlands behind proposed bulkheads would require mitigation, either 

through the restoration of other wetlands; establishment of new wetlands; or enhancement of wetlands, 

streams, or other aquatic resources. These mitigation measures would augment other habitats after all 

appropriate and practicable efforts have been made to avoid and minimize wetland impacts. The actual 

extent of disturbance and the details of the mitigation measures would be determined at design. For the 

purposes of the EA, the analysis considered a worst case scenario that included filling wetlands to the 

bulkhead line. 

In the past, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has considered the palustrine wetland to be 

artificial, and therefore not jurisdictional. If USACE continues to consider the wetland non-jurisdictional, 

it may not require any mitigation for the wetland, and NPS would not likely require mitigation for 

disturbance to this wetland because these water-dependent activities would only disturb no more than 

0.07 of an acre. Should unanticipated mitigation be required, the specifics would be determined at the 

time of design when the actual extent of disturbance is better defined.   

Vegetation.  

Although impacts on vegetation are not analyzed in detail, as noted in the discussion of issues in chapter 

1, trees and vegetation removed during construction activities would be replaced in the project area or 

nearby at a 1:1 ratio. Details of how much or where vegetation would be replaced would be determined at 

design. 

Final site restoration would include the revegetation or other surface treatment of areas previously 

disturbed by construction activities. NPS staff-approved native plant seed mixtures and plant materials 

would be used for rehabilitating and revegetating disturbed areas.  

Cultural Resources 

Impacts on historic structures or districts would be minimized by ensuring that development of the zone is 

conducted in a manner consistent with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 

Historic Properties (NPS 1995d). If archeological resources were discovered during construction, all 

work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery would be halted until the resources can be identified and 

documented and an appropriate mitigation strategy can be developed. Consultation with NPS, and/or the 

NPS regional archeologist and the state historic preservation officer would be coordinated to ensure that 

the protection of the resources is addressed. In the unlikely event that human remains, funerary objects, 

sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony were discovered during construction, provisions outlined 

in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 United States Code 3001) of 1990, as 

amended, would be followed. 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 

To protect species of federally listed sturgeon that have been known to occur in the Potomac River, 

sediment curtains and coffer dams would be used to minimize adverse effects of increased sediment 

suspended in the water column. In-water activities would not occur between February 15 and July 1. 

In addition, to protect the northern long-eared bat, removal of trees for construction would be limited to 

the winter from November through March. 

Transportation 

To reduce impacts on the transportation system resulting from the action alternative, mitigation measures 

are recommended for each mode of transportation analyzed if they are warranted. Mitigation measures for 

the action alternative with the options for sites C and D were used in this analysis because these options 
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represent the most intense development scenario. This scenario was analyzed in detail in the 

Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) (included as appendix B).   

Traffic or vehicular mitigation is recommended at five intersections, and other minor improvements are 

recommended for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, trucks and buses, and parking. Details on the 

recommended mitigations are provided in the TIA (appendix B). 

Pedestrians. Accommodations, within existing constraints, have been made within the project area for 

pedestrians. As a result, no internal project area mitigations for pedestrians are recommended. Outside of 

the project area, the future developer(s) of facilities in the zone should work with the District Department 

of Transportation (DDOT) to study locations noted in both the “Affected Environment” section of this 

document and the TIA that do not meet the Americans with Disability Act or DDOT standards for ways 

to make improvements for pedestrians, particularly those locations that lead to the nearest transit 

facilities. 

Bicycles. Given the additional congestion on the mixed-use path in the project area from both additional 

pedestrians and cyclists, signage or trail markings should be installed to guide usage of the trail 

(e.g., signage could remind cyclists to yield to pedestrians). Enforcement of posted signage and trail 

markings also is recommended. Design related recommendations for consideration if the action 

alternative is implemented are included in the TIA. 

Outside of the project area, within the primary transportation study area and the 1-mile surrounding area, 

the future developer(s) of facilities in the zone should work with DDOT and with the appropriate entities 

to implement the improvements noted in the Georgetown Transportation Study, identify and fund 

improvements to alleviate the gaps and barriers noted in the “Affected Environment” section, and 

continue to work on the moveDC bicycle recommendations. 

Trucks and Buses. Recommendations in the project area to mitigate adverse impacts include: 

 Given the limited area to turn-around, post notices as far back on Water Streets NW as 

necessary to advise large trucks and buses not to proceed farther west because there is no area 

to turn around.  

 Develop plans or guidelines for accommodating deliveries, trash trucks, and large vehicles 

and clearly communicate this information to all potential operators of such vehicles.  

 Install signage to indicate the areas in the project area that trucks may access outside of the 

Water Street NW roadway and the cul-de-sac.  

 Work with DDOT to study off-site bus parking locations to replace parking spaces for buses 

on Water Street NW that would be removed as part of the action alternative.  

 Work with DDOT to determine the optimal location to load/unload high school and 

university students accessing the project area.  

Traffic. Traffic mitigation measures primarily focus on those improvements needed to allow intersections 

within the larger secondary transportation study area to operate acceptably. However, to ensure traffic 

operations within the project area operate acceptably, the following improvements are recommended: 

 Post signs as needed guiding vehicular use in the project area (e.g., no parking signs within 

the cul-de-sac, time limits to idling or unloading, no double parking). 

 If needed, post signs along Water Street NW notifying users that the road does not provide an 

outlet. 

 Work with DDOT to enforce parking and vehicle loading/unloading in the project area.  
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Recommended improvements to mitigate traffic impacts related to the implementation of the action 

alternative in the larger transportation study area include the following (more details on why these 

improvements are recommended are included in the TIA): 

 M Street NW and Wisconsin Avenue NW (Intersection #2): Optimize the signal timing 

during the PM peak. 

 K Street NW and 31st Street NW (Intersection #5): Signalize this intersection.  

 K Street NW and 30th Street NW (Intersection #7): Signalize this intersection.  

 K Street NW/Rock Creek Parkway southbound off-ramp and 29th Street NW (Intersection 

#8): No mitigations are recommended at this time for Intersection #8. 

 K Street NW/Whitehurst Freeway eastbound off-ramp and 27th Street NW/Rock Creek 

Parkway northbound off-ramp (Intersection #9): Optimize the signal timing during all peak 

hours (weekday AM, weekday PM, and Saturday).  

 Thompson Boat Center/Virginia Avenue NW and Rock Creek Parkway (Intersection #13): 

During the Saturday peak period, lane configuration changes to the westbound approach 

(i.e., add one right turn lane and change the through/right lane to a through-only lane) and 

signal phasing changes on the westbound approach. Note that the addition of a right turn lane 

for mitigation could affect parkland on the eastern side of Rock Creek Parkway. If parkland 

were affected, section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 would need to be 

followed (FHWA n.d.). 
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CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

This chapter describes existing environmental conditions in the areas potentially affected by the 

alternatives evaluated, including water resources (water quality, wetlands, and floodplains); historic 

structures and districts; land use; transportation (multiple modes of transportation, circulation, and 

parking); and visitor use and experience. Potential impacts are discussed in “Chapter 4: Environmental 

Consequences” in the same order the resources are presented here.  

Water Resources—Including Water Quality, Wetlands, and Floodplains 

WATER QUALITY 

Potomac River 

The project area is located in the Pimmit Run-Potomac River subwatershed, on the banks of the Potomac 

River. A variety of natural and urban influences affect water quality in the Potomac River. The river 

originates in primarily agricultural and forested land upstream but flows through the highly urbanized 

Washington, DC, region. The biggest threats to water quality in the region are increasing impervious 

surface cover in the watershed; loss of forests; runoff from crops and lawns that deliver nutrients, 

sediments, pathogens and bacteria, and other pollutants; and pathogens and bacteria from aging 

wastewater infrastructure, including combined sewer overflows (Ator et al. 1998; Potomac Conservancy 

2016). The primary issues with water quality related to this project would be related to sedimentation, 

nutrients, and bacteria from possible runoff and any stormwater issues that would result in contributions 

to combined sewer overflows.  

Nutrients 

Although concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorous in the river are generally elevated above 

concentrations naturally occurring in the environment, in the majority of cases, elevated nutrient 

concentrations do not exceed drinking water standards, and thus do not pose a threat to human health or 

wildlife. The National Water Quality Assessment study found that ammonia concentrations in the 

Potomac River are generally low. Inorganic nutrients typically comprise a greater portion of total nitrogen 

and phosphorus concentrations than does the organic fraction of these nutrients, except during high flow 

conditions. Both agricultural and developed and urban land uses contribute nutrients to the Potomac River 

(MWCOG 2014; Ator et al. 1998). Nitrogen loads have been noticeably lower in the Potomac in recent 

years. 

Bacteria 

The Potomac River is a large river with a high assimilative capacity. The river has been listed as impaired 

for bacteria as a result of many factors, including stormwater runoff, agricultural input, and combined 

sewer overflows, A total maximum daily load has been developed (District of Columbia 2004) under the 

Clean Water Act. The implementation of stormwater plans and programs in the region and DC Water’s 

long-term control plan, also known as the Clean Rivers Project (DC Water 2002), should help reduce 

problems with bacteria in the Potomac River.  

The Potomac River receives bacterial loading from a number of sources, including combined sewer 

overflows; direct inputs from wildlife, particularly waterfowl; and stormwater runoff that often contains 

pet and wildlife waste. Stormwater from the zone drains into the river or into combined sewers that 

ultimately discharge to the Potomac River. Both stormwater and sanitary waste are conveyed to DC 

Water’s Blue Plains Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant downstream on the Potomac River. In heavy 

storms, the combined sewers can overflow, and overflow capacity is discharged to the Potomac River and 

its tributaries, affecting water quality.  
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There is a combined sewer overflow outfall in the project area at site C. In an effort to reduce overflow 

discharges by 96% by 2025, DC Water and the city are implementing the Clean Rivers Project, which 

includes construction of high capacity storage tunnels and low-impact development projects to reduce the 

volume of stormwater or capture it for filtration or reuse (DC Water 2014; District of Columbia 2012). 

One of these tunnels was proposed for underneath the project site, but its length has been shortened so 

that it will no longer pass underneath NPS land in the project area (DC Water 2016). 

WETLANDS 

Wetlands are areas inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration 

sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 

adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (USACE 1987). As such, USACE requires areas dominated by 

hydrophytic vegetation, contain hydric soils, and display indicators of hydrology to be considered a 

wetland. The NPS definition of wetlands is similar to that of the US Environmental Protection Agency 

and USACE; however, it is broader than the USACE 404 permit program definition and therefore covers 

a broader range of wetland habitat types. NPS classifies wetlands based on the USFWS Classification of 

Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, or the Cowardin classification system (Cowardin 

et al. 1979). Based on this classification system, a wetland must have at least one of the following 

attributes: 

 The habitat at least periodically supports predominately hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation. 

 The substrate is predominately undrained hydric soil. 

 The substrate is nonsoil and saturated with water, or is covered by shallow water at some time 

during the growing season (Cowardin et al. 1979). 

NPS Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland Protection (NPS 2008b) directs NPS to use the USFWS definition 

and methodology as the standard for identifying, classifying, and inventorying wetlands when NPS 

actions have the potential to adversely affect wetlands. NPS also must comply with section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act when those actions involve the discharge of dredged or fill materials in wetlands or 

other “waters of the United States.” As required by Director’s Order 77-1, NPS must avoid adverse 

impacts on wetlands to the extent practicable, minimize any impacts that could not be avoided, and 

compensate for any remaining unavoidable adverse impacts on wetlands (NPS 2008b). 

A wetlands delineation prepared for this project in 2016 found that the site west of the Washington Canoe 

Club contains approximately 0.60 acre of vegetated palustrine wetlands (figure 8) (Louis Berger 2016). 

A previous delineation of the area indicated that water leaking from the adjacent C&O Canal created this 

wetland; this finding was corroborated by USACE at the time (Schnabel Engineering 2005). The wetland 

is located in a wooded area that includes a number of tree and grass species and other vegetation (table 2). 

Because of the source of water for these wetlands, USACE previously determined that the wetlands are 

artificial and do not fall under its jurisdiction. It is possible that the wetland could decrease in size or dry 

up if the leak in the canal lining were addressed. Therefore, USACE stated it would not exert its 

regulatory authority under section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The USFWS “Wetland Mapper” shows no 

aerially detected wetlands at or in the vicinity of the project site. However, NPS must confirm the 

delineation and whether USACE still considers this wetland non-jurisdictional.  
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TABLE 2. WETLAND VEGETATION 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Acer negundo Ash-leaf maple 

Acer saccharinum Silver maple 

Cornus amomum Silky dogwood 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green ash 

Hedera helix English ivy 

Phalaris arundinacea Reed canary grass 

Platanus occidentalis American sycamore 

Pontederia cordata Pickerelweed 

Populus tremuloides Quaking aspen 

Toxicodendron radicans Eastern poison ivy 

Typha latifolia Broad-leaf cat-tail 

Ulmus rubra Slippery elm 

Vitis aestivalis Summer grape 

 

 

FIGURE 8. WETLANDS ON SITE A 
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RIVERINE WETLANDS AND SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION 

Under Director’s Order 77-1, NPS also considers water up to 2 meters (about 6 feet) deep to be wetlands. 

Although precise bathymetry for the area is not available, navigational charts and observational data show 

the river rapidly becoming deep (i.e., 23–24 feet) in front of sites D and E. The river immediately in front 

of sites A, B, and C is between 6–10 feet deep but quickly becomes 10 feet or deeper. As a result, the 

shallow water riverine wetlands do not extend far offshore (NOAA 2016), and the measurements taken 

during the wetland delineation confirmed that river becomes deeper rapidly in front of site E. The river 

bed is composed of sands and sediments, and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) historically has 

occurred in the Potomac River along the shoreline. The Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences maps SAV 

beds in the Chesapeake Bay region annually. Based on inspection of historic and recent SAV maps, there 

is a historic SAV bed in the area around the zone at the Washington Canoe Club docks and upstream of it 

adjacent to site A. SAV of unknown species composition was recorded in the zone in 2014 and 2015 

along the banks of sites A and B, with some overlap into site C. A visual inspection of the site during the 

2016 wetland survey did not reveal SAV. The last time SAV was recorded in the zone was in 2002 as a 

thick growth of Hydrilla in front of site A (VIMS 2016; Schnabel Engineering 2005).  

FLOODPLAINS 

Floodplains are defined by the NPS Floodplain Management Guideline as “the lowland and relatively flat 

areas adjoining inland and coastal waters, including flood-prone areas of offshore islands, and including, 

at a minimum, that area subject to temporary inundation by a regulatory flood.” The entire project area is 

within a 100-year floodplain, in which there is a 1% chance of flooding in a given year. The project area 

is in the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Hazard Zone AE with a 100-year flood 

elevation of +19.00 feet (DC OCTO 2015). The floodplain extends north toward the canal and stops at the 

canal levee, covering Water Street NW and the CCT (figure 9). The shoreline elevation varies from 

+8.00 feet at the western end to +15.00 feet on the eastern end of the zone (DC OCTO 2015; FIRM 

2010). The highest tide of the year (the spring tide) is approximately +8.00 feet and lower areas at the 

western end of the zone are prone to periodic inundation.   

Floodplain values include the ability of the floodplain to absorb increased water flows, recharge 

groundwater, and provide floodplain habitat. Floodplain values in the project area are limited, with both 

sites D and E either developed or fully paved. Site C has limited floodplain value, with mostly turfgrass 

and trees, with a driveway to the Washington Canoe Club and access to the combined sewer overflow 

outfall at the site. Site A would have the greatest intrinsic floodplain value. Currently, obstructions in the 

floodplain occur, generally in the form of structures, such as Washington Canoe Club, the Alexandria 

Aqueduct, Potomac Boat Club, and the three townhouses. West of the Alexandria Aqueduct the land 

between the shore and the CCT includes mostly trees and low vegetation with no structures, so some 

capacity is available to accommodate flood waters, and some floodplain function exists in the form of 

habitat and recharge. 

The Potomac River has experienced many severe floods, and this area has been subject to the effects of 

flooding in the past. Flooding was a major factor in why the canal was closed. The most recent severe 

flood occurred in 1996; minor floods occurred in 2003 and 2008. 
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FIGURE 9. THE FLOODPLAIN IN THE PROJECT AREA 
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Historic Districts and Structures  

CHARACTER DEFINING FEATURES OF THE HISTORIC LANDSCAPE WITHIN THE ZONE 

The Potomac River and the C&O Canal are the primary organizing features of the landscape of the zone. 

The river terrace and C&O Canal levee provide spatial organization oriented toward the river. In addition, 

the presence of the Alexandria Aqueduct establishes a portal that divides the zone into distinct character 

areas. East of the Alexandria Aqueduct along Water Street NW, the urban character is marked by the 

presence of buildings adjacent to the river that block views of the river and minimize access. Several open 

lots and the open character of the concession are exceptions that are more consistent with the open 

character of Georgetown Waterfront Park located to the east. Whitehurst Freeway and Key Bridge 

provide a strong spatial definition to the site by providing a “ceiling.” West of the Alexandria Aqueduct, 

the site character is more rural— the Washington Canoe Club is the only structure, and the area has 

significantly more vegetation. Views to the river are open, and the C&O Canal levee creates a strong 

boundary. The spatial organization of the site is mimicked along the C&O Canal towpath, which crosses 

below Whitehurst Freeway to establish a “threshold” between city and nature. The C&O Canal levee and 

flat riverside terraces formed by construction fill dominate the site. The topography is a significant 

component of the site’s spatial organization. 

The vegetation at the sites in the zone is a strong contributor to its present character. Historic photographs 

indicate that the forested condition on the canal levee is relatively recent. Forest cover obscures the 

relationship of the C&O Canal to the Potomac River, while vegetation provides a continuum with the 

forested embankment of the C&O Canal that distinguishes the areas east and west of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct and reinforces the spatial organization of the zone.  

The Potomac River is the primary feature of the zone. Within the zone, views and vantage points 

(figure 10) that are significant as character-defining features of the region as a whole are those that 

establish the relationship of the various cultural features to the natural setting, to the history of the C&O 

Canal, and to one another. These views and vantage points include the forested slope of the C&O Canal 

levee and, to a lesser extent, the forested edge of the zone, which establishes the natural character of the 

Potomac River above Georgetown. The view through the Alexandria Aqueduct from both directions is 

important in that it marks a symbolic transition from city to nature in the form of a literal threshold 

marked by the arch of the aqueduct. 

In a separate analysis being completed for section 106 of the NHPA, the area of potential effect (APE) 

was divided into the primary APE, which is the zone itself, and the secondary APE, in which other 

resources that would be affected by changes in their viewshed would be affected.  

PRIMARY AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

C&O Canal and Historic District 

The upstream end of the zone, from the Alexandria Aqueduct west, is part of the C&O Canal NHP. The 

canal and its levee run parallel to the river behind the zone on the west side of CCT, rising about 25 feet 

in elevation above the trail. The C&O Canal is one of the most intact and impressive remnants of the 

American canal-building era, and its historical significance is the basis for creating the C&O Canal NHP. 

The C&O Canal is historically significant primarily because it embodies 19th century engineering and 

architectural technology. The canal operated from the late 1820s to 1924 as a route for transporting coal, 

lumber, agricultural products, and various other bulk materials from western Maryland to the port of 

Georgetown and to the navigable lower reaches of the Potomac River.  

The entire length of the canal is listed in the NRHP because of its historical significance for architecture, 

engineering, commerce, transportation, military history, and conservation (NPS 1971).  
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FIGURE 10. AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 
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Potomac Aqueduct Bridge Abutment & Pier (Alexandria Aqueduct) 

The Georgetown abutment and stone pier, located within the zone, are remnants of the C&O Canal 

aqueduct over the Potomac River built between 1833 and 1843 and designed by Maj. William Turnbull of 

the US Topographical Engineers. The aqueduct bridge was a major early-19th century engineering 

achievement involving construction of piers to bedrock 35 feet under the waterline. During the Civil War, 

the structure was drained and used as a highway bridge. The canal was reconstructed with a wooden 

Howe truss in 1868 with a highway bridge above. Iron trusses were added in 1888, and the canal was 

converted to a bridge. In 1933, the superstructure was removed. The piers were cut down in 1962. The 

remnants of the aqueduct received DC landmark designation on January 23, 1973 (DC HPO 2009). 

Washington Canoe Club 

The Washington Canoe Club is located on a narrow strip of land between the bank of the Potomac River 

and the C&O Canal at the western end of Water Street NW just west of the Potomac Aqueduct Bridge 

Abutment (Alexandria Aqueduct). The CCT runs immediately behind the building. The club was 

constructed in 1904 and remains an excellent example of shingle style architecture characterized by 

octagonal towers, a cross-gabled roof with louvered cupola, a central pavilion with flanking balconies, 

shaped verge boards in the prominent gable end, and shingle cladding. The building received 

DC landmark designation on January 23, 1973 and was listed in the NRHP in 1991 (NPS 1990a; 

DC HPO 2009).  

Potomac Boat Club 

The Potomac Boat Club is also located on the western end of Water Street NW, just east of the Potomac 

Aqueduct Bridge Abutment and Pier (Alexandria Aqueduct). The boat house, which exhibits Craftsman 

style influences, was constructed in 1908 as the second structure for the Potomac Boat Club. The two-

story frame boat house displays typical characteristics of its type including a façade that faces the river, a 

low-pitch front-gabled roof, a tower, boat ports, large French doors, and shingle cladding. As one of only 

two remaining early 20th-century boat clubs along the Potomac River in the District of Columbia, the 

Potomac Boat Club received DC historic landmark designation on January 23, 1973, and was listed in the 

NRHP in 1991 (NPS 1990b).  

Francis Scott Key Bridge 

Key Bridge spans the Potomac River between Georgetown in Washington, DC, and Rosslyn in Arlington 

County, Virginia. The bridge, which carries US Route 29, has a northern approach at the foot of 35th 

Street NW. Key Bridge is a skillfully designed reinforced concrete arch bridge. Originally constructed to 

provide automotive, trolley, and pedestrian transit, the bridge has served as an important link between 

Washington and northern Virginia. Nathan C. Wyeth designed the bridge in 1916, and construction was 

completed in 1923. The structure is noteworthy for its elegant and simple Classical design. The 

Classically inspired structure is composed of reinforced concrete, with eight arches. Five of the arches 

span the river, while the other three span land features. The original structure included seven arches. The 

eighth arch was added in 1938–1939 to span the George Washington Memorial Parkway in Virginia. The 

superstructure was altered in 1955 and 1987. The bridge was listed in the NRHP in 1996 under Criterion 

C in the area of engineering and because it was designed by an important local architect, Nathan C. 

Wyeth (NPS 1995b). 

Georgetown Historic District 

Georgetown was founded by an act of the Maryland Assembly in 1751 and became part of the District of 

Columbia upon its establishment in 1791, although it remained a separate jurisdictional entity within the 

District until 1871. The Georgetown Historic District is a remarkably intact example of a historic port 

town and encompasses the area originally laid out in 1751. Its narrow grid streets contrast from the wide 
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streets of L’Enfant’s Plan, and its collection of buildings and structures are among the city’s oldest, 

demonstrating a rich variety of residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial examples. The historic 

district was first established by the Old Georgetown Act in 1950 and listed in the DC Inventory of 

Historic Sites in 1964. In 1967, the Georgetown Historic District was designated a national historic 

landmark and was listed in the NRHP under Criteria A and C (DC HPO 2009). 

SECONDARY AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

George Washington Memorial Parkway 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) was listed in the NRHP in 1995 and comprises 

7,146 acres and extends 38.3 miles along the Potomac River. In Virginia, the GWMP includes two 

sections. The southern section, opened in 1932, extends from Arlington Memorial Bridge Gateway to 

Mount Vernon. The northern section runs 9.7 miles from Memorial Bridge to the Capital 

Beltway/Interstate 495 in Virginia and opened in 1965. The parkway has a period of significance from 

1930 to 1966. Under Criterion C, the GWMP is significant for the Potomac River corridor’s association 

with George Washington. Under Criterion C the parkway is significant for landscape architecture 

designed by Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., Charles Eliot, and Gilmore D. Clark (NPS 1995c). Built with the 

twin purposes of conserving the Potomac Gorge and connecting historic sites associated with George 

Washington, the views from the parkway were designed by landscape architects to capitalize on both the 

scenic value of the river valley and the monumental character of the nation’s capital. Historic vistas, such 

as those toward Georgetown, were preserved by planners and engineers by managing vegetation and 

small-scale features along the road and through framing the various vistas with bridges, natural systems, 

and circulation features. These views have been altered over time through the growth of vegetation along 

the parkway, but remain a significant and character-defining feature of the GWMP (Donaldson 2009). 

A cultural landscapes inventory of GWMP–North, completed in 2009, identified contributing landscape 

characteristics that include natural systems and features, spatial organization, land use, topography, 

vegetation, circulation, buildings and structures, views and vistas, small-scale features, and archeological 

sites (Donaldson 2009). 

Theodore Roosevelt Island 

Theodore Roosevelt Island is an 88.5-acre island that sits in the Potomac River near Key Bridge. 

Although the island is accessed in Virginia, the island is part of Washington, DC. The Theodore 

Roosevelt Memorial Association bought the island in October 1931; it was transferred to the federal 

government in March 1932 to serve as a national memorial to President Theodore Roosevelt. The island 

honors the 26th president primarily for his role as a leader in conservation, exhibited in the natural 

features of the island itself, including its lands, waters, flora, and fauna. In 1967, a large open-air 

architectural monument commemorating Roosevelt with sculpture and inscriptions was completed on the 

northern end of the island. Roosevelt Island, administratively part of the GWMP, was listed in the NRHP 

in 1967, and its nomination was updated in 1999 (NPS 1999).  

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts  

Located at 2700 F Street NW at the intersection of New Hampshire Avenue NW and the Rock Creek and 

Potomac Parkway, the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts is situated on a prominent site 

overlooking the Potomac River at the western edge of the Monumental Core of Washington, DC. The 

Kennedy Center was constructed between 1964 and 1971 and dedicated in 1971 as a national performing 

arts center and as a monument to President John F. Kennedy. It is eligible for listing in the NRHP for its 

national significance related to the life of President John F. Kennedy and for its Modern architecture 

designed by 20th-century master architect, Edward Durell Stone (Robinson & Associates 2012).  
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Watergate Complex 

Watergate, a unified complex consisting of six inter-connected buildings constructed between 1964 and 

1971, is one of the most well-known complexes in Washington, DC, politically and architecturally. 

Notwithstanding the building’s significance for its associations with the 1972 Watergate scandal, the 

complex embodies exceptional architectural significance as an outstanding and innovative example of the 

Modern Movement in Washington, DC. The scale and mixed-use program of the Watergate Complex 

required the formation of Washington’s first private initiative Planned Unit Development, a new and 

largely untested idea in urban planning. The complex was listed in the NRHP in 2005 and received DC 

landmark designation that same year (NPS 2005a).  

Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Historic District 

The property known as the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway occupies the gorge and rim of the lower 

Rock Creek Valley (the section of the valley south of the National Zoological Park) and a stretch of land 

along the Potomac riverfront. The linear park comprises approximately 180 acres; it varies in width from 

a couple dozen feet at its southern end to more than 500 feet near the northern boundary. The riverfront 

incorporates a grassy embankment, and the valley contains rock outcroppings, a variety of hardwood 

groves, a myriad of shrubs and dense understory, invasive vines, and a few grassy swards with specimen 

trees. The historic district incorporates a variety of extant 19th-century industrial structures, the earliest 

dates to 1828. Bridges are the most prominent extant cultural resources. Several stone retaining walls 

exist near bridge abutments, steep embankments, and along the creek. The dominating feature of the park 

is the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. The historic district is a DC landmark and was listed in the 

NRHP in 2005. The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway meets NRHP Criteria A and C in the areas of 

community planning and development, engineering, recreation, and landscape architecture. The 

property’s period of significance, 1828–1951, is defined by the beginning of construction of the 

C&O Canal and the erection of The Arts of Peace sculpture groups (NPS 2005b). 

Land Use and Accessibility to Adjacent Residential and Other Uses 

NPS created the zone from several parcels during a series of land transfers over a period of many years. 

As a result, the property records are complex. Property tax records, the District of Columbia geographic 

information system (GIS) database, land transfer property descriptions, and partial property boundary 

surveys of several areas of the zone were used to develop the site plan for this project, and these records 

and documents reveal several easements for access, maintenance, and a utility line (figure 11). 

Georgetown University owns a 15-foot easement that aligns with the CCT and provides access to a 

property owned by the university upstream from the zone. Both Key Bridge and Whitehurst Freeway are 

elevated facilities that cross over the zone, and DDOT requires maintenance setbacks from these facilities. 

The Alexandria Aqueduct and C&O Canal each require a setback of 25 feet according to NPS 

recommendations. 
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FIGURE 11. LAND OWNERSHIP AND EASEMENTS IN THE ZONE 

AREA LAND USE PLANS 

Although the land in the zone is federally owned and administered by NPS, it is part of the larger urban 

fabric, and should be compatible with plans for the area, including the District of Columbia 

Comprehensive Plan, which includes Citywide Elements developed by the District of Columbia Office of 

Planning and Federal Elements developed by the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), as well 

as NCPC’s CapitalSpace initiative. CapitalSpace is a partnership effort between NCPC, NPS, and several 

District of Columbia agencies (NCPC 2010) formed to coordinate existing management plans, maximize 

limited resources, and create a stronger park system for the city. 

Applicable elements of the comprehensive plan include the recommendation that the Georgetown 

Waterfront should continue to provide a continuous linear park connection along the Potomac River 

waterfront, and that the city should continue working with NPS to stabilize the Potomac River banks, 

clean tidal flat areas, and reduce erosion along the Potomac shoreline. The comprehensive plan also notes 

the anticipated plans for additional nonmotorized boating facilities on the Georgetown Waterfront.   

CapitalSpace recommends the District build and strengthen community support through partnerships with 

businesses, residents, workers, and visitors; create unique places for neighborhoods, strengthening the 

overall identity of parks and open space; and identify strategies to expand programs and amenity options.  

ZONING 

Any structure constructed and owned by NPS within the zone would be exempt from District of 

Columbia zoning regulations, as long as it includes a public access component. However, if a facility or 

site were be completely leased to a private entity, it would be subject to zoning controls; therefore, these 

controls are described here. The nonmotorized boathouse zone includes three separate zoning districts 

(figure 12). The site of the Washington Canoe Club retains the waterfront’s original light industrial 

zoning designation (CM-1). As land use along the river changed, the District of Columbia established 

new waterfront (W) districts, and portions of the nonmotorized boathouse zone were rezoned. The 

majority of the nonmotorized boathouse zone is zoned W-1. A parcel at the western end (site A) was 

rezoned to W-0 in 2006 as part of the Georgetown University boathouse proposal. 
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FIGURE 12. ZONING IN THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE
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The purpose of the waterfront districts is to encourage a diversity of compatible land uses at various 

densities, including combinations of residential, offices, retail, recreational, arts and cultural, and other 

miscellaneous uses. The W-0 district permits open space, park, and low-density and low-height 

waterfront-oriented retail and arts uses; the W-1 district permits a moderate height and density. The W-1, 

W-2, and W-3 districts also are intended to be relatively self-contained by supplying a variety of housing, 

service, employment, and recreational opportunities in one location. The W-0 district is intended to 

provide waterfront recreational areas with related waterfront-oriented or waterfront-enhancing uses to 

serve local and regional open space recreational needs. Zoning regulations for the waterfront districts 

include a 100-foot setback from the shoreline except for structures associated with publicly accessible 

wharves, docks, or piers. No shoreline setbacks are required for boathouses that provide public access to 

the dock; however, private boathouses are subject to the setback requirement. The 100-foot setback can 

be reduced to 20 feet with a variance. 

A boathouse can be permitted as a special exception in the W-0 district, if it: 

 meets the criteria for special exceptions 

 is designed to enhance the visual and recreational opportunities offered along the waterfront 

 will not result in the filling of normally submerged areas and will minimize excavation to that 

reasonably required for a facility that is principally above-grade 

 will be located so as not likely to become objectionable to surrounding and nearby property 

because of noise, traffic, or parking 

A limited number of motorized safety launches for coaches are allowed for supervision of rowing practice 

and water safety. A boathouse may include restrooms, showers, locker rooms, a kitchen, exercise area, 

boat storage and maintenance, coaches’ office, one caretaker's residence, a rowing tank, dock, and related 

functions. Off-street parking spaces are required but may be provided off-site as a special exception, if an 

applicant proves that compliance with this parking requirement would be unsafe or economically 

impractical and if the parking spaces are reasonably convenient parking for patrons of the principal 

building; are unlikely to become objectionable to adjoining or nearby property, park space, or the 

waterfront because of noise, traffic, or other objectionable conditions; are adequately screened from 

adjacent park space and from the waterfront; and are designed to prevent stormwater run-off directly into 

the river. All or a portion of required parking spaces for a boathouse may be reduced or eliminated by 

special exception if an applicant proves that provision of parking would result in significant adverse 

impacts on adjacent park land and reasonable and conveniently located alternatives to the required 

parking exist and are available to the boathouse users with minimal impact on adjacent land or 

development. 

ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL AND OTHER USES 

Four privately owned properties are in the project area: the Potomac Boat Club (adjacent to the 

Alexandria Aqueduct) and three townhouses on site D (between the Potomac Boat Club and the existing 

Key Bridge Boathouse concession, also on site D). The Potomac Boat Club currently has an apron and 

dock on the Potomac River to serve its members. The existing Key Bridge Boathouse dock ends at the 

property boundary line with the townhouses. None of the townhouses has a dock. These properties all 

have access from Water Street NW; Potomac Boat Club has a number of private pull-in parking spaces 

off of Water Street NW in front of the club. 

On the street side, all four properties are accessed from Water Street NW and have private parking spaces 

off the street. Washington Canoe Club is a private club occupying its original clubhouse building located 

in the C&O Canal NHP. Privately owned commercial properties are on the north side of Water Street 

NW, and a mixed use condo is east of 34th Street NW. 
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Transportation  

STUDY AREAS  

Two study areas are included in the TIA (appendix B) that was used to determine transportation issues, 

impacts, and potential mitigation measures. Existing conditions within these two study areas are described 

in this section. The primary study area, which covers all transportation modes—traffic, transit, 

pedestrians, and bicycles—includes the K Street/Water Street NW corridor between 27th Street NW and 

the end of Water Street/driveway access to the Washington Canoe Club and six intersections. The 

secondary study area, which was used for traffic analysis, includes the primary study area intersections 

plus four intersections serving Thompson’s access (27th Street NW/I Street NW/Virginia Avenue 

NW/Rock Creek Parkway) and three intersections on M Street NW (31st Street NW, Wisconsin Avenue 

NW, and 34th Street NW), for a total of 13 intersections (figure 13). Although not in the nonmotorized 

boathouse zone, Thompson’s is included in this discussion because it is assumed that a portion of 

Thompson’s users would shift from Thompson’s to new facilities in the zone and new private users, with 

different transportation habits, would replace them at Thompson’s. Analysis of non-transportation modes 

includes varying distances beyond the primary study area: a 1-mile radius for bicycles, a 0.25-mile radius 

for transit, and a 0.25-mile radius for parking garages. The TIA provides more detail.    

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK 

Existing conditions were evaluated with the District of Columbia’s GIS data and aerial and streetview 

imagery from Google Maps, and during site visits in December 2015 and January 2016. More details on 

the pedestrian network are included in the TIA (appendix B). 

Within the primary study area, sidewalks only exist between 34th Street NW and the Key Bridge 

overpass. While most of the sidewalks in the primary study area are in good condition, many sidewalks 

along K Street/Water Street NW are obstructed by vertical columns supporting the Whitehurst Freeway 

that runs above. Outside of those sidewalks and within the primary study area, pedestrians must share the 

pavement with vehicles, trucks, buses, and cyclists without any definition of who should be where. The 

Water Street NW pavement starts to narrow approximately halfway between the Key Bridge overpass and 

the Alexandria Aqueduct until it becomes the 16 foot-wide CCT. The lack of sidewalks creates unsafe 

conditions for pedestrians because they must walk among vehicles on the roadway. 

BICYCLE NETWORK  

Existing bicycle facilities within the project area, primary study area, and a 1-mile radius from the 

primary study area are shown in figure 14 and described in full detail in the TIA, with a focus on bicycle 

facilities in Washington, DC. Data were collected from the District of Columbia’s GIS trail data and local 

bicycle plans and verified with aerial imagery and field visits as needed. More details on the bicycle 

network, including gaps or deficiencies in the bicycle network and additional observations of bicycle 

traffic, are included in the TIA (appendix B).  

The CCT, a multiuse trail that runs along the Potomac River in northwest DC, terminates in the project 

area at the Alexandria Aqueduct. Besides the CCT, no other bicycle facilities are in the project area. 

Therefore, within the project area, cyclists must share the unmarked expanse of pavement that is Water 

Street NW between the Alexandria Aqueduct and 34th Street NW. Without proper signage and road 

striping, the mix of cyclists, vehicles, pedestrians, and sometimes trucks and buses within the project area 

poses safety issues to all users. 
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FIGURE 13. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY TRANSPORTATION STUDY AREAS 
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FIGURE 14. BICYCLE NETWORK WITHIN PRIMARY STUDY AREA AND 1-MILE BUFFER 
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The primary study area and the 1-mile surrounding area lie at or near the terminus of a number of 

long-distance multiuse trails that extend well outside the primary study area, like the C&O Canal towpath, 

CCT, Martha Custis Trail, Mount Vernon Trail, and Rock Creek Park Multi-use Trail. A number of 

shorter distance trails also can be found in the area immediately surrounding the primary study area, 

including the Georgetown Waterfront Park Trail, Rose Park Trail, and several multiuse trails that cross 

area bridges, including Key Bridge and Roosevelt Bridge. The National Mall Trails system’s western 

edge also lies just southeast of the primary study area.  

Bikeshare Facilities 

Capital Bikeshare is an automated bicycle-sharing system serving Washington, DC; Arlington and 

Alexandria, Virginia; and Montgomery County, Maryland. Note that the Capital Bikeshare facilities 

shown on the bicycle facilities map (figure 14) (based on DC GIS data downloaded in December 2015) 

do not match the latest information on the Capital Bikeshare website. Capital Bikeshare has two bike 

stations in the primary study area, located at Washington Harbour on 30th Street NW and the intersection 

of K and 34th Streets NW (Capital Bikeshare n.d.), with one additional station located just north at the 

intersection of Wisconsin Avenue NW and the C&O Canal towpath.  

TRANSIT 

Transit within the primary study area and larger 0.25-mile area beyond the primary study area is primarily 

limited to local buses, although the closest Metrorail access and carsharing locations within the noted area 

are also discussed. The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Administration (WMATA) operates both 

Metrorail and Metrobus service.  

Metrorail Access 

The Metrorail does not serve Georgetown directly, so travelers must either walk or take a Metrobus to a 

nearby station. Two Metrorail stations are located near the study area: Foggy Bottom-GWU and Rosslyn. 

Foggy Bottom-GWU is located slightly more than 2,000 feet from the east end of the study area, and 

Rosslyn is located slightly less than 3,500 feet from the west end of the study area in Virginia. See the 

TIA for more detail. 

Metrobus 

WMATA provides the core of the transit service in the study area and the 0.25-mile surrounding area with 

its Metrobus services. A network of routes classified as “major” serve the study area along M Street NW 

and Wisconsin Avenue NW, and one route classified as “local” serves the northwest corner of the buffer 

area near Georgetown University. The major routes include 38B, 33, 31, 30S, and 30N, which provide 

vital links to Metro stations for this area and direct service to downtown and suburbs in Maryland and 

Virginia (WMATA 2015). The sole local route within the transit study area is Route G2. The Metrobus 

routes within the study area and 0.25-mile buffer area are shown in figure 15. See the TIA for ridership 

and service descriptions and details (narrative and tables) for these routes.  
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FIGURE 15. METROBUS AND DC CIRCULATOR ROUTES WITHIN QUARTER-MILE BUFFER AREA 
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DC Circulator 

The DC Circulator makes up a significant portion of the transit service in the study area and operates the 

only bus service on K Street NW along the Georgetown Waterfront. Located near the west end of the 

Circulator’s route structure, Georgetown is served by two routes: the Dupont Circle – Georgetown – 

Rosslyn Route and the Georgetown – Union Station Route.  

The Georgetown – Union Station Route provides service from the study area to Wisconsin Avenue / 

35th Street NW or Union Station from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., where connections can be made to the 

intercity trains, regional/commuter trains, and the Metrorail transit system. During late night hours, busses 

on this route terminate at McPherson Square Metro Station. The Dupont Circle – Rosslyn Route provides 

service from the study area to Dupont Circle or Rosslyn from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., where connections 

can be made to Metrorail. All DC Circulator bus routes operate on a 10 minute headway for the length of 

the service day, with no additional service during peak hours (DDOT 2015a). The two DC Circulator 

routes and their bus stops are shown on figure 15, with more detail on bus stops and service provided in 

the TIA.  

Carshare 

Zipcar is the only carshare provider in the 0.25-mile area beyond the primary study area around the study 

area. Locations are at the Colonial Parking Garage at 3053 M Street NW (four cars) and the Four Seasons 

Hotel at 2800 Pennsylvania Avenue NW (one car) (Zipcar n.d.; Enterprise CarShare n.d.).  

TRUCKS AND BUSES 

Trucks and buses currently serve the project area in a similar manner to automobiles. While restricted 

from continuing past the Alexandria Aqueduct, vehicles pull-up as needed to buildings, parking on the 

pavement or on the side of the road, and return from the direction they came via a three or more point 

turn. The lack of definition of the road edges works in favor of trucks because they can easily make three-

point turns in this area. Buses commonly service the project area on weekday mornings and afternoons 

during warmer weather months to bring high school and university rowers to the project area from 

schools in the area. Currently approximately six reserved bus parking spaces are on the south side of 

Water Street NW at the Key Bridge overpass.  

Outside of the project area, DDOT has designated truck and bus through routes for travel while in the 

District; these routes are shown in the TIA (appendix B). Based on data from DDOT, there are no bus or 

truck restrictions in the primary study area (DDOT 2014b).   

DDOT also has identified commercial loading zones intended for businesses that do not have access to 

other off-street loading options. The two closest loading zones to the project are a 44-foot-long loading 

zone at 3401 Water Street NW on the north side of the street and a 172-foot-long loading zone at 1000 

Potomac Street NW on the east side of the street. Details and maps of these and other nearby loading 

zones are included in the TIA. 

PARKING 

Existing public parking within the primary study area includes on-street metered and/or time-limited 

parking and public parking garages, while parking in the 0.25-mile area beyond the study area also 

includes some public parking lots. A summary of on-street parking in the project area and primary study 

area is provided below. A general description of parking within 0.25 mile of the primary study area is also 

included, with a focus on garage parking. Public garages and parking lots were identified by online 

information or information provided by the Georgetown Business Improvement District. The on-street 

parking inventory was performed in November 2015. Additional details are provided in the TIA. 
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On-Street Parking 

Within the project area, there are currently 55 public on-street parking spaces. Of these spaces, 22 are 

restricted to 2 hours and 23 are restricted to 3 hours. Most of these public on-street parking spaces are 

back-in parking spaces. Within the project area there also are 6 reserved parking spaces for buses on the 

south side of Water Street NW under the Key Bridge overpass and 15 private parking spaces on the south 

side of Water Street NW.  

On-street parking in the primary study area consists of 217 parking spaces along K Street/Water Street 

NW between 27th Street NW and the end of Water Street NW. (These numbers include those parking 

spaces within the project area.) Of these spaces, 193 are open to the general public, while 9 are reserved 

for select types of vehicles and 15 spaces are for private residences or businesses only. Of the 193 public 

spaces, 139 spaces are metered spaces and 54 are non-metered (figure 16).  

On-street parking throughout the larger 0.25-mile area beyond the primary study area is regulated by the 

use of on-street parking regulations, such as the residential parking permit program and parking meters 

(HNTB 2008).  

Public Parking Garages and Outdoor Lots 

No public parking garages or outdoor lots are located within the project area; however, a large number of 

both of these types of facilities are located within a short walk, concentrated around the Georgetown 

Waterfront, along M Street NW, and between Wisconsin Avenue and 30th Street NW. Within 0.25 mile 

of the primary study area, 25 public parking facilities were identified—5 outdoor surface lots and 20 

parking garages (Georgetown BID n.d.; BestParking 2015; Parking Panda 2015). All of these facilities are 

open during the week, and 19 are open on the weekend, several with late hours. A table detailing the 

garages and lots, including owner, location, hours, and type, is provided in the TIA. 

TRAFFIC 

The affected environment for traffic includes a high-level overview discussion of the data collection, 

study area travel operations, and existing condition traffic analysis results. The TIA includes more details, 

including a description of study area peak hour operations; a description of the traffic analysis tools; 

details on turning movements, queuing, and operations; and a crash analysis of the secondary study area 

intersections and descriptions of all of the roadways within the study area.  

Although this traffic section focuses on the larger secondary transportation area, it is important to note 

that within the project area, vehicular areas are not well defined. The continuous and wide pavement that 

links the CCT to Water Street NW creates a confusing transition from the trail to Water Street NW and 

Georgetown Waterfront Park that makes it dangerous for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. Although 

the C&O Canal NHP has installed a gate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, motorists still try to push through 

the gates, and wayfinding along Water Street NW for wayward motorists is inadequate.  
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FIGURE 16. ON-STREET PARKING WITHIN THE PRIMARY STUDY AREA 



 

GEORGETOWN NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE EA 48 

Data Collection 

As part of the data collected, a detailed inventory of the lane geometry was conducted through field 

reconnaissance and a study of aerial imagery. Based on this information, the existing lane geometry and 

traffic control type (signalized or unsignalized) was identified and is included in the TIA. 

To perform the traffic analysis, the team also collected vehicular turning movement counts during 

weekday AM and PM peak hours (7:00 a.m.–10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.–7:00 p.m.) on a non-holiday week 

in September 2015 (K Street NW and Virginia Avenue NW) and November 2015 (M Street NW). 

Vehicular turning movement counts were also collected on a typical Saturday during August 2015 on K 

Street/Water Street NW to represent the peak summer and early fall near Thompson’s. Based on 

information provided by Key Bridge Boathouse, the Saturday peak period is between 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 

p.m.; therefore, Saturday data was collected between 1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. Turning movement volumes 

for weekday peak hours and Saturday peak hours are included in the TIA.  

Study Area Peak Hour Traffic Operations 

Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway NW and access to the roadway changes dramatically during the peak 

periods. The operations are designed to carry the maximum amount of vehicles in the peak direction of 

flow. During the AM peak period (6:45 a.m.–9:30 a.m.), all lanes on Rock Creek Parkway are designated 

for southbound travel only north of Virginia Avenue NW. The eastern most lanes that normally carry 

northbound traffic exit onto Virginia Avenue NW using all lanes along Virginia Avenue and split 

between I Street NW to access I-66 or follow Virginia Avenue NW toward New Hampshire Avenue NW. 

The Virginia Avenue NW westbound lanes end at 27th Street NW and all traffic must turn onto 27th 

Street. The 27th Street NW southbound right-turn lanes on I Street NW westbound are closed. In addition, 

the ramps between Rock Creek Parkway and the intersection of K and 27th Streets NW are closed to 

vehicular traffic. Vehicles exiting Thompson’s can only make right turns from the driveway onto Rock 

Creek Parkway southbound. 

During the PM peak period (4:00 p.m.–6:15 p.m.), all lanes on Rock Creek Parkway NW are for 

northbound travel only through the study area. The eastern most lanes that normally carry northbound 

traffic carry traffic from Virginia Avenue NW westbound onto Rock Creek Parkway northbound. The 

ramps between Rock Creek Parkway and K/29th Streets NW are closed to vehicular traffic. Vehicles 

exiting Thompson’s can only make left turns from the driveway onto Rock Creek Parkway northbound. 

On Saturdays and all other times, all roadways in the study area operate in their normal capacity, allowing 

for travel in both directions along Rock Creek Parkway NW, Virginia Avenue NW, and the ramps 

between Rock Creek Parkway and K Street NW. 

Intersection Operations Analysis 

The results of the existing conditions operations analysis for both signalized and unsignalized 

intersections are summarized in this section. The TIA (appendix B) contains tables and graphics depicting 

the operations results in more detail and a complete existing conditions traffic queueing analysis.  

Signalized Intersection Operations Analysis. Based on the signalized intersection analysis, more than 

half of the study intersections operate at acceptable conditions during the peak hours analyzed (weekday 

AM and PM peak hours, Saturday peak hour). However, the following three signalized intersections 

operate at overall unacceptable conditions under the existing conditions for the time periods noted: 

 K Street NW/Whitehurst Freeway NW eastbound off-ramp and 27th Street NW/Rock Creek 

Parkway northbound off-ramp (Intersection #9) during the weekday AM and PM peak hours  

 I Street NW and 27th Street NW (Intersection #10) during the weekday AM peak hour 
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 Thompson’s/Virginia Avenue NW and Rock Creek Parkway (Intersection #13) during the 

Saturday peak hour 

The details for individual signalized intersection approaches that operate under unacceptable conditions 

during the noted peak hour are depicted and described in the TIA (appendix B). 

Unsignalized Intersection Operations Analysis. Based on the unsignalized intersection analysis, the 

intersection of K Street NW/Rock Creek Parkway southbound off-ramp and 29th Street NW (Intersection 

#8) would operate at overall unacceptable conditions during the weekday AM peak hour. Additionally, 

the westbound approach of the same intersection would operate at unacceptable conditions during the 

weekday AM peak hour and Saturday peak hour. The remaining unsignalized intersections would operate 

at overall acceptable levels of service under existing conditions. 

Visitor Use and Experience 

VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

The project is located at a connection point between the developed city waterfront and the more pastoral 

setting of the C&O Canal NHP. Visitors walking westward from the lively Washington Harbour, which is 

full of restaurants and shops, begin to experience a gradual lessening of development. Continuing west, 

visitors encounter Georgetown Waterfront Park, a developed park area, past Key Bridge Boathouse and 

Potomac Boat Club, and then cross through a threshold as they pass through the Alexandria Aqueduct 

into a more natural setting. At this point, development lessens and trees and greenery increase. This 

signifies the transition from developed waterfront to parkland and the start of the Potomac Gorge, which 

extends for 15 miles from Theodore Roosevelt Island to Great Falls. The C&O Canal NHP also continues 

onward for 184.5 miles along the Potomac River. Visitors are able to see and experience nature in this 

portion of the park, while still having easy access to a developed downtown area. 

Currently, circulation and the transition between the CCT and Water Street NW can be confusing for 

users and often results in dangerous conflicts between different types of visitors. Cyclists, pedestrians, 

and vehicles often come into conflict along Water Street NW because there is not a clear delineation of 

where each mode of transportation should occur. While accessibility and circulation inform visitor 

experience, detailed discussion for both of those topics is provided in the “Transportation” section.  

 

Rural character west of the Alexandria Aqueduct 

(Source: Louis Berger) 

 

Potomac Boat Club and urban character east of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct (Source: Louis Berger) 
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View of the western end of the zone and the Washington Canoe Club from the Virginia shore of the Potomac River 

(Source: National Park Service) 

 

VISITOR USE 

Substantial boating activity occurs on the Potomac River offshore from the project area, where favorable 

currents and winds combine to create ideal flat water conditions. The flat water upstream of Key Bridge 

and the natural shoreline that provides a safe exit from the water attract large numbers of paddlers and 

rowers who make heavy use of the Potomac River in this area. Multiple crew teams practice in the area 

daily during the rowing season. In addition, several rowing regattas are conducted each year, involving 

both high school and collegiate racing teams. The Washington Canoe Club organizes canoe races, and 

Key Bridge Boathouse conducts guided tours in the area. Motorboats also use the project area, primarily 

on weekends when the Three Sisters Islands attract moored yachts. While there are established race 

courses and guided tour routes and customary “rules of the river” to guide where paddlers, rowers, 

motorboats, racers, practicing athletes, and individual rowers or paddlers are expected to be, 

inexperienced boat paddlers, rowers, and motorboat operators sometimes come into conflict. Boat 

launching within the project area primarily occurs from the docks at the Washington Canoe Club, the 

Potomac Boat Club, and Key Bridge Boathouse. It also is possible to launch from Thompson’s, to the 

southeast of the project area. 

The project area offers a variety of visitor use opportunities and several facilities, including a boat rental 

facility, two private boating clubs (the Potomac Boat Club and the Washington Canoe Club), and the 

CCT. The boating facilities within the project area and Thompson’s provide recreational space for a large 

number of the DC area’s nonmotorized boat users.  

Capital Crescent Trail 

The CCT is a regional multiuse trail that extends from Georgetown in Washington, DC, to Silver Spring, 

Maryland. Although not directly within the project area, the C&O Canal towpath is worth mentioning 

because it is located just north of the CCT and parallels the trail for approximately 4 miles as it continues 

northwest on the Potomac River. Several connections exist between the two trails.  

Users of both trails include walkers, joggers, cyclists, and rollerbladers. There is significant cross-town 

commuter bicycle traffic along the CCT accounting for the majority of use within or near the project area. 

About 1.5 million people visit the CCT per year and 400,000 visit the C&O Canal towpath (Coalition for 

the Capital Crescent Trail 2006). 
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In addition to commuters and athletic users, visitors engaged in bird watching, photography, and passive 

nature appreciation frequently use the trails and the undeveloped area to the north.  

Washington Canoe Club 

The Washington Canoe Club is a private boating club within the C&O Canal NHP that was established in 

1904 to promote canoeing and kayaking. Although the club is open to the public for sponsored 

competitions and other events throughout the year, general use of the club is limited to members. In 

addition to boat storage and launch space for members, the Washington Canoe Club has a variety of 

programs, including an outrigger canoe program, sprint kayak program, and youth programs.  

According to the 2013 feasibility study, the Washington Canoe Club has 322 members. Between member 

and guest visits, visitor use is estimated at 29,300 visits per year. An additional 1,500 visitors are 

estimated during the club’s regatta events (NPS 2013).  

Potomac Boat Club 

The Potomac Boat Club is a private rowing club established in 1869. Use of the club is open to members 

only, except during regattas and other events. The club provides members with boat storage, locker 

rooms, and launch space. In addition to private membership, the Washington-Lee High School crew team, 

a public high school in Arlington, Virginia, stores its boats and launches out of the club. Potomac Boat 

Club programming includes competitive programs for scullers and sweep rowers, a “Learn to Row” 

program, and also acts as the headquarters for the Charlie Butt Scullers’ Head of the Potomac regatta.  

According to the 2013 feasibility study, the Potomac Boat Club has 300 active members. Between 

member and guest visits, visitor use is estimated at 27,000 visits per year (NPS 2013). On a daily basis, 

approximately 75 people on 3 teams and 25 individual rowers launch from the club each morning and 

between 100 and 125 Washington-Lee team members launch during the afternoon. One private team 

launches in the evening, and individual club members launch throughout the day. 

Key Bridge Boathouse 

Opened in 2013, Key Bridge Boathouse is the NPS concession in the project area. Key Bridge Boathouse 

offers boat rentals to the public, including canoe, kayak, and standup paddleboards. Private boat storage is 

available to the public for a fee. Key Bridge Boathouse also offers programing, including kayak, canoe, 

and paddleboard classes, standup paddleboard fitness classes, and twilight tours. The site was previously 

occupied by another business, Jack’s Boathouse, which offered similar services and programming. 

According to the 2013 feasibility study, an estimated 4,000 visitors from escorted tours and 36,000 

visitors from individual rentals and private boat storage use Key Bridge Boathouse (NPS 2013).  

Rock Creek Park and Georgetown Waterfront Park 

Rock Creek Park administers portions of the project area, which are adjacent to the approximately 10-acre 

Georgetown Waterfront Park, also administered by Rock Creek Park. Georgetown Waterfront Park 

features an interactive arched fountain, steps leading down to the waterfront, a pergola with benches, and 

an interactive labyrinth. In addition to the activities associated with the interactive features, the steps and 

benches provide space for boat enthusiasts and spectators to watch boaters every day and during regattas. 

Georgetown Waterfront Park also provides a valuable connection between the trails and parkland to the 

west (C&O Canal and CCT) and the Rock Creek Park trail system to the east, allowing recreational users 

and non-vehicular commuters continuous access through the city.  

Thompson Boat Center 

Thompson’s is a NPS concession at the eastern end of Georgetown beyond Georgetown Waterfront Park 

at the confluence of Rock Creek and the Potomac River. This concession provides public access for 
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nonmotorized boaters. Thompson’s offers rentals, boat storage, rowing programs, and lessons, and hosts 

numerous regattas throughout the rowing season. Rentals include rowing shells, kayaks, canoes, and 

bicycles. Boat storage is available both for private slip rental for boats no longer than 35 feet and rowing 

shells (up to 58 feet). Currently both the Georgetown University and George Washington University 

rowing teams row out of Thompson’s. Additionally, 10 scholastic teams, 5 local rowing/paddling clubs, 

and 6 miscellaneous nonmotorized boating groups also use the center. Thompson’s offers rowing lessons 

for beginners and longer programs for intermediate and more advanced rowers. The center also is 

available for rental for those wishing to host a regatta. Visitor use at Thompson’s is broken out in table 3. 

TABLE 3. VISITOR USE AT THOMPSON BOAT CENTER 

Type of Use Number of Uses/Year

Independent Paddling (private slip holders and rentals for canoe and kayak) 66,380 

Independent Rowing (private slip holders and lesson participants, assuming 
100 slip holders x 90 times/season, and 8,760 “Learn to Row”/month for 8 
months) 

79,080 

Scholastic Rowing (assuming 850 athletes x 5 days/week for 26 weeks) 110,500 

Collegiate Rowing (assuming 280 athletes x 6 days/week for 26 weeks) 43,680 

Regattas (assuming 600 athletes x 7 times/year) 4,200 
Source: NPS 2013 

Although exact daily estimates are difficult, during stakeholder interviews conducted as part of the 2013 

feasibility study, stakeholders estimates that between 60 to 75 private slip holders, 100 to 150 renters, 

40 to 60 lesson participants, 800 to 850 scholastic students, and 250 to 300 collegiate students use the 

facility on a daily basis during the season. Users are dispersed throughout the day with collegiate students 

generally launching in the early morning, lessons in the late morning, scholastic students in the 

mid-afternoon (3:00 p.m.) and individuals throughout the day. 
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CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This “Environmental Consequences” chapter analyzes both beneficial and adverse impacts that would 

result from implementing the alternatives considered in this EA. This chapter describes the methods used 

to analyze impacts, including cumulative impacts. The resource topics presented in this chapter and the 

organization of the topics correspond to the resource discussions contained in “Chapter 1: Purpose and 

Need”, and “Chapter 3: Affected Environment.” 

General Methodology for Analyzing Impacts  

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations, direct, indirect, and cumulative 

impacts are described (40 CFR 1502.16) and the impacts are assessed in terms of context and intensity 

(40 CFR 1508.27). Where appropriate, mitigating measures for adverse impacts also are described and 

incorporated into the evaluation of impacts.  

TYPE OF IMPACT 

The potential impacts of both alternatives are described in terms of type, as follows:  

 Direct: Impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed action at the same time and place 

of implementation (40 CFR 1508.8).  

 Indirect: Impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed action but later in time or 

farther in distance from the action (40 CFR 1508.8). 

 Cumulative: Impacts defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the 

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 

future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such 

other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 

 Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change that 

moves the resource toward a desired condition. 

 Adverse: A change that declines, degrades, and/or moves the resource away from a desired 

condition or detracts from its appearance or condition. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS METHOD 

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 

impact of the action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 

of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). The 

temporal scale for the cumulative impacts analysis assumes past actions have been captured in the 

affected environment and focuses on current and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The geographic 

scale considered for cumulative impacts is generally the vicinity of the project area, with some extension, 

including along Water Street NW and nearby in Georgetown, as well as in the river as far downstream as 

Daingerfield Island, where the proposed Arlington Boathouse could be located. 

Cumulative impacts are determined for each impact topic by combining the impacts of the alternative 

being analyzed and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that also would result in 

beneficial or adverse impacts. Because some of these actions are in the early planning stages, the 

evaluation of cumulative impacts is based on a general description of the projects. Past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions to be included in the cumulative impacts analysis were identified through 

the internal and external project scoping processes and are summarized below. 
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

 Georgetown Waterfront Park: Georgetown Waterfront Park is a 10-acre park that runs 

along the Georgetown waterfront between 30th and 34th Streets NW. The Georgetown 

Waterfront Park Master Plan established the nonmotorized boathouse zone in 1985. The park 

was built in two phases—the first phase was completed in 2006, and the second phase was 

completed in 2011. The site had been a parking lot and storage area for salt and trash trucks 

(FoGWP 2016). 

 Thompson Boat Center: Thompson’s is currently the only public nonmotorized boat facility 

for competitive teams in Georgetown. The facility was dedicated in 1960, and its use has 

increased over the years. Its capacity is described in the “Visitor Use” section of chapter 3. 

 Arlington Boathouse at the GWMP: A new nonmotorized boathouse is proposed at the 

GWMP in Virginia, at either Rosslyn or South of the 14th Street Bridge. The boathouse 

would provide storage for rowing and paddle craft. This project is considered for water 

resources, transportation, cultural resources, and visitor use and experience; however, the 

project is in the planning phase and no date has been set for construction.  

 Condominium Development at Water Street and 34th Street NW: This 38-unit condo 

development would be in the existing building on the northwest corner of 34th and Water 

Street NW. This project is considered for transportation, cultural resources, land use, and 

visitor use and experience. 

 DC Streetcar Project: The proposed line from Union Station to Georgetown would route the 

streetcar along K/Water Street NW, to the intersection with Wisconsin Avenue NW. This 

project is considered for transportation, cultural resources, land use, and visitor use and 

experience. 

 DC Water Clean Rivers Project: This large capacity tunnel to be constructed beneath 

Georgetown would store stormwater runoff during large weather events and greatly reduce 

and possibly eliminate combined sewer overflow events on the Potomac River. Additionally, 

other tunnels are planned and being constructed in other parts of the combined sewershed. 

Although originally planned to extend below the C&O Canal NHP, the tunnel is now planned 

to stop outside the zone. This project is considered for water resources.  

 West Heating Plant Conversion: The former West Heating Plant at 29th Street NW, 

between K Street NW and the canal, is being redeveloped as residences for the adjacent Four 

Seasons Hotel. Its capacity is not clear at this time; the developer has been in negotiations 

with the city and others about landmark status for the building. This project is considered for 

transportation, cultural resources, land use, and visitor use and experience. 

 C&O Canal Dock and Improvements: The C&O Canal NHP is proposing to install a dock 

along the canal near Key Bridge. The project would include stairs down from the bridge, a 

dock, and restoration of the canal boat. This project is considered for cultural resources and 

visitor use and experience. 

Water Resources 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Water Quality 

The NPS Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006b) state that NPS would “take all necessary actions to 

maintain or restore the quality of surface waters and groundwater within the parks consistent with the 

Clean Water Act and all other applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations” (sec 4.6.3).  
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A water quality standard defines the water quality goals of a waterbody by designating water uses, setting 

minimum criteria to protect these uses, and preventing degradation of water quality through anti-

degradation provisions. The anti-degradation policy is only one portion of a water quality standard. Part 

of this policy (40 CFR 131.12(a) (2)) strives to maintain water quality at existing levels if it is already 

better than the minimum criteria. Anti-degradation should not be interpreted to mean that “no 

degradation” can or would occur because even in the most pristine waters, degradation may be allowed 

for certain pollutants as long as it is temporary and short term.  

Potential impacts on water quality were focused on the expected extent of disturbance to the river bank 

and nearshore river bottom/sediments from construction and the potential for soil erosion from 

disturbance of the banks. Analysis of possible impacts on water quality was based on on-site inspection of 

the resource within the project area, review of existing literature and water quality standards, information 

provided by NPS and other agencies, and professional judgment.  

Wetlands 

NPS has adopted a policy of “no net loss” of wetlands. Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” 

states that federal agencies are to avoid to the extent possible long-term and short-term impacts associated 

with the destruction or modification of wetlands and avoid direct and indirect support of new construction 

in wetlands whenever practical alternatives exist. USACE regulates development in wetland areas 

pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 CFR, Parts 320–330).  

Impact analysis and the conclusions for possible impacts on wetlands were based on review of existing 

literature and studies and information provided by park staff and other agencies. Where possible, 

locations of wetlands were overlain with the proposed site development activities to determine impacts on 

wetlands. 

Floodplains 

The action alternatives would be implemented within existing regulatory floodplain throughout the 

project area. Impacts on floodplain functions and values were therefore assessed for all the 

alternatives/sites. These assessments were based on the known and potential 100-year and 500-year 

floodplains within the study area, review of existing literature and studies, information provided by NPS 

experts and other agencies, and professional judgment. 

Executive Orders 11988, “Floodplain Management” (May 24, 1977), and 13690 (January 30, 2015), 

which amended Executive Order 11988, require federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood 

loss; minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the 

national and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out their responsibilities for managing 

and disposing of federal lands. Before taking an action, an agency must determine whether a proposed 

action would occur in a floodplain; if so, consideration must be made of alternatives to avoid adverse 

effects and incompatible development in floodplains to the extent possible.  

NPS is required to protect and preserve the natural resources and functions of floodplains, avoid long- and 

short-term effects associated with the occupancy of the floodplains, and avoid direct or indirect support of 

floodplain development that could adversely affect the natural resources and function of floodplains or 

increase flood risks. When it is not possible to locate development outside the floodplain, a Floodplain 

Statement of Findings is required (appendix C), and NPS must take all reasonable actions to minimize 

impacts of these actions. 

STUDY AREA 

The study area for water resources is the project area itself, as well as the adjacent Potomac River. 

Consideration is given to the combined sewer drainage area. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no-action alternative, the new boathouse facilities would not be constructed, so the project area 

would remain unchanged. Currently no stormwater management facilities exist, so runoff would not be 

controlled, but there would be no new impacts on water quality from stormwater runoff under current 

conditions.  

There would be no impacts on SAV beds or non-vegetated riverine wetlands, and the palustrine wetland 

on site A would not be disturbed. No changes would occur that would affect floodplain functions or 

values.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Because there would be no impacts on water resources from the no-action alternative, there would not be 

any cumulative impacts on water resources. 

Conclusion  

There would be no noticeable impacts on water quality, wetlands, or floodplain function and values under 

the no-action alternative. Because there would be no impacts on water resources from the no-action 

alternative, there would not be any cumulative impacts on water resources. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2: DEVELOP THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

Water Quality  

Under alternative 2, some new development would be possible on four of the sites. If the most intense 

options were selected, three new boathouses and a fourth boat storage facility would be added to the 

landscape, resulting in a footprint of up to 26,100 SF for additional structures. However, because sites D 

and E, which would receive the two largest structures, have a large area of existing impervious surface, 

the maximum additional impervious surface would be an additional 9,870 SF, including 6,270 SF of new 

building, plus a new approximately 3,600 SF plaza. EISA Section 438, requires that agencies maintain 

pre-development hydrology when developing facilities that are larger than 5,000 SF either by retaining 

the 95th percentile rainfall event or using site-specific hydrologic analysis. The District of Columbia’s 

stormwater rule requires similar treatment, as does the District of Columbia Stormwater Memorandum of 

Understanding, of which NPS is a signatory (DDOE 2013a, b). Stormwater management methods would 

include the maximum use of pervious pavement, green roofs, and other practices that minimize water 

quality-related issues. Combined with the minimal use of impervious pavement, these methods would 

maximize on-site stormwater infiltration. These practices would reduce the load on the combined sewer 

system, which would indirectly benefit water quality by reducing the likelihood of overflow events that 

degrade water quality in the river. Improvements to flows into the combined sewer system from the 

implementation of the boathouse zone would not be large in the context of the overall system, but would 

contribute locally. 

Any new facility at site C, whether is it a smaller facility with one or two small structures or a larger 

boathouse, would need to be designed to allow access to the overflow at that site to allow for maintenance 

and protection against future overflow events until the Potomac River storage tunnel is constructed.   

All construction would comply with the District’s sediment and erosion control requirements and use 

appropriate practices to control the flow of water, minimize sediment runoff during construction, and 

minimize erosion. Construction would also include practices for minimizing increased sediments in the 

water column during construction of the bulkheads. Each project would require a sediment and erosion 

control plan, and the sites would be subject to inspection and plan enforcement. Practices include short-

term solutions such as hay bales, installation of silt fencing, sediment traps, and basins; and temporary 
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seeding or mulching of areas with exposed soils if they will be exposed for a long time during 

construction (DDOH 2003; DDOE 2013a). 

Palustrine and Riverine Wetlands and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation  

Under alternative 2, it is likely that there would be a new bulkhead built at site E, and a replacement 

bulkhead at site D (approximately 530 linear feet for both sites). Particularly at site E, the bulkhead could 

be constructed into the river as far out as the USACE bulkhead line, which is the legal property boundary 

certified by USACE (a property boundary survey and further consultation with USACE to confirm the 

bulkhead line would be necessary). However, it is likely that the bulkhead would be placed much closer 

to shore than the legally allowable extent, and efforts would be made to minimize encroachment into the 

water. A bulkhead or riprap could also be necessary to accommodate the proposed boathouse on that site 

under this alternative. Bulkheads would be constructed of sheetpiling, and fill would be placed behind 

them. 

Fill in the shallow riverine wetlands behind the bulkhead would occur if necessary to allow for more 

flexibility in configuring the boathouses. The need for fill would not be known until the facilities are 

designed. Based on GIS property boundary information, under the worst case scenario, an area of up to 

.28 acres may be filled, however, based on GIS calculations of the area of submerged lands between the 

shore and the approximated legal bulkhead line, it is anticipated that no more than approximately .1 acre 

would be necessary, mostly at site E, if fill is required at all.  Due to the depth of water, the disturbance of 

areas classified as riverine wetlands would be less than .1 acre. Silt curtains, coffer dams, or other 

approved practices for in-water construction would minimize the amount of sedimentation that would 

enter the water column.  

Impacts on SAV could occur under this alternative. SAV was recorded in 2014 and 2015 adjacent to sites 

A and B, although a visual inspection in 2016 during the wetland delineation did not reveal SAV in these 

areas (VIMS 2016). Any SAV present could be disturbed by the creation of the walk-in launch area on 

site A, although most of the work would take place on land. NPS or permitting agencies could stipulate 

that work be done in the fall and winter when the plants are dormant. Appropriate screening such as a 

sediment curtain or coffer dam could also be used to prevent sediment from entering the open water 

adjacent to the work and blocking light to the SAV. The area would be surveyed prior to construction to 

confirm whether SAV is present at that time. If SAV were found prior to construction, impacts could 

include shading in some areas from new dock structures, the potential for temporary increases in turbidity 

that could affect SAV, and the unlikely potential that fill could be placed on top of SAV if any submerged 

lands are reclaimed between the USACE bulkhead line and the shore and SAV is present. Mitigation 

would include establishing a buffer around the SAV beds to the extent possible and conducting and 

placing fill outside the growing season.  

Assuming docks are approximately 10 feet wide, a total of up to 7,750 SF of new dock space would be 

installed at sites C, D, and E. The new docks would be secured using removable dock anchor poles that 

could be placed by hand. Based on observational and navigational chart data (NOAA 2016), water depths 

fall quickly below 10 feet moving into the river and away from the bulkhead at these locations. As such, 

those areas defined as riverine wetlands are relatively small. Riverine wetlands are defined as the 

wetland/deepwater habitat boundary at a depth of 6.6 feet at low water or at the limits of emergent or 

woody vegetation extending beyond this depth (Cowardin et al. 1979). As a result, the area of the dock 

spanning any riverine wetland would be negligible (75 to 100 square feet). The dock anchors would have 

a minimal impact on riverine wetlands. The new docks would also shade habitat in this area; however, 

because this area is relatively small in the scheme of the larger setting, impacts would be minimal. 

Permits for construction and fill in the river and required mitigation would be required. The USACE, 

Baltimore District, issues permits for proposed marinas, bulkheads, docks, piers, and commercial and 

institutional facilities located partially or wholly in a waterbody in the Chesapeake Bay watershed or any 

action requiring fill in a waterbody. A section 10 permit (for work in, over, or under a navigable water of 
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the United States) is required. NPS permits any action affecting the river bottom and would review plans 

potentially impacting the river bottom. USACE would initiate coordination and consultation with the US 

Department of the Interior, the US Environmental Protection Agency, and the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration. If portions of a building must be located within a waterway, it is important 

to determine the level of impact associated with the proposed action. If the impact is minor, it is more 

likely that a permit for construction will be approved. On the other hand, if USACE determines that there 

would be a significant effect, the permitting process may be more involved and require additional 

mitigation.  

There would be very limited impacts on the incidental palustrine wetland on site A from these water 

dependent proposed actions. The structure and trails would be sited to avoid wetlands to the extent 

possible; at worst, only about 1,900 SF would need to be filled or disturbed to place the boat storage 

facility on site A and another 1,280 SF to construct a boardwalk trail over the wetlands (0.07 acre overall, 

not all of which would be permanent disturbance; the boardwalk over the wetlands would not exceed 160 

feet in length). Permanent impacts to this wetland would not exceed 0.07 acre. Approximately 75 linear 

feet of shoreline would be contoured for a walk-in “soft” paddle craft launch. Riparian vegetation would 

be removed to accommodate the soft launch along the shore. This area is not wetland, but is adjacent to 

riverine wetlands, so techniques such as coffer dams would be used for any grading or soil movement at 

the shoreline edge to prevent indirect effects of siltation on nearby wetlands. Trees removed along the 

shorefront or to build the storage facility would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Because disturbance would only 

be 0.07 acre, and permanent impacts for the trail would be much less than the 1,280 SF the boardwalk 

would cover, it is likely that mitigation of wetlands disturbance would not be required. If the site were 

developed with only the trail, approximately 1,280 SF could be disturbed, although the trail would be 

aligned to minimize disturbance and a boardwalk would be to minimize the need to fill in the wetlands, so 

the actual permanent impacts on the trail would be much less than 1,280 SF and would be related to 

placement of footings for the boardwalk.  

Floodplains 

As discussed in the “Affected Environment” section, the entire project site is located within a 100-year 

floodplain. There would be up to approximately 30,300 SF of new structures within the zone under 

alternative 1. Boathouse facilities are water-dependent, and therefore appropriate for placement in the 

floodplain. With the exception of the storage facility on site A, the larger facilities would be built on slab 

and would not contain any habitable areas. These structures would all be constructed on piles and 

elevated to 2 to 3 feet above the base flood elevation. If the smaller facilities were placed on site C, these 

facilities would be placed on slab. Boat storage would be available on the ground floor below the 

habitable areas of the structures. These structures would be designed so the ground floor areas have 

flow-through construction and tear-away walls, so that the flood waters could flow through the structures 

and not impede floodplain function. Because of the conceptual nature of the plan for the zone at this time, 

a more specific study would be required at the time of design for each boathouse. However, a 2004 study 

examined the effect of a large boathouse structure proposed at the time at the western end of the zone on 

the C&O Canal and the floodplain. The study concluded that the proposed structure would have no 

impact on the floodplain and would not increase the water surface level, velocity, or shear stress 

appreciably during floods (Patton, Harris, Rust and Associates 2004).  

Under this alternative, floodplain values would be only slightly affected with the placement of the 2,700 

SF storage facility on the site or not affected at all with the placement of only a trail or boardwalk. It is 

conceivable that the use of permeable pavers on the public plazas on sites C, D, and E would slightly 

increase the ability of the site to capture increased flows, although development in the zone would not 

improve wildlife habitat. Placement of smaller structures on site C would also affect floodplain function 

and values less than if a larger facility were placed there, and the structures could be designed to allow 

floodwaters to flow through them or to be removable if a flood is imminent, minimizing adverse effects 

on floodplain functions and values at that site.   
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Cumulative Impacts 

All of the cumulative actions except the DC Streetcar Project have the potential to impact water quality in 

the study area, although all the construction projects would comply with local or federal stormwater and 

sediment and erosion control regulations, so the impacts would be minimal, if slightly adverse. The 

Potomac River Tunnel that is part of the DC Water Clean Rivers Project would result in substantial, 

beneficial impacts on both water quality and floodplains along the river by capturing and storing large 

amounts of stormwater and substantially reducing the number of combined sewer outflow events in the 

Potomac River. The construction of Georgetown Waterfront Park in the 2000s provided localized benefits 

to water quality because it converted the 10-acre site from impervious surface to a mostly landscaped and 

vegetated space. Limited impacts on riverine wetlands could occur from dredging related to Arlington 

Boathouse, particularly if the Rosslyn site is chosen, because the area is so shallow. Impacts from 

alternative 2 include minimal, adverse effects on water quality, wetlands, and floodplains. Overall, 

cumulative impacts on water quality and to a lesser extent on floodplains would be beneficial because of 

the benefits provided by the Potomac River Tunnel. There would be slight adverse impacts on wetlands. 

Implementation of alternative 2 would contribute a small, beneficial increment to the overall cumulative 

impact on water quality. The contribution of adverse impacts on water quality, wetlands, and floodplains 

from implementation of this alternative to the cumulative impacts on wetlands and floodplains would be 

slightly noticeable, resulting in overall slightly adverse impacts on wetlands and floodplains, although 

these impacts would be mitigated. 

Conclusion  

Under alternative 2, stormwater would be managed to minimize potential impacts on water quality over 

the long term; short-term construction impacts on water quality would be minimized with the use of 

sediment and erosion control practices and in-water practices to minimize suspension of sediments in the 

water column. Although there would be new structures in the floodplain, impacts on the floodplain 

function would be minimal because of the construction techniques used. Additionally, stormwater 

management practices such as pervious pavement would be used to minimize adverse impacts on 

floodplain values. Impacts would be short- and long-term and adverse on approximately .07 acre of 

palustrine wetland and 75 linear feet of shoreline improvements on site A to allow for a soft launch area 

for paddle craft. In addition, the installation of bulkheads at site E, and possibly at site D, with potential 

fill behind them of up to approximately .23 acre would have short- and long-term, adverse impacts. 

Wetlands would be mitigated according to the conditions of the permit requirements to be determined in 

the future. The use of appropriate construction techniques would result in minimal impacts on floodplain 

functions, while the use of stormwater management practices such as pervious pavement would minimize 

adverse impacts on floodplain values. Implementation of alternative 2 would contribute a small, 

beneficial increment to the overall cumulative impact on water quality. The contribution of adverse 

impacts to the cumulative impacts on wetlands and floodplains would be slightly noticeable, resulting in 

overall adverse impacts on wetlands and floodplains, although these impacts would be mitigated. 

Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland Protection and Director’s Order 77-2: Floodplain Management, which 

provide direction on complying with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, respectively, require that a 

Statement of Findings be prepared when a proposal would result in adverse impacts on floodplains or 

wetlands and detail the requirements and procedural elements associated with Statements of Findings. A 

combined Statement of Findings is included in Appendix C. 

Historic Structures and Districts 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Federal actions that have the potential to affect cultural resources are subject to a variety of laws and 

regulations. The NHPA of 1966, as amended, is the principal legislative authority for managing cultural 

resources associated with NPS projects. Generally, section 106 of the NHPA requires all federal agencies 
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to consider the effects of their actions on cultural resources listed and/or determined eligible for listing in 

the NRHP. Such resources are termed “historic properties.” In addition, the NHPA requires that federal 

agencies take action to minimize harm to historic properties that could potentially be adversely affected 

by a federal undertaking. Agencies must consult with the state historic preservation officer; Tribal historic 

preservation officer, if applicable; the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as required; and other 

interested parties in an effort to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. Agreement on mitigation of 

adverse effects on historic properties is reached through consultation with relevant agencies, including the 

state historic preservation officer, the Tribal historic preservation officer, and the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation, where appropriate. The Assessment of Effects report under NHPA is included as 

appendix D. 

In addition, NPS is charged with the protection and management of cultural resources in its custody. This 

is furthered through the implementation of Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resources Guideline (NPS 

1998), NPS Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006b), and the 2008 NPS Programmatic Agreement with 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Conference of State Historic 

Preservation Officers (NPS 2008c). These documents charge NPS managers with avoiding, or 

minimizing to the greatest degree practicable, adverse or other negative impacts on park resources and 

values. Although NPS has the discretion to allow certain impacts in parks, that discretion is limited by the 

statutory requirement that park resources and values remain unimpaired, unless a specific law directly 

provides otherwise.  

NPS guidance for evaluating impacts, the NPS NEPA handbook (NPS 2015a), requires that impact 

assessment be scientific, accurate, and quantified to the extent possible. For cultural resources, it is rarely 

possible to measure impacts in quantifiable terms; therefore, impact assessment must rely heavily on the 

professional judgment of resource experts. The analyses of effects on cultural resources that are presented 

in this section respond to the requirements of NEPA. An assessment of effect under section 106 is being 

conducted separately, but concurrently with the NEPA effort. This NHPA analysis has informed the 

analysis of impacts on historic structures and districts within this EA. 

STUDY AREA 

The study area for this analysis coincides with the APE that was determined during the section 106 

process. According to the section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800), an APE is defined as the geographic area 

or areas in which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of 

historic properties, if such properties exist. The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an 

undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking. A separate 

assessment of effects was prepared in compliance with section 106 and submitted to the District of 

Columbia Historic Preservation Office (DC HPO) for review. 

Both a primary and secondary APE have been delineated for the project as depicted in figure 10. The 

primary APE encompasses the proposed project area, extending from 34th Street NW at the western edge 

of Georgetown Waterfront Park to approximately 0.25-mile upriver from Key Bridge in the District of 

Columbia. The primary APE is likely to experience direct impacts while the secondary APE considers 

potential indirect and cumulative impacts on surrounding historic resources adjacent to the project area. 

The western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the secondary APE north of the Potomac River coincide 

with the Georgetown Historic District boundary. The secondary APE extends east to 27th Street at K 

Street NW then follows Virginia Avenue NW to the south. The boundary proceeds south behind the 

Watergate Complex and the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. The southern edge of the 

secondary APE follows Roosevelt Bridge and the southern boundary of the GWMP.  

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the no-action alternative, no new nonmotorized boathouse facilities would be constructed, and 

capacity for nonmotorized boating on the Potomac River in Georgetown would remain the same. 
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Negotiations and plans to rehabilitate the Washington Canoe Club would continue, and it is foreseeable 

that the rehabilitation would occur. Since no action would be taken, the project would have no direct or 

indirect impacts on historic resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts would occur under the no-action alternative because there would not be any 

impacts.  

Conclusion 

The no-action alternative would not affect cultural resources because the existing conditions would 

remain. No new facilities would be constructed and no changes would occur to the shoreline of the 

Potomac River. The alternative would have a possible beneficial impact on the Washington Canoe Club 

because the building’s rehabilitation would be completed according to the Secretary of the Interior’s 

standards. There would be no cumulative impacts under the no-action alternative. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2: DEVELOP THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

Under alternative 2, direct impacts would occur as a result of the proposed rehabilitation of the 

Washington Canoe Club. However, given that the rehabilitation would be conducted according to 

Secretary of the Interior’s standards, the impact would be beneficial because it would improve the overall 

condition of the property and preserve character-defining features of the historic building. Direct impacts 

also would occur as a result of the installation of a viewing terrace on top of the Alexandria Aqueduct and 

boat storage below the aqueduct arch. Again, these activities would be reviewed by the DC HPO and 

would therefore follow the Secretary of the Interior’s standards. Construction of new facilities at sites C, 

D, and E, and possibly a small structure at site A would have direct impacts on the setting of the 

Washington Canoe Club, Potomac Boat Club, Alexandria Aqueduct, and Key Bridge with the 

construction of new buildings as well as the introduction of a cul-de-sac. As noted above, the historic 

setting of these resources along the Potomac once included boathouses in some of these locations that are 

no longer in existence. Therefore, the change in setting is not drastically different than what it was 

historically. The historic period setting east of the Alexandria Aqueduct has already been changed by the 

elevated Whitehurst Freeway. Because all of the construction activities would occur south of the CCT 

with no disturbance to the existing vegetation between the CCT and the C&O Canal, there would be no 

direct impacts on the C&O Canal.  

The Georgetown Historic District would experience direct impacts with the introduction of three to five 

new non-contributing buildings or structures into the district, depending on the final design for each site. 

Given that there are approximately 340 contributing buildings within the historic district, the introduction 

of these modern buildings would not alter the characteristics of the historic district that make it eligible 

for listing under Criteria A and C and significant as a national historic landmark. The introduction of 

these modern buildings would not substantially diminish the district integrity of setting given the limited 

visibility between Prospect Street NW and the shoreline. In addition, the designs of any new buildings 

would be reviewed by the DC HPO and the Commission of Fine Arts (CFA) and Georgetown Historic 

Preservation Review Board, which would ensure their appropriateness within the Georgetown Historic 

District. 

Indirect impacts on historic resources in the vicinity of the zone would occur as a result of the change in 

the built environment along the shoreline of the Potomac River. The view of the shoreline from the 

GWMP between Key Bridge and the N. Lynn Street onramp would be altered with construction of the 

new boathouses. However, this development would only alter the setting of the GWMP slightly and 

would not alter the characteristics of the historic district that contribute to its eligibility under Criterion C. 

Historic districts in the vicinity, including the Theodore Roosevelt Island Historic District and the Rock 

Creek and Potomac Parkway Historic District, would only have a limited view of the proposed 
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development because Key Bridge would block much of the view. The additional proposed boathouses 

would have an indirect impact by slightly altering the setting of these districts. However, this change to 

the setting would be negligible in the scale of the overall landscape.  

Similarly, the NRHP-listed Watergate Complex and John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts 

would have limited views of the construction activities associated with alternative 2 because of 

obstructions such as Theodore Roosevelt Island and Key Bridge. These resources would be indirectly 

affected by altering the setting, but the impact would be negligible because of the limited views and 

would not alter the characteristics of either property that make them eligible for the NRHP. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Only one new building is included in the cumulative projects: the proposed Arlington Boathouse at 

GWMP. This project would have an adverse impact because it would introduce a new boathouse along 

the river in an area that was not historically used for boating access. The condominium development on 

Water Street NW and West Heating Plant Conversion both would use existing buildings. These projects 

would have a beneficial impact because they would rehabilitate the existing buildings according to the 

Secretary of the Interior’s standards. The DC Streetcar Project would presumably be constructed within 

existing rights-of-way and would somewhat alter the setting along Water Street NW and thus has the 

potential to adversely impact historic resources. The C&O Canal Dock and Improvements also would 

alter the setting but to a smaller degree; these alterations have the potential to adversely impact historic 

resources. The adverse and beneficial impacts of the cumulative projects and the negligible impact of 

alternative 2 would result in an overall, negligible cumulative impact. Alternative 2 would contribute an 

imperceptible incremental impact to the cumulative impacts because the project would have no adverse 

impact on historic resources.  

Conclusion 

Alternative 2 would have direct and indirect impacts on historic resources within the primary and 

secondary APEs. However, none of the impacts would alter the eligibility for listing in the NRHP of any 

of the historic resources. Direct impacts within the primary APE would be beneficial to the Washington 

Canoe Club and would not alter the characteristics of the Georgetown Historic District, C&O Canal, 

Washington Canoe Club, Potomac Boat Club, Alexandria Aqueduct, and Key Bridge that make each 

resource eligible for listing in the NRHP. Indirect impacts on resources within the secondary APE involve 

altering the setting of historic resources. However the impact would not alter the significant 

characteristics of the GWMP, Theodore Roosevelt Island Historic District, Rock Creek and Potomac 

Parkway Historic District, Watergate Complex, and John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts that 

make these resources eligible for listing in the NRHP. The adverse and beneficial impacts of the 

cumulative projects and the negligible impact of alternative 2 would result in an overall, negligible 

cumulative impact, with alternative 2 contributing an imperceptible adverse increment to overall 

cumulative impacts. 

Land Use and Accessibility to Adjacent Residential and Other Uses 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Land use and zoning impacts attributable to a project are determined by changes to the site and the 

surrounding area, including changes in density and use, induced development, spurred revitalization, 

increased vacancy, and effects on adjacent properties in the zone. Such changes are typically a function of 

the scale of the alternative, proximity of other uses to the study area, existing zoning, the availability of 

vacant or underutilized land, the condition of surrounding buildings, and outside land use plans for the 

area. 
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To evaluate impacts on land use and zoning, information was obtained from Washington DC Office of 

Planning (DCOP 2011) in conjunction with the local and regional land use plans described in chapter 3 to 

draw qualitative conclusions about impacts under each alternative.  

STUDY AREA 

The study area for land use is the project area itself and the neighborhood of Georgetown.  

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Area Land Use Plans  

Under the no-action alternative, no new nonmotorized boathouse facilities would be constructed, and the 

site would remain unchanged. Additionally, privately owned property in the middle of the site would 

remain, and the Potomac Boat Club would continue its operations. Because no new construction would 

occur on the site, the no-action alternative would result in no change to the land uses. Minor 

inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital and CapitalSpace’s plan would 

continue, but there would be no discernable impact.  

Adjacent Properties 

Because there would be no changes to any of the sites, there would no impacts on adjacent properties.   

Cumulative Impacts 

Because there would be no discernable impacts on land use or adjacent properties under the no-action 

alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts.  

Conclusion  

Because no changes to the site would occur, the no-action alternative would result in no impacts on land 

use or adjacent properties. As a result, the long-term, mostly beneficial impacts with some adverse 

impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts of present 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in long-term, beneficial and adverse, cumulative 

effects. Because there would be no impacts on land use or adjacent properties under the no-action 

alternative, there would be no cumulative impacts.  

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2: DEVELOP THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

Adopted Land Use Plans 

Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. The enhanced pedestrian access and improved public 

spaces associated with alternative 2 would align with the Comprehensive Plan’s recommendations to 

provide publicly beneficial uses on large sites and promote active street life, public spaces, and pedestrian 

friendly streets.  

The proposed development would direct growth and new development to achieve economic vitality; 

provide public benefit uses on large sites, with a focus on water recreation; and promote active street life, 

public spaces, and pedestrian friendly streets. Alternative 2 also would align with the Comprehensive Plan 

because it would construct the nonmotorized boathouse mentioned in the location-specific land use plan 

for Georgetown. Because of the consistencies between the two plans, the impact on land use would be 

beneficial.  

CapitalSpace. Alternative 2 would align with CapitalSpace’s recommendations for parks in the District. 

To strengthen the park system, CapitalSpace recommends implementing greenways to link parks and 

make them destinations. Alternative 2 would create new public spaces and connect the site with 

Georgetown Waterfront Park, which would align with the CapitalSpace goals. Alternative 2 also would 
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enhance the urban natural areas by providing mores access to the Potomac River, enhance Center City 

parks, and transform small parks via the public spaces developed under this plan. As such, alternative 2 

would align with CapitalSpace’s plan, resulting in a beneficial impact on land use.  

Zoning. Under alternative 2, NPS would own any structure constructed and would therefore be exempt 

from zoning regulations. However, if NPS were to lease out one of the structures, or if the site fell under 

private ownership as a result of a land exchange, and no public access was provided, the site would 

become subject to zoning regulations. In this scenario, any construction on the site would need to align 

with the zoning ordinances, with the caveat that additional pedestrian activity could increase noise for 

area residents and be considered objectionable, and height and setback restrictions could differ and affect 

the form of the development on the sites. This would be of concern for sites D and E, because they are 

outside the C&O Canal NHP and would be most likely of all the sites to host facilities with dedicated 

tenants that might desire to limit public access. However, considering the existing pedestrian activity and 

the expected minimal noise that visitor rowing would produce, area residents are not expected to object. 

Therefore, there would be no impacts on zoning. 

Accessibility to Adjacent Residential and Other Uses 

Under this alternative, new boating facilities would be developed on either side of the townhouses and the 

Potomac Boat Club. Changes to the configuration of Water Street NW would occur with the installation 

of a cul-de-sac and conversion of the area in front of the club and townhouses into a plaza to improve the 

transition to and from the trail and the road and to accommodate more users. The design would 

accommodate vehicular access for the private properties and the existing private parking. The Potomac 

Boat Club and townhouses would remain under private ownership, and measures would be put in place to 

retain easy and safe access to their parking and homes; however, the new road configuration would result 

in limited vehicular access to the area beside the privately owned property. Additionally, the newly 

configured roads would result in more pedestrian and cycling traffic that would be mitigated through 

signage and markings on the trail. As a result more visitors to the zone, the new configuration of Water 

Street, and increased pedestrian activities between the traffic circle and the aqueduct, the increased traffic 

and limited vehicular access combined with development of the zone would result in some long-term, 

potentially adverse impacts on the adjacent privately owned properties related to changes in access to the 

properties. In the scenario that the townhouses in site D become available to NPS, the Potomac Boat Club 

would still experience limited adverse impacts related to changes in access patterns, although it is 

expected that the impacts would decrease over time as new patterns and habits are established in the area. 

Properties across Water Street NW would also be affected by the street configuration change, but to a 

lesser extent. Curb cuts would remain, and improvements to sidewalks and pedestrian access could 

provide benefits to these properties.   

Cumulative Impacts 

Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the area that may affect land use include the 

DC Streetcar Project, condominium development on Water Street NW, the C&O Canal Dock and 

Improvements, and the West Heating Plant Conversion. The development on Water Street and the West 

Heating Plant Conversion would bring more pedestrians in the area and would contribute to the 

Comprehensive Plan’s vision of a more active street life in downtown DC. With the addition of more 

pedestrians, the DC Streetcar Project would allow for more connectivity from Georgetown and other 

portions of the city and would create an additional connection between parks, which aligns with the goals 

of both Comprehensive Plan and CapitalSpace’s plan. The C&O Canal Dock and Improvements would 

improve programming in the park and create a better experience for the public, which would also align 

with CapitalSpace’s initiative to build stronger parks in downtown Washington DC. The condominium 

redevelopment would theoretically have a beneficial effect on that property. The long-term, mostly 

beneficial impacts of alternative 2 and limited adverse impacts on adjacent properties, in conjunction with 

the long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
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would result in overall long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts. Alternative 2 would contribute an 

imperceptible increment to the overall cumulative impacts. 

Conclusion  

Alternative 2 would be consistent with the recommendations provided in both the Comprehensive Plan 

for the National Capital and CapitalSpace’s plan, which would result in beneficial impacts. All structures 

proposed would be NPS-owned and therefore exempt from zoning. As a result, the long-term, adverse 

impacts of this alternative, in conjunction with the long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts of present 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would result in a long-term, beneficial, cumulative effect. 

Alternative 1 would contribute an imperceptible, beneficial increment to the overall cumulative impact. 

Transportation 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The purpose of this impact analysis is to assess the effects of the alternatives on the transportation 

systems both within the project area and within the larger area that would be affected by the alternatives, 

as noted in the “Study Area” section. The following modes or elements of transportation were analyzed as 

a part of this EA and in the accompanying TIA report (appendix B): traffic, pedestrian network, bicycle 

network, transit, parking, and truck and bus access. Prior to initiating the transportation analysis, NPS, 

DDOT, and the project team met to determine what analysis tools, data parameters, and assumptions 

would provide the basis of the analysis.  

DDOT, through its comprehensive transportation review process (DDOT 2012), requires that a scoping 

form be approved prior to analysis outlining the agreed upon level of detail, data parameters, and type of 

analysis. These parameters and assumptions include a study area, trip generation, trip distribution, modal 

split, analysis years, analysis methods, and no-action transportation assumptions (background growth, 

planned developments, and planned roadway improvements). Attachment 1 of the TIA contains the 

DDOT scoping form with these details. 

The first step to determine transportation impacts was to monitor the current use of the transportation 

systems, including counts of vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. These results are documented in the TIA 

and summarized in the “Affected Environment” section above. Next, background transportation trips 

through the EA analysis study year (2020) were evaluated using information from reasonably foreseeable 

developments in the nearby area, proposed improvements to the transportation infrastructure 

(e.g., roadway, sidewalk, transit, bicycle, and parking improvements), and background growth of the 

roadway system. The background transportation trips through the EA analysis study year, 2020, added to 

the existing conditions traffic counts, constitutes the no-action alternative, or alternative 1. Because 

alternative 1 includes transportation trips of reasonably foreseeable projects, the impacts of alternative 1 

and alternative 2, which builds on this alternative, inherently include cumulative impacts.  

Transportation analyses must include these other reasonably foreseeable projects (many of which are 

cumulative projects) in the no-action alternative because the no-action alternative is the baseline against 

which the future alternatives are analyzed. If alternative 1 does not include the background traffic growth 

and projects that will be permitted by the time the proposed action is implemented, the traffic impacts of 

normal background traffic growth and the impacts the other nearby projects will have on traffic could be 

attributed to the proposed action. Therefore, alternative 1 isolates all future expected growth so that 

alternative 2 only includes the impacts of the proposed action itself. Analyzing transportation in this way 

isolates the impact the proposed action itself from the impacts of other projects. 

Transportation impacts of alternative 2 were established by determining the number of additional trips 

and transportation network road changes that would be generated by the proposed development and other 

improvements in the study area; this step is called trip generation. The number of trips generated by the 

proposed action were then divided into their associated mode of transportation based on transportation 
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modal splits that are typical of the proposed use of the project (e.g., 90% drive alone, 5% use bicycles, 

and 5% walk). For alternative 2, modal split varied based on each project user group, as described below 

in the “Traffic” section and in the TIA. Once the trips were divided by mode, the additional vehicle trips 

generated by the implementation of the boathouse zone were then added to the alternative 1 traffic values 

in a process called trip distribution to determine impacts for alternative 2. Trip distribution attributes 

future project trips to roads based on typical user travel patterns and percentages of users on each 

roadway in the project area.  

Because this transportation section is based on the analysis in the TIA, which itself is based on 

agreements with NPS and DDOT, the full detailed TIA reflects only the worst-case scenario of trips 

generated from implementing the most intense action alternative as originally developed in the DDOT 

scoping form for the project. This scenario is now best described as the most intense outcome of the range 

of development described in alternative 2, including the option for the expanded facility on site D, if the 

privately owned townhouses become available for development, and a boathouse facility on site C. The 

largest facility on site C is now shown as somewhat smaller than the original facility in the DDOT 

scoping form, and the impacts of alternative 2 as described below would be less intense than those 

analyzed in the TIA because the proposed maximum size of some of the facilities, notably on sites C and 

D, has decreased since the original scoping with DDOT.  

In the alternative 2 analysis, some existing users of Thompson’s (i.e., Virginia-based high schools, 

Georgetown and George Washington Universities) might relocate to a new facility in Georgetown or 

Arlington and would be replaced by new athletic users from other high schools or universities. The 

alternative 2 analysis assumes that a high school would replace a university slot at Thompson’s and thus 

convert some walking trips to vehicle trips for the Virginia Avenue NW and 27th Street NW at I Street 

NW intersections. Therefore, the Saturday peak period is studied for these intersections, as well as all 

other intersections in the traffic study area, to reflect new rental users accessing Thompson’s as access to 

the waterfront is improved along both sides of the Potomac River. No change from present conditions is 

assumed for private users storing their boats at Thompson’s. 

STUDY AREA, REASONABLY FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT, AND PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS  

The transportation study areas are described in “Chapter 3: Affected Environment,” within the 

“Transportation” section of that chapter.   

For the reasons discussed above, analysis of transportation impacts must include planned transportation 

improvements and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area that are usually considered as part of 

cumulative effects for other resource topics.   

Planned Developments and Roadway Improvements 

The following section describes the planned developments and the background roadway improvements 

that were included in the analysis of transportation impacts for alternative 1, as described in the 

“Methodology and Assumptions” section above. More details on these projects are included in the TIA 

(appendix B). All developments are located adjacent to or in the study area. 

 3220 Prospect Street NW would include the addition of 10 parking spaces, redevelop the 

existing surface parking lot with 27,600 SF of retail space, and include an on-street loading 

zone (Wells + Associates 2015).  

 2715 Pennsylvania Avenue NW would include redevelopment of an existing gas station into 

43,395 SF of luxury residential units (Rodgers 2015a). 

 John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts Expansion would expand the existing 

building by providing an additional 60,000 SF of space for performing art purposes, including 

classrooms, rehearsal rooms, and event spaces (Stantec 2013). 
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 Old Lantham Hotel would involve redeveloping this former hotel into 150 apartment units 

and 12,000 SF of retail space. The site is located on M Street NW between Thomas Jefferson 

and 30th Streets NW (Nelson Nygaard 2014). 

 Water Street Residential Development would include redeveloping a building at the 

intersection of Water and 34th Streets NW into a 38-unit condominium building (Rodgers 

2015b). 

 Watergate Hotel Renovation, which was completed in the spring of 2016, has increased the 

number of rooms from 251 to 348 and added a drinking place and restaurant, but still 

occupies 265,000 SF (Cooper 2014). The hotel is located along Virginia Avenue between 

25th and 27th Streets NW. 

DDOT has plans for four roadway or transit improvements in the secondary (vehicular) study area in the 

future (MWCOG 2015). All four projects, described in detail in the TIA, would result in no changes to 

the roadway network. The projects include the following: 

 Rehabilitation of I-66 Ramp to Whitehurst Freeway over Potomac Parkway and Rock Creek  

 Implementation of Union Station to Georgetown Premium Transit (K Street Transit) along K 

Street NW, requiring modifications to the existing lane geometry to accommodate a light rail 

streetcar traveling with traffic  

 Rehabilitation of ramp from Whitehurst Freeway to Potomac Freeway  

 Replacement of 31st Street NW Bridge over the C&O Canal  

Pedestrian Network 

Only one project in the primary study area is expected to be completed by 2020—a residential 

redevelopment at the intersection of Water and 34th Streets NW. While some of the improvements 

associated with the District-wide Bicycle and Pedestrian Management Program, including sign and 

lighting upgrades to benefit pedestrians (MWCOG 2015), may be located within the study area, the 

details and locations of these future improvements are not yet known.   

Bicycle Network 

DDOT plans to construct a number of bicycle facilities throughout the District, including new cycle 

tracks, bicycle lanes, trails, and contra-flow bicycle lanes. The TIA includes a table with the planned 

bicycle facilities in the primary study area and within a 1-mile radius of the primary study area as 

presented in the moveDC: Bicycle Element (DDOT 2014a). Note that although the District has proposed 

many new bicycle lanes, trails, and cycle tracks, all facilities may not be implemented. Of the 

improvements noted in the report, DDOT is currently (2015/2016) studying the possibility of a cycle 

track along Pennsylvania Avenue NW between 17th and 22nd Streets NW (DDOT 2015b). 

In addition to bicycle facilities, the 2015 District of Columbia Capital Bikeshare Development Plan 

recommends expanding four bicycle share stations located within 1-mile of the primary study area by 

adding more docks (DDOT 2015c). The District also recommends expanding the Capital Bikeshare 

station network over the next three years (DDOT 2015c). Within the primary study area, one new station 

is planned along Georgetown Waterfront Park just several blocks from the project area. Within the larger 

1-mile area surrounding the primary study area, approximately eight or nine new station locations are 

proposed.  

Transit 

If the Union Station to Georgetown Premium Transit streetcar project (K Street Transit line, part of the 

larger DC Streetcar Project) were implemented along K Street NW in the primary study area by 2020, the 
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service would offer new transit options for non-vehicular study area trips. The 3-mile transit corridor for 

this transit line would run between Union Station and Georgetown, extending the current transit corridor 

on H Street NE. The recommended alternative would travel east along K Street NW toward Georgetown, 

continue underneath the Whitehurst Freeway, and end at the intersection of K Street NW and Wisconsin 

Avenue NW in Georgetown (DDOT 2013). However, given the funding allocated in the most recent 

budget for the DC Streetcar or K Street Transit line, “it appears that the funding needs for a line to 

Georgetown ‘will extend beyond’ the proposed capital improvement plan” (Laris 2015).  

According to the 2014 DC Circulator Transit Development Plan Update report, the DC Circulator system 

would have several routes in the primary study area and surrounding 0.25-mile area (DDOT 2014c). The 

DC Circulator Transit Development Plan Update recommends implementing the Georgetown – Union 

Station Extension to the National Cathedral and the Dupont – Georgetown-Rosslyn Extension to U 

Street/Howard University. Both of these changes are recommended for implementation in Phase I of 

improvements, or fiscal year 2015–2017 (near-term). Depending on the procurement of additional 

vehicles, the DC Circulator Transit Development Plan Update also recommends a new National 

Cathedral – McPherson Square Metro route that would overlap with a shortened Georgetown – Union 

Station route. These proposed route changes are discussed in the TIA. 

In addition to the route adjustments, the system evaluation of the DC Circulator system in the Transit 

Development Plan Update identifies several opportunities to improve the existing DC Circulator routes 

(DDOT 2014c). More details on these improvements are discussed in the TIA. It is likely that DDOT 

would work to implement these improvements as needed among the current routes. It is also assumed that 

there would be ongoing local bus changes through WMATA’s Better Bus Program, a program that covers 

service and route changes to improve the bus operations for all passengers (WMATA 2016).  

Trucks and Buses 

No known changes to truck and bus circulation or loading in the project area, the primary study area, or 

the larger 0.25-mile surrounding area are proposed.  

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

This section describes the impacts of the no-action alternative, or the baseline condition, if the zone and 

associated planned development were not implemented. Under alternative 1, no changes are proposed to 

be made within the project area itself. Therefore, only changes that are planned or reasonably foreseeable 

outside of the project area but within the study area or extended 0.25 or 1 mile study areas noted in 

“Chapter 3: Affected Environment” are described. 

Pedestrian Network 

Under alternative 1, no substantial changes to the volume of pedestrian activity or substantial changes to 

existing pedestrian infrastructure near the project area are anticipated. Impacts on the pedestrian network 

under alternative 1 would be negligible for both the project area and the primary study area because 

alternative 1 does not include additional development within the project area and no increase in 

pedestrians from the project area is anticipated other than normal annual growth. 

Bicycle Network 

No increase in bicycles from the project area are anticipated other than normal annual growth. With the 

increase of Capital Bikeshare station docks and stations within 1 mile of the primary study area and the 

possibility for additional bicycle infrastructure improvements as planned by DDOT, some improvements 

to the bicycle network within the primary study area and the surrounding 1-mile area would occur under 

alternative 1. The annual background growth in cyclists through 2020 would be expected in both the 

project area and larger study area, especially with the introduction of a Capital Bikeshare station at or near 

Georgetown Waterfront Park.  
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Under alternative 1, impacts on the bicycle network in the project area would be adverse because of 

additional cyclists adding to the already confusing conditions of the project area. Impacts on cyclists 

within the larger primary study area and 1-mile surrounding area under alternative 1 would be beneficial 

because new planned bicycle facilities would create capacity and routes for bicyclists.  

Transit 

Minimal new development under the no-action alternative in the study area would result in a minimal 

increase in transit trips from the project area; these trips would be roughly equivalent to normal annual 

growth. By 2020, as part of alternative 1 but not as a result of the project, local bus ridership in the transit 

study area would increase as a result of increased development within the Georgetown area, local bus 

route changes (DC Circulator and WMATA), and increases in background vehicular traffic. Any increase 

in future transit riders would be spread across multiple bus lines, new or rerouted DC Circulator lines, and 

the K Street Transit line if implemented; therefore, any increase in ridership, although expected to be 

minimal, would cause negligible impacts and would be accommodated in future route planning. At the 

same time, the planned improvements to the DC Circulator lines through the study area may increase 

overall transit options for users in the study area given the rerouting of lines. Any adverse impacts that do 

materialize for buses (increased passengers or delays in traffic) are likely to be addressed with the new 

DC Circulator changes and as service providers make regular service and route adjustments to lines to 

accommodate changing ridership patterns, traffic conditions, and funding availability. If the K Street 

Transit line were implemented, additional transit options would be available in the form of an east-west 

streetcar line across most of the city. Therefore, overall, impacts on transit under alternative 1 would be 

negligible for both the project area and the primary study area. With implementation of the K Street 

Transit line, these impacts would change to beneficial because of the added transit opportunities provided. 

Trucks and Buses 

Because so few changes to truck and bus circulation or loading are anticipated in the project area, impacts 

on trucks and buses under alternative 1 would be negligible for both the project area and the primary 

study area. 

Parking 

Without implementation of the K Street Transit line, impacts on parking under alternative 1 would be 

negligible for both the project area and the primary study area because no parking changes are expected 

within the project area or primary study area, and parking demand would only increase minimally as a 

result of nearby development projects. With implementation of the K Street Transit line, impacts on 

parking under alternative 1 would be adverse for the primary study area because 75 parking spaces would 

be removed on K Street NW between Wisconsin Avenue and 29th Street (DDOT 2013). While the 

decrease in on-street parking would have an adverse impact on parking, the increase in transit provided by 

the streetcar would allow drivers alternative ways to easily access the area. It should be noted, however, 

that the current status of the DC Streetcar Project is behind schedule, and it is unlikely that the K Street 

Transit line would be implemented in the primary study area by 2020. 

Traffic 

Alternative 1 includes growth in existing traffic volumes through 2020, various programmed 

transportation improvements in the study area, and trips generated by approved and unbuilt development 

projects (the latter two are discussed above). These and other traffic inputs are then used to evaluate the 

traffic operations. The TIA includes full documentation on the detailed methods and data sources for 

determining the various traffic inputs, including background growth for all alternatives, and alternative 1 

trip generation, modal split, and trip distribution.  
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Traffic Operations Analysis for Alternative 1: No-Action Alternative. The results of the alternative 1 

operations analysis are summarized in this section. The TIA contains tables and graphics depicting the 

full operations results in more detail as well as the alternative 1 traffic queueing analysis.  

Based on the signalized intersection analysis, more than half of the study intersections operate at 

acceptable conditions during the peak hours analyzed (weekday AM and PM peak hours, Saturday peak 

hour). However, the following three signalized intersections operate at overall unacceptable conditions 

under alternative 1 for the time periods noted: 

 K Street NW/Whitehurst Freeway NW eastbound off-ramp and 27th Street NW/Rock Creek 

Parkway northbound off-ramp (Intersection #9) during the weekday AM and PM peak hours 

and Saturday peak hour  

 I Street NW and 27th Street NW (Intersection #10) during the weekday AM peak hour 

 Thompson Boat Center/Virginia Avenue NW and Rock Creek Parkway (Intersection #13) 

during the Saturday peak hour   

The individual signalized intersection approaches that operate under unacceptable conditions during the 

noted peak hour are individually called out in the TIA and shown in figures. Based on the unsignalized 

intersection analysis, the intersection of K Street NW/Rock Creek Parkway southbound off-ramp and 29th 

Street NW (Intersection #8) would operate at overall unacceptable conditions during the weekday AM 

peak hour. Additionally, the westbound approach of the same intersection would operate at unacceptable 

conditions during the weekday AM peak hour and Saturday peak hour. The remaining unsignalized 

intersections would operate at overall acceptable levels of service under alternative 1. 

There would be unacceptable operating conditions at one intersection for one new peak hour period under 

alternative 1 (Intersection #9 would now fail during the Saturday peak hour, where it did not fail in the 

existing conditions).   

Traffic Summary for Alternative 1: No-action Alternative. Overall traffic impacts under alternative 1 

would be adverse but very minimal within the secondary traffic study area because of the additional poor 

operations of one additional intersection during one peak hour time period. Within the project area, 

overall impacts on traffic would be negligible compared to existing conditions. 

Cumulative Impacts 

All of the cumulative projects except the DC Water Clean Rivers Project have the potential to affect 

transportation, although the proposed Arlington Boathouse would only indirectly affect transportation in 

the study area. As noted in the “Methodology and Assumptions” section above, because alternative 1 

includes transportation trips for reasonably foreseeable projects, the impacts of alternative 1 inherently 

include cumulative impacts. However, the West Heating Plant Conversion and C&O Canal Dock and 

Improvements were not included in the transportation alternative 1 (no-action alternative) projects 

because during the transportation scoping process, they were determined to not be developed substantially 

enough to determine transportation impacts. Georgetown Waterfront Park provides a multiuse trail 

through the park and along the road, which benefits cyclists using the area. It also provides an additional 

attraction that brings visitors to the waterfront area, which has likely served to increase traffic in the area. 

Alternative 1 itself would have negligible transportation impacts on pedestrians, transit, buses, and 

parking; minimal but adverse impacts on traffic; adverse impacts within the project area on cyclists; and 

beneficial impacts on cyclists within the larger study area. If the K Street Transit line were implemented 

by 2020, transit area impacts would be beneficial and parking impacts would be adverse. Therefore, 

excluding the two cumulative projects not deemed reasonably developed (West Heating Plant Conversion 

and C&O Canal Dock and Improvements) and the one project that would only indirectly impact 

transportation in the study area (Arlington Boathouse), the incremental contribution of the no-action 

alternative on the impacts from the cumulative transportation projects would be imperceptible.  
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Conclusion 

Alternative 1 would result in minimal or no changes to the pedestrian network, transit, trucks and buses, 

and parking. Under the no action alternative, no new bicycle facilities would be added in the project area. 

However, as a result of regular background growth, new bicycle facilities would be added in the nearby 

area over time. This would add cyclists in the project area without project area bicycle improvements and 

add additional traffic in the secondary study area without related traffic improvements. As a result of 

increased bicycle facilities and traffic described above without corresponding street infrastructure 

improvements, there would be negligible impacts for pedestrians, transit, trucks and buses, and parking; 

adverse impacts for traffic; and adverse impacts within the project area and larger study area for cyclists. 

If the K Street Transit line were implemented by the city by 2020, transit area impacts would be 

beneficial, and parking impacts would be adverse. In conjunction with cumulative projects included in the 

alternative 1 analysis, the contribution of additional cumulative impacts would be negligible. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2: DEVELOP THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

Under alternative 2, new boating facilities would be developed and new users would be attracted to the 

zone, generating a large number of new trips to and within the project area during many months of the 

year. These additional trips would affect all components of the transportation system, including traffic, 

transit, pedestrians, and bicycles. The transportation analysis is based on the TIA, which itself is based on 

agreements with NPS and DDOT. Therefore, the full detailed transportation impact analysis performed 

reflects development of the highest density implementation of the zone that was originally developed for 

the project, which includes the larger boathouse option at site D and a full boathouse at site C. The 

boathouse at site C in the TIA is a little larger than is presented in this EA, because of the evolution of the 

alternatives after the TIA was written. The scenario analyzed includes the components noted in table 4. 

TABLE 4. ALTERNATIVE 2 WITH OPTION: HIGH DENSITY SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT COMPONENTS 

Site Letter Description 

A 2,700 SF 

B Existing Washington Canoe Club           

C 10,200 SF (now 6,000 SF) 

D 7,800 SF (replaces the existing Key Bridge Boathouse concession) (now 3,600 to 7,200 SF) 

E 13,800 SF 

Total 34,500 SF 

Because a smaller facility would be developed on site C, the impacts of alternative 2 would be less 

intense than those analyzed in the TIA.  

Pedestrian Network 

Alternative 2 includes a new separated multiuse trail along the south side of Water Street NW that would 

connect the CCT to the Georgetown Waterfront Park Trail. This CCT extension would transition from 16 

feet wide west of the Alexandria Aqueduct to 10 feet east of the aqueduct and continue on the south side 

of Water Street NW between the Whitehurst Freeway columns, connecting to Georgetown Waterfront 

Park. Alternative 2 also includes the addition of multiple public plazas. These plazas would improve 

pedestrian access to existing docks and provide additional access to the water via future docks, thereby 

improving the overall environment for users. 

Under alternative 2 the sidewalks on either side of Water Street NW from just east of the Key Bridge 

overpass to the new cul-de-sac would be extended, and the authorized access driveway areas would be 

made clear to users in the area. These additions would significantly reclaim space for pedestrians and 

support the additional users that would be generated from the proposed development. Public pedestrian 

access to site A would be provided across the Washington Canoe Club apron area, and additional 
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pedestrian amenities would be provided in the form of orientation and interpretive exhibits, picnic tables 

and grills, public restrooms, a rental kiosk, and seasonal outdoor boat storage.  

Alternative 2 would draw additional pedestrians to and through the area because of increased capacity of 

the boathouses, additional recreational features, and the formalized connection between Georgetown 

Waterfront Park and the CCT. Users of both area trails and visitors of the boathouses in the study area 

would now have a dedicated multiuse path that is clearly demarcated from vehicles, improving safety for 

all users.  

In summary, impacts on the pedestrian network in the project area would be direct and beneficial under 

alternative 2 because the alternative would include substantial improvements to the pedestrian 

environment, and any increase in pedestrians would be accommodated with the new multiuse trail 

extension, additional sidewalks, pedestrian priority areas, and plazas. Impacts on the pedestrian network 

in the larger study area outside the zone would be negligible compared to alternative 1 because pedestrian 

improvements would not occur outside of the project area. Any increase in pedestrians from the project in 

areas outside of the zone may cause increased congestion at times on sidewalks that have obstructions 

(Whitehurst Freeway support columns) or are narrower than the recommended 6- or 10-foot-wide width. 

However, the adjacent Georgetown Waterfront Park Trail would allow pedestrians alternate options for 

travel during those times.  

Bicycle Network 

Under alternative 2, bicycle accommodations in the project area would improve with the introduction of 

the multiuse trail extension between the CCT and Georgetown Waterfront Park. Because cyclists 

currently share the road with vehicles between these two points, the designated trail for cyclists and 

pedestrians would improve safety by separating these users from vehicular traffic. However, cyclists 

would have to share the trail with pedestrians, which at times may mean congestion and slight delays, 

both of which are typical for urban mixed-use trails. Cyclists would have the option of traveling on Water 

Street NW in vehicular lanes once they reached the cul-de-sac, offering potential increases in speed if the 

multiuse trail is crowded. 

Alternative 2 likely would draw additional cyclists to and through the area with the increased capacity of 

the boathouses, additional recreational features, and the formalized connection between Georgetown 

Waterfront Park and the CCT. Alternative 2 would also likely include the provision of bicycle racks to 

support existing and future users; however, the location of these racks is yet to be determined. 

Impacts on the bicycle network in the project area would be direct and beneficial under alternative 2 

because implementation of the action alternative would improve the bicycle environment and the overall 

safety of cyclists even with an increase in bicyclists. While additional cyclists and pedestrians in the 

project area may cause congestion at times, cyclists would have the option to share Water Street NW with 

vehicles as an alternate path. Because no bicycle improvements are proposed outside of the project area 

for alternative 2, there would be impacts on the bicycle network in the larger primary study area and 1-

mile surrounding area from an increase in the number of cyclists. However, although the number of 

cyclists may increase in areas outside of the project area from alternative 2 causing increased congestion 

at times on trails, the time periods of congestion would be minimal and negligible compared to 

alternative 1. Although any increase in cyclists from alternative 2 to areas outside of the project area may 

cause increased congestion at times on trails, the time periods of congestion would be minimal. 

Additionally, the network of streets in the Georgetown area with relatively low vehicle volumes and 

travel speeds would allow cyclists alternate options for travel, and new proposed DDOT facilities would 

provide additional travel options and capacity as they are implemented.  
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Transit 

Impacts on transit in the project area, primary study area, and surrounding 0.25-mile area would be 

negligible under alternative 2 because alternative 2 would have no physical impacts on transit. Although 

transit users may increase slightly as a result of the increased amenities and programming, the increase in 

users cannot be quantified and should not have an adverse impact on transit. Implementation of the action 

alternative would increase traffic in the area, so minimal delays may accrue to transit. However it is 

assumed that bus routes, scheduling, and stop locations would be planned and updated as conditions 

require, as new bus routes are introduced (DC Circulator), and as bus routes are adjusted periodically by 

operators (e.g., WMATA’s Better Bus Program).  

Trucks and Buses 

This section provides a summary of the truck and bus operations and impacts under alternative 2. More 

details on the truck and bus analysis can be found in the TIA. 

Project Area Access – Trucks and Emergency Vehicles. Similar to existing conditions and given the 

constraints of the project area, truck access would primarily be limited to smaller delivery and service 

vehicles. Trucks would use the two designated loading areas at the 34th Street plaza to the east of the 

boathouse on site E, the plaza/apron east of the aqueduct (north of the Potomac Boat Club, adjacent to the 

cul-de-sac), and the DDOT designated loading zones nearby, if needed. 

Properties to the west of the Alexandria Aqueduct would be accessible only to authorized vehicles via a 

gate underneath the aqueduct. Given the limited width of the access driveway, vehicles would need to 

drive in and back out so that they do not interfere with the CCT. Emergency vehicle access is discussed in 

the TIA. 

Project Area Access – Buses. Buses would not be able to turn around in the 60-foot diameter cul-de-sac 

and would be limited to using the same loading areas as trucks if allowed and if sufficient space is 

available. It is likely that only small buses could operate within the designated loading zones in the 

project area. Therefore, the only other way for buses to access the project area under alternative 2 would 

be via multi-point turns in the cul-de-sac or driving in and reversing direction down Water Street NW, 

which would cause conflicts with other area users. With permission from DDOT, other non-intrusive bus 

drop-off areas could be explored (i.e., loading zones near the project area, nearby driveway pull-off areas, 

or local bus stops) provided school buses would not conflict with other buses.  

Under alternative 2, the bus parking spaces that are currently located in the project area on the south side 

of Water Street NW would be removed. Until other future bus parking spaces are designated near the 

project area, buses servicing the project area would need to park at the next nearest permitted area for bus 

parking.  

Project Area Loading. Designated loading zones have been designed at the 34th Street plaza east of the 

boathouse on site E and at the plaza/apron east of the aqueduct (north of the Potomac Boat Club and west 

of the cul-de-sac). To minimize conflicts between uses in the congested loading zone areas, traffic 

calming pavement design similar to those used at Georgetown Waterfront Park would be used to suggest 

to users where different activities are acceptable and remind all vehicular users to proceed with caution. 

More details on project area loading are provided in the TIA (appendix B). 

Trash collection for properties west of the aqueduct would need to be determined during final site design 

given the general restriction of non-authorized vehicles beyond the aqueduct. Trash collection for 

properties east of the aqueduct would best be provided by the smallest trash truck vehicles available.  

Rowing Shell Trailer Access. For high schools and universities to take full advantage of the boathouse 

facilities planned for alternative 2, large rowing shells would need to be delivered to the project area for 

regattas or for storage at the boathouses for regular use. The largest shells are eight person boats, which 

are approximately 60 feet long. Methods to allow these boats to be delivered via trailer to the project area 
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to minimize conflicts with and disturbance to other users, such as pedestrians and cyclists, are explored in 

the TIA.  

Trucks and Buses. Impacts on buses in the project area and the secondary study area would be direct and 

adverse under alternative 2 because six on-street parking spaces would be eliminated and the area to turn 

around at the end of Water Street NW would be reduced. Within the project area, impacts on trucks could 

be adverse as a result of additional constraints or procedures for access (e.g., constraints: Whitehurst 

Freeway columns, procedures: need to station flagmen to stop or alert CCT users of crossing vehicles as 

discussed in the TIA), although accommodations have been made to accommodate these vehicles to the 

greatest extent possible. Within the secondary study area under alternative 2, impacts on trucks also could 

be adverse, but minimal, given the restrictions to the turn-around area at the end of Water Street NW.  

Parking 

Standardizing the roadway and parking proposed under alternative 2 would reduce public parking. 

Alternative 2 would provide 20 to 28 metered parallel on-street parking spaces. These spaces would 

replace the existing spaces noted in “Chapter 3, Affected Environment,” resulting in a loss of 23 to 31 

non-metered 2- and 3-hour parking spaces. Unmarked parking closer to the aqueduct arch would also be 

removed. The nine private parking spaces for the Potomac Boat Club would be retained. Therefore, 

excluding private parking spaces, there would be a net reduction of more than nine public parking spaces 

and approximately six spaces for tour buses.  

No designated off-street parking would be provided with alternative 2, with the exception of the nine 

spaces behind the Potomac Boat Club that already exist. The parking required for the boathouses may be 

provided on-street or in local garages. Because the demand for car-top boat launching is high, kayak 

storage lockers in the project area would allow future users to temporarily store their large equipment 

while they park elsewhere, thereby allowing parking demand to be met off-site. 

Development associated with alternative 2 would draw additional users to the site and increase overall 

demand for both on-street and garage parking. Although on-street parking would be reduced and the 

nearest parking garage is open during the week but not open on weekends, other parking garages a few 

blocks farther are open on both weekdays and weekends. Therefore, given sufficient capacity in these 

area garages, parking demand likely can be accommodated. Parking for future users will be more 

expensive than before, given the introduction of metered on-street parking where there was none before in 

the project area and a need for more vehicles to park in garages where prices can be higher. Parking also 

may be slightly farther from the project area than under alternative 1, given the need to use more garage 

parking. 

Therefore, impacts on parking in the project area under alternative 2 would be adverse and direct, given 

the reduction in parking availability and a substantial increase in demand. However, parking has been 

accommodated in the project area to the greatest extent possible given site constraints and the creative 

temporary kayak storage areas for unloading that would allow the parking needs to be met elsewhere. 

Within the primary study area and 0.25-mile surrounding area, impacts on parking would be negligible 

because the multitude of parking garages in the area should be able to accommodate the majority of the 

increased demand, even though this off-site parking may require users to pay slightly more and walk 

slightly farther for parking.  

Traffic 

The future projected traffic analysis is based on the highest density alternative (i.e., worst-case scenario), 

which includes the larger boathouse on site D, and a boathouse on site C. More details on the traffic 

analysis can be found in the TIA. 

Alternative 2 Roadway Design. The proposed design for Water Street NW from 34th Street NW to the 

end of the street on the west includes two travel lanes (12.5 feet in width each), 36 total metered parallel 
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parking spaces (7 feet wide), and a 60 foot diameter cul-de-sac. This design would formalize the parking 

and street section on the western end of Water Street NW. The curbs on the cul-de-sac would be 

mountable to allow authorized vehicles to access the Potomac Boat Club, private residences, and 

properties west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. A gate across the authorized access driveway under the 

aqueduct, south of the CCT, would ensure only authorized vehicles have access beyond the aqueduct via 

the 10-foot-wide NPS driveway that extends to site B. The addition of these improvements would help to 

ensure unauthorized vehicles no longer access areas that are not intended for public vehicular use. Note 

that vehicles should not cross the CCT without proper notification to trail users in both directions and 

other necessary safety precautions. In the case that any vehicle would need to cross the CCT or mixed-use 

trail through the project area, DDOT procedures for temporary construction closure should be followed. 

Trip Generation. Custom trip generations were calculated for the different proposed boathouse users. 

These include athletes from the area high schools and universities, public use (users with their own boats 

and privately stored at a future boathouse), and recreational public rentals. A separate analysis covers the 

AM peak hour and PM weekday peak hour representing the early morning and late afternoon rowing 

demand, as well as a Saturday peak hour analysis representing the private use and recreational rental 

demand. 

The worse-case scenario for trip generation in the zone would include development of a 34,500 SF of 

boathouse, as originally detailed in the DDOT scoping form process (see appendix 1 of the TIA). The 

primary assumption is that the available space would be divided evenly between athletic use, rental use, 

and private use (users with their own boats and storage) (i.e., one-third of the total square footage divided 

among the three user groups). The future area for each user group was used in combination with other trip 

generation data collected to determine the total number of trips that would be expected under alternative 

2. Further trip generation detail can be found in the TIA. All user groups were combined to develop a 

total forecasted trip generation. Based on the assumptions, between 585 and 764 total AM and PM peak 

hour person trips, respectively, are estimated to be generated by the proposed high density scenario. On a 

typical Saturday, an estimated 825 person trips would be generated during the afternoon peak hour. Table 

5 contains a weekday peak hour summary of all user group’s trip generation results. Table 6 contains a 

Saturday peak hour summary of all user group’s trip generation results. 
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TABLE 5. WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION BY USER GROUP 

User Independent Variable Time Period IN OUT TOTAL 

Rental 
Square footage of facility (11,500 
SF) 

AM Peak 24 24 48 

PM Peak 57 57 114 

Athlete Number of athletes 
AM Peak 0 388 388 

PM Peak 465 0 465 

Private User (Store at 
Boathouse) 

Number of boat storage racks 
(Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Land Use Code 420) 

AM Peak 64 37 101 

PM Peak 64 62 126 

Private User (Bring own 
Boat) 

Parking spaces and temporary 
storage lockers 

AM Peak  31 17 48 

PM Peak 30 29 59 

TOTAL 
AM Peak 119 466 585 

PM Peak 616 148 764 

 

TABLE 6. SATURDAY PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION BY USER GROUP 

Source Independent Variable IN OUT TOTAL 

Rental Square footage of facility (11,500 SF) 293 293 586 

Athlete Number of athletes N/A N/A N/A 

Private User (Store at 
Boathouse) 

Number of boat storage racks (Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Land Use Code 420) 

73 90 163 

Private User (Bring own 
Boat) 

Parking spaces and temporary storage lockers 
33 43 76 

TOTAL 399 426 825 

 

In addition to new person trips from the construction of new boathouses, existing use at Thompson’s 

would change to reflect some of the current users moving to either of the proposed Georgetown or 

Arlington facilities. To be conservative, it is assumed that both universities would move from 

Thompson’s because they produce pedestrian and bicycle trips only and would be replaced by high 

schools creating more vehicle trips than currently exist at Thompson’s. Full details of this additional 

analysis component are included in the TIA. 

Details and documentation on the modal split analysis and trip distribution methodology by user group 

are presented in the TIA. Figures showing all vehicle trips and turning movement volumes for all user 

groups under alternative 2 are also included in the TIA. 

Traffic Operations Analysis. The results of the alternative 2 operations analysis are summarized in this 

section, while the TIA contains tables and graphics depicting the full operations results and the alternative 

2 traffic queueing analysis in more detail.  

Previous capacity analysis results in this report note any locations where an overall intersection or 

intersection approach degraded to unacceptable operations or a failing level of service (this and other 

thresholds are described in more detail in the TIA). The capacity analysis results for alternative 2 also 

note any overall intersections or intersection approaches continuing to operate at an unacceptable 

condition when compared to alternative 1 or where there is an increase in vehicle delay by more than 5 

seconds. These instances are noted because DDOT has requested that any instance of these conditions 

caused by the proposed action be mitigated, in addition to any degradations of operations to unacceptable 

conditions. 
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Based on the signalized intersection analysis, compared to alternative 1, more than half of the study 

intersections operate at acceptable conditions during the peak hours analyzed (weekday AM and PM peak 

hours, Saturday peak hour). However, the following three signalized intersections would continue to 

operate at overall unacceptable conditions or conditions that require mitigation under alternative 2 for the 

time periods noted. See the TIA for details on the operational changes between alternative 1 and 

alternative 2.  

 K Street NW/Whitehurst Freeway NW eastbound off-ramp and 27th Street NW/Rock Creek 

Parkway northbound off-ramp (Intersection #9) during the weekday AM and PM peak hours 

and the Saturday peak hour  

 I Street NW and 27th Street NW (Intersection #10) during the weekday AM peak hour 

 Thompson Boat Center/Virginia Avenue NW and Rock Creek Parkway (Intersection #13) 

during the Saturday peak hour  

The individual signalized intersection approaches that operate under unacceptable conditions during the 

noted peak hour are individually called out in the TIA and shown in figures.  

Based on the unsignalized intersection analysis, the intersection of K Street NW/Rock Creek Parkway 

southbound off-ramp and 29th Street NW (Intersection #8) would continue to operate at unacceptable 

conditions during the weekday AM peak hour and would operate at unacceptable conditions during the 

Saturday peak hour.  

Additionally, several individual unsignalized intersection approaches would operate under unacceptable 

conditions during at least one peak hour; these intersection approaches are discussed in the TIA.  

In summary, one signalized intersection would operate with two additional approach failings and two new 

unsignalized intersections would operate with approach failings.  

Traffic Summary. Although impacts on traffic in the project area under alternative 2 would be partially 

beneficial and direct given the definition of vehicular space where it is currently lacking, these beneficial 

impacts would be outweighed by the direct adverse traffic impacts that would result from increased traffic 

in the project area from increased vehicle demand and trips and increased congestion caused by large 

vehicles operating in a small space. Within the secondary study area, impacts on traffic would be adverse 

and direct given the additional operational failures created by the additional vehicular trips generated by 

the alternative.  

Cumulative Impacts 

All of the cumulative projects except the DC Water Clean Rivers Project have the potential to affect 

transportation, although the Arlington Boathouse would only indirectly affect transportation in the study 

area. As noted in the “Methodology and Assumptions” section for Transportation, because alternative 1 

(no-action alternative) and alternative 2 include transportation trips of reasonably foreseeable projects, the 

impacts of alternative 2 inherently include cumulative impacts. However, the West Heating Plant 

Conversion and the C&O Canal Dock and Improvements were not included in the other reasonably 

foreseeable transportation projects because during the transportation scoping process, it was determined 

that they were not developed substantially to determine transportation impacts.  

Alternative 2 would have the following impacts within the project area compared to alternative 1: 

beneficial impacts on pedestrians and cyclists; negligible impacts on transit; and adverse impacts on buses 

and trucks, parking, and traffic. Alternative 2 also would have the following impacts within the defined 

study areas compared to alternative 1: negligible impacts on pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and parking; and 

adverse impacts on buses and trucks and traffic. Therefore, excluding the two cumulative projects not 

deemed reasonably developed (West Heating Plant Conversion and C&O Canal Dock and Improvements) 

and the one project that would only indirectly affect transportation in the study area (Arlington 
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Boathouse), the incremental impacts on transportation from cumulative projects would be imperceptible 

from impacts associated with alternative 2 because the projects were included in the transportation 

analysis. However, when the possible additional transportation impacts from the two projects that were 

deemed not reasonably developed from DDOT’s perspective are considered, cumulative impacts may be 

noticeable and adverse but would be relatively small because of the additional transportation trips in the 

study area. 

Conclusion  

Alternative 2 would add bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic facilities and/or improvements in the project area 

but would inhibit some truck and bus access and take away some parking. Alternative 2 would also result 

in increased traffic in the project area from additional uses that generate trips and more limited area for 

vehicles, but would have no measurable impact on transit. Within the project area, alternative 2 would 

result in added parking and traffic demand without commensurate improvements and reduce overall truck 

and bus access. Within the larger study area, but outside the project area, alternative 2 would result in 

minimal or no changes to the transit overall and minimal to no changes for pedestrians, cyclists, and 

parking. Therefore, alternative 2 would also have the following impacts within the defined study areas 

compared to alternative 1: negligible impacts on pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and parking (sufficient 

parking is likely available within the study area for increased parking demand); and adverse impacts for 

buses and trucks and traffic. In summary, considering all modes of transportation together, there would be 

direct beneficial impacts to non-vehicular modes of transportation and direct adverse impacts to vehicular 

modes of transportation. In conjunction with cumulative projects included in this analysis, there would be 

negligible additional cumulative impacts; however, with the two non-DDOT approved projects noted 

above, there may be noticeable, adverse, incremental cumulative impacts but they would be relatively 

small. 

Visitor Use and Experience 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The purpose of this impact analysis is to assess the effects of the alternatives on the visitor use and 

experience that would be affected by the project alternatives in and around the project area. To determine 

impacts, current uses of the area were considered and the potential effects of the construction and 

implementation of the proposed project alternatives on visitor use and experience were analyzed. 

Activities and the type of visitor experience and use that occur in the project area and that might be 

affected by the proposed project alternatives were considered.  

STUDY AREA 

The proposed improvements would be located in the project area that extends 80 to 100 feet landward 

from the shoreline and includes approximately 1,500 feet of river frontage from the Georgetown 

Waterfront Park west to past the Washington Canoe Club. For the impact analysis, the study area for 

visitor use and experience extends beyond the project area to include Thompson’s and considers use on 

the Potomac River, particularly because this area is influenced by launch activity from the project area.   

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The no-action alternative represents a continuation of the existing conditions, operations, and current 

practices regulating visitor use on the shoreline of the river. Visitors would continue to use the C&O 

Canal NHP, the CCT, and Georgetown Waterfront Park, as well as the Key Bridge Boathouse concession 

to access the water, and members of the Washington Canoe Club would continue to use their facility. 

Interest in nonmotorized boating (canoeing, kayaking, rowing, and paddle boarding) on the Potomac 

River within the District of Columbia would likely continue to increase, and demand for this sort of 

recreation would remain unmet. Existing boathouse facilities that provide access to the river and related 
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amenities would continue to have insufficient capacity. In addition, Thompson’s would remain the key 

access point for a majority of the users, resulting in increased crowding of the facility and associated 

issues. As a result of increasing demand for waterfront access by nonmotorized boat users and 

unchanging capacity of current facilities, impacts on visitor use and experience would be long term and 

adverse and would become increasingly noticeable as demand increases.  

The current configuration of the CCT and its connection to Georgetown would remain unchanged. 

Conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists, and motorized vehicles would continue to occur at this 

intersection resulting in long-term, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience in the project area. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Future projects and construction within the project area and surrounding areas, including the Arlington 

Boathouse, DC Streetcar Project, Water Street condominium development, C&O Canal Dock and 

Improvements, and West Heating Plant Conversion would contribute cumulatively to visitor use and 

experience by enhancing existing project area resources, adding new visitor destinations, and providing 

increased nonmotorized boat user access points. Georgetown Waterfront Park has noticeably improved 

visitor experience and increased visitor use in the area. However, increased visitor opportunities in and 

around the project area could result in more intensive use within the area, exacerbating some of the 

impacts under the no-action alternative such as the user conflicts that occur at the intersection of the CCT 

with Water Street NW and the C&O Canal towpath. Although the Arlington Boathouse would provide 

increased access for nonmotorized boat users, demand for access and facilities currently exceeds the 

existing facilities and is only expected to increase in the future beyond the additional capacity provided by 

the Arlington Boathouse. In addition, cumulative impacts on visitor use and experience resulting from 

added noise and area closures during construction of the cumulative projects would be adverse and short 

term.  

As described above, the implementation of the no-action alternative would result in long-term, adverse 

impacts on visitor use and experience related to unmet demand for nonmotorized boating facilities, 

although visitors would have other positive experiences in the zone and in the area. The long-term, 

adverse impacts of this alternative, in combination with the beneficial impacts of reasonably foreseeable 

future actions would result in a long-term, adverse cumulative effect. The no-action alternative would 

contribute a modest, adverse increment to the overall cumulative impact.  

Conclusion  

Under the no-action alternative, visitors would continue to come to the C&O Canal NHP, Georgetown 

Waterfront Park, and the Key Bridge Boathouse Concession and have positive experiences, although 

impacts on visitor use and experience would be long term and adverse, resulting from increasing but 

unmet demand for waterfront access by nonmotorized boat users and unchanging facilities and access 

levels. Impacts on visitor use and experience also would be long term and adverse as a result of user 

conflicts stemming from the continued poor configuration of the confluence of the CCT, Water Street 

NW and the C&O Canal towpath. The long-term, adverse impacts of this alternative, in combination with 

the long-term, beneficial cumulative impacts of present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would 

result in long-term, adverse cumulative effects. The no-action alternative would contribute a modest, 

adverse increment to the overall cumulative impact.  

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2: DEVELOP THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE 

Alternative 2 focuses on maximizing the potential of the zone to provide access to favorable flat water 

conditions for nonmotorized boating and recreation. Under alternative 2, some extent of new development 

would be possible on four of the sites. If the most intense options were selected, three new boathouses and 

a fourth boat storage facility would be added to the landscape.  
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The additional facilities that would be added under alternative 2 would more fully support nonmotorized 

boating activities in the project area. Public access to the river would be increased with four new access 

points, including three new public access docks that would increase public dock access by up to 625 

linear feet. In addition, a new soft entry kayak launch could be added at site A. With increased access, 

more visitors would be able to easily access the river for nonmotorized boat uses and to stand by the 

water’s edge, resulting in long-term, beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience.  

Under alternative 2, increased capacity for a variety of nonmotorized boat uses could include three 

additional boathouses with amenities such as storage space, public restrooms, and informational kiosks, 

and three new storage facilities would increase storage for nonmotorized boats. Increased public storage 

would reduce some of the current demand and enable members of the public to store their boats closer to 

the river, allowing easier access to the river. In addition, increased facilities would provide more space for 

the scholastic, collegiate, and other groups to conduct their programs. Facility space would increase by up 

to 42,000 SF. The distribution of these new facilities along the waterfront would rearrange use patterns to 

alleviate crowding issues occurring at Thompson’s, enabling more users to access the water during peak 

hours with less crowding. Increased facility space and storage space would reduce crowding, enable more 

people access to the river, and provide a more enjoyable experience for those visitors, resulting in long-

term, beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience. 

In addition to increased capacity, alternative 2 would provide new access types and visitor amenities, 

including a soft entry kayak launch for walk on and rental visitors, car-top launch drop off space and 

lockers for visitors without storage space, public restrooms, picnic and grill areas, public plaza space, and 

trailhead orientation and interpretive exhibits. These additions would provide convenient, accessible 

locations for visitor services and recreational and increased park amenities, thereby enhancing the visitor 

experience and increasing visitation. As a result of these improvements and increased visitation, impacts 

on visitor use and experience would be long term and beneficial.  

This alternative also would include the addition of a cul-de-sac with a mountable curb, improved 

wayfinding, and use of different pavement surfaces to indicate transportation use areas through the 

transition point between the CCT, Water Street NW and the C&O Canal towpath. Although more visitors 

would use this area as a result of increased facilities and recreation opportunities, the addition of 

wayfinding improvements such as signage and pavement changes would improve the functionality of this 

trail area and could reduce visitor conflicts. This improved trail to street space would have long-term, 

beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience.   

Alternative 2 would include extensive modification of the shoreline to remove the existing riprap and 

debris, creating a more natural, aesthetically pleasing shoreline profile. The shoreline improvements 

combined with the added facilities would result in an overall stronger visual identity and sense of 

destination with visible services and amenities, convenient access points, and a clear site relationship with 

the waterfront. As a result of the improved shoreline structure and appearance, impacts on visitor use and 

experience would be long term and beneficial. However, it should be noted that if the most intense 

development and facilities under alternative 2 were added west of the Alexandria Aqueduct, this 

development could diminish the experience of those seeking a more gradual transition from developed 

waterfront to pastoral parkland, resulting in long-term, adverse impacts on their visitor experience. In 

addition, some visitors may avoid the area on days when high use of facilities is expected because of 

increased activity and less available parking.   

If the least intense development option was implemented under alternative 2 west of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct, this would help maintain a more natural, less developed appearance and would enhance the 

experience of visitors seeking the gradual transition from developed waterfront to pastoral parkland. Less 

development could provide more space for passive and reflective visitor activities such as picnicking, 

birding, nature watching, and hiking and could be perceived as positive, resulting in long-term, beneficial 
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impacts on visitor use and experience. Again, visitors who currently use the area may avoid it on busier 

days because of increased activity and less available parking. 

Impacts on visitor use and experience during construction would be short term and adverse because of 

potential project area closures and construction noise. In the case of temporary closures to trails or 

pathways, detours would be provided.  

If the private townhouses were to become available for inclusion in the project at some point in the future, 

a larger (120 x 60 foot) boathouse is proposed under the site D option with the public plaza shifted to the 

west where the townhouses are currently. This option would provide an additional 7,200 SF of facility 

space for visitor use and add 3,600 SF of boat storage space, thereby increasing the beneficial impacts on 

visitor use and experience by providing more space for access and activities.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts from other actions and projects in the cumulative area of analysis would be the same as those 

described under the no-action alternative, resulting in long-term, beneficial impacts from enhancing 

existing project area resources, adding new visitor destinations, and providing increased nonmotorized 

boat user access points. Alternative 2 would result in long-term, beneficial impacts and some long- and 

short-term, adverse impacts on visitor use and experience. When combined with long-term, beneficial 

impacts from cumulative actions, overall cumulative impacts would be beneficial, and alternative 2 would 

have appreciable beneficial and modest, adverse contributions to the overall beneficial, cumulative 

impacts on visitor use and experience. 

Conclusion  

Alternative 2 would result in a long-term, beneficial impact on visitor use and experience as a result of 

increased public access to the river, increased visitors, increased and more diverse visitor opportunities 

and facilities, improved transition points, and enhanced visitor experience. However, there could be 

long-term, adverse impacts on visitors who want a more gradual transition from developed waterfront to 

parkland and perceive the added development as negatively impacting their experience. In addition, 

impacts on visitor use and experience during construction would be short term and adverse because of the 

potential closure of portions of the project area. When combined with long-term, beneficial impacts from 

cumulative actions, overall cumulative impacts would be beneficial, and alternative 2 would have 

appreciable beneficial and modest, adverse contributions to the overall beneficial, cumulative impacts on 

visitor use and experience  
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CHAPTER 5: CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION  

This chapter describes the public involvement and agency consultation used during the preparation of this 

EA. 

Public Involvement 

NPS initiated public scoping for the EA by issuing a scoping notice on January 21, 2015. This notice to 

initiate the scoping period and announce a public scoping meeting was sent to an email list of 519 

recipients and posted to the project’s Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website 

(http://parkplanning.nps.gov/nmbzea). Subsequently, a public meeting to solicit community feedback on 

the initial purpose and need, issues, and preliminary alternatives was held on February 4, 2015.  

The meeting was an open house format with a presentation explaining the project and the processes for 

NEPA and section 106 of the NHPA. NPS also provided a newsletter to attendees that contained 

information on the project. The public was able to submit comments to the park via email, regular mail, 

PEPC, or on comment forms made available at the meeting. 

Cooperating Agencies 

Because of the location of the proposed zone and the complexity of the project, both NCPC and DDOT 

are official cooperating agencies. NCPC has review authority over all federal land actions in the District 

of Columbia. DDOT is a cooperating agency because of the relationship of the CCT to existing boathouse 

facilities, problems with transitions between the CCT and Water Street NW and into Georgetown 

Waterfront Park, and other transportation planning opportunities to improve traffic conditions along 

Water Street NW in the zone.  

NCPC is the planning agency for the federal government in the District of Columbia and the National 

Capital Region. It was established by the National Capital Planning Act. NCPC reviews all proposed 

federal actions that affect the nation’s capital and surrounding areas. The agency’s principal responsibility 

is to protect and enhance the historic, cultural, and natural resources of the national capital by creating 

and updating a comprehensive plan for the region; crafting long-range plans and policies; reviewing a 

variety of federal and district development projects; and producing the federal Capital Improvements 

Program. Any planning documents related to the zone and any resulting projects, including land 

exchanges, development projects, and landscape design, are subject to review and approval by NCPC.  

Other Agency Review 

In addition to NCPC review, the site is within the Old Georgetown Historic District, and the project is 

subject to review by the Old Georgetown Board, which is a part of the CFA. 

Congress established the CFA to provide expert advice to the president, Congress, and heads of 

departments and agencies of the federal and District of Columbia governments on matters of aesthetics 

and design as they “affect the Federal interest and preserve the dignity of the nation’s capital” (CFA 

2016). Under the Old Georgetown Act, the CFA Old Georgetown Board advises on design matters 

affecting the historic district of Georgetown. Proposed projects in the zone would be subject to Old 

Georgetown Board review. 

Advisory Neighborhood Commissions (ANCs) are residential advisory boards for the neighborhoods in 

the District of Columbia. ANCs consider policies and programs affecting neighborhoods, including 

traffic, parking, recreation, zoning, economic development, and related issues. The zone is in Georgetown 

and therefore the Georgetown ANC would review any actions taken that affect the zone. Once it has 

reviewed a proposed action, the ANC would present its positions and make recommendations to 

appropriate District of Columbia government agencies, the District of Columbia executive branch, and the 
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city council. ANCs may also present their positions to federal agencies, such as the Old Georgetown 

Board and NPS. 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on 

historic properties and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, state historic preservation 

officers, and other consulting parties a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Through 

this process, concerns associated with historic preservation are addressed at the early stages of project 

planning. Overall, the objective of consultation is to identify historic properties potentially affected by the 

undertaking; assess its effects; and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on 

historic properties. Any action taken within the zone would require section 106 review. 

Agency Consultation 

Agency consultation began early in the EA process and is ongoing to ensure that all relevant agencies are 

informed of any NPS planning actions. Table 7 provides a list of potential permits, reviews, and 

consultations that would be required for project implementation.  

TABLE 7. REQUIRED AGENCY CONSULTATION 

Law, Statute, or 
Authority Agency Permit, Review, or Consultation Outcome 

Section 106 of the 
National Historic 
Preservation Act  

District of 
Columbia State 
Historic 
Preservation 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal 
agencies to consider the impacts of their 
undertakings on historic properties and 
archeological resources. Compliance with 
section 106 of the NHPA is being 
conducted separately from this EA.  

Occurring concurrently. 

National Capital 
Planning Act 

National Capital 
Planning 
Commission 
(NCPC) 

NCPC is the review agency for federal 
projects in the District of Columbia and 
surrounding region. NCPC has direct 
review authority for federal projects in the 
District and advisory review authority in 
adjacent jurisdictions. 

Discussion with NCPC 
staff occurring 
concurrently with 
development of the EA; 
Commission review will 
occur at completion of EA 
process. 

Old Georgetown 
Act 

Old Georgetown 
Board of the 
Commission of 
Fine Arts (CFA) 

The Old Georgetown Act designated the 
Old Georgetown Historic District and 
established requirements for design 
review of design projects by the Old 
Georgetown Board of the CFA.  

Discussion with DDOT 
staff occurring 
concurrently with 
development of the EA. 
Review will occur when 
the NEPA decision 
document is available. 

Section 7 of the 
Endangered 
Species Act  

US Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), 
National Marine 
Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
requires federal agencies to consult with 
USFWS and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s National 
Marine Fisheries Service regarding the 
potential for proposed actions to ensure 
that any action it authorizes, funds, or 
carries out is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species or 
result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat.  

Letter submitted to 
USFWS on December 22, 
2014.   

Letter submitted to the 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service on July 26, 2016.  

Consultation may be 
reinitiated during the 
design phase if 
construction methods or 
other parameters change. 



 

GEORGETOWN NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE EA 85 

Law, Statute, or 
Authority Agency Permit, Review, or Consultation Outcome 

Sections 401 and 
404 of the Clean 
Water Act  

US Army Corps 
of Engineers 
(USACE) 

 

 

 

District 
Department of 
Energy & 
Environment 

Under section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, USACE regulates the tidal waters 
and wetlands contiguous to tidally flowed 
waterways within the study area. A 
Nationwide Permit will be required for 
potential impacts on USACE jurisdictional 
waters of the US. 

The District Department of Energy & 
Environment administers the Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1984 under 
section 401 of Clean Water Act, which is 
required as part of the section 404 
review/issuance by the USACE. 

Permitting for both to 
occur at design. 

 

Section 10 of the 
River and 
Harbors Act 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers 
(USACE) 

Under section 10 of the River and 
Harbors Act, USACE regulates 
structures/fill in navigable waters. A 
section 10 permit will be required showing 
that any proposed bulkheads or docks 
would be compatible with navigation. 

Permitting to occur at 
design. 

DC Discharge 
Elimination 
System 

District 
Department of 
Energy & 
Environment 

A State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit is required for construction 
projects disturbing more than 5,000 SF of 
soil. A stormwater pollution prevention 
plan would be prepared to minimize 
impacts of stormwater during 
construction. 

Permitting to occur at 
design. 
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CHAPTER 8: ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ANC   Advisory Neighborhood Commission  

APE   Area of Potential Effect 

CCT   Capital Crescent Trail 

CFA   Commission of Fine Arts 

C&O   Chesapeake & Ohio 

CFR    Code of Federal Regulations 

DC HPO  District of Columbia Historic Preservation Office 

DDOT   District Department of Transportation 

EA   Environmental Assessment 

EISA   Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

GIS    Geographic Information Systems 

ITE   Institute of Transportation Engineers 

Key Bridge  Francis Scott Key Bridge 

NCPC   National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 

NHP   National Historical Park 

NHPA   National Historic Preservation Act 

NPS   National Park Service 

NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 

PEPC   Planning, Environment, and Public Comment  

SAV   Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 

SF   square feet 

Thompson’s  Thompson Boat Center 

TIA   Transportation Impact Assessment 

USACE  US Army Corps of Engineers 

USFWS  US Fish and Wildlife Service 

WMATA  Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority  
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Introduction 

Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management” and the newly issued Executive Order 13690 “ 

Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and 

Considering Stakeholder Input” require the National Park Service (NPS), as well as other Federal 

agencies, to evaluate the potential impacts of their actions to floodplains.  The evaluation is intended to 

minimize the risk of flood damage to the park resources including capital investments, preserve and 

restore natural and beneficial floodplain values, and protect human safety, health and welfare. This 

Floodplain Statement of Findings (FSOF) has been prepared according to National Park Service 

Procedural Manual 77-2 to comply with Executive Order 11988 and Executive Order 13690. 

The NPS is proposing to establish a nonmotorized boathouse zone (the zone) located along the District of 

Columbia side of the Potomac River in Georgetown. The purpose of this project is to establish a Potomac 

River recreation zone that more fully supports nonmotorized recreation, increases the public’s access to 

the river, improves functionality of the Capital Crescent Trail (CCT) as it connects to the Georgetown 

Waterfront Park, and respects the historic character, natural resources, and existing recreational use of the 

C&O Canal NHP and Rock Creek Park. 

The area proposed for the zone lies within NPS administered land in the Chesapeake & Ohio (C&O) 

Canal National Historical Park, and in Georgetown Waterfront Park, which is part of Rock Creek Park. 

Previous studies have demonstrated a steadily increasing demand for nonmotorized boating, including 

rowing, paddling, and standup paddle boarding within the region. The proposed action would establish a 

program for the zone that would help meet this demand and be designed appropriate to the constraints of 

the site.  

Project Description 

The NPS is proposing to establish a Potomac River recreation zone that more fully supports nonmotorized 

recreation, increases the public’s access to the river, improves functionality of the Capital Crescent Trail 

(CCT) as it connects to the Georgetown Waterfront Park, and respects the historic character, natural 

resources, and existing recreational use of the C&O Canal NHP and Rock Creek Park.  

Nonmotorized boating facilities are needed in Georgetown because public access points for nonmotorized 

boating and paddle sports are limited along the Georgetown waterfront, while the popularity of 

nonmotorized water sports (e.g., canoeing, kayaking, rowing, and paddle boarding) has been increasing; 

capacity at current boathouse facilities that provide access to the river and related amenities (boat storage, 

concessions, access facilities, boat rentals, beach, and docks) are insufficient; and the current 

configuration of the CCT and its connection to Georgetown does not provide safe and compatible access 

for pedestrians and cyclists as they move to and through the zone.  

For discussion purposes, the zone has been divided into five Sites with Sites A–C west of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct in the C&O Canal NHP, and Sites D and E east of the Alexandria Aqueduct and the Potomac 

Boat Club, which sit on land administered by Rock Creek Park (See Figure 1, Page 5). The project 

focuses on the appropriate buildable area and flood resiliency design for each zone and how that area 

could be used to provide access to favorable flat water conditions for nonmotorized boating and improve 

on-shore amenities. It allows phased development of nonmotorized boating facilities for both rowing 

programs as well as recreational paddlers, while providing planning flexibility in future size, placement, 

and design of these facilities. 



 

GEORGETOWN NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE EA C-3 

 

FIGURE 1. THE NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE
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Overall, the implementation of this alternative would be phased, most likely starting with Sites D and E. 

Below is a summary of the proposed actions in Sites A-E, with more details provided in Figures 1 and 2.  

Site A - Site A would include shoreline improvements, a sloped shoreline launch for 

canoes/kayaks/paddleboards, a picnic area that could include tables and grills or other amenities, 

and a trail/boardwalk through the Site. Based on future need, site development may include the 

option of constructing a small, single-story boat storage area with a footprint of no greater than 

approximately 2,700 square feet. 

Site B - The Washington Canoe Club and its facilities are located within Site B. The only actions 

proposed on this Site would include general Site restoration, rehabilitation of the structure, 

reconfiguring or removing the fenced yard, altering the authorized access driveway so that it may 

service the facility, and providing controlled public access across the Washington Canoe Club 

apron to Site A. 

Site C - Site C would provide a canoe/kayak rental/storage facility that could be one single 

structure or multiple smaller structures. The total facility footprint would be no greater than 

approximately 6,000 square feet with no more than two stories, and with a maximum height of 35 

feet. The size of the adjoining public apron and dock would be commensurate with the ultimate 

size of the new facility or facilities, but not larger than 300 feet in length.  

Site D - The primary configuration of the boathouse facility at Site D assumes that the privately 

owned townhouses would remain in private ownership and would include the construction of a 

smaller boathouse with an approximate footprint between 3,600 square feet and 4,200 square feet, 

a dock up to 150 feet long, a plaza, and ground-level boat storage. Both the dock and plaza areas 

would have public access except during permitted events, such as regattas and team practices. 

The proposed boathouse on this Site could be designed to have up to three stories or a maximum 

height of 45 feet. Should the townhouses become available for inclusion in the project at some 

point in the future, options for a larger boathouse (7,200 square feet) on that Site, with the public 

plaza shifted to the west, could be considered.  

Site E – Site E would include construction of a large boathouse with a footprint of up to 

approximately 13,800 square feet, with a dock up to 300 feet in length, ground-level storage, and 

plaza areas. Both the dock and plaza areas would have public access except during permitted 

events, such as regattas and team practices. Treatments and configurations for Water Street, NW 

and links between the CCT, the street, and Georgetown Waterfront Park would include drop-off 

and temporary storage areas for car-top users to leave their boats while they park on Water Street, 

NW or in a parking garage. There would also be an apron with vehicular access from Water 

Street, NW at 34th Street, NW and public plaza/apron with dock access at west end of boathouse. 

Reconfiguration of Roadways and Trail - The configuration of public spaces in relationship to the 

proposed new facilities and the street in Site D would maintain and improve access to the townhouses, 

Potomac Boat Club, and Washington Canoe Club. The end of Water Street, NW could feature a cul-de-

sac constructed with a mountable curb, improved signage and other wayfinding, and use of different 

pavement surfaces through the transition between the Alexandria Aqueduct and the cul-de-sac. 

Wayfinding improvements for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians could include a variety of signage at the 

cul-de-sac and on the CCT and changes in pavement texture and/or color where transitions occur or 

potential user conflicts could arise. Details would be determined at design. 

Building Design Criteria - In compliance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 

24, 1977), any new construction of structures or facilities approved to be located within the 100-year 

floodplain would require accepted flood-proofing and other flood protection measures to the facilities 

designed to be applied and would conform to the National Flood Insurance Program. E.O. 13690 amends 
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E.O. 11988 and establishes a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard (FFRMS) for all federally funded 

projects, to improve the Nation’s resilience to current and future flood risks.  E.O. 13690 and the FFRMS 

reinforce and expand upon the tenets and concepts of E.O. 11988 by calling on agencies to use a higher 

vertical flood elevation and corresponding floodplain than the base flood for federally funded projects.  

This higher elevation is a resiliency standard and was determined for this proposal by the Freeboard Value 

Approach (see page 9).   

In addition, District of Columbia Municipal Regulation 21 stipulates that habitable spaces in buildings 

that are located in a floodplain must be located at least 1.5 feet above the minimum elevation of the 100-

year floodplain. For this project, the proposed lower level boat storage would not be considered habitable. 
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FIGURE 2. PROPOSED NONMOTORIZED BOATHOUSE ZONE
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Site Description 

The entire boathouse zone extends 80 to 100 feet landward from the shoreline and includes approximately 

1,500 feet of river frontage; it has a total approximate area of 2.9 acres. The CCT follows a 40-foot 

easement on the northern boundary of the zone that narrows to 30 feet near the Washington Canoe Club. 

Both Key Bridge and Whitehurst Freeway are elevated facilities that cross over the zone, with the 

Whitehurst Freeway being elevated over Water Street (Figure 1). The project area also includes Water 

Street between 34th Street NW and the Alexandria Aqueduct.  General Floodplain Characteristics 

FLOODPLAIN DESCRIPTION 

Floodplains are defined by the NPS Floodplain Management Guideline as “the lowland and relatively flat 

areas adjoining inland and coastal waters, including flood-prone areas of offshore islands, and including, 

at a minimum, that area subject to temporary inundation by a regulatory flood.” The entire project area is 

within a 100-year floodplain, in which there is a 1% chance of flooding in a given year. The project area 

is in the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Hazard Zone AE with a 100-year flood 

elevation of +19.00 feet (DC OCTO 2015). The floodplain extends north toward the canal and stops at the 

canal levee, covering Water Street NW and the CCT (figure 3). The shoreline elevation varies from +8.00 

feet at the western end to +15.00 feet on the eastern end of the zone (DC OCTO 2015; FIRM 2010). The 

highest tide of the year (the spring tide) is approximately +8.00 feet and lower areas at the western end of 

the zone are prone to periodic inundation.   
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FIGURE 3. THE FLOODPLAIN IN THE PROJECT AREA 
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Floodplain values include the ability of the floodplain to absorb increased water flows, recharge 

groundwater, and provide floodplain habitat.  Floodplain values in the project area are limited, with both 

sites D and E either developed or fully paved. Site C has limited floodplain value, with some turfgrass 

and trees, with a driveway to the Washington Canoe Club and access to the combined sewer overflow 

outfall at the site. Site A would have the greatest intrinsic floodplain value, but is limited. Currently, 

obstructions in the floodplain occur, generally in the form of structures, such as Washington Canoe Club, 

the Alexandria Aqueduct, Potomac Boat Club, and the three townhouses.  West of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct the land between the shore and the CCT includes mostly trees and low vegetation with no 

structures, so some capacity is available to accommodate flood waters, and some floodplain function 

exists in the form of habitat and recharge. 

The Potomac River has experienced many severe floods, and this area has been subject to the effects of 

flooding in the past. Flooding was a major factor in why the canal was closed. The most recent severe 

flood occurred in 1996; minor floods occurred in 2003 and 2008. 

Justification of Use of Floodplain 

While the site sits entirely within the 100-year floodplain of the Potomac River, providing increased 

access to the water and increasing user amenities through the development of a Nonmotorized boathouse 

zone is dependent upon its proximity to the Potomac River and appropriate use of the floodplain.   

Alternatives 

The environmental assessment prepared this project only considered two alternatives, the proposed 

Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone (as described above) and the no action alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

Under the no-action alternative, no new facilities would be constructed in the nonmotorized boathouse 

zone, and capacity for nonmotorized boating on the Potomac River in Georgetown would remain the 

same with most rowers (i.e., university and high school students, individual rowers, and rowing groups) 

using Thompson’s. Other rowers would continue to use the private Potomac Boat Club. Washington 

Canoe Club would remain in operation, serving paddlers who are members of the club, and negotiations 

concerning the use and renovation of the building in which the Washington Canoe Club is housed would 

continue. The concession currently known as Key Bridge Boathouse would continue in its current 

configuration, providing public rentals of kayaks, canoes, and paddleboards. The site east of Key Bridge 

and the space immediately under the bridge would remain unimproved and would continue to serve as a 

storage yard for the city (figure 2). 

The CCT would still terminate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, and potentially dangerous conflicts because 

of the abrupt trail termination and lack of wayfinding for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians would 

persist. Additionally, motorists unfamiliar with the area who use electronic mapping directions would 

continue to contribute confusion to the area because these directions assume that drivers are on the 

elevated road above. Although the C&O Canal NHP has installed a gate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, 

motorists still try to push through the gates, and wayfinding along Water Street NW is inadequate to 

provide direction to the wayward motorists. 

Site Specific Flood Risk 

The Preferred Alternative includes development that would be located in the 100-year floodplain (the 

floodplain that has a one 1 percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year).  

The entire project site is located within the 100-year floodplain. There would be up to approximately 

30,300 SF of new structures within the zone under the proposal. Boathouse facilities are water-dependent, 

and therefore appropriate for placement in the floodplain. With the exception of the storage facility on site 

A, the larger facilities would be built on slab and would not contain any habitable areas. These structures 
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would all be constructed on piles and elevated to 2 to 3 feet above the base flood elevation (E.O. 13690). 

If the smaller facilities were placed on site C, these facilities would be placed on slab. Boat storage would 

be available on the ground floor below the habitable areas of the structures. These structures would be 

designed so the ground floor areas have flow-through construction and tear-away walls, so that the flood 

waters could flow through the structures and not impede floodplain function. Because of the conceptual 

nature of the plan for the zone at this time, a more specific study will be completed at the time of design 

for each boathouse. However, a 2004 study examined the effect of a large boathouse structure proposed at 

the time at the western end of the zone on the C&O Canal and the floodplain. The study concluded that 

the proposed structure would have no impact on the floodplain and would not increase the water surface 

level, velocity, or shear stress appreciably during floods (Patton, Harris, Rust and Associates 2004). 

Mitigation 

The preferred alternative is not expected to significantly alter the natural and beneficial functions of the 

floodplain.   

Compliance with Development Requirements 

Communities that participate in the National Flood Insurance Program, such as Washington, DC, are 

required to enforce floodplain management regulations that meet the requirements of the National Flood 

Insurance Program. Furthermore, in order to comply with Executive Order 11988 & 13690, Federal 

Agencies must demonstrate there are no reasonable alternatives outside of the floodplain and study ways 

to reduce the flood risk associated with the proposed action. Therefore, guidelines for regulated 

development in the 100- year floodplain so that there are minimal impacts to the floodplain, and 

adherence to general building and development requirements as outlined in the National Flood Insurance 

Program requirements will be followed. 

Development in the floodway is also an issue to consider for compliance purposes. Development is 

generally not permitted in the floodway, and fill is prohibited in the floodway. The floodplain consists of 

two types of flood areas: the floodway and the flood fringe. The floodway is the area that encompasses 

the stream channel and is where floodwaters generally flow the fastest.  By definition it is the area where 

fill cannot be placed without resulting in a cumulative one foot rise in the 100-year floodwater elevation.  

The flood fringe comprises the remainder of the floodplain that extends beyond the floodway area. 

According to the detailed hydraulic study for Washington, DC, the Potomac River does not have a 

designated floodway (FEMA, 1985), however, given the location of the proposed development, it is safe 

to assume it is located in the flood fringe, well away from the floodway. Therefore, the preferred 

alternative meets compliance requirements for floodway development.  The proposed actions under the 

preferred alternative will be able to comply with these requirements. 

Conclusions 

The proposed action would include activities located within the regulatory 100-year floodplain of the 

Potomac River. Additionally, as a federally funded project, the additional FFRMS applies to the proposed 

project. The proposed development within the proposed Nonmotorized boat zone would create additional 

obstructions within the floodplain; however, the obstructions would not noticeably impact the water 

surface level during a flood event. A slight decrease in the capacity of the floodplain to store floodwaters 

would occur, as well as a slight decrease in infiltration. However, due to the limited capacity of the 

floodplain in its current condition, these alterations would not result in a measureable adverse impact. 

Based on the relative magnitude of the Potomac River, the proposed actions would not have appreciable 

effects which would increase the risk of flooding or hazards to human life or property.   

Floodplain values would be only slightly affected on Site A with the possible placement of an up to 2,700 

SF storage facility on the site; or not affected at all with the placement of only a trail or boardwalk were 

constructed. It is conceivable that the floodable designs of the future boathouse structures and the use of 

permeable pavers on the public plazas on sites C, D, and E could minimize impacts and slightly increase 
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the ability of the site to capture increased flows, although development in the zone would not improve 

wildlife habitat. Placement of smaller structures on site C would also affect floodplain function and values 

less than if a larger facility were placed there, and the structures would be designed to allow floodwaters 

to flow through them or to be removable if a flood is imminent, minimizing adverse effects on floodplain 

functions and values at that site. In addition, the proposed pedestrian/bicycle connection would have no 

noticeable effect on natural or beneficial floodplain functions. There would be no increase risk to human 

safety as a result of this proposal. The proposed boathouse structures would not be permanently inhabited, 

and the area would be evacuated should it be known that flooding is to occur.  The project would not 

increase the risk associated with flooding for the 100-year event.  Therefore, the National Park Service 

has determined the proposed actions would be consistent with Executive Order 11988 and 13690. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Project Background 

The National Park Service (NPS) proposes to implement a nonmotorized boathouse zone (NMBZ) located 
along the District of Columbia side of the Potomac River in the Georgetown neighborhood (figure 1). 
This NMBZ would extend from 34th Street, NW, at the western edge of Georgetown Waterfront Park to 
approximately a quarter of a mile upriver from Key Bridge in the District of Columbia. The NMBZ would 
encompass both public and private lands, including portions of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park (C&O Canal NHP) and Georgetown Waterfront Park, part of Rock Creek Park, and several 
private parcels (the Potomac Boat Club, three private residences, and a small parcel accessible from the 
shoreline only). There is a strong interest in nonmotorized boating in Washington, DC. Previous studies 
have demonstrated a steadily increasing demand for nonmotorized boating, including rowing, paddling, 
and standup paddle boarding. The purpose of this project is to establish a Potomac River recreation 
zone that more fully supports nonmotorized recreation; increases the public’s access to the river; 
improves functionality of the Capital Crescent Trail (CCT) as it connects to the Georgetown Waterfront 
Park; and respects the historic character, natural resources, and existing recreational use of the C&O 
Canal NHP and Rock Creek Park. 

Substantial boating activity occurs on the Potomac River offshore from the NMBZ, where favorable 
currents and winds combine to create ideal flat water conditions. The flat water upstream of Key Bridge 
and the natural shoreline that provides a safe exit from the water attracts large numbers of both 
paddlers and rowers who make heavy use of the Potomac River in this area (approximately 1,500 
boaters during the busy spring season). Multiple crew teams practice in the area daily during the rowing 
season. In addition, several rowing regattas are conducted each year, involving both high school and 
collegiate racing teams (Louis Berger 2013). Currently, public access points for nonmotorized boating 
and paddle sports (canoeing, kayaking, rowing, and paddle boarding) are limited, and capacity at current 
boathouse facilities and related amenities (boat storage, concessions, access facilities, boat rentals, 
beach, and docks) along the Georgetown waterfront are insufficient. Many hikers, walkers, cyclists, and 
commuters use the CCT through Water Street, NW, in the NMBZ (Louis Berger 2013). The current 
configuration of the CCT and its connection to Georgetown does not provide safe and compatible access 
for pedestrians and bicyclists with motorized vehicles to and through the recreation zone. Conflicts 
between CCT users and nonmotorized boat use are most prevalent during boating events when the area 
along Water Street, NW, is used as a staging area for regattas (Louis Berger 2013).  

Project Location 

The NMBZ was established as part of the Master Plan for Georgetown Waterfront Park and C&O Canal 
NHP (Georgetown Sector) approved and adopted in 1987. The NMBZ is bounded on the south by the 
Potomac River shoreline and includes a segment of Rock Creek Park between the Potomac Aqueduct 
Bridge Abutment and Pier (Alexandria Aqueduct) and Georgetown Waterfront Park and a segment of 
the C&O Canal NHP upstream of the Alexandria Aqueduct (figure 1). The entire project area is located 
within the boundary of the Georgetown Historic District, which is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The eastern, or downriver, boundary of the NMBZ is at 34th Street, NW. The 
western, or upriver, boundary of the NMBZ is approximately 1,100 feet upstream of Key Bridge. The 
northern boundary of the NMBZ is Water Street, NW, east of the Alexandria Aqueduct, and the CCT 
right-of-way, west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. The western limit reflects an NPS policy to preserve the 
natural appearance of the Potomac Palisades (Louis Berger 2013).
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Figure 1. Project Site2 
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Purpose  

The purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of the potential effects of the proposed 
alternatives for the NMBZ on cultural resources. Following Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (54 United States Code [U.S.C.] 306108) as outlined in the federal regulations 
providing for the Protection of Historic Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800), this 
report first identifies cultural resources within the project’s area of potential effects (APE). For the 
purposes of this assessment, a property is considered historic if it is listed or is eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, the nation’s official list of cultural resources that are federally recognized as worthy of 
preservation. Following the identification of historic properties, this report applies the Criteria of 
Adverse Effects as provided in 36 CFR 800.5 to determine if the proposed undertaking may alter, directly 
or indirectly, any characteristics of a historic property in a manner that would diminish its integrity. The 
information contained in this report has been incorporated into the environmental assessment (EA) for 
the NMBZ Development Plan. This report also will be submitted to the District of Columbia Historic 
Preservation Officer (DCHPO) in coordination with the preparation of the EA. It will be used as a basis for 
consultation between the agencies concerning the possible effects of the proposed undertaking on 
cultural resources. 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Two alternatives were considered—a no action alternative and an action alternative that includes 
several options for development and addresses the need for nonmotorized boating facilities within the 
NMBZ along the Potomac River in Georgetown.  

Alternative 1: No Action Alternative  

Under the no action alternative, no new nonmotorized boathouse facilities would be constructed, and 
capacity for nonmotorized boating and recreation on the Potomac River in Georgetown would remain 
the same, with most rowers, including universities, high schools, and individual rowers or rowing groups 
using Thompson Boat Center. Other rowers would continue to use the private Potomac Boat Club. The 
Washington Canoe Club would remain in operation, serving paddlers who are members of the club, and 
negotiations concerning the use and renovation of the building in which the canoe club is housed would 
continue. The concession currently known as Key Bridge Boats also would continue in its current 
configuration, providing public rentals of kayaks, canoes, and paddleboards. The site east of the Key 
Bridge and the space immediately under the bridge would remain unimproved and would continue to 
serve as a storage yard for the city. 

In addition, the CCT would continue to terminate at the Alexandria Aqueduct, and the transition from 
the trail to Water Street and the Georgetown Waterfront Park would remain confusing. This confusing 
transition makes it dangerous for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians along Water Street. Although the 
C&O Canal NHP installed a gate at the aqueduct, motorists still try to push through the gates because 
their GPS units cannot tell whether they are on the Whitehurst Freeway overhead and about to intersect 
with Canal Road and M Street or on Water Street at the entrance to the park, and wayfinding along 
Water Street is inadequate to provide direction to theses wayward motorists. 

Alternative 2:  Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone  

The action alternative is based on preliminary design and focuses on the appropriate buildable area for 

each zone and how that area could be used to provide access to favorable flat water conditions for 

nonmotorized boating and improve on-shore amenities. The action alternative allows phased development 
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of nonmotorized boating facilities for both rowing programs and recreational paddlers, while providing 

planning flexibility in future size, placement, and design of these facilities. 

The zone has been divided into five sites with sites A–C west of the Alexandria Aqueduct in the C&O 

Canal NHP and sites D and E east of the Alexandria Aqueduct and the Potomac Boat Club. Sites D and E 

sit on land administered by Rock Creek Park (figure 2). Overall, the implementation of this alternative 

would be phased, most likely starting with sites D and E. A summary of the proposed improvements to 

sites A–E is provided below, with more details provided in table 1 and an illustration of the massing for 

the facilities provided in figures 3 through 6.  

 Site A: Site A would include shoreline improvements, a sloped shoreline launch for 

canoes/kayaks/paddleboards, a picnic area that could include tables and grills or other 

amenities, and a trail/boardwalk through the site. Based on future need, site development may 

include the option of constructing a small, single-story boat storage area with a footprint of 

no greater than approximately 2,700 SF. 

 Site B: The Washington Canoe Club and its facilities are located within site B. The only 

actions proposed on this site would include general site restoration, rehabilitation of the 

structure, reconfiguring or removing the fenced yard, altering the authorized access driveway 

so that it services the facility, and providing controlled public access across the Washington 

Canoe Club apron to site A. 

 Site C: Site C would provide a canoe/kayak rental/storage facility that could be one single 

structure or multiple smaller structures. The total facility footprint would be no greater than 

approximately 6,000 SF with no more than two stories and a maximum height of 35 feet. The 

size of the adjoining public apron and dock would be commensurate with the ultimate size of 

the new facility or facilities, but not longer than 300 feet.  

 Site D: The primary configuration of the boathouse facility at site D assumes that the 

privately owned townhouses would remain in private ownership and be excluded from the 

nonmotorized boathouse zone. Therefore site D would include the construction of a smaller 

boathouse with an approximate footprint of 3,600 square feet (possibly up to 4,200 square 

feet, although a boathouse that size would restrict boat maneuverability in the plaza), a dock 

up to 150 feet long, a plaza, and ground-level boat storage. Both the dock and plaza areas 

would be accessible to the public except during permitted events (i.e., regattas and team 

practices). The proposed boathouse could be designed for a maximum height of 45 feet or up 

to three stories. If the townhouses were to become available for inclusion in the project at 

some point in the future, options for a larger boathouse (7,200 SF) on that site, with the 

public plaza shifted to the west, could be considered.  

 Site E: Site E would include construction of a large boathouse with a footprint of up to 

approximately 13,800 SF, with a dock up to 300 feet long, ground-level storage, and plaza 

areas. Both the dock and plaza areas would have public access except during permitted events 

(i.e., regattas and team practices). Treatments and configurations for Water Street NW and 

links between the CCT, the street, and Georgetown Waterfront Park would include drop-off 

and temporary storage areas for car-top users to leave their boats while they park on Water 

Street NW or in a parking garage. The site would also include an apron with vehicular access 

from Water Street NW at 34th Street NW and a public plaza/apron with dock access at the 

west end of the boathouse. 
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TABLE 1. DETAILS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

Feature Alternative 2: Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone 

Rowing 
program 
support 

 

 Site C: Up to ~6,000 SF second floor 

 Site D: Up to ~3,600 SF to ~4,200 SF second floor 

 Site D: Up to ~3,600 SF to ~4,200 SF third floor  

 Site E: Up to ~13,800 SF second floor 

 Site E: Up to ~13,800 SF third floor 

User 
Amenities 

 Self-serve lockers for car-top drop-off on Water Street NW across from Potomac Boat Club 
(approximately 36 lockers)  

 Potential rental racks at site A (approximately 42 racks) 

 Soft entry kayak launch (walk-in or rental only) (site A) 

 Dock entry kayak launch (site C)  

 Self-serve storage (site C) 

 Car-top launch drop-off and lockers at Water Street NW 

 Public restrooms (site C) 

 Picnic area (sites A and C) 

 Trail/boardwalk (site A) 

 Separated multiuse trail on Water Street NW 

 Restricted access driveway for service and emergency vehicles (sites A, B and C) 

 Seasonal outdoor boat storage 

 Public plaza/deck  

Shoreline  Shoreline improvements (i.e., remove riprap, debris, and near-shore sediments; create a 
natural shoreline profile; restore alluvial bench vegetation; improve near-shore habitat; and 
stabilize natural beach entry kayak launch [site A, and possibly site C]) 

 Minor shoreline fill and limited bulkhead construction and piles to accommodate boathouse 
construction (sites E, D, and possibly C)  

 Possible excavation of first floor by 2 to 3 feet at sites D and E below current grade to 
reduce height above mean low water level and ramp length  

Alexandria 
Aqueduct 

 Viewing terrace on top  

 Boat storage under archway (approximately 20 racks) 

Vehicular 
Access  

C&O Canal 
NHP 

 Authorized vehicles only beyond the Alexandria Aqueduct via NPS driveway (10 feet wide) 

 Gate at the Alexandria Aqueduct 

Vehicular 
Access  

Water Street 

 Street section:  
 Two travel lanes  
 26–36 metered parallel parking spaces (depending on curb cuts and final design) 
 30-foot radius cul-de-sac  

 Public plaza/apron with limited loading on site C 

 Public plaza/apron with designated loading zone on site D between existing townhouses 
and proposed boathouse 

 Public plaza/apron with designated loading zone at 34th Street NW 

 Short-term drop-off storage for car-top paddle craft for use while visitors park or retrieve 
their vehicles (includes potential for some of this storage to be longer term)  

 Traffic calming pavement design similar to Georgetown Waterfront Park materials to 
minimize conflicts between uses within congested loading zones 

Multiuse Trail  CCT transitions to 10-feet wide east of the Alexandria Aqueduct and continues on south 
side of Water Street NW between Whitehurst Freeway columns, connecting to Georgetown 
Waterfront Park 

 Shared bike lanes in Water Street NW with transition between trail and cul-de-sac 

Parking  Parking required for boathouses may be provided on-street or in local garages; 26–36 on-
street parking spaces on Water Street NW provided, with short-term drop-off parking in the 
cul-de-sac 
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Figure 2. Alternative 2 2 

 3 
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4 
Figure 3. Cross Section at Site A 5 
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6 
Figure 4. Cross Section at Site C 7 
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8 
Figure 5. Cross Section at Site D 9 
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10 
Figure 6. Cross Section at Site 11 
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IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Areas of Potential Effect 

According to the Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800), an APE is defined as the geographic area or areas 
in which an undertaking directly or indirectly may cause alterations in the character or use of historic 
resources or properties, if such properties exist. The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an 
undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.  

Separate APEs for direct and indirect effects have been delineated for the project as depicted in figure 7. 
The APE for direct effects (shown as the primary APE in figure 7) encompasses the proposed project 
area, extending from 34th Street, NW, at the western edge of Georgetown Waterfront Park to 
approximately a quarter of a mile upriver from Key Bridge in the District of Columbia. The APE for 
indirect effects (shown as the secondary APE on figure 5) considers potential visual impacts on 
surrounding historic properties adjacent to the undertaking. The western, northern, and eastern 
boundaries of the APE for indirect effects north of the Potomac River coincide with the Georgetown 
Historic District boundary. The APE for indirect effects extends east to 27th Street at K Street then 
follows Virginia Avenue, SW, to the south. The boundary proceeds south behind the Watergate Complex 
and the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. The southern edge of the APE for indirect 
effects follows the Roosevelt Bridge and the southern boundary of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway (GWMP).  

Historic Context 

Georgetown was laid out in 1751 and soon flourished as a tobacco port town and shipping center with a 
profitable European and Caribbean trade. In 1789, the same year that Georgetown lobbied Congress to 
locate the federal city here, the Maryland Assembly incorporated Georgetown as an independent town. 
In 1791, Georgetown became part of the 10-square-mile federal city. Over the course of the next 
decade, Georgetown prospered. Local fortunes were made in shipping and real estate, and development 
of the town began to spread beyond the banks of the river. While hotels, taverns, banks, and other 
commercial buildings were clustered along M Street and the waterfront area, large mansions and 
smaller, speculative housing began to be constructed above the harbor. By 1814, Georgetown had 
evolved from a small tobacco inspection station clustered around the harbor to a fully envisioned town, 
platted virtually in its entirety from the water to north of R Street (DC SHPO 2003). 

In the first decades of the 19th century, as the formerly prosperous tobacco trade began to flounder and 
Georgetown’s port began to silt up (exacerbated by the construction of Long Bridge in 1808), and with 
the competition from the ports of Baltimore and Alexandria for Georgetown’s market, the Georgetown 
economy faced change (DC SHPO 2003). 

The construction of the C&O Canal, designed in 1828 to carry raw materials east and finished goods 
west, helped Georgetown weather this change and was the impetus that transformed it from a tobacco 
port to a more diversified industrial (low-level processing) and commercial center. While coal shipping 
dominated the new economy, the processing and shipping of wheat, corn, stone, lumber, and cordwood 
supplemented the industry. The 30-foot drop from the canal to the Potomac River also provided ample 
water power for the operation of mills, including flour and paper mills and metal foundries (DC SHPO 
2003). 

The Baltimore and Ohio (B&O) Railroad Company was also created in 1828 to provide direct 
transportation for Baltimore to the Ohio River. The Georgetown Branch was constructed beginning in 
1892. Georgetown was an attractive location for the branch because of the abundant coal brought 
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down from to the river by the C&O Canal. The railroad company went into receivership in the late 1890s 
and construction on the line from Chevy Chase to Georgetown was not completed until 1910 (Coalition 
for the Capital Crescent Trail 2016).  
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Figure 7. Area of Potential Effect 
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A flood in 1889 caused enough damage to the C&O Canal to bring about its downfall. The canal had 
been Georgetown’s chief supplier of the wheat, coal, lumber, and other raw materials that kept the 
waterfront viable. Not only did Georgetown lose its supply line, but the water power to the five flour 
mills and the paper mill located along the canal was cut off. The well-being of Georgetown’s cooperage 
firms was closely tied to the fortunes of the flour mills that they supplied (NPS 2015). 

The most significant changes in the economy of the waterfront took place between 1889, when the 
flood occurred, and 1915. Although rapid industrialization was taking place in the rest of America during 
the 1890s, the economy of Georgetown was still based on a bygone era of mule-drawn canal boats, 
water power, and schooners. Labor-intensive ice-manufacturing businesses moved into old flour mills 
along the waterfront. Georgetown’s long-awaited rail connection came in 1910. Taking advantage of the 
new rail connection, companies such as the Cranford Paving Company, Brennan Construction Company, 
Corson and Gruman, Smoot Sand and Gravel Corporation, and the Columbia Granite and Dredging 
Corporation covered the shoreline with piles of sand, stone, and other construction materials. These 
companies filled the needs of the automobile age by providing road-building materials. The waterfront 
area became industrial (NPS 2015). 

The rise of the City Beautiful movement and the desire to commemorate the centennial of the 
establishment of Washington as the seat of government transformed the Georgetown waterfront. In the 
spring of 1901, the Senate Park Commission was created to develop and improve the entire park system 
of the District of Columbia. The eventual plan for the system of parks, the McMillan Plan, included the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway to serve as a link between Rock Creek Park and the National Mall. 
After studying the locally prepared schematic designs, the professionally acclaimed 1901–1902 Senate 
Park Commission specified the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway as the entrance to the proposed 
comprehensive park system for the nation’s capital. In 1913, Congress authorized legislation for the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, the first parkway in the metropolitan region and one of the earliest in 
the country. After a long period of land acquisition, planning, and design, sections of the new parkway 
began to open in the 1930s (DC SHPO 2003).  

While the riverfront was being developed as a parkway south of the Key Bridge, recreational facilities 
such as the Potomac Boat Club and Washington Canoe Club were being developed along the waterfront 
around the Potomac Aqueduct (DC SHPO 2003). The Potomac Boat Club, founded in 1859, constructed a 
boathouse along the Potomac, west of the Alexandria Aqueduct in 1908. The new boathouse was 
constructed using the form of a second generation boathouse. Unlike first generation boathouses, which 
were utilitarian sheds that stored shells, second generation boathouses are larger, more elaborate 
two-story structures that accommodate boat storage on the first floor and social functions on the 
second (NPS 1990a). The Washington Canoe Club was the first clubhouse built by the newly formed 
organization in 1904. The club was constructed in two phases with salvaged timbers and wood from 
burned out barns according to club tradition. The three-story shingle style building, designed by George 
P. Hales, follows the general form of a second generation boathouse, with boat storage, kitchen, and 
grill room on the first floor and social spaces on the second floor. By 1930, a one-story boat shed was 
added to the east. Sometime after 1971, a second floor was constructed on the boat shed addition (NPS 
1990b). Both buildings are all that remains of the vibrant history of recreational water sports on the 
Potomac.  

In the 1930s, concern was growing over the state of the natural and historic resources in Georgetown. 
The Capper-Crampton Act of 1930 established a federal goal of protecting the shorelines of the Potomac 
River from Fort Washington, Maryland, to Great Falls, Maryland, and identified the Georgetown 
waterfront as an important element of that shoreline warranting federal protection. The District of 
Columbia transferred 10 acres of Georgetown waterfront property to the National Park Service for 
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park purposes, and Georgetown Waterfront Park boundary was formally established in 1984 (Louis 
Berger 2013). 

In 1938, the Department of the Interior acquired the C&O Canal as an historic site, and the National 
Park Service began restoration of the 22-mile stretch between Georgetown and Seneca. In 1949, 
when the construction of the Whitehurst Freeway destroyed large numbers of waterfront and canal-
related resources, citizens protested and Congress responded by passing the Old Georgetown Act in 
1950. This act set the boundaries for the “Old Georgetown” district, which was designated a National 
Historic Landmark and automatically listed in the NRHP in 1967 (DC SHPO 2003).  

The area known as Foggy Bottom became the focus of an urban renewal project in the 1940s that 
combined indiscriminate clearance of blighted areas with rehabilitation of historic row houses. 
Construction of the Potomac Plaza residential complex and Theodore Roosevelt Bridge and interstate 
highways in the area spurred further development. In the late 1950s, Foggy Bottom was chosen as the 
site for the new national cultural center, named the John F. Kennedy Center less than two weeks after 
Kennedy’s assassination. The new building was completed in 1971 (Robinson & Associates 2012). 

Identification of Historic Districts, Structures, and Sites Within the Area of Potential Effect 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

C&O Canal Historic District 

The upstream end of the NMBZ from the Alexandria Aqueduct west is part of the C&O Canal NHP. The 
canal and its levee run parallel to the river behind the NMBZ on the west side of CCT, rising about 25 
feet in elevation above the trail. The C&O Canal is one of the most intact and impressive remnants of the 
American canal-building era, and its historical significance is the basis for creating the C&O Canal NHP. 
C&O Canal is listed under Criteria A and C and is historically significant primarily because it embodies 
19th century engineering and architectural technology. The canal operated from the late 1820s to 1924 
as a route for transporting coal, lumber, and agricultural products from western Maryland to the port of 
Georgetown and to the navigable lower reaches of the Potomac River.  

The Potomac River and the C&O Canal are the primary organizing features of the landscape of the 
NMBZ. The river terrace and C&O Canal levee provide spatial organization oriented toward the river. In 
addition, the presence of the Alexandria Aqueduct establishes a portal that divides the NMBZ into 
distinct character areas (figures 8 and 9). East of the Alexandria Aqueduct along Water Street, NW, the 
urban character is marked by the presence of buildings adjacent to the river that block views of the river 
and minimize access. Several open lots and the open character of Jack’s Boathouse are exceptions that 
are more consistent with the open character of Georgetown Waterfront Park located to the east. 
Whitehurst Freeway and Key Bridge provide a strong spatial definition of the site by providing a 
“ceiling.” West of the Alexandria Aqueduct, the site character is more rural; the Washington Canoe Club 
is the only structure and the area has significantly more vegetation. Views to the river are open, and a 
strong boundary is created by the C&O Canal levee. The spatial organization of the site is mimicked 
along the C&O Canal towpath, which crosses below Whitehurst Freeway to establish a “threshold” 
between city and nature. As discussed previously, the topography of the site is dominated by the C&O 
Canal levee and flat riverside terraces formed by construction fill. The topography is a significant 
component of the site’s spatial organization. 

In addition, as noted above, the vegetation at the site is a strong contributor to its present character. 
Historic photographs indicate that the forested condition is relatively recent. The forest cover obscures 
the relationship of the C&O Canal to the Potomac River. The vegetation provides a continuum with the 
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forested embankment of the C&O Canal that distinguishes the areas east and west of the Alexandria 
Aqueduct and reinforces the spatial organization of the NMBZ.  

The circulation patterns in the NMBZ are predominantly water-based. The Washington Canoe Club, 
Potomac Boat Club, and Jack’s Boathouse provide access to the Potomac River from within the NMBZ.  

 

 

Source: Louis Berger 2013 

Figure 8. Rural Character West of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct  

 

Source: Louis Berger 2013 

Figure 9. Urban Character East of the Alexandria 

Aqueduct 

 

In addition, Thompson Boat Center, located downstream from the zone, is a significant launching point 
for paddle craft using the river offshore from the NMBZ. The Washington Canoe Club and Potomac Boat 
Club are private clubs that offer access only to their members. Jack’s Boathouse and Thompson Boat 
Center offer access to the public. The other significant circulation feature is the CCT, which is a major 
regional trail and provides access for commuters and recreationists. CCT is 12 feet wide but occupies a 
30- to 40-foot-wide easement that encompasses the original B&O railroad embankment on which it is 
built. The trail is linked to Water Street, NW, which is the main circulation spine east of the Alexandria 
Aqueduct. Water Street, NW, lacks delineated lanes and conveys the impression of a parking lot as much 
as a street.  

The Potomac River is the primary feature of the NMBZ. Within the NMBZ, views and vantage points that 
are significant as character defining features of the region as a whole are those that establish the 
relationship of the various cultural features to the natural setting, to the history of the C&O Canal, and 
to one another. These views and vantage points include the forested slope of the C&O Canal levee and 
to a lesser extent the forested edge of the NMBZ, which establishes the natural character of the 
Potomac River above Georgetown. The view through the Alexandria Aqueduct from both directions is 
important in that it marks a symbolic transition from city to nature in the form of a literal threshold 
marked by the arch of the aqueduct. 

No small-scale features of significance are located in the NMBZ. 

The entire length of the canal is listed on the NRHP because of its historical significance for architecture, 
engineering, commerce, transportation, military history, and conservation (NPS 1971). 
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Georgetown Historic District 

Georgetown was founded by an act of the Maryland Assembly in 1751 and became part of the District of 
Columbia upon its establishment in 1791, although it remained a separate jurisdictional entity within the 
District until 1871. The Georgetown Historic District is a remarkably intact example of a historic port 
town and encompasses the area originally laid out in 1751. Its narrow grid streets contrast from the 
wide streets of L’Enfant’s Plan, and its collection of buildings and structures are among the city’s oldest, 
demonstrating a rich variety of residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial examples. The 
historic district was first established by the Old Georgetown Act in 1950 and listed in the DC Inventory of 
Historic Sites in 1964. In 1967, the Georgetown Historic District was designated a National Historic 
Landmark and was listed in the NRHP under Criteria A and C (DC SHPO 2003). The former B&O Railroad, 
now the CCT, is within the Georgetown Historic District boundary. The Waterfront Park area of the 
historic district may also contain unsurveyed sites associated with waterfront industrial warehouses that 
were present at that location around 1888 when the B&O Railroad was constructed. 

George Washington Memorial Parkway 

The GWMP was listed in the NRHP in 1995 and comprises 7,146 acres and extends 38.3 miles along the 
Potomac River. The resource in Virginia is composed of two sections, the southern section that extends 
from Arlington Memorial Bridge Gateway to Mount Vernon and was opened in 1932. The northern 
section runs 9.7 miles from Memorial Bridge to the Capital Beltway/Interstate 495 in Virginia and 
opened in 1965. The parkway has a period of significance from 1930 to 1966. Under Criterion B, the 
GWMP is significant for the Potomac River corridor’s association with George Washington. Under 
Criterion C, the parkway is significant for landscape architecture designed by Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., 
Charles Eliot, and Gilmore D. Clark (NPS 1995a). Built with the twin purposes of conserving Potomac 
Gorge and connecting historic sites associated with George Washington, the views from the parkway 
were designed by landscape architects to capitalize on both the scenic value of the river valley and the 
monumental character of the nation’s capital. Historic vistas, such as those toward Georgetown, were 
preserved by planners and engineers by managing vegetation and small-scale features along the road 
and framing the various vistas with bridges, natural systems, and circulation features. These views have 
been altered over time as vegetation has grown along the parkway but remain a significant and 
character-defining feature of the GWMP (Donaldson 2009). A 2009 cultural landscapes inventory of 
GWMP-North identifies contributing landscape characteristics that include natural systems and features, 
spatial organization, land use, topography, vegetation, circulation, buildings and structures, views and 
vistas, small-scale features, and archeological sites (Donaldson 2009). 

Theodore Roosevelt Island 

Theodore Roosevelt Island is an 88.5-acre island that sits in the Potomac River near the Key Bridge. 
Although the island is accessed in Virginia, it is part of Washington, DC. The Theodore Roosevelt 
Memorial Association bought the island in October 1931; it was transferred to the federal government 
in March 1932 to serve as a national memorial to President Theodore Roosevelt. The island honors the 
26th president primarily for his role as a leader in conservation, exhibited in the natural features of the 
island itself, including its lands, waters, flora, and fauna. In 1967, a large open-air architectural 
monument commemorating Roosevelt was completed on the northern end of the island. Roosevelt 
Island, administratively part of the GWMP, was listed in the NRHP in 1967 under Criteria A, C, and D, and 
its nomination was updated in 1999 (NPS 1999).   
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Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Historic District 

The property known as the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway occupies the gorge and rim of the lower 
Rock Creek Valley (the section of the valley south of the National Zoological Park) and a stretch of land 
along the Potomac riverfront. The linear park is approximately 180 acres; it varies in width from several 
dozen feet at its southern end to more than 500 feet near the northern boundary. The riverfront 
incorporates a grassy embankment, and the valley contains rock outcroppings, a variety of hardwood 
groves, a myriad of shrubs and dense understory, invasive vines, and a few grassy swards with specimen 
trees. The historic district incorporates a variety of extant 19th-century industrial structures, the earliest 
of which dates to 1828. Bridges are the most prominent extant cultural resources. Several stone 
retaining walls exist near bridge abutments, steep embankments, and along the creek. The dominating 
feature of the park is the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. The historic district is a DC landmark and 
was listed in the NRHP in 2005. The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway meets Criteria A and C in the 
areas of community planning and development, engineering, recreation, and landscape architecture. 
The property’s period of significance, 1828–1951, is defined by the beginning of construction of the C&O 
Canal and the erection of The Arts of Peace sculpture groups (NPS 2005a). 

HISTORIC BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES, AND SITES 

Potomac Aqueduct Bridge Abutment and Pier (Alexandria Aqueduct) 

The Georgetown abutment and stone pier, located within the NMBZ, are remnants of the C&O Canal 
aqueduct over the Potomac built between 1833 and 1843 and designed by Maj. William Turnbull, US 
Topographical Engineers. The aqueduct bridge was a major early-19th-century engineering achievement 
involving construction of piers to bedrock 35 feet under the waterline. During the Civil War, the 
structure was drained and used as a highway bridge. The canal was reconstructed with a wooden Howe 
truss in 1868 with a highway bridge above. Iron trusses were added in 1888, and the canal was 
converted to a bridge. In 1933, the superstructure was removed. The piers were cut down in 1962. The 
remnants of the aqueduct received DC landmark designation on January 23, 1973 (DC SHPO 2009). 

Washington Canoe Club 

The Washington Canoe Clue is located on a narrow strip of land between the bank of the Potomac River 
and the C&O Canal at the western end of K Street just west of the Alexandria Aqueduct. The CCT runs 
immediately behind the building. The club was constructed in 1904 and remains an excellent example of 
shingle style architecture characterized by octagonal towers, cross-gabled roof with louvered cupola, a 
central pavilion with flanking balconies, shaped verge boards in the prominent gable end, and shingle 
cladding. The building received DC landmark designation on January 23, 1973, and was listed in the 
NRHP in 1991 (NPS 1990b; DC SHPO 2009).  

Potomac Boat Club 

The Potomac Boat Club also is located on the western end of K Street, just east of the Alexandria 
Aqueduct. The boat house, which exhibits Craftsman style influences, was constructed in 1908 as the 
second structure for the Potomac Boat Club. The two-story frame boat house displays typical 
characteristics of its type, including a façade that faces the river, a low-pitch front-gabled roof, a tower, 
boat ports, large French doors, and shingle cladding. As one of only two remaining early-20th-century 
boat clubs along the Potomac River in the District of Columbia, the Potomac Boat Club received DC 
historic landmark designation on January 23, 1973, and was listed in the NRHP in 1991 (NPS 1990a). 
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Francis Scott Key Bridge 

The Francis Scott Key Bridge spans the Potomac River between Georgetown in Washington, DC, and 
Rosslyn in Arlington County, Virginia. The bridge, which carries US Route 29, has a northern approach at 
the foot of 35th Street, NW. The Francis Scott Key Bridge is a skillfully designed reinforced concrete arch 
bridge. Originally constructed to provide automotive, trolley, and pedestrian transit, the bridge has 
served as an important link between Washington and northern Virginia. Nathan C. Wyeth designed the 
bridge in 1916, and construction was completed in 1923. The structure is noteworthy for its elegant and 
simple Classical design. The Classically inspired structure comprises reinforced concrete, with eight 
arches. Five of the arches span the river, while the other three span land features. The original structure, 
designed in 1916 and constructed between 1917–1923, included seven arches. The eighth arch was 
added in 1938–1939 to span the GWMP in Virginia. The superstructure was altered in 1955 and 1987. 
The bridge was listed in the NRHP in 1996 under Criterion C in the area of engineering and because it 
was designed by an important local architect, Nathan C. Wyeth (NPS 1995b). 

Watergate Complex 

Watergate, a unified complex consisting of six interconnected buildings constructed between 1964 and 
1971, is one of the most well-known complexes in Washington, DC, politically and architecturally. 
Notwithstanding the building’s significance for its associations with the 1972 Watergate scandal, the 
complex embodies exceptional architectural significance as an outstanding and innovative example of 
the Modern Movement in Washington, DC. The scale and mixed-use program of Watergate required the 
formation of Washington's first private initiative Planned Unit Development, a new and largely untested 
idea in urban planning. The complex was listed in the NRHP in 2005 and received DC landmark 
designation the same year (NPS 2005b). 

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts (Kennedy Center) 

Located at 2700 F Street, NW, at the intersection of New Hampshire Avenue, NW, and the Rock Creek 
and Potomac Parkway, the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts is situated on a prominent 
site overlooking the Potomac River at the western edge of the Monumental Core of Washington, DC. 
The Kennedy Center was constructed between 1964 and 1971 and dedicated in 1971 as a national 
performing arts center and as a monument to President John F. Kennedy. It is eligible for listing in the 
NRHP for its national significance related to the life of President John F. Kennedy and for its modern 
architecture designed by 20th-century master architect Edward Durell Stone (Robinson & Associates 
2012). 

Identification of Cultural Landscapes in the Area of Potential Effect 

The GWMP is considered a cultural landscape. A cultural landscape inventory, completed by the 
National Park Service in 2009, identified contributing landscape characteristics that include natural 
systems and features, spatial organization, land use, topography, vegetation, circulation, buildings and 
structures, views and vistas, small-scale features, and archeological sites (Donaldson 2009). The project 
area is visible from the GWMP from the Francis Scott Key Bridge to North Oak Street. The view west of 
North Oak Street is obscured by dense vegetation.  

Identification of Archeological Resources in the Area of Potential Effect 

Because of a long history of development and occupation of the land in the zone, there was concern 
there could be archeological resources in the project area that could be affected. A Phase 1A 
archeological evaluation that included taking soil cores determined a very low likelihood for 
archeological resources that could be disturbed in most of the project area. There is potential for 
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resources at site A, but the soil cores indicate these resources are at least 6 feet below the surface, and 
the proposed facilities in this area would not require disturbance to that depth (Louis Berger 2015). The 
potential for submerged resources was also considered. However, sea level rise in the Potomac has 
generally taken the form of erosion, not submergence, so the presence of submerged resources is highly 
unlikely. Other than shipwrecks, no submerged archeological sites are known in the Potomac or 
Anacostia Rivers (Katz et al. 2015).  

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 

Methodology 

To assess the potential effects of the proposed “Georgetown Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone 
Development Plan” on historic properties, this report applies the Criteria of Adverse Effect, as defined in 
36 CFR 800.5, to each historic property within the APEs. The Criteria of Adverse Effect states, “An 
adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics 
of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would 
diminish the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.” 
Additionally, “adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking 
that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.” Examples of adverse 
effects include: 

 Physical destruction of/or damage to all or part of the property 

 Alteration of a property that is not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 

Treatment of Historic Resources (36 CFR 68) and applicable guidelines  

 Removal of the property from its historic location 

 Change of the character of the property’s use or physical features within the property’s setting 

that contribute to its historic significance 

 Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property’s significant historic features 

 Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration 

 Transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of federal ownership; control without adequate and 

legally enforceable restrictions; or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s 

historic significance 

Effects on Historic Districts and Structures within the Area of potential effects  

EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

Under the Alternative 1, the no action alternative, no new nonmotorized boathouse facilities would be 
constructed, and capacity for nonmotorized boating on the Potomac River in Georgetown would remain 
the same. Because no action would be taken, the project would not constitute an undertaking under 
Section 106. 

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

Under Alternative 2, a launch, picnic area and trail would be constructed at site A with an optional 2,700 
boat storage building and boathouses would be constructed at sites C, D, and E, all of which are within 
the boundary of the Georgetown Historic District. All of the proposed boathouses would have footprints 
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between 3,600 square feet (SF) and 13,800 SF. The optional boat storage building at site A would be 
approximately 2,700 SF. The maximum height of the boathouses would be 45 feet (see table 1).  

Direct Effects 

Construction of the new boathouses and optional boat storage building would not have a direct effect 
on the adjacent NRHP-listed Washington Canoe Club and Potomac Boat Club or on the Alexandria 
Aqueduct, a DC historic landmark. Their settings would be altered as would the overall landscape of the 
Potomac River shoreline. However, the new buildings would be in keeping with historic recreational 
activities in that area. The shoreline near the Alexandria Aqueduct was the site of numerous 
boathouses, including Dempsey’s Boathouse, which was originally located between the Washington 
Canoe Club and Potomac Boat Club (figure 10). An historic photograph taken during the construction of 
the Key Bridge shows the entire section of shoreline from the Alexandria Aqueduct to the Washington 
Canoe Club filled entirely with boathouses, boat storage facilities, and docks (figure 11). The design of 
the new boathouses at sites C and D would be compatible with the existing boathouses in scale, 
massing, materials, and design. Moreover, the designs of any new buildings also would be reviewed by 
NPS, the District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Office (DC SHPO), and local organizations, 
including the Commission of Fine Arts (CFA) and the Old Georgetown Board, which would ensure their 
appropriateness within the Georgetown Historic District. Consequently, there would be no adverse effect 
from the construction of boathouses and associated storage facilities under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 2 would have a direct effect on the Washington Canoe Club because the building would be 
rehabilitated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and a fenced yard and outdoor 
storage would be removed. Pedestrian and service access would be extended from the Washington 
Canoe Club to boat storage and launches and picnic tables at site A, located to the west. Any 
rehabilitation activities would be under the purview of NPS, the DC SHPO, and local preservation 
organizations, including the CFA and the Old Georgetown Board and thus, would not constitute an 
adverse effect.  
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Source: Washington Canoe Club  

Figure 10. Ice Dams along the Potomac River, Washington Canoe Club at Left, Proposed Site C in Center of 

Photo 

 

Source: Washington Canoe Club 

Figure 11. 1922 Photo Showing Shoreline within the NMBZ Site C, at Left of Aqueduct, Site D at Right of 

Aqueduct and Potomac Boat Club (adjacent to the aqueduct) 
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Alternative 2 would directly affect the Alexandria Aqueduct because it would include construction of a 
viewing terrace on top of the Alexandria Aqueduct and boat storage below the aqueduct arch, which has 
been used as boat storage in the recent past. The exact details of the construction method of the 
viewing terrace are unknown. The arch of the aqueduct previously has been used as boat storage with 
racks hanging from the underside of the arch. A fence also has been installed in the openings of the 
arch. Presumably, the project would be reviewed by NPS, the DC SHPO, and local preservation 
organizations, including CFA and the Old Georgetown Board because of its location within the 
Georgetown Historic District. Consequently, there would be no adverse effect from the viewing terrace 
and boat storage at the Alexandria Aqueduct. 

The C&O Canal Historic District is immediately adjacent to the north side of the NMBZ and would be 
directly affected by Alternative 2. Dense vegetation exists between the C&O Canal towpath and the CCT 
(figure 12). Introduction of new boathouses and optional boat storage building would alter the shoreline 
but would not change the existing line of vegetation between the towpath and the CCT, which act as a 
significant visual barrier during the spring and summer. The introduction of new boathouses under 
Alternative 2 would diminish the setting of the C&O Canal Historic District but would not alter any of 
characteristics that make the district eligible as a significant example of 19th century engineering and 
architectural technology. The setting of the district already has been significantly altered by the four-
lane Canal Road to the north. Alternative 2 would have no adverse effect on the C&O Canal Historic 
District.  

 

Figure 12. Capital Crescent Trail and Dense Vegetation to the North 

Alternative 2 would have a direct effect on the Georgetown Historic District because it would introduce 
six new non-contributing buildings and two additional optional buildings into a district with 
approximately 340 contributing buildings, which would slightly diminish the district’s integrity. However, 
the introduction of these modern buildings would not alter the characteristics of the historic district that 
make it eligible for listing under Criteria A and C and significant as a National Historic Landmark. 
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Construction of the boathouses and storage facilities under Alternative 2 would alter the landscape of 
the historic district along the Potomac River. Because of the bend in the river and heavy vegetation 
along the south side of the C&O Canal towpath, construction activities and the new buildings would not 
be visible from the north, where most of the contributing buildings in the Georgetown Historic District 
are located. However, the rooflines of the new boathouses may be visible from Prospect Street. The 
introduction of these modern buildings would not significantly diminish the district integrity of setting 
given the limited visibility between Prospect Street and the shoreline. In addition, the designs of any 
new buildings would be reviewed by NPS, the National Capital Planning Commission, and the Old 
Georgetown Board, which would ensure their appropriateness within the Georgetown Historic District. 
The removal of three townhouses for the public plaza option on Site D would have no effect on the 
historic district as they were determined as non-contributing structures, presumably within the 
Georgetown Historic District, by SHPO architectural historian Tim Dennee in a letter to Tammy Stidham 
at the National Park Service, National Capital Region, dated February 4, 2015. Given the limited visibility 
of the project area within the Georgetown Historic District and design review by the Old Georgetown 
Board, there would be no adverse effect on the contributing buildings within the Georgetown Historic 
District.  

The Key Bridge bisects the NMBZ and would be directly affected by Alternative 2. The bridge is listed in 
the NRHP under Criterion C in the area of engineering. Construction of new boathouses would diminish 
the integrity of the bridge’s setting but would not diminish the integrity of design, workmanship, 
materials, location, feeling, or association. Alternative 2 would not constitute an adverse effect on the 
Key Bridge.  

Indirect Effects 

The GWMP is within the immediate vicinity of the NMBZ and would be indirectly affected by Alternative 
2. Commuters and pedestrians using the GWMP would be able to see the changes along the shoreline in 
varying degrees. Travelers heading in either direction on the GWMP would have an almost 
unencumbered view of the project area between the Key Bridge and North Lynn Street on-ramp. Dense 
vegetation west of the on-ramp and east of the Key Bridge would completely obscure the view of the 
opposite shoreline. The potential development associated with Alternative 2 would alter the setting of 
the GWMP slightly but would not alter the characteristics of the historic district that contribute to its 
eligibility under Criterion C. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not adversely affect the GWMP. 

Theodore Roosevelt Island Historic District would be indirectly affected by Alternative 2 because the 
setting of the district would be diminished slightly by the introduction of a new boathouse east of the 
Key Bridge. However, this change to the setting would be negligible in the scale of the overall landscape 
surrounding the island. Larger scale intrusions including late 20th century high-rise buildings in Rosslyn 
already have diminished the setting of the historic district. As such, the small scale boathouses proposed 
in Alternative 2 would not constitute an adverse effect on the Theodore Roosevelt Island Historic District.  

The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Historic District is on the same shore as Alternative 2 and is 
approximately 0.5 mile downstream. The district would be indirectly affected by Alternative 2 because 
its setting would be altered. However, views of the project area from the historic district are very 
limited. The view of the project area is further obscured by the Key Bridge. Given the limited sightlines 
between the project area and the historic district, the setting of the historic district would not be 
diminished by the project. As a result, there would be no adverse indirect effect on this NRHP-listed 
historic district because of limited visibility of the NMBZ. 

Similarly, the NRHP-listed Watergate and John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts would be 
indirectly affected because each property’s setting would be altered by Alternative 2. Both properties 
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have limited views of the construction activities associated with Alternative 2 because of obstructions 
such as Theodore Roosevelt Island and the Key Bridge. There would be no adverse effect on these NRHP-
listed properties because of limited visibility of the NMBZ.  

CONCLUSION 

The Assessment of Effects for the Nonmotorized Boathouse Zone Development Plan as an undertaking 
in accordance with regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
would have no adverse effect on the Georgetown Historic District, Washington Canoe Club, Potomac 
Boat Club, C&O Canal Historic District, Alexandria Aqueduct, Key Bridge, GWMP Historic District, Rock 
Creek & Potomac Parkway Historic District, Theodore Roosevelt Island, Watergate, and John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts.  
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