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1. Public comment 

Tony Trabandt commented that a revised Environmental Assessment (EA) should address the 
possibility of a turf field, field lighting, additional transportation circulation, lighting energy, light 
pollution, field noise, etc.  Mr. Trabandt expressed to the Commission and to APS that he feels the 
current EA still is not adequate and needs to be amended.  Mr. Trabandt’s written comments are 
noted at the end of the meeting minutes.   
 
Chris Munson – Provided written comments and asked that the Commission more clearly express 
their view of field lighting in the letter to the County Board.  Mr. Munson’s comments are attached at 
the end of the meeting minutes.  
 
Shannon C. asked for clarification about the field lighting and turf from APS.  It was noted that the 
Arlington Soccer Association did make a proposal to the County and offered funding for part of the 
cost.  At present the lights and turf field are not part of the APS proposal.  There has been 
discussion about decoupling the installation of turf fields with lighting, but no exclusions have been 
made for this project at this time. 
 
Fred Millar brought concerns to the commission regarding County dog parks.  Mr. Millar expressed 
concern about the silica dust in the dog parks.  He suggested that K9 grass is an alternative that 
should be explored.  This is a synthetic grass that can be used in the dog parks.  He noted that the 
silica dust has been shown to cause harm to animals and humans if inhaled.  He noted that dog 
parks and recreation areas (e.g. tennis courts) are all within breathing distance of each other.  He 
asked that the Commission express concern to the Board, ask that an alternative be installed, and 
the silica dust be removed.  
 

2. OEM – Emergency Preparedness Advisory Commission (Debbie Powers & Jackie Snelling, 
OEM)  
Debbie Powers and Jackie Snelling presented on the Emergency Preparedness Advisory 
Commission.  They noted that a full scale community exercise will take place on September 24th. 
The community exercise will include local utilities, emergency preparedness agencies, and local 
governments. The exercise will be a communitywide blackout during a heat wave.  They noted that 
many outages occur during extreme heat or cold. 
 
Ms. Powers and Ms. Snelling walked the commission through several questions and received 
feedback.  The questions will also be sent to the Commission to receive feedback offline.  The 
questions are attached at the bottom of the meeting minutes. 
 
 
 

 
3. Legislative Priority Letter  



The Commission reviewed, discussed, and amended the draft Legislative Priority Letter.  The letter 
was finalized during the meeting and unanimously approved with edits.   The Legislative Agenda for 
the 2014 General Assembly was sent to the County Board on June 25th. 
 
 

4. Williamsburg ES1 Letter 
The Commission reviewed, discussed, and amended the draft Williamsburg ES1 letter to the County 
Board. The Commission felt that it should more clearly express opinions on lighting, turf fields, 
stormwater, and overall project impact. The letter is being amended and will be brought back to the 
Commission for review at the July 22nd meeting.   
 

5. Approval of Meeting Summary – May 20, 2013 
Unanimously approved with edits.  

 
6. Old/New Business 

  
 
  
 

 
 
 
 



PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT ES1 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
Prepared by Tony Trabandt, 3667 N.Harrison Street 
 
Members of the Environment and Energy Conservation Commission (E2C2): I have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Assessment for ES1 (EA), the Draft Environmental Assessment for Ashlawn, the 
Summary of your March 18 Meeting, and your letter of April 17 to Chairman Tejada. I respectfully offer 
these comments about the ES1 EA for your consideration. The comments are keyed to the sections of 
the Arlington County Environmental Checklist.  I will also forward a copy of these comments to APS, so 
they will have an opportunity to prepare and respond at your May 20 meeting. Finally, I appreciate the 
Commission’s willingness to consider public comments in your deliberations. 

1. D. SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS. #2. Will the project affect groundwater? The answer should be 
yes, because 200 geothermal wells will be drilled to a depth of at least 400 feet and geothermal 
system piping will be installed under field 2. There also will be an extensive underground and 
above ground storm water management system, that will also provide for irrigation of the athletic 
fields. Finally, construction at the site will begin in February, 2014 on ES1 until September, 2015, 
to be followed by another year to 18 months on the expansion of Williamsburg Middle School 
(WMS), and will involve extensive excavation in the southeast quadrant of the site for ES1 and in 
the vicinity of the athletic fields for installation of elements of the storm water management 
system under the new parking lot for ES1 and the geothermal system under field 2. All of this 
activity may affect groundwater. We do not have the detailed plans for the construction activity, 
the geothermal system, or the storm water management system to assess the potential effects. 
 

2. E.  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT. #2. The description of the system is too general. It should 
provide the same level of detail and specificity contained in the Ashlawn EA. The description 
should address how the system will comply with the requirements of the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Ordinance (CBPO) for Little Pimmit Run- East Branch, which is a Resource 
Protected Area (RPA). Finally there should be an attachment of the  schematic design of the 
system and a completed Stormwater Requirements Worksheet, as in Appendix I of the Ashlawn 
EA.      #3. Describe your erosion or sediment control plan or attach your E&S document. The 
response is too general and also inadequate, because I do not believe there is an existing E&S 
control plan or other document. 
 

3. F.FLOOD PLAINS, WETLANDS, CHESAPEAKE BAY ISSUES. #2 Is your site within a 
Resource Protected Area, as defined in the CBRO? The more complete answer is,”No. However 
the site is across N. Harrison from Little Pimmit Run-East Branch, which is an RPA, and the 
project will have to comply with applicable requirements of CBRO.” A map showing the 
Williamsburg site and the Little Pimmit Run-East Branch RPA should be attached, as was done 
in the Ashlawn EA. 
 

4. G. WATER QUALITY. As a general matter there has been no Water Quality Impact Study done 
for ES1, which I believe is required by the County Storm Water Management Ordinance. Answer 
to #2 does not provide any confirmation of compliance with limits for discharge to a local 
treatment plant, as was discussed in the Ashlawn EA. 
 

5. H. AIR QUALITY. The answer to #1 is incomplete and inadequate. The air quality in the 
surrounding neighborhood will be significantly deteriorated, because of the substantial emissions 
from construction related equipment and vehicles, and large trucks delivering materials to the 
site throughout the day from February, 2014 to the completion of the expansion of WMS several 
years later. As of September, 2015, there will be a near doubling of vehicle trips to and from the 
site by parents, staff and buses, with long queues on the adjacent streets. When the expanded 
WMS opens, there will be another step increase in emissions as a result of an additional 300 to 



400 students at WMS. The County-wide perspective with the asserted comparison to a “new 
build’ option is inapposite. The appropriate air quality comparison is the existing vehicle 
emissions today without ES1 VS. the future emissions during construction of ES1 and expanded  
WMS and operation of ES1 and the expanded WMS. That comparison will show a significant 
deterioration in the air quality in the neighborhood. Finally the response references a 
Transportation Management Plan. However, there is no Traffic Demand Management plan, even 
though required by the February amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and recommended by 
County staff. 

 
6. H. AIR QUALITY. The answer to #2 is not complete. The drilling and operation of 200 

geothermal wells can create objectionable odors, depending on the drilling technology used and 
the geothermal operating system that is installed. A monitoring and mitigation plan should be 
developed for those activities. 
 

7. I. FLORA AND FAUNA. The answer to #1 should reflect the discussion about the VDMO tree 
replacement plan in the Meeting Summary for the May 1 PFRC meeting distributed by Adam. 
Many neighbors do not support the VDMO plan for a new line of trees along the south end of the 
playing fields, because of the negative impact on the vista running from 36 St. to upper N. 
Harrison and the Fairfax County line. They also do not support an extensive new line double line 
of trees on the east end of the fields which creates a virtual tree wall separating the fields from 
the 2 schools, reducing usable green space, and interfering with soccer use of the fields. The 
VDMO tree replacement plan should be attached to the EA for reference purposes. In addition, 
we have not seen a final landscape plan, and we have not seen the streetscape plan for the site. 
Both of those plans should be discussed in the answer and attached to the EA. 
 

8. J. NOISE. The “no” answer is not accurate. For the same reasons discussed above in comment 
#6 about negative impact on air quality, there will be a significant increase in Noise around the 
site during the construction of ES1, the operation of ES1, the expansion of WMS and the 
subsequent operation of the 2 schools.36 St. will be heavily impacted by the Noise from 
construction and the dramatic increase in traffic flow on the street during ES1 arrival and 
departure times, and throughout the day in the new ES1 parking lot south of the fields. The 
middle area of N.Harrison will experience noise from buses using the new bus arrival and 
departure area (in the existing WMS drop-off/parking lot). And the upper area of Harrison will 
have significantly increased noise during WMS arrival and drop-off times, because all of the non-
bus WMS vehicle traffic now will go through the upper parking lot by the WMS entrance. APS 
should prepare a noise abatement and mitigation plan for the site, such as prohibiting idling 
buses, and incorporating noise reduction strategies. 
 

9. J. NOISE. We know that the County Manager has a pending decision memo under active 
consideration to approve a proposal to install a turf field on field 2 and install lights for the field, 
even though there has been no consultation with the surrounding neighborhood of the 2 affected 
Civic Associations. County policy is that such fields will be operated 6 days a week until 11pm, 
with adult teams in the evening. If a decision is made to approve the proposal, there would be an 
exponential increase in Noise coming from the fields, the ES1 parking lot, and vehicles on 
adjacent streets. The ES1 EA should acknowledge that possibility and the resulting significant 
negative Noise impact. The ES1 EA also should propose a noise abatement and mitigation plan 
in the event that the proposal is approved. 
 

10. K.LIGHT AND GLARE. The response is not adequate. APS should provide  a description of how 
the lights will be operated on school days, weekends and holidays, in terms of the hours of 



operations for each set of lights for the 3 parking lots, the area around the periphery of the 
schools, the basketball court, the tennis court, and the athletic fields. APS also should prepare a 
light/glare abatement and mitigation plan to minimize the visual impact of the lights on the site. 
 

11. K. LIGHT AND GLARE. In addition, as discussed in comment 8. NOISE, the pending decision to 
approve lights for a turf field on field 2 also would have a significant negative light and glare 
impact on the surrounding neighborhood. The extensive expert reports submitted by the 
Williamsburg and East Falls Church Civic Associations in the Us Permit Amendment proceeding 
for the proposal by Bishop O’Connell High School to install lights for its baseball and football turf 
fields documented in considerable detail those negative light and glare impacts on a residential 
neighborhood such as ours. The ES1 EA should acknowledge the possibility of lights for the turf 
field and the significant negative light/glare impact of such lights. The ES1 EA also should 
propose a light/glare abatement and mitigation plan in the event the proposal is approved. 
 

12.  M. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Intersection of Williamsburg and Kensington (W/K). 
Improvement of W/K was approved as part of NCP #514 in February, 2011. The County design 
for W/K was done before ES1 was approved for the Williamsburg site. During the concept 
design phase for ES1, APS decided to prohibit left turns from Harrison onto 36 St. during arrival 
and dismissal times for ES1 and WMS, and to have the primary access route for ES1 to be 
proceeding north on Kensington from W/K to a right turn on 36 St. and then to the new ES1 
parking lot for drop-off and pick-up. So now almost all of the traffic going to ES1 will pass 
through W/K, which was never contemplated at the time that the design was done by the 
County. The conceptual design phase included consideration of the #514 design as part of the 
ES1 Traffic Plan done by the Toole Design Group (TDG) and the conceptual design done by 
VDMO. The result was that there has been NO change in the #514 design, despite the new 
demand placed on W/K as the primary access point for ES1.  
 

13. M. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.110 neighbors have signed a petition to the County 
Board objecting to the current #514 design, because it is inherently dangerous and unsafe and 
will create substantial traffic congestion and gridlock throughout that neighborhood. The petition 
also urges the County to install a traffic signal at W/K to address the safety issues and traffic 
congestion. The neighbors engaged Wells+Associates, a well respected Northern Virgina traffic 
consultant, to review and comment on the #514 design, and if appropriate to propose an 
“Alternative Concept Design” for W/K. Wells issued a Memo on May 13 that found that the #514 
design was in fact inherently dangerous and unsafe for 10 separate reasons and would indeed 
lead to significant traffic congestion. As a result Wells recommended an Alternative Concept 
Plan for W/K including a traffic signal. I will forward the Wells Memo and Alternative Concept 
Plan to Adam for distribution to you. The EA should acknowledge the fact of this dispute 
between many neighbors and County staff, and discuss how APS and the County propose to 
resolve it after a Town Meeting on the subject on May 13. 
 

14. M.TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Many neighbors believe that the TDG Report attached 
to the EA contains numerous errors, inaccuracies and unsubstantiated assumptions with regard 
to parking, traffic flows and transportation demand management, among others. The BLPC, the 
PFRC and the School Board eventually approved the parking and traffic plan recommended by 
TDG in large measure. Nonetheless many neighbors still believe that the parking and 
transportation plan for ES1 is unduly optimistic and we are going to end up with failed 
intersections with F LOS’s at W/K, Kensington and 36 St., Williamsburg and Harrison, and 
Edison and Old Dominion, and inherently dangerous and unsafe conditions at the several 
crossings for students and parents. The EA should reflect that such concerns still exist. 



 
15. M.TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. The on-site parking for ES1 in the schematic design 

does not comply with the amended Zoning Ordinance and would require a variance by the 
County  Board using the new flexibility in the February amendment. The EA should reflect that 
fact and the uncertainty associated with it. Also the TDG Plan assumed a very aggressive TDM, 
which was deemed unrealistic by many neighbors. However, as noted previously, we have not 
seen the TDM for ES1 and have no idea what will be included. The EA should note the need for 
an ES1 TDM. In addition, APS has not prepared a construction mobilization plan, including 
phasing, parking for workers, vehicle staging area, truck routes, etc. and the impacts on on-
street parking and pedestrian travel ways during the construction of ES1 and the subsequent 
expansion of WMS, even though required by the PFRC Operating Guidelines for a schematic 
design and County Administrative Regulation 4.1. 
 

16. N.ENERGY CONSUMPTION/CONSERVATION. As discussed at the last E2C2 meeting there is 
no funding for the bulk of the solar PV panels. In addition, VDMO has determined that there is 
insufficient roof space for the full solar PV array, even if funding was available. Consequently, 
the ES1 will not meet the energy conservation and net energy zero targets advertised for it when 
construction is complete. In addition, also as discussed at the last E2C2 meeting, all of the 
electricity consumed at ES1 will be purchased from Dominion Virginia Power (DVP) pursuant to 
the DVP tariff applicable to AS facilities. The electricity generated by the solar PV installation at 
ES1 is assumed to be sold to DVP at the same $/Kwh rate that APS pays for the purchase of 
power from DVP. DVP has not agreed to such an arrangement and it is very unlikely that DVP or 
the VA State Corporation Commission (DVP’s state regulator) would ever agree. Consequently, 
the projected energy savings for ES1 are premised on several inaccurate assumptions by 
VDMO. Finally we have not seen the Services and Utility Plan for ES1`and have no way of 
knowing whether all utilities are going o be underground. 

17.O. GREEN BUILDING. The discussion indicates that ES1 is squarely in the LEED Gold category 
and could achieve LEED Platinum, depending on the eventual funding of the full solar PV array (and 
also the availability of adequate roof space for the full array). However, it would be useful to confirm 
the points claimed in the attached LEED checklist to support the ES1 LEED category discussed in 
this section.  
 


