
 

 

Environment and Energy Conservation Commission 
Draft 

 
Summary of June 25, 2012 Meeting 

2100 Clarendon Blvd, Azalea Conference Room 
 
Members Present: Shannon Cunniff, Mike Hanna, Claire O’Dea, Christine Ng, Scott Dicke, Alex 
Sanders, Shannon Siart, Sarah Meservey, Dean Amel, Scott Bauer   
 
Members Absent:   Eric Harold, Brooks Rainwater, Daniel Broder 
Guests:    Ron Sappenfeld, Bernie Berne , Muthu Arigovindan (Haley & Aldrich), Ian Smith (Haley & 
Aldrich) 
Staff Present:  Adam Segel-Moss (DES), Doug Martin (APS), Ron Peele (DES), James Meikle (APS), 
Bernadette Grullón (PRCR),  

 
1. Public comment  

<No comments> 
 
2. Claremont Magnolia Bog (Doug Martin and Jim Meikle, APS) 

Doug Martin and Jim Meikle presented on the Claremont Magnolia Bog.  APS and Arlington County are 
working collaboratively to address the problem of storm-water runoff that is causing damage to the 
environmentally sensitive magnolia bog in Barcroft Park, just north of Claremont Elementary School.  
Magnolia bogs are globally rare and several occur in the region.  Protection of these natural resources is 
important. 
 
Mr. Martin noted that a magnolia bog occurs only below gravel terraces of the inner mid-Atlantic Coastal 
Plain. They are closely associated with terrace gravel forests. These wetlands usually occupy less than 
an acre on slopes comprised of soils deposited millions of years ago by rivers. 
 
Doug explained that when water percolates from the upland sands and gravels over an impervious layer 
of clay, the downward flow is prevented and moisture is directed out of the hillside.   This hydrogeology 
creates optimal conditions for bog formation.  
 

 
 
Mr. Martin chronicled the project history and status below: 

8/10  ACG and APS staff met on site to review conditions and discuss ways forward. 



 

 

2/11  ACG and APS staff collaborated and agreed on an approach toward identifying 
solutions. 
3/11  ACG and APS staff presented an update to E2C2. 
4/11   APS had an appropriate testing consultant perform soils tests in approximately 
21 locations to determine the permeability of the soil. 
4/11-8/11 APS retained a civil engineering firm to assess the feasibility of infiltration 
solutions, develop alternative design concepts to address environmental concerns and prepared 
cost estimates. 
9/11   County staff reviewed APS’ conceptual design proposals and provided 
feedback and recommendations. 
12/11  APS consultants present multiple design options to APS and County. 
1/12  APS and consultants met with ACG to review selected design option and 
discuss scope of geotechnical issues, particularly those related to access. 

 
Moving forward, APS is working with Haley & Aldrich as part of the design team to assist the project to 
achieve the goal of 100% water infiltration.  Jim Meikle noted that the County and APS have been 
working collaboratively in each stage.  
 
Christine asked if there are varying cost differentials in the different systems once operational.  Mr. 
Martin noted that the major costs are really associated with the installation.    
 
Mr. Martin expressed some disappointment in the previous firm that led to this situation.  He further 
expressed that the County had little recourse to hold the original design and construction firm 
responsible to recoup costs.  Mr. Martin also noted that the original firm provided no realistic solutions to 
remedy the work.  James noted that APS took ownership of the project and began working with other 
firms.  
 
Mr. Martin noted that the costs have yet to be finalized.  It is expected that the cost will be shared 
between APS and the County and that we hope to reach an agreement with the County in the near 
future. 
 
Mr. Martin explained that the project needs to be finalized to clarify how access will occur and what 
equipment will be needed.  Specifically, the design team is still looking at what the area of disturbance 
will be and how to minimize the impact of installation. A crane may be needed to bring materials in and 
minimize impact. 
  
Dean A. asked if this project would be sent to the Corps for review.  Mr. Martin noted that as a part of the 
project design a Delineation and Resource Protection Area evaluation was completed and a much larger 
area than had been originally anticipated was identified.  The Corps of Engineers is currently reviewing 
the evaluation.  Additionally the Corps will also be approving the construction plans after they have been 
finalized in collaboration with the County. 
 
The next steps are to meet with the County in the near future and review the current design and studies 
that have been recently completed, address comments and concerns, discuss collaborative funding, 
review the project scope and timing with Claremont Elementary School, prequalify contractors, bid out 
and phase construction.  There are some variables in the time line; however the intent is to complete the 
work as soon as possible.  
  

3. CIP Update – Ron Peele (DES) 
Mr. Peele gave an update to the commission on the manager’s proposal for the 2013-2022 Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP).  The CIP is one of the most significant planning processes for Arlington County 
and Arlington Public Schools. This plan identifies the capital needs of the community over a ten-year 
period. This plan not only identifies immediate needs but also seeks to capture longer-term capital 
needs.  
 



 

 

Ron noted that staff tries to get input on the CIP before it goes to the Board for adoption. Little has 
changed from previous CIP iterations.  
 
The objectives used to develop the CIP include: 

• To preserve and improve the infrastructure of Arlington through capital asset construction, 
rehabilitation and maintenance; 
• To maximize the useful life of capital investments by scheduling major renovations and 
modifications at the appropriate time in the lifecycle of the facility; 
• To identify and examine current and future infrastructure needs and establish priorities among 
projects so that available resources are used to the community’s best advantage; and 
• To improve financial planning by comparing needs with resources, estimating future bond 
issues, and identifying potential fiscal implications. 

 
The CIP covers $2.45 Billion and covers an array of County needs, as shown below: 

 

 
Mr. Peele noted that several of the larger cost items revolve around transportation.  This includes but is 
not limited to paving, bus service, and the street car system. 
 
Conversely, one of the smallest areas of funding is allocated for energy efficiency.   $4.4 MM, or 1% of 
the budget is current allocated for energy efficiency projects.   
 
FY 2013 projects include: 

• Central Library Chiller Enhancement 
• Fire Station 1 New Rooftop Unit 
• Clarendon House Heat Pump 
• Long Branch Nature Center Energy Improvements 
• CIP Includes write up on CEP and how it affects the overall program 

 
Dean asked why Metro costs jumped so notably between 2012-2014.  Mr. Peele noted the jump and 
agreed to look into the reason for the change.  
 
Ron noted that there are a few major changes and assumptions.  These include: 



 

 

 
Major Changes in Presentation 

 Ten year vs. six year planning period 
 Includes more detailed information on major projects underway 

– e.g., Arlington Mill, Rosslyn Metro Station access improvements 
– Detailed project listings in maintenance capital 

Major Assumptions 
  3% annual construction inflation 
 5% long-term fixed rate interest rate on bonds (lower in near-term) 
 Revenue growth of 3-4% 

  
 
July 21st is the target date for County Board adoption of CIP and 2012 referenda.  Christine asked if 
there were initiatives that have been deferred in the past 6 years that are now being put forth.  Ron 
noted that it is highly variable.  Projects are approved based somewhat on the priority line they’ve been 
put on.  This could include projects that were previously approved, had a recent catastrophic break in 
equipment functionality, or could present a danger to the community.   
 
Dean noted that energy efficiency (EE) was a very small area of funding for the County.  Through further 
discussion it was agreed upon that additional retrofits were occurring that were not captured in this 
number.  Dean also noted that $1 MM in land acquisition seemed very low.  Ron agreed and noted that 
Mr. Zimmerman made a similar overture asking how master plans and open space plans would be 
achieved.   
 
Shannon C. noted that there should be a more robust formula to evaluate projects and funding.  
Shannon asked if there was a way to document the rationale behind the assumption of funding.  
Specifically, Shannon asked about positive or negative environmental or cost assumptions.  After some 
discussion Ms. Cunniff clarified that if an energy project doesn’t have 10 year payback, or less, then it is 
likely a capital project and not an EE project.     
 
The commission asked if there was a formal link between the CIP and the Community Energy Plan.  Ron 
explained that the CEP is still in the formative phase and there isn’t much that can be done until more 
definition is given to specific project or incentives.    
 
Scott noted that a letter had already been sent.  He further asked if feedback would occur from the letter.  
Ron noted that the Board would give direction to staff based on their reaction, but direct feedback may 
not occur.   

 
4. Rocky Run (Bernadette Grullon, PRCR and Valerie Mosley, PRCR) 

 
Bernadette Grullón and Valerie Mosley provided an update on the Rocky Run Park improvements 
located at North Barton Street and North Fairfax drive.  Ms. Grullón and Ms. Mosley reviewed the EA 4.4 
requirements and found the project to be excluded.  Parks staff still felt it was important to present the 
project to the commission and show how environmental issues are being addressed. 
 
PAY-Go and Park Bond funds were allocated for the reconstruction of the playground and field, the 
provision of accessible walkways, as well as associated grading and drainage improvements and 
landscaping. In addition, NC funding was approved for the reconstruction of two basketball courts and 
lighting of the courts in 2010. After a series of meetings with the community beginning in early 2010 a 
master plan was developed and approved by the Clarendon Courthouse Civic Association. 
 
Construction documents are 90% complete and currently in review and permitting.  Staff anticipates the 
project to go out to bid in early summer and construction to begin fall 2012.  The proposed 
improvements consist of relocating tot and school-age playgrounds to the upper end of the park along N. 
Barton Street. The basketball courts and field will be located in the middle of the park with plenty of 
seating opportunities to watch games and others play. The lower or eastern end of the park will feature 



 

 

increased accessibility, seating and more landscaping. The lower area will include artistic 'sculptures' 
designed to appeal to skateboarders and viewers. 
 
  
Dean asked how many trees will be removed.  Bernadette noted that 28 trees will be lost as part of this 
projects.  She clarified that staff identified high value trees and have worked to minimize root impacts to 
all mature trees.  The project will replace the 28 trees with 33 new shade trees and over 30 flowering 
trees.  Staff also worked in a native grassy meadow area to create natural habitat and attract a range of 
pollinators.  
 
Parks is trying a new technology called a pin foundation (AKA diamond pier) to minimize tree root 
impacts and maintain mature trees.  This is the first time that this technology has been used by the 
County. Rather than digging large and deep foundations, the shallow piers (shown below) are used in 
conjunction with metal piping.  These piers will hold an elevated pedestrian walkway in lieu of a paved 
asphalt trail.   Additional watering and root pruning will occur where needed. 
 

 
 
Mike H. asked what the net change in impervious area would be.  Bernadette noted that the net increase 
was 3,200 ft.  Ms. Mosley further clarified that flexipave permeable pavement will be tried on much of the 
walkway; approximately one third of the new walkway pavement will be permeable.  
 
In addition to permeable pavement, a vortex filter will be used to filter and direct stormwater runoff into a 
gravel storage facility located under the synthetic field.  This system is designed to detain a 100 year 
storm. The filter is designed to be maintenance free and separates sediment from water flow to prevent 
clogging the gravel storage system.  Parks plans to maintain the system.   
 
 The commission was pleased with the project and the voluntary mitigation of stormwater and other 
environmental impacts.  The commission agreed to write a letter to Parks staff commending them on 
their action even though an EA was not required. 
 
Construction is anticipated to begin in fall 2012.    

 
5. Legislative Agenda  

Several legislative agenda items were discussed.  Shannon C. agreed to draft a letter and circulate 
within the commission for modifications.  The commission will discuss the letter and finalize it at the July 
meeting. 

 
6. Approval of Meeting Summary May 21, 2012 

<Postponed until July> 
 
7. Old/New Business 

 
Christine attended the Pedestrian Advisory Committee meeting.  She noted that the Washington 
Boulevard bike trail was discussed.  Several items have been raised about tree removal and trail design.   
 
Dean noted that the Urban Forestry Commission wrote a letter against the Washington Blvd. bike trail.  



 

 

Spoke about many different development projects. 


