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Summary of March 18, 2013 Meeting 

2100 Clarendon Blvd, Azalea Conference Room 
 
Members Present:  Claire O’Dea, Gabriel Thoumi, Mike Hanna, Sarah Meservey, Scott Dicke, Scott 
Bauer, Shannon Cunniff, Shannon Siart, Eric Harold 
 
Members Absent:  Alex Sanders, Brooks Rainwater, Christine Ng,  
Guests:  Sada Aksartova, Dennis Clague, Bill Johnson, Joshua Handler 
Staff Present:  Adam Segel-Moss (DES), Joan Kelsch (DES), Jason Papacosma (DES) 
 
1. Public comment and Ashlawn ES Public Hearing 

 
 

Below are the draft meeting minutes from the March 18th E2C2 meeting.  These minutes include 
public comment, commission discussion, and an approved motion to oppose the Manchester 
Street entrance of the Ashlawn Elementary project based on environmental and energy reasons.   

As required in the Environmental Assessment (EA) process these comments were provided to 
APS on 3/22/13 in order to incorporate Commission and public comments into the project.    

APS will not be pursuing LEED certification for the Ashlawn project, but it will document at least 
energy efficiency, water efficiency, and indoor air quality credits.  They will pursue EnergyStar and 
the LEED-CI lighting credit.  They would like to educate students and staff to manually turn lights on 
and off so they aren’t doing any controls.   

Initial discussion focused on comments from last month’s meeting – stormwater issues relating to 
new impervious area vs. existing impervious, local collection network for sanitary sewer load, LEED, 
transportation issues including walk distances and connections, bus routes, minimizing energy use 
from lighting, solar heat gain and white roofs,  

Mr. Chadwick reported that the student population is about the same as is there now with a minor 
increase.  He noted that sewage discharge will not increase significantly and that all urinals in the old 
and new building will be waterless.   
 
Energy upgrades will be incorporated into the existing building.  Scott Dicke asked if there were any 
energy upgrades that were traded away in exchange for other components of the design?  Mr. 
Chadwick reported that they were given a specific amount of money for the project.  This amount is 
being supplemented for the project given the anticipated maintenance in the next few years.  They 
have proposed replacing HVAC equipment now in order to make the whole building more energy 
efficient.   
 
Mr. Dicke asked if there were energy components APS wanted to do but didn’t have enough funds 
for.  Mr. Chadwick noted that the roof and roof insulation will be replaced.  Since they aren’t doing a 
full renovation, windows are not being replaced and no additional wall insulation is being added to 
the existing building.  Mr. Chadwick reported that the new Williamsburg Elementary School will be 
designed from scratch and will be net zero energy ready.  He noted that it is easier to get more for 
the money when building a new structure.  The APS Energy Manager has more information on the 
long term planning on energy issues.   
 
Gabriel mentioned Bluemont parking area and asked if it can be used for parking during the day?  
Mr. Chadwick reported that transportation and parking has been extensively reviewed.  The 
transportation study is the most extensive study performed on a school to date.  The Police 



Department is concerned about cars backing up onto Wilson Blvd.  Dropping off at the Bluemont 
would be the longest drop-off in the APS system and it would require staff managing pedestrians 
and cars.   
 
Stormwater plans were shown to the Commission.  The design assumes all existing site area is 
pervious.  This will overcompensate and is a conservative estimate.  The stormwater management is 
designed for a 100-year storm.  They don’t capture for the 100-year storm, but the peak release rate 
is calculated for the 100-year storm.  Stormwater runoff should be better than today since they are 
assuming that all parking areas and court areas are grass.  For stormwater quality, they are 
providing a bioretention facility.  Existing runoff is treated by existing detention system.   
 
Ms. Xu reported that the small green roof has been taken out of the plan.  It was very small area and 
may be planted with trays instead of a full built-in green roof.  The area is a set-back on the third 
floor outside the media center.  The area was so small it didn’t have significant water quality impacts.  
Sarah Meservey asked about putting a green roof on the whole roof.  Mr. Chadwick reported that 
they decided that a green roof wasn’t appropriate because the area of the new building isn’t very 
large. Good insulation and a reflective roof will be added instead.   
 
Mr. Chadwick noted that a third party commissioner works on all APS projects. 
 
Eric Harold asked whether there are other opportunities for additional stormwater management that 
could address County permit requirements.  Mr. Chadwick noted that a raingarden will be provided 
to address the proposed improvements and the addition.  Jason Papacosma (DES) said that the 
County will review the stormwater plans to make sure they meet the County’s requirements but 
haven’t seen them as of yet.   
 
Public comment:  Sada Aksartova is a parent.  She wrote a letter outlining why the draft EA is 
inadequate regarding parking.  She welcomes the addition but does not like the new road and 
parking.  She asks that APS be thoughtful about green space.  Growing school population will mean 
there is less green space for the children.  Ashlawn sits above Bluemont Park and you can’t see the 
road from Ashlawn as you look over Bluemont.  She suggests that the parking area not be added 
there.  The slope offers a sledding hill.  Why sacrifice that to 14,000 square feet of pavement?  It 
runs counter to open space priorities and the neighborhood conservation plan.  The Bluemont 
parking area should be seriously considered.  We should encourage kids to walk from the parking lot 
– it could be the first school to try this new approach.  Ashlawn Elementary School has a goal of 
protecting the environment and she suggests changing the program to support that goal. 
 
Dennis Clague provided written copies of his comments.  Mr. Clague lives in a house that backs 
onto the school lot.  He suggested that the school keep the drop-off circle where it is now and build 
more access on 8th Road.  He believes the solution provided creates new problems.  He believes if 
you keep everything on N. 8th Road, the environmental issues go away.   
 
Bill Johnson showed photos of the runoff situation while he gave comments.  The photos show 
runoff on the site during a rainstorm.  Mr. Johnson’s written comments are noted at the bottom of the 
meeting minutes.   
 
Joshua Handler lives in Boulevard Manor and serves on the PFRC.  He is under the impression that 
the County is going to look at the use of Bluemont Park.  It would help with parking and reduce 
safety issues on 8th Road.  He does not recall a concern about queuing on Wilson Blvd with the use 
of Bluemont.  The bigger issue is in the afternoon when parents arrive early and this causes drivers 
to do unsafe “K turns” on the road.  He suggests that parents park in Bluemont and walk to pick up 
their children at the school.  A new walkway in the back will help with congestion issues.  He 
encourages people to walk to school instead of driving.  Mr. Handler’s written comments are noted at 
the bottom of the meeting minutes.  
 



Mr. Chadwick reported that they will be leasing 30 spaces from the Dominion Hills Club.  The Club is 
not interested in renting more than 30 spaces.   
 
Jennifer Xu reported that children’s safety is of greatest concern to parents and the parents are 
willing to sacrifice some green space for safety.  Parents will pick up their children even if walking is 
encouraged, but parents can’t be excluded from picking up their children.  Parents do unsafe turns in 
the current condition and for safety reasons, the access and parking needs to be addressed.  She 
noted that parents line up but the kids don’t come out in the order the cars line up.  This causes 
parents to leave the line making unsafe turns.    
 
Mr. Johnson said that the students and parents have adapted and he doesn’t think there are safety 
issues.  He doesn’t’ think the Manchester Street entrance will solve the problem,   
 
Gabriel Thoumi noted that the project is not going for enhanced commissioning.  He understands 
that they aren’t going for LEED certification.  Ms. Xu reported that enhanced commissioning is very 
expensive and they will be doing basic commissioning.  APS does track energy use.  A software 
program is used to log-in remotely to follow energy use.  Mr. Chadwick reported that energy data are 
reported on the APS website for the Commission to view. 
 
Claire O’Dea asked about moving the entrance closer to Manchester to reduce environmental 
impact.  Citizens would like parents to wait in Bluemont to pick up kids in the afternoon.  Mr. Johnson 
reported that there are 6 buses that go to Ashlawn.  Parents could drop kids at Bluemont and run a 
shuttle bus to the school.  APS would like a crossing guard, but has not asked about getting a 
crossing guard across Manchester.  Budget restrictions limit the availability.   
 
Shannon asked if all the solutions were addressed in the comprehensive transportation study.  Mr. 
Chadwick said many options were reviewed.  Bluemont parking was reviewed in the study.  Mr. 
Thoumi asked about a new entrance to the Bluemont parking lot.  The County is considering a new 
ramp and pedestrian access to the school.  
 
County staff is reviewing the project and drafting use permit conditions.  The negotiation is ongoing 
with staff to ensure that all County ordinances and programs are approved.  The County Board will 
approve the Use Permit.  The letter from E2C2 should be addressed to the County Board.   
 
Scott Bauer recommended that E2C2 take a position against the existing new entrance on 
Manchester.  He would like to preserve the green space and slope and use existing parking options.  
The School Board has approved the schematic design, but the County staff or the County Board 
could not approve the Use Permit because of this or other issue.  Gabriel applauds the work APS 
has done, but he supports the proposal to eliminate the entrance because he doesn’t think it is the 
best solution for the environment.  Claire O’Dea is concerned that idling and parking cars add to 
environmental impact.  Mr. Thoumi is also concerned about the stormwater runoff issues.  The rain 
garden will collect and treat a significant portion of the impervious surface.  Mr. Thoumi is also 
concerned about erosion.  Sarah Meservey does not support the new entrance.  She would also like 
to see green roofs and solar options.  She is concerned that there is never enough money for these 
projects.  The fact that the roof can’t be seen shouldn’t matter as there are environmental benefits to 
green roofs in general.  If a new roof is being installed, a green roof should be considered.  Mr. 
Chadwick responded that adding the extra weight of a green roof can be difficult on an existing roof 
because the roof may not withstand the extra roof.   
 
Ms. Meservey would like to see solar panels as well, in addition to improving energy efficiency in the 
building.  Mr. Chadwick responded that panels are very expensive.  Shading by trees can be an 
issue.   
 
Shannon Cunniff is concerned about the process of bringing the checklist to the Commission after 
the School Board has approved the schematic design.  E2C2 can’t provide meaningful input if the 
EA is brought forward late in the process.  Eric Harold noted that PFRC was established with E2C2 



input so early advice could be given.  Mr. Chadwick reported that the School Board has agreed that 
the EA is required and should be submitted with the Use Permit.  The way the EA process is 
designed, the EA can’t be done until there are plans.  It is an EA not an Impact Statement.  The EA 
is an assessment of the planned project.  It is not an evaluation of whether the project should be built 
at all.   
 
Parking and transportation, stormwater drainage, and energy are the key issues, as outlined by Mr. 
Harold.  He also suggested that the County and APS should evaluate projects jointly so that funding 
can be optimized with the environment in mind.  Stormwater management should be coordinated 
with the County to make sure it meets regulation.  Mike Hanna believes that the proposed plan will 
improve stormwater runoff based on current conditions.  Mr. Johnson is concerned that the runoff 
issues at the west end of the site are not addressed in the proposed plans.   
 
General discussion points included parking, transportation to and from the school, stormwater, solar, 
Manchester street access and the environmental issue (loss of green space and idling cars), lose as 
little green space as possible, safety issues addressed, minimize impervious surface, the plan 
should discourage idling, money could be saved if the new entrance isn’t built, discourage driving, 
oppose the pipe stem and the environmental impacts.  
 
Shannon summarized that a letter address the following:  Discourage driving, reduce impervious 
surface, address stormwater drainage, concern of green space loss, advocate for solar and energy 
efficiency aspects.  Motion to draft a letter addressing the issues noted.  Eric Harold will draft within 
a week.  Motion passed unanimously.   
 
 
Eric Harold noted that PFRC discussed these issues.  PFRC supported the Manchester street 
entrance as the “least bad” of all options.  PFRC includes many neighborhood voices.   
 
  

2. MS4 Permit Renewal – Jason Papacosma, DES 
  

Jason Papacosma presented information about County stormwater management. 
The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) issues permits for the 
discharge of stormwater into waterways, such as Four Mile Run and the Potomac River. 
These permits are referred to as Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits. 
Permits are good for five years and Arlington's current permit (VPDES Permit No. VA 
0088579) is up for renewal.  
 
In response to the continuing impact that stormwater has on local water quality, as well the 
Potomac River and Chesapeake Bay, the draft permit contains requirements that are more 
stringent than Arlington's current permit. 
 
Mr. Papacosma noted that this next generation permit is out for public comment.  These 
permits are more stringent than previous permits.  The previous permit expired in 2007.   
 
The new permit requires differences, such as: 

• The new permit requires significantly increased efforts to reduce stormwater 
pollution to local streams,  

• the Potomac River, and the Chesapeake Bay. Some of the changes include: 
• The inclusion of quantitative performance requirements for programs such as 

watershed retrofits, street sweeping, storm drain cleaning, re-lining of sanitary 
sewer pipes to prevent leaks, tree planting, and incentives for adding storm 
water treatment practices on private property. 

http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/stormwater_management/vsmp.shtml#ms


• A substantial increase in water monitoring, inspections, training, and 
general program support. 

• A requirement to achieve 5% of Arlington’s share of nutrient reductions to 
meet Chesapeake Bay cleanup goals. The pollutant reduction requirements for 
this five year permit will be achieved primarily through watershed retrofit and 
stream restoration projects. 

• The quantitative performance measures and targeted nutrient reduction 
goals in the new stormwater permits will ensure localities are making progress 
towards water quality improvement goals. 

 
The public process for the MS4 Permit is as follows: 
 

• Residents and other interested parties have an opportunity to review and 
comment on Arlington’s draft  MS4 permit.  

• VA DCR advertised Arlington’s draft permit on February 10, 2013. The public 
comment period runs from February 10 – March 29, 2013. 

• VA DCR will hold a public hearing on Friday, March 22nd at 10:00 AM at 2100 
Clarendon Blvd., conference rooms C/D in the lobby.  

• After the public comment period closes, DCR will review the comments and 
determine if changes to the permit are warranted. A final version of the permit 
will then be issued. 

• The final version permit may be appealed if individuals or groups feel their 
comments were not adequately addressed. 

 
The County is also working on storm water retrofit projects that also support future permit 
requirements that may be put in place.  The County isn’t waiting for the permit, but taking 
proactive steps in advance of the permit.  Some actions include stream restoration, 
homeowner incentive program, street sweeping, public retrofits, upgrades at the water 
pollution control plant, and more.  The program is being funded from a dedicated 
stormwater tax that was established in 2008.      
 
 
Current funding levels are likely not sufficient to meet all of the pollutant reduction 
requirements of the Bay TMDL by ~2025. Mr. Papacosma noted that the average 
household spends $75 a year on stormwater and $900 a year on water and sewer.  This 
will need to change in order to comply and fully address the issue.  He also noted that 
planning, designing, and building these projects take significant time and maintenance 
once completed. 
 
Shannon C. asked what the base year reduction was. Jason noted that the base is 2009 
and is calibrated into the model.  Many projects that the County already completed are 
incorporated into 2009 model which somewhat penalizes the County for taking early action.   
  
Gabe asked if someone on staff is working with the Realize Rosslyn project.  He suggested 
that the project should incorporate broad stormwater goals.  Jason agreed that it should be 
incorporated and that staff are looking at all opportunities throughout the County. 
 
Mike H. asked where we were in the timeline as compared to others.  Jason noted that the 
County is the first of this new round of permits in VA.   
 



Jason commented that the County is permitted and enforced like a point source polluter, 
but stormwater is really nonpoint source pollution.  It took a century to build our 
infrastructure and it will take a century to rebuild and upgrade once again.  Also given the 
County’s 42% impervious area there are limits on what can be done on public and private 
land. 
 
Mike Hanna asked who the arbiter is that analyzes thresholds for compliance.  Essentially 
these flows and reductions are set and unquantifiable.  Jason noted that the County would 
create defensible calculations that would show what the reductions are based on the 
actions.   
 
Shannon C. asked what if anything the commission could provide to support efforts, by 
March 29th. Jason noted that staff could share this information, provide comments, and 
testify at the upcoming public hearing. Also, future funding increases may require 
commission support.  [Note: Arlington TV put together an brief informational video on the 
hearing at http://arlingtonva.tv/stormwater-permit/ 
 
The commission discussed sending a letter to DEQ.   The commission decided it doesn’t 
want to get out ahead of or conflict with the County stance.  Commission members are 
encouraged to write letter and provide comments individually. 
 
The commission also discussed sending a letter after this budget cycle as to why it makes 
sense to start raising the stormwater rates.     

 
 
3. Urban Agriculture Initiative Update  

Sarah Meservey provided an update on the Urban Agriculture Task Force draft policies and 
recommendations.  She suggested that commission members review and provide comments directly 
to her.  She noted that the elements about tree removal for garden space may be an issue.  She 
suggested that the commission may want to weigh in on this issue of tree removal for more gardens. 
 
Sarah mentioned that gardens should be pursued but not at the expense of existing trees.  
 
She noted that putting fruit trees or other food production in place of shade trees should be 
balanced.   
 
Sarah noted that the draft policies would require a resident to aquire neighbors to give approval for  
neighbors to keep chickens.  The commission discussed this and felt that it was unnecessary and 
that the zoning ordinance should clearly state how many and where they can be kept.    
 
Gabe T. made a motion for the commission to officially oppose the Urban Agriculture Task force 
from requiring residents get approval from neighbors in order to keep backyard hens. 
 
The motion was approved unanimously.  
 

 
Approval of Meeting Summary – February 25, 2013 

Approved with Claire’s comments 
 

 Old / New Business 
N/a 
 
 



 
 

Written comments from the Ashlawn ES public hearing that were submitted via email or at the meeting 
are listed below: 

 
Mr. Johnson’s written comments are noted below: 

 
1. I definitely believe an independent and more thorough assessment is needed; and the County should 
delay approval of the use permit until findings from an independent assessment are available. (I also think 
it is a serious mistake for APS to finalize plans before a final decision is available from the County on 
making an entrance to 8th Rd N from Wilson Blvd. In my opinion, an entrance to 8th Rd N from Wilson for 
buses, coupled with a turn around on APS land at the end of 8th Rd, could render the Manchester St 
entrance unnecessary.) I don't understand why the County cannot provide an answer on the entrance to 
8th Rd from Wilson which has been under discussion for months.  
 
2. The response to D1 re subsurface conditions is totally inadequate and incomplete. 
 
3. D2 says groundwater is not disturbed. Isn't Powhatan Springs groundwater? Powhatan Spring goes 
underground at the west side of Ashlawn, and it is a protected watershed.  
 
4. The checklist says Ashlawn is not in a 100 year floodplain. While this may be true for the building per 
se, I think the back of the property is in a higher risk floodplain. The environmental assessment is for the 
overall site, and I think the site per se definitely is in a flood risk zone (as demonstrated by my pictures).  
 
5. The questions about whether a RPA or RMA are needed are marked "x" but the questions are to be 
answered "yes" or "no". If yes, then DES and DPW approvals are needed. 
I suspect the "x" response is marked to avoid a "yes" answer. 
 
6. Section F says:  "The majority of the area to be occupied by the proposed addition and 
pick-up/drop-off area is existing impervious surface (trailers, parking, and recreation courts)." I think this 
is a false statement! 
 
First, the trailers sit on grass/permeable surface --except for the cement blocks at corners on which they 
are mounted. Second, as previously demonstrated the 20,000 sq ft increase in impermeable surface 
(roughly the size of 3 lots) is almost all due to the Manchester entrance and parking. It is true that APS is 
destroying the existing parking lot and the students will lose the basketball court so the Manchester 
entrance can be built with replacement parking. So there is a net loss of the basketball court for the 
students, but the impermeable surface significantly increases due to the Manchester St. entrance. 
 
7. Section H- Air emissions mentioned do not include auto emissions impact. The checklist says there is 
no impact on air emissions. As outlined in my previous comments which are attached, the Manchester St 
entrance encourages parents to queue in idling vehicles until they reach the end of the Manchester St 
entrance to drop students. Previous APS estimates have indicated something like 16-18 vehicles queuing 
on the entrance ramp and more queuing on Manchester. How does this not impact air emissions? 
 
8. The checklist does not acknowledge any noise impact.  There will be noise impact for the adjacent 
residents on 5th RD N.! First noise from traffic entering and departing the parent drop off. Second, there 
will be noise impact after school hours and on weekends by allowing the parent drop off and parking to be 
used by Bluemont Park users or the general public. The Manchester St. entrance and parking proposed 
will be across the street from Bluemont Park's 8 tennis courts, two baseball fields and fields used for 
soccer, lacrosse, football, etc. These facilities are already over-used, and during events and on weekends 
parking in the park is inadequate, so the park users park at Ashlawn. Now there will more more parking 
closer to residences.  Third, the general noise from the playground and extended day will be more 
concentrated and closer to the adjoining residences on the back of the property as the space available for 
those activities is restricted and the density of use increases.  
 



9. Section M says this will not generate additional traffic. Of course it will generate additional traffic. 
First, it will encourage/make it easier for  parents to drive and drop off students. Second, it will create 
another intersection on Manchester St with complicated 145 degree turns. And it will encourage additional 
over use of the Bluemont Park fields by increasing the amount of parking available.  
 
I'm not an environmental expert, but I think the checklist submitted is inadequate and in some cases 
misleading or false.  
 
I still believe the appropriate E2C2 decision would be to: a) recommend against the Manchester St 
entrance, and b) require an independent and more thorough environmental assessment before allowing the 
project to move forward.  
 

 
 
Mr. Clague’s written comments are noted below:  

My name is Dennis Clague. My wife and I live in a house which adjoins the southern edge of the Ashlawn 
school field.  I support an alternative to the plan.  It keeps the drop-off circle near the corner of North 
Eighth and Manchester, but has access from and egress to North Eighth as in the current configuration, 
maybe losing a couple of parking spaces. The advantages: 

(1) The drop-off-path is shorter, by a block each way 
(2) Any traffic problems are on a side street rather than a main commuter road 
(3) The engineering of access to the drop-off point becomes trivial 
(4) The whole concept of a parking lot on the Ashlawn field can be re-evaluated. 
(5) Access to parking is through the drop-off circle, rather than the other way around. 

I support use of the existing Bluemont parking lot – 66 spaces largely unused during Ashlawn school 
hours – instead of the planned new parking lot.  The disadvantage is that staff using it will have to walk 
one extra block to work.  The advantages: 

(1) A parking lot with inadequate spaces need not be built 
(2) Over a million dollars, about $100,000 per new parking spot, would be saved 
(3) No implicit loss of green space or environmental damage. 
(4) No new ground water problems  

 The current plan is a series of solutions which create further problems to be solved. 
(1) If you don’t have access from North Eighth, it must be from Manchester St 
(2) You can’t access near North Eighth, the access must be near North Fifth 
(3) You need a wall to prevent the Ashlawn field sliding into the new access 
(4) You need a cistern to alleviate water problems this will cause 
(5) You plan to build a parking lot which you know is inadequate 

Detail is provided in the attached report.  My point is, if you keep the North Eighth Road access, all the 
above problems, complications, and expenses go away – unless you keep the new parking lot as an 
expensive adjunct.  Why go to all that trouble? 

 
 

Mr. Handler’s written comments are noted below: 
You will note that parking for teachers, staff and visitors is not an issue.  Even the Toole Study done in the 
fall and sponsored by APS concluded that if Bluemont Park is included, there is plenty of parking: 
 
Vehicle Parking 
Due to current and projected staff travel mode share, and the existence of off‐site parking facilities around 
Ashlawn Elementary School, it is recommended that the expanded Ashlawn Elementary School 
accommodate a total of 134 vehicles through a combination of onsite, leased and off‐site facilities such as 
Bluemont Park and on‐street parking on Manchester Street. This would accommodate 77% of future 

http://www.apsva.us/cms/lib2/VA01000586/Centricity/Domain/105/Toole%20Traffic%20Report%20Ashlawn_STP_FINAL%20DRAFT%20121128.pdf


estimated school staff parking demand (93 spaces), and 100% of estimated maximum visitor parking 
demand (41 spaces). (p.4)  

 
APS contends Bluemont park is too far away to be convenient for teachers.  We contend it is a minute or 
two walking farther than the existing or proposed Manchester entryway parking spaces. Hardly a sacrifice 
given the alternative of permanently removing the green space. 

 
The main issue is traffic circulation at drop-off and pick-up and as I noted, this could be managed much 
better now with some modifications to the existing 8th Road and making use of nearby off-street and park 
parking lot spaces (please see attached PowerPoint). 

 
I hope you do appreciate that APS has downplayed the expansion of the paved area in the EA and its 
major contribution to the net increase in paved area (please see attached letter to Emma Violand-Sanchez 
on Green space). 

 
Finally, please note on the rain gardens and run-off from the new roadway entryway, the February version 
of the ASHLAWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SCHEMATIC DESIGN PACKAGE says this about the 
run-off treatment: 

Using Arlington County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance and the existing and proposed impervious 
cover, the required impervious area treated is approximately 13,000 square feet. The required area will be 
treated with biofiltration basins or rain gardens which will provide 65% treatment efficiency of pollutants. The 
rain gardens will be located in areas to maximize the capture of surface run-off. An under drain system, 
discharging to the closed conduit underground system, will capture the run-off after filtering through the 
facility's planting media. The facility is designed to fully drain within 24 hours of a rain event thus minimizing 
the possible breeding of mosquitoes. The rain gardens will be designed in accordance with the Virginia 
Stormwater Management Handbook. The Stormwater management design volumes, pipe sizes and release 
rates are subject to change with final engineering design. The biofiltration basins will require proper 
maintenance and inspections to ensure that the facility functions properly. (p. 38) 

In short after creating a new pollution source – the roadway and new parking spaces – some 35% of the 
pollutants will still be in the run-off.  Also, there was a good point raised at the meeting today – who will 
maintain this? Will it retain this efficiency over time or become even worse. 

The current Schematic Design and Environmental Assessment do not adequately take into account the health 
and environmental impacts of the school expansion.  Thanks again for taking the time to look at this important 
issue.   
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