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Summary of July 28, 2014 Meeting 

2100 Clarendon Blvd, Azalea Conference Room 
 
Members Present:  Scott Dicke, Alex Sanders, Claire O’Dea, Shannon Cunniff, Christine Ng, Eric 
Schneiter, Terry Whitehead, Patrick Kenney, Tara Zirker, Mike Hanna,  
 
Members Absent:   Sarah Meservey, Gabriel Thoumi, 
 
Guests: Aji Robinson (APS), Cathy Lin (APS), Jim Presswood, Kate Marshall, Peter Winebrenner      
 
Staff Present:  Adam Segel-Moss (DES) 

  
Meeting began at 7:30pm 

 
1. Public comment 

No public comment. 
 

 
2. McKinley Environmental Assessment 

Aji provided an update on the McKinley project.  He noted that since the previous presentation the 
project met with Urban Forestry (UF) and others.  UF was supportive of the project.  Changes since 
the last meeting include solar capacity infrastructure, fire access to the site, as well as tree siting 
revisions. 

 
Mr. Robinson noted that fire access to the site was a new issue and is being shown as the worst 
case scenario. The area for fire access requires 20 foot wide access around the perimeter of the 
building.  Mr. Prisco noted that the trees that may need to be revisited would be new proposed trees 
in the landscape plan and not existing trees.  The area for fire access would not need to be paved 
but the areas would need to withstand 75,000 pounds of pressure from a fire rescue vehicle.  This 
would not preclude the area from being vegetated but no materials have been decided upon at this 
time.  APS and County Fire officials continue to discuss options that may allow for access without 
the need to have the vehicle access these areas.  
 
Alex asked if the play area at the bottom of the site was now going to be paved due to fire access 
issues.  Aji noted that it was planned for a mulch or soft play area.  At this time the soft play area is 
in conflict with the fire access.  Aji noted that the site is being reviewed to see where the play area 
and the trees could be relocated. Mr. Prisco noted that the courtyard may allow for the play area 
relocation but no decisions have been made since APS and County Fire officials are still discussing 
the issue.   
 
Scott D. asked about the bioretention and if the drainage pattern would be changed or reduced by 
the new fire access.  Aji noted that the area would still perform as previously designed with a few 
tweaks.  Mr. Prisco noted that the engineering team will double check numbers for quantity.  Scott 
asked if the bioretention will now be smaller.  Aji clarified that both retention areas will be 
maintained. 
 
Scott D. asked if the project plans to engage with PFRC and asked that APS keep the Commission 
apprised of changes as the project moves forward into the November and December project 
finalization. 
 
Scott Prisco noted that the NRJAG letter notes parking spaces.  He expressed that APS is 
comfortable with reduced parking numbers at this site based on the calculations.  Scott P. noted that 
a reduction of 6 spaces would be an easier decision for the County Board with broader Commission 
support. Scott D. noted that the surrounding area likely has capacity to absorb the capacity. Mr. 
Prisco asked that if the Commission decides to support the NRJAG letter that the language include 



support for the “alternate parking option”. This Commission discussed this item and was in support 
of the alternate parking option. 
 
The Commission also discussed and suggested that the letter include language that asks APS to 
maintain the focus of stormwater management and reduced impervious area as fire access is 
incorporated. 
 
A motion was made and unanimously passed to send the letter to the Board with a CC to the APS 
Board, Mr. Chadwick, Mr. Prisco, Mr. Robinson, Ms. Lin, and Ms. Marshall.   
  
 

3. Green Building Incentive Program Update 
Jessica Abralind provided an update on the green building incentive density program. Ms. Abralind 
explained that the design and construction market has transformed significantly over the past 5 
years and that the green building incentive program catalyzed significant change in Arlington. The 
program has been very successful at lowering energy use, water use, and lessoning environmental 
impacts on the environment. 
 
The voluntary green building incentive program is looking at what can be done next to evolve with 
code changes, new baseline construction standards, and to incentivize the market to go one step 
beyond what is currently occurring.  
 
In the process of revising the incentive density program County staff met with developers, other 
County  staff, elected officials, energy modelers, green building consultants, and others. Ms. 
Abralind noted that that the program is looking to balance design of energy performance with actual 
performance.  Jessica noted that it is a difficult balancing action to strike a win-win balance for 
residents, the County, and developers. 
 
Scott D.  asked what the additional costs would be to create a project at the proposed 20% energy 
efficiency level. Jessica noted that the cost is highly variable, depending on the size of the building, if 
the developer plans to own the building, what baseline building systems are specified, and other 
variables. Overall, the projects have a lower environmental impact than a base building would have if 
built by-right.  Christine asked if there is a correlation that newer buildings are more efficient.  
Jessica noted that there isn’t a correlation.  Specifically the performance is based on property 
management.   
 
Shannon C. asked if the bonus space would pay for the energy efficiency measures. Jessica also 
noted  that the answer depends on the project specifics such as the type of lease (e.g. if the 
developer leases the space using a triple net lease where tenants pay the utilities) or if the developer 
flips the property. In both examples the developer will never recoup the up-front cost premiums 
associated with energy efficiency upgrades.  
 
Christine also asked how the NZE certification would occur, if it was design or actual operations.  
Jessica noted that the building would need to be certified by the Living Building Challenges’ Zero 
Energy Building Certification to prove that it generates as much energy as it products. 
 
Scott Dicke asked if there was some way to create a guide to help projects achieve these energy  
efficiency targets. Jessica noted that the program shouldn’t be overly prescriptive, but rather set 
targets and let the market find the solutions. There are significant resources out there to help 
projects achieve these goals and we’ve seen a few projects already achieve these targets. Every 
LEED project is given access to multiple webinars that show examples of energy efficiency 
strategies. 
 
Alex asked what would happen if the developer did not meet the agreed upon LEED certification 
target. Jessica noted that the developer would forfeit the financial security that was put up to ensure 
certification. It is important to make sure that the financial security is equal to or greater than the cost 
of certification to ensure the developer or owner doesn’t walk away from the agreement and 
surrender the financial security. Ms. Abralind also made it clear that the County would much prefer 
the certification  



 
  
 
Scott asked if the mechanism used to ensure net zero energy would be painful enough to ensure 
compliance.  Jessica explained that a bond is posted (e.g. $500k-$1MM) that would be split between 
construction and performance.  If they fell outside of compliance they would forfeit some or all of the 
bond. 
 
Shannon asked what the 1% energy production equated to. Jessica noted that 1% was not 
happening right now and is a rather difficult threshold to achieve given the floor to roof ratio. 
 
Mike Hanna asked about the energy threshold between AHREA 90.1 and the IECC.  Mike asked if 
the Community Energy Plan goals are met in this program.  Jessica clarified that the CEP expects a 
jump in the code. Then it expects a 1% improvement annually over time.  This proposed program 
would meet the incremental targets for the CEP. 
 
Christine asked how long the properties need to maintain the ENERGYSTAR certification.  Jessica 
clarified that no ongoing certification is required.  It is a onetime certification within 4 years of 
occupancy.  
 
Jessica and the Commission discussed a letter of support.  Staff plans to bring this item to the board 
in November.  The Commission agreed to draft and approve a letter at the October meeting.  
 
 

4. TJ Park Letter  
The Thomas Jefferson Letter that was drafted and circulated prior to the E2C2 meeting was 
discussed.  Minor edits were made and the letter was approved unanimously.  The letter will be sent 
to the Board with a CC to Mr. Chadwick, Mr. Prisco, Ms. Marshall, and Ms. Lin.  
 
 

5. Environmental Assessment Process Update.    
Claire noted that the draft edits to the EA checklist were sent around.  She asked for feedback from 
the Commission.  Mike Hanna suggested that there should be a preliminary evaluation that may be 
more qualitative than quantitative.   
 
Shannon C. noted that the water language is somewhat ambiguous.  She suggested that language 
be included that clarifies the overall consumptive use of water and if the project will result in 
increased water consumption.   

 
Claire suggested that a priority list may be helpful in the EA process and a definition of specific 
words for natural, forested, open space, play area, renovation, improvement, etc. be clarified. The 
EA process will be an agenda item in the coming months as E2C2 members work to improve this 
process with Staff. 

 
 
6. Approval of Meeting Summary – June  2014 

Unanimously approved with edits. 
 
 
7. Old/New Business 

Mike Hanna noted that there is a separate group from Bike Advisory that is considering formation.  
The advocacy group would be separate from County operations and would be allowed to do more 
outreach and advocacy work.  Mike Hanna noted that the Carlin Springs bike connection is moving 
forward.  The pavement won’t be pervious but Mike noted that a bioretention bioswale will be 
installed next to the trail. 
 
Christine – Pedestrian Advisory Committee put together a recommendation for newspaper box 
management.  They are working to get support from Commissions. Once that is final Christine will 
circulate to the Commission should the group decide to support the letter. 



 
 
Claire – The NRJAG administrative regulation for GIS review is finally with the County Manager and 
now this is with all department heads for review. 
 
Alex noted that the Board is looking at putting a task force together for the TJ site.  The WRAPS 
project is still moving forward, but slowly.  Many options are on the table but no decisions have been 
made yet.  The other issue is the loss of open space on the site.   
 
 
No August Meeting 
 

Meeting ended at 10:15pm 
 


