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Draft 

 
Summary of November 17, 2014 Meeting 

2100 Clarendon Blvd, Azalea Conference Room 
 
Members Present:  Shannon Cunniff , Scott Dicke, Claire O’Dea, Eric Schneiter, Christine Ng, Alex 
Sanders, Mike Hanna, Tara Zirker 
 
Members Absent: Gabriel Thoumi, Sarah Meservey, Terry Whitehead, Patrick Kenney 
 
Guests: Jay Fisette, Board Chair 
 
Staff Present:  Adam Segel-Moss (DES) 
  
1. Public comment 

None offered. 
 
2. Board Member Fisette 

Jay Fisette met with the E2C2 to touch base on current issues.  The Commission all introduced 
themselves. 
  
Jay noted that there were two main items that he wanted to speak about, the first was the Public Land 
for Public Good (PL4PG) process and the other being the Green Building Program update. 
  
Jay noted that the PL4PG is a big topic of discussion right now.  He noted that it hasn’t been the 
smoothest of discussions in the community. The effort was intended to make the best use of public 
land. When the County invests in a capital project, the PL4PG process was intended to have projects 
take a step back and look at possible community needs that could be integrated at the site. The 
PL4PG was a term that came up organically from the community.  It’s ultimately just good 
stewardship of the land.   
  
The PL4PG conversation began to evaluate sites throughout the County that may be used. Minimum 
thresholds for size, location, and other elements were used to evaluate the sites. From this process a 
large community map was created that showed possible sites, including parks and open space areas. 
The map created significant misunderstanding and pushback in the community. The anxiety was 
created that the County was open if not intent on putting affordable housing on park land and open 
space.  Jay clarified that this was never the intent.  Instead, the intent was to supplement and 
enhance planned capital projects in the County.  The Arlington Mill project was viewed as a success 
by most in the County and represents an example of PL4PG.   
  
The Thomas Jefferson School site is an example where the County and APS have created a 
preference site.  A community process was implemented to coalesce input and create a better 
project, if viable at the site.  
  
The WRAPS project is another example of where APS and the County will work collaboratively.  He 
noted that the County and APS are working closer together and better together than ever to look at 
what long term needs and solutions are available for APS.   
  
This PL4PG process is taking a step back to reevaluate sites and tier III sites have been removed. 
Jay noted that the Board and staff are all working hard to meet the generational needs of our 
community in the most respectful, open, efficient, and fair way possible. Lastly, Jay noted that the 
citizen Planning Commission is leading this review effort, which will provide members of the public 
multiple additional opportunities to weigh in before the County Board adopts guidelines in 2015. 
Claire asked about PL4PG and noted that the Commission is very focused on a Parks and Open 
Space Master Plan.  Claire asked where that stood in the process.  Jay noted that a plan was 



developed in the 1990s.  It was an open space master plan and is now a public space master plan. It 
is being discussed as a work item but the timeline is a little unclear. He also noted that the PL4PG is 
another item that could overlay on this, but it isn’t clear at this time. 
  
Scott noted that it would be helpful if the Board and Manager could clarify vernacular being used. 
Specifically open space and green space.   
  
Jay thanked the Commission for their support of the Green Building Incentive Program. He noted 
receipt of the letter that was submitted to support the program. Jay noted that the Commission really 
needs to be at the Board meetings. There were 3 speakers there to oppose the program as it related 
to density adjacent to their association (Arlington Ridge Civic Association).  Staff showed that the 
actual density is minimal and amounted to a small portion of a floor in most cases.  It would still be 
helpful to have Commission representation since the letters aren’t read at the meetings. 
  
Jay noted that this is a very different time in Board history.  It is going to be important that people who 
care about non-core services show up to support those items.  He noted that it should not be 
presumed that what has happened for years will happen in the future.  This Incentive Program was an 
existing program that was making minor tweaks to address CEP goals in the Comprehensive 
Plan.  This was an existing tool.  Mr. Fisette noted that the Board is entering a time where core 
services are being discussed and focused on.  Jay noted that core services include, but are not 
limited to public safety, APS, solid waste, stormwater, etc.  Jay further clarified that many in our 
community see non-core services as items such as green building, biking, energy efficiency, human 
services, affordable housing, transportation, public art, etc. 
  
Jay iterated that the Commission should rethink where they show up and where they make 
themselves known.   
  
Shannon asked Jay to explain what the process is for E2C2 members to attend and address the 
Board on specific issues.  Jay noted that any Commission may sit at the front table facing the 
Board.  The members may, when discussion is occurring, communicate relevant information or iterate 
items made in previously submitted letter.  The Board may also ask the members questions about the 
sentiments from a Commission on the discussion item. Jay echoed that the optics don’t look good at 
a meeting if 5 people are there in protest of an item with no people there to support it, even if 10 
positive letters of support are received by the Board.  
  
Again, Jay iterated that the Commission shouldn’t assume that what has happened previously will be 
the norm going forward.  Scott D. asked what the priorities are to have the Commission members at 
the meetings.  He noted that the E2C2 wants to support key items but is already stretched thin. Jay 
suggested that it would be a good idea to have E2C2 members attend the Board meeting when a 
letter is written.  
 
In closing, Jay reinforced that he is deeply committed to these very important issues.  He is 
committed to the implementation of the CEP and associated Comprehensive Plan elements.  Jay also 
thanked the E2C2 for their continued input and engagement to support the very important ongoing 
energy and environmental issues in Arlington.  
 
 

3. Thomas Jefferson Working Group Discussion 
Mike Hanna presented on the status of planning for APS schools, specifically Thomas Jefferson 
School.  He noted that the working group is moving quickly.  General arguments against the project 
are traffic and too many students in the neighborhood.  Schools have not worked in a true master 
planning process for all schools. For Thomas Jefferson, they are working to have no net increase in 
impervious area and are looking to minimize the footprint. The conceptual plan has nothing on the 
west side of TJ.  Planners are looking at building a school and parking complex on the existing 
surface parking area. 
 



The County Board noted that they may provide the extra funds needed for structured parking to 
preserve open space.  Alex asked how many seats are needed. 725 new seats or more will be 
included.   The new school in Williamsburg will have fewer seats.  Other schools will be increasing to 
meet the capacity needs.  Reed Westover is off the table.  It was noted that Wilson School may not 
be a viable option for a school as well.  
 
APS is beginning to realize that structured parking is going to be part of the solution.    Claire noted 
that this is the perfect start to build up, not out.  Mike Hanna noted that the school is being discussed 
as a 4 story school which is a paradigm shift for schools.   
 
The Commission discussed the importance of creating a master plan for Schools to identify their main 
goals and tradeoffs.  Shannon also commented that even a basic foundational programmatic plan 
would help.  Scott asked if APS could provide a full list of APS schools being considered, possibly in 
a GIS format. Adam will follow up on this request. 
 
A question arose about transportation impacts.  Will it change the demographics of people that are 
taking buses, or will less busses be needed overall based on the school selected.  Will it be a 
neighborhood school or a choice school?  That is not a decision being made at this time.  Mike noted 
that it will likely require more buses if it is a choice school vs. a neighborhood school.   
 
Shannon asked what Mike needs today.  Mike noted that he wanted to get a general agreement and 
input from the Commission.   
 
Alex noted that the TJ site is likely the best that may be achieved.  By building on the current lot the 
community will lose something of little value, and gain a school. 
 
Mike thanked the Commission for their feedback and will provide feedback to the TJ project planners. 
 
  

4. Commission Demographics Discussion 
The Commission discussed the demographic survey taken.  They noted that the Commission: 

 
Is relatively young 
Has good geographic spread, but could use more focus in Crystal City 
Contains a wide range of years lived in Arlington 
Is obviously more white than the broader community 
Needs more legal expertise 
 

Christine suggested a question about how many hours a month each Commission member spends, 
or overall Commissions need to handle their business.  An updated skills questions would be helpful. 
 
The demographics survey will be amended and sent out in January.  
 

 
5. Workplan Review 

The Commission discussed and amended the workplan.  The workplan effort will be continued in 
December for approval.  
 

6. Meeting Summary Review – October 2014 
Approved as amended. 

 
7. Old/New Business 

None offered. 


