
E2C2 Energy Committee   
June 18, 2019 Meeting Summary 

 
Present: John Bloom (Chair), Scott Sklar, Stephanie Burns, Claire Noakes, Jonathan 
Gritz, Amy Jacks, Scott Dicke, Charles Girard, Irwin Kim, Jonathan Morgenstein  
County staff: Demetra McBride, Jessica Abralind, Joan Kelsch, John Morrill, Rich 
Dooley 
 

1. Greetings and introductions – Energy Committee members and guests (7:30)  
• Jonathan Gritz announced that this is his last Energy Committee (EC) meeting. The group 

recognized Mr. Gritz’s involvement in and contributions toward the Community Energy 
Plan’s (CEP) development and implementation and noted their appreciation of his 
efforts. Jonathan Gritz introduced his colleague, Amy Jacks, who is the EC’s newest 
member. Ms. Jacks appreciated the opportunity and looked forward to working with 
other EC members.  
 

2. Public Comment on General Topics (7:35) 
• There was no public comment. 

 

3. Review/approve agenda and April meeting summary (7:40) 
• The May meeting summary was approved, with Claire Noakes noting she would send 

Mr. Dooley a few minor changes she would like made to the summary.  

• With Mr. Brideau unable to make today’s meeting, today’s agenda was modified to 
delete the discussion about the draft Amazon letter, being written by Mr. Brideau. 
 

4. Amazon Letter Draft – Scott Brideau (7:45)  

5. AIRE Team update (8:00) 
• The County Board will hold a June 25th Work Session on the CEP Update. Staff have 

received comments from various public events, e.g., May 30th Forum, June 4 Open 
House, and staff replies to those comments are forthcoming. Comments ranged from 
advocating for a range of incentives, a more ambitious greenhouse emissions goal, and 
renewable energy goals for the County and community. The County Board Work Session 
will hopefully provide County staff with clear guidance on how the Board would like 
staff to proceed on many outstanding questions.  

• Relatedly, Mr. Dooley is writing the Request To Advertise (RTA) report for the July 
County Board meeting, requesting County Board action on the CEP Update at the 
September Board meeting. 

• The County Manager signed an update in April to the Facility Sustainability Policy. The 
main goal is for the County to build facilities as net zero energy-ready with energy use 
intensity (EUI) targets by facility type. Also, the Policy added EarthCraft Commercial 
standards for some of the County buildings. There is an interest in having a staff 
presentation to this Committee at a future meeting on the topic. 



• An update to the GB Incentive Policy to add "Zero Carbon" certification as an option for 
site plan projects. This would allow for the support of additional off-site renewable 
energy installations in site plan projects. 

• The County’s Sustainability Dashboard is slated to go public in late July. It will allow the 
public to see what the County has been doing to address sustainability matters. 

• EC question: Project Sunroof (Google) - does Arlington participate in that project? DC 
and other jurisdictions are visible, but not a large portion of Arlington. 
 

6. CEP Update discussion (8:15) 
a. Q&A/discussion with staff 
b. Review policy-level recommendations 

 

• (See file titled, “Arlington County's 2019 Update to the CEP Recommendations of the 
E2C2 Energy Committee”). 

• The EC thinks that net zero mt is not an irrational goal given the myriad changes that 
could occur between now and 2050. 

o Staff response:  The County has modeled a scenario of 1 metric ton by 2050 
taking into account action items that are in our control and other items out of 
our control. 

• There was a wide-ranging discussion about the opportunities and challenges ahead in 
CEP Implementation and reaching proposed CEP goals and even more ambitious goals. 
Topics covered included energy equity, control of local jurisdiction in a Dillon Rule state, 
and making existing commercial buildings more energy efficient. 

• P. 6 of the EC letter references what other communities are doing. The letter could 
possibly bring that topic up for discussion earlier. 

• What about franchise agreements in VA?  
o Staff response:  Only cities can have franchise agreements with the utility, but 

counties do not have such agreements.  

• Montgomery County by FY16 has achieved County government net neutrality. They 
used renewable energy credits (RECs) to achieve that goal. 

• Is the CEP an aspirational document, or is it supposed to be a document that predicts 
things that will definitely happen resulting in targets that we shall achieve? 

o Staff response: On June 25, staff plans to show what would need to happen to 
reach 1 metric ton by 2050 and to get zero metric tons by 2050. Arlington prides 
itself in not only developing plans but developing plans that it thinks it can 
implement practically to achieve the plan’s goals, policies and targets. 

• The CEP does not have measurable targets for all Goal Areas, such as with the new 
Resilience Goal, which is too vague.  

• Having the CEP in the Comprehensive Plan helps staff point to the community's goals 
and how individual projects or plans can contribute to reaching the community's goals. 

• One model to consider: In DC they have the Building Energy Performance Standards 
(BEPS) to help DC reach building efficiency goals. DC created a timeline regarding 
meetings to further refine how to reach the targets. 

https://www.google.com/get/sunroof
https://doee.dc.gov/service/beps
https://doee.dc.gov/service/beps


• Has the County Board responded to the E2C2 letter that was previously submitted? 

• Is the CB more comfortable with reaching the RE targets than it is striving for net zero 
metric tons by 2050? 

• The IPCC reports are a primary driver that force us to do something to address threats 
sooner rather than later. 

• While the CEP can be general, there's a desire to have more specificity in a concrete 
five-year implementation framework. 

o Perhaps change the Implementation Framework to be more precise for the next 
five years, but more general for the remaining/out-year activities?  However, we 
would want to balance that specificity with flexibility.  

• If the goal is to keep the CB engaged on a regular basis and not lose sight of the CEP and 
its goals (other than every five years), are there other ways to keep the CB engaged and 
recognize the importance of implementing the CEP? For instance, during the annual 
budgeting process? 

• Does there need to be an Executive Summary to the E2C2 letter to highlight the most 
important points raised in the longer document? For instance, it could highlight: 

o Arlington needs to be a leader 
o Climate change is an existential threat 
o Other jurisdictions’ plans show that more aspirational goals are feasible 

• Regarding Energy Equity - why is it only in the Building section? Why not in the 
Transportation section? 

o Staff response:  Ensure Equity is sprinkled throughout multiple sections. What 
does the EC think about adding it as a fourth lens through which we look at the 
CEP as a whole? 

• The EC voted to approve the draft policy-level letter, with minor changes, and adding 
an Executive Summary.  

 

c. Review document-level recommendations 
 

• Add information on what other jurisdictions in the region are doing regarding GHGe 
goals - in addition to Boston and NYC. 

o Other locations have similar efficiency goals to Arlington's goals, and they look to 
reach net zero metric tons GHGe overall by buying carbon offsets and through 
other measures. 

• Change the 2050 target to "net zero carbon" by 2050, to note how Arlington could reach 
that goal by using carbon credits, RECs, etc. 

• Is the Planning Commission (PC) able to advocate per the CEP goals on all projects, 
including schools and other projects, in addition to site plan projects?  

o How can PC help with CEP implementation? 
 

7. Member Updates/New Business (including focus area updates) (9:15) 



• Given the conference room needed to be vacated for a different meeting, member 
updates and new business was to be covered via e-mail amongst EC members after 
today’s meeting. 

 
8. Adjourn (9:30)  
 

• Meeting adjourned @ 9:35 am 
 


