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Date 

12/03/14 

 

To 

Jason Beske, Kris Krider, Andrew D’huyvetter 

 

From 

Margaret Rhodes 

 

Copies to  

Rob White, Earl Jackson, William Kenworthey 

Project 

ARLINGTON COURTHOUSE SQUARE 

 

Company 

Arlington County Planning Department 

 

Re 

July 16, 2014 Working Group Meeting #10 

 
 
WORKING GROUP DISCUSSION: 

(Transcribed by Margaret Rhodes) 

Attendees: 

Working Group 

Nancy Iacomini / Peter Owen / Bill Ross / Jon Kinney / Ken Fulton / Evelyn Gee / Janel Brattland / Patricia Darneille / Loria Porcaro 
 

County Staff 

Jason Beske / Margaret Rhodes / Andrew D’huyvetter / Jill Griffin / Robert Vaughan / Richard Hartman / Diane Probus 

 

Consultants 

N/A 

 

Public 
Steve Cole / David 

Phillips / Evan 

Pritchard / Doris 

 

Meeting Agenda: 

 The purpose of meeting was to discuss the third workshop and the emerging Courthouse Square concept.   

 Jason Beske made a presentation on the concept plan which was followed by a Working Group discussion. 

 

Working Group Discussion 

 One member noted that the accessibility of online documents and surveys for the disabled is important. 

 There was some discussion of the format for the workshop.  One member said that he is skeptical about the 
benefits of voting, as he feels that the group who will be there is a self-selected group and that there is no 
opportunity to indicate why you like or dislike something. 

 One member said that she prefers showing the County building on the Landmark site, as it is not the cheapest, 

but it is the best site, in her opinion. 
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 Another member said that if the County cannot feasibly acquire a site, it is not useful to discuss it. 

 Another member added that the County has some leverage on the Landmark block, as it owns one of the 

parcels. 

 One member added that he did not think that price consideration is part of his mandate as a Working Group 
member and that if the Landmark is the best location for the County building, this is what the Working Group 

should convey to the County Board. 

 More than one member opined that it is hard to have everything on the table and now it feels as though staff 
has taken many things off the table very quickly.  The community needs to be brought along through the 

process. 

 One member said that staff should present information on the economic costs and impacts of each block.  
There should be metrics and a methodology for assessing such things as the blocks and the trees.  Why is the 
Landmark block off the table? 

 Picking up the theme of the trees, another member asked why all of the options show the Memorial trees.  Staff 
responded that there appears to be no compelling reason to remove them. 

 Another member replied that all of the options should be weighed regarding the trees. 

 Two members said that they generally agree with the process to date, but that there are a few areas where 

additional explanation is needed. 

 One member said that there are a few ideas that emerged without prior discussion: vehicles on Uhle Street, a 
road diet for Clarendon and Wilson Boulevards, infill development near Colonial Place and affordable housing 
on the Court Square West and/or theatre sites.  

 Three members agreed that while building placement is important, so are heights and building shadows.  For 
instance, if the County building is on the Verizon site, will it have to be 20 stories tall? 

 Two members added that it would be helpful to have physical or 3-D models. 

 One member said that he recalled a discussion that heights would be low on the Verizon block because of the 

shadows. 

 One member said that 3-4 stories could be accommodated on the Verizon block, while another said that 5-8 
would be appropriate. 

 One member asked why the privately owned Verizon Plaza could be considered for public/private uses, when 

the Landmark table is apparently off the table because it is privately owned. 

 One member said that the Uhle Street promenade would be poorly terminated with Verizon Plaza. 

 Another member asked if a new Metro entrance is really feasible given the likely costs.  He added that some 
very expensive ideas are under consideration, while others, such as acquiring the Landmark block for a County 

building, are not. 

 One member asked why the Strayer site should be the only architecturally significant building in the study area.  
Perhaps all of the buildings should be architecturally significant. 

 One member suggested a Rose Wharf over the Strayer and Landmark sites. 

 How will the concepts address access to the Square for residents from the south? 

 Some members liked the Veitch Street access suggestion proposed by staff. 

 One member said that he liked the idea of linking the Strayer and Landmark sites, the addition to 2100 

Clarendon Boulevard and the idea of retaining the Simmonds building. 

 One member asked if County operations could remain in 2100 Clarendon Boulevard and the building could still 

be extended as shown in the concept plan. 

 Another member recommended that the “front door” for each building be shown on the concepts. 

 One member suggested rotating the Court Square West building to intrude on the private jail/courts 

conversation. 

 One member wanted to see a scheme with the Memorial trees removed and another seconded this request. 

 One member said that the County building is not shown in a prominent location. 
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 Some members said that shadow studies are needed to evaluate the various building location options. 

 Someone asked if the market shed could be connected to 2100 Clarendon Boulevard. 

 More than one member emphasized the importance of accessibility. 

 Some members requested a pro/con analysis for each scenario. 

 One member said that he is concerned about losing land on the Square to development, as it costs the County 
so much money to acquire open space. 

 There was some discussion about whether the Memorial trees should be preserved or removed.  One member 
said that either way it is critical to continue to memorialize veterans here.  More than one suggested that it is 
important to preserve mature trees and create a grove in this location.   

 One member suggested blocking views of the jail with a County building located where the Memorial trees are 
now, while others asked if people even know that there is a jail here. 

 


