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  3.3Part 3: Resident Forum Discussion Notes

Community Facilities Study Meeting #2 February 25, 2015 
Meeting Notes    

 
 

TABLE 1 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Tyra Baker & Kelly King 
Attendees:  Kathy Mimberg, Deborah Candeub, Michael Thomas, Bruce Wiljanen 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 

Questions: 
 Wonder if renters have the same investment into community.  Can we find a way to keep them here? 
 Is there a fundamental vision? Are we proposing making actions where things could get worse 
 Can we better utilize space?  Using it the day for office and at night for housing.  Are we better served 

pulling/attracting businesses than housing? 
 What is the future groups that will come in behind millennials? 
 Discussion about the two new complexes approved today and the load that it puts on things like schools. 
 There’s a cost of attracting millennials – they meet up, have kids, that puts burden on schools, community 

services. 
 
Answers: 
 Arlington has no vision of its future – without that vision it has no way to control that 51% 
 Are we going down a slippery slope of attracting millennials – seems to put too much reliance on other things 
 Worry that without that 50% we have to put more burden on our residential rate 
 Have they over built? 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 How does teleworking impact future businesses we may have or want to attract? 
 Get a vision!! 
 Can we try to keep our neighborhood distinctiveness? 
 Feel that Arlington has been looking at growth and not looking at keeping one edge and character!  Was that one 

competitive advantage 
 Feel like they are knocking down “affordable housing” for subsidized housing that is no longer truly affordable for 

the people that lived there. 
 Need to consider the neighborhoods and their distinctiveness!! 
 How do you limit growth while you strive to keep neighborhoods from being over developed?   
 Keep true low income housing!  

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 What is our quality of life going to be if we bring in more businesses? 
 How can small businesses continue to thrive? 
 We have limited land – how can we keep green space?  
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 Look at multi-purpose building (buildings can no longer have single purpose) 
 Talk is grow, grow, grow… but it is the talk of the government.  Citizens may not have the same desire to grow, 

grow, grow! 
 Is there a vision for max population of Arlington should be? 
 Is there a vision/number for ratio of homeowners to renters to office space? 
 Need to look at impact of emergency services, schools, community centers, traffic, social services what is the 

tipping point? 
 Threat to 50/50 model – if our schools lose their edge it really spirals of other things 
 People move here and stay for schools 
 Worry about our weaknesses coming on the residential side 
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TABLE 2 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Hans Bauman & Ginger Brown 
Attendees:  Jim Burke, Elizabeth Wirick, Gregory Lloyd, Alice Hogan, Stacy Snyder, Matt Ladd 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
Changing – Competitive Environment, Transportation, Old Office Space 

 
 We’ve seen Arlington has been compared to locally, what about nationally? 
 Who are they and what are they doing? 

o Ex. Montgomery county 
 Are we comparable? 

o Ex. Pittsburgh 
 Interfaith 
 Economic clusters 

o Quality states?  Answer: maybe we take it for granted 
 Schools issue – would class education; your child’s education and yet they can’t come back to live here 
 D.C. has this incredible group of young people – they will come 

 
 Focus on commercial  

o Density is… ? 
o must plan  
o can’t cram more into neighborhoods; feeling pressure from growth 

 
 How do we fill up those existing buildings? 
 How well are the BIDs in coordination with AED? 
 Devastated not doing streetcar 

o What are we going to do? Transit allowance? 
 Filling Spaces  

o Section 8 Housing 
o Incubators  
o Affordable small business? A lot of culture 

 
 Do we separate retail and commercial? 
 Aging in place 
 Expedited permitting 

o Do we support?? 
 Transit  

o Tysons: Fairfax doesn’t understand It 
o Undercutting the cost; will it undercut? 
o Uber 
o Support startup tech corner 

 Infrastructure – putting it in and maintaining it 
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 Tax base diversifying? Reposition 
 Not just a dip:  go after new technologies in 3D/3D printing; What kind of zoning do we need to allow? 
 Attract new technologies; energy 
 Create partnerships  
 What is in the healthcare sector? 
 Niche Training or retooling  
 100 Cites re-sublet Rockefeller 
 Re-Tooling:  looking For different types of industries – Tech, Healthcare, Big Data, 3D Printing, and more manufacturing 
 Business want the new office space: h ave empty older building and n eed to incentivize 
 Create Partnerships: work with the BIDs and AED 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 New Partnerships – BIDs and AED 
 Incentives To Re-Hab. Building 
 Improve Permitting 
 Be Competitive With Incentives 
 Hunt New Industries – Tech, Manufacturing like 3D (zoning should allow) 
 Streetscape And Environment 
 Diversify Mixture 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 County Culture 
 $$$ 
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TABLE 3 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Gabriela Uro & Lynn Pollock 

Attendees: Evan Thomas—Drew Model PTA, Joshua Waldman—Barcroft Elementary PTA, Michael Polovina, WHCA 
President, Lisa Maher—Arlington County 

 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 Overreliance on Federal government activity 
 Challenge of filing the commercial space so we can at least be at 50% or go higher 
 Is 50% a given?  How can we do this if we don’t have the workforce and we need to attract business away from 

others.  E.g. 86% of workers in APS don’t live in Arlington.  Can we envision a different tax revenue ratio? 
 The presentations focused on commercial tax base and left out the discussion of how to grow the residential tax 

base.  It’s important to know what are the possibilities regarding growing the residential tax base to mitigate the 
overreliance on commercial real estate.  

 One challenge is to think about how part of that tax equation can be improved given that it is a large category 
 The discussion related to increasing commercial real estate tax income failed to include the portion that is related 

to apartment rentals.  The discussion of attracting business focused on the business office space challenges.  For 
e.g., do we know what are the vacancy rates on the multi-family residential, how do we address this and the 
shortage of affordable housing. 

 Shortage of affordable housing which affects whether a range of employees can afford to live here, thus creating 
a challenge to attract businesses. 

 Inability to control ‘by-right’ development that is bringing in expensive rental units and sometimes unanticipated 
number of school children. 

o differential assessment of commercial tax could drive business out of Arlington 
 Need to increase general awareness of the benefits of having business in Arlington is that they generate real 

estate tax and pump money into the economy (Arlington cannot local income tax and sales tax goes to the states) 
o income disparities, disparities in real estate values and ‘perceived’ different quality of schools in Arlington 

pose a challenge for cohesive community solutions. 
 With shrinking tax base, what is the Arlington’s will to address correlation between income, affluence and certain 

educational needs? 
 Schools in the northern county schools with low % of poverty, affected by housing policies that is ignored by the 

county and affordable housing is not geographically distributed.  This creates a pattern of low-income patterns of 
attendance to certain school. Resident from N. Arlington indicated that there is no space in north Arlington to 
build affordable housing. 

 Question—what is the overall impact of employee mobility on business and resident: the movement of workers 
across jurisdictions as they go to places of employment.  When Arlington residents go out, are they spending in 
those other jurisdictions? How can we get people to and from where they work more efficiently so they live, 
spend, and maybe work in Arlington?   

 --how does commercial real estate stay competitive (affordable, attractive) given the development in other 
jurisdictions (Reston)? 
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Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 

 Lowering rents, incentive programs from the county to attract more business 
 Balance between more incentives and less revenue-need to find the optimization 
 Developers have to recoup investment 
 Leveraging more from new construction—for services, other space needs 
 Options to address the differential property values in the county and the perceived different quality of schools:  
 Invest more in schools in the schools in South Arlington to help bring up property values 
 Address the poverty issues related to families of many children who attend South Arlington schools. 
 Two choices—rents have to come down (commercial rent) or ensure that the proximity to the capital has enough 

value to serve government, and thus, attract more business.  A third one would be attract more millennials. 
 Add incentive to work in Arlington, incentives to hire residents, incentives to keep people out of cars or attract 

local expenditures—mix of retails.  What do we get out of low unemployment rate? 
 Also have ideas on the residential side—flat rate for all. Could we get leeway for variable rate from the state?  

Could have some type of surcharge, or taxing for additions. 

Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 

 How do the different solutions affect residents— 
 Analysis that highlight one age group, type of household, or another as an ‘economic drag’ are too one-

dimensional.  For e.g., identifying children or the elderly as having a negative fiscal impact. 
o the rules of zoning, what can be built what controls does the county have not have, limitation and 

possibilities for imposing new ones 
 Look at multi-family residential projects as overall drags or economic drags.  Single family homes is where kids are 

coming from  
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TABLE 4 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Kathleen McSweeney & Saundra Green 
Attendees:  Pat Findikoglu, Lida Anestidon, Sarah Mckinley, Melissa Merson, Laura Simpson, Nora Palmatier, Andrew 
D’huyvetter 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 Concerned that business sector of real estate might change 
 Concerned that the discussion is more concerned about money rather than quality of life. What relevance does 

this discussion have to the charge (two persons)  
 Concerned about what kinds of businesses people want in the new spaces. Many people want businesses that 

serve their everyday needs. Not just high-tech, it community or restaurants)  like shoe shops, grocery stores 
 

Consensus:   
 we need a vision that includes opportunities for new businesses (high-tech, restaurants) and small businesses that 

meets the everyday needs of people (especially older residents) 
 we need vision for future of county 

 
Barriers: 
 buildings torn down and small business 
 need more flexibility so that small businesses can move back into county 

 
Commitment to plan that is decided on by group 
 are we defining success by growth? 
 are rents too high for businesses? 
 make commitment to carry out plans that have been developed by citizens (like this group) 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 

Question – why did National Science Foundation leave the Ballston area? Why are businesses leaving Arlington?  Question 
answered by CPHD staff 

Would it be feasible to use empty buildings as schools? 
Barriers  
 inability to bring to the table for discussion some people in South Arlington who are not able to attend meetings 

because of jobs, etc. They need to… 
 inability to interact with people in high-rise.  They are often not included 
 large populations of people are under-represented in decision making process on many… 
 County staff can be barriers – not open-minded 
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TABLE 5 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Jackie Snelling & Moira Forbes 
Attendees:  Barbara Selfridge, Carrie Johnson, Miles Mason, Bill Stoderman, Greg Morse 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 
Challenges  
 Proportion of apartments increasing? (Asked at last meeting; still no answer) 
 Rail to Dulles drawing commercial 
 DC more competitive with commercial 
 Gentrification – too expensive to live here 
 If more reliant on residential/retail buildings, not offices/retail, suggests a problem; residents are more services 
 Also, timing of Residential vs. Commercial reinvestment/development  
 Are we unbalancing long term plans for immediate benefit of developers 
 Too much focus on development near metros 
 Mixed use corridors – it doesn’t have office workers, lose daytime business for retail nighttime/daytime balance 

generally Often demand weak – telework etc. 
 Need to refit older buildings 
 Need spaces for commuter buses to stop 
 Where will jobs be geographically for millennials; we want jobs here, if they live here 
 Can we be clearer at each meeting, how the work we’re working on at each meeting relates to the Charge 

(Charge is pretty high level) 
 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 Good idea to solicit businesses/ economic development/ diversity 
 Think about building ecologically sound/ smaller spaces for housing and offices or sharable spaces; maybe with 

tax credits 
 Invest in fiber/tech support to attract businesses, make available to small businesses 
 Focus on smaller companies 
 Need to rethink about some things 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Diverse community 

- some people want urban/walkable 
- some people want suburban 

 No one size fits all 
 County needs a solution that works for the commercial corridor 
 Arlington way – extensive community process; is that in conflict with simplifying permitting? 
 building committees are too large (BLP) 
 have a lot of office space to remodel/repurpose 
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 incentives for bonus density may be a disincentive to remodeling 
 
Additional Notes  
 
Challenges obvious, reviewed by presenters 
 Cost of living 
 Property taxes 
 Concern that % of commercial that is residential is misleading 
 Challenge % of residential vs. other commercial – very different costs and needs;   more demanding for land 

based services, including schools 
 Areas not near metro are more challenged per development (e.g. For apartments) 
 Office workers important for daytime retail and vitality 
 Nighttime/daytime challenge between office and residence 
 Office demand may not come back with teleworking (new office culture) 
 _____ older buildings is a challenge 
 Neighborhood revitalization 
 Locations per commuter busses to wait 

 
What Is The Charge Of Group? 
 
Solutions 
 Fewer apartments? 
 Timing of residential vs. commercial development; issue in unbalance because market for rentals and income 
 Need to have jobs here in order to have benefits of millennials  
 If working at home, need space 
 Tax credits 
 More aggressive ____ on rider (use temp lead) availability 
 Better solutions; ability to market to smaller businesses 
 with developer focus 
 Diversity is challenge and asset because need to work per commercial 
 Permitting process is a challenge to make easily navigable; making things easier 

- smaller committees 
- site process 

 Remodel vs. build new to change incentives vs. density 
 To cover cost of tear down 
 May be an opportunity to re-examine the balance of the building incentives 
 Amount/% percentage of public land 
 Community needs better scenario of what to expect in committee products 
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TABLE 6 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Toby Smith & Carolina Espinal 
Attendees:  Adam Rasmussen, Kathleen Trainor, Duke Banks, Marie Pellegrino, Sandra Hernandez, Laura Saul Edwards, 
Carolina Espinal, Toby Smith 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 Missed business opportunities 
 School overcrowding 
 How to attract something like cyber security which is not necessarily tied to government 
 Lease rates (we lost NSF)  
 Diversification of property 
 If we change mix, what are the impacts? 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 Try to get back to Arlington Way (1960s “ABC”) Nonpartisan Depoliticized 
 Incentive higher ED satellites to come to Arlington 
 Aim for flexibility (variety of ages) 
 More transparency (how does one county make decisions on how/whether to “subsidize” to keep business, such 

as NSF) cost-benefit analysis 
 Diversify – bring in new sectors to refill commercial space 
 Stay on top of GSA; Federal Government; more robust federal government liaison 
 Find incentives 
 Constraints 
 Land locked – unlike Loudon County, for example 

 
General Questions: 
 Why does Arlington have so few checks? Are there legal constraints? 

o which tools can we do something about? 
 How do we refill lost business space? 
 What is the geographic distribution of vacancy rates? (how do vacancies relate to overcrowded schools?) 
 If cannot fill empty, what’s the right mix of occupants? 
 What is commercial sector for education? 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
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TABLE 7 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Tannia Talento & Alan Howze 
Attendees: Charles McCullough, Sarah Shortall, Michelle Hejl, Michael Bee, Rob Mandle, Alan Howze 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 Filling Office Space – Have To tread water or do better 

Are we ready for what that means – a changing economy and community 
o change 
o demographic changes 
o aging population – are we ready to serve aging population and having a large older population and larger 

younger population 
 
 We should be looking at other balanced revenue sources other than property taxes 
 Have to look at what we want to invest in – schools, transportation  
 Are we overly reliant on property taxes? Do we need other revenue sources – car taxes? Income taxes? 
 Making sure we are maintaining what we have (commercial tax balance) and grow the pie – retention of 

businesses and attraction 
 Regulatory structure – how does it compare in Arlington versus other regional governments – how do we arm the 

Arlington BIDs (business improvement districts) with right tools 
 County’s Retail Action Plan could harm commercial revenue 

 
 What was Arlington doing before on economic development? Seemed like we were standing still while region was 

changing 
 We should continue to aim for 50/50 split between commercial and residential 
 We are competing against places we have not competed before 
 We got a little complacent and arrogant 
 Need to design community to reflect more multi-family, transit, rapid transit 
 Regional traffic affects quality of life and competitiveness 
 Need public investments, especially in transit – to build for future to attract people and businesses – need 

regional view 
 How do we enhance mobility to give us access to workforce we need 
 Little cooperation in region in space between transit and bus lines 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 Regional Transit Investments 
 Neighborhood concepts - creating neighborhoods that provide within easy distance what people need – example 

of Westover neighborhood 
 Not just retention of businesses – retention of people who can’t afford to live in Arlington 
 Arlington is good at long term planning but not at moving and execution. Government has got to move faster with 

making things happen. Important part of Arlington’s competitiveness  
 Is a transient population going to be willing to continue to invest in Arlington and get to know Arlington 
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 Our correction to DC is vital; need more bridges and tunnels into DC 
 Friendly to international business 
 Make streets greener and more accessible 
 Use air rights above streets 
 Biggest selling point is quality of life 
 Need to make Pre-K a priority to retain younger workers 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Need to break through to have regulatory reform; breakthrough status quo 
 Adherence to Arlington Way can get in the way 
 Arlington Way has slowed down schools capacity solutions 
 Need important feedback but need to move faster 
 Form of government – ward structure to allow for more local input 
 Need Arlington Way and even facilities study group to reflect Arlington 
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TABLE 8 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Sal D’Itri & Kate Roche 
Attendees: Melissa Logsdon, Charles C. Self, David Pearson, and Alisa Cowen 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 
 Rise in commercial vacancy rates 
 Limited spaces 
 Looking to attract new business 
 How to create an environment where people want to live but also that attract business 
 Increasing commercial rates in Rosslyn despite high vacancy in building 
 High costs for dog business in Arlington – moved business out of Arlington because of high costs – felt like only 

FIRE and EMS covered 
 Pay attention to businesses looking to grow here 
 Oversaturated retail 
 Living in a wonderland for a long time with 50/50 split, but need to work to keep that 
 Reliance on Federal tenants 
 Changing nature of retail; moving back to catalogue model 
 Demand for commercial space shrinking – office and retail 
 Focus on restaurants; spas 
 Housing affordability for teachers, millennials 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 Provide incentives to small businesses to fill ground floor retail spaces  
 Rehab. Crystal city office space 
 Educational unit in crystal city 
 Make it easier for large businesses who want to be in Arlington by improving process 
 Create co-ownership opportunities for homeowners 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Micromanaged development process; why would companies want to be here? 

o schools 
o parks 
o open space 
o quality of life 

 
Miscellaneous 
 Millennials want to buy but can’t afford to 
 Lack of affordable housing in Arlington 
 APAH has waiting lists 
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 Places for millennials to gather 
 open spaces linked by biking trails, hiking trails 
 more multi-bedroom apartments 
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TABLE 9 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Kirit Mookerjee & Anne Steen 
Attendees: Connie Ericson, Lilith Christiansen, Kirit Mookerjee, Takis Karantonis, Anne Steen, Kim Person, Bill Roos 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 
 Commercial base: declining economic scenario; decreasing tax base from the commercial sector 
 Need to determine what the issues are – need to diversify our economic base – away from the fed. . . 
 Our main tax driver is not reliable 
 What incentives can Arlington make 

o what will they make? 
 We need to do more with less 
 zoning rules can limit options, may need 
 Is the county staffed appropriately to make these changes? 
 Small start-ups don’t need space 
 Today’s industries are volatile; they can pack up and leave whenever they wish 
 Need to be agile 
 Where the talent resides is where the talent is. . . 
 Do we have a plan to take into account schools 
 For example – law firms have moved services to places that are cheaper and less 
 Many industries are hoteling. . . 
 If you bring in a new company – you won’t get the whole companies 
 telecommuting – Arlington residents working in Arlington  
 How much do companies do here in Arlington? we want the most productive case 
 Urban planning is essential 
 Transportation – those who don’t  want to drive 
 How can we compete with the suburbs 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 The old Arlington Way; think differently and then act differently 
 In Arlington, we need to create addresses – such as K Street, Connecticut Avenue, Dupont; Could we do 

something with the hospital – like healthcare connected to the Mayo Clinic 
 We don’t need to brand itself 
 Arlington needs to be business friendly; need to treat businesses as business entities 
 Regulatory burden are driven by lawyers 
 Why has it taken so long to get a permit for business or housing? 
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Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 

Constraints 
 We need to make sure that quality is not compromised. 
 The small business ombudsman did a great job. . . 
 We need to aggressively market Arlington – branding and incentive 
 Need to continue mixed use options 
 Arlington is not the same place 
 The role of the Chamber of Commerce needs to be more aggressive. We want businesses to organize 

 
Barriers: 
 Size 
 Budget 
 Geographic constraints 
 Lack of brand 
 Lack of diversified commercial base 
 Look at areas that don’t have Metro to make those areas more attractive to brand that area 
 Zoning 
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TABLE 10 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Bryant Monroe & Jason Rylander 
Attendees: Megan Haydasz, Alise Troester, Sandra Borden, Tina Koklenski-Miller, Patricia McGrady, Bryant Monroe, Jason 
Rylander 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 
 Are our taxes too high relative to our neighbors? Especially, if 50/50 split shifts 

o what is the cost of a resident? 
o what is our 50/50 pay for? 

 We are land locked; harder to attract business that require a campus 
 Anchor tenant; Arlington has no particular identity/corporate 
 Is Ballston moving in a good/new direction? 
 Lee Highway  - revitalization 
 Bethesda is more alive than Arlington 
 Our retail is concentrated in Clarendon 

o few town center feeling places in Arlington 
o amenity missing 

 Desire for more commercial growth 
 Place making; are malls viable 
 Crystal city has 25% vacancy 
 Rosslyn has 20% vacancy 

o Raze and Rebuild? 
o Location – FAA/TSA there now 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 If we want more growth, what is impact on schools? Infrastructure 
 How big can we get before our infrastructure cannot handle it? 
 Demographics – how to engage millennials and non-whites; meetings all look the same  
 Need to maintain the 50/50 split 
 Why did we lose NSF and USFWS? 

o better incentives? 
 Get more businesses 

o textile school/design – Marymount 
o Hubs: tech/co-working/business incorporator; Wine bar 
o Signage rules 
o Regulations on business 
o Incentives – generally a good idea 
o Business licensing process is too difficult 
o BPOL taxes harmful 
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o Relax reconstruction to accommodate/ encourage (Columbia Pike restaurants have not lunch traffic 
because no real office buildings) 

o Parking is an issue 
 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 How many of same kinds of businesses do we need – i.e. mattress stores 
 Services for elderly needed too 
 Diverse range of business 
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OTHER RESPONSES 

 
 
Question 1:  What future challenges do you see to Arlington’s basic economic model of reliance on the commercial sector 
(office, multi-family rental residential and retail) for 50 % of its real estate taxes? 
 

 Being pro commercial businesses by providing economic incentives,  
 User-friendly business licensing and permitting.  
 Plan on being more vertical with mixed use of commercial business, ground level exciting destinations, well 

designed transit and pedestrian paths.  
 Emphasis aging in place and also try to involve seniors in the labor force. 

 
Question 2:  If challenges exist, what steps or solutions should Arlington consider to address those challenges? 
 
 Involve business leaders. How can we have more senior residence? 

 
Question 3:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Need to be very thoughtful on zero sum gains regarding business economic incentives. 

 

OTHER SUBMITTED NOTES: 

 
abocian.president@highviewpark.com:  
 Arlington’s reliance on real estate taxes is near term, but not a long term issue. 
 Essentially, the real estate will not sit vacant for too long before residential needs will repurpose the available 

land in commercially zoned areas. This new residential real estate will be comprised of high value/ high density 
multi-family properties that will adequately fund new tax revenues.  

 However, the transition to residential space from commercial space will need to be facilitated by the county. 
Zoning rules need to be revisited, planning approvals form the county need to be “fast tracked” with dedicated 
personnel incentives for multiple family housing need to be offered in select areas. 

 Arlington is already mostly rental property (60% as of the 2010 census) and is ideally suited to be a residence for 
many more. 

 The largest challenge with all of the growth, is the congestion on the roadways that can only accommodate so 
much traffic. This presents an opportunity for the county to seek additional revenues by taxing commuters whom 
utilize Arlington’s roadways via a “congestion” charge collected much like EZ Pass tolls are collected, when 
traveling on certain roadways at certain times. Many European cities such as London are currently charging for 
these privileges. Further, this type of initiative not only generated significant revenue, but promotes commuter 
system usage options such as metro, bus, and bicycle. 
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Community Facilities Study Meeting #4 March 25, 2015 
Table Discussion Notes    

 
 

TABLE 1 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Kelly King & Joel Franklin 
Attendees:  Rick Kelly, Beth Hicks, Michael Bell? 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 
 We are a County of various neighborhoods with enormous income disparity.  We are interested in seeing ages in 

maps of the County. 
 We were surprised by the household income chart, 31 of today’s slides 
 We had enormous income disparity 
 Income disparity is huge and worrisome 
 We have to look at multi use facilities that are centers for the community 
 Can we see the median household income with ages? 
 Who will we be in 15-20 years? 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 
 We circled around this a bit.  If the trend continues, the needs are so different.  There’s an urban corridor that will 

be at odds (friction) with the other parts of the County. 
 Can we look at wages over income? 
 Can Arlington control at all thinks like minimum wage? 
 Does State preclude? 
 Each neighborhood’s needs are so different.  Are our neighborhoods too small?  Should we look at them as bigger 

units? 
 Likely to see vast number of people here as the whole County grows because of our location to the capital. 
 Do we do our part environmentally? 
 Arlington is such a small County that neighborhoods really help each other.  We should just talk about the County. 
 Our Police and Fire needs have changed but their models have not.  County is too afraid to cut their budget 

because of perception. 
 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 
 Less gentrified and emphasis of diversity of the people. 
 Want to be a model jurisdiction.  Quality of life, quality of education, low disparity of income and wealth, low 

carbon foot print. 
 Use the fact that a large number of international people live here and emphasize the diversity – all schools dual 

immersions.  County to be a dual metric system (be sensitive to the rest of the world). 
 It’s like the United Nations here – that’s an appeal to people. 
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 Worried that the County is moving to greater gentrification would like to see it less gentrified than it is trending,   
are we too far gone?  Can we turn it around?  How do we convince the people in the County that this is 
important? 

 Worried that Federal money will slowly dry up. 
 Want our County of officials to be mindful that they are part of something bigger. 
 We only have so much control – we need to double the size of our metro system.  Metro region needs to come 

together for a better plan.  Our officials need to increasingly work at a higher level. 
 More regional work – take a leadership role 
 APS presentations left our trailers in their discussions.  Trailer pollution is a problem, they are taking up recreation 

space.  These are community facilities that need to be part of the discussion. 
 Can we do affordable tower over a street?  Why aren’t we looking at that?  Roads need to be utilized. 

 
 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Leadership looking only at Arlington and not how we are a part of something bigger. 
 Engagement of different aspects of the population.  Should we do a couple of things that make them angry to get 

them involved? 
 Are we our own worst enemy sometimes?  Leaders listen to the loudest voice instead of what needs to be done.  

Focus on what is right – not re-election. 
 Richmond & DC (political institutions) 

 
 
QUESTION:  Can we get data on health care coverage for residents? 
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TABLE 2 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Hans Bauman & Greg Greeley 
Attendees:  Michael Battaglini, Alisa Cowen, William Staderman, Meghan Keller, Caroline Haynes & John Snyder 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 

 Haven’t seen any data that reflects the ethnic or geographic distribution of the county. 
 Thought the household income map was a stereotype, didn’t realize that it was the reality. 
 If you draw the north-south line, you don’t see that we’re a minority white school system 
 Some schools are 60-80% free and reduced lunch while many other schools are only 1% free and reduced lunch.   
 Arlington is a very different place from when we moved here 30 years ago.  
 As a north Arlington, I never realized how different things were between north and south in Arlington.  
 If you slice Arlington east and west you can get a better balance in the school demographics.  
 There is a disconnect between the people in this room and the county as a whole.  
 Affordable housing is not evenly distributed around the county. 

 
 Consensus:  Who we are as a county is different based on where we live.  We’re not at cohesive as we think we 

are.  

Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 

 With some of the millennials, they are not being well served as a part of the community. They’re disconnected 
from the community. 

 In NYC they have nighttime social events in the parks that are alternatives to bars as a social outlet.  
 We don’t have enough answers for aging in place. 

 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 

 They’re going to build here anyway, so we should get “more” for what we “give”.  We don’t ask for proffers that 
cover the future impact to parks or schools.  

 Should we loosen up the rules about accessory dwellings or living arrangements to allow more alternative  
solutions.  

 Could the county facilitate the “co-ownership” of houses to reduce barriers to entering the housing market.  
 Since we are more of a city, we need to make our communities more walkable. 

 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 

 There is substantially more affordable housing on Columbia Pike than other areas.  The question should be more 
about how can we make housing affordable across the whole county.  

 Parking is another challenge that Arlington faces 
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 Example of the stadium at University of Michigan.  There is almost no surface parking.  The parking is absorbed 
into the neighborhood by having people “sell” parking in their driveways and yards. We don’t see the same sense 
of “sharing” for parking in Arlington.  The parking permit system turns a public good into a private space. 

 Many in Arlington want neighborhood schools.  But having neighborhood schools leads to disparities in 
demographics between the schools 
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TABLE 3 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Gabriela Uro & Lynn Pollock 

Attendees: Cecilia Zurita, Nicholas Evans, Lynne Porfiri (Arlington County) 

 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 
 Arlington County is in transition—has been in transition since 90s from a suburb to a more urbanized community.  

Many people in the community that have the vision that is still like a Mayberry. If you are in area of the county 
that was shown in red on the income and density distribution map), it would likely still feel suburban.  This is not, 
however, the case in other parts of the county. 

 Others echoed transition piece, adding that fiscal pressures that are brought on by changes in real estate demand 
 The demographic trends related to income were ‘eye popping.’ Arlington is becoming a homogeneous community 

and residents expressed worry about this trend.   
 Several individuals came in the 1990s (92, 94, 95, 98) and then returned in 2007, seeing so much change. 
 We have become two very different communities---two sides of the tracks yet very few of residents know this and 

fewer have an understanding of the implications.   
 Our schools also show these two very different communities—some with great concentration of needs. 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 

• Neighborhoods have differing needs in terms of hospitals, fire departments, schools, transportation. 
• Transportation needs in the lower income area are more acute as metro and rail transportations do not exist.   

Less affordable homes are centered around the Metro lines.   
• Despite the greater transportation needs in the southern part of the county, when the trolley debate was taking 

place it was never talked about in terms of serving the community members that needed the service.  It was 
presented as an economic growth debate.   

• Participants asked about the Transportation plan--is for 10 years and long term for 40 years?  What is the plan for 
other metro lines or other types of rail, more attractive and all-day reliable services (other than bus) for the areas 
of the county that currently do not have metro access? 

• Schools are so very different—schools in the south of Arlington struggle to be as good as they could be, requiring 
more support from the County 

• Achievement scores, kids with significant challenges—people react when there is an effort to do something for 
particular schools.  How many people really understand the differences. 

• Aging population—basic services and emergency services 
• Post-recession population and millenials—changing nature of work place.   
• Participants indicated that different neighborhoods have differing needs and thus, require different expenditures 

but there is a palpable sense that the county does not look out for the ‘whole’.  The two projects that were slated 
as major investments in the Southern part of the county were squelched by what several perceived to be 
opposition from residents from the north who did not want to have the county make such expenditures. 

• Investing differentially in the sections of the county results in difficult budgetary tension and competing interest 
that undermine comprehensive county-wide investments. 
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Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 

• Want to see us get back to how people viewed Arlington as a leader dealing with challenges and not being afraid 
of making these decisions. There are trust issues and generalized anxiety, it was easier to be a leader 20 years 
ago. 

• Want to see more of a balance in the residents including senior living, affordable housing for a range of income 
levels.  

• Want the County be more welcoming to families who have less income. 
• Create a community that supports the aging population--Services, transportation, emergency services, clearing 

sidewalks, going to grocery store, using ‘virtual connection’ [http://arlingtonparks.us/creative-community-
connections/ (?)] to support and expand the community 

 Want to be more aware of what is happening across the county and live as a single community though we have 
different needs in different areas 

 

Solutions/Steps 
• We need to have elected officials to be explicit about serving the diverse communities in the Arlington and 

support projects, accordingly.  
• Elected officials need to make a decision, not simply debate the issues and solutions. 
• Community and elected officials should recognize the differing needs of neighborhoods and commit to supporting 

needed services whether or not citizens of those neighborhoods are as actively engage as others from other parts 
of the county. 

• Keep commitment to quality schools--Put resources in the areas where they are needed to support the students 
to succeed.  Elected officials and the community at large need to come to terms with how ‘equitable’ funding and 
support for schools works.  Need to handle the pushback from communities with fewer needs against having 
funds go to communities with greater needs. 

• Expand transportation options to serve a whole range of community needs (those who are not close to metro, 
those who have no car, those who need to get to schools, the aging population) in a way that is attractive to 
ensure use. Rail is more attractive than buses and the current bus schedule is limited. 

• The youngest participant (millennial) indicated she wishes to stay in Arlington because she likes the nice mix of 
trees/green, bike paths, convenience to everything, and diversity. 

 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Cost & No one size solutions.   
 Why did folks in the northern side of the county oppose the street car—there is a perception that there is a 

reluctance to invest in the southern part of the county 
 Acquatics Center—it would not have been scrapped if it were destined for the northern part of the county. 
 Process--Resistance also as a result of who is involved in the governance process—those who have the time 

(retirees, stay at home parents, professionals with flexible hours) and wherewithal have the strongest voice 
thought they represent a small slice of interests.  The southern part of the county has a proportionally smaller 
voice in the debates and decision.  
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 Difficult decisions, need to be explained by leadership in the county so that they bring people along.  People will 
have a natural reaction to oppose change.  There is a real gap in the county leadership ability to communicate 
this.  Showing what it looks like for the entire county.   

 Many could use the common work spaces.  More short term shared spaces supported by the county.  For e.g., 
“We work”  options for workspace 

 Keeping a significant number of people engaged—that represents the diversity of the county.  This would balance 
the input given by some segments of the community.  Suggestion:  engage with PTAs, why not meet at the 
community center, assisted living facilities. 

 Maybe create the spaces that encourage this cross-generation experience—tutoring by older folks—to build our 
sense of community and utilize space more efficiently. 
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TABLE 4 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Kathleen McSweeney & Kirit Mookerjee 
Attendees:  Bruce Wiljanen, Megan Haydesz, Brooke Alexander, Michael Thomas 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 
 Becoming wealthier  13 years ago, over $100K was 25%. Now it is over 50%. Tremendous change. Indicates 

new people with more money 
 “Gentrification” of Arlington – new families moving in are richer in real terms 
 We are aging; changing demographics 
 Some neighborhoods are not changing in terms of home ownership stock (Arlington Trust), but very few 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 
 Gentrification, but low income 
 Services for aging population (Virtual Villages) 
 Increased emergency services 
 Services for millennials and aging population may be the same – drycleaner, grocery, coffee shop, apartments, 

etc. Small neighborhood town centers that are completely walkable, with green and/or public space 
 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 
 Inclusive of needs of different populations 
 A county that has maintained the diversity of housing stock. Preserve some of the apartments (garden style) and 

fewer townhouses 
 Down zone/ get rid of density 
 Assess a capital development fee based on number of bedrooms where schools are at capacity 
 Constraints are county’s ability to. . . 
 Attracting and keeping millennials. They don’t want cars/want bicycle and public transportation 

 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Affordability 
 Lack of small businesses 
 Arlington is trying to be all things to all people 
 Keep flavor of neighborhoods/character 
 People need to make choices 
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TABLE 5 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Jackie Snelling & Moira Forbes 
Attendees:  Carrie Johnson, Wayne Bert, Barbara Selfridge, Mike Green, Miles Mason, Lisa Maher (Arlington County) 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 

 We are rich and diverse (ethnically, economically, types of households) and getting richer and less diverse 
(Hispanic share of the population is dropping?)  

 Demographics of the population—rich in one part of the county, diverse elsewhere 
 Population is getting older, also getting more millennials (bimodal) 
 In the corridors—millennials are growing, but has slowed down  
 Politically we are not very diverse  
 In some parts of the county, people are “making their own affordable housing” by having multiple families and 

unrelated people in SFHs [?? Does this show up in ACS or other survey data? Does this skew schools generation 
factors—enough of this to make a difference?] 

 County is segregated by neighborhood  
 We have many multigenerational households [? do we know what percent] 
 ?? Do we know anything about who is moving out? 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 

 More opportunities for seniors to have choices in where they live – need transportation, Arlington Villages 
concept—more help to stay in own homes. Accessory units?  

 School capacity needs to be addressed—so many young families 
  
 Parks and rec under pressure from population growth  
 Fire and EMS – need good response rates, will need to be based in neighborhoods for response time 
 Other kinds of facilities that need “planning factors” (population metrics)  human services—clinics etc.? 
 A greater portion of the county is living in large buildings with less outdoor space, creates desire for more open 

space outside of those buildings, ability to walk places, need for buses etc.  
 There is a big increase in deliveries (economy is changing—private service that is taking up public space, trucks in 

the neighborhoods, recycling all the cardboard) 
 ?? Do we know if seniors (the ones selling their houses that are then torn down) – are they staying in Arlington or 

moving elsewhere? 
 Not enough parking spaces in multi-unit buildings, leads to issues on streets—maybe 1 space per bedroom 

instead of per unit 
 

Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 

 If we don’t provide certain services (e.g., good schools, services for seniors), people may leave 
 We should ask ourselves how much bigger can we get or could we get? 
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 How much bigger can we get and still be manageable in 26 square miles? – is it feasible and sustainable to build 
out to the limits of our 30-year plan?  

 If we don’t grow, what are we giving up (revenue issues?) 
 How much green space do we need?  Can we have a good place to live for everyone if we keep building? 
 What could we do to slow/stop growth? What are the policy options? 
 Should we think about how we do things, what we spend money on – are there alternatives? Re-examine 

assumptions about services, find ways to use spaces more efficiently (better collaboration between schools and 
county, for one thing—maybe plan better, like have the new Wilson school have a theater that could be used 
instead of Artisphere [which is already going away) 
 

 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 

 Institutional inertia 
 School/county boards and respective staffs guard their turf 
 Fondness for the benefits of growth—additional revenues, developer proffers 
 Lack of understanding by the population at large of the financial difficulties 
 Lack of broader community representation at these kinds of meetings 
 Strong sense of entitlement…moved away from Arlington Way, sense of getting people together to fix problems, 

being responsible – although maybe TJ park process was an example of it working? If we can get people to 
engage, they are good at finding solutions.  

 Still some reluctance to engage the community openly 
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TABLE 6 

 
Facilitator & Recorder:  Toby Smith & Carolina Espinal 
Attendees:  Deborah Candeub; Sarah McKinley, Pat Findekoglu; Laura Simpson, Ginger Brown 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 
 We have a preconceived notion that we all share similar ideas but our understanding of who we are is really 

different. 
 Many of us aren’t informed about what is happening in the County. 
 We believe that property value is tied to school quality. 
 We have a tradition of good schools and we’re proud of that. 
 We are a middle class County and people at different economic levels have different needs from the community. 
 We are becoming less and less diverse – we’re losing diversity (age, economic and racial/ethnic, small business). 
 We are a county where people want to have all of their needs met – not just families or millennials. 
 We have a growing aging population. 
 We have seen a significant jump in school aged children in the County which is placing increased pressures on the 

school system. 
 We have the largest percent of millennials proportionate to our population – in the entire country. 
 There is increasing income inequality. 
 We’ve become a place that is difficult for young entrepreneurs and/or immigrants to settle like they once did. 
 We’re a County with unique neighborhoods and one in which people take strong pride in preserving and 

protecting their neighborhoods. 
 Our neighborhood associations are really active and need to be preserved. 
 Our 22204 zip code has been cited as the most diverse zip code in the country. 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 
 If the trends on slide 31 continue, residents will look dramatically different from how we look today and that will 

determine the needs of various neighborhoods 
 We need to be able to offer millennials some of what they go to DC for here in Arlington  
 The pressures to preserve what people like about their neighborhoods versus the pressures to meet county wide 

needs often come into conflict (e.g. the recent debate about adding an elementary school at Thomas Jefferson)  
 There is a tension between those that want Arlington to be suburban and who want to live in suburban 

neighborhoods to the reality that the County is increasingly an urban, as opposed to a suburban, community.  
  

 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 
 We want to be a place that has a rich diversity of residents who have their needs met. 
 We need to develop a comprehensive plan for property acquisition so the county can buy land to both expand 

school properties and to meet other county needs such as parks and open space. We need a cohesive and 
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aggressive strategy for land acquisition to meet growing community facility needs. We also need to set aside 
adequate funds in the capital budget for land acquisition.  

 We need solutions that allow us to be able to provide flexible use of land. 
 The County needs to help make the vacant store fronts accessible and keep rents affordable for small and 

independent business owners.  
 There are creative things that other jurisdictions do – pop up shops – to promote and support local vendors.  
 The Penrose Square fountain/park has changed everything – it's building community – and should be replicated in 

other places and represents the type of community spaces we would like to see more of in Arlington.  
 A livable community with many high quality amenities and preservation of strong neighborhoods. 

 
Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Finite land. 
 Friction between county and neighborhoods around issues like schools and parks/public space. 
 Land use rules that – if changed – could allow for accessory dwelling so that seniors and others create rental 

spaces and get help to cover expenses to stay in their homes. 
 Rigidity with which APS and the County manage their “fiefdoms.” 
 The fact that some buildings have not been built to accommodate additional floors for expansion when needed. 
 Financial and budget constraints.  
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TABLE 7 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Tannia Talento & Alan Howze 
Attendees: Rick Epstein, Paula Potts, Bill Roos, Sandra Borden, Bill Braswell, Matt Ladd (Arlington County) 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 
 Millennials, seniors, families 
 Diversity changing – more Asian and less Hispanic 
 Highly educated 
 Culture and sports 
 Expectations have been built up around services that are available – with changing tax base do expectations need 

to change 
 We are getting richer and whiter as a County  is that who we want to be? 
 Is it what we aspire to do? or what are we today? 
 How do we educate the citizenry 

 
Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 
 Elderly neighbor with two home health aides – how to make it manageable. Do we need to look at accessible 

dwelling units/ Growing elderly population 
 Development – asking developers to give to cover cost; as needs change, who will bear the costs 
 Segment into different needs  example of Arlington neighborhood villages 
 Families/adults – trails, schools, parks 
 Non-family households – pedestrian access 
 Safety and convenience and the parks 
 Some needs are common across vs. specific needs (elderly) 
 Think about multi-use and flexible use facilities 
 Different neighborhoods have different needs 

o Single family 
o High mile areas 
o Children needs 
o Dog and 

 Need to have metrics on what parks ratio is and how to pay for it 
 Need parks planning process to match future needs 

 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 
 Proud to live in Arlington – great schools, transit 
 Need a vision about how much development do we want and need 
 Need more information about attitudes on development 
 How to reach out to find out what people and future vision 
 What are the services costs for multi-family vs. single-family 
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Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 
 Would like to hear directly from business owners about why they do or do not locate in Arlington 
 Have to have plan – County does not have a strategy 
 Too many administrative hurdles for businesses 
 How to have small businesses and support them 
 Do not 
 Taxation levels 
 Incentive packages for businesses 
 Example of Tech Shoppe and Crystal City Bid example 
 Inconsistent regulation administration – inspectors say one thing then another inspector says something different 
 Streamlined process for new business to help set it up 
 Can the County adjust development plans to allow for or require mix of local/small businesses – for example, in 

Rosslyn 
 Open data on permitting statistics – how long it takes on average- and at 30/60/90 day intervals 
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TABLE 8 

 
Facilitator & Recorder: Christer Ahl 
Attendees: Dakotah Smith, Adam Rasmussen, Connie Ericson, Greg Lloyd, Lois Koontz 
 
Question 1:  Based on the demographic data that we have seen so far in the process, who are we as a County? 
 

 Arlington has the advantage of a population with very high median/average income that is also highly educated;   
but the disadvantage is a substantial difference/polarization between top and bottom;   moreover, this is 
reflected in substantial differences in school/educational quality due a corresponding geographical polarization; 

 rather than being characterized by the often referenced North-South divide, Arlington may be seen as consisting 
of three different geographical/population groupings:   the R-B corridor together with the Crystal City/Pentagon 
City corridor, the northernmost Arlington, and the remaining southern areas of Arlington; 

 While there are some positive aspects of diversity, the populations in the three areas do not have much in 
common with each other and do not have a clear understanding and appreciation for the circumstances in the 
other areas; 

Question 2:  How does the predicted change in the demographics determine the needs of the different neighborhoods and 
Arlington as a whole? 
 

 Specific unmet needs already exist in the low-income segment of the population, which is also handicapped by 
challenges at school, in part due to not being ‘native speakers’ and in part due to lower quality of schools;  this 
will become exacerbated if overall resources in the County are shrinking and if geographical segregation 
continues;   

 More generally, the attention to affordable housing is inadequate, and the situation is likely to worsen if policies 
do not change and if the County is not successful in creating more awareness of this need; 

 
Question 3:  Who do we want to be as a County, and what steps or solutions should we take to get there? 
 

 Our location makes it important to emphasize that Arlington is a primarily urban environment;  
 The population growth is likely to continue; this is positive and the County should not (and cannot) attempt to 

affect it other than in terms of ensuring the necessary availability of housing;    
 A diverse population is positive and will continue to be a reality, but the polarization caused by geographical 

segregation is detrimental and needs to change; 
 Affordable housing should be strongly pursued in on a much broader geographic basis and with new approaches 

for integration into neighborhoods; 
 There should be more emphasis on walkability (and biking) and better access to retail, amenities and facilities 

which meet the daily needs of the neighborhoods; such features should be incorporated also into residential 
buildings and not just in office buildings or as stand-alone;  

 Continued focus on adequate open space, meaning parks and other green space to meet the needs of all 
population segments;   increased housing capacity must not come at the expense of open space;  
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 The County must assume greater responsibility for ensuring that the older segments of the population can stay on 
in their environment in Arlington, after they no longer can fully function independently in their homes;  this also 
includes supporting their transportation needs through tailored arrangements; 

Question 4:  What constraints or barriers exist to taking those steps or solutions? 
 

 Arlington emphasizes ‘location’ as giving us an edge in comparison with other jurisdictions; but not enough is 
done to take full advantage of all aspects of our location; moreover, modern technology, changes in the 
transportation situation, and the fact not all jobs are found in D.C. these days, means that other areas, such as 
Tysons, will cause us to lose this perceived edge; 

 The ‘smart growth’ concept has caused the notion that our current ‘single-family neighborhoods must be 
protected’ to be taken too far; it reduces the flexibility of land use too much when growth is needed and it 
contributes to undesirable polarization; 

 The intra-Arlington street network traditionally relies mostly on arteries running as westeast spokes toward the 
river; the same applies to the Metro lines;  this creates barriers and causes Arlingtonians to leave the County and 
go to D.C., Fairfax, Alexandria etc., for business, shopping or leisure activities;  new north-south arteries and/or 
public transit options are needed; 

 The County’s historic ability to find the resources to meet a lot of needs has created both major expectations and 
complacency;  it may be difficult for residents to accept that circumstances are changing and that increased 
emphasis on cost-efficiency and better utilization of facilities and resources is needed; 

 Large segments of Arlington’s younger population and apartment residents are not willing or able to get involved 
in civic matters; but their voices are important for the determination of the needs and preferences of 
Arlingtonians in the future;  so the County needs to make a special effort to make them become more engaged; 

 There is a danger that Arlington will be overrun by ‘cut through’ traffic from the outer suburbs on roads such as I-
66, I-395 and Rte. 1, so that the County will need to continue to take effective measures to protect our interests; 
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May 13 Table Notes   1 

Community Facilities Study Meeting #7 May 13, 2015  

Table Discussion Notes  

TABLE NOTES RELATED TO SITING CONSIDERATIONS

 

Question 1. Drawing from your own experiences and from what you 
learned from the case studies, what should be carried forward for future 
siting efforts for county facilities and schools? What should be done 
differently? 

Follow up questions: 

1a. The study committee charge states, “consideration should be given to 
finding more efficient ways to use existing facilities and sites, colocation 
of appropriate uses, and temporary or permanent use of private space.” 
How should new uses be determined for existing facilities or sites to 
maximize county and school resources? 

1b. Some of the case studies took many years to reach community 
consensus. How could a new siting process address needs that are time 
sensitive? 

 

GROUP 2 – FACILITATED BY GREG, KELLY, AND HANS

The 2003+ fire station process had a better, more open charge than other examples. By empowering 
group to understand all dynamics and fully embrace problem, the ownership of resulting 
recommendations was better. 

TJ group seems to have moved outside of charge by addressing the question of whether TJ is really the 
best/only available site.  But that group was hamstrung by an overly narrow mandate without the scope 
to own the outcome. Was both given a narrow scope and expected to own recommendation – impossible 
situation. (Group felt the more narrow question of could a school be built there was answered: yes.) 

Surprise was a huge issue with the TJ site, as at Cherrydale fire station. Surprises kill community 
ownership and buy-in. Need better transparency. 

Perhaps we need to re-define what does success mean?  If success means involving the usual suspects, 
who ask lots of questions and burn lots of time, then maybe these examples are okay.  Maybe we can’t 
have both fast decisions and full inclusion.  We need to define what tradeoffs are driving our decision 
processes. 

Community Facilities Study Meeting #7 May 13, 2015

Meeting Notes
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Where do we as a community want to go – that will drive the outcomes. Our group and the whole 
process around it is the community calling a time out: we need to re-evaluate the process.  Let’s hope it 
results in some groundwork which makes future decisions happen more efficiently.  The purpose of the 
group is to prepare ourselves to make decisions, we’ll know what’s available and what criteria we should 
use. 

New processes need to be applied to new properties just coming online now, in particular new 
acquisitions that have been popping up in the news. 

 

GROUP 3 – FACILITATED BY LYNN AND JASON

• Time is $$$; fire station delays cost $$; process vs. cost 

• Involve people up front or it will get bogged down later 

o Columbia Pike streetcar: took too long; too many studies; sending uncertainty now 

o PL4PG fiasco; ideas weren’t floated 

• Give people information 

• Listen to what people say 

• Stay with stakeholders; don’t get too ahead of stakeholders 

• Who are your stakeholders? 

• Are you hearing both loud and soft voices? 

• Look at the full county needs; clarify needs of entire County 

• Better balance of information (i.e. schools, parks, fire) –  

• Planning Silos: aff housing study; PSMP is 7 years late 

1a. 

• Arlington Mill is empty & others that are empty – match needs 

• Can we use some to match needs for schools? 

• We set arbitrary constraints; rigidity of talking (?) 

• Set parameters to site things more creatively; preconceived policies keeps people from doing creative 
things 

• There are County facilities to use for schools while still maintaining County functions (community 
activities) 

• Use County facilities as schools at least temporarily (i.e. Fairlington); be careful to not not displace 
existing activities 

• Patrick Henry & next door facilities 

• Madison Center – affordable housing only on transportation line; think outside the box 
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• Schools have senior centers apartments above; modular so you can claim floor or give back space as 
needed;  Why not have housing above new HS on Wilson (new HB Woodlawn location)?  

• More colocation 

• 8 empty buildings in Crystal City; Ballston empty buildings 

o Possibly earmark housing for school, county employees 

• Private buildings; why just for schools? Could we move community center uses to commercial space? 
Use office buildings for community facilities (art, yoga, etc); would be a lot less $$ 

• Lease then different financing 

• Retrofit – state mandated codes 

• Limitations in space issues in office buildings; No gym 

• Trade off housing for county employees for affordable housing 

• Housing over schools? Or county facilities 

• Creative problem solving – start with notion that there is no bad idea; let everything be out there 

• Pedestrian mall 

• Resolve prior to site plan; can we resolve conflicts that emerge through different plans (i.e. MTP; 
PSMP need joint open space plan); Community facilities plan element 

• What ever works well together 

1b. 

• Set the table – layout the facts; options; criteria  

• Don’t blackmail community into a rushed process; APS seat crisis or Artisphere; quick decisions cause 
long term problems 

• Without facts it appears that staff or schools are pushing an issue or position 

• Long discussions between County/schools w/o open to all 

• Stuck in staff; get it out earlier and not just with staff 

• Silence poisons the process; foresee the need for HS seats! 

• Look to other urban areas for solutions 

• Share facilities with Fairfax for salt/sand, as an example 

• Contracted service if cannot find space for facilities 

• Pair up with other jurisdictions for bus siting and other things 

• Think creative in architecture to mitigate uses 

 

GROUP 4 – FACILITATED BY KATHLEEN AND SAUNDRA
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• involve the stakeholders early on 

• make sure that the broad interests and inputs of people are considered 

• being more transparent of our needs as a community; ongoing community needs list.  

• How do you define needs? Who defines them? The important thing is to get stakeholders involved 
early on to help define those needs 

• keep people engaged and informed 

What differences? 

• differences between the corridors which have plans and single family neighborhood which define 
their NC plans 

• green space and amenities are located more in neighborhoods rather than in corridors  

• renters and low income people aren't represented in community processes 

1a.  

• change mindset from building a single use to multi functions. 

• more communal spaces should be the default 

• no option to think outside of the zoning box; we may need more tools that are more flexible 

• senior centers in conjunction with nursery schools 

• cooperative agreement with businesses and preschools in APS 

• leasing church parking lots or church spaces 

1b.  

• engaging people from the beginning avoids the blowup and setbacks 

• creating common principles and guidelines that can be used from group to group. 

 

GROUP 5 & 6 – FACILITATED BY MOIRA, JACKIE, TOBY, AND CAROLINA

Fire station process seemed like a good process—had criteria, consensus understanding of the need, 
committee had free range to pick a site within a moderate area. 

Fire station—has a clear “catchment area” (whatever the term is) 

Specifically in the instance of the fire station, the problem arose because the County choose not to follow 
recommendations based upon previous community engagement processes (e.g. the 1989 Advisory 
committee and then the Cherrydale/Lee Highway Revitalization Plan) for reasons that were not made 
transparent to the community.  
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TJ group was asked to evaluate one site and didn’t have a comparison which likely led to a split (no 
consensus). 

In the future, the committee could compare sites. Seems like being able to compare sites helps 
community process. 

Decisions about specific sites should be considered in the context of the County level plan for the specific 
need so that any alternatives and potential relationships are transparent. 

School boundaries can change, etc. which makes it harder to get your arms around siting. For example, at 
TJ specifically, we didn’t know what kind of program would go there (choice or neighborhood). 

The County contributes to some of the communications problems. The fire station and TJ were 
troublesome because proposals were put on the table or taken off the table without community 
involvement.  

Need an answer to the question—when does the siting process begin?  

• With CIP? A County Board charge? From the community? 
• When the County says something is important enough that we are going to spend money on 

it (when staff identifies a need that requires funding), should have a way to involve people 
right away (or if people feel the need and can convince the Board to spend the money)?  

• The starting point for the process and information to the public should be clearly identified 
when the need is identified and with continuous information and documentation as it is 
refined; even before a committee or workgroup is identified 

• Similar process should be used for schools and county, regardless of who owns the land. 
Processes should be integrated. 

• Should the Comprehensive Plan spell out the needs before they move ahead with trying to 
fund money? Except schools are not in the Comprehensive Plan?  How do we reconcile the 
different recommendations and needs stated with the various elements, and things that are 
not even mentioned in the plan, such as schools?  

TJ shows us that the schools need to involve the community, be more transparent, earlier engagement 
with the community 

If considering a public-private partnership, it should involve community when start envisioning the 
relationship 

• The pros and cons of a public private partnership for a specific need/facility and the 
decision of whether or not to proceed with a process that is assuming or exploring a 
partnership should be considered in a community process BEFORE any specific 
public/private process begins. 

1a.   

Time and percolation needed to get people with diverse viewpoints to consensus 
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1b.   

Can there be an expedited process that is inclusive of the community? 

• Maybe we can identify criteria that would help –e.g. incorporate the development of a statement 
of pros and cons into the process such as the statement that the TJ group came up with. 

• If was time sensitive, maybe could start by describing the pros and cons, early 

Process is helpful—gives the decision makers (the Boards) all the input before they make their 
decision, otherwise feels like its not transparent/the community was not engaged 

Deadlines are good and needed. TJ was given a short timeframe (but didn’t get to consensus—just 
surfaced the issues). 

Is it best to follow the TJ process where no votes are taken or should siting committees be forced to 
take a vote? Trying to reach a consensus might not always result in a clear path forward or provide a 
clear answer in the same way the taking a vote might – or does the group raise the issues and the 
Board takes the vote? If there’s a vote, should record the counts pro/con 

 

GROUP 7 – FACILITATED BY ALAN & TANNIA

• A principal in the siting process should be:  When framing the process and engaging the community 
consider how big the scope of the charge is and is the scope open enough to allow a productive and 
useful result to the process. (ex: TJ) 

• Plans for sites should include understanding of how the site fits into and affects the community – if 
the plan is laid out without knowing how the dominoes will fall then it will result in no community 
support.   

• Understand the scope of involvement – will it be big, small – should it be limited and to who? Should 
there be a radius rule so that everyone gets a say but it limits the scope of involvement. 

• Need one system for siting. 

• Chart that Carrie provided in PowerPoint is a great tool! 

• County has a history of not engaging in full disclosure. 

o County should ensure that any siting plan changes by County are transparent and made known to 
the public.  For instance, if property sited for specific development by the County is then bought 
by a private developer after discussions with community members regarding the County 
development or if Park Bonds that were approved by the voters are then reallocated due to a 
change in the original site plan. 

o County should ensure that it can follow through on plans advertised to the public 
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o Park bonds for Artisphere – how did that happen? 

o County needs to disclose legitimacy of investment – if county wants to repurpose bonds then it 
should be put to a vote by its citizens or if the bond repurposing is within scope then inform 
citizens of the reason for the change.  This will provide community support as these changes are 
made. 

o Do not package park bonds. 

o Unbundle bonds! 

• Multi-functional facilities becoming a necessity 

• Siting guidelines should provide how sites can be multi-use sites 

• Park land per capita has dropped due to population increase – need to address and ensure green 
space 

• How does an urban setting ensure green space? 

Parks:   

• Should not put non-park uses on parks 

Community Centers 

• Ensure availability for mixed-use 

 

GROUP 8 – FACILITATED BY KATE & SAL 

• Making decisions unilaterally has disastrous impact. 

• County tends to keep things quiet until they’ve made a decision – “benevolent dictator model” 

• Be clear what the County staff is looking to achieve  

• County and Schools have been unable and unwilling to work together 

• TJ, Lubber Run, Reed School, Stratford & Wilson sites – example of School Board dumping things on 
the community 

• Fire Station 8 – Barbara Donnellan said community consultation would take place, but it hasn’t 

•  Projects need a more clear process – process and needs should be better communicated 

• Opportunity for influence without being adversarial – shouldn’t need T-shirts rallying around a cause 
to have a voice 

• Consider County taking a posture every year like the military does – heat map – this year we’re going 
to be ____ 

• County increase communication to get through to citizens 
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• For time sensitive siting processes – meeting and focus need to be results oriented, people can’t 
come in with preconceived ideas – need to be open to flexibility 

• Utilize Civic Federation to reach Civic Associations – re energize Civic Federation, create a refreshed 
communication study 

• Committee of 100 

• Look at opportunities for civic engagement beyond late night meetings – utilize technology, video 
tape meeting, use social media 

• Next door 

 

GROUP 9 – FACILITATED BY KIRIT AND ANNE

Decisions by County and schools often presented as a “done deal” despite states process. Also, 
time it takes to completes this process (fire station took 21 years). Another example is that 
students are still in trailers despite years of discussion to solve this issue.  

Everyone cannot always agree but disclosure by County staff of plans seems to be a concern. 
Expectation management is important to let citizens know about participation. Ultimate decision 
may be made by County board.  

Possible new uses might include schools commingled with parks and affordable housing. We 
need to provide options to keep green spaces. Must realize that school decisions impact entire 
community. Public participation does not have to prolong process. Process must come to fruition 
and ultimately, decision needs to be made. County cannot unnecessarily delay decisions based 
on process. 

 

GROUP 10 – FACILITATED BY CHRISTER AND TYRA 

• The experience from case studies suggests the importance of a clear-cut purpose and goal for the 
siting effort, as opposed to an opportunistic approach or a vague objective.  

• Important that all options are systematically reviewed and considered, and that no options are 
removed for unclear or questionable reasons.  

• County must be clear and open about its intentions and must avoid being blind-sided by competing 
bids/objectives (Fire Station 3)  

• There needs to be coordination and ‘master planning’ for the whole spectrum of county facilities to 
ensure optimal land use; not clear why, in our Study, some types of facilities, e.g. for human services, 
are excluded;  they compete with all other facilities for land and dollars; 

1a.   

• Joint planning would facilitate co-location, sharing of facilities; increased collaboration needed to 
ensure maximized use of facilities;  
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• APS needs to be more flexible regarding the type and size of facilities that they can use to combat 
over-crowding; for instance, why not have smaller facilities for elementary schools, and why so rigid 
regarding design and ‘standards’ of school buildings; 

• We need to move away from traditional approaches; for instance, apart from gyms and class rooms, 
schools have facilities and resources that could and should be used by the broader population and for 
non-traditional purposes; 

• Why are school libraries not used for the non-school population; and why are public libraries needed 
as stand-alone facilities instead of being seen as components of community centers etc? 

1b. 

• The problem is not really that processes are too time-consuming when siting efforts are time-
sensitive; the real problem is that planning is started much too late when the existing and emerging 
needs already should have been known; 

• Matching the demographic forecasting, we should have continuous planning with dedicated planning 
staff for all relevant needs, in order to avoid sudden and piecemeal planning; 

• The County needs to be more open and transparent about its future needs and about the relevant 
background information for the planning and siting processes; this Facility Study has provided lots of 
basic information which is normally unknown to the public; 
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Question 2.   How should the facility needs of the county as a whole be 
balanced with concerns about a facility’s impacts on surrounding 
neighborhoods? 

Follow up Questions: 

2a.  What role should your community organization(s) have in the facility 
siting process? When and how should the community be engaged in 
siting decisions? 

2b.  The current system of planning for facilities seems to lead to a 
process where most people are reacting negatively to a proposal. What 
could be done to change this dynamic in the community process? 

2c.  What communication tools should the county and aps be using to get 
information out to everyone? 

 

GROUP 2 – FACILITATED BY GREG, KELLY, AND HANS

Better educating and marketing to the public is the clear theme here. 

We need a vision of the County that precedes these processes.  We need the public to “get” the bigger 
picture – need them to step out of their immediate neighborhood and recognize how our community is 
interconnected and is changing.  

There is a “Mayberry mindset” (a la Westover) that we can no longer support.  We need to actively 
educate broad community on new/emerging usages and mixes and that change is coming.  Arlington IS a 
mixed density community that will need to extend deeper into neighborhoods 

Community needs to trust that we can make a site decision now whose usage details might change later.  

Clear, County-wide owned and adopted criteria should help overcome the NIMBY effect. 

Back-of-house needs have been a huge ah-ha moment for participants. (ex: Not enough parking spaces 
for buses, North Arlington vehicular needs.) We need the broader public to understand these challenges. 

We need public to understand that green space being preserved at (say) TJ means trailers need to go 
elsewhere.  Again: we need to reinforce County-wide thinking with all community participants. 

Make sure to focus on positive impacts… for everyone!  Search out ways to expose people to what’s 
possible. Find people that love it and have them lead walking tours. 
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GROUP 3 – FACILITATED BY LYNN AND JASON

• Too much input to surrounding neighborhoods – too narrow stakeholders; need to look at full county 
(TJ park not being used means loss of open space at Glebe) 

• Too much concentration of specific types in limited areas 

• Facilities do not need to be ugly; match to neighborhood setting 

• Neighbors should be consulted for traffic but also larger area 

• Be more equal with burdens throughout the County 

• Transportation – “building along routes” 

• Not to exclusion of whole; Needs and burdens should be equally distributed  

• PSMP – don’t know how all spaces serve us 

• Retail action plan – affects other plans 

• Salt dome facility – dog park 

• Traffic impacts everywhere, but is such as a common issue it shouldn’t drive the process 

2a.   

• Result is not always very good if there are predetermined decisions [from staff]; TJ process failed 
because public had no say in siting decision; would have been better with more transparency 

• Give multiple locations to discuss instead of pre-determined options 

• APPS will select a site and then cave if pressure is too great 
• Loud and ___ voices get heard more 

2b. 

• Be clear about our needs so people understand it better 

• Be more open of all needs of the County & Schools; this will lead to more involvement 

• Land acquisition for fire station and other needs 

• Policy that any private home could be acquired next to park or school 

• Every possible site gets an honest evaluation; no bad ideas at start 

• Parks land acquisition should not or should be used for other uses 

• Follow what Cherrydale uses; all sites were considered and evaluated evenly 

2c. 

• May be too much information already; The takeaway, 1-pagers are very helpful 

• Hard to engage average residents 

• APS engaging the PTA’s and community was helpful 
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GROUP 4 – FACILITATED BY KATHLEEN AND SAUNDRA

• think about circles of impact with every process 

• consider mitigation: if an area gets a sewage treatment plant, that area should get the next big park, 
for example 

• again, communication and education with the community is critical 

• the citizen is a good way to communicate needs; would like more information on APS; 

• gather more than one civic association at a time, across a larger geography, to provide information 
and get feedback from more than one group and obtain multiple perspectives 

2c 

• explore non-traditional methods 

• leverage partner groups like non profits and schools 

• work with apartment buildings and landlords, especially to communicate with millennia 

• School Board and County Board need to communicate more often, and publicly 

 

GROUP 5 & 6 – FACILITATED BY MOIRA, JACKIE, TOBY, AND CAROLINA

Communication is the key. Need to involve immediate neighbors around a site. 

2a.   

Who is the community? 

Good to involve whole County so don’t get each neighborhood being NIMBY and the site need getting 
ping-ponged around the county 
• All potential sites should be on the table at the beginning of the process. The TJ example is one where 

this appears not to have been the case. 

• Representatives of county wide organizations should be included in each process, in addition to 
immediate neighbors, to facilitate communication and to be transparent about the county level 
context and potential impacts on other areas or the county level plan for the identified need.   

2b.   

If people feel a decision has been made that will affect them, and they’ve had no opportunity for input, 
the process will likely get bogged down and have to undertake a “restart” if can engage earlier on, 
would be more involved and the process would likely actually be smoother and take less time.  
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Look at geographic “service areas,” if appropriate for the type of facility you need (fire station concept—
could other facilities such as parks and playgrounds be distributed intentionally, not just where there is 
space) 

• Some needs  could just have one county-wide multi-purposes facility (esp recreational stuff) instead 
of many small ones 

• Could also consider population density and the density of the specific population with the highest 
needs for the service, not just geographic distribution around the county. 

• Could help planning commission—when a developer wants to build something, are those amenities 
there for people? If not, get concession from developer 

• Would need maps showing these overlays 

 

2c. 

• Digital resources, social media 

• Or the opposite—putting signs up in community centers, libraries, etc. 

• Leverage mail that already goes out—tax bills, etc. county sends out a fair amount of snail mail 
(although may not be time sensitive to certain events) 

• Backpack mail in schools 

• Video on county website 

• Surveys  

• Interactive comments like for “public land for public good”—posting them so people can see 

• Word of mouth doesn’t work well 

• People who go into the communities, town meetings, etc. use civic associations etc but also some 
way to reach out to other people who aren’t involved in civic associations 

• Also some of the dense areas (Crystal City etc) don’t have them, just have tenants/condo associations 

• Gap—communication with rental spaces, also hard to reach condos and townhouses 

• So much information on the county website – there needs to be a clear place to direct people  

 

GROUP 7 – FACILITATED BY ALAN & TANNIA

• Planning process has to be inclusive of all communities but how? 

• Affects are usually felt locally but can’t ignore countywide ripple effects. 

• Arlington has been suburban last 50 years  

o Going forward not so much 
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o Siting impacts not only surrounding neighborhoods but impact on population increase. 

• How do you maintain park space for increased population? 

• Parks need to be preserved. 

• Preserving single family neighborhoods – does that still hold? 

• In Urban corridors include green space when building – be creative. 

• Public does not have input in the “charge” assigned to community committees formed for opinions 
and recommendations.  Does this affect outcome of recommendations/utility of the outcome? 

• Parking spaces should be underground 

• Create a criteria for siting process where we could get creative ideas on the planning during siting 
process. 

• County exploring options to see how to purchase more land. 

• Need more aggressive land acquisition policy 

• County resisted using imminent domain but this should be revisited. 

• Don’t have the reserves for park acquisition 

• County should consider more creative use for sites – look at empty offices space for community 
needs 

• Board in 1960 took initiative, regarding Ballston, to counter balance with green space – Gulf Branch 
was purchased – this type of focus is needed at County level. 

• Negotiate with developers 

o Ask developers how they can provide facility use to the county 

• Mistake often made is assuming that County knows what a community wants 

o Maybe on a sector level engage community:  for example, tell affected community “we need a 
new school, library and fire station in the next 10 years, how does the community envision this 
implementation regarding schedule, location.”  Engage community to assist in planning and 
resolving needs to ensure community support and cooperation moving forward. 

o Let community provide solutions. 

• County staff tends to define problems without talking to the community 

• County staff should first explain to community why and what the “need” is and then community will 
be more willing to work with staff to address the site issue. 
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• Staff is good intentioned but lacks community engagement.  Community engagement is necessary for 
productive and supportive action. 

• Ask County and Schools to think harder how the impacts on community can be compromised with 
community. 

o For instance, the Salt Dome Facility:  how can it have a minimal footprint and still be effective? 

• Reassess tools needed for different environments/communities – we are more urban. 

• Innovation stems from discussion 

• Engage community earlier and sell the need 

• Legitimate needs have to be communicated 

• Set up process for community engagement 

• Nimby can be turned down/avoided if the community’s input is valued and taken into account in the 
beginning! 

 

GROUP 8 – FACILITATED BY KATE & SAL 

• Need to be aware of all of County’s needs for siting needs  

• Communicate needs to citizens 

• Look to other cities for examples (some thought not looking to other places, being insular, group 
consensus Arlington does look to other communities, but maybe needs to communicate that better) 

• Encourage co-location of facilities 

• Adaptive re-use 

• Northern Virginia Mediation Service  - look at utilizing to resolve community conflict 

• Determine vision of Arlington – modernizing, urbanizing 

• Projections based on population growth (not time) ie when population hits X, we’ll need another 
school, when it hits Y, we’ll need another fire station.  That way no one is caught by surprise.  

• Sector Plans are done “without a method to the madness” 

• County Manager can’t do a master sector plan because feel County Board would never follow it. 

• Planning department often ends up being the “reacting” department  

• Discussion regarding Weldon-Cooper study & Washingtonian population projection and problems 
with that messaging when Arlington is messaging growth 
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• Community sees facilities that aren’t schools anymore and don’t understand why they aren’t schools 
any more or can’t become schools. 

 

GROUP 9 – FACILITATED BY KIRIT AND ANNE

Community does not always have to be involved in siting decision from beginning, but at key 
points in the decision making process. Needs of the County have been identified but 
communities are often opposed to site in their actual community. 

Education of the honest options is necessary to get community “buy-in”, important to follow 
process in place to ensure all parties are at the table. Civic association is not always reflective of 
actual residents.  

County needs to try new tools to reach different residents. Need to find out how to reach 
millennials. Also, how to reach residents without children in school system. Social media will play 
a key role in informing residents of issues. 

 

GROUP 10 – FACILITATED BY CHRISTER AND TYRA 

• Neighborhoods need to be more willing to accept facilities which provide the services they need, 
instead of the typical NIMBY attitude; 

• However, the balance between countywide and local interests must then be achieved by having the 
County show respect for the concerns of the neighborhoods.  This is done through careful and 
successful mitigation, e.g., choosing the specific location that is optimal, through elegant 
‘camouflage’, with noise abatement; 

• The County may offer a ‘quid pro quo’, by combining a ‘less desirable’ facility with some features 
which are wanted by the neighborhood; 

• Ensure that buildings design fits in with the neighborhood;  focus on aesthetics and not on being 
‘cheap’; 

2a.  

• Affected civic associations should be involved early; also need to be given an understanding of the 
‘big picture’, e.g., why a particular location is essential from a countywide perspective; 

2b. 

• The planning needs to be more holistic and continuous; surprises and ‘railroading’ must be avoided; 
local knowledge and arguments must be respected;    

• Instead of asking for reactions to a County proposal, ensure that the community gets to participate in 
developing the proposal; generally speaking, empower the participants from the local community; 
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2c. 

• County and APS should have one joint web site where all planning and siting efforts can easily be 
found, and where all Site Plans and development projects in the pipeline can be followed from the 
outset; 

• It is recognized that not all County technical staff and planners can be expected to be 
communications experts;  but this needs to be remedied through special PR/communications efforts;  
especially the project managers need to focus on communications;  attaching ‘outreach’ or ‘liaison’ 
staff with inadequate project knowledge is not a solution;   

• Once a facility is complete, there is a continuing need for information and PR, to ensure the fullest 
possible awareness and utilization of the facility;  

   



  3.56 Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report  |  Companion Report

May 13 Table Notes   18 

GENERAL CONVERSATION/OBSERVATIONS
 

GROUP 2 – FACILITATED BY GREG, KELLY, AND HANS

Clearly it’s a challenge not to be forced into a short term solution. It’s a balancing act between long/short. 
This group can be valuable if it actually leads to a strategic process vs emergency to emergency. 

How many people are too many people? Are our leaders delegates or trustees? Shouldn’t the Boards 
carry us along on a vision and a stick to it? 

Communities expect too much of a voice and Boards abdicate to decisions to advisory boards. The role of 
groups like ours should be to raise questions, concerns – not make the decisions. A large group will never 
be able to make a tough decision.  

Anxiety about HS crowding but doesn’t feel velocity to actually deal with it.  MS & HS needs seem to have 
flexibility vs elementary level, thus less secondary concerns. HSs are squishier in their ability to utilize the 
space utilization but that doesn’t change fact that we need a new school 

We have a brain trust in Arlington and there’s a whole community that we’re not engaging. Problem is 
that we don’t know what we don’t know.  We keep using traditional routes to get input. Need to reach 
out differently, otherwise you get same voices and same type of voices. Self selection of the same people.  
We should look around the room and be concerned about seeing the same ole faces.  We are missing 
single parents, two job parents, millennials. 

It’s hard to figure out what’s going on when and where. 

It would be good to know how people who are involved in this group were appointed and who they 
represent.  Otherwise the validity of the outcomes will collapse. 

 

GROUP 4 – FACILITATED BY KATHLEEN AND SAUNDRA 

What are some compelling pieces of information that should be communicated at the June 2nd event? 

• information like where public facilities now sit. 

• reality of where our infrastructure is and what our needs are 

• make information relevant to the audience 

• ask how people get their information, and how they would like to be communicated with; 

• communicate good news as well as concerns 
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GROUP 5 & 6 – FACILITATED BY MOIRA, JACKIE, TOBY, AND CAROLINA

One person disagrees with the idea of public-private partnerships—County should spend its own money 

Should be a high bar for going ahead with a project like that 

How to reconcile the CIP process, should be 10 years but needs change over time 

Too often, plazas are getting accepted as “green space”   open space ≠ green space 

 

GROUP 7 – FACILITATED BY ALAN & TANNIA

Communication Tools: 

• ARLNow  is a communication vehicle (one member stated that has found some discrepancies and 
does not depend on this source for valid information) 

• Civic Association newsletters 
• Emails 
• Variety of methods, twitter, Facebook, Schools, County Fair, Starbucks, Libraries, Community Centers 

– all should be used. 

 



  3.58 Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report  |  Companion Report



  3.59Part 3: Resident Forum Discussion Notes

June 24 Table Notes   1 

 
Community Facilities Study Meeting #10 June 24, 2015  

Table Discussion Notes  

TABLE NOTES RELATED TO SITING PROCESS

Question 1. Could this siting framework be adapted for most or all facility 
siting processes? 

 

GROUP 2 – FACILITATED BY GREG, TANNIA, TYRA

• How do we include the community to make sure that multiple uses are considered early? 

• Is there a way you can require a co-facilitation? 

• How do you give due diligence to out of the box solutions? 

• Phase 0 would create a list of needed facilities, and that would feed into the Phase 1 efforts. 

• Where we acquire new sites, we could reverse the Phase 1 question.  We would say, “Here’s a known 
site, so what facilities would be a good fit for this site?” 

• The word “site” pre-supposes construction.  Can we describe it in a way that opens up the non-
building solutions? Could we emphasize the notion of program use, and the fact that most sites 
considered would have pre-existing programs? 

• There’s clearly a need for a well-defined Phase 0, which we don’t have yet. 

• It’s important to keep people from getting back into their “stove pipes”.  

 

GROUP 3 – FACILITATED BY LYNN, CHRISTER, SAUNDRA

• General agreement that the framework is generic enough to be suited for most siting processes; 

• Specifically, it could be used both when a site exists and a suitable sought, and when a facility needs 
to be placed and a suitable site is sought; 

• The lack of clarity due to the missing/unknown ‘phase 0’ was noted;  it was explained that while the 
Siting Subcommittee work needs to be expedited, the Facility Subcommittee is still working on the 
inventory of current and future facility needs and the principles/processes for prioritizing those 
needs; this will sense be part of ‘phase 0’ and tie in with the proposed siting process/principles; 

• It was noted that if there is a concept of a ‘primary’ facility in the siting process, then ‘phase 0’ must 
include the notion that, in some instances, the ‘primary’ facility may in fact involve a multi-purpose 
facility or co-location for a site;   at the same time it was noted, one should not endeavor to ‘cram’ 
more usages into a site than what is reasonable; 

• It was emphasized that the key to a successful siting process is the existence of a ‘master plan’, in the 
sense that there is a process or vehicle for long-term, coordinated planning of all facility needs;  

• The facility planning for schools should be fully integrated with the planning for all other types of 
County facilities, instead of being handled separately by APS; the current approach does not allow for 
an optimal coordination and prioritization; 

Community Facilities Study Meeting #10 June 24, 2015

Meeting Notes
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• This also relates to the issue of the advantages of having ONE Comprehensive Plan rather than having 
such a Plan simply consist of the aggregate of a multitude of plans;   

 

• For a specific neighborhood to understand the full context of a proposed facility in their area, they 
must be able to appreciate the bigger picture in terms of the County’s needs, so that the rationale for 
the proposed placement becomes clear; 

• It is critical that all possible options are known and considered, before one goes too far in zeroing in 
on a specific site; 

• Public-private partnerships are typically negotiated in secrecy, with no insight from the community; 
this can become a handicap when community support is sought in a siting process; 

• Returning to the topic of co-location, it must be recognized that all permutations are not feasible or 
desirable;   certain types of facilities may go well together, and others not;  this may also depend on 
the site;  

• About the proposed framework as a useful tool, it was pointed out that it consists essentially of a lot 
of text;  increased utilization of graphics may help facilitate its correct understanding;  but Facility 
Subcommittee member noted that, from their work, it was clear that going too far in that direction 
could also cause confusion;  

• It was noted, apropos Fire Station #8, that for certain facilities there are overriding criteria, such as 
the vital importance of responding with EMS services within a four-minute limit;  

• Given our space limits, it is important to consider the possibility of collaboration with adjacent 
jurisdictions, if a suitable site cannot be found within Arlington’s borders;  

• In the case of schools, it is critical not to resort to piecemeal planning, thinking just about one school 
at a time;  

• The case of the Wilson site points to the risk of sub-optimizing by insisting on limiting the height; we 
must get away from this traditional thinking which results in self-imposed limitations;  

• There have been instances where the impression is that ‘it is a done deal’ from the beginning, and 
then there is no process that will help achieve legitimacy;  

• One must recognize that the existing use of a site will often influence what is realistic and appropriate 
to achieve on that site; 

• The CIP is not always a reliable or sufficient tool for understanding relative priorities among a 
spectrum of different needs;  the school planning is more one-dimensional; 

 

GROUP 4 – FACILITATED BY KATHLEEN AND KIRIT

• For a first pass, it seemed comprehensive. 

• How could this be adapted for a rush or emergency process? Is there a way to make the process 
more fluid and flexible?  

• How can the County be nimble in acquiring property? 

• Set aside pool of money for opportunistic acquisition of land 

• Does the County have needs identified, and potential sites? 

• What are the criteria for “potential sites?” 
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• Phase I: Criteria for siting is scoped. That was intent of siting committee. 

• Important that siting not be made with this specific site in mind 

• Do we currently have an effective mechanism for determining what projects are included in the CIP? 
Area jurisdictions do it differently – could we look at what is working? 

• Who gets to set priorities? Who gets to choose, in a way that reflects the diverse need of our County? 

• Make sure processes reflect diversity of the community – otherwise the community participation is 
already flawed.  

• Educating the greater community about the needs is an important first step. You will never have all 
groups participating, but educating people about the issues is important. 

 

GROUP 5 – FACILITATED BY MOIRA, TOBY, AND CAROLINA

• Key Challenge of proposed siting process – in Arlington, we have to be sensitive to siting on top of 
something that already exists. 

o As an initial step, we need to prioritize uses of a site – what is the process for doing this? 

o Requirements for sites need to be clear – step 0 – so that you can prioritize needs. 

o County-wide challenges are hard to negotiate against challenges of specific neighborhoods or 
communities. 

• There needs to be more community involvement in step 0. This needs to be a robust county listening 
process where people are able to express the needs that they have in their respective area. 

• Phase 1 – needs to be better defined. 

• There are so many things happening and the County has got to find more ways to communicate with 
communities. People have a hard time breaking through the noise and don’t know what to focus on. 

• Arlington needs a “citizen’s guide”. 

• County and School CIP’s should be combined to improve transparency. 

 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE

• I think the framework is excellent and reflects good common sense. I would strike the part shown in 
slide 14 - check in after Phase 3 - redundant to Phase 4. 

• One problem is where a new property is added to the county pool of land. When the Quincy 
industrial space (5 acres) is added I imagine that __ like the best spot for anything under 
consideration, so siting becomes too path-dependent.  

• One strength of this process is that it acknowledges that part of these decisions is political and leaves 
that explicitly to CB/SB 
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Question 2.   What should the community’s role be during Phases 1 – 4 of 
the siting process framework? Consider spectrum of public participation. 

 

GROUP 2 – FACILITATED BY GREG, TANNIA, TYRA

• The community should have a role in Phase 0.  They should be involved from the outset. 

• There should be similar dynamics in all four phases. All the different constituencies should be 
represented.   

• Many steps in Phase 1 would be done by staff, but which need community involvement to be 
effective?  

• Could Phase 0 be a master plan?  We don’t have a real master plan for Arlington – we have a lot of 
little plans.  There are some elements of master plans in some of the sector plans, but those are not 
comprehensive. 

• Two things we thought would be addressed in Phase 0 would be an institutional way of coordinating 
between County and Schools (and between County departments).   Also, some way of having a group 
with community input that would have an on-going responsibility for strategic development of 
County and School facilities.  

 

GROUP 3 – FACILITATED BY LYNN, CHRISTER, SAUNDRA

• A key issue is what constitutes the relevant ‘community’ in each siting process;  in some instances the 
focus may be more on a local community, whereas in other cases in may be important to involved 
also a broader community; 

• The mix staff vs. community is always important; one must avoid the appearance of ‘stacking’ a group 
in favor of the staff perspective;   

• But beyond mere numbers, the precise selection of community representatives is important and can 
have an impact on the outcome; 

• Generally speaking, one should recognize that there is typically a distribution of roles, with the staff 
providing technical expertise and the community reps providing the understanding of ‘the situation 
on the ground’ and the local perspective;  

• The perceived effect on the community should determine the extent of the community involvement; 
there will be no sense of legitimacy unless those are genuinely affected will have a role; 

• One needs to keep in mind that there is a ‘cost’ involved, as a large community involvement may 
make the process more complex and time-consuming;  and it is also demanding for the community; 

• It needs to be clarified/agreed what degree of influence the community reps should have on the final 
outcome; there is a danger of giving the impression of a greater role than what is realistic;   

• Efforts have to be made to ensure that participants with the necessary expertise are involved; 

• For the community involvement to be effective, one needs a very clear ‘charge’ and then solid 
communication throughout the process;  

• It may often be useful to have a small core group of community reps and then broaden the group if 
and when necessary;   
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GROUP 4 – FACILITATED BY KATHLEEN AND KIRIT

• Use an entire issue of the Citizen to review findings of this group. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY for 
communication is the Citizen. 

• Use PTAs and Civic Associations  

• Talk to churches and Condo Boards 

• ECDC, Nauck, Faith Community, BRAVO, REEP Affordable Housing 

• Libraries and Community Centers 

• Millennials - how to engage them 

• Latino Roundtable 

• When a decision is made, what about those that don’t get the amenity? There is always a trade-off. 

• Comment that the framework is very logical. 

• Major issue is communication. 

 

GROUP 5 – FACILITATED BY MOIRA, TOBY, AND CAROLINA

• Civic engagement needs to be included in each phase of the siting process: 

o information needs to be widely available and consultation should be welcomed throughout 
the process 

o information resource – website needs to be more easily accessible – search functions 

• Public participation spectrum – siting should lean on the side of being a collaborative process. People 
will decide to engage at different levels at different times 

• Have an open meeting that is not guided by presentations – free-form – open forum. 

• Every process should include a public forum – at the outset of the process. 

• John has started going to Civic Associations to do presentations and should do more. 

• How do we get county departments to communicate/coordinate? 

 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE

• Phase 1 - 2 more like Collaborate, Phase 3 like Involve. 
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