
From: Margaret McKelvey <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:29 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: "Buck property"

Given the reported need for more school capacity in Arlington, this property should be reserved for new classroom-
type facilities that could accommodate a variety of programs -- everything from an HB-type program (even HB itself 
when folks find out just what a traffic catastrophe it is going to be to have decided to put HB in Rosslyn) to more W-L 
High School capacity to an elementary school to adult ed.  Think 20 years at least into the future.  Maybe 
universities might even put Washington branches here in Arlington.   

But using the site as a parking lot is quite contrary to the idea of Arlington as a walkable community.  



 

From: Janie Chuang <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:18 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; 

CountyManager
Subject: Buck Property/Quincy Technology Park -- opposition to plans/process
Attachments: 2016-10-24 Ltr to Cty Bd re Buck property.pdf

To Whom It May Concern, 

Please find attached a letter opposing the current plans — and process by which they were developed — regarding the 
Buck Property/Quincy Technology Park.  

Sincerely Yours, 
Janie Chuang & Ashley Parrish 



JANIE A. CHUANG 
ASHLEY C. PARRISH 

1416 N. Monroe Street 
Arlington, VA   22201 
Telephone:  
Email:  
Email:  

 

 

 

October 24, 2016 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
The Honorable Libby Garvey 
Chair, Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, Virginia  22201-5460 
 

The Honorable Jay Fisette 
Vice-Chair, Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, Virginia  22201-5460 

The Honorable Katie Cristol 
Member, Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, Virginia  22201-5460 
 

The Honorably Christian Dorsey 
Member, Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, Virginia  22201-5460 
 

The Honorable John Vihstadt 
Member, Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 
Arlington, Virginia  22201-5460 

 

 

Re: Buck tract property (1500 block of North Quincy Street) 

Dear Chair Garvey, Vice Chair Fisette, and Board Members, 

We write to urge that the Arlington County Board reject any proposal to 
redevelop the Buck property located at the 1500 block of North Quincy Street for 
industrial uses. 

We are long-time Arlington County residents and have lived at 1416 North 
Monroe Street since 2008.  Our home is next to and overlooks the Buck property.  
Because we will be significantly impacted by any redevelopment of the site, we urge 
the Board to take a firm stance that any redevelopment must be only for quiet, 
community-friendly uses and in keeping with the surrounding, residential 
neighborhood. 
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While we support redeveloping the Buck property as a community asset, we 
oppose any proposal that would redevelop it for industrial uses, including as a place 
for (a) parking, fueling, and maintaining buses, (b) storing police and fire vehicles, 
or (c) material staging.  None of those proposed uses is even remotely consistent 
with the surrounding residential neighborhood, which is a vibrant, children-friendly 
community.  We know of no other location in Arlington County where new 
industrial uses are being considered in such close proximity to existing single-family 
residential homes. 

We are also concerned about the environmental impact that would result from 
the proposed uses.  Turning the property into a bus parking lot and repair facility, 
for instance, would increase traffic, noise, and emissions, as well as raise concerns 
about seepage of oil and other chemicals into the ground and watershed.  It would 
also displace existing uses that are in high demand and fit in well with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  NovaMMA, Jumping Joeys, and Dynamic Gymnastics 
are valued community assets that represent the types of appropriate uses for the 
Buck property that the County should be encouraging.  The property also has 
potential to be redeveloped for other public and commercial uses, including green 
space needs, that would benefit the community at large. 

We recognize that the Board faces difficult decisions as Arlington County 
continues to grow and prosper.  From our vantage, however, the existing proposals 
for the Buck property are being driven by perceived short-term exigencies and are 
not in the community’s long-term interests.  That impression has been reinforced by 
the lack of an open, transparent planning process and by the failure to adequately 
involve the local neighborhood.  More careful thought and input is warranted.  At a 
minimum, rejecting any proposal to redevelop the Buck property for industrial uses 
is necessary to restore the community’s confidence in County planning and to 
ensure that redevelopment occurs in a sound and responsible manner. 

Respectfully, 
 

 

Janie A. Chuang 
Ashley C. Parrish 

cc: Mark Schwartz, County Manager 
 Arlington County Board 



 

From: Susan Nieser <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:04 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Feedback

From a current 4th grade parent... 

Build a 4th high school for Arlington 
Best idea. Use vacant office space and build it there right along metro corridor 

Susan Nieser 

Sent from my iPad 



From: Carly Kelly <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:03 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

#7- Projections. As part of improving County school projections, we need to revisit the school planning units and make 
refinements to encourage more balanced enrollment. We have too many instances of seemingly arbitrary large planning units 
that could easily be split into two smaller units. Smaller planning units would result in more balanced elementary school 
enrollment. The County also needs to be able to react more quickly to changing populations within a planning unit and to adjust 
boundaries accordingly rather than only once every five years. Voluntary transfers should always be allowed into under-enrolled 
schools. 

#6- We need to acquire land for a new high school. This must be a priority. 

#19- The County needs to improve its scattershot approach to communicating with residents. The County should develop a 
weekly "digest" of upcoming opportunities for citizens to provide input on various issues in the County. The County could work 
with the civic associations to get this weekly digest out to neighborhoods. 

#20- We need to move away for the "Arlington Way" model of inefficient, endless meetings. This method of participation will 
never attract Millenials and Gen Xers in the County in large numbers. Meetings should have a clear agenda and strict time limits 
and should not run all night. 

Name

Carly Kelly

Email

Address

894 N Nottingham St. 
Arlington, Virginia 22205 
United States 
Map It

Standardized Address

894 N NOTTINGHAM ST

Civic Association

Madison Manor

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



From: Richard Lolich <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:55 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

Recommendation #18 (Implement the proposed Public Facility Siting Process): 

Staff Response is: 

"The County will continue to evaluate the proposed Public Facility Siting Process through upcoming pilot projects, including 
determining the optimal uses for the North Quincy Street property, the salt dome site at 26th Street and Old Dominion Drive, and 
the potential land swap with Virginia Hospital Center." 

As far as the salt dome site at 26th St. and Old Dominion Drive, both the County Board Chair and the County Manager have told 
the residents of the Old Dominion Citizens Association that there will be an inclusive and robust community involvement process 
for that piece of property. The staff response to this recommendation seems to run counter to that promise in that it proposes 
"upcoming pilot projects to determine the optimal uses for . . . the salt dome site at 26th Street and Old Drive . . ." Has the 
county reneged on its promise to the community? Could you please clarify since the community does not want to go through 
another nasty and protracted process similar to the flawed process for the proposed location of Fire Station #8. 

Regards, 

Richard Lolich - President 
Old Dominion Citizens Association 

Name

Richard Lolich

Email

Address

4657 N. 23rd Road 
Arlington, Virginia 22207 
United States 
Map It

Standardized Address

4657 23rd RD N

Civic Association

Old Dominion

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



 

From: Mary Kusler <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:44 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Input on public documents

Good evening, 

I wanted to offer my thoughts on the documents presented on increased coordination between the county and 
APS around land use to meet the needs of our students and families.  This development is welcomed given the 
increasingly staggering capacity crisis for APS and the acknowledgement that we live in a small county with 
very little available land. 

Decisions on public land within the county, whether county or APS owned, should be a joint decision. 
Establishment of a joint facilities committee is a critical first step, but it is just that, a first step. 

The staff recommendations and accompanying charter lay out the beginning stages of a process to identify all 
available land and all available needs but it falls short in many areas. 

1) the idea that both the county and APS would do separate CIPs does not factor in bonding capacity and
authority within the county.  At some point we need to make the hard decisions about given limits bonding
authority would we rather spend that limit on building more affordable housing or building increased capacity
for schools.

2) in the most recent CIP for APS, they fell over 1,000 seats short for what is expected will be needed within the
10 year frame.  There is no prioritization given within the criteria to fill outstanding needs from prior CIPs.

3) while I applaud the nod to reaching out for stakeholder engagement, forcing the 20 members of the JFAC to
be subject matter experts does not focus enough on the importance of including members of different
constituencies on the committee for diversity of thinking.

4) while the CIPs may ultimately need to be separated in order to go to the voters; the process keeps the staff
from feeling fully engaged with each other.

Overall the establishment of this committee is an important first step, but if we are truly ever going to solve our 
capacity issues we will need a school board and county board who are willing to roll up their sleeves and work 
together.  The constant blame game is not helping anyone.  School capacity is both an APS and Arlington 
county priority and we must have them work together to truly solve our issues and make sure that my 4 year old 
and 8 year old do not spend the rest of their educational experience in trailers.  All our kids deserve better. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
Mary 

Mary Kusler 
Mom to Will and Sam 
Discovery Elementary   



 

From: Jane Garrido <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:28 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck property on N. Quincy Street

It is my understanding that Arlington County is proceeding with a plan to purchase the 
Buck tract on N. Quincy Street just north of 14th street and redevelop the property for an 
APS or ART bus storage facility.  As a resident of the neighborhood I write to urge you to 
not proceed with this plan.  I believe the site would be better put to use as a public school 
or community center facility.   

Thank you, 

Jane Garrido 

1611 N. Quincy Street 



 

From: T Murphy <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:18 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Use of Buck Property

Thank you for the opportunity to submit input. I understand that the Buck Property located off of Quincy near 
Washington-Lee High School is in consideration to become a bus depot for either APS or the County. My 
comments are regarding the use of the Buck Property. 

1) It seems wise to take advantage of the opportunity to buy the Buck Property for APS and/or County purposes.

2) Given the proximity of the Buck Property to other APS and County facilities, as well as location near a major bike trail, it seems that there could be efficiencies in
developing the property to site a school, an alternative school or program, and/or APS or County Offices.

3) Given the central location of the site for the County, as well as the location close to Metro and public bus routes, this location should be considered for a use that 
might attract individuals inclined to walk, bike or use public transportation. Given their hours, school bus drivers would seem to be inclined to take advantage of
public transportation.

4) Given the location of the property near two schools and a park, as well as adjacent to private homes, use of the property as a bus depot seems misguided. The
decision makers should be aware that: (1) traffic on Quincy both northbound towards Lee Highway and southbound towards Washington Blvd. is already
problematic and the source of significant back-ups, with cars waiting through several lights to get through these intersections. (2) Due to the backups at both
intersections the adjacent neighborhoods are already burdened with cut-through traffic and speeding. (3) These Quincy Street backups, as well as the resulting cut
through and speeding problems, are increasing with the rising enrollment numbers at W-L. Adding significant morning bus traffic to Quincy Street for school buses
seems likely to add to these problems quite significantly.

5) The intersection of Quincy and 15th street has already been the site of accidents, including with pedestrians and bicyclists, including at least one fatality. Adding bus
traffic to this toxic traffic mix seems misguided and likely to risk even more accidents.

6) It would be unfortunate to add the pollution created at a bus depot to a location so close to two schools, the adjacent athletic fields, as well as next to a popular
park.

Thank you for your consideration of these observations and comments. 

Tecla A. Murphy 



 

From: Kelly James <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:12 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck Property

Dear County Board and School Board,  

As a resident of Cherrydale/Maywood,  I am concerned about the proposed uses for the newly acquired Buck 
Property. Most concerning is the proposal to use it as a bus depot, while re-districting our neighborhoods from 
walking to W-L to being bused to Yorktown.  We are very concerned about the impact of so many buses added 
to the already heavy Lee Hwy traffic. 

I offer an alternate idea. W-L is the most crowded high school,  and forecasted to have the most overcrowding 
issues. Instead of busing re-districted W-L students out,  why not expand W-L's campus? 

Could you build additional buildings for the school on the Buck Property? Or even build one of the proposed 
alternative schools on the Buck Property. I think this is much better use if the space and location than bus 
storage.  

Thank you,  
Kelly 



 

From: Tim Watson <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:06 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy; 
Subject: School Boundaries

I recognize the Arlington Public Schools has difficult decisions as they look to adjust volumes of students to 
avoid completely overwhelming one school more than others.  I'm sure this will become even worse as the 
county continues to approve building high density apartment complexes where auto dealerships and gas stations 
previously existed in the Ballston area.  It's a shame that we aren't building schools at the same time as we build 
the new housing which contains the additional residents driving up the population and tax base. 

As school boundary adjustments are made, I hope the school takes into account students currently enrolled in 
high school, not moving them into a different school.  The transition to high school is hard enough, where 
parents often avoid or delay work related moves so their children can finish in the school they are currently 
enrolled.  Forcing the kids to move to a new school would create challenges that really aren't 
necessary.  Additionally, I hope that Arlington won't break up families where one family member is already 
enrolled at an existing high school.  Forcing a family to have diverted allegiances, in addition to the logistical 
challenges of having children at two different places, would be unfortunate.  I'm sure the school board will have 
the wisdom to avoid this situation. 

A parent of two current APS students. 



 

From: Tamara McFarren <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:57 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Re: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities 

Planning

An intensive report, but I'm going to boil down my response to a few observations. 

1. There is so much in here focusing on bringing more people into APS without yet having real solutions on
how to manage that growth.  Affordable housing, targeted "starter home" concepts for millenials with
children.  What is the plan for actually educating all these young people?  STOP APPROVING MORE MULTI-
FAMILY DWELLINGS.  Period.  I live in the McKinley Elementary zone and the amount of housing in the
form of townhomes, affordable housing, etc... is going to continue to stress our school.  Built for 684 kids, and
it's not yet even fully built, we're at 730 this year, and the school will be at 800 by next year.

2. You're out of time.  Decisions have to be made, there can't be visioning for years on end when we are 1,300
seats short at the HS level.  The Wilson site is being built to house a 775-person program.  You're finding ways
to add 300 seats each to Wakefield and Yorktown without construction, find a way to add 300-400 seats to HB
Woodlawn and the Wilson site.  That program can't be a sacred cow when APS is in crisis.  Make adjustments,
do away with all the frills (a la Discovery Elementary) that make the cost-per-pupil of this school over the top
expensive and add more kids to the program.

3. With regard to the schools, make the decisions that are right for the kids.  They aren't numbers on a
spreadsheet, they are real students.  We need a fourth comprehensive HS.  Arlington Tech, some random 1,000
student annex at the Ed Center.  You're cramming kids into spaces without really having an idea as to what the
right answers are for these families.

I wish I had been able to devote the time needed to truly read 160+ pages, as you've done a lot of work but there 
are too many things breaking right now to have faith in more and more commissions and in goals that will only 
continue to bring more people to Arlington who otherwise can't afford it.   

On Mon, Oct 24, 2016 at 9:25 AM, APS School Talk <  wrote: 
A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities Study in 2015 to 
consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing economy affect our current 
and future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member committee delivered a report to the 
County and School Boards in November 2015. Since that time, County and APS staff have been evaluating 
that report and its 21 recommendations to address the strategic challenges that Arlington is facing. 

The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to implement the 
Community Facilities Study recommendations: 

 Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations



 A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission, proposed to 
be established by the County and School Boards 

Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize this is a short 
turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session on November 1 at 6:00 p.m. 
(location to be determined) and we would like your input to be considered at that time. 

The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on October 
25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff responses and 
commission charter and to review community input received. 

 

 



 

From: Holly E. Smith <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:55 PM
To:  ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: School Boundary Issues

Dear Dr. Murphy and Arlington School Board Members: 

We recognize that the school overpopulation situation is a major issue facing the county, but it is also one 
facing the families that have chosen to reside in Arlington.  We encourage the Board when considering 
boundary revisions to include a provision allowing siblings of current high school students to attend their 
siblings high school.  For example, younger siblings of current Washington and Lee High School students 
should be allowed to attend Washington and Lee High School. It would be an extreme challenge for families to 
have high school students at two different schools, with scheduling conflicts (conferences, back to school night, 
etc), divided loyalties, stress around the college admission process (because it can be different at different 
schools). 

Additionally, we would also encourage the county to consider requesting volunteer transfers from certain zones 
before requiring transfers.  Allowing some families/students to self identify as transfers as a first measure in 
addressing the over crowding issue may result in some population shifts with less negative community 
reactions. 

Furthermore, the current school zoning often divides graduating elementary and middle school students among 
one or more schools, rather than keeping them together.  It would be better for students if  graduating students 
were kept together, feeding into middle and high schools as a unit.  For example, Ashlawn elementary school 
currently splits into two different middle schools.  Ashlawn should be zoned to go to one middle school and 
high school.  The current zoning construct puts additional strain and anxiety on the students as they are 
separated from friends at a time when friends are important for social development.  As rezoning is being 
considered this issue should also be taken into consideration. 

Regards, 
Holly Smith 
5725 8th St N. 
Arlington, VA 22205 



 

From: Willis BRASWELL <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:31 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: ADDED COMMENTS REGARDING THE CFS AND JFAC

In an earlier email today I offered some thoughts about the CFS and JFAC. When I read NEXTDOOR comments 
today, the below were included. I suggest that these two comments (plus those on ARL.NOW in general and 
those today concerning the TJ site and the preliminary design concepts) show how important it is for the 
County and APS to “up its game” in communications. I do not imply that either of the Boards or staff are at 
fault, but to emphasize how a simple comment or lack of a clear statement that a decision has yet to me 
made, can be misconstrued or misunderstood.  

I read over the draft charter for the JFAC again. Both the Buck site and the Reed school site are draft taskings 
for the JFAC which implies to me that no definitive decisions have been made yet and that the JFAC”s efforts 
would be useful for the Boards and staff. 

I attended the community meetings before the fire station 8 task group was formed. I was appalled that 
residents treated staff and County Board members so poorly. One meeting was held at St Mary’s Episcopal 
church and the rector had to remind those present that their behavior was not in keeping with being in a 
house of God. We have to show that we, as a community, through our personal efforts and through such 
entities as the CFS and JFAC are focused solely on doing what is best for the entire community of Arlington. 

This is another set of examples to show how valuable the Community Facility Study, the JFAC and improved 
communications can be in helping to meet some quite daunting challenges Arlington faces over the next few 
years. We simply do not have the luxury of lots of land opportunities to meet the multiple needs and 
community wants. Many residents simply do not understand that yet.  

==========================================================================================
==================================== 

AC and APS future facilities planning 

Colleen Kotb from Tara - Leeway Heights · 7h ago 

I am posting this message from APS here for those interested and currently not receiving messages from APS. 
Please note, many are aware that Reed School has been reconsidered as becoming a neighborhood elementary 
school again and online between 2019 and 2021--dates seem to change. However, recently there has been talk 
of this becoming another "choice" or "lottery" school. For those new to the area, choice/lottery schools are just 
that--you enter a lottery for your child and hope they are selected. One benefit is that lottery school's enrollment 
is capped to preserve the essence of their program. I'm also posting this as many parents don't appear to realize 
that the choice school option may be where APS and the School Board is leaning. Whether you are in favor of 
this option or not, it seems prudent to vocalize your choice now.  

A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS  

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning (posted 10/24/16)  



Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities Study in 2015 to 
consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing economy affect our current and 
future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member committee delivered a report to the County 
and School Boards in November 2015. Since that time, County and APS staff have been evaluating that report 
and its 21 recommendations to address the strategic challenges that Arlington is facing.  
 
The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to implement the 
Community Facilities Study recommendations:  
•Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations  
•A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission, proposed to be 
established by the County and School Boards  
 
Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize this is a short 
turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session on November 1 at 6:00 p.m. 
(location to be determined) and we would like your input to be considered at that time.  
 
The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on October 
25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff responses and 
commission charter and to review community input received.  
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Vanessa Guest from Leeway Overlee · 6h ago  

Thank you for highlighting this issue and the quick deadline. I scanned the Community Facilities Study and the 
staff recommendations for discussion of the Reed school issue but couldn't find any references to it. Do you 
know where the discussion or recommendation appears? Also, why would APS prefer a choice/lottery school? 
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Colleen Kotb from Tara - Leeway Heights · 6h ago  

Vanessa, I'm not currently in a place to review APS docs, but a number of months ago APS did indicate in a 
planning doc the options to date for Reed and seemed to be leaning toward an ES--perhaps look … View more  
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Vanessa Guest from Leeway Overlee · 5h ago  

Thanks Colleen! I did a little digging and found a planning document on the APS site which sets out a schedule 
to expand Reed but did not address whether it would be a neighborhood or choice school. I'm very interested in 
this topic and appreciate you raising awareness. 
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Mike O'Malley from Highland Park - Overlee Knolls · 2h ago  

As far as I know they have not made a decision on Reed, except for the fact that, last I heard, the Children's 
School was going to move out by September of 2017 and the Stratford Program would move in. It's an odd 
choice because Stratford is Secondary kids and Reed as it stands has 13 classrooms sized for K-2. Stratford 
might be upstairs at Reed, I'm not sure: there are four classrooms upstairs. As Coleen mentions they have said 
Reed will have to be an ES but have not said what kind of ES: a "choice" school, a neighborhood school or a 
"choice" school with neighborhood preference. As of our last informational go-round, the ES overcrowding in 
N. Arlington was worst down towards Key and Science focus.  

Thank  
Right-click here to 
download pictures.  To  
help protect you r priv acy, 
Outlo ok prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f 
this pictu re from the  
In ternet.
Mike O'Malley is a  
Nextdoor Tara - Leeway  
Heights Lead

 

Mike O'Malley from Highland Park - Overlee Knolls · 2h ago  

If you have young children this is an issue to watch--over the last decade hundreds of kids within easy walk of 
Reed were bussed to, at the time, very badly overcrowded ES's. You may find yourself asking why your kids 
can't go to that school they see as they wait for the bus to take them to a different school a couple miles away 
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Lisa Garcia from Westover Village · 2h ago  

Thanks so much for sharing this! I hope APS starts to engage the community a bit more about Reed and gives 
us a bit more time to review the studies!!! 

Thank  

  

==========================================================================================
=================================== 

  

Using Buck Property as a bus depot -- comments due today  

Susan Jung from Waverly Hills · 10h ago  

How do you feel about this issue? Let the county know--deadline is today. Details below provided by a 
Cherrydale neighbor. 
--------------------------------------------- 
TO: Neighbors: 
 
I have been watching the conversation about the school boundaries with interest. When my parents bought their 



house, the FIRST PRIORITY for them was that we would be able to walk to school. Always. And we did, 
always uphill and in the snow, but we did.  
 
BUT 
Here is how this redistricting takes on another aspect of impacting our Cherrydale life. Arlington Public Schools 
has request to add 40 (yes 40) school buses to their fleet. Right now there are 134 buses in the system. so, an 
INCREASE of 30%. Buying buses isn't that expensive compared to the staffing, repair and storage of them.  
 
BUT, 
as you will see below, one option is to convert the "Buck Property" (the land across from W-L on Quincy 
Street) into a a bus yard for the school system. It boggles my mind that we are considering busing kids to 
schools when they can walk to one nearby and then we are increasing our capital and operating expenditures to 
accommodate all this bus traffic -- and I can assure you 174 school buses going up and down Quincy Street will 
impact Cherrydale. 
 
Here is the info on the Buck discussions: 
 
The County Board and School Board had a "work session" on October 1, and there was a discussion about the 
future of the Buck Property (aka bowling alley, sptc site). The property across Quincy Street from W-L that 
runs back to Hayes Park. 
 
It appears that it has been shortlisted for an ART Bus Facility or an APS Bus Facility. Or possible police and 
fire vehicle storage. (we are buying it for $30 million, plus improvements, would be a pretty costly bus yard) 
 
While this site is zoned industrial, and would probably allow this, it is immediately up against single family 
home on 14th Street and a very popular Hayes Park. One could argue that the industrial zoning is an 
anachronism left over from when Cherrydale was a bit more industrial and oriented to the train service. 
Whatever goes there will put a burden on Quincy Street traffic, which is already pretty bad, would 
impact pedestrian movement from Cherrydale to Washington-Lee and Ballston; and impact quality of 
life at the park and in general for this part of Cherrydale. 
 
The County Manager and School Board are looking for input on the Implementation of the Community Facility 
Study (see attached PDF, which outlines some of the complexities involved). Also check out their website for 
more background info. 
https://commissions.arlingtonva.us/commu... 
 
Feedback should be sent to  by October 24. 
 
The County and School Boards will have a joint work session on November 1 at 6:00 p.m. 
 
The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on October 
25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff response  

Community Facilities Study - Arlington VA 
The Arlington Community Facilities Study is a broad-based planning effort about the community's future 
funding, resource and facility needs. 
commissions.arlingtonva.us 
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Dear Madam and Sir: 
Please let me take this opportunity to provide some thoughts on your request to comment 
on Staff Response Matrix on Community Facility Study (CFS) recommendations, and the 
Joint Facilities Advisory Commission (JFAC) draft charter. I am looking at these 
documents from a citizen perspective. If there are three overriding issue, for me, it would 
be that, (1) I believe, only a very small segment of Arlington citizens even know that 
such efforts exist and the appointment of JFAC members may be the same folk who staff 
many citizen functions. That is not a problem in itself. However, these citizens should 
have some knowledge outside of Arlington in the areas to be undertaken and should not 
come with preconceived notions about how it was done in the past. How can we expand 
our membership to include a larger part of Arlington citizens and have a more inclusive 
mix of participants. However, a caution is necessary. The JFAC should not be just a 
learning session, but a collaboration between knowledgeable citizens in their fields of 
expertise and Arlington staff (both County and APS) to devise means to meet the future 
challenges smartly. Second, how can Arlington "step up its game" in the area of 
communications such that we are able to reach out to the majority of Arlingtonians with 
cogent pieces of information that will allow broader communications with residents. Yes, 
I am aware that a large segment of the Arlington population does not know about or care 
about this effort. However, we should consider means to communicate with those who do 
care about or have an interest in specific elements of the tasks. Communications should 
come from this effort, not from someone(s) who has an "ax to grind", which happens for 
in to many instances. Third, staff comments on the CFS study seemed to steer toward 
what efforts staff have undertaken in the recent past. I suggest that staff comments should 
focus on what staff and citizens can and should do in the future together to continue to 
make Arlington a fine place to live work and play. 
 
The largest issue we must confront is that communication avenues are expanding and 
improving at a most rapid pace. Arlington is improving; however, I do not believe 
Arlington is keeping up. For example we now have some commission hearings online 
and are able to see these remotely. However, how many Arlingtonians know of this and 
more important how many care to sit through such. For example, earlier this week, I sat 
through the County Board discussion of recommendations regarding end of year funds. 
That was not the most exciting discussion to view after a long day. However, I did find 
the discussions by the budget folk (DMF) most instructive. It was very difficult to sit 
through the totality of the discussion. How can citizens be provided cogent summaries of 
such issues that leave few assumptions and questions not addressed? 
 
How many Arlingtonians have the time or the background to delve into and understand 
some of the intricacies of Arlington's budget and financial processes? I submit very few. 
Without a careful thoughtful summary of the issues, there will be lots of false 
assumptions. 
 
Yes, I do have such a background -- today. I have spent many of my working years 
performing audits with the General Accounting Office (GAO) and having direct 
responsibility for budgeting, financial management and direct line responsibility for a 
large variety of operational, capital and contracting functions for research and 
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development, operational and capital programs. In just one example I had direct staff 
responsibility for 85 Navy R&D programs with the full portfolio consisting of about 3 
billion dollars and 5,000 staff.  
 
When I was performing these duties, I did not have the time to spend addressing details 
of Arlington County discussions. I submit that the majority of Arlington citizens do not 
have the time to dedicate to such. How can we boil down detailed issues into summaries 
where an interested, but time constrained citizen, can find out the details that he/she 
would find useful? 
 
STAFF RESPONSE MATRIX ON CFS RECOMMENDATIONS (Comments are made 
in the same order as outlined in the Staff Response Matrix) 
 
First a general comment. From this citizen's perspectives the staff comments all to often 
are defensive in nature and may highlight small elements being undertaken, when the 
Study Committee's priorities are quite broad and inclusive. 
 
(#17 -- create a formal integrated ----) 
The "staff response" recommends in part an integrated staff team with the Joint Facilities 
Advisory Committee (JFAC). This is certainly a lofty goal. How will the integrated staff 
team be able to look past its current knowledge base and look outward and more 
comprehensively? How will the JFAC be truly representative of Arlington citizens and 
not be beholden to special interests or have biases that limit the ability to find a broader 
purpose? Further, key is for staff and citizens to work well together, with staff providing 
substantial background information and citizens providing broad expertise in their area(s) 
of expertise. It will be important for both the elected Boards and County 
Manager/Superintendent  to stay abreast of the JFAC efforts and to quietly guide the 
efforts toward an all Arlington perspective with no "special interest" gaining ascendancy.  
 
(#18 implement public siting process ---) 
The staff response seems almost "defensive" in this area. First, I would suggest that for 
many citizens the South Arlington Working Group was not that "successful". However, 
much  more important is the staff response which suggests that staff will "report back to 
the Boards" regarding process and siting of facilities. This seems to be in direct conflict 
with the JFAC charter. Also, what is omitted here is what is the priority for the use of 
public land and what is the strategy for growing or realigning public land for the common 
good. The staff response gives the impression that this is a short term effort. If anything, 
it is a continuing and evolving effort. 
 
(#7 Improve forecast and projection methods and #8 improve cohort data research)  
It is critically important to have valid and well understood projections -- metrics. This 
will be a basic tool for citizens and Boards to better understand the overall need and how 
the different demographics influence decision making. Further, there is the "keep it 
simple ---" maxim. Lots of data not well organized into good information is worse than 
having no data at all. For example the "Mazda site" was a quite controversial 
development proposal in part because there was lots of "data" that individuals used to 
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create their own conclusions rather than the County getting out in front with good 
information. From a "marketing" perspective the County assisted by the JFAC and staff 
needs to get out in front of issues and collect good data and convert that data into good 
information for the actions that the JFAC recommends and the Boards consider and take 
action on. 
 
When the Boards take action, there will be the temptation to approve actions that small 
but influential constituencies demand. Especially at the inception of the efforts, it is 
essential that the Boards support the recommendations of staff and members of the JFAC. 
If the Board members can not do such, it would be essential that the Boards early on 
advise the JFAC members so that JFAC members can review and assess their 
recommendations with this new information. In essence leave no space for 
misunderstandings between members of the JFAC, staff and the Boards. 
 
Staff comments also note that a report's recommendations will be provided to a 
subcommittee of the Community Facilities Study in October. There are 8 days remaining 
in October. I suggest that the consultants report needs to be first discussed with the 
Boards and senior County and APS staff with County/APS comments being much more 
important than only a consultant report. When will the JFAC become an actor in this? I 
consider such a consultant report a significant baseline for the JFAC's tasks. 
 
(#11 Step up marketing efforts to attract commercial tenants) The staff comments are 
valid. However, based on the recent discussions between AED and the County Board, 
attracting tenants to vacant office stock is much more complicated and more challenging 
than "marketing efforts". The American economy is undergoing a transition as profound 
as the Industrial Revolution, when citizens left farms and small towns, moving to 
industrial centers. Today, in some respects the reverse is happening. Today, workers in 
many fields can work from virtually any location with office buildings becoming the 
"farms of yesterday". Yes, there are many other factors at play including the loss of 
Federal staff and contractors because GSA is looking for less expensive space; BRAC 
with contractors following Federal staff to large more secure government facilities such 
as Ft. Belvoir and the Navy Yard; and because in some cases, as noted above, more can 
be delivered with fewer staff because of automation. Further, filling office buildings is an 
extremely competitive undertaking. For example many older office complexes are vacant, 
e.g. Bailey's Crossroads and to see Tyson's today there seems to be a crane on every 
block. That is lots of vacant office space to fill. Lots of competition. 
 
(Not separately numbered --- at the top of page 4 discussing "policies to guide upcoming 
budget, CIP, and other public facilities processes ----)", It can not be emphasized enough 
that "County land is limited and that it should be utilized as efficiently as possible." Are 
either Board's able to make such decisions effectively, consistently and efficiently? More 
important is the "marketing" in place, that is an essential ingredient, before citizens and 
staff drop a "hot potato" into the laps of the Boards. For example (1) the County Board 
received considerable pushback from some citizens because of the proposed multistory 
building to replace the existing Glen Carlin community center. I suggest that County staff 
did a fine job of proposing this multistory building but could have done more to "market" 
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this idea before it went to the County Board. I do not know whether any degree of 
"marketing" would have changed the minds of a few who simply can not adjust to the 
reality of today which is that there is very little land left in Arlington to meet ever 
expanding needs. This should be recognized and more efforts taken to adjust the 
understanding of a few to the realities of today. 
 
A less than successful effort is the proposed cost of the new Wilson school. There 
continues to be increasing comments about the expensive nature of the proposed 
construction in comparison to other construction efforts underway. Also, there are 
growing comments about the expense of the environmental construction efforts 
undertaken on the Discovery school. Will these efforts have a payoff? There is no 
"marketing" data available to citizens to show the cost vs. cost avoidance. 
 
In addition some individuals have noted that there needs to be an effort to understand and 
ascertain whether modular construction can be a better decision than for instance school 
trailers or whatever fancy name they are called. 
 
(#12 economic and fiscal impact section to private development) I suggest that this may 
be a laudable goal. However, it is unrealistic and does not recognize the efforts taken by 
developers and staff today. It almost sounds like a proposal to strangle development in 
the County by requesting so much data that the County "strangles" development efforts. 
Instead, I strongly recommend that Arlington establish a group to review zoning 
and land use requirements with the group listening very carefully to 
recommendations from the development community. I have lived in Arlington for 
about 40 years. When I moved here, Arlington was a quiet bedroom community. Times 
have changed radically. We have the subway which brought a significant population 
increase and much commercial and residential high rise buildings. We can not return to 
the past. We can only to some extent manage the future. There needs to be a broad 
based discussion with all elements of the development community. All to often we 
have with all good intentions come up with ideas for such efforts as a sign ordinance 
and small business zones steeped in the theories of the past, but missed the reality of 
Arlington's current environment. There are many interest groups both citizens and 
staff who propose what they want without considering the effect on an individual 
business or the business climate. What we have not done is work with the 
development community and businesses especially small businesses to determine 
what they need to work more cost effectively and deliver a better product to 
Arlington citizens. I believe we are  loading our businesses especially small 
businesses with all sorts of requirements that make establishing and maintaining a 
business much more difficult than necessary. I have first hand experience seeing a 
small business entrepreneur having to go to Fairfax to get assistance because 
Arlington assistance was non existent. Is it any better today? I do not know, but in 
speaking with a few small businesses, the answer is NO! 
 
(#13 Amend the charge of the Economic Development Commission) Once again this 
recommendation appears to be an attempt to "strangle" new development.) Let's not tie 
down AED and EDC with lots of hypothetical evaluations and housekeeping tasks. Their 
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function is to bring business to Arlington, fill those office buildings and create a mixed 
vibrant business environment. It is a very competitive world. What can we do to enhance 
the desire of developers to see Arlington as a great place to offer great development and 
attract great businesses of all sizes. This recommendation appears to conflict with an 
earlier thought that there is little room in Arlington except to grow up. There is a strong 
contingent in Arlington supporting affordable housing, Missing Middle housing, 
and to find options to make this a reality, when the cost of land is so enormously 
high. If there is a marketing effort needed and/or a conversation started, it 
surrounds the notion that we must have a successful strategy or we will price all but 
the most well to do out of Arlington. However, the "marketing effort" must use valid 
data and not evolve into the emotional. 
 
(#14 convene County/ business community working group to improve all elements of 
review and permitting) I suggest that this is a most important priority. I believe that 
this should be a priority for the JFAC to understand the impediments and 
roadblocks of the business community and for Arlington and the JFAC get the 
information out to Arlington citizens and begin a fast paced process to improve 
development review and permitting processes. Two examples: (1) Does anyone have a 
clue as to the cost to a developer and therefore the cost to the residents of going through 
initial developer discussions with CPHD, then going through the SPRC review process 
and making changes, then going through the Planning Commission processes and making 
changes and finally going through the County Board processes and making more 
changes. And then in some cases especially smaller developers, they go through all this 
process and their process is turned down. (2) The  County has highlighted its electronic 
review process for building code documents. However, the County does not have the 
ability to review documents electronically because their equipment is not sufficient to 
review detailed documents online. Arlington has a process, but not the hardware or staff 
training to make the process a reality. 
 
The staff response for this recommendation sounds very uplifting. However, are we really 
talking to ourselves? What does the business community think about the "Brain Trust" 
and what positive progress has it made. How far down the "food chain" of businesses has 
it reached. How well has Arlington informed residents and businesses about this effort. 
What are the success metrics? How well are these conveyed to citizens and businesses? 
What are the businesses' reactions? I suggest less than the positive comments in the staff 
response. If I am wrong, show me and Arlington citizens and business owners and 
developers the positive effects of this effort and get feedback on the view from the "other 
side". I suggest it will not be as positive as the staff comments. 
 
Finally citizens seem to offer multiple means to "improve" the process without much 
understanding of the full process. Such as, for Arlington to implement a Proffer process. I 
understand why Arlington does not. But the typical Arlington citizen does not and much 
"chatter" about this drowns out real process improvements that Arlington is trying to 
make. Citizens need to have a "cheat sheet" of facts about why it is and it is not; equally 
important, what improvements are being implemented. Especially the improvements 
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section MUST be realistic and neutral. We can not oversell an effort. This is the fastest 
way to destroy credibility surrounding a message. 
 
(#16 cost efficiency effort for public facilities) A key element here is to consider long 
term and short term costs and efficiencies. It is the old adage of pay me now, or pay 
me much more later. Also, it is vitally important to never overstate costs and 
efficiencies. This is the fastest way to destroy credibility.  
 
The staff recommendations describe an internal audit function for internal controls and 
business process improvement to minimize risk. These are in most cases after the fact 
reviews. Arlington must do a careful cost benefit review for all construction efforts. 
Consider one example -- the initially proposed Long Bridge Park pool complex. In but 
one example the initial design envisioned environmental sustainability efforts that were at 
the leading edge of state of the art. The initial bids that came in factored in the risks of 
incorporating these leading edge, state of the art elements in the basic construction. There 
was a huge cost factor added to allay the concerns that such state of the art elements 
could not be met and/or would not fit seamlessly into the other parts of the design. 
 
There are also maintenance costs to consider. A number of construction projects in 
Arlington over the past few years have used state of the art equipment. This equipment in 
some cases is not longer available or very difficult to find quality repair staff that know 
how to undertake a repair. For example the Yorktown pool is a maintenance nightmare. 
 
It is somewhat early to describe what the Board auditor will be doing and a work plan. It 
would first be useful to get the new auditor onboard. Then, find citizen consensus about 
what is of interest and importance to the average citizen and of course, professional staff. 
 
The collaboration between Va Tech, APS and the County in this section needs to show 
the real benefit and what is the true benefit to the County and its citizens. Also, jointly 
sharing the "firing range" is "small potatoes" when one is speaking about a billion dollar 
budget. What is not described is the benefit to the County in program efficiencies and 
cost efficiencies. 
 
#6 Establish land acquisition fund --- There are lots of words in the staff comments that 
show very little concrete efforts. I understand that Arlington has about $3 million in the 
current CIP over two years for land acquisition. Considering that a small lot in Arlington 
can cost upwards of $800,000 or more, this is not a considerable sum. Are there other 
strategies to explore such as long term lease of land parcels? Developers have done this 
in some cases in such places as Rosslyn, when multiple families owned small parts of 
parcels which a developer needed to construct a larger construction effort. Should 
Arlington do this? There are lots of words in this part of the staff response. It appears that 
there is no real strategy today. Is this an area where the JFAC could be a positive 
participant? 
 
(#9 Strategies to retain the millennial population). First, the comments state that the 
Housing plan includes policy. A policy is not an action plan. There appears to be no real 
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action plan; just hopeful words. The comments speak about condominiums as a 
"salvation". Do we speak about the older condos or the newer. What is missing here is the 
total cost. Yes, a condo is less expensive that a single family home. But, it is smaller. The 
significant omission is that the older the condo, the more maintenance is required with 
the maintenance fee in the condo fee being quite substantial.  
 
This section also speaks to child care. Again, some small form based code changes do not 
address the quite high cost of child care and the dearth of private and public institutions 
who wish to take on such risk.  
 
I am not familiar with the VPI program. However, with the budget constraints in State 
government there is little room to grow. Funding one program generally takes away from 
another program. Also moving a program, Montessori from one location to another is not 
a plan.  
 
I apologize for being direct, but this section sound like a series of excuses because we 
have no idea how plan for success. 
 
#10 Evaluate and enhance wrap around services ---. APS notes the Whole Child Working 
Group and a clearinghouse of services and programs. This appears to be the beginnings 
of a strategy to collect data. This may be a fertile effort for joint County/ APS efforts. 
The JFAC might be useful in this area. 
 
#19 Communication processes and practices --- APS notes a FACE project. This could be 
of interest to the County and some groundwork to an ALL Arlington communications 
processes and practices. The County notes some specific steps forward. The issue here is 
how many citizens are aware of these process improvements and use them? Apparently,  
much more needs to be done and communicated to citizens including means to show 
citizens that such communications are relevant to them. For example, there were a series 
of car break in incidents, car thefts and material taken from cars. Citizens posted lots of 
posts on NEXT DOOR, but the police were quite silent. Most needed is information to 
citizens to help prevent and comments from Arlington officials about what success 
Arlington has had in catching these criminals, as well as better educating citizens on how 
to prevent such incidents. That being said, at my current home over a series of years, I 
have had three car thefts and four hit and run incidents, while my cars were parked in 
front of my home. Police took reports, but did little other communication. 
 
The report also notes that the County is doing live webcasting. To be direct this is like 
"watching paint dry". There needs to be a cogent summary that citizens can peruse. 
 
There is also a section on planned activities to improve public engagement. There also 
needs to be  success metrics AND outreach to citizens to determine what is successful 
and what needs improvement. Finally, communications media is changing at an ever 
increasing pace. How does Arlington use such channels to improve the message and get 
feedback in return? 
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(#5 Collaborate with other jurisdictions) This is a laudable idea, but very difficult to 
make happen. Such efforts have to be to the benefit of both jurisdictions and also 
amenable to both staff and elected leaders.  
 
In speaking at length with Alexandria citizens deeply involved with the Long Bridge 
Aquatic Center there were more misunderstandings than success. Also, both jurisdictions 
has specific ideas that were most difficult for either jurisdiction to back away from. I 
consider this a cautionary and lessons learned example; not a success. 
 
I concur that the Arlington public safety entities are quite successful in working with their 
contemporaries in other jurisdictions. However, in the case of fire station 8 discussions 
Arlington failed to work well with Fairfax because Fairfax had other more pressing 
needs; and as a result Arlington continues to leave parts of Arlington outside the standard 
response times. This is a fertile effort for making cost and delivery of service more 
effective. It does take lots of lead time. One can not expect another jurisdiction or 
Arlington to change its priorities and goals without lots of front end ground work. Here is 
a fine example of how one needs to think years in the future to achieve improvements 
years in the future. 
 
#20 Improve opportunities for meaningful public participation and new channels of 
communication ---) The comment section says see #19 above. 
#21 Experiment with new techniques also says see #19 above. In both cases staff have 
outlined recent projects and efforts. That is good as far as it goes. However, so much 
more needs to be done. There needs to be a written plan outlining where staff thinks 
Arlington needs to go in this regard and this is a most fertile area for the JFAC to become 
involved. In addition this is an area where citizens could be most important in offering 
ideas and feedback. How can this effort be further enhanced? 
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COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE JOINT FACILITIES DRAFT CHARTER 
 
 

1. The JFAC Draft Charter should outline the deliverables needed by the end of 
 2017 ( a timeframe outlined in the charter), the expertise that can be made 
 available to the JFAC, updates regarding whether the JFAC can meet this 
 timetable and what deliverables can be delivered. It is important to assure that the 
 JFAC not fail or perceived as failing in its first year of effort. 

2. There is a discussion regarding other issues such as affordable housing in the staff 
 responses to the CFS, but some are not listed in the deliverables in the JFAC draft 
 charter. Is there a reason for such omissions.  

3. The second paragraph of the Mission statement notes a need for "Big picture 
visionary thinking". That is certainly needed. Such should be enhanced by experts 
in their field of expertise who are not Arlington staff . "Big picture visionary 
thinking" is also better if grounded in reality and tailored to what Arlington 
confronts. For example I would suggest that an array of developers both local and 
not local provide some insight into what it is like to work in the industry and ideas 
to make the development business easier to navigate and less time consuming and 
therefore expensive for all. Two suggestions would be a view of the processes and 
rules such as the zoning regulations and the processes for getting though the 
processes to begin construction. In addition it would be of great help to have 
experts outline some ideas that other areas have in the development arena. 

4. Another issue would be to assist in discerning how Arlington is hampering 
creative ideas in the construction world and how Arlington could enhance the 
approval process. Equally important would be to create a means to enable 
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developers to learn about creative ideas that their counterparts are undertaking in 
other areas. Let me offer one example. How can Arlington help minimize the 
NIMBY approach taken by to many Arlington citizens. I would not hazard an idea 
now. However, Arlington needs better ideas and tools to confront this reality and 
take such actions in the right location for the right reasons. 

5. The Charter also discusses long range planning for future County and APS facility 
needs. First, see thoughts (1) and (2) above. In addition it is my personal opinion 
that such a long range planning effort is key to the Joint Facilities Advisory 
Commission (JFAC). It will take some time and considerable staff effort to lay 
out all facility needs. From this point the "fresh and creative ideas -- discussed 
freely" are an important element. In addition the JFAC needs to involve 
knowledgeable local and knowledgeable professionals to enhance "big picture" 
thinking. 

6. The comment about "partnership opportunities between County and APS" in 
paragraph 2 of Tasks is certainly necessary. An example is the budget discussions 
between County and APS which are occurring more frequently and have paid 
large dividends in having the County and APS especially at the County Manager 
and Superintendent levels and their immediate staffs better understand the needs 
and pressures that each faces. 

7. The JFAC needs to look at some of the "ideas" frequently floated by citizens such 
as using vacant commercial buildings for school purposes. This should be 
explored, but to date, I believe most find this not a viable option. If that is the 
case, an "information statement" listing the pros and cons should be developed 
such that citizens can have a "go to" document that outlines the difficulties with 
such an effort and/or what needs to be done to make such a reality. If it is not 
realistic, put that information out so that Arlington citizens can focus on more 
productive ideas 

8. Paragraph 4's comment about partnering "with staff on facilitating broader 
community engagement on facilities issues ---" is very important. Without 
community engagement the JFAC becomes in the eyes of many a "captive of 
staff" or a useless enterprise by friends of the Boards. 

9. The set of deliverables in paragraph 4 lists a due date of end of the calendar year 
2017. This is a key date. What is also key is to work to find consensus by staff for 
the deliverables because shortly after the end of calendar year 2017, staff will 
begin their efforts to create a capital budget proposal for the County 
Manager/Superintendent who then will have to balance all the needs and desires, 
before presenting such to the Boards. 

10. The list of County and APS needs seems to be quite inclusive in paragraph 4 
subsection 4. The JFAC will need to perform lots of outside effort to  become 
knowledgeable about each of these "needs". I suspect that the JFAC will also 
encounter what especially senior staff have encountered which is that the "needs" 
may be larger than the available funds and space. Should this become evident, 
should the JFAC begin the discussion about how high and joint but separate use. 

11. The details in each of the projects listed in paragraph 4 section 4 are enormous 
with lots of conflicts with various citizen groups. I would like to discuss one -- the 
Reed school proposal for a new elementary school. Residents have focused on a 
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statement in an earlier draft CIP document, about choice vs. neighborhood school 
and addressed this issue repeatedly with school board members. In fact many 
more issues need to be discussed which will have much greater impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhood. Without listing some of the issues, it is hopefully 
sufficient to note that such issues need to be identified, worked with staff, 
introduced to the community with feedback and recommendations by the JFAC 
about recommendations about how each of these elements can be addressed, what 
are the unknowns and how Arlington addresses all efforts from an all Arlington 
perspective, educate the citizenry, and addresses in a comprehensive whole both 
for the project being discussed and how it fits into the overall mosaic of all 
Arlington projects and needs.  

12. Meetings section outlines a minimum of 4 meeting per year. I suggest that at least 
in the beginning of the effort and at least through the end of calendar year 2016, 
when the first deliverables are due, lots of effort and meetings are needed to 
possibly meet twice a month. 

13. I live quite close to the Virginia Hospital Center and have been involved in the 
past construction efforts, and in the current land transfer and construction 
discussions. The past construction is history, but there are lessons to be learned. It 
is my belief that the current land transfer and construction discussions are, to date, 
a good example of how important the JFAC efforts are and the need for lots of 
community outreach and communications. The County set up a community group 
to review local needs in discussing this effort. This community group has not 
reached out to the surrounding citizens in any meaningful manner. The 
community group has come up with a series of suggestions that have not been 
shared with members of the surrounding community. In one documents that I had 
considerable difficulty obtaining, the suggestions from this group are quite 
insignificant, but more important recommend actions that propose actions that 
will move issues so that other residents are impaired. In addition CPHD is having 
considerable discussions with Virginia Hospital Center. There is little or no 
community outreach as to what is being discussed. In one sense that is realistic. 
For example the small community group was asked to comment on parking issues 
at the site being discussed for transfer. The small group's comments were 
meaningless and insignificant. The County does need to stay involved and "guide" 
such efforts so that ideas do not get fixed in the minds of a few. The Lee Highway 
Alliance group is a quite effective group especially in discussing issues and 
providing information to affected residents. More should have been done to 
involve this group in the VHC discussions earlier. There are programs that will 
leave the area in discussion for transfer, such as Head Start. The County has not 
communicated well about its discussions on this subject. This is not to imply that 
citizens get to make decisions. However, communications are important because 
some citizens will  not agree with any decision and can cause concerns after 
issues are well along. In summary I believe the efforts to date regarding the land 
and program transfers offer some good ideas for improving processes. First, as the 
CFS study notes, Arlington needs to improve its marketing and communications 
efforts. Second, community groups need to have some degree of oversight and 
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assistance from the County as in the VHC community group, otherwise not 
productive issues will grow and fester.  

14. An unpleasant thought. For a variety of reasons including very poor 
communications by the County, the streetcar and the Long Bridge pool caused 
more controversy than necessary or appropriate. The effect lingers today. It is 
very important as noted before that the County/APS and the JFAC work on 
communicating with all residents with special emphasis on those who are vocal 
and negative. Their thoughts should be addresses with facts and "figures" such 
that all have the information to better understand the basic facts and needs.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

From: Lilith Christiansen <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:28 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc:
Subject: Feedback on Staff Draft Responses to Community Facilities Study
Attachments: Comments on Community Facility Study.docx

Study Team –  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the report, staff responses and draft charter for the commission. 
My thoughts are attached, using the categories and numbering from the “staff draft responses” document.  

Lilith Christiansen 
1671 N. Longfellow St. 
22205 



Top Priority –  

(#17) I agree it is critical that the County Board, the School Board, and their administrations begin 
collaborating more formally.  Decisions made by one (e.g., on housing and zoning) have a direct effect 
on the other (population of school age children in an area). It promotes a better, holistic use of space to 
consider all of the county’s needs: schools, safety, public spaces, etc.  

 

Underway:  

(#7) APS absolutely needs to develop a better approach to modeling the school population projections.  
In particular, taking into account the permitting actions that show when homes are being renovated and 
when other facilities are being rezoned and reconstructed for different use (e.g., apartment buildings 
becoming townhouses or single family homes). These type of change increase the SGF and do not 
appear to be taken into account in today’s models.  

I would raise the priority to High.  

 

(#11) Continuing to attract more commercial tenants is a must. I was impressed by the Office of 
Economic Development’s presentation at the beginning of the Community Facility Study process to the 
public. They share innovative plans which I hope they continue to push forward. 

 

On the other hand, for development that may be more mixed use in nature (which will increase housing 
and the SGF) I suggest considering more set asides from the investor to support school and other county 
facility funding.  

 

Short Term  

#3 – Build “up, under and over” – I am very supportive of maximizing the space and the buildings that 
are already developed. However, I think it is important when we consider going “up”, that we also 
consider the height of the other buildings in the area. If a building becomes four or five stories and 
everything around it is only one or two, this is too extreme for the area. In those cases, we should seek 
to go under or seek another alternative over creating structures that tower over the rest of the 
community.  

 

#12 – Per my comment on “underway #11) I do believe this should be invoked more often. It does not 
appear that there is as much consideration for this now as there should be. When I think about some of 
the comments I read in the WRAPS report (discussing more single family and town house development) 
and I see the change happening in Westover (apartments becoming townhouses) this type of 
development creates more demand for schools, just as one example.  

 



#14 – these are good strides but more work should continue to streamline the permitting process; when 
two people are co-located in the same building, same floor, it shouldn’t take days for signatures to be 
attained from each department or require the individual seeking the permit to be the one to hand 
deliver between the two departments.  

 

#16 – when I think about cost efficiency, I don’t want to think about the salaries of teachers and other 
public servants as the areas we are looking. Why do we need to have LEED certified school buildings? 
Why do they need to living roofs and slides? If there is an ultimate cost savings to these features, then 
they need to be called out and incorporated into the “total cost”. I do think Discovery is a beautiful 
school, and it must be a wonderful, fun place to learn, but if it had a more basic design, would that 
inhibit the teachers ability to teach, or the students ability to learn? In order to have “more seats for 
more students” I think we need to rethink how fancy all these seats need to be!!  

 

Mid Term:  

 

#6 – Yes! We need to more actively be seeking opportunities to acquire more land for public uses. 
Clearly there is a deficit with schools and fire station facilities.  

 

#9 – while I support the idea of developing strategies to retain the millennial population and preschools 
in general, I don’t support adding preschool classes in lieu of addressing the deficit for K – 12 the county 
already has. Addressing these deficits will help retain the millennials as much or more than preschool, 
which has a larger private market to support the need.  

 

#10 – Extended day is an essential component to enabling working parents to maintain their jobs and 
participate in the public school system. This is a great advantage we have over Fairfax county where 
extended day is only provided via lottery.  

 

#19 – I think that APS has gotten much better in its communication over the last couple of years as it 
relates to broad, county-wide outreach. I think there is still room for improvement when specific 
programs may impact a specific community to a greater extent than the county at large. Please continue 
the use of live broadcasting of APS – community meetings; this has been a big help when it isn’t always 
possible to attend in person.  

 

#15 – the county could do more as it considers zoning and building permit changes. If the county has a 
goal around supporting affordable housing and maintaining housing to support a wide range of incomes 
and ages, then it shouldn’t allow so much conversion of old “market affordable” housing to be 
converted into new townhouses and single family homes.  



JFAC Charter – I did not see anything in the charter regarding addressing the shortfall of middle school 
seats APS current faces. Is this being addressed by another mechanism? This is an acute problem that 
should not be overlooked.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Thomas Viles <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:20 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

"Excites"? Let's not get too emotional about this. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Can we ever learn who JFAC's members and staff are? Or is that information classified? After all, you make the disclosure of 
such identifying information a precondition to the exercise of our rights to contact and petition County officials. (See, for 
example, the required fields below this note.) It should work both ways. Those officials who are deciding the future shape of our 
neighborhoods should identify themselves. That's what democracies do. Here, it seems, several proposals have already been 
made, but no one is taking responsibility for them. 

Name

Thomas Viles

Email

Address

3447 14th Street North 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Murrin <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 8:48 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: County use of Billy Buck site

As an Arlington taxpayer for more than 10 years, Cherrydale resident and parent to four children who currently attend 
or will attend APS, I implore you to not use the Billy Buck property to house a fleet of school buses. 

The space could provide valuable school solutions so that our children don't have to spend year after year going to class 
in trailers. There is a 2000+ school across from the site under consideration with enormous pedestrian and school 
related traffic on an already very busy crossroad between Glebe and Lee Highway. The traffic and pollution would be 
horrible right smack between W&L and a very heavily used Hayes Park.  

The zoning that has been in place at that property can be changed. Just ask any home or business owner that has 
undergone a renovation or build project.  It absolutely is possible to make this a mix of residential (read ‐‐ more taxes for 
Arlington County) and urgently needed school space.  I've heard recommendations for stacked usage.  

With the Ballston Mall renovation and conversion to a "town center", there will be even more growth and vitality in this 
area.  The Billy Buck site is an opportunity for Arlington to proceed creatively and thoughtfully not simply plunk a major 
school bus depot in the middle of a bustling residential neighborhood filled with students, residents, commuters to 
Ballston and park/playground‐goers. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Dave and Murrin Boycan 
4049 N 20th Street 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

From: Amy Loud <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 8:05 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Future Facilities Planning Feedback.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on future facilities planning. 

Scarcity of Public Land Challenge - I support recommendation #6 - establish a land acquisition fund 
I recommend that the county examine how other cities have dealt with similar challenges. In particular, I 
recommend that Arlington examine the feasibility of using a "land bank" model such as that utilized in Martha's 
Vineyard, and Nantucket, MA. Martha's Vineyard created a land bank in 1986 in response to rapid 
growth/building on the island which was changing the character of the island and rapidly diminishing public 
open space. The Martha's Vineyard Land Bank imposes a 2% real estate transfer fee which is levied against the 
purchase price on most real estate transfers on Martha's Vineyard Island. All properties for sale on Martha's 
Vineyard are subject to a 2% Land Bank fee.  This is an additional fee that the buyer pays at closing.  Homes 
occupied by first-time homebuyers are exempt on the first $400,000 of the purchase. (Nantucket imposes a 4% 
fee). This money is then used to purchase land for public use and protection. In the Arlington model the land 
bank money would go to parks and schools. 

Dealing with Changing Demographics - #7 Improve Forecasting and Projection Methods - should be 
addressed with urgency and needs to be the focus here until the County and School Boards are able to address 
the impending shortage of seats for our CURRENT students (the 1,300 high school seats that are "TBD" in 
current documents - where are those seats going to come from?) The other recommendations should be 
aspirational until this problem is solved. It is irresponsible to focus on "developing strategies to retain the 
millennial population and starter housing" when you can't meet the needs of current residents.  

Arlington County needs to build a fourth high school to address the lack of high school seats projected for our 
current students. The County also needs to examine its affordable housing policies that continue to build 
housing to attract families that we don't have room for in our schools. Until you address the shortage of seats for 
current residents, it is irresponsible to add more students to an already overburdened system. Perhaps the 
affordable housing can targeted toward seniors until the county addresses the shortage of seats in our schools. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Amy Ruggiero, parent of 3rd grader APS 

Sent from my iPad 



 
 
Sent from my iPad 



 

From: Hamilton Humes <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 7:08 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Marianna Knight
Subject: Fwd: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities 

Planning

From Hamilton Humes 

Subject: FW: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future 
Facilities Planning 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on some of the school boundary changes. 

Coping with an expanding school population while maintaining and hopefully continue to improve 
Arlington’s excellent educational is always a challenge. 

Had a few thoughts on designing the boundaries.  

1) Designate a walking radius around the Middle and High Schools that would remain with that
school.  Busing has always been complicated to arrange and expensive. Encouraging walking is
also good for the students.  Since Yorktown and W&L’s walking ranges are close to one another,
pick a major road as the dividing line, to minimize walkers’ crossing of major arteries.

2) Look at the bike trails connecting to the middle and High Schools.  Both Wakefield and W&L are
close to bike trails.  W&L almost right next the bike trail, Wakefield a few blocks away.  Would
suggest considering adding a path to get straight from the path to Wakefield and also take a
look whether an on ramp straight to W&L’s parking garage from the Bike Trail would make
sense.  Both would reduce the need for students to cross streets, slow traffic or get hurt.

a. Although the bike trails would be cold in the winter, there are many more bikes parked
on the bike racks each year.

b. This would also reduce the need for buses.

c. Suggest considering factoring in the bike trail access to which zones to designate for
each high school.

3) Also would suggest looking at area vacancies as temporary space.  If commercial real estate is
really 20% empty – can any of that be used for overflow for particular programs? Across the
street from W&L is one obvious place.

Thank you, 

Hamilton Humes 

From: APS School Talk [mailto:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:25 AM 
To: Humes, Hamilton <
Subject: APS School Talk ‐ Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 



A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities 
Study in 2015 to consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing 
economy affect our current and future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member 
committee delivered a report to the County and School Boards in November 2015. Since that 
time, County and APS staff have been evaluating that report and its 21 recommendations to 
address the strategic challenges that Arlington is facing. 

The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to 
implement the Community Facilities Study recommendations: 

 Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations 
 A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory 

Commission, proposed to be established by the County and School Boards 

Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize 
this is a short turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session 
on November 1 at 6:00 p.m. (location to be determined) and we would like your input to be 
considered at that time. 

The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident 
Forum, on October 25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss 
the draft staff responses and commission charter and to review community input received. 

  



From: Virginians Organized for Interfaith Community Engagement VOICE <no-
reply@arlingtonva.us>

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 6:59 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback 

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

The potential for the "big picture, visionary thinking" that is described. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Consistent with our input provided on the staff responses to the Community Facilities Study Final Report, the charge to the Joint 
Facilities Advisory Commission should include soliciting public input and evaluating needs assessment reports and CIPs and 
making recommendations about the potential for co-location of public facilities with affordable housing.  

Likewise, the siting criteria that the Commission is charged with developing should include a component specifying that the 
potential for co-location with affordable housing must be examined. The two Virginia Hospital Center sites, for example, should 
be considered in the context of the need for affordable housing in North Arlington, given the distribution goal set in the AHMP, 
not solely in the context of narrowly defined "public" facilities siting. The Community Facilities Study Final Report emphasizes 
affordable housing as a key component of economic sustainability and calls for working to meet the housing needs of the full 
range of Arlington residents. 

Echoing that Final Report, the draft charter for the Commission specifies that "Big picture, visionary thinking is encouraged, and 
the Commission should be a forum where fresh and creative ideas can be discussed freely." Incorporating the potential for co-
location of public facilities and affordable housing fits this description. 

To reflect this need, the Commission membership should include a liaison to/from the Housing Commission. 

Name

Virginians Organized for Interfaith Community Engagement VOICE

Email

Address

4444 Arlington Blvd. 
Arlington, Virginia 22204 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Neil William <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 6:40 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Feedback on Facilities Study Recommendations 

I appreciate the thought and foresight evident in the Community Facilities Study recommendations and concur with the 
suggested actions. 

Specific feedback: APS and the County Board need to stop deferring decision and end discussion of half‐measures on the 
need for a fourth county high school.  Make the decision, budget the money (asking for voter approval of a bond as 
needed) and take responsibility now for what is inevitable.  Relying on various band‐aid proposals will be more costly in 
total in the end; we'll eventually have to build the high school anyway, and all projections demonstrate that. The Board 
should simply make the decision to build a new high school, which represents an unavoidable consequence of our 
demographics here. 

Thanks! 

Neil Hop 
Clarendon‐Courthouse resident 

Sent from my iPad 



 

From: Kim Carusone <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 6:29 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Fwd: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities 

Planning

Arlington school board and the county board need to hire a consultant and demographer to determine school 
capacity needs. 

The county board needs to coordinate the VHC parcel to become the 4th comprehensive high school for 
Arlington County. The county board also needs to stop approving development that increases density without 
regard to school capacity. And Affordable Housing needs to be developed throughout the county to avoid 
concentrating poverty in a few schools and areas.  

Otherwise, many people, such as myself, will be leaving Arlington county because none of the other "boutique" 
fixes are appropriate or in holding with a world-class school system. If that is the case, look for declines in 
property values and tax revenues, which have been driven in the past 10-15 years almost entirely by families 
looking to buy into Arlington's once-strong school system. 

Respectfully, 

Kim Carusone 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: APS School Talk <
Date: Mon, Oct 24, 2016 at 9:24 AM 
Subject: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 
To: 

A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities Study in 2015 to 
consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing economy affect our current and 
future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member committee delivered a report to the County 
and School Boards in November 2015. Since that time, County and APS staff have been evaluating that report 
and its 21 recommendations to address the strategic challenges that Arlington is facing. 

The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to implement the 
Community Facilities Study recommendations: 

 Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations
 A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission, proposed to

be established by the County and School Boards



Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize this is a short 
turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session on November 1 at 6:00 p.m. 
(location to be determined) and we would like your input to be considered at that time. 

The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on October 
25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff responses and 
commission charter and to review community input received. 

 

 



From: James Rosen <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 6:22 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

To the Arlington County Facilities Study Group, 

Please use the Quincy Street (Buck) property to address school capacity or green space needs, not bus storage. The 
overcrowding in schools is growing worse by the day. Rapid urbanization is eating up green space.  

A bus depot on the Buck lot is a poor use for the high cost; there are better nonresidential places to put it in South Arlington. 
Moreover, placing a busy bus depot bus within yards of schools and homes poses a danger from bus fumes, gasoline leakage, 
and traffic. That's a potentially lethal combination for kid and adult walkers and drivers.  

I urge the county to use the Quincy Street site for cost-effective and green uses, and address priorities of school capacity 
problems and lack of green space, not for a bus depot. 
Sincerely, 

James E. Rosen 
3808 14th St., N. 

Name

James Rosen

Email

Address

3808 14th St. N. 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
United States 
Map It

Standardized Address

3808 14th ST N

Civic Association

Ballston - Virginia Square

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



 

From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 6:20 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; John Vihstadt; CountyManager; Christian Dorsey
Subject: Comments on use of Quincy Street (Buck) property

To the Arlington County Facilities Study Group, 

Please use the Quincy Street (Buck) property to address school capacity or green space needs, not bus storage.  The overcrowding in 
schools is growing worse by the day. Rapid urbanization is eating up green space.  

A bus depot on the Buck lot is a poor use for the high cost; there are better nonresidential places to put it in South Arlington. 
Moreover, placing a busy bus depot bus within yards of schools and homes poses a danger from bus fumes, gasoline leakage, and 
traffic. That's a potentially lethal combination for kid and adult walkers and drivers.   

I urge the county to use the Quincy Street site for cost-effective and green uses, and address priorities of school capacity problems and 
lack of green space, not for a bus depot. 
Sincerely, 

James E. Rosen 
3808 14th St., N. 



 

From: tess_3406 <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 5:59 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Proposed school bus yard at Buck property

I am writing this email to inform you that I am very opposed to the plan to turn the buck property into a school 
bus yard. The impact of doing that will be all negative for this residential area - despite it apparently being 
zoned industrial this is a residential area make no mistake.  We already have to put up with all sorts of increased 
traffic and density due to the overruling in the Rosslyn-Ballston corridor, now you want to add an entire fleet of 
buses to the gridlock as well?  please spare us!  The buck property is no place for a bus yard. 

Teresa Dawson 
Arlington resident 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy Tablet 



 

From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 5:55 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; 

CountyManager; 

Subject: Arlington County Government Purchase of the Buck Property and Redevelopment for 
Industrial Use

Attachments: QPN Petition re. Buck Property.pdf

Good Afternoon, 

I am writing on behalfof Quincy Park North, the neighborhood bounded by N. Quincy St., WashingtonBlvd., N. Kirkwood Rd., and I-66.  

In light of the fact that the county has begun discussions on the use of the Buck property located on N. Quincy St., we wanted to ensure 
that the voices of the community are heard at this stage of the process.  

Please find attached a petition opposing the recommended redevelopment of the adjacent Buck property for industrial and other related 
purposes.  To date, we have obtained 80 signatures from theresidents of our neighborhood in support of this petition.  Please note that 
these are the signatures wehave received just over the last two days.  We continue to circulate the petition for supportand will forward 
additional signatures at a later time.   

We also have posted anonline petition at http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/arlington-the-buck-stops-here,to which we've received 65 
signatures and 23 comments as of this writing.  This online petition was sent toneighborhoods surrounding Quincy Park North since the 
Buck property impactsthem as well.  You will notice that thereis an extremely high level of interest in this matter.       

Given the proximity of the Buck property to our neighborhood, the residents ofQuincy Park North insist on having a seat at the table for 
any deliberations regardingthis property to ensure that our input is heard and considered throughout theprocess.   

Thank you for yourstrong consideration of the opinions of our Arlington County citizens. 

Dawn Cooper 

3901 14th St. N.  

Arlington, VA 22201 



Petition in Opposition of the Proposed Use of the N. Quincy St. Buck Property

for Industrial and Other Purposes

We, the undersigned residents of Quincy Park North, the neighborhood bounded by N. Quincy
St., Washington Blvd., N. Kirkwood Rd., and I-66, oppose the Arlington County Government
staff's recommended redevelopment of the adjacent Buck property, as put forth by the staff
presentation at the October 1, 2016 Joint County and APS Board Work Session:

Potential Temporary c~ Permanent Buck Site Uses

Temporary
• Evaluate best uses for existing buildings (for example vehicle storage in warehouse)
• Material staging
• APS bus paYking
• Possible Washington Lee HS o>>ei floe perr~I~ing

Permanent
• Relocated APS bus parking/dispatch/fueling/minor service
• Fire &Police reserve vehicle storage
• APS office use
• OEM/EOC permanent facility

APS bzrses at Bz~ck: possibly freeing icp space at Trades

As residents of the adjoining residential neighborhood, we ardently oppose redevelopment of this
property for such industrial and storage purposes.

Placing an industrial area adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood is unprecedented in
Arlington County. Starting and idling of vehicles and emitting e~aust fumes in the early
morning hours and into the evening, coupled with oil and other chemicals seeping into the
ground and watershed, is wholly inappropriate for a property adjacent to a residential
neighborhood.

The 2000 Arlington County report, "Industrial Land Use and Zoning Study," clearly recognized
the environmental consequences of vehicle storage and repair, the current land use proposals:
"Due to the nature of this use, there are potential environmental consequences such as oil
seepage of disabled vehicles and increases in traffic and noise levels."

That is the precedent that stands today and that should prevail in determining the appropriate use
for the Buck property.

Our small neighborhood already hosts the Arlington Public Schools Education Center,
Washington-Lee High School, and the Arlington Science Focus School. Our children do not
enjoy any admission preference in what should be our neighborhood school. School buses from
the high school already use 14th St. N. as part of their routes, often parking and idling in front of
homes. It is virtually impossible to access Quincy Street from our neighborhood due to traffic,
particularly at the start and end of the school day. Because of the poor signal at the intersection



of N. Quincy St. and Washington Blvd, our neighborhood is subjected to excessive cut-through

traffic.

Storing buses and fleet vehicles on the Buck tract will simply worsen traffic on N. Quincy St.
and ultimately our neighborhood roads.

We also steadfastly oppose the denial of our neighborhood to participate in the process. In spite

of our inquiries prior to the May 2015 announcement of the deal with Mr. Buck and repeated
attempts afterwards, our neighborhood has consistently been closed out of the discussions and
deliberations regarding the acquisition and redevelopment of the Buck property. The purchase

price of $30 million is already well above the assessed value of the tract, and the costs of
repurposing the buildings and land would likely push the costs above $50 million -for what
essentially might be used as a glorified parking lot.

We oppose the placement of industrial activities adjacent to the Quincy Park North residential

neighborhood.

We do not object to a continuation of longstanding use and appropriate zoning. We would
appreciate the opportunity to participate in future discussions regarding redevelopment of this
site.

Thank you for your attention.

{Signatures begin on the next page.}
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From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 5:38 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Comment for Future Facilities Planning

I think that special "magnet" programs should be initiated at all Arlington elementary, middle and high schools that are 
below capacity.  Rather than move attendance zones for Washington Lee and force these students to go to Wakefield, 
why not put another IB program or some other magnet program at Wakefield to attract more students?  This should also 
be done at the middle and elementary school level.  This is the best way to not only encourage more students to attend 
the under attended schools, but also increase the diversity at those schools.   

Larry Smith 
1018 N. Edison St. 

 cell 



From:

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:59 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

The Superintendent’s Advisory Committee on Sustainability (SACS) addresses issues relating to energy and environmental 
conservation within Arlington Public School (APS) operations and educational curriculum. A committee of parents, community 
members, students and staff address issues and provide recommendations in the following areas: 
• Policies and procedures with respect to environmental sustainability
• Energy and environment curriculum
• Management and conservation programs
• Community outreach

We are pleased to submit these comments on the Arlington Community Facilities Study, which are intended to inform staff as 
they finalize their draft response to the Study. Because the staff responses were not numbered, our comments are organized by 
the original Arlington Community Facilities Study recommendation number. 

1. General: The Arlington Community Facilities Study is a pioneering process that brings together local government and school
planning, to improve Arlington’s decision-making about future public facilities. We applaud the county and school’s effort to
launch and sustain this inclusive dialogue and believe it is a model for other communities across the country. This type of
collaboration is championed by EPA’s Smart School Siting Tool, which also provides a framework for comparing candidate
school sites.

2. Recommendations 1-6: We strongly support Recommendations 1-6, which focus on sustainable use of our scarce land and
seek to shift our community culture around what public facilities can and should be.

3. Recommendation 3: We encourage the Facilities Strategic Planning Committee, integrated staff team, and Joint Facilities
Advisory Commission to additionally consider the use of vacant buildings (including commercial, residential, and mixed use
buildings) for community needs. As of June 2016, the office vacancy rate was over 20%. Programming these underutilized
spaces can activate neighborhoods, reduce vacancy, and provide square footage needed to support growing community needs.
To demonstrate the efficacy of this model, we suggest considering moving smaller programs into existing facilities and closely
watching Arlington Tech as a case study.

4. Recommendation 4: We support the idea of “creating land” by using rights-of-way and building on top of structures, but
caution that health impacts of community facilities above or adjacent to highways may present health impacts. See EPA’s
School Siting Guidelines, which provides guidance to evaluate environmental factors to make the best possible school siting
decisions, for more detail.

5. Recommendation 12: We support the idea of a full economic and fiscal impact analysis of private development as well as
community facilities.
a. Such analyses should account for full life cycle cost/benefits, including capital, operation and maintenance, and supporting
infrastructure for the expected life of the facility. Such accounting will support long-term budgeting for adequate maintenance of
the community’s initial investment in their facilities. This is particularly important as the county and schools build more advanced,
efficient, and systems-oriented facilities that tend to require more monitoring and maintenance to manage the systems most
efficiently.
b. We encourage the consideration of externalities of private and public development (e.g., impact to air, land, and water
quality).
c. We encourage the consideration of the value proposition of potential uses of a building to the community in terms of
improving safety, health, growth/learning of citizens, and productivity.



6. Recommendations 17 and 18: We strongly support Recommendations 17 and 18 to develop and implement criteria to
establish priorities for community needs to support siting decisions. These elements increase transparency and the likelihood of
community support.

7. Recommendation 17: We understand that the integrated staff team will likely include a core group of senior staff
representatives. We encourage the integrated team to identify a secondary team to which communication will flow about
ongoing discussions and decisions. The secondary team should include representatives from APS facilities and instructional
leads. Such information sharing again increases transparency and the likelihood of the integrated team receiving timely
feedback on the impact of siting decisions on the delivery of educational services to Arlington’s children.

8. Recommendation 21: We agree that new models of community engagement are needed. We encourage the County to
continue experimenting with new technology (e.g., text responses, short surveys, interactive online tools, social media) and
alternative methods of reaching community members that are both directly affected and not directly affected by upcoming siting
decisions (e.g., being a presence at community events, fairs, farmers markets, sporting events).

Name

Email

Address

 
 

VFOIA Notice 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

Standardized Address

Civic Association

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



 

From: Matt Rizzolo <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:58 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck Property Comments

To Whom It May Concern: 

I write to request the County's utmost consideration and care regarding plans for the Buck property located on 
Quincy Street.  This 6-acre plot, located between two schools and a park, adjacent to a residential area, and 
walking distance from 3 Metro stations, provides a very unique opportunity for Arlington to create a world-
class space and satisfy needs stemming from the county's fast-growing population; instead, Arlington appears to 
be on the verge of taking the path of least resistance and putting a bus garage and repair facility on this choice 
piece of land. I think this is short-sighted thinking that would be to the detriment of both the neighborhood and 
arlington at large. 

I understand that the county has many needs -- open space/playing fields, schools (and more schools), 
affordable housing, etc., as well as issues regarding transportation fleet maintenance. I am of course not in the 
best position to say what this property should be used for. But its size and unique location seems to scream out 
for a mixed use that could benefit north arlington as a whole.  For example, Arlington Science Focus is right 
next door, but the neighborhood surrounding it is zoned to Taylor, which is miles away. Perhaps a 
neighborhood elementary school (or even one combined with a middle school) serving the immediate area, 
Cherrydale, parts of Lyon Village, Ballston-VA Square, and the apartments of Ballston, Clarendon, and 
Virginia Square would make sense.  The school could be combined with Hayes Park and provide additional 
open space/playing fields for the public -- for example, the Rosslyn-Ballston corridor sorely lacks any little 
league baseball/softball fields or high-quality juvenile soccer fields.  If Arlington wanted to think really big, this 
could be combined with a partial decking over of I-66 to connect the land to the Custis Trail and Cherry Valley 
park across the street, affording an outstanding way to create a nature-driven area in an urban setting. Not to 
mention the proximity to Wash-Lee and the planetarium could provide for synergies (and mentorship 
opportunities) for W-L students.     

This Buck property provides an opportunity for something great, and Arlington should seize it.  I would like to 
be clear that this is not a NIMBY issue; my wife & I chose to live in this part of Arlington because we love the 
urban residential life, and happily accept the trade-offs that it provides -- for example, I do not share many of 
my neighbors' strong concerns about increased density near the intersection of Washington Blvd and Kirkwood 
Rd.  I also understand that a school would come with an increase in traffic.  My main concern is that Arlington 
should carefully consider its options and "think big" before taking the path of least resistance and plopping a 
bus garage into a residential neighborhood. We can do better. 

I am always happy to discuss my concerns regarding this project. 

Matt Rizzolo 
3443 14th St N 



 

From: richard <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:56 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: JeepRecall
Subject: Comment Supporting Recommendation #12 of Arlington Community Facilities Study 

Final Report and Opposing County Staff’s Rejection  of that Recommendation

The following comment is being submitted jointly by the individuals indicated below in regard to County staff's proposed 
rejection of Recommendation #12 regarding project-specific impact analyses set out in the Arlington Community Facilities 
Study Final Report: 

Comment Supporting Recommendation #12 of Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report and Opposing 
County Staff’s Rejection  
of that Recommendation 

This comment is submitted jointly by Rick Epstein, Peter Rousselot, Duke Banks, Jesse Boeding, Lois Koontz,  Michael 
Thomas, Suzanne Sundburg, Kari Klaus, Connie Ericson, Scott Miles and Rebecca Lewis.   

Executive Summary 

This comment supports Recommendation #12 of the Arlington Community Facilities Study Group’s Final Report (the “Final 
Report”) which recommended project-specific impact statements.  This comment also addresses the County staff’s rejection of 
Recommendation #12 in the Final Report. 

The less than three week period afforded by the County for public review, understanding and comment on the County staff’s 
response to the Final Report’s Recommendation #12 should be extended, and include a public meeting at which  County staff is 
available to respond to public requests for clarification. 

In addition, well in advance of that public meeting, County staff should promptly provide a complete written explanation of its 
reasons for rejecting Recommendation #12 to enable an informed community discussion at that public meeting.   

Project-specific impact assessments are a valuable planning tool that: 
 enables quantification of the costs and benefits of proposed development,
 provides an objective basis for negotiating developer-provided offsetting community benefits, and
 enables the aggregation of project-specific impacts to adequately anticipate, timely plan for and effectively

implement  necessary additional services and infrastructure capacity.

Project-specific impact assessments are a long standing planning tool within Virginia. 

After the public meeting to discuss the County staff’s written explanation regarding its proposed rejection of Recommendation 
#12, the County Board should promptly: 

 vote to approve Recommendation #12, and
 implement a joint staff/community process to review the use of project-specific impact assessments in other

jurisdictions, with a goal of  proposing  within six months a project-specific impact assessment model appropriate to
Arlington, together with a plan for implementation of that model.

Background 

Recommendation #12 of the Final Report proposes that the County: 



“Add an economic and fiscal impact section to private development (special exception/site plan and Form Based Code) project 
staff reports to provide information on the costs (e.g. the projected service demands and other costs to the community) and 
benefits (e.g. the taxes and other economic benefits) likely to be generated by a proposed project.” 
 
The draft County/APS Staff Response Matrix on CFS Recommendations dated October 3, 2016 (the “County/APS Staff 
Response”) proposed the following response to this recommendation:  
 
“The County Board evaluates special exception/site plan and Form Based Code applications based on the proposal’s 
compliance with approved plans (e.g. the Comprehensive Plan and relevant Sector or Area Plans) and the Zoning 
Ordinance.  County staff recognizes the community’s interest in better understanding the economic costs and benefits associated 
with new development. While staff does not agree that a fiscal impact analysis should be provided for each development project 
that comes before the County Board, staff is exploring options to provide the Board and the general public with more 
information on the fiscal impacts of planned development.” 
 
Why this Public Review Process is Inadequate.   First, after reviewing the Final Report for almost a year, the County has 
afforded the public less than three weeks to comment on County staff’s proposed rejection of Recommendation #12.  Second, 
the  County/APS Staff Response fails to provide either any explanation for this proposed rejection nor sufficient indication of 
the “options” being explored which presumably staff believes can provide the same critical quantification of impacts and serve 
the same purposes as the proposed project-specific impact analyses.  These failures make it impossible for the public to 
effectively assess these positions and to respond.    
 
As such, the period afforded by the County for public review, understanding and comment on the County staff’s proposed 
rejection of the Final Report’s Recommendation #12 should be extended, and include a public meeting at which  County staff is 
available to respond to public requests for clarification.  In addition, well in advance of that public meeting, County staff should 
promptly provide a complete written explanation of its reasons for its proposed rejection of Recommendation #12 and the 
options being explored to enable an informed community discussion at that public meeting and an adequate basis and timeframe 
for public comment.  
 
Why Project-Specific Impact Assessments Should be Implemented: 
 
The Currently Unquantified Impacts of Future Growth 
 
Arlington is forecasting an estimated additional 75,400 residents by 2040.   Although much of the corresponding development 
could be accomplished “by right” under our Comprehensive Plan, as a practical reality a very large portion of this development 
will occur through the site plan/special exception process which requires specific County Board approval of the proposed 
development, or pursuant to County Board implemented Form Based Code frameworks, e.g. the Columbia Pike Form Based 
Codes.   Use of the foregoing processes will presumably be utilized to attain development density exceeding that otherwise 
allowed by right.  Although development in the County slowed after the 2008 recession, the pace of new project approval has 
recently dramatically increased even as the County is experiencing a crisis in school capacity, greater demands on County 
services, and increasing conflicts over the use of County infrastructure. 
 
Why are project-specific impact assessments critical? 
 
The County Board has recently started requesting from staff assessment of the impacts on school capacity of specific 
development proposals, certainly a step in the right direction.   However, the County currently has no objective process for 
quantifying the broad range of incremental “costs (e.g. the projected service demands and other costs to the community) and 
benefits (e.g. the taxes and other economic benefits) likely to be generated by a proposed project”, including resulting from any 
incremental density beyond that permitted by right.   
 
Project-specific impact analyses for a proposed site plan/special exception development will provide a basis for the Board to 
determine whether we can afford to approve a project, should request offsetting community benefits from the developer, or 
deny the request.   
 
Further, project-specific impact analyses will enable the County to aggregate cumulative development impacts across the 
County and thereby accurately plan, budget for, and timely implement any required additional County services and 
infrastructure, e.g. required school capacity, open space, or public safety resources.   The current crisis in school capacity 
provides by itself a compelling basis for implementing project-specific impact assessments to help ensure that capacity needs 
can be better anticipated moving forward.   The reality that new development impacts virtually all County infrastructure and 
services only makes the need for project-specific impact assessments more urgent and compelling. 



 
Impact Assessments are an integral component of planning in other Virginia jurisdictions 
 
Impact assessments have been routinely utilized for years by other Virginia jurisdictions as integral parts of their development 
review processes to quantify prospective impacts on government services and infrastructure and thereby have a factual basis for 
requesting offsetting conditions from developers.  Fairfax and Loudoun counties, as well as Falls Church City, all use some 
form of project-specific impact assessments in their review of proposed development.  Although utilized in the context of their 
proffer systems, the compelling benefits from their doing so are equally applicable under Arlington’s special exception/site-plan 
system.    
 
Impact assessments must be project-specific and encompass critical impacts 
 
The impact assessment model adopted by Arlington must include as a foundational starting point project-specific impact and 
benefit assessments to provide the County with a fact-based and fair basis to negotiate with the relevant developers regarding 
project-specific offsetting community benefits.   Arlington should make these project-specific impact assessments available to 
the public sufficiently in advance of each special exception/site plan hearing so that they can be carefully considered and 
discussed at that hearing.  Any impacts and equitably allocated offsetting community benefits need to be measured from the 
applicable base by-right zoning, and must at a minimum assess impacts on core community infrastructure and services, 
including specifically incremental impacts on school capacity, health and safety services, parks and recreation, etc.   
 
Note, for example, that the Fairfax impact assessment model has explicitly considered school impacts since 2003 while school 
impacts have been a long standing element of the model utilized in the City of Falls Church.  But the Arlington model must also 
include periodic, cumulative assessments of impacts by the same categories as the project-specific assessments and as 
applicable by geographic area to enable the County to aggregate and timely anticipate, plan and budget for and implement 
adequate offsetting capacity increases in infrastructure and services.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The period for community comment  on the County staff’s proposed response to the Facility Study’s Recommendation#12 
should be extended and include an early-on public meeting where the community can obtain clarification from County 
staff.   Well in advance of that public meeting, the County staff should promptly provide a complete written explanation of their 
reasons for proposing rejection of Recommendation #12 and the alternative options being considered.   Project-specific impact 
assessments are utilized by other jurisdictions in Virginia as a valuable tool for quantifying the impacts of prospective 
development, negotiating developer-provided mitigation of those impacts, and then providing a basis for planning and 
implementing necessary improvements to infrastructure and services attendant to growth.   The burden is therefore on the 
County Manager to explain why this important planning tool recommended by the Facility Study Group should not be 
implemented in Arlington.   
 
The County Board should initiate as soon as practicable, but in any event no later than January 1, 2017, a joint staff/public 
process to review the structure and use of project-specific impact assessments in other jurisdictions, and require a report back to 
the Board within six months recommending a project-specific impact assessment model appropriate for Arlington and a plan of 
implementation. 



 

From: Jennifer Messman <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:55 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Boundary Changes

Dear School Board Members and Staff: 

I write to support maintaining current high school attendance boundary zones of Arlington 
Forest neighborhood planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) for Washington-Lee High School. 

Like many others, I moved to Arlington with the expectation that I would be participating in building 
excellent schools for my children, whether by my vote, my taxes, my children, or all of the above.  I 
recognize that the current population trend has created new challenges, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to be part of the solution.  Please consider my views, which incorporate the 6 criteria 
established for recommended boundary changes in the APS Boundary Policy: 

1. Proximity - Planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are a short, safe walking and biking distance
from Washington-Lee (W-L), with portions within the 1.5 mile walk zone.  While some students
just beyond the walk zone do have a bus option, they also enjoy quick access to a paved bike
trail through parkland, safely navigating within blocks of W-L.  This proximity not only provides
students safe and easy access to school, but it also allows parents an easy and efficient path
to shuttle students to and from extracurricular activities before and after the work day.  In
contrast, these units are 2.8-3.0 miles away from Wakefield - twice as far as W-L.  Moreover,
reassigning these units to Wakefield would require students and parents to navigate two major
and busy thoroughfares in Arlington - Route-50 and George Mason Blvd - making it unsafe to
walk or bike ride to school (especially with expected overflow usage when I-66 construction
begins). Importantly, the APS Facilities Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) offered a
number of solutions, but none involved reassigning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 from W-L to
Wakefield.

2. Efficiency - Continuing to keep units 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L boundary zones will
reduce future capital and operating costs because the current proximity will allow many
students to walk or bike to school with limited bus and other transportation costs, including
added traffic congestion and associated pollutants.  Reassigning these units to Wakefield will
require funding for all students to ride the bus daily.

3. Alignment - Arlington Forest planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are three of eight units
zoned for Barrett Elementary School. Currently, these students spend six years together in
elementary school, are split up for three years in middle school, but then come back together
at W-L for high school. Under the proposed boundary changes, however, this neighborhood
student group will be fractured even further between the two high schools —and some
students will have little to no consistency in their class make-up because of that
fracturing.  APS should strive to keep student and neighborhood groups together as much as
possible.  The students in these units should all be assigned to the nearest high school to
satisfy this alignment criterion for boundary change proposals and avoid (as much as possible)
separating groups of students from their friends and classmates.  It only makes sense to
continue sending the Arlington Forest planning units to W-L given the school’s safe walking
and biking distance, as discussed above.



  
4. Stability - Given that APS expects more comprehensive boundary changes in 2020-21, the 

School Board should not change the current high school assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 
1203 at this time.  Maintaining the current assignment would allow students to continue 
walking or biking to the closer W-L while simultaneously giving APS the freedom in a few short 
years to consider other, more practical and safer options without destabilizing families’ 
expectations in planned attendance areas a second time in five years.    
  

5. Contiguity - Maintaining the W-L assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 also makes sense 
because the neighborhood’s northern border is 100% contiguous with planning units that are 
indicated to remain within the W-L zone in this current boundary change process.  The units’ 
southern border is defined by Arlington Boulevard/Route-50, forming a contiguous and 
commonsense boundary.  
  

6. Demographics - Based on the online interactive map tool, it is not clear how much 
demographic diversity the School Board would achieve by upending the current boundaries to 
move these three units from W-L to Wakefield.  In fact, the options under the current boundary 
refinement process only exacerbate the acute diversity problem at Yorktown without solving 
the problem at Wakefield.  If demographic diversity is the goal, APS should look to balance 
demographics in a more comprehensive boundary proposal in 2020-21 across all three high 
schools, including Yorktown.     
  
According to School Board Chair Nancy Van Doren, no criterion is weighted or prioritized over 
another for this boundary refinement process.  Given this fact, it is clear that the School Board 
does not achieve its stated criteria by changing the boundary for 1201, 1202, and 1203 from  
W-L to Wakefield.  Instead, other units appear to easily achieve some or all of the stated goals, 
such as: (1) reassigning planning units  3501, 3502, and 3503 to Yorktown and planning units 
3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield, as suggested in the APS Facilities Advisory 
Committee Report (May 17, 2016) (Scenario 1), or (2) reassigning planning units 3507, 3509, 
3510, and 3706 to Wakefield and planning units 2313 and 2314 to Yorktown. In particular, 
students in the planning units south of Arlington Boulevard (e.g., units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 
3706) would be better able to walk or bike safely to Wakefield, thereby satisfying the 
contiguous, efficiency, proximity, and alignment criteria, among others. 
  
For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that the School Board consider other units in the 
current boundary refinement process and maintain 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L 
zone.  Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide my informed opinions on an issue that is 
so important to me as an Arlington County resident, taxpayer, and voter.   
  

                                                                                                Regards, 
                                                                                                Jen and Pete Messman 
 
ADDITIONAL POINTS: 
 

1. Proximity ‐ As discussed in the letter, the 1.5 mile walk zone cuts deeply into the Arlington Forest 
planning units.  While many of of our kids can walk or bike safely to school, others have a short 5‐10 
minute bus ride to W‐L.  Rezoning 1201, 1202, and 1203 (rather than units closer in proximity to 
Wakefield) would result in busing these students south on busy Carlin Springs Road or George Mason 
Boulevard, crossing other major thoroughfares such as Route 50 and Columbia Pike (where biking or 
walking is unsafe) while also busing students near Wakefield farther north to W‐L, effectively criss‐



crossing the neighborhood.  Moreover, while it is true that students from 1201, 1202, and 1203 already 
walk under Route 50 to attend nearby Kenmore Middle School, that is a 14 minute walk staffed with 
crossing guards ‐ totally different from the likely 45 minute bus ride to farther away Wakefield.  We are 
asking that the Board prioritize proximity for our high school zoning as much as our middle school 
zoning.   

2. Alignment ‐ As discussed, 8 planning units attend Barrett Elementary School but 3 units are assigned to 
Swanson Middle School (1204, 1206, 1208) while the other 5 units (including 1201, 1202, and 1203) 
are assigned to Kenmore Middle School.  Following middle school, APS should continue to reunite 
Barrett elementary students at W‐L rather than further fracturing friendships by dividing them again 
into different high schools.  It is simply not true, as some have argued, that "half" of the Arlington 
Forest neighborhood already goes to Wakefield.  In fact, only 20% of the neighborhood currently 
attends Wakefield; these same students also attend a different elementary school ‐ Barcroft rather 
than Barrett.  If APS is serious about keeping small groups of students together through different levels 
of schooling, then it is clear that this alignment objective is best achieved by keeping students within 
1201, 1202, and 1203 with their friends at W‐L.  

3. Stability ‐ As of August 30, 2016, APS documents show that Wakefield is already projected to be 
overcrowded by 2025 whereas Yorktown will have a seat surplus.  As the staff recommendations show, 
the projected seat deficit at Wakefield (without adding additional planning units) cuts against moving 
planning units to Wakefield during this boundary realignment process. Otherwise, APS risks moving 
units to Wakefield that may very well have to be moved again in less than 10 years, greatly increasing 
the lack of stability for whole groups of students and neighborhoods. (Staff should note that planning 
units can be reassigned to Yorktown such that Washington‐Lee reaches 90‐110% capacity for the four 
years reflected in the boundary tool, and Wakefield seats are between 90‐110% capacity by year three‐
‐without moving any planning units to Wakefield.) 



 

From: Sean Robson <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:46 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: planning unit 1303

Study Committee Members: 

I request that our planning unit 1303 (N. Lombardy Street) not be reassigned to another high school.  I have 
three children: one graduated from W&L, one currently a junior, and my youngest who will be a freshman next 
year.  We selected our neighborhood due to the accessibility to W&L by public transportation and most 
important by trail to our currently assigned schools including W&L.  We are an active family and we bike 
regularly throughout Arlington.  My youngest currently bikes to Kenmore and would plan to also bike to W&L 
since our neighborhood connects directly to the W/O&D and the Custis.  Having the ability to bike and walk on 
the trail to our home is also important in our planning for transportation options following after school 
activities.  Neither Yorktown nor Wakefield offer that accessibility, either by proximity to where we live or by 
providing a safe route by bicycle and/or walking. 

Please consider these and other related consequences that would impact our planning unit by being reassigned. 
Not only would it decrease transportation options, but we'd be encouraging more car traffic to and from school 
when our children currently walk and/or bike to school and their friends' houses after school. 

Although we recognize the need to address overcrowding, accessibility and the option to bike and walk to 
school are important factors for consideration and should be encouraged by Arlington.  For these reasons, we 
request to stay at W&L. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sean and Beth Robson 
537 N. Lombardy Street 
Arlington, VA 22203      



From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:44 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

*Different elements of the county working together.
*Understanding we are all linked and interconnected.
*A belief that a city does have control of its future and all should not be left up to the free market.
*The possibility of looking around the world for innovative ideas that could work for Arlington.

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

*With housing being such a huge concern for so many in the county, and the amount of research and work that has gone into
studying affordable housing in Arlington, it seems to me The Affordable Housing Master Plan should be linked to this work.

*I hope members can be open minded about possibilities and not focused only on protecting self interest and/or blocking any
change.

*I hope that those chosen to work on the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission truly represent the Arlington Community.

Is half the population of Arlington renters? I would hope they will represent a good number of the commission. 
What percentage of home owners have condominiums? They should be represented? 
I'd like different age groups, especially milennials to be on the commission.. 
Will there be outreach to people from different income levels and cultural backgrounds so they might serve. 
City planning of the past has not been in the best interest of all communities. For example with the recent increased discussion 
about institutional racism, people of color should be on the commission. 
Might a student be on the commission? 
We also have a couple universities in Arlington. Can they be included? 

Name

Email

Address

VFOIA 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



From: Anne Finken <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:16 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy; Jennifer Smith - CPHD; Stengle, Lisa (Arlington County Public 

Schools)
Subject: Buck Property - ACGFac Study

Dear Arlington County Community Facilities Study - 

I am a former Washington-Lee High School chemistry teacher and current resident in Quincy Park North.  I am dedicated to ensuring that the 
Buck property, if fully purchased by the county, is used in a way that enhances the stable surrounding neighborhoods, supports Arlington's 
quality schools, and demonstrates enlightened land use policies.  Currently, the plans for the Buck property do not support these 
priorities.  Therefore, I write to express my strong opposition to the use of the Buck property on N. Quincy across from W-L high school as a 
bus storage or maintenance facility. 

I am concerned that parking and storage of buses at the Buck property would add air pollution and noise pollution to a residential 
neighborhood and to the Washington-Lee High School communities.  Moreover, parking buses or maintenance vehicles at this location 
would cause serious traffic issues for Quincy Street N, as well as 14th Street N.  My street, 14th St N, is already a thoroughfare for a majority 
of W-L buses.  The Quincy Park North and W-L communities already receive significant pollution from I-66.  What is the justification for 
adding more from a bus storage area?  What documentation of the potential environmental impacts has been completed, and has the public 
had an opportunity to comment?  Please let me know how I can participate in this environmental review.   

The Community Facilities Study states that "The County’s planned growth will increase demands for schools, public services, all types of 
open space, recreational opportunities and critical but less visible “back of house” activities like fire stations and ART bus storage—all 
within the 26 square miles of the County."  What is the rationale for converting the 6-acre Buck property into bus storage as opposed to any 
of these other high demand needs?  I am particularly concerned, as a taxpayer, that the County would consider spending $30 million dollars 
to store buses.  Given the high price that the county would be paying for this property, and the limited options for purchasing open space, 
there must be lower cost locations within Arlington for bus storage and maintenance. Spending $30 million for the property and another $20-
$30 million to prepare the lot for use for buses does not indicate an enlightened land use policy. 

My neighbors and I are very concerned about the use of this property.  We are also concerned that we have not been asked to participate in 
the process.  It would be helpful if the County reached out to our neighborhood directly to ask for our input. 

Thank you for consideration of these comments.  

Sincerely, 
Anne Finken  
3812 14th St. N. 



From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:15 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

I appreciate the work of the Community Facilities Study group and the Staff responses. Time, research, and careful analysis has 
gone into this project. Certainly Arlington is not alone with the challenges it faces: limited space, tight resources, changing 
needs, multiple demands. It will be the cities that plan for smart growth with vision and commitment that will shine and be able to 
meet the needs of all of their citizens now and in the future. 

Between #11-#12: I appreciate the suggestions for dealing with limited space by "building up and under and over, not out," and 
"shared use." 
Efficient use of space not only supports a sustainable city, but is also good for the environment.... As cities become more 
walkable, there are less cars on the roads, emissions are reduced, people reap health and financial benefits and communities 
become more interactive. This concept might be referred to as Co- Location. I believe no new projects should go forth without 
multiple uses in the design. Locally, nationally and world wide there are fine examples of Co-Location. For example, recreation 
centers are being combined with libraries, fire stations, affordable housing, county offices, clinics, day care centers, even public 
schools.  

#12 This item calls for an 'economic and fiscal impact analysis,' on all new projects. 
I urge caution and fairness. Too often I have seen such discussions used to argue against affordable housing, (impact on our 
schools, more cars on our streets). On the other hand, I have not heard such arguments used on high end rentals or new 
condos, townhouses or small houses being changed to large mansions with bigger families. I would not like to see 'fiscal impact 
analysis' used selectively; Impact analysis on new projects for planning, yes, but not to squeeze out certain groups of people or 
pass up an opportunity to provide housing for our working class population or our increasing senior population.  

The most beautiful livable cities undertakes projects that go beyond immediate fiscal impacts on their systems. For example, a 
playground accessible to children with special needs or an investment in a public transit system like the metro, provide rewards 
that are not readily measured in a short term fiscal impact. 

I appreciate the reference to the 'three year in the making' Affordable Housing Master Plan. It should be incorporated into all city 
planning.  

#15 Talks of supporting a supply of a range of housing for all incomes. 
I hope working groups will use all the tools we currently have but also be encouraged to explore creative solutions that Arlington 
has not yet tried. 

#10 The Whole Child Study Working Group and APS advocate evaluating and enhancing wrap around services and 
coordinating school and after school needs. 
As a retired APS teacher I understand the importance of theses services. 
Also, please keep in mind that the most basic needs for every family are food and shelter. Research shows the strong link 
between a family having stable sustainable housing and a student's success in school. 

Arlington's vision statement recognizes that it is in our best interest to be a welcoming, inclusive and diverse community. The 
recent focus on more planning between APS and the County Board, plus the in depth work of the Facilities Study group and the 
Affordable Housing Study Group are good steps in Arlington successfully managing its future. We have an opportunity here..... 

Name

Email

Address



VFOIA Notice 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

Standardized Address

Civic Association

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



From: Melinda Clem <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:04 PM
To: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; 

ACG-FacilitiesStudy; CountyManager
Subject: Facilities Study, Buck Property acquisition

Dear County official, 

I contact you today as a 10-year resident of Virginia Square. I am dismayed and perplexed by the property 
acquisition of the Buck property on N Quincy between 14th and 15th Street/Route 66 for a proposed use as a bus 
depot. There are several points I’d like to make: 

1. Acquisition and operational costs. Being well aware of property values in my neighbor (as evidenced in the
7% property tax increase inflicted this past year), I am not surprised at the figure per se, but that the
public sector is allocating this sort of money to a project of this nature. The purchase price is only the first 
$30 million required; environmental studies, site clearing, rebuilding, etc, will likely be far greater. Even 
in a small county where space is limited, there must be more readily available options at a far smaller 
cost.   

2. This area has walkability scores in excess of 92. This site is within a few hundred yards of major ART and
Metro bus lines, and 5 blocks from the Virginia Square metro. It is ideal for residential use. This is the
type of space for housing, not for a bus depot. It is extremely unfair to recipients to place affordable 
housing in places without such ease of walkability and accessibility to major public transportation lines. I 
thought affordable housing was a priority – if you aren’t going to use this type of space for it, than stop 
feigning a concern. Housing labeled affordable quickly is not if there are corresponding increases in 
transportation time and expenses.  

3. There are considerable environmental considerations, specifically air quality, pollution and noise pollution
that will negatively impact the abutting residential neighborhood, Hayes Park, the Board of Education
office and the Washington-Lee H.S. This is a grossly unfair hazard being placed on all of these parties.  

 I strongly oppose this expensive acquisition for the pollution-filled use currently proposed. I urge all parties to 
reconsider immediately. 

            Sincerely,  
            Melinda Clem 
            3811 13th Street N 



 

From: CBR <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:56 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Reed school

I am one of the many parents hoping to see the Reed School reopened as a neighborhood, not choice, school.  Our area 
(Tara-Leeway) has been split into three different schools.  If you look one street to my left, kids go to Glebe.  We are McK, 
the neighbors across the street to our right go to a 3rd school.  We'd like to all be together!  One of the reasons we bought 
in Arlington is the strong sense of community and we'd love to preserve that by having all the kids together. 

I get the sense that during the last round of redistricting, the decision had been made by the time we were asked for 
input.  And that resulted in an overcrowded McK and undercrowded Discovery and Nottingham.  This time, I hope our 
neighborhood can benefit and come together to attend what should have been our neighborhood school all along. 

Thank you, 
Carrie Aber 



 

From: Tom Hogue <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:01 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Boundary for Washington and Lee High School

Unfortunately, I was not able to access the boundary tool before it closed at noon today, however, I would still 
like to give input regarding redrawing the boundary for Washington and Lee High School.  To ease the 
overcrowding at W&L, I suggest redrawing the boundary so that students living on/off Washington Blvd West 
of Glebe Road (Waycroft/Woodlawn) be in the zone for Yorktown.  I also suggest that since these students will 
be over 1.5 miles from Yorktown that busing be provided. 
Thank you for considering my input. 
Tom Hogue 



 

From: William Roos <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:57 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Feedback on Arlington Community Facilities Study

The Community Facilities Study has been a great opportunity for Arlingtonians to take stock of our situation 
and to consider how we should meet the obvious and serious challenges.  The Study’s Report is well done, 
explaining the issues that need to be addressed and making solid recommendations for future action. 

I would like to emphasize and expand on two points: 

1. The Community Facilities Study Final Report (“Report”) clearly states that Arlington is
already struggling to make its facilities meet the needs of a growing population.  Common sense
dictates, at the least, that we pause or slow additional residential growth until we can
determine whether we have reached our limits and, if not, how to handle additional population
growth.

 The Report’s transmittal letter states: 

 Arlington is experiencing growing pains. Our population is expanding and expected to keep 
growing, up to 31% in the next 25 years. While our 26-square-mile county gets more 
crowded, our business climate is changing and our economic outlook is not clear. The 
facilities needed to sustain a healthy community—schools, parks, bus yards, fire stations, 
community centers and such—are already competing for precious space, limited funds, and 
public support. Those pressures will get more intense and the choices even harder in the 
years ahead. 

 The Report, at page 12, further explains: 

 Land is Arlington’s scarcest resource. The County is only twenty-six square miles, the 
smallest and most densely populated County in the country. Of that twenty-six, 9.5 is 
owned by federal, state or regional bodies or taken up by transportation rights of way. 
Another 14.2 is privately owned. County and Schools account for the final 2.2, and that 
land is already crowded with heavily used community facilities and other public uses. 

As Arlington’s population grows (forecast to reach 283,000 by 2040 based on the 
adopted General Land Use Plan), the demand for more schools, open space and facilities 
for public services will grow as well. For example, we will not only need to build schools 
for more kids but also provide sports fields and basketball courts for those kids to use, 
facilities to park and service the school buses that transport them, and space to store 
the equipment that repairs and plows snow from the streets they use. And a similar range 



of needs will be required for every age group, from adult recreation and continuing 
education to library services and natural and green space. 

If we follow the current land use plan, by the year 2040 we will add another 70,000 residents 
to the 216,700 already here (January 1, 2015 estimate).  Report, pages 13, 26.  

The Report’s recommendations 12 and 13 provide a good starting point for helping us to 
understand how any additional development will impact the County: 

12. Add an economic and fiscal impact section to private development (special 
exception/site plan and Form Based Code) project staff reports to provide information 
on the costs (e.g. the projected service demands and other costs to the community) and 
benefits (e.g. the taxes and other economic benefits) likely to be generated by a 
proposed project. 

13. Amend the charge of the Economic Development Commission to include provision of a 
letter to the County Board regarding the economic impacts and benefits of each private 
development (special exception/site plan and Form Based Code) projects. 

 Report, pages 89, 106.  

But we need to go beyond impact statements.  We need to pause or at least slow additional 
residential development until Arlington can reach a broad consensus on how many more people 
we should bring into the County, based on our current understanding of the challenges the 
Report has outlined.  If it is necessary to coordinate with the Virginia Legislature to obtain 
legal authorities that would allow us to keep growth within reasonable limits, we should begin 
that coordination effort immediately. 

  

2.  To the extent possible, considering the need to pause or slow residential development, we 
need to ensure Arlington is business-friendly and is seen as business-friendly by businesses and 
other entities already in Arlington and those that might consider coming to Arlington – so we 
will have jobs for our residents and can maintain our 50-50 tax base.  (I’m including nonprofit 
and governmental entities under the term “business” here.)  As the Report notes, Arlington is 
now facing stronger competition from other communities (page 87).  We must respond to this 
challenge if we wish to maintain our economic viability.  

The Report recognizes this and makes the following recommendation 14 at pages 89, 107: 

Convene a working group of the County and the business community to improve 
development review and permitting processes, reduce process and permit review time, 
and incorporate technology where appropriate, and to explore the possibility of 
delegating to the BIDS and other similar groups approval for temporary uses, and other 



similar types of activities that would otherwise need County approval and would help 
attract and retain businesses. 

That’s a good start, but we should be doing even more to ensure Arlington is a community that is 
known for working with and supporting people and organizations that want to be productive.  For 
example, we need to ensure County regulations of all sorts – and the enforcement of those 
regulations – are not more burdensome than necessary to accomplish desired regulatory 
goals.  And we need to consider whether some of our regulatory goals are desirable when 
balanced against the resulting degradation of our economic situation and that of people who 
want to do business here.  Economics is not the most important or the only consideration for 
Arlington, but it is certainly one of the most important considerations and should be factored 
into almost all of our policy and regulatory decisions.   

 
Bill Roos 
Arlington, Virginia 
  



From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:57 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback 

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

Very little. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

I am dismayed and perplexed by the property acquisition of the Buck property on N Quincy between 14th and 15th Street/Route 
66 for a proposed use as a bus depot. There are several points I’d like to make: 

1. Acquisition and operational costs. Being well aware of property values in my neighbor (as evidenced in the 7% property tax
increase inflicted this past year), I am not surprised at the figure per se, but that the public sector is allocating this sort of money
to a project of this nature. The purchase price is only the first $30 million required; environmental studies, site clearing,
rebuilding, etc, will likely be far greater. Even in a small county where space is limited, there must be more readily available
options at a far smaller cost.
2. This area has walkability scores in excess of 92. This site is within a few hundred yards of major ART and Metro bus lines,
and 5 blocks from the Virginia Square metro. It is ideal for residential use that goes beyond currently affordable housing
guidelines for set-asides. This is the type of space for housing, not for a bus depot, and vice versa. It is extremely unfair to
recipients to place affordable housing in places without such ease of walkability and accessibility to major public transportation
lines. I thought affordable housing was a priority – if you aren’t going to use this type of space for, than stop feigning a concern.
Housing labeled affordable quickly is not if there are corresponding transportation time and expenses.
3. There are considerable environmental considerations, specifically air quality, pollution and noise pollution that will negatively
impact the abutting residential neighborhood, Hayes Park, the Board of Education office and the Washington-Lee H.S. This is a
grossly unfair hazard being placed on all of these parties.

I strongly oppose this expensive acquisition for the pollution-filled use currently proposed. I urge all parties to reconsider 
immediately. 

Name

Email

Address

VFOIA 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Melissa MacGregor <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:53 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Reed School - NO CHOICE

Hello, 
I believe the Reed School should be made a neighborhood elementary school. The demand is in this neighborhood and 
should be available for the neighborhood. This will necessitate major boundary redrawing but that needs to be done 
anyway. Choice schools are a short sighted cop‐out and should only be necessary to attract people to stay in public 
school. It's not necessary here anymore.  

Thank you!  

Melissa MacGregor 
202‐577‐1997 



 

From: Maureen McDonough <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:47 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Reed School

Our household is voting for the Reed School as a neighborhood school. 

Thank you! 
Maureen McDonough 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

From: Lance Jackson <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:43 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Boundary changes

My family and I live in Planning Unit 1510. We can literally see W&L from our backyard. I understand 
this process has to be seen through to the end. I would just say this  
- walkers should not be turned into bus riders. (the exceptions are the W&L planning units that border
the Potomac River and separate Yorktown's boundaries.)
and
- if someone is already riding a bus then it kind of doesn't matter if they continue to ride the bus even
if it's to another school.

Thanks,  
Lance Jackson  
P.U. #1510 



 

From: Joan Jorgenson <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:33 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Input for facility study

Reed school should be a neighborhood school. They have too many kids that surround the school and could walk to 
school. Choice schools should be in neighborhoods with few walking kids.  Please take a look at the population around 
Reed.  All either pregnant, going to be pregnant or have little babies.  I don't think APS understands the demographics of 
this neighborhood. This is no Clarendon. I live on patrick henry and 5 buses pass my house to go to Glebe , McKinley, 
tuckahoe. All these kids could be walkers if they opened Reed as a neighborhood school. Too late for my middle 
schooler, but not the next door neighbors, across the street or down the block. I think you will have a big protest if you 
don't support the neighborhood school here.  It's a no brainer.  This has been an issue since my 12 year old son was in 
preschool.  Now it's worse.  Give Reed school back to our neighborhood.  Joan Jorgenson 2026690484 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

From: leah lipsky <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:30 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Strong preference for local school at reed

I am a resident of the Tara/Leeway Heights neighborhood (currently McKinley elem district). Not sure if this is 
being discussed at the moment, but I want to voice a strong preference for Reed to be a neighborhood school 
and NOT a choice school for numerous reasons, some of which include:  

(1) the neighborhood around the Reed school is residential  — with many small children and older
adults.  Because of the small-town nature of Westover, children are permitted to walk alone, down to the fields,
the library or the stores.  Children are crossing at the corner at Lexington and McKinley, crossing McKinley
from the library to the Westover shops, and playing along the upper and lower fields almost all days with any
reasonable weather.  To have dozens if not scores of cars and buses traversing this neighborhood will create a
level of danger the school board should not accept.

(2) the history of the Reed school is as a neighborhood school.  Many residents in this community still
remember going to that school as children.  The School Board should honor the history of the Westover
community with the Reed neighborhood elementary school at its core.

(3) the Reed neighborhood has been sliced, diced, and revised by the School Board long enough. The corner of
Lex and McKinley is like the 4 corners of the United States. School children on the East side of Lexington were
redistricted to Nottingham. Children on the West side of Lexington go to Tuckahoe.  The elementary students
south of McKinley where Lexington turns into 16th street go to McKinley.  Students on Patrick Henry go to
Glebe.  Yet, we are one neighborhood — convening at the farmer’s market, the sledding hill, the library, the
closed off 19th street for Halloween, the beer garden, and many more neighborhood activities.  If the school
board makes Reed a neighborhood school you feed a virtuous circle — allowing this cohesive neighborhood to
strengthen community ties, and  support Arlington’s reputation as a healthy, inter-connected, and modern urban
community.

4) APS currently has a plethora of choice schools, and neighborhood schools all have their own individual
characters and emphasis, enabling flexibility. We are now in what is known as the "paradox of choice", in
which the benefit of additional choice elementary schools now begin to present diminishing marginal returns,
and also detract from one of the main goals of public education, which is to level the playing field and give
everyone the same opportunities.

Sincerely, 
Leah Lipsky 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 



From: Dennis Whitehead <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:29 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

To repeat (as best I can)... 

What excites me about the JFAC charter? 

NOTHING, RIEN, NADA... 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

We do not know the names of the members of this commission. 

Do any of the members have business before the county government? 

Are commission any members affiliated, in any way, with Buck & Associates and/or Cooper/Quincy LLC? 

The staff report including the portion on the purchase and redevelopment of the Buck tract should be withdrawn. It is a very 
incomplete and shockingly amateurish report in which the neighborhood was not consulted in any manner. Completely 
illegitimate. 

Name

Dennis Whitehead

Email

Address

1410 N. Nelson Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 3:09 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Comment on the Buck property deal

This responds to proposals to place a motorpool for buses on the Buck property.  

It's astonishing how opaque this planning process has been up to now.  Our neighborhood (Ballston Virginia Square) 
became aware of this proposal to make the Buck property a marshaling yard for diesel buses just a few days ago.  Nor 
had we advance notice when the County "optioned" the Buck property for several millions of dollars--certainly not 
sufficient notice to do as much as we would have liked to do, in order to stop this folly at an earlier point.  It is almost as if 
the County wanted to present the residents with a toxic fait accompli.  

It is high time that the County's planners, and the School Board, and the County Board, and county management, stop 
looking at our neighborhood as an expendable asset ripe for exploitation by any "developer" who comes along with a self-
serving scheme.  Only the developers seem to profit from this approach.   

The eventual harms of a bus yard are clear. To place an industrial-sized drip-pan and exhaust-venting facility smack dab 
in the middle of a residential neighborhood would seem to be sheer arrogance.  And it takes on the aspect of cruel 
indifference when one also considers that the proposed project will be built adjacent to the County's largest high school, 
across the street from one of the county's elementary schools, and up against the side of a child-oriented public 
park.  This does not seem like planning at all.  In fact it reads like the sort of thing that occurred in post-Soviet Russia in 
the 1990s--private profit realized through the speedy degradation of public space.   

Indeed, this astonishing proposal borders on irrationality when one considers APS's urgent (and often-reiterated) need for 
more classroom space.  Surely the estimated $50 million or so, which the project would end up costing the County, in the 
end, could be invested in something a little more utilitarian.  

Thank you for your consideration.   

Tom Viles 
North 14th & Lincoln Streets 



 

From: Sarah Goodell <  on behalf of Sarah Goodell 
<

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:54 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck property

I am writing to express my concern about using the "Buck property" as a bus depot when our kids are going to school in 
trailer parks. If you think I'm exaggerating just head over to Swanson where you will find all 
400 7th graders in trailers this year. I know APS is in the process of doing something about middle school, but guess 
what? These kids will continue to grow and will eventually need a new high school. How in good conscious can Arlington 
spend money on a bus depot when we continue to hear that there is no available space for a new comprehensive high 
school? If this bus depot goes through, all county board members should be voted out in the next several elections. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Goodell 



From: Virginians Organized for Interfaith Community Engagement VOICE <no-
reply@arlingtonva.us>

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:48 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

Top Priority: #17 -- The integrated staff team developing a capital facilities needs assessment should include Housing Division 
staff who could identify capital projects with the potential for co-location of public facilities with affordable housing, for example 
through a public-private partnership similar to the successful Arlington Mill partnership. 
#18 -- The facilities siting process likewise should include a component specifying that the potential for co-location with 
affordable housing must be examined. (See #17 above.) 
As the Community Facilities Study Final Report notes, land in the County is scarce and housing needs great, and creativity and 
joint or shared use of public land are important to meet a range of critical needs. These include affordable housing, which, as 
the Final Report notes, is an engine of continued economic growth. Given that co-location on public land can help to reduce the 
cost of housing, the siting process for every public facility must include a consideration of the co-location potential, and creative 
thinking should be incentivized. Development of affordable housing for seniors around a community center or library, for 
example, could both help to maximize the center's use and meet the projected housing need for seniors. Likewise, workforce 
housing for school staff could be developed around schools. There are examples of successful co-location projects around the 
world that could be used for benchmarking. Formal prioritization of potential co-location opportunities involving housing here in 
Arlington would meet the Final Report goals listed above, as well as its call for a "Focus on a variety of housing to match the 
wide range of incomes and ages in the County." 

Name

Virginians Organized for Interfaith Community Engagement VOICE

Email

Address

4444 Arlington Blvd. 
Arlington, Virginia 22204 
United States 
Map It

Standardized Address

4444 ARLINGTON BLVD

Civic Association

Barcroft

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



 

From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:15 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc:
Subject: Re: Your Input on the Arlington Joint Facilities Advisory Commission
Attachments: Comments on Community Facilities Study Final Report and Recommendations 

10-23-16.pdf

Dear Matt, 

Thank you for contacting me. Luckily, I copied my submitted comments and have printed them below and as an 
attachment. I have provided both the comments I made regarding the Community Facilities Study Final Report and 
recommendations as well as the County Board's Charter for the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission. If you would, 
please make sure that both sets of my comments are added to the public record. 

If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Suzanne Sundburg 
5300 8th Road North 
Arlington VA 

Submitted by Suzanne Sundburg, 5300 8th Road North, Arlington, VA  

 Comments on the Community Facilities Study Final Report & Recommendations: 
Fiscal impact analysis and the companion costs of community services (COCS) ratios are basic tools used by 
localities across America to better inform the planning process. Whereas these tools may not be perfect, they 
do permit local governments to get a more accurate basis on which to project costs and to plan for meeting 
the needs of citizens. 

“A Meta‐Analysis of Cost of Community Service Studies,” published in 2009, explains some of the strengths 
and weaknesses of various methodologies. It concludes that these types of studies are very useful, and it 
states: 

“We find clear support for the common perception that residential land uses tend to have ratios 
greater than one, while commercial/industrial and agricultural/open‐space land uses tend to have 
ratios less than one.” See p. 392 at http://environment.yale.edu/kotchen/pubs/COCS.pdf  

If, as is often claimed, all this development “pays for itself,” then the intense commercial redevelopment that 
has occurred between 2000 and today should have enabled county property owners’ real estate tax payments 
to remain largely constant (with slight adjustments for inflation). Instead, we have seen ongoing tax payment 
increases nearly every year since 2000, either through assessment increases or tax rate increases or fee 
increases or a combination thereof. The Washington Post provides a graphic display of increases for 
homeowners since 2009: http://apps.washingtonpost.com/g/page/local/tax‐bills‐climb‐with‐home‐
values/874/. 

Basing our planning on staff’s guesswork and assurances is neither sufficient nor professional. And it isn’t as if 
we don’t have plenty of evidence to demonstrate that our planning efforts to date are sorely lacking: 



• +/– 3,000 children in temporary classrooms today, while facing continuing enrollment growth
• Community Facilities Study documenting a lack of public land to meet all types of public needs
• Bumping up against our debt ceiling in future years, forcing us to juggle essential projects
• Unacceptably long waits for EMS and fire/rescue services in certain portions of the county

I urge the County Board to accept the Community Facilities Study recommendation 12 and press the County 
Manager to adopt the best available methodology for calculating the incremental and cumulative fiscal impact 
of development on county infrastructure, environment (and other “hidden costs) and the cost of community 
services. “Exploring options” isn’t enough. Thank you. 

Comments on the County Board’s Charter for the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission: 
1) There is no prioritization of needs or method to determine or define what an actual "need" is.
2) Using this charter, all "needs" are legitimate and of equal importance. As currently outlined, the
commission could and likely will waste an endless amount of time promulgating a list of nice‐to‐have "world‐
class" projects that we cannot afford to fund or, if funded, would drain significant resources away from actual
"needs" that are related to core government functions: e.g., schools, land acquisition, road and bridge repair,
water‐sewer‐waste treatment, etc.
3) Needs as outlined in this charter are unlimited; our budget and bond capacity are not. There must be some
parameters  or guidelines added to the charter to help the commission know which types of capital projects
are crucial to the function of government and which are discretionary.
4) Though the charter states that this commission will not overrule other commissions, there is no clear
explanation as to which commission's recommendations will carry more weight or what will happen when
commissions' recommendations conflict.
5) The commission is restricted to gathering information ONLY from internal county sources and thus is NOT
authorized to seek outside professional opinions or external data sources that might be more independent
and better informed.



 

From: Eve Reed <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:04 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Re: Your Input on the Arlington Joint Facilities Advisory Commission

I am concerned that the charter appears to suggest consideration of the "Buck" property as a place to store 
APS or county buses.  Given the location and cost of that property and the extreme overcrowding crisis facing 
our high schools ‐ and particularly W&L ‐ it is inconceivable to me that such use would be the best use of that 
property.  Instead, it should be considered for office space needed to accommodate moving the staff from 
current space adjacent to W&L to make room to use their current space as a W&L annex, or for other uses 
that will address overcrowding in the school system. 



 

From: Rick Airhart <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:42 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck Property opposition

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the use of the Buck 
property on N. Quincy across from WL high school as a bus storage or 
maintenance facility.

Having a family that lives near this lot, I have strong concerns about 
anything that would add environmental concerns to our house, through 
exhaust or petrochemicals leaking into the soil and groundwater. This 
groundwater does make it down Spout Run and eventually into the 
Potomac. I do not believe that this environmental impact has been 
taken into account.

Virginia Square is a very walkable neighborhood that is heavily used 
by pedestrians. We already have high enough traffic from the high 
school buses' use of 14th Street. Additional traffic and noise right next 
to houses would would cut down on peacefulness and safety of our 
streets. There are numerous other uses that such a walkable location as 
the Buck property could serve.

I am concerned as a taxpayer that this would not be the most valuable 
use of the space. The space could be used for the high school or mixed 
use residential/stores that would enrich the area and meet county 
needs.

Given the high price that the county would be paying for this 
property, there must be lower cost locations within Arlington for bus 
storage and maintenance. Spending $30 for the property and another 
$20-$30 I'm sure to prepare the lot for use for buses is outrageous.



Thank you for hearing my concerns. The dozens of neighbors that I 
have spoken to are also very concerned. 
 

Regards, 
Rick Airhart 

 

3812 14th St. N. 
 
 
Rick 



 

From: Silverberg, Carol C. (TAX) <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:33 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Using Buck property as bus storage

Using that now prime spot for bus storage is ludicrous.  It is so close to the library and rosslyn-
ballston corridor it should be used for something more compatible with the more  “urban” 
retail/residential/recreational needs of the area. That would be a perfect area for a much smaller 
version of Longbridge Park, with a hot water exercise pool for seniors and rehab purposes, 
along with other recreational purposes. As other people have said, the traffic on Quincy street is 
already way too congested.  Putting hundreds of buses on that street would be a bad mistake. 



 

From: Eileen Vachher <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:32 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Study staff recs and Joint Facilities Advisory Commission Charter 

comments

Hi, 

I have comments on the Community Facilities Study staff recs and Joint Facilities Advisory Commission 
Charter. 

Community Facilities Study staff recs: 
*I only have one BIG comment, mostly because I did not have time to review all of the recommendations. But a
really important point raised by the Community Facilities Study is engaging more community input  - recs 19,
20, and 21. I think the county did some work here, although there is plenty of room for improvement.

But APS really did nothing on this and just pointed to some very general initiatives, undertaken in the past and 
not even in response to the Community Facilities Study, that probably do not reach any new constituencies. It is 
really breathtaking how little weight APS gave to this issue. It reads almost as if APS really does not WANT 
broader community input. I would like to give APS the benefit of the doubt on this, however, and assume that 
APS is just lacking in ideas on how to accomplish this. Therefore, I will provide some very general ideas: 

1. Provide regular information to parents systemwide on the state of APS capacity, or lack thereof, what APS is
doing to address the issues, and the steps APS is taking to minimize the detrimental effect of these issues on
students.

2. Provide regular information to parents systemwide in a way that emphasizes the importance of the issues and
who will be impacted by them. For instance, the "School talk" emails sometimes include a subject line that
alerts the recipient to the issue but frequently do not. I received a message titled "PRC 10.20.16" - without
opening the message I had no idea what it was about. I would like to see the less urgent, narrower audience
messages combined into a weekly email and things like capacity and planning issues that will affect thousands
of kids for decades to come to receive more prominence so that they are not overlooked.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATION for county and APS: I would like to see one place online where a parent or 
citizen could go to find all information about school capacity issues, activities, ideas, etc. It seems like there is a 
ton of information on the county and APS websites, but it is not easy to find or navigate and if you do not know 
where to look it is easy to miss some of the information.  

For instance, during the CIP process in the spring I could not make it to the in person meetings but wanted to 
watch videos of meetings later in the evening. I think I used the link to watch live and it did not work because 
the meeting was over, and I did not realize that videos were saved in a different location. I actually just 
discovered that today. I think that the county and APS have put a lot of work into this that is not being 
effectively communicated. This leads to many problems: parents and citizens are not adequately informed; the 
work that county staffers put into this is not being put to its best use; and there is likely a lot of duplication and 
inefficiency, reinventing the wheel, etc. As a parent, the process does not seem transparent, which undermines 
my confidence in it.  



I am an APS parent and I have heard about these issues mostly from a closed Facebook group. If I were not a 
member of that group, I would likely know even less than I do. As a citizen and a parent, I would like to receive 
important information directly from the school system and county government.  
 
 
JFAC Charter comments: 
 
*In the tasks, I think the reports/updates the commission receives from the county and school boards should be 
spelled out more clearly in terms of content and frequency.  
 
*The JFAC is charged with facilitating broader community engagement, but there is no guidance on how to do 
so. I think this is an important area and without some guidance, it could easily be overlooked with all of the 
other things this commission is charged with doing.  
 
*The commission membership qualifications do not encourage community involvement. In the Community 
Facilities Study p.17, the committee recommended achieving community involvement through the JFAC. By 
limiting membership of all JFAC members to residents with such specific civic experience, the JFAC will not 
likely adequately represent the community. One notable omission is APS parents. I think that at least a couple 
of members should be parents of APS students who do not need to have the planning, finance, etc. experience 
who can provide input on the experiences of their families in APS and speak from the viewpoint of how issues 
considered by JFAC will impact families and students. 
 
*Forcing JFAC members to resign for missing a single meeting is extreme. I think this should be at least 2. Of 
course you want members to attend the meetings, but having such an extreme requirement may prevent people 
who do not have a lot of control over their schedules from signing up or participating at all.  
 
*I would like to see the JFAC meetings (including videos of past meetings) and documents put in a central 
location so that those who cannot attend can still learn what is under consideration. 
 
Eileen Vachher 
 
 



 

From: lora strine <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:26 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Ryoko Reed
Subject: input on APS facilities

Dear APS Facilities Representatives: 

My daughter and son attend school at Barrett Elementary and Kenmore respectively. They experience 
crowded conditions and odd schedules, for example, lunch at times of the day that simply do not make 
sense.  

I'm an advocate for pushing buildings up, saving green space and playground space and when we push 
buildings up make sure the kids only have to travel down for recess outside and certain other times of the 
day.  

There are advantages to having more than one lunch room and more than one PE facility in our buildings. 

At Barrett we have trailers and our grassy area has turned into a mud pit or sand storm, depending on the 
day. This is in part because the trailers are located in our green space. 

If Barrett was pushed up to add another floor the trailers could be taken away and I would want to 
consider adding PE, music art, and lunch space as well! 

At Kenmore my daughters legs hurt at the end of the day because she travels up and down for lunch and 
PE and music. Why isn't there a music room on the floor w the seventh graders? Why can't dance PE be 
located in a studio that isn't in the gym? 

When adding seats for students please consider also adding space for specials! Add on and make the 
space transitional. Make it separate so that voting could occur in one section on election day and leave 
room for students to have space for school on this day. Or if enrollment decreases the community can use 
the space. 

I live in Arlington Forest and I think having a neighborhood MS at Lubber Run or some classes for the 
Barrett ES could be advantageous if done right. For example, can some of the activities that are done at 
the outdoor lab that now doesn't have enough space for all of our kids to participate at the lab do some 
experiments in a local environmental lab at Lubber Run Center? 

Think up, think adding space for specials, think space that adds value to the community for future if there 
aren't enough kids to use them, not just the schools.  

Thanks, Lora 



 

From: Carol Chin-Fatt <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:16 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck Property - Feedback

I would like to provide feedback on the proposal to use the Buck Property (Quincy St) as a depot. 

I understand a depot is needed somewhere, but it was much more appropriately situation in Ballston at it's previous 
location than it would be in the neighborhood area of Quincy Street. A bus depot at that location would negatively impact 
the quality of life of the residential houses that back up to that property and would bring a much more significant industrial 
feel to that area. 

Best, 
Carol Chin-Fatt 



 

From: Nancy Benton <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:06 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Input on facilities planning and high school zoning

Hello - 
I would like to provide my input on one item, which is redistricting of high school boundaries in Arlington. For students within the 1.5 
mile walk zone, I strongly suggest NOT moving these students to other high schools (e.g., away from W-L and to Yorktown or 
Wakefield), for the main reason of not adding to vehicle traffic in Arlington. I would hate to see kids go from being able to walk to W-L, 
to having to be bused for 15-20 minutes across Arlington to either Yorktown or Wakefield. I absolutely understand the need to move 
students out of W-L and I support this, to help avoid overcrowding at W-L, but please don't move students from within the 1.5 mile walk 
zone. Our community is becoming increasingly congested with vehicle traffic, and this issue must be considered in all decision making. 

Thank you for the opportunity to have input. 

- Nancy Benton
811 N. Garfield St, Arlington VA 22201



 

From: Brett <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:12 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; 

CountyManager; Gizele Johnson; Michelle Stahlhut; 
Subject: Facility Study Group - Buck Property Uses in VA Square Neighborhood
Attachments: Buck Property Uses.pdf

Please review the attached discussion regarding the use of the Buck Property in VA Square as a bus depot. 



To: Arlington Community Facilities Study Committee 

From:   Will Richardson 

 Virginia Square Resident 

Date:   October 24, 2016 

Re:   Potential Buck Property Proposed Uses 

 

My wife and I are longtime residents of Arlington, VA and love many things about Arlington and would like to add our 

input into future uses of the Buck Property.  As Generation X, I have lived in Arlington pretty much since the mid-1990s - 

I lived in a Rosslyn townhouse with roommates, got married and moved in with my wife into a condo in Courthouse, and 

later moved to a single family property in Virginia Square as our family expanded – which seems to be the trend of 

families now staying in Arlington, rather than moving to farther out suburbs.  I have seen many changes in the area over 

the last 20 years, and generally support more concentrated growth in areas near the metros – and am looking forward 

to new projects along Washington Blvd and Lee Hwy near our neighborhood. 

I understand there are tradeoffs in a county that has limited space and an increasing population.  There are some 

projects that make economic sense, infrastructure sense, and logical sense despite the tradeoffs.  However, turning the 

Buck Property into a Bus Depot goes against all those considerations. 

First, this does not make Economic Sense.  Arlington is spending $30 million to purchase this Buck Property, since it is a 

unique bulk property rarely available in Arlington – that most people can understand – although some complain that the 

cost is more than generous.  Add to that roughly $10 million dollars or more to turn that property into a Bus Depot.  

Now you have a $40 million dollar+ bus depot – I can already imagine the headlines making fun of Arlington, VA for 

another lavishly expensive project, creating yet another black eye for Arlington VA administration.  Could we not spend a 

lesser amount outside of Arlington, VA for a larger facility to handle these needs or another Arlington location not close 

to a metro station? 

Second, this does not make infrastructure sense.   

 I. This location is not well suited for that type of traffic.  Currently, there is only one entrance and exit 

along Quincy St., across from Washington-Lee High School.  Looking at the map, there appears to be a Restrictive 

Covenant which would prevent another entrance / exit at Nelson & 15th St., and the property has one front along I-66 – 

and it is doubtful that logistically the bus depot would be able to have an exit onto I-66.   Therefore, all traffic would be 

forced to use Quincy St or 14th St. N as its main entrance and exit.  Traffic coming North and South along Quincy St is 

already extremely busy, and it may take several minutes to make turn North or South onto Quincy from 13th St. and 14th 

St..  I cannot imagine that traffic nightmare this will become with 14th St. N commuter traffic trying to turn right onto 

Quincy St competing for openings with the Buck Property traffic also turning North or South.  There are 6 pedestrian 

crosswalks within 20-300 yards of this Buck Property entrance, and a popular entrance onto the Custis Trail.  Heavy foot 

traffic in this area, and children crossing the streets for school already makes this a complicated and dangerous location.  

Adding a bus depot will greatly increase traffic on Quincy St., impacting traffic at the nearby Quincy St. and Washington 

Blvd intersection.  There must be a detailed Traffic impact study on this proposed use.  Our neighborhood civic 

associations will be monitoring the process very closely for any procedural irregularities. 



 

 II. This property is not well suited for this type of additional pollution.  This property is literally a stone’s 

throw from Washington-Lee High School, adjacent to Hayes park (designed for two to five year old children with a splash 

park), and about 200 yards away from Arlington Science Focus Elementary School and is just yards away from the 

Virginia Square neighborhood.  This area already deals with pollution from I-66 traffic, but now the adjacent areas will 

deal with additional air pollution, noise pollution, and gas / oil leak pollutants from maintaining the vehicles.  There must 

be a detailed Environmental impact study on this proposed use.  Our neighborhood civic associations will be monitoring 

the process very closely for any procedural irregularities. 

Third, this project does not make Logical Sense.  This property is in close proximity to both the Virginia Square and 

Clarendon Metros.  This makes it a very valuable property, and its transformation into an Arlington Bus Depot is 

extremely ill-conceived and detrimental to a residential neighborhood.   Despite the current light industrial zoning at this 

location, the current Zoning should be reevaluated according to the General Land Use Plan in effect for Virginia Square.  

Rather than drop a very controversial and expensive bus depot into that mix of neighborhood homes, parks and schools, 

it would make more sense to turn this property into an education corridor – additional space for children and adult 

education, Arlington Public School offices, more field space for children outdoor activities or other uses more aligned 

with the nature of the surrounding real estate.   A permanent bus depot is inconsistent with the current use and 

development of the neighborhood. 

I look forward to hearing an educated debate on the proper use of this property by the Arlington Community Facilities 

Study Committee. 

 

Regards, 

Will Richardson 

VA Square Resident 



From:
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 12:43 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Recommendations Public Input

Provide feedback on any of the 21 staff draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations. Please 
include the response number(s).

Arlington County needs to try and always ensure that students can walk to facilities prior to providing buses...our children need 
to walk more and these are very important developmental issues with middle school children and high school children. 

Experienced educators will tell you more smaller schools with smaller classrooms is always better than larger classrooms at 
larger schools. 

We need to stop standing on our heads for children with special needs....they cannot be consuming most of our resources at the 
expense of children who simply need to have 22 children in a class period, we are all over the "they are going to be fine, but 
children with Special Needs get one-on-one resources". 

Choice Schools can be moved anywhere and should be moved if children can walk to these locations. 

In addition, schools that were used in the past that are now community centers need to be converted back..we should not have 
built Discovery Elementary when Williamsburg is over crowded and the kids could have been moved to the Madison Community 
Center, a former school 

Address

VFOIA Notice 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

Standardized Address

Civic Association

This message was sent via the CFS Draft Responses Community Input form at (https://departments.arlingtonva.us/cmo/cfs‐form/).  



 

From: Khenein <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 12:28 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck property use

Dear sir or Madame  

I understand there are a lot of changes going on and I ask you to please consider this comment regarding the use of the 
buck property on Quincy, across the street from Washington and lee high school.  

1) traffic. As you know, Quincy is a heavily traveled and relied on road that has one lane in each direction in the area of
the buck property and beyond. In particular during morning rush, the buses exiting and entering the lot. This slow down
will result in frustrations, potential attempts to speed around buses, dangers in the cross walks near Washington and
lee. Further, it is very possible drivers will seek cut throughs in the neighborhoods, including on the other side of
Washington and lee where the entrance and bike racks are on one side and a residential area is on the other. That puts
student walkers and bikers at risk. It is also a narrow road to take on that traffic.

A study should also be fine to assess risks on other residential roads. For example, n Quebec, where I live, could easily 
become a cut through. There are no sidewalks and there are several blind hills. We already complain to the county 
regularly that drivers speed through, putting kids and adults in danger. Imagine multiplying the traffic. It will have a 
significant negative impact on our quiet and safety.  

2) safety and security. It is well documented that large commercial parking lots attract increased crime, in particular
petty thefts and mugging a, and sexual crimes to a slightly lesser degree. That part of Quincy has already seen sexual
predators and an uptick in mugging a, including of several high school students last weekend alone. The investment
required to truly secure the site and keep round the clock guards to ensure that a bus storage space does not exacerbate
an already growing problem would be significant. Its proximity to a vulnerable high school population, that can both be
victims of trouble or attracted to trouble, seems especially problematic.

Due to the impact on our quiet neighborhoods and protection of the safety of our area, I request that you please find a 
more productive use if the buck property than a bus parking lot.  

Thank you 

Karen Henein Lawson 
1801 N Quebec Street 
Arlington, VA 



 

From: Jennifer Li <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:36 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: redistricting

Has the board seen a difference in the reaction between the families whose children may be moved to Wakefield 
versus those who may be moved to Yorktown? In all cases, I'm sure they're upset that kids may be separated from 
their friends. But can the board get at an issue that no one wants to bring up for fear of looking like an elitist: the 
quality difference in the schools. The official line seems to be that all the schools are "good" so redestricting shouldn't 
matter. But data on test scores from the schools, accessibility to the IB program, school ratings in the Washington 
Post--all these things indicate that Wakefield is a lower-quality school than W&L or Yorktown. What is the board doing 
to improve performance at Wakefield so that families don't worry that their kids will be diverted from a top-performing 
school to one that doesn't perform as well? I'm betting that's not a big concern for familiies potentially being switched 
from W&L to Yorktown. 



 

From: Sana <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:36 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Arlington facilities feedback

I am a resident of arlington and my children go to Gunston and Oakridge schools. There is no swimming pool near these 
schools. I think this need should be considered. 
Secondly, Gunston community center doesn't provide as many activities and sports as others. It should also be modified 
with new activities, sports, aquatic classes, swimming pools etc.   

Regards 
Sana 



 

From: Chaya Merrill <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:29 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: APS Boundary Feedback

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the high school boundary revisions. I have submitted my 
suggestion for the boundary changes via the mapping tool.   

My only very strong comment is that children who live within the "walkable zone" of Washington-Lee should 
not be moved. There are plenty of planning units, who are not within walking distance to Washington-Lee, to 
account for the 400+ children who must be moved. out of the Washington-Lee zone. There are many reasons to 
leave walkable kids zoned to Washington-Lee, including (but not limited to): promoting healthy walking habits, 
reducing need for bus transportation, enabling stronger neighborhood connections, decreasing commute time for 
children, etc.  PLEASE do not move kids who are walkable to Washington-Lee to Yorktown or Wakefield.   

Best, 
Chaya Merrill  



 

From: Gillyn Croog <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:29 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck Property on N. Quincy Street

Good Morning: 

As Arlington County continues to look for ways to use and acquire available parcels of property and while 
understanding there are competing demands for use of space, I wanted to share my thoughts on the Buck 
Property on N. Quincy Street.   

There are so many ways to use it, but to use that prime piece of property in North Arlington for Bus Storage is 
seemingly absurd.  The call for more green space, public space, and sports facilities to mention a few seem like 
a better use.  Low income housing facilities? That would work.  A new school facility? That could work.  But 
bus storage...we've got be more creative and thoughtful of how we use our money. 

I understand you are always under pressure to find the perfect answer for ever issue and I appreciate the 
opportunity to express my opinion, but please make a different decision for the N. Quincy property. 

Gillyn Croog 
2001 N. Upton St, Arlington, VA 22207 



 

From: John Weaver <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:18 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning

School Board Members and Staff - 

I support maintaining W-L zoning for planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203.  My recommendation is 
based on the following factors: 

1. Proximity - The W-L 1.5 mile walk zone cuts deep into the Arlington Forest planning
units.  While many of of our kids can walk or bike safely to school, others have a short 5-10
minute bus ride to W-L.  Rezoning 1201, 1202, and 1203 (rather than units closer in
proximity to Wakefield) would result in busing these students south on busy Carlin Springs
Road or George Mason Boulevard, crossing other major thoroughfares such as Route 50
and Columbia Pike (where biking or walking is unsafe) while also busing students near
Wakefield farther north to W-L, effectively criss-crossing the neighborhood.  Moreover, while
it is true that students from 1201, 1202, and 1203 already walk under Route 50 to attend
nearby Kenmore Middle School, that is a 14 minute walk staffed with crossing guards -
totally different from the likely 45 minute bus ride to farther away Wakefield.  I ask that the
Board prioritize proximity for our high school zoning as much as our middle school zoning.

2. Alignment - As discussed, 8 planning units attend Barrett Elementary School but 3 units are
assigned to Swanson Middle School (1204, 1206, 1208) while the other 5 units (including
1201, 1202, and 1203) are assigned to Kenmore Middle School.  Following middle school,
APS should continue to reunite Barrett elementary students at W-L rather than further
fracturing friendships by dividing them again into different high schools.  It is simply not true,
as some have argued, that "half" of the Arlington Forest neighborhood already goes to
Wakefield.  In fact, only 20% of the neighborhood currently attends Wakefield; these same
students also attend a different elementary school - Barcroft rather than Barrett.  If APS is
serious about keeping small groups of students together through different levels of
schooling, then it is clear that this alignment objective is best achieved by keeping students
within 1201, 1202, and 1203 with their friends at W-L.

3. Stability - As of August 30, 2016, APS documents show that Wakefield is already projected
to be overcrowded by 2025 whereas Yorktown will have a seat surplus.  As the staff
recommendations show, the projected seat deficit at Wakefield (without adding additional
planning units) cuts against moving planning units to Wakefield during this boundary
realignment process. Otherwise, APS risks moving units to Wakefield that may very well
have to be moved again in less than 10 years, greatly increasing the lack of stability for
whole groups of students and neighborhoods. (Staff should note that planning units can be
reassigned to Yorktown such that Washington-Lee reaches 90-110% capacity for the four
years reflected in the boundary tool, and Wakefield seats are between 90-110% capacity by
year three--without moving any planning units to Wakefield.)

Thank you for taking my views into consideration. 



John Weaver 
346 North Granada St. 



 

From: Evelyn <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:15 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Fw: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities 

Planning

To whom it may concern: 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  What, if any, policies are in place to ensure that  the county officials 
who make development decisions do not have a conflict of interest?  (That is, are county officials who make 
such development decisions entirely independent of private developers who are affected by their decisions?)  If 
not, why not, and what efforts will be made to develop a conflict of interest policy? 

Thanks, 
Evelyn Fortier 
532 N. Oxford St. 
Arlington, VA  22203-225 

 cell 

On Monday, October 24, 2016 9:24 AM, APS School Talk <  wrote: 

A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities Study in 
2015 to consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing economy 
affect our current and future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member committee 
delivered a report to the County and School Boards in November 2015. Since that time, County and 
APS staff have been evaluating that report and its 21 recommendations to address the strategic 
challenges that Arlington is facing. 

The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to 
implement the Community Facilities Study recommendations: 

 Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations
 A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission,

proposed to be established by the County and School Boards

Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize this 
is a short turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session on 



November 1 at 6:00 p.m. (location to be determined) and we would like your input to be considered at 
that time. 

The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on 
October 25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff 
responses and commission charter and to review community input received. 

 

 

 



 

From: Kathleen Martin <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:08 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Arlington Forest School District

I feel very strongly that Arlington Forest North should stay in the W-L School 
district.  Students can safely walk or bike home from W-L:  which they CANNOT do, safely, 
from Wakefield.  Assuming that the school curriculum is the same, which I cannot 
address:  kids should be close to their school and definitely should be able to safely walk home 
if necessity arises.  Thank you--I would be most willing to discuss this further and my contact 
information is enclosed below  (5309 1st PL N).  Kathi Martin 
Kathleen F. Martin, J.D., M.H.A. 
CAPT, USPHS, RET 
7035245850 

5712163436 MOBILE 



 

From: JS Briskin <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:06 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Feedback on facilities planning

1. Work with the county to slow growth in development of apartment buildings and condos.  Most will
eventually house families.  I have friends with kids in 2 bedroom condos already.

2. Make sure all new buildings and additions are built with extra room.  The county is gaining nearly 1000 new
students per year.  This will continue with all the new housing.  Building to "just fit" now is pennywise and
pound foolish... the biggest error of this sort is builind the new HB woodlawn facility for a less than full sized
highschool/middle school enrollment.

3. make sure all new buildings and expansions are themselves suited to future expansions.  This requires that
the structures be strong enough to handle additional stories and that the space can be reconfigured to add new
wings etc.

4. plan now to condemn needed land  or regain properties that have been put to other uses for future use.

5. Keep class size low.  dont let arlington become another Bethesda or worse.  30 in a kindergarden room is
way too many... and what bethesda has now in many schools.



 

From: Dennis Whitehead <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:55 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Mark Schwartz; Robert Sharpe; CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; 

Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; Ballston-Virginia Square Civic Association; 

Subject: Purchase and Redevelopment of the Buck Tract

To: Arlington County Government Facilities Group 

cc: Arlington County Board members; Office of Arlington County Manager; Dr. Patrick K. Murphy 
Superintendent, Arlington Public Schools; Ballston-Virginia Square Civic Association 

Re: Arlington County Government purchase and redevelopment of the Buck tract 

We are residents in the 1400 block of North Nelson Street, leading directly to but not connected to the Buck 
tract. We are writing in adamant opposition to redevelopment of the properties as outlined in the Staff Report 
Recommendations, as provided by the County Manager's office. 

THE STAFF REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Potential Temporary & Permanent Buck Site Uses Temporary 
• Evaluate best uses for existing buildings (for example vehicle storage in warehouse)
• Material staging
• APS bus parking
• Possible Washington Lee HS overflow parking

Permanent 
• Relocated APS bus parking/dispatch/fueling/minor service
• Fire & Police reserve vehicle storage
• APS office use
• OEM/EOC permanent facility

APS buses at Buck: possibly freeing up space at Trades (in boldface type standing alone) 

The report follows with another boldface line: "Community process commitment prior to permanent use 
determinations." Ironically, what follows that line is blank. 

OUR NEIGHBORHOOD HAS NEITHER BEEN INFORMED OF NOR INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN 
THE DISCUSSIONS 

First and foremost in opposition to the county planning is the total and complete shut out of the adjacent 
neighborhood from all deliberations on the purchase and use of the Buck tract. While we have sought 
information on the county's plan before signing the deal with Mr. Buck, we were kept in the dark until reading a 
county press release issued on May 5, 2015 announcing the purchase deal. In response to that and at many turns 
along the way, we have requested a seat at the table in discussions pertaining to the purchase and 
redevelopment, but our neighborhood has consistently been denied access to the process. 



While the "staff presentation on County properties to include the Buck property" finally publicly addresses the 
county's intentions, the Facilities Study Committee has not publicly addressed specifics about the Buck tract, 
while it appears this matter has been discussed on background. Within the Arlington County Government, 
discussion and intentions have been circulating for years, completely bypassing 
public/community/neighborhood input.  

It appears we have a new "Arlington Way" as such cases have been occurring more and more where 
neighborhoods are kept in the dark on projects until the last minute with little time or venue to respond.  

We have had woefully little time to prepare our neighborhood's reaction to the staff recommendations as we 
were the only residents to receive information about the process deadline on the Friday before the Columbus 
Day holiday weekend, acknowledging the "short turnaround." It was in this note that we learned of meetings to 
be  held between the school board and county board, the staff report on the Buck tract, as well as a shadowy 
"23-member committee." The line informing us that "County and School Boards will have a joint work session 
on November 1 at 6:00 p.m." appropriately leaves the location undetermined.   

We assume the above groups constitute what the Facilities Group cited: "Community involvement would be 
achieved through a new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission, with members appointed by both the County and 
School Boards. This commission would provide a venue for broader community input and coordination with 
other established advisory commissions." So far, all this appears to be are staff reports and internal discussions 
completely devoid of any neighborhood input on the purchase and use of the Buck tract, in spite of repeated 
requests for our involvement. No invitation was extended to join the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission. We 
are very concerned that those appointed to these groups have commercial interest in the sale and redevelopment 
of the Buck tract.  

Please be aware that invitations to participate sent to the BVSCA are typically not conveyed to the community, 
so this is not a functioning channel. 

Follow-up questions about the reports and process to the County Manager's office have gone unanswered, as 
have questions to the Zoning Office about the history of zoning changes for the property. Nowhere is the staff 
report is there a single counterpoint even remotely representing the interests of nearby residents and the 
neighborhood, let along a counter-argument to the cost of purchasing these properties simply to convert it into a 
parking lot.  

Our neighborhood is being inundated with significant developments not in line with a quiet residential 
Arlington neighborhood. The Red Top Cab development will have serious impact on traffic through our 
neighborhood, as will the proposed changes to the YMCA and Sport and Health properties. Traffic is already 
horrible along N. Quincy Street starting at the intersection with Washington Blvd, backing up northbound, 
impacting our streets with resulting cross-through traffic. Add buses and equipment entering and exiting the 
Buck lot and the situation will only worsen. 

This appears to be part of a plan to decentralize zoning where such industrial tracts will be placed in various 
areas of the county. If Arlington had the luxury of wide tracts of open land, this could be feasible, but this is not 
the case in Arlington. This becomes an issue of the county government acting against the interests of its citizens 
and establishing a precedent that bodes terribly for the entire Arlington community. No one would wish an 
industrial site to be placed, particularly by a representative government, adjacent to their residential property. 
The placement of an industrial operation, whether private or public, directly adjacent to existing residences is 
flatly unprecedented in Arlington County and should remain that way.  

Rather than this piecemeal approach to implementing the county's planning policy initiative, Arlington County 
has the responsibility to officially present this decentralized zoning planning scheme to its citizens for their 
input.   



ARLINGTON COUNTY REPORTS ON INDUSTRIAL LAND USE ADDRESS THIS TRACT AND THE 
ISSUES 

Two Arlington County Government studies on industrial land use, one dated 1980 and another in 2000 address 
specific issues applicable to the current land use proposals. The 1980 report described the Buck property as an 
anachronism from the bygone days of the railroad coming through the area. At that time, the only address zoned 
strictly “industrial” was 1425 N. Quincy used, at that time, by SPC as a warehouse and radar assembly. It also 
served as a warehouse for Newlon Movers, another era we thought was long-gone. Today, the warehouse hosts 
a wildly popular gymnastics program. 
 
In the 2000 Arlington County report, “Industrial Land Use and Zoning Study,” the Buck tract was slated for 
Low Residential development, in spite of its CM and M-1 zoning. Neither the Zoning Office nor the County 
Manager's office have replied to inquiries about about the zoning history of the Buck tract. 
 
The 2000 report also addresses the environmental consequences of vehicle storage and repair (in the report’s 
case, Auto Towing and Storage) was clearly recognized:  

“Due to the nature of this use, there are potential environmental consequences such as oil seepage of disabled 
vehicles and increases in traffic and noise levels."  

We are very concerned about early morning and late night buses idling, fumes wafting in the air, the noise 
mixed with the hum and smells of an equipment repair facility. What will happen to the oil, gas and other 
industrial effluents drain, if not directly into the watershed and Spout Run flowing underneath?  

The traffic generated  in such use will create further environmental and traffic woes. Add buses and heavy 
equipment coming and going to the already-bad traffic along Quincy Street and it will be total gridlock, 
meaning even more cut-through traffic along N. 13th and N. 14th Streets. 

BRIEF PROPERTY HISTORY 

Since 2000, APS has used the back building for programs and offices, the post office twice employed the 
warehouse as a temporary sorting facility (very noisy for nearby residents) that today is occupied by a very 
popular gymnastics program. The front office building was last occupied, I believe, by USAID, peviously 
occupied by SPC, and the bowling alley is home to a mixed martial arts studio and Jumpin’ Joeys. The current 
vehicle storage by the Mercedes dealership is questionable but they do not perform vehicle maintenance on the 
site. We successfully thwarted the Mercedes dealership and Mr. Buck's attempt to construct auto storage towers 
on the site.  
 
I have asked for details about the “Restrictive Covenant Area” within the Buck tract but, again, have not 
received a reply from the County Manager's office. In the 1980s, the neighborhood worked with the BVSCA, 
County Government and Mr. Buck's father-in-law, Mr. Cooper, the owner of the property, in the redevelopment 
of the tract. North Nelson Street was closed into a hammerhead, Mr. Cooper was ceded a portion of North 15th 
Street for additional parking on the property, and the neighborhood was assured of a buffer zone between the 
property and the adjoining residences. The demarcation of a "Covenant Area" on the plat map gives the 
neighborhood some hope that the closure of North Nelson and the buffer zone will remain in force. Numerous 
residents are very concerned this may be used to allow the county to reopen North 15th and North Nelson 
Streets. 

THE COST 

The cost of acquisition is far above the assessed value - over six million dollars above $30 million simply for 
acquisition, with two retention bond payments of $1.2 million and $1.8 million before the final payment of $27 



million due in November 2017. This is an absurd amount of money which enriches Mr. Buck while it deeply 
undermines the values of surrounding properties. Add to this the costs of re-development/re-purposing that can 
easily take the total to more than $50 million, made worse by the loss of property tax income on the properties - 
all for a parking lot? 

The 20016 Arlington County tax assessments for the Buck properties are: 

1425 N. Quincy St - $3,120,900 
1429 - $10,224,100 
1435 - $3,120,900 
1439 - $10,164,100 
 
Total $26,630,000 
 
Profit over and above the 2016 assessed value: $6,370,000. Probably even higher than the 2015 valuation when 
the deal was signed. 
 
BETTER COUNTYWIDE PLANNING IS NEEDED 
 
Arlington already has a suitably located industrial zone in the areas of Four Mile Run and Shirlington Road. 
The Facilities Group called the Buck tract in its report a "rare" opportunity but this is not the case. For instance, 
the county made a significant error in ignoring the availability of the ABC Distributors tract alongside I-395 in 
Shirlington. Along with this, the county is squeezing itself out of a bus parking lot in Shirlington for expansion 
of Jenny Dean Park and planning is underway for redevelopment of the Four Mile Run industrial area, rather 
than the local government purchasing the parcels for public use at a time when such zoned land is exactly what 
is needed. 

Nowhere in the report of the Facilities Group is the notion of co-locating industrial sites and residential 
neighborhoods mentioned in its Siting Process. Is Arlington County moving toward a decentralized zoning 
scheme where industrial site will be relocated into existing residential neighborhoods? Arlington citizens 
deserve a clear and definitive answer to this question. 

The county cannot point to another location of such public industrial use abutting residential housing. What 
buffer does the staff report offer the adjacent neighborhood? None. Pressing forward with any of the staff plans 
will result in a rapid and significant decline in property values throughout the neighborhood, particularly to 
those whose property abuts the Buck tract. 

Our neighborhood already hosts the Science Focus School where neighborhood children and families do not 
enjoy neighborhood or sibling preferences. We are home to Washington-Lee High School and the Education 
Center, along with their traffic and parking. Bus traffic points directly from Washington-Lee to N. 14th Street 
where, too often, buses idle just outside residences. Buses from both schools use our neighborhood streets as 
parts of their routes. Poor traffic engineering along N. Quincy Street and the intersection with Washington 
Blvd., along with school-related traffic, create traffic jams and subsequent cut-through traffic along N. 13th and 
N. 14th Streets. 
 
Let the Buck property evolve naturally within the standards of the quality of life in Arlington and appropriate 
use for its location within a longtime existing residential neighborhood. There is tremendous potential for this 
tract, under-realized by the current owner, so change is welcomed, but the neighborhood adjoining the Buck 
tract deserves to have our voices heard in deliberations by both the county government and public schools.  

Sincerely, 



Dennis and Maryclare Whitehead 
1410 N. Nelson Street 
Arlington, VA 22201  



 

From: Kendra Liebert <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:43 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Aaron Liebert; Kendra Liebert
Subject: Keep Zone 2043 students zoned for Washington Lee

Good morning, 

My name is Kendra Liebert and I live in Zone 2043 (1717 N. Wayne St.).  I have two children in elementary school (a 4th 
grader and a 1st grader at ASFS).  We are writing to encourage you to keep zone 2043 going to Washington‐Lee.   

While both Yorktown and Washington Lee are fine schools, I think it is ridiculous to bus children across the district past 
Washington Lee to Yorktown.  The plan is to bus students who live on the easternmost side of the district and bus them 
to a similar school on the westernmost side of the district.  For what purpose?  My understanding is that this will move 
very few students from Washington‐Lee to Yorktown.  The plan does little to alleviate the overcrowding but causes a 
significant increase in logistics problems and busing costs.  Washington‐Lee is an 5‐10 minute drive or a 1.5 mile walk 
from our home.  This commute can be done without using major roads and would allow efficient busing from our home 
through our neighborhood directly to Washington Lee. My children and my neighbors children would be able to bike or 
even walk to school if they attended Washington‐Lee. Yorktown is a 15+ minute drive (and it is almost always much 
longer with traffic) down the already congested Lee Highway.  The bus ride would be considerably longer, meaning that 
our children will have to wake up early simply to take a long (and unnecessary) bus ride.  At 3.5 miles away it is not 
walkable and biking would require crossing Lee Highway was has had a number of dangerous pedestrian accidents in the 
past few months.   

Moving these students to a school may add a small number of seats to Washington Lee, but it fails to examine the larger 
picture.  Any savings that would come from creating this small number of seats would be lost in creating extra busing.  
APS has already been experiencing a huge number of transportation issues as it tries to bus a growing number of 
students on a shrinking budget.  Last year we had several issues of the buses for route 517 never showing up at all.  The 
parents had to drive the students to and from schools.  Resulting in late arrivals.  This year we have already had one 
instance in which I had to call the transportation office because the bus was late in the morning and one other instance 
where the bus did not show up for dismissal. It is not even November.  APS does not need a more complicated busing 
route and it certainly does not have the funds for more buses, drivers or fuel, which it will certainly need for this plan. 
These high school buses get recycled to the elementary schools which means that any traffic issues for the buses 
traveling up Lee Highway will cause a delay for the kids being picked up by that same bus.  Please consult the 
Transportation Office before you do this.  Look at the ramifications and the costs associated with the transportation 
before you made this determination. 

This decision also creates problems within the larger community.  Adding buses to go up Lee Highway would create a 
huge amount of traffic to an already over congested route.  Creating problems not just for the high school age students 
but also for everyone who travels on Lee Highway or lives along it.  Parents and students will also choose to drive to 
school creating an even larger traffic and pedestrian issues. 

In addition to the huge transportation issues associated with this move, my children will miss out on the IB program and 
on going to school with the children in their neighborhood. We are disappointed that we moved to a district with an IB 
program and are being moved to a district that lacks such a program.  This is an important program that gives students 
an important edge in both getting into college and succeeding there.   

Busing kids across the district destroys the sense of community that going to your neighborhood school creates by 
shipping half of our neighborhood to a school on the other side of the district.  My children will know very few children 



who attend Yorktown.  These are not the kids they attended Elementary and Middle School with.  These are not the kids 
they know from neighborhood and community events.  Transitioning to High School is challenging and sending kids to a 
school where they will have to make an entirely new friend base while the rest of the population has been friends since 
elementary school is unfair and can cause problems like bullying and depression.   
 
The move creates no diversity in the school system and does little alleviate the overcrowding at Washington‐Lee.  
Instead it creates a logistical nightmare for the Transportation Department, adds costs to transportation budget, adds 
increased burden on the students on Zone 2043, and adds traffic to an already congested corridor. It moves my kids 
from a diverse educational environment to a school that lacks diversity of any type.  There must be a better solution. 
 
Since this re‐zoning is moving forward quickly, I recognize that new ideas are unlikely to be utilized in this round of 
changes.  I do have two ideas that I think could be implemented to ease future high school congestion.   
 
First, you should consider adding an IB program to Wakefield.  This would encourage students at Yorktown to want to 
attend Wakefield or lessen the frustration for those being redistricted into Wakefield.  I know that developing this 
program takes years and increases costs, but South Arlington deserves some investment in great educational programs.   
 
Second, there is a huge amount of unused commercial office space in Arlington.  I think you should consider working 
with developers to help create a tech school, art school or other specialty school  in one or more of these empty spaces.  
I am sure some of these developers would love to have a long term lease on spaces that have been empty for a huge 
amount of time.  This would use existing spaces and alleviate some of the over crowding.  Specialty schools with 
application processes have been extremely popular — look at the success of ASFS, ATS, and Key at the elementary level, 
and TJ and HB Woodlawn and the Middle and High School levels.  These schools have way more applicants than they 
could ever handle.  You could also use this approach to alleviate some of the Middle School crowding. 
 
These two plans would encourage a voluntary movement of students from overcrowded schools to less crowded and 
new schools, without the costs associated with purchasing new land and new construction. 
 
I hope you will closely examine my concerns with moving students from Zone 2043.  Please look at the big picture not 
just moving seats but truly doing what is best for the District and the community without adding costs and complexities 
in other areas. I also encourage you to look into my two recommendations for the future growth.  
 
I look forward to working with APS to come up with a redistricting that works best for our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kendra Liebert 
1717 N. Wayne St. 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

From: Annelise Dickinson <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:39 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: In support of W-L zoning for 1201, 1202, 1203
Attachments: Gmail - High School Redistricting.pdf

Good morning all -  

I have attached a letter from me and my husband (previously sent to the APS Boundary email) with sentiments that are 

largely reflected in the Arlington Forest Citizens Association resolution, in support of maintaining W-L zoning for 

planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203.  In addition to the letter, I urge you to also consider the following facts which may 

clarify certain other statements made about the Arlington Forest neighborhood:  

1. Proximity - As discussed in the letter, the 1.5 mile walk zone cuts deeply into the Arlington Forest planning

units.  While many of of our kids can walk or bike safely to school, others have a short 5-10 minute bus ride to

W-L.  Rezoning 1201, 1202, and 1203 (rather than units closer in proximity to Wakefield) would result in busing

these students south on busy Carlin Springs Road or George Mason Boulevard, crossing other major

thoroughfares such as Route 50 and Columbia Pike (where biking or walking is unsafe) while also busing

students near Wakefield farther north to W-L, effectively criss-crossing the neighborhood.  Moreover, while it is 

true that students from 1201, 1202, and 1203 already walk under Route 50 to attend nearby Kenmore Middle

School, that is a 14 minute walk staffed with crossing guards - totally different from the likely 45 minute bus

ride to farther away Wakefield.  We are asking that the Board prioritize proximity for our high school zoning as

much as our middle school zoning.

2. Alignment - As discussed, 8 planning units attend Barrett Elementary School but 3 units are assigned to

Swanson Middle School (1204, 1206, 1208) while the other 5 units (including 1201, 1202, and 1203)

are assigned to Kenmore Middle School.  Following middle school, APS should continue to reunite Barrett

elementary students at W-L rather than further fracturing friendships by dividing them again into different

high schools.  It is simply not true, as some have argued, that "half" of the Arlington Forest neighborhood

already goes to Wakefield.  In fact, only 20% of the neighborhood currently attends Wakefield; these same

students also attend a different elementary school - Barcroft rather than Barrett.  If APS is serious about

keeping small groups of students together through different levels of schooling, then it is clear that this

alignment objective is best achieved by keeping students within 1201, 1202, and 1203 with their friends at W-L.

3. Stability - As of August 30, 2016, APS documents show that Wakefield is already projected to be overcrowded

by 2025 whereas Yorktown will have a seat surplus.  As the staff recommendations show, the projected seat

deficit at Wakefield (without adding additional planning units) cuts against moving planning units to Wakefield

during this boundary realignment process. Otherwise, APS risks moving units to Wakefield that may very well

have to be moved again in less than 10 years, greatly increasing the lack of stability for whole groups of students

and neighborhoods. (Staff should note that planning units can be reassigned to Yorktown such that

Washington-Lee reaches 90-110% capacity for the four years reflected in the boundary tool, and Wakefield

seats are between 90-110% capacity by year three--without moving any planning units to Wakefield.)

Thank you for taking my views into consideration. 

Best regards, 



Elise Dickinson 

5100 3rd St N 
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Annelise Dickinson <

High School Redistricting
7 messages

Annelise Dickinson < Sun, Oct 16, 2016 at 10:33 AM
To:   

Dear County and School Board Members and Staff:

I write to support maintaining current high school attendance boundary zones of Arlington Forest neighborhood
planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) for WashingtonLee High School.

Like many others, I moved to Arlington with the expectation that I would be participating in building excellent schools for
my children, whether by my vote, my taxes, my children, or all of the above.  I recognize that the current population
trend has created new challenges, and I appreciate the opportunity to be part of the solution.  Please consider my views,
which incorporate the 6 criteria established for recommended boundary changes in the APS Boundary Policy:

1.  Proximity  Planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are a short, safe walking and biking distance from Washington
Lee (WL), with portions within the 1.5 mile walk zone.  While some students just beyond the walk zone do have a
bus option, they also enjoy quick access to a paved bike trail through parkland, safely navigating within blocks of W
L.  This proximity not only provides students safe and easy access to school, but it also allows parents an easy and
efficient path to shuttle students to and from extracurricular activities before and after the work day.  In contrast,
these units are 2.83.0 miles away from Wakefield  twice as far as WL.  Moreover, reassigning these units to
Wakefield would require students and parents to navigate two major and busy thoroughfares in Arlington  Route50
and George Mason Blvd  making it unsafe to walk or bike ride to school (especially with expected overflow usage
when I66 construction begins). Importantly, the APS Facilities Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) offered a
number of solutions, but none involved reassigning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 from WL to Wakefield. 

2.  Efficiency  Continuing to keep units 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the WL boundary zones will reduce future
capital and operating costs because the current proximity will allow many students to walk or bike to school with
limited bus and other transportation costs, including added traffic congestion and associated pollutants. 
Reassigning these units to Wakefield will require funding for all students to ride the bus daily.

3.  Alignment  Arlington Forest planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are three of eight units zoned for Barrett
Elementary School. Currently, these students spend six years together in elementary school, are split up for three
years in middle school, but then come back together at WL for high school. Under the proposed boundary changes,
however, this neighborhood student group will be fractured even further between the two high schools —and some
students will have little to no consistency in their class makeup because of that fracturing.  APS should strive to
keep student and neighborhood groups together as much as possible.  The students in these units should all be
assigned to the nearest high school to satisfy this alignment criterion for boundary change proposals and avoid (as
much as possible) separating groups of students from their friends and classmates.  It only makes sense to
continue sending the Arlington Forest planning units to WL given the school’s safe walking and biking distance, as
discussed above.

4.  Stability  Given that APS expects more comprehensive boundary changes in 202021, the School Board should
not change the current high school assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 at this time.  Maintaining the current
assignment would allow students to continue walking or biking to the closer WL while simultaneously giving APS
the freedom in a few short years to consider other, more practical and safer options without destabilizing families’
expectations in planned attendance areas a second time in five years.  
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5.  Contiguity  Maintaining the WL assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 also makes sense because the
neighborhood’s northern border is 100% contiguous with planning units that are indicated to remain within the WL
zone in this current boundary change process.  The units’ southern border is defined by Arlington Boulevard/Route
50, forming a contiguous and commonsense boundary.

6.  Demographics  Based on the online interactive map tool, it is not clear how much demographic diversity the
School Board would achieve by upending the current boundaries to move these three units from WL to Wakefield. 
In fact, the options under the current boundary refinement process only exacerbate the acute diversity problem at
Yorktown without solving the problem at Wakefield.  If demographic diversity is the goal, APS should look to balance
demographics in a more comprehensive boundary proposal in 202021 across all three high schools, including
Yorktown.   

According to School Board Chair Nancy Van Doren, no criterion is weighted or prioritized over another for this boundary
refinement process.  Given this fact, it is clear that the School Board does not achieve its stated criteria by changing the
boundary for 1201, 1202, and 1203 from WL to Wakefield.  Instead, other units appear to easily achieve some or all of
the stated goals, such as: (1) reassigning planning units 1302, 1303, 3501, 3502, and 3503 to Yorktown and planning
units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield, as suggested in the APS Facilities Advisory Committee Report (May 17,
2016) (Scenario 1), or (2) reassigning planning units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield and planning units 2313
and 2314 to Yorktown. In particular, students in the planning units south of Arlington Boulevard (e.g., units 3507, 3509,
3510, and 3706) would be better able to walk or bike safely to Wakefield, thereby satisfying the contiguous, efficiency,
proximity, and alignment criteria, among others.

For a spirited discussion of these points, see the commentary on the Peter's Take article on ARLnow, accessible
at https://www.arlnow.com/2016/10/13/peterstakeemphasizesocioeconomicstatusinapsboundary
decisions/#disqus_thread.

For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that the School Board consider other units in the current boundary refinement
process and maintain 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the WL zone.  Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide my
informed opinions on an issue that is so important to me as an Arlington County resident, taxpayer, and voter. 

 Regards,

 Elise Dickinson

 5100 3rd St N Arlington VA 22203

APS Boundaries < Mon, Oct 17, 2016 at 3:31 PM
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From: Dennis Whitehead <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:28 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

Nothing! 

Who are the commission members? 

Do any of the commission members have business interests with the Arlington County Government? 

Do any of the members have business relationships with Buck & Associates and/or Cooper/Quincy LLC? 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Dennis Whitehead

Email

Address

1410 N. Nelson Street 
ARLINGTON, Virginia 22201 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Bruce Pickle <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:27 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Study Feedback

Dear County Manager and School Board, 

Please allow students,  
who already live in walking and biking distance to 

school,  
continue to walk and bike to school.   

Why?  It is much better for their:  
  physical,  
  emotional,  
  mental, and  
  social health  
  and  

more cost effective for the county. 

 Not letting students walk and bike: increases costs for buses 
and their staff and maintenance, makes a prime property 
unavailable for higher and better uses, enlarges our carbon 
footprint and traffic challenges. 

Let's continue to be a model to the world  
for our educational, social and environmental  

policies and actions. 

Thank you for all that you do. 



 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Bruce H. Pickle 
Cherrydale Resident 



 

From: Colleen and Adel <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:25 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Future facilities

We live in 1608 and our planning unit, along with surrounding units, have advocated for Reed to be 
converted back to it's orig purpose, a neighborhood elementary school. Many residents are under the 
incorrect assumption that this will occur by 2021. We have heard from many folks close to SB members, 
that Reed will most likely become ANOTHER choice school. This is absolutely short-sighted thinking and 
serving only a small--yet extremely vocal, group of students and their parents. When will the planning and 
facilities group finally make correct and well-informed decisions regarding the growth in our north 
Arlington neighborhood? It is one of the few neighborhoods in north Arlington where homes are less than 
1 million dollars near many amenities and the metro in a well sought area of Arlington. Thus, this means 
young families and young couples are continuing to move into our neighborhood as homes come on the 
market because realistically, long-time home owners are either moving to retirement communities, or 
dying.  
APS completely missed the opportunity for all of the kids now above the age of 2 and all of the kids moved 
to McKinley and Nottingham from Tuckahoe and Glebe, and now McKinley is maxed out even before 
construction has ended. Perhaps parents of children not selected in the "lottery" for lottery/choice schools 
are less vocal, but be assured many, many, many parents including myself from 1608 and 1607, spent 
many hours waiting to speak with our board members during office hours in the evening and attending the 
meetings with Chadwick about potential move decisions, when, quite frankly, it became blatantly obvious 
with the well-known condescending tone of Chadwick, that he and the superintendent had already made 
their decision to move 1607 and 08.  
We will never forget Chadwick giving a sarcastic laugh, scoffing, "we simply don't have the staff nor the 
resources to open all the planning units, choosing our units to move, "because that has been in discussion 
for years." Moving the furthest group to McKinley makes little to no sense. 
And now, we are learning that Reed will most likely become another "choice" school? There are many, 
many pregnant women in our neighborhood. Where will the children all go? And many adopt. And many 
military families which relocate and stay. And the county continues to allow entire new neighborhoods to 
be built--near ATS--will these kids be automatically admitted there? 
Please, reconsider your decision. 
Kind regards, 
Colleen Kotb 
11 year Arlington resident of Tara-Leeway 



 

From: Ryoko Reed <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:23 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Keeping 1201, 1202, 1203 at Washington-Lee

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. My husband and I appreciate the CFS report and understand 
the exigent need to alleviate overcrowding, particularly at Washington-Lee. 

I write to support maintaining current high school attendance boundary zones of Arlington Forest 
neighborhood planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) for Washington-Lee High School. 

I recognize that the current population trend has created new challenges to ensure that all students in Arlington 
receive high quality teaching and learning experiences via smaller classroom size, diverse school environment, 
access to rigorous curriculum and high standards for all. However, I moved to the Arlington Forest 
neighborhood over ten years ago because it was zoned for Washington-Lee High School.  

Please keep the Arlington Forest neighborhood planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) zoned for Washington-
Lee High School. By keeping these planning units zoned for Washington-Lee, we are able to meet criteria set 
forth by APS and the School Board in all 6 areas established for recommended boundary changes in the APS 
Boundary Policy: 

1. Proximity - Planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are a short, safe walking and biking distance from
Washington-Lee (W-L), with large portions within the 1.5 mile walk zone.  While some students just
beyond the walk zone do have a bus option, they also enjoy quick access to a paved bike trail through
parkland, safely navigating within blocks of W-L.  This proximity not only provides students safe and easy
access to school, but it also allows parents an easy and efficient path to shuttle students to and from
extracurricular activities before and after the work day.

In contrast, these units are 2.8-3.0 miles away from Wakefield - twice as far as W-L.  Moreover, reassigning 
these units to Wakefield would require students and parents to navigate two major and busy thoroughfares 
in Arlington - Route-50 and George Mason Blvd - making it unsafe to walk or bike ride to school 
(especially with expected overflow usage when I-66 construction begins). Importantly, the APS Facilities 
Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) offered a number of solutions, but none involved reassigning 
units 1201, 1202, and 1203 from W-L to Wakefield.  

Further, the walk zone for Arlington Forest families and students is by way of Ballston. By increasing foot 
traffic through Ballston, it promotes more business and economic development—In essence, it is good for 
the County to see more foot traffic through Ballston. Driving and busing through busy thoroughfares such as 
George Mason to go to Wakefield does not promote economic or business development. 

2. Efficiency - Continuing to keep units 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L boundary zones will reduce
future capital and operating costs because the current proximity will allow many students to walk or bike to
school with limited bus and other transportation costs, including added traffic congestion and associated
pollutants.  Reassigning these units to Wakefield will require funding for all students to ride the bus daily.

3. Alignment - Arlington Forest planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are three of eight units zoned for
Barrett Elementary School (the other units go to Swanson MS). Currently, these students spend six years
together in elementary school. Come middle school, a majority of the students attend Kenmore Middle



School, many of these students walking to Kenmore together. Under the proposed boundary changes, 
however, this neighborhood student group will be fractured even further between the two high schools —
and some students will have little to no consistency in their class make-up because of that fracturing.  APS 
should strive to keep student and neighborhood groups together as much as possible.  The students in these 
units should all be assigned to the nearest high school to satisfy this alignment criterion for boundary change 
proposals and avoid (as much as possible) separating groups of students from their friends and 
classmates.  It only makes sense to continue sending the Arlington Forest planning units to W-L given the 
school’s safe walking and biking distance, as discussed above. 

4.    Stability - Given that APS expects more comprehensive boundary changes in 2020-21, the School Board 
should not change the current high school assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 at this 
time.  Maintaining the current assignment would allow students to continue walking or biking to the closer 
W-L while simultaneously giving APS the freedom in a few short years to consider other, more practical 
and safer options without destabilizing families’ expectations in planned attendance areas a second time in 
five years.   

5.    Contiguity - Maintaining the W-L assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 also makes sense because 
the neighborhood’s northern border is 100% contiguous with planning units that are indicated to remain 
within the W-L zone in this current boundary change process.  The units’ southern border is defined by 
Arlington Boulevard/Route-50, forming a contiguous and commonsense boundary.  

6.    Demographics - My daughter is Black, and thanks to the CogAt assessment and a wonderful principal 
and teacher, she was identified as Gifted in 4th grade in English/Reading, Math, and the Arts. Diversity is 
very important to our family, but we strongly believe that diversity is also about equal access to educational 
opportunities. Washington-Lee offers our daughter a diverse environment, but also access to the IB 
program. Based on the online interactive map tool, moving the 1201, 1202, and 1203 planning units to 
Wakefield does not solve the bifurcated demographics at Yorktown and Wakefield. If demographic 
diversity is the goal, APS should look to balance demographics in a more comprehensive boundary proposal 
in 2020-21 across all three high schools, including Yorktown.     

In using the online interactive map tool, I found that only a few planning units need to be re-assigned to meet 
the capacity criteria:  

(1) reassigning planning units 1302, 1303, 3501, 3502, and 3503 to Yorktown and planning units 3507, 3509, 
3510, and 3706 to Wakefield, as suggested in the APS Facilities Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) 
(Scenario 1), or  

(2) reassigning planning units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield and planning units 2313 and 2314 to 
Yorktown. In particular, students in the planning units south of Arlington Boulevard (e.g., units 3507, 3509, 
3510, and 3706) would be better able to walk or bike safely to Wakefield, thereby satisfying the contiguous, 
efficiency, proximity, and alignment criteria, among others. 

For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that the School Board maintain the Arlington Forest planning units 
1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L zone. Thank you for your consideration.   

Sincerely, Ryoko Reed 

34 North Granada Street, 22203 



 

From: Christiana Campos <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:14 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Fwd: SCHOOL BOUNDARIES
Attachments: Revised AF4WL LetterCampos.doc

I write to support maintaining current high school attendance boundary zones of Arlington 
Forest neighborhood planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) for Washington-Lee High School. 

Like many others, I moved to Arlington with the expectation that I would be participating in building 
excellent schools for my children, whether by my vote, my taxes, my children, or all of the above.  I 
recognize that the current population trend has created new challenges, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to be part of the solution.  Please consider my views, which incorporate the 6 criteria 
established for recommended boundary changes in the APS Boundary Policy: 

1. Proximity - Planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are a short, safe walking and biking distance from
Washington-Lee (W-L), with portions within the 1.5 mile walk zone.  While some students just beyond
the walk zone do have a bus option, they also enjoy quick access to a paved bike trail through parkland,
safely navigating within blocks of W-L.  This proximity not only provides students safe and easy
access to school, but it also allows parents an easy and efficient path to shuttle students to and
from extracurricular activities before and after the work day.  In contrast, these units are 2.8-3.0
miles away from Wakefield - twice as far as W-L.  Moreover, reassigning these units to Wakefield
would require students and parents to navigate two major and busy thoroughfares in Arlington - Route-
50 and George Mason Blvd - making it unsafe to walk or bike ride to school (especially with expected
overflow usage when I-66 construction begins). Importantly, the APS Facilities Advisory Committee
Report (May 17, 2016) offered a number of solutions, but none involved reassigning units 1201, 1202,
and 1203 from W-L to Wakefield.

2. Efficiency - Continuing to keep units 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L boundary zones will reduce
future capital and operating costs because the current proximity will allow many students to walk or bike
to school with limited bus and other transportation costs, including added traffic congestion and
associated pollutants.  Reassigning these units to Wakefield will require funding for all students to ride
the bus daily.

3. Alignment - Arlington Forest planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are three of eight units zoned for
Barrett Elementary School. Currently, these students spend six years together in elementary school,
are split up for three years in middle school, but then come back together at W-L for high school. Under
the proposed boundary changes, however, this neighborhood student group will be fractured even
further between the two high schools —and some students will have little to no consistency in their
class make-up because of that fracturing.  APS should strive to keep student and neighborhood groups
together as much as possible.  The students in these units should all be assigned to the nearest high
school to satisfy this alignment criterion for boundary change proposals and avoid (as much as
possible) separating groups of students from their friends and classmates.  It only makes sense to
continue sending the Arlington Forest planning units to W-L given the school’s safe walking and biking
distance, as discussed above.

4. Stability - Given that APS expects more comprehensive boundary changes in 2020-21, the School
Board should not change the current high school assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 at this



time.  Maintaining the current assignment would allow students to continue walking or biking to the 
closer W-L while simultaneously giving APS the freedom in a few short years to consider other, more 
practical and safer options without destabilizing families’ expectations in planned attendance areas a 
second time in five years.    
  

5. Contiguity - Maintaining the W-L assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 also makes sense 
because the neighborhood’s northern border is 100% contiguous with planning units that are indicated 
to remain within the W-L zone in this current boundary change process.  The units’ southern border is 
defined by Arlington Boulevard/Route-50, forming a contiguous and commonsense boundary.  
  

6. Demographics - Based on the online interactive map tool, it is not clear how much demographic 
diversity the School Board would achieve by upending the current boundaries to move these three units 
from W-L to Wakefield.  In fact, the options under the current boundary refinement process only 
exacerbate the acute diversity problem at Yorktown without solving the problem at Wakefield.  If 
demographic diversity is the goal, APS should look to balance demographics in a more comprehensive 
boundary proposal in 2020-21 across all three high schools, including Yorktown.     
  
According to School Board Chair Nancy Van Doren, no criterion is weighted or prioritized over another 
for this boundary refinement process.  Given this fact, it is clear that the School Board does not achieve 
its stated criteria by changing the boundary for 1201, 1202, and 1203 from  
W-L to Wakefield.  Instead, other units appear to easily achieve some or all of the stated goals, such 
as: (1) reassigning planning units 1302, 1303, 3501, 3502, and 3503 to Yorktown and planning units 
3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield, as suggested in the APS Facilities Advisory Committee 
Report (May 17, 2016) (Scenario 1), or (2) reassigning planning units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to 
Wakefield and planning units 2313 and 2314 to Yorktown. In particular, students in the planning units 
south of Arlington Boulevard (e.g., units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706) would be better able to walk or 
bike safely to Wakefield, thereby satisfying the contiguous, efficiency, proximity, and alignment criteria, 
among others. 
  
For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that the School Board consider other units in the current 
boundary refinement process and maintain 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L zone.  Again, thank 
you for the opportunity to provide my informed opinions on an issue that is so important to me as an 
Arlington County resident, taxpayer, and voter.   
  
                                                                                                Regards,  
                                                                                                Christiana Campos 
                                                                                                117 N. Granada Street 
                                                                                                 

 



Dear School Board Members and Staff:  
 
I write to support maintaining current high school attendance boundary zones of 
Arlington Forest neighborhood planning units (1201, 1202, and 1203) for Washington-Lee 
High School. 
 
Like many others, I moved to Arlington with the expectation that I would be participating in 
building excellent schools for my children, whether by my vote, my taxes, my children, or all of 
the above.  I recognize that the current population trend has created new challenges, and I 
appreciate the opportunity to be part of the solution.  Please consider my views, which 
incorporate the 6 criteria established for recommended boundary changes in the APS Boundary 
Policy: 
 
1. Proximity - Planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are a short, safe walking and biking 

distance from Washington-Lee (W-L), with portions within the 1.5 mile walk zone.  While 
some students just beyond the walk zone do have a bus option, they also enjoy quick 
access to a paved bike trail through parkland, safely navigating within blocks of W-L.  This 
proximity not only provides students safe and easy access to school, but it also 
allows parents an easy and efficient path to shuttle students to and from 
extracurricular activities before and after the work day.  In contrast, these units are 
2.8-3.0 miles away from Wakefield - twice as far as W-L.  Moreover, reassigning these 
units to Wakefield would require students and parents to navigate two major and busy 
thoroughfares in Arlington - Route-50 and George Mason Blvd - making it unsafe to walk or 
bike ride to school (especially with expected overflow usage when I-66 construction begins). 
Importantly, the APS Facilities Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) offered a number 
of solutions, but none involved reassigning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 from W-L to 
Wakefield.   

 
2. Efficiency - Continuing to keep units 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L boundary zones 

will reduce future capital and operating costs because the current proximity will allow many 
students to walk or bike to school with limited bus and other transportation costs, including 
added traffic congestion and associated pollutants.  Reassigning these units to Wakefield 
will require funding for all students to ride the bus daily. 

 
3. Alignment - Arlington Forest planning units 1201, 1202, and 1203 are three of eight units 

zoned for Barrett Elementary School. Currently, these students spend six years together in 
elementary school, are split up for three years in middle school, but then come back 
together at W-L for high school. Under the proposed boundary changes, however, this 
neighborhood student group will be fractured even further between the two high schools —
and some students will have little to no consistency in their class make-up because of that 
fracturing.  APS should strive to keep student and neighborhood groups together as much 
as possible.  The students in these units should all be assigned to the nearest high school to 
satisfy this alignment criterion for boundary change proposals and avoid (as much as 
possible) separating groups of students from their friends and classmates.  It only makes 
sense to continue sending the Arlington Forest planning units to W-L given the school’s safe 
walking and biking distance, as discussed above. 

 
4. Stability - Given that APS expects more comprehensive boundary changes in 2020-21, the 

School Board should not change the current high school assignment for units 1201, 1202, 
and 1203 at this time.  Maintaining the current assignment would allow students to continue 
walking or biking to the closer W-L while simultaneously giving APS the freedom in a few 



short years to consider other, more practical and safer options without destabilizing families’ 
expectations in planned attendance areas a second time in five years.    

 
5. Contiguity - Maintaining the W-L assignment for units 1201, 1202, and 1203 also makes 

sense because the neighborhood’s northern border is 100% contiguous with planning units 
that are indicated to remain within the W-L zone in this current boundary change process.  
The units’ southern border is defined by Arlington Boulevard/Route-50, forming a contiguous 
and commonsense boundary.  

 
6. Demographics - Based on the online interactive map tool, it is not clear how much 

demographic diversity the School Board would achieve by upending the current boundaries 
to move these three units from W-L to Wakefield.  In fact, the options under the current 
boundary refinement process only exacerbate the acute diversity problem at Yorktown 
without solving the problem at Wakefield.  If demographic diversity is the goal, APS should 
look to balance demographics in a more comprehensive boundary proposal in 2020-21 
across all three high schools, including Yorktown.     

 
According to School Board Chair Nancy Van Doren, no criterion is weighted or prioritized over 
another for this boundary refinement process.  Given this fact, it is clear that the School Board 
does not achieve its stated criteria by changing the boundary for 1201, 1202, and 1203 from  
W-L to Wakefield.  Instead, other units appear to easily achieve some or all of the stated goals, 
such as: (1) reassigning planning units 1302, 1303, 3501, 3502, and 3503 to Yorktown and 
planning units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield, as suggested in the APS Facilities 
Advisory Committee Report (May 17, 2016) (Scenario 1), or (2) reassigning planning units 3507, 
3509, 3510, and 3706 to Wakefield and planning units 2313 and 2314 to Yorktown. In particular, 
students in the planning units south of Arlington Boulevard (e.g., units 3507, 3509, 3510, and 
3706) would be better able to walk or bike safely to Wakefield, thereby satisfying the 
contiguous, efficiency, proximity, and alignment criteria, among others. 
 
For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that the School Board consider other units in the current 
boundary refinement process and maintain 1201, 1202, and 1203 within the W-L zone.  Again, 
thank you for the opportunity to provide my informed opinions on an issue that is so important to 
me as an Arlington County resident, taxpayer, and voter.   
 
        Regards,  
        Christiana Campos 
        117 N. Granada Street 
         
         



 

From: Laura Suchon <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:51 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Please prioritize the building of a 4th comprehensive high school.

The one glaring facilities problem the county faces is the lack of adequate seats for high schoolers.  There have been a lot 
of bandaids suggested for how to juggle students here and there, but the only lasting solution is to build another 
comprehensive high school.  Pretending that remote learning and staggered schedules is adequate or desired  - 
proposals that seem to be embraced mostly by those who don't have kids in the school system - is doing a disservice to 
the entire county by simply delaying a productive solution to a problem that is not going away.  The increased enrollment 
is here and our kids deserve to have traditional high school facilities available to them in the community.  Thank you. 

Laura Orvald 



 

From: tim dodd <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:54 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Wakefield Redstricting

The proposal to move north side Arlington Forest residents to Wakefield high school has been met with great 
resistance by those residents.  There has been much dialogue on the the neighborhood listserve that has 
denigrated Wakefield and the proposal that those residents be redistricted to Wakefield.  They have lobbied 
financial and near racist arguments to oppose the recommendation. 

As a south side resident of Arlington Forest. I was dismayed by the civic association sending a letter in support 
of allowing north side residents to remain at Washington and Lee.  That letter does need t represent the majority 
of south side Forestors nor many residents on the north side. 

If APS wants to support diversity in its schools then the proposed plan makes sense.  If APS doesn't support 
diversity then perhaps it should redistrict south side Arlington Forest to Washington and Lee.  Such a move 
could potentially mend the division within the Arlington Forest neighborhood. 

Although we support the north side being redistrictd to Wakefield, the division and disagreement it has 
generated within the entire Arlington Forest neighborhood should be weighed in the final decision. 

Tim Dodd 
South side Arlington Forest resident  



 

From: Lori Brown <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:53 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Feedback on boundaries

Please do not move kids who can walk to WL!  We are in planning unit 1510 and we walk to/from 
school.  Moving us to Yorktown means more bus/car traffic, which I'm sure is not the goal.  I know you are 
struggling to balance many objectives, but I wanted to be sure I shared our perspective.   

Thank you! 
Lori Brown 



 

From: Samara Weinstein <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:35 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning

Below please find input future facilities for for addressing High School capacity and the next stage of More Seats for 
More Students.  I propose APS consider both a Ninth Grade Academy for Washington-Lee and a Public Service 
Academy. 

Thank you for the opportunity. 
Samara  
Samara Weinstein 
171 North Columbus Street 
Arlington, VA   22203 

Feedback to APS on High School Models

1. Ninth Grade Academy:         Position all 9th graders in one building with emphasis on preparing
them for the rigors of high school.  The transition to High School was tough, for my daughter and
many of her friends.  Fourteen/Fifteen is a tough age developmentally and my daughter’s counselor
at Washington-Lee said that she sees more ninth graders stressed and anxious than in other grades,
particularly due to the hyper-competitive and overcrowding.  Arlington High Schools have tried to
address this by creating 9th grade Learning Communities or Houses at the three High Schools.  This
creates small "schools within schools" and the teams of teachers work together and get to know
students to develop a personal environment.  However, creating a separate stand-alone 9th grade
academy would better address this cohort and improve the successful transition to High School.  For
more information, see the report, "9th grade Academies:  Easing the transition to High
School":  http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/docs/intern-research/reports/9thgradeacademies.pdf

2. Public Service Academy:       Create a Public or Community Service High School Academy 
focusing on community and civic engagement and career exploration.  This could incorporate the IB 
Community Service Requirements, service learning with social action, justice, internships and 
required community service and real world opportunities.  Partnership opportunities are plentiful with 
local county, state and federal government agencies, as well as emergency response, defense and 
charitable organizations.  For more information see:  

 Schools and Civic Engagement Blueprint
http://documents.mccormickfoundation.org/PDF/IL-Civic-Blueprint.pdf 

 George Washington University Service Learning
https://serve.gwu.edu/about-our-center 



Service-learning combines teaching and community involvement within an academic 
setting. A service-learning course provides an opportunity for students, faculty 
members, and community partners to engage in organized service activities that 
address community-identified needs. The experience allows participants a chance to 
reflect on the service activity to gain a further understanding of curricular content, as 
well as enhance their sense of personal values and civic responsibility. 

 Anacostia High School Public Service Academy
http://www.nytimes.com/1990/10/10/us/education-public-service-stressed-at-a-troubled-
school.html 

 George Mason University
http://masonleads.gmu.edu/students/the-center-for-leadership-and-community-
engagement/ 

 Leadership Public Service High School
http://leadershipnyc.org/ 

 Public Service Community High School
http://www.publicservicehs.org/ 

 Civic Engagement High School Partnership
http://miami.edu/index.php/civic_community_engagement/initiatives/southridge

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: APS School Talk <
To: 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:25 AM 
Subject: APS School Talk - Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

A message from ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Last Day to Provide Input on Proposals for Future Facilities Planning 

Arlington County and Arlington Public Schools initiated the year-long Community Facilities Study in 
2015 to consider how Arlington’s steady growth, evolving demographics, and changing economy 
affect our current and future needs for schools and other public facilities. A 23-member committee 
delivered a report to the County and School Boards in November 2015. Since that time, County and 
APS staff have been evaluating that report and its 21 recommendations to address the strategic 
challenges that Arlington is facing. 

The County Manager and APS Superintendent are seeking community input on key proposals to 
implement the Community Facilities Study recommendations: 

 Staff’s draft responses to the Community Facilities Study recommendations
 A draft charter for a new advisory commission, the Joint Facilities Advisory Commission,

proposed to be established by the County and School Boards

Feedback should be sent to  by the end of the day. We recognize this 
is a short turnaround, however the County and School Boards will have a joint work session on 
November 1 at 6:00 p.m. (location to be determined) and we would like your input to be considered at 
that time. 



The Community Facilities Study Committee will hold a public meeting, with the Resident Forum, on 
October 25 at 7:00 pm at the Navy League Building (2300 Wilson Blvd.) to discuss the draft staff 
responses and commission charter and to review community input received. 



 

From: Steven Leutner <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:09 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; 

CountyManager
Subject: Buck Property / Quincy Technology Park -- opposition to plans/process

24 October 2016 

Re:  Buck Property / Quincy Technology Park 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am writing regarding the Buck Property located on the 1500 block of North Quincy St.  I have lived 
within sight of the property for nearly five years.  It is my understanding that the County has a 
purchase option on the property and that it intends to execute late next year.  I am also aware that the 
County is proposing using the property for: 

1) County vehicle, ART bus, and APS bus parking, dispatch, fueling, and maintenance

2) Police and fire vehicle storage

3) Material staging

4) Washington-Lee parking

With the exception of temporary parking for Washington-Lee, I am adamantly opposed to any of 
these proposals for the property.  I do, however, recognize what a unique opportunity the property is 
to the County, and I am supportive of the property being redeveloped into a community asset.   

To date, the actions by the County concerning property have been opaque.  Without question, the 
neighbors within a quarter mile radius of the property should have a seats at the table in all 
development decision processes related to the property.  This is simple common sense, a common 
courtesy, and “The Arlington Way”. 



The County decision process must strongly weigh the fact that several single family homes and the 
popular Hayes Park adjoin to the property, and the fact for at least the last five years the intensity of 
use of the property has been low.  The proposals will create significant and unacceptable increases in 
noise and environmental pollution in this residential area.  These facts alone make the site 
incompatible with most of the County’s intend uses.  Further, the County must also weigh the damage 
to the community by displacing the current tenants.  NovaMMA, Jumping Joeys, and Dynamic 
Gymnastics are valued community assets, all three offer services that are congruent with Arlington 
culture and values, are not easily replicated elsewhere, and they have succeeded precisely because 
there is such high demand for the services they provide.  None of the County proposals have 
anywhere near the same community value and will be much more impactful to the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

  

There are several uses that have been brought up which could, given requisite community 
engagement and input, be welcome.  They include a new elementary school or an expansion of 
Washington-Lee High School, expansion of Hayes Park, a new community gymnastics and fitness 
center, and access to a new parking structure over I-66—which could potentially be acceptable for 
use in more intensive uses. 

  

I look forward to your attention in this matter, and hope moving forward the County and the 
community can create a common understanding and shared vision for the development of the 
property. 

  

Steven Leutner 

1413 N Monroe St 

Arlington, VA 22201 



 

From: Baj, Alexandra <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 8:38 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy; CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian 

Dorsey; John Vihstadt; CountyManager
Cc: Baj, Alexandra
Subject: Comments about Buck property

I am writing with comments on the Facilities Study Group about the transformation of the Buck property into a 
bus parking and repair / refueling lot. 

This is the first time that I am writing to the county.  I am writing because I am absolutely horrified by the idea 
of putting a bus depot in a residential neighborhood with lots of kids.   

I have lived in my home – a farmhouse built in 1900 – for about 16 years.  My husband and I have four school-
age children.  Many of our neighbors also have children, ranging from babies to teenagers.  Our kids spend a 
lot of time playing outside in our yards.  Our community is diverse, walkable, and relatively affordable 
compared with other parts of North Arlington.  We are part of a great residential neighborhood with single 
family homes and some affordable group homes and four-unit apartment buildings.  We have block parties and 
enjoy walking to our neighborhood parks, the library, and metro.  This is a residential neighborhood.  The Buck 
property has long been a positive part of our neighborhood, currently housing some offices, and places for 
community exercise and fun – crossfit, a gymnastics studio, and bouncing facility.  I can see the Buck property 
from my bedroom window.  Many other neighbors (including one in a pipestem lot behind my home) are even 
closer than I am.  We do have to put up with our share of other noise and traffic – we are close to 66 and to 
Washington Lee high school – already buses alternatively idle and race along our street.  But we have never 
faced anything like having a bus depot.   

We have a lot of children in our neighborhood.  The pollution levels from a bus depot are absolutely 
unacceptable to a residential neighborhood.  The exhaust fumes and additional pollution from buses idling and 
running, and getting repaired and refueled are completely out of line with an Arlington residential 
community.  There are a number of homes that are within a few feet of the Buck property.  No bus depot 
should be put next to a residential area in Arlington.  Hayes Park – a very popular community park – is also 
next to the Buck property.  It is a park specially designed with equipment for children under 5 years 
old.  Putting a bus depot next to that park would be a detriment to all of the children playing in that park due to 
additional pollution and noise.  A bus depot should be put in an area without homes and small community 
parks directly adjacent to it.  Please don’t ruin our diverse walkable neighborhood with a bus depot.  Bus 
depots should not be adjacent to homes. 

Traffic is also a major issue for the placement of a bus depot in the Buck property.  Having tried many times to 
turn left out of my street, which is just one street over from where Buck’s property drives onto Quincy Street, I 
can tell you that buses coming out of that property and turning left are going to get extremely backed up.  It is 
very hard to turn left coming out of that property.  Even if you put in a light for the buses, you will find at busy 
times (like when the buses are coming out) that Quincy Street is so backed up from the light at Washington 
Blvd. that the buses will be unable to get out because of the line of traffic in the single lane in that direction.  If 
you have several buses coming out at one time, they are going to get stuck – unable to come out onto Quincy 
Street in either direction.  They will also add an unacceptable level of traffic for that area – creating additional 
hazards for the large number of kids trying to cross Quincy Street to get to Washington Lee high school from 
our neighborhood. 

Please rethink the use of the Buck property as a bus depot.  It would be better used as offices (similar to its 
current uses), additional park area (to tie in to Hayes Park), or an expansion area for additional educational 
services (to tie in to Washington Lee high school). 



Thank you for your review of my comments and your careful consideration of this issue. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Alexandra Baj 
 
Alexandra Baj  
3809 14th Street North 
Arlington VA 22201 

 



 

From: Ruth Woollett <
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 7:39 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Buck property 

I am a neighbor to this property and oppose any industrial use of this space such as bus parking and repair.  I feel that is 
not appropriate for a residential neighborhood and across from a school. 

Ruth Woollett 
3711 N 14th St 
Arlington, VA 22201 



From:
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 10:17 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

I believe the opportunity is not so much in yet another commission but rather the opportunity to create a new approach and 
method for communicating county priorities to civic associations, PTAs and other civic groups at timely intervals and getting 
feedback from the communities on priorities. I hope that recommendations on the next generation of community engagement 
tools/technologies are addressed by this commission. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Email

Address

VFOIA 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Magaret Grosh <
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 9:19 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy; CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian 

Dorsey; John Vihstadt; CountyManager
Subject: Please do not use the N. Quincy St Buck Property for Industrial and other purposes

Dear County Officers, 

I was pleased to learn that the County will purchase the "Buck property" on N. Quincy street between the 
Education Center and Hayes Park.  There are many needs the county has, especially re schools and 
recreation.  To acquire a nice chunk of land near such facilities and overcrowded ones at that is really 
wonderful.   

I was, however, appalled to learn of the idea of making the land a bus parking and maintenance space.  This is 
not in keeping with a residential neighborhood, nor with land adjacent to schools and parks, now with the 
"Indudstrial Land Use and Zoning Study the county did in 2000..   The noise and pollution will harm the 
neighborhood and the county facililities we have.   The traffic on our residential streets is already terrible, 
bearing the to and fro for Washington-Lee and Taylor, as well as a great deal of cut-through traffic.  And it will 
anyway be getting worse with the proposed high density developments a the YMCA and the Sport and 
Health/'eleventh st property' currently in GLUP process.   

I hope that an open and inclusive planning process can be undertaken that would yield a more appropriate use 
for the land. 

Sincerely, 
Margaret Grosh 
3819 13th St N.  Arlington VA 22201 



 

From: Robert Kramer <
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 7:45 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Comments on Buck property redevelopment and use

To Whom It May Concern: 

I’m writing regarding the contemplated sale and use of the Buck property at Quincy at I‐66, across from the Washington‐
Lee high school parking garage. 

As a long‐time resident of Arlington, I understand the need for our growing county to expand its facilities. 

However, I am strongly against the proposed industrialization of a site which is directly adjacent to residential 
properties, schools and parks.  The contemplated use of the facility for bus maintenance and parking will do damage to 
the growing residential neighborhoods in Virginia Square, create traffic problems along the Quincy/Washington roads, 
and cause environmental damage.  And all this only a walkable half‐mile from the Orange Line, the backbone of 
residential and commercial growth in the area. 

I ask the county to reconsider the use of this property and determine whether “light industrial” zoning in this area is an 
anachronism, appropriate in the distant past, but not a part of a modern Arlington where densely packed residents 
expect to live, work and play in a clean environment. 

Thank you, 
Bob Kramer 



From: Suzanne Sundburg <
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 3:45 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

Any effort toward better-informed planning and decision-making--no matter how small--is welcome. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Suzanne Sundburg

Email

Address

5300 8th Road N 
Arlington, Virginia 22205 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: andy lane <
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 1:52 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Bus Parking/repair lot at Quincy Park North

It is with great regret that I hear about the plan to industrialize our little neighborhood. We have lived 
on a quiet dead end with seven other families for 15 years. There are only two residences between 
our home at 1405 N Nelson and the Buck Property. We are concerned about the noise, fumes and 
preserving the character of our neighborhood. 

Andy Lane 



 

From: Doug Hollett <
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2016 8:00 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: CountyBoard; Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt
Subject: Quincy Park North Neighborhood and Buck Property Plans

We do NOT support the conversion of the Buck property to a bus garage and maintenance facility, or any other 
industrial use which is inconsistent with this being a residential neighborhood.  While we appreciate the 
county's interest in securing large sites for industrial use, it appears that this is being done without consideration 
of alternate uses, alternate sites, and both environmental impacts and cumulative impacts.  We are seriously 
concerned about the resultant noise, airborne pollution and traffic this facility would create, which would in turn 
progressively convert this area into an industrial complex rather than a quiet, residential neighborhood.  If the 
intent is to drive residents out of the county - this will do it. 

Further, we are concerned about the adverse impact of the following proposals: 

1. Converting the YMCA on 13th street to a high density apartment complex.  The roads and infrastructure
cannot handle such an impact, and it seems designed to push the high-rise, urbanized corridor along Washington
and Wilson, 4-5 blocks north into single family neighborhoods.

2. Concurrently converting the properties at Washington and Kirkwood, into high-rise apartments.

At the same time, 14th street N and 13th street N are progressively becoming racetracks, with cars going 50+ 
MPH.  We have had 2 dogs killed and 2 residents hit in the past year in this area; twice in the past month, while 
traveling 25 mph on these streets, I have been passed on the left by cars going twice the speed limit.  This area 
now requires traffic control measures/speed control mechanisms.  Your proposals to add industrial traffic and 
100's of new residential spaces to this immediate area, will only serve to degrade the quality of life and safety in 
this neighborhood. 

Doug Hollett 
Pam Melroy 
3605 14th Street N 



 

From: Jen Sklarew <
Sent: Saturday, October 22, 2016 11:55 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: Libby Garvey; Jay Fisette; Katie Cristol; John Vihstadt; CountyManager; Christian Dorsey; 

CountyBoard
Subject: Comments on use of Quincy Street (Buck) property

Dear Arlington County Facilities Study Group, 

I respectfully request a decision to use the Quincy Street (Buck) property to address school capacity or green 
space needs, not bus storage.  Examples of efficient uses of the Quincy Street property include more school 
space for the rapidly growing student population at the high school and elementary levels, or additional green 
space to accommodate the loss of such space as Arlington urbanizes. 

A bus depot on the Quincy Street lot seems uneconomical, and it could be placed on a more well-suited 
property.  In addition, a bus depot poses dangers to many Arlington residents.  Examples of the dangers of a bus 
depot across from a school and adjoining a residential neighborhood include fumes, gasoline leakage, and high 
levels of bus traffic interacting with student walkers and drivers, as well as obstruction of a major entry point 
for a neighborhood full of families with young children (and a sidewalk on only one side).  No traffic signals to 
ensure safe driving on Quincy Street exist at the school entrances/exits or the entrances to 14th Street and 13th 
Street from Quincy Street. 

The bus depot could be more suitably, economically, and safely placed in several non-residential areas in South 
Arlington, for instance.  

I hope that Arlington county will decide to use the Quincy Street lot as an economically and environmentally 
sensible, safe solution to school capacity problems or green space needs, rather than spending county funds 
illogically on use of this property as a bus depot. 

Respectfully, 
Jennifer Sklarew,  Ph.D. 
George Mason University 
And owner, 3804 14th Street North 



 

From:
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2016 8:13 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy; CountyBoard; Libby Garvey;  Katie Cristol; 

Christian Dorsey; John Vihstadt; CountyManager; Jay Fisette
Cc:
Subject: Feedback on Use/ Purchase of Buck Property on Quincy Street

To Mr. Mark Schwartz, Ms. Garvey, Ms. Fissette, Mr.Vihstadt, Ms. Cristol, Mr. Dorsey and the hard working Facilities Study Group, 

I am writing to give my feedback on the proposed purchase of the Buck Property on Quincy Street, located across from W&L High 
School and the Ed Center.   

My largest concern is that it is an extremely valuable/costly piece of property and I am not convinced that anything the county could do 
with it would make economic or highest and best use sense.  However, if the county were to find the funds to purchase this piece of 
property, the only use I would support is for a More Seats for Students school related use.  I strongly disagree with the 
proposal I heard about, even temporarily, using it as a bus/ county vehicle stationing center.  After reviewing the report, I feel 
you should pursue the other less residential, school and park vicinity located pieces of property identified in the report (or others not 
identified) for that purpose.  

If the county were to buy the property, even given the site's limitations, I think you should strongly consider using it to supplement the 
high school located across the street or to build a new school (special purpose high school) upon.  The county was very creative in 
dealing with major site issues at Long Bridge for new spaces for our children and you could also do that here as well. 

Lastly, I applaud the county in identifying the need to stop the deterioration of the commercial base in Arlington.  One thing the 
county needs to keep in mind is that companies want to be located in areas where their employees and senior executives (decision 
makers) want to live.  If decision makers leave the Ballston-Rosslyn corridor and drive to view the adjacent High School and residential 
neighborhoods only to find a county garage and bus parking lot, they will leave and go to counties who make better choices!  Don't be 
the ones who were responsible for making those choices.  Arlington should take a lesson from the Walt Disney Company.  Clearly, they 
have "back of house" areas and commercial vehicles to store and maintain, however, are very careful NEVER to locate those areas 
immediately adjacent to the areas where their guests reside and play and send their children.  No one can argue with their creativity 
and success.  We could learn from them. 

Sincerely,  

Carolyn Lange 



From: Kim Klingler <
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2016 6:10 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

I am glad to see the county actively facilitating joint collaboration and join planning when it comes to identifying, planning, etc. 
new/existing facilities. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Kim Klingler

Email

Address

5637 Lee Highway 
Arlington, Virginia 22207 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From:
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2016 9:44 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Cc: John Snyder (Home)
Subject: Comments on Study Recommendations
Attachments: Comments on Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report.docx

Hello 

My comments on the report recommendations, specifically recommendations #12 and #13, are 
attached. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

John Snyder 
4122 16th St. South 
22204   
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Comments on Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report 
John Snyder 
October 21, 2016 
 
These comments concern the Arlington Community Facilities Study Final Report 
recommendations #12 and #13, concerning the economic impacts and benefits of new 
projects.  The recommendations ask that county staff and the Economic Development 
Commission report on the impacts and benefits for individual projects being reviewed or 
approved by the county board.  This would be a new form of land use regulation, as 
presumably the information would be used in the decision making process, contrary to 
existing codes.  These recommendations are thus outside the advertised scope of the 
Community Facilities Study, and proffered with little or no public engagement, because 
the public would not know that these subjects were being considered. For example, the 
Columbia Pike Revitalization Organization and the civic associations along Columbia 
Pike were given no notice that the committee was contemplating recommending 
substantive changes to land use, development and affordable housing policies 
incorporated into the Columbia Pike Form Based Codes.  For this reason alone, the 
recommendations should be withdrawn.   
 
Substantively, these recommendations ignore the distinctions among different 
development plans and codes, the purposes of those distinctions, and the economic 
analysis that has already been conducted and incorporated into the different land use 
policies.  The recommendations also unfairly ignore the impacts on facilities 
requirements of existing developments, attempting to place all responsibility for strains 
on our facilities only on newly proposed projects.  Moreover, the recommendations 
focus on the fiscal effects on the county budget, ignoring the broader--and much more 
important--economic benefits for the community that are intended through 
implementation of the Form Based Codes. 
 
These recommendations apply to special exception/site plan and Form Based Code 
projects equally, even though there are very different projects, under different 
regulations that were adopted for different purposes and with entirely different public 
processes.  The Form Based Codes and the projects they promote are not the same as 
site plan applications and site plan projects. They should not be treated the same way.   
 
Form Based Code projects are by-right.  The density allowed in the Form Based Code 
has already been written into the ordinance, along with the conditions to be met for that 
density.  If the application meets the conditions, the applicant has a right for the project 
to proceed.  The applicant is not asking for more than existing zoning allows, as with a 
site plan.  Rather, the applicant is asking for exactly what existing zoning allows.  Yet 
the study recommendations single out Form Based Code projects as the only by-right 
development in the county subject to this requirement.  Basic fairness requires that the 
county consider, or not, the impacts of all by-right development in all parts of the county 
on the same basis, with the same requirements.   
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Additional requirements cannot be imposed on FBC projects.  Presumably the county 
board would be expected to do something with the information provided by staff and the 
Economic Development Commission pursuant to these recommendations.  There is 
much public discussion of “getting more” out of site plan developers.  But because the 
Form Based Code projects are by-right, the county lacks any legitimate basis to impose 
additional requirements on the applicant that are not already stated in the codes.  Many 
projects can proceed with only administrative review, with no county board action, after 
staff determines that the project complies with the code.  The largest projects require 
board approval of a special use permit, but only to review compliance with the code, 
and to ensure that steps are being taken to ameliorate direct effects of the project on 
the surrounding public and private property, consistent with the codes.  It does not open 
the process to ad hoc negotiations.  Understanding the impact of a particular building on 
facilities needs on an isolated basis—if such an impact could actually be determined--
would not provide any remedy for those impacts, whether estimated to be negative or 
positive.  The county cannot, for example, add a floor or subtract a floor from the 
building plans in response to the staff’s facility impacts analysis.  And the county cannot 
add additional conditions to the project.  So what is the purpose of this recommended 
impact analysis?   
 
The impacts on county facilities needs of the Form Based Code projects can be 
estimated now, and need not wait for an individual project to come for county board 
action.  The maximum size of the potential buildings is already known; the number of 
residents can be estimated on an aggregate basis, as the county has already done.  
During the three years of development of the Pike Neighborhoods Plan, the community 
representatives demanded that Arlington Public Schools participate so that APS would 
have all the information needed to estimate the impact, if any, on our schools.  So the 
county already has the information it needs.  Only timing of the developments is not 
known.  These recommendations would not help on that point.   
 
In addition, trying to determine the impact of an individual project could lead to grossly 
unfair results by trying to pinpoint on one land parcel a small portion of greater 
demographic factors that apply to the whole county.  For example, if the county board 
chose to impose some sort of additional requirement on the recent Shell project, a Form 
Based Code building with 83 new affordable apartments, to ameliorate the estimated 
impact on schools, it could have imposed substantial economic burdens, or even 
prevented the project from moving forward.  Yet all the residents in the newly opened 
building moved from elsewhere in Arlington, so the net impact on Arlington Public 
Schools was zero.  Think of the damage the county can do, trying to itemize broad 
demographic trends one building at a time.         
 
Form Based Code development is not a site plan negotiation. Using the data from these 
recommendations to extract something more from Form Based Code project owners 
would reverse a specific policy embodied in the Codes: to avoid the site plan 
negotiations process.  The codes are designed to allow development to proceed 
through compliance with objective criteria, and nothing else, to provide more certainty 
for both the developers and the surrounding community, and to allow the process to 
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proceed more expeditiously.  Replacing certainty with ad hoc negotiations is a change 
in land use policy directly contrary to the intent of the county government and the 
community it serves.  
 
While the site plan process may be the last and only chance to negotiate benefits for the 
community in exchange for the additional density requested, the community benefits for 
Form Based Code projects have already been worked out.  Some typical site plan 
conditions were intentionally not included in the Form Based Code for the commercial 
areas as an economic incentive to spur badly needed investment in those areas.  Other 
public benefits are embodied in the codes, like the public plaza at Penrose Square, and 
the coming public space at George Mason Drive if the project proceeds.  Those benefits 
have already been achieved for the community and are written into the code.  Revoking 
these public benefits through some sort of ad hoc negotiation (for example, in the event 
the county board chooses to try to get “contributions” to narrow a budget gap in a future 
year instead of the public spaces promised to the community) would be an intolerable 
betrayal of trust for both the property owners and the community.  Moreover, the new 
businesses, the new residents and the new buildings and spaces brought to the Pike by 
Form Based Code commercial area projects are—in and of themselves—desired 
benefits to the community, that are intentionally and enthusiastically incentivized by the 
Form Based Code.   
 
Using impact analysis in the approval process for Form Based Code projects would be 
completely contrary to these specific policies, that were developed through years-long 
public processes and that have been in effect for 13 years (commercial) and three years 
(residential).  These recommendations seek to reverse these policy decisions without 
any consideration of the reasons for the policies, and no public engagement of the 
people directly affected.   
 
The recommended impact analysis would ignore the broader desired economic 
impact. The impact analysis to be provided to the county board apparently would focus 
only on the fiscal impacts to the county government, not the broader economic and 
other effects of the Form Based Codes.  Presumably, staff would try to determine the 
impact on county facilities and services of a new project, such as the number of school 
children added to the rolls, or the amount of water being consumed.  And staff would 
estimate the additional tax revenue coming to the county.  But those impacts are only a 
small part of the economic impact of a project, and much less important than the other 
economic impacts sought through the Form Based Codes.  The codes were not 
developed for tax revenue. The revenue is also a benefit, but it is secondary.  The 
codes were developed to build a walkable downtown and provide economic vitality to a 
declining suburban corridor, and to preserve the character of the neighborhoods 
through preservation of affordable housing—all through private investment. The 
county’s efforts to improve the quality of life in the Pike neighborhoods is not limited to 
facilities and services provided by the county.       
 
The first Form Based Code, for the commercial areas, replaces parking lots and 
declining buildings with new development that brings new businesses, public open 
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space, public parking.  It has brought new community engagement in the public spaces 
and businesses, and new economic vitality in the form of new, relatively affluent 
residents who can help provide a more balanced economic demographic to support 
businesses and jobs.  It is designed to be walkable and transit oriented for the quality of 
life in the neighborhoods and environmental sustainability.  The county government and 
community intended for these new projects to be a benefit to the community, knowing 
full well that any new development also will require some county services, for which 
these properties pay taxes.  These projects are a benefit to the community just as parks 
and schools are a benefit to the community.  The economic impact decision has already 
been made; it is incorporated into the Form Based Code.   
 
For the Neighborhoods Form Based Code, a specific policy choice was adopted after 
years of consideration and debate.  It is designed to preserve the character of the 
neighborhood notwithstanding expected economic pressure, (from being near the 
center of the metropolitan area), that would displace current residents.  It offers 
substantial incentives in the form of increased density for the preservation of the 
existing number of affordable apartments.  A residential property owner can add density 
if, and only if, it also commits 25% of the number of new market rate units as affordable.  
Preservation of affordable housing on Columbia Pike is a social and economic policy 
goal of the county and of the Pike community.  The Pike community has accepted the 
additional density, the broader Arlington community has celebrated the preservation of 
affordable housing, and the county has already implemented a tax increment financing 
scheme to address some impacts of the future projects.  Now these recommendations 
suggest that additional burdens should be considered for projects subject to the 
Neighborhoods Form Based Code.  Considering that these projects will already carry a 
heavier policy-induced burden than any other projects in Arlington—to meet county-
wide policy goals--the choice of impact assessments for these projects makes 
absolutely no sense.   
 
It is unfair to expect only new projects to contribute more to solving the problems for 
which all of Arlington is responsible.  This recommended new requirement comes 
several decades into the post-Metro Arlington development boom, potentially adding 
new requirements on projects not yet built while adding no new requirements for 
projects already contributing to the strains on public resources that the Facilities Study 
is trying to ameliorate.  Why must only the new development—which is concentrated in 
parts of the county that have been by-passed for many years—be solely responsible to 
pay for impacts, when the older development is not?  Why are these new apartment 
buildings and office buildings to pay more to ameliorate the impacts of generational 
turnover of single family homes, which is causing the greatest facility strain, 
overcrowding our schools?        
 
Conclusion.  The quality of life in the Columbia Pike community is the most important 
goal of the Form Based Codes.  Yet these recommendations completely ignore the 
goals of the Form Based Codes, under the pretext that only county fiscal issues matter. 
These recommendations would add additional considerations to the project approval 
process that were specifically rejected in the policy framework for the future of the Pike. 
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There has been no public engagement on this point, as the Facilities Study was always 
described as just that, a study of facilities, not as a forum for potential revisions to land 
use, development and affordable housing preservation plans.  
 
The Columbia Pike community pays taxes like everybody else. New buildings on the 
Pike do not impose any more burden than new or existing buildings anywhere else in 
Arlington.  All of Arlington should share all of Arlington’s burdens.  For these reasons, as 
they relate to the Form Based Codes, recommendation #12 and #13 should be 
withdrawn.    
 
Thank you for consideration of these comments.  
 
John Snyder 
4122 16th St. South 
22204 
 

 



From: Audrey Mo <
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 8:35 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

There will be a comprehensive look at shared community needs for facilities. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Audrey Mo

Email

Address

614A N Tazewell St 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 
United States 
Map It

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Ellen Fitzpatrick <
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 9:47 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Use of Buck property

To whom it may concern: 

We recently moved from Dover-Crystal to Maywood to have a more walkable lifestyle.  Our son walks to 
W&L, we walk to the grocery store and often use the bus that stops at the top of our street on Lee Highway. 

We live in a high density area where land is at a premium and everything that is built on a large parcel of land 
must be seriously considered on how it will effect the community around it both positively and negatively.  

With that in mind, the Buck property being considered for a bus yard is incomprehensible. When we need more 
classrooms everywhere to put buses in such a central location in an already highly populated area where traffic 
is difficult in the morning does not provide positives that out weigh the negatives. Please do not be so short 
sighted. We cannot use what may be one of the largest parcel's of land available to APS in a residential area for 
buses.  

Please think about how this will affect this high density area. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Fitzpatrick  



From:
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 1:56 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: JFAC Charter Feedback

What excites you about the new Joint Facilities Advisory Commission charter?

I am excited to see an effort at coordination between APS and the County regarding facilities and land use. 

What concerns (if any) do you have about this charter?

Name

Email

Address

VFOIA 

 Please do not disclose my name and contact information in response to a request under the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act. I recognize that the County cannot guarantee the confidentiality of my name and contact information
but ask that it do so to the extent permitted by law.

This message was sent via the JFAC Draft Charter Feedback form at (https://countyboard.arlingtonva.us/update‐october‐1‐2016‐
joint‐work‐session‐school‐board/)  



 

From: Jackie Afram <
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 10:00 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: More Buses on N. Quincy St>

Please reconsider this proposal to store school buses on Buck Property near W&L.  We Quincy St residents are used to 
school bus traffic during the beginning and end of school days.  However additional buses would be coming for much 
longer periods and our street, which is a major thoroughfare,  would be blocked and create horrible traffic jams making 
egress and entrance into our homes.    

Jackie Afram, 1617 N. Quincy St. 



 

From: Janice Hull <
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 12:46 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Community Facilities Study

I agree with the Community Facilities Study that we need to add an economic and fiscal impact section  to private 
development (special exception/site plan and Form Based Code) project staff reports to provide information on the 
costs (e.g. the projected service demands and other costs to the community) and benefits (e.g. the taxes and other 
economic benefits) likely to be generated by a proposed project." 

Site specific fiscal impact statements would calculate the cost of additional services (schools, parks, metro, emergency 
response, etc) required to service the residents of new buildings and compare that to the additional tax revenue the 
project will generate.   

Jan Hull  



From:
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 1:11 PM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Comments on draft JFAC charter

Hello -- 

(The following comments have also been sent directly to the Board members leading this effort.) 

This is an ambitious step toward more comprehensive capital investment planning with more community input up front. 
Because it is such a large, important task, the JFAC's charter and operations could benefit from more clarity on several 
points: 

1) Define "facilities": on the County side, does that include only DES' operational needs? How about community centers?
Parks and undeveloped open space? Streets? County offices? Does it include capital maintenance projects, which can
involve large outlays, as well as new construction and new sites? The broader this definition is, for both County and APS,
the broader the community evaluation of priorities can be. A seemingly narrow definition, on the other hand, will invite
community challenges.

2) Similar questions about the upcoming Capital Facilities Needs Assessment: what will be its scope? In addition, is
it to focus on already-known needs generated by current operations that are bursting their seams, or will it also identify
longer-term infrastructure needs responding to anticipated community growth?

3) JFAC tasks: The overall list is formidable, even before one gets to the specific assignments for 2017. Re #4,
collaborating to implement the proposed Public Facility Siting Process, two points --

a) It would be helpful for the Boards to adopt or endorse that process as the framework for future siting decisions,
rather than leaving it as "proposed". That process -- in my view, a sound and flexible one --was shaped partly by lessons 
learned from recent ad-hoc attempts at collaborative siting decisions (TJWG, SAWG), although those lessons haven't 
been widely discussed because no after-action reviews have been done. 

b) In general and beyond 2017, will the JFAC be expected to conduct future siting processes, or oversee the work of
groups composed mostly of other people enlisted for specific studies? This major workload and outreach issue should be 
clarified. 

4) Add the Planning Commission to the list of advisory groups whose work is not to be superseded.

5) The assignments for 2017 are daunting, especially if JFAC is to take an active role in needs and site evaluations, with
substantial community outreach and input, instead of mainly ratifying conclusions by staff. Questions:

a) Does "siting criteria" (point 3) mean the high-level criteria in the early phases of the Facilities Committee process, or
the more detailed criteria that come with deeper analysis of a few likely sites? 

b) Re 4.a, does "County needs" mean space needs for the operations proposed by staff? or is JFAC also to assess
the underlying assumptions about those operations, such as numbers of buses, snow-plowing response time, etc.? 

c) Re 4.c., "how County and School needs ... could be satisfied at" the listed sites is slanted language that prioritizes
the listed "needs" over any other community interests and any countervailing characteristics of those sites. A more 
objective approach would call for a site evaluation of each sites, per the Facilities Committee's process, with 
recommendations on the extent to which each might be able to accommodate (not "satisfy") any of the identified needs 
and/or others. 

6) Membership: Per discussion at your work session, this should state that all members are considered to be "at large"
rather than representatives of specific areas or interests.

7) The working relationship between the Chair and key staff should be spelled out, not left to the good will of the parties.
Specifically, the charter should state that the Chair and staff will jointly schedule meetings, set meeting agendas, and



develop work plans and timetables for various parts of the JFAC's charge. It should also state that the Chair and staff will 
collaborate on reports to the Boards. (Note: such consultation may be assumed when the Chair is an elected official or 
someone else with clout. It needs to be explicit when the Chair is a citizen working with staff who may not be in the habit 
of collaborating with non-staff volunteers.) 
  
8) Committees: will be essential, especially at the start, and should be doing much of the detailed analysis on which 
decisions are based. The language under "Meetings" should be expanded to require openness,  publication of materials, 
etc. for all committee meetings as well as those of the full Commission. 
  
9) Reporting to the Board:  For consistency, this section should reference the specific reports called for in Tasks 1 and 2. 
Perhaps one initial chore for the Chair, staff and liaisons should be to develop a timeline for those reports. 
  
Enough for now. Thanks for considering these points. 
  
best, 
  
carrie 
  
carrie johnson 

 
 



 

From: Cheryl Davis <
Sent: Sunday, October 09, 2016 8:02 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: urban school

Hello,  
Last year I taught at Bailey's Elementary in Fairfax County Public Schools.  That school had been so 
overcrowded it had had 29 trailers!  Their solution was to buy and renovate a 5 story office building a mile 
away and put the upper 3 grades there.  For the first several years their playground was in the parking lot and 
parking garage.  They needed to be innovative.   Part of their cardio was doing the stairs between classes.   This past 
summer they were installing a playground on part of the parking lot.   

The "upper" school of Baily's is located nearby in 7-Corners, 2 buildings over from Sears, across from Shopper's Food 
Warehouse.  I am certain they would accommodate a committee to tour their facilities and discuss the challenges and solutions 
they have encountered along their journey in building "an urban school", and dividing the school in two.  The principal there is 
Marie Lemmon. 

While I am not advocating splitting an Arlington school into two, nor do I like the idea of a highrise instead of a school with a 
real schoolyard for our students, I feel the options they have considered and solutions they have come up with would give you 
food for thought, and maybe you would even have to consider a high rise. 

Sincerely, 
Cheryl Davis 
ESOL teacher Arlington Science Focus 
Mom of two current Arlington students 
Native Arlingtonian, grew up in Arlington Schools myself, from Jr. Kindergarten -12 (including the innovative Woodmont) 



 

From: William Johnson <
Sent: Saturday, October 08, 2016 11:44 AM
To: ACG-FacilitiesStudy
Subject: Reaction to Report

 My main problem is it focuses on facilities rather than causes of overcrowding. Second problem is it broadens rather than focuses 
accountability. My main interest is in recommendation #8, and I don't think the County will actually do what is proposed. I have asked 
to see a copy of the report which is supposed to be avail this month. 




