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B ill S taderman T hank you very much for requesting my input, S teve.
 
I am V E R Y  MUC H NO T  in favor of the C oncept D es ign presented as  scheme 4.3b on J une 15. I point of contention is  
the construction of 15 s tep s taircase that s erves  as  the main entrance to the school, which is  clearly represented on 
s lide 47. T his  construction mandates  a s taircase with the switchback ramp on the other s ide, as  can be s een on s lide 
57. A  few of the more particular parts  of my oppos ition include:
 
?  T he introduction of s tairs  imposes  an intrins ic and the relevant discrimination of s tudents  us ing s teps  or a ramp.
? T he introduction of s tairs  is  an unnecessary expense.
? T he introduction of s tairs  in places  like surrounding the tree closes t to the entrance is  arbitrary and a fairly blatant 
means  of discrimination.
? T he switchback ramp mandated by the s tairs  is  expens ive. It is  a huge concrete s tructure. It takes  up a lot of green 
space, and it reduces  the natural water absorption, caus ing problems  with the s torm runoff. Note that the same 
arguments  fell on deaf ears  - although several alternatives  were proposed -regarding the McK inley E S  project in 2014.
 
I am in favor of the “submerged” school concept (cons idering the safety of s tudents ); however, I am sure that a more 
universal means  of egress  then s teps  + ramp can be des igned.

06/21/2016

L isa T urcios S hrinking E lementary S chool play space
T he J une 15, 2016, B L P C /P F R C  presentation s lides  broke out play areas  for elementary and middle s chool and even 
differentiated between grass  and landscaped areas  for middle s chool.

T wo points  that I like to see expanded on.

1. MS  - S lide 63 of the presentation neglected to include the exis ting s urface area as s ociated with the parking lot/bus  drop off that 
MS  currently uses  as  part of their play area including the basketball hoop.

2. E S . T he presentation neglected to include any comparison to exis ting conditions  at the current P atrick Henry s ite.

According to s lide 62 of the J une 15 B L P C /P F R C  presentation, the new E S  will have 53,500 S F  of outdoor play s pace. No 
breakdown has  been prepared yet of how much of that could potentially have natural gras s , but I as s ume clos e to none.

At the current P atrick Henry s ite, a  quick measurement in G oogle E arth s hows :
E AS T  S ide 98,200 S F . T his  includes  the fenced in school garden (6,000 S F ), bas ketball court (9,400 S F ), playground area 
(11,400 S F ) and the class room trailers  (5,600 S F ). S till leaves  about 60,000 S F  of wide open play s pace made up mos tly of 
natural grass  play area (minus  the dirt ball diamond). 
W E S T  S ide 6,975 S F  black-top 
S O UT H s ide front entrance park/plaza/water feature 2,440 S F
Add these areas  at the exis ting s ite together and get nearly double what is  being propos ed at the new s ite.

06/21/2016

S afety
4 s tories  for an elementary school seems  excess ive to me (particularly when only the 1s t floor is  propos ed to have at-grade 
acces s ). Most recently built D iscovery E lementary is  only 2 s tories . T he McK inley E lementary addition is  3 s tories  but two levels  
have at-grade access . E ven the S tafford Middle S chool addition is  only 3 s tories .
I am doubtful of the appropriateness  of elementary aged children (5th grade) placed on the 4th floor of the building. W ill they have 
s ufficient time to exit the building down the s tairwells  during event of emergency? T he s chool is  s lated to hous e s everal 
countywide programs  for children with various  disabilities . W ill the 5th grade children with dis abilities  be s afe on the 4th floor?
W ould it make sense to bump the s chool out a little wider to be able to fit everyone on 3 floors ?
Is  there s ufficient outs ide at-grade space in this  des ign for the children and s taff of both the 725-s tudent elementary s chool and 
1,086-s tudent middle school to congregate quickly if both schools  need to be evacuated that does  not impede neces s ary fire truck 
and paramedic vehicle access?
S erious  concerns  have been raised by neighbors  about unsafe exis ting traffic conditions  in this  area. How much wors e are things  
going to be if appropriate des ign elements  are not incorporated early on to minimize impacts  of the new elementary s chool?  F or 
ins tance, with the garage entrance lining up with 1s t R oad S outh, neighbors  on that s treet are anticipating even higher traffic 
volumes  on their little roadway during drop-off and pick-up times . 



P lay S pace
As  mentioned in one of my previous  postings , the proposed S F  for outdoor play s pace des ignated for the E lementary S chool in 
the concept des ign is  about half of what the children have at the current P atrick Henry s ite.

I am concerned that it appears  in the concept des ign that both the elementary and middle s chool children will not have acces s  to 
real s oil with natural grass  and large shade trees  with deep root s ys tems  during their reces s  periods .  W ill a ll of the concrete and 
s ynthetic materials  contribute to the urban heat is land effect that will make the play s pace unpleas ant for a ll?

S ignificant shade / canopy trees  need deep and expans ive soil. I don't envis ion thos e growing in the E S  play area on top of the 
parking s tructure nor in the MS  play area either.

E S  - It may be nearly imposs ible to grow natural grass  on top of the parking garage. Is  having children play 11 feet (or more) up in 
the air good planning? W ill fences  and walls  be used to keep them from climbing out or fa lling off?

MS  – It appears  that the middle school play area is  des igned to mos tly be paved materials  and s mall patches  of s ynthetic gras s .  
T he proposed pedestrian plaza of 50 foot width may be appropriate for bankers  to take their lunch break in a downtown, urban 
s etting. B ut is  it sufficient for 12, 13, and 14-year olds  to run around and kick a s occer ball, throw a F ris bee, or play touch football?   
W ouldn’t we better off finding a creative way to get the middle s chool s tudents  during their reces s  break over to the eas t s ide of 
the park to enjoy the large fields  and trees  available over there?

T he 15,650 S F  of "grass  play area" shown in S lide 64 (J une 15 materials ) are in s mall patches  s eparated by pedes trian 
walkways . Hard to read the s cale, but knowing that the plaza width was  reported in the meeting to be 50 ft, then I am s caling that 
the larges t grass  play area along the promenade comes  in at about 25' x 50'. 

I would love to hear from anyone with creative ideas  on getting the middle school s tudents  over to the eas t s ide of the T J  s ite for 
lunchtime/recess . T his  document has  a layout of the Middle S chool and C ommunity C enter (not s ure how accurate it s till is ) 
https ://arlingtonva.s3.amazonaws .com/wp-content/uploads/s ites/31/2014/09/T J S iteE val_1972-T J -F acility-B ooklet.pdf 

Is  C entral S torage/K itchen s till being used? W ould it be poss ible for the MS  s tudents  to pop out with a new entrance/exit through 
Above G round vers us  B elow G round P arking S tructure
I pers onally find the aes thetic of an above ground parking s tructure to be unacceptable for the s ite. I do not want to walk pas t the 
walls  and parking s tructure when I vis it the s ite and wouldn’t want the middle s chool s tudents  to s ee the walls  and cars  every time 
they come out of their school building. 
F or what I cons ider a reasonable amount of money in the scope of this  big  dig  project, we could ins tead place all parking 
underground (hidden away from view). O ption C ) shared by the architects  at the J une 15 meeting (s lide 29) s howed a cos t of 
$11.8 M for 230 spots  of completely underground (hidden) parking.  I pers onally think that this  concept s hould be further explored 
and s o did 3 of my fellow committee members , but unfortunately we did not get the s upport of the res t of the committee.  
A lthough it had been hinted at in earlier meetings  that the cos t of undergrounding would be prohibitive, it came out clos e to the 
cos ts  g iven for other parking scenarios . B ut the s lides  were rushed through and a vote/preference was  quickly taken. No 
s ubs tantial discuss ion or debate regarding pros  and cons  of totally underground (hidden) vers us  above-ground or partia lly 
s ubmerged parking s tructures  took place.
In a recent email exchange, the B L P C  C hair indicated that there were expres s ed “concerns  about young children entering/exiting 
a multi-level, totally submerged parking s tructure.” I don’t recall hearing that particular concern. If I had heard that concern, then I 
would have expressed that it is  my opinion that if the parking s tructure were placed completely underground (hidden) then I do not 
believe that kis s -and-learn (parent drop-off and pick-up) should occur within the parking s tructure. I would advocate having parent 
drop-off and pick-up above ground in that scenario. 
I would propose reserving the completely underground parking s tructure for P AR K ING  (s taff and vis itor s pots ).
[In that scenario, yes , there would s till be times  when a child would accompany their parent in the underground parking s tructure, 
but it s houldn't be a daily occurrence for everyone (except perhaps  for thos e us ing extended day care)]. 
V arious  configurations  for drop off/ pick off lanes  would need to be further explored with the completely underground parking 
s cenario. L ooking at the lates t concept drawings , perhaps  a third lane next to the bus  loop in the north. O r going back to the idea 
of the creation of a  new driveway / extra lane along S  O ld G lebe R d. I do not s ee a need for a covered drop-off lane.



O pportunity C ost and R eplacement C ost of L and 
I worry that the above ground parking s tructure is  a  poor use of a  large portion of the s ite.  K eep in mind that the C ounty voted this  
weekend to spend nearly $700,000 to acquire one private home lot (8,500 S F ) to enable expans ion of B enjamin B anneker P ark 
(near E as t F alls  C hurch metro s tation). W hy is  the C ounty es s entially “giving away” the des ignated parkland on the wes t s ide of 
T J  to have it be converted into a parking s tructure with inappropriate and inadequate play s pace on top?  

Is  the L and V alue shown here for 24-011-037 accurate? Are any of the Improvements  cons idered to be on the wes t portion? 
https ://arlingtonva.s3.amazonaws .com/wp-content/uploads/s ites/31/2014/10/T J S iteE val_As ses s ed-V alue-C ounty-Acquis itions .pdf

As  a rough es timate, I calculate that the C ounty is  g iving away $3.5M worth of parkland (3.83 acres ) by allowing the new 
elementary school to be built in the western portion of the parcel.

I do concede that the T J W G  did and the current P F R C /B L P C  planning proces s  is  attempting to ens ure that the new elementary 
s chool building itself will be made available for community us e.  I am aware that many (if not all) AP S  buildings  are us ed for non-
s chool uses  in the evenings  and weekends .

F urthermore, I do s ee that T J W G  and P F R C /B L P C  concept des igns  are attempting to make the outdoor s pace attractive and 
available for community use in the evenings  and weekends .

I don't think it is  fa ir to g ive away $3.5M worth of parkland that were bought with park bonds  in one neighborhood; and then buy 
up other private home lots  to add to parkland elsewhere.

Here is  my quick math. C olumns  will shift in cutting-and-pasting.

C ounty L and  S F   Acres  P ercentage L and V alue
W es t  167,003  3.83   0.21   $3,461,409 
E as t  635,612  14.59   0.79   $13,174,091 
T otal  802,615  18.43   1.00   $16,635,500

E quity in S pending P ublic F unds

A budget of $59 M for the project at T J  is  currently being s tated at the committee meetings . Is  this  enough money to properly 
addres s  all of the concerns  that are raised because of the des ire by AP S  to place the new elementary s chool in this  tight location 
(4 acres ) that must be shared by elementary and middle school us ers  during the day time and als o community T heatre us ers  at 
other times?  

T he S chool B oard approved C IP  s hows  that the new school being planned for the W ils on S ite is  being des igned for only 775 
s tudents  and is  proposed to use more than $100 M.

78.4 M 2016 bond, $7.5 M from las t bond (2014), $7 M from reserves , $6 M from J oint, and $1.9 M from other = $100,8000,000 
(http://www.apsva.us/cms/lib2/V A01000586/C entricity/Domain/110/G -1% 20S chool% 20B oard% 20P ropos ed% 202017-
2026% 20C apital% 20Improvement% 20P lan.pdf) S lide 15

If we need a bit more money at T J  to accommodate everything that needs  to be done to make this  the bes t pos s ible s chool and 
community use s ite, then we cannot be afraid to ask for an modes t increas e in the budget. S pending more res ources  may be 
needed to provide adequate parking and safety cons iderations  and vehicular/pedes trian traffic flow. T he T J  s ite needs  to s erve 
the elementary s chool; a  middle school; a  county-wide used community center and theatre; and accommodate the neighbors .

W ill we see equity in funding for the population served by the new elementary s chool and T J  middle s chool?  

W ils on (HB  W oodlawn) 12.9%  of S tudents  on F ree or R educed L unch – 63.7%  W hite S tudents

Henry 37.8%  of S tudents  on F ree and R educed L unch - 38%  W hite S tudents

J effers on 43.99%  of S tudents  on F ree and R educed L unch – 30.9%  W hite S tudents

F ree and R educed-P rice Meal S tatis tics  http://www.apsva.us /P age/33492

S usannah K eefe I am pleased that there is  a  poss ibility that the play space for the new s chool will be at grade with natural gras s  (vs . 11 feet above 
ground with turf--which, in s ome varieties , is  hazardous  to kids ' health). P leas e be s ure the new s chool's  play s pace allows  for 
adequate open space for the kids  to play pick-up games  of soccer, football, kickball, etc. T his  open s pace is  crucial in addition to 
playground equipment (and this  kind of open space is  very much enjoyed at the current Henry campus ). A ls o, pleas e be s ure to 
include play s pace for the middle schoolers  on the newly developed campus . I heard there may be a half bas ketball court. G reat! 

06/16/2016



B ruce B oyd I have two concerns  about the proposed des ign for the new elementary s chool and parking lot on the T homas  J effers on property.

T he firs t concern relates  to traffic and poss ible queuing along the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh.

C urrently, there are two “peak times” – drop off for T J  s tudents  in the morning, and pick-up of T J  s tudents  in the afternoon. During 
both of those peak times , automobile traffic is  not allowed into the s urface lot on the wes t s ide of T J  through the entry way directly 
acros s  from the point at which 1s t R oad S outh intersects  S outh O ld G lebe R oad. B etween 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., and between 
2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. on school days , that entry way into the s urface parking lot is  res tricted to bus es  only. T here are s igns  at 
that entry way that indicates  this  res triction.

As  things  s tand now, parents  who drive their children to school at T J , go north on O ld G lebe R oad, pas t the parking lot entry way 
near 1s t R oad S outh, and enter the T J  parking lot at an entry way north of the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh. T his  entry way is  
marked with a s ign indicating “Drop O ff T urn Here”, and is  directly acros s  O ld G lebe R oad from a s mall parking lot and walkway 
into T he Arbors .

P arents  dropping off their children at T J  then proceed into the T J  parking lot, make a left hand turn into the “Drop Z one” [in the 
parking lot], drop off their children, and proceed s traight ahead where they encounter a s ign directing them to make a left hand 
turn (s till in the T J  parking lot). A fter making this  left hand turn, parents  with automobiles  drive along the northernmos t part of the 
current T J  parking lot and exit the T J  parking lot onto O ld G lebe R oad acros s  from the large parking lot for T he Arbors .

T he des ign of the new school and parking lot, however, changes  all of this . Ins tead, under the propos ed des ign, a ll automobile 
traffic (for the two current peak times , as  well as  for the two additional peak times  that will res ult with the addition of a  new 
elementary s chool) will be directed into the entry way directly acros s  from point at which 1s t R oad S outh inters ects  O ld G lebe 
R oad. Ins tead of this  entry way being (as  it currently is ) an entry only for bus es  during peak times , this  entry way will become the 
only way for both buses  and automobiles  to enter the new parking lot.

06/18/2016

At the P F R C /B P L C  meeting on W ednesday, J une 15, I asked the des ign team how drop off traffic would flow into and out of the 
new proposed parking lot. T he answer, as  I unders tood it, was  what I have s tated above – AL L  traffic will enter the new parking 
lot through the entry way near the 1s t R oad S outh intersection with O ld G lebe R oad. I a ls o unders tood the member of the des ign 
team to say that, after dropping off their children, parents  in automobiles  will have the option of proceeding through the parking lot 
to an exit point north of the intersection of O ld G lebe R oad and 1s t R oad S outh O R  doubling-back through the parking lot and 
exiting the parking lot near the 1s t R oad S outh intersection with O ld G lebe R oad.

I am very concerned about this , s ince I think it has  a very high pos s ibility of increas ing traffic a long the 3600 block of 1s t R oad 
S outh.

Under the current drop-off flow, parents  in automobiles  dropping off or picking their children at T J  have no incentive to us e the 
3600 block of 1s t R oad south in order to gain access  to the entry into the T J  parking lot that they are required to us e. As  I 
indicated, the current drop off and pick-up entry point to the T J  parking lot is  on O ld G lebe R oad – north of the inters ection with 
the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh. 

B ut by placing the only entry point for both buses  and automobiles  at the point where the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh inters ects  
O ld G lebe R oad, the proposed plan provides  an incentive for both bus es  and parents  with automobiles  to us e the 3600 block of 
1s t R oad S outh as  a s traight-line approach to the only entry point to the propos ed drop-off and pick-up point in the propos ed 
parking lot.

P arents  who drive along G lebe R oad from either B alls ton or C olumbia P ike will s oon realize that if they turn from G lebe R oad onto 
the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh, they will have a s traight shot down 1s t R oad S outh into the new entry way into the drop-off and 
pick-up point for their children. T hese parents  will realize that by us ing 1s t R oad S outh, they will avoid the inevitable bottleneck 
that currently occurs  (and which will, without question, get worse with the addition of a  new elementary s chool) at 2nd S treet 
S outh and O ld G lebe R oad.

T his  will a lso likely cause some queuing of traffic a long the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh as  parents  wait for traffic a long S outh 
O ld G lebe R oad.



T his  additional traffic and queuing will take place 4 times  every s chool day along the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh.

As  others  who live along the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh and I have indicated, this  block is  a lready very dangerous  for children 
and pets . P eople routinely speed along this  one block, us ing this  one-block s tretch of road as  a way to by-pas s  a red light at the 
inters ection of S outh G lebe R oad and 2nd S treet S outh. [P eople traveling s outh-bound on G lebe R oad who are in a hurry and 
don’t want to wait for a red light at S outh G lebe R oad and 2nd S treet S outh will turn onto the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh, 
s peed down it, and then turn right onto O ld G lebe R oad, and then left onto 2nd S treet S outh.] Additionally, people routinely enter 
into the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh, and then enter one of the driveways  along that block, od a 3-point turn, and proceed the 
wrong way back towards  G lebe R oad.

Incentiviz ing additional traffic (by locating the only entry point into the drop-off and pick-up zone for two s chools  with a combined 
population of over 1,000 children) at the end of the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh is  inviting a s erious  accident involving children 
to occur along this  block.

I realize that the P F R C  voted at the J une 15th meeting to move ahead with the parking lot (and its  entry point) that I have 
des cribed above. B ut the P F R C  did so without allowing the P res ident of the Arlington Heights  C ivic As sociation (where both T J  
and the new elementary school are/will be located) the opportunity to dis cus s  the proposed parking lots  with her community. T he 
P F R C  did this  despite the fact that Molly C alkins , P res ident of AHC A, reques ted the opportunity to dis cus s  the parking lot options  
with the people in her civic association. I would certainly hope that the P F R C  and the B P L C  will not, in its  zeal to move things  
along, overlook the concerns  of people who live closes t to the proposed new elementary school.

T he s econd concern I have involves  the safety of T J  s tudents  in the event of a  fire or other emergency that requires  the 
evacuation of T J .

As  I unders tand the proposed architectural plan, the surface grade along the wes t s ide of T J  would be lowered, s o that the lowes t 
level of T J  would open, on the west s ide, directly onto the surface. (C urrently, the 2nd level of T J  is  at grade, s o that when a 
pers on enters  T J  from the west s ide, that person finds  a set of s tairs  that leads  up or a s et of s tairs  that leads  down).

T he current plan also contemplates  a walkway between 40 and 60 feet wide that will run along the wes t s ide of T J . I a ls o 
unders tand that some of the T J  s tudents  would be directed to this  walkway in the event of an emergency requiring the evacuation 
of T J .

B ut this  walkway will a lso be used as  a driveway for fire trucks  and other emergency vehicles  in the event of an emergency at T J .

My concern s tems  from the fact that to the west of this  walkway, the current plan (as  I unders tand it) propos es  a s tructure. T hat 
s tructure is  a  portion of the parking lot. W hile it is  true that the parking lot will not be completely underground, and that s tudents  
will be able to walk through a portion of the parking lot and emerge onto S outh O ld G lebe R oad, I am concerned that in an 
emergency, the walkway along the west s ide of T J  will be a place where confus ed and frightened s tudents  will, ins tead of walking 
through a parking lot full of cars , walk south along the parking lot toward 2nd S treet S outh. T hey will do this  at the s ame time fire 
trucks  and other emergency vehicles  will be trying to access  this  s ame walkway from 2nd S treet S outh. T his  has  a real poss ibility, 
in my view, for a tragic outcome in the event of a  true emergency at T J . My own view is  that in the event of an emergency 
requiring evacuation from T J , T J  s tudents  should exit into a s pace that is  as  unobs tructed as  pos s ible, s o that they can clearly s ee 
the quickes t way to get as  far away from the school as  poss ible. T his  is  absolutely crucial, it s eems  to me, if the s pace into which 
the s tudents  are exiting is  a lso a driveway that will, in the event of an emergency, be rapidly filling up with fire trucks  and other 
emergency vehicles . 

Maureen C ritchley E arly during the joint meeting on 6.15.16 the chair of the former T J W G  mentioned that a portion of S  O ld G lebe might be 
widened.  I'd like to know what area she was  referring to??W hether it's  on the E  or W  s ide of S  O ld G lebe.               T hanks 06/16/2016 15:35

Maureen C ritchley P leas e explain the purpose of checking the box that indicates  "Y es , add my email addres s  to this  project's  dis tribution lis t."  I have 
NOT received any "distribution-despite checking the box when I've entered new comments.

Initia lly I thought it would allow for dis tribution of C O MME NT S  being s hared by email with s taff team and committees  as  they were 
received...but that hasn't happened.

T hank you. 06/16/2016 15:32

J ames Dankovich
R egarding las t night's  parking layouts . (S lide 28, parking option B ).  If the s outhernmos t portion of the top parking level were 
removed, there would still be 250 spots (32 more than option A) and space to put an on-grade playground at that location.



I don't understand why APS staff insists that a playground over structured parking is an acceptable solution.



W hat is  the cos t of the solar panels  that the s taff wants  to add?  In my opinion a quality on-grade playground is  a  higher priority 
than s olar panels .  I'd rather see funds  diverted from that luxury to modifying the parking s olution to allow for an on-grade 
playground. 06/16/2016 14:43



E ric L anman
T hank you for the opportunity to comment and for the hard work and bes t intentions  of a ll involved.  My wife have s everal 
concerns over this project that have only been heightened as the process has played out.  



W e have watched and participated in this  is sue as  time and energy levels  a llowed - but have been largely dis mayed and beaten 
down by the seeming inevitability of APS getting their way in the build of a school at the TJ site and the moving of PHE. 



W e are concerned both as  long time AP S  parents  (14 years  and counting) and AHC A res idents  (17 years  and counting) that 
ultimately decis ions  are being made that will be bad for the neighborhood and s ub-optimal for the children attending the 
neighborhood schools  (P HE , T J MS ).  In fact the only true beneficiary s eems  to be the county wide Montes s ori program which will 
get a better and more central location and facility. 



W e have long unders tood that the pos ition taken by AP S  is  that the P HE  s ite was  not available for expans ion or a new P HE  
building was  one largely driven by their des ire to preserve the P HE /C areer C enter complex for other purpos es .  Interes tingly, we 
now unders tand this  may no longer be the case.  P resuming this  is  true (or even if it’s  not) - then the hope would be that we could 
quickly recons ider and find a way to keep the neighborhood s chool (P HE ) in the middle of the neighborhood - with actual 
playgrounds  vice a rooftop activity center.. T his  would then s till a llow the build of a  s maller footprint county-wide Montes s ori 
building (if in fact really needed) at the T J MS  s ite.  A las , our fear - expectation - experience - is  that this  potentially much better 
way forward will be ignored by the county unless  forced.  T he bureaucratic tendency will be to continue down the path already on 
even if it will ultimately make less  sense, cos t more, and provide more negative impacts  to the neighborhood, traffic, and mos t 
importantly the students. 
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It's  curious  that AP S  planning was  quick to point to the W illiams burg E S  s ite as  an example of why co-s iting can work and to s tate 
the problems  with rebuilding or renovating an in place school, and yet didn't dis cus s  the s ucces s ful model they've us ed to build 
three high s chools  while school remained in sess ion in the old buildings .  A  model that potentially could be us ed at various  
exis ting elementary school s ites  such as  P atrick Henry in order to expand capacity.  

O ur family’s  firs t preference is  of course for the decis ion to build an elementary s chool at T J  to be reversed and for s ome s mart 
folks  to be found who can make the needed expans ion to the P HE  s ite as  a neighborhood s chool. O ur s econd would be for only a 
s mall footprint Montessori s chool to be built at the T J MS  s ite and our third and abs olute las t and bottom preference would be to 
for a s mall footprint P HE  to be built at the T J MS  s ite.  I recognize that throws  out the L obs ter des ign as  beyond preference worthy.  
T his  is  because I've seen the new W illiamsburg E S  building that I fear is  the way the current AP S  des ign mind is  thinking.  It's  
unbelievably sprawling, extravagant, and totally unsuited for the available footprint and the dens ity of this  neighborhood.

W e’ve come to this  opinion and perspective as  part of our continued advocacy for

comprehens ive planning, transparent government, and good decis ions .  

O ur oppos ition to the current proposal is  not coming as  res idents  of an ins ular neighborhood that prefers  to keep the res t of the 
county dis tant from the safety of a  comfortable and less  traveled enclave.  T his  is  a  neighborhood that is  the s ite of a  community 
center and theater heavily us ed by res idents  from all over the county.  T his  is  a  neighborhood that welcomes  the county fair every 
year as  well as  other county wide activities  and sports .  T his  is  a  neighborhood that witnes s es  the us e of this  great community 
as s et by neighbors  of a ll demographics  from all over the county. T his  is  a  neighborhood that has  been more than willing to 
cons ider the expans ion of our local elementary school as  a part of a  s olution to addres s  capacity is s ues  and to cons ider the need 
for a future upward (not outward) expans ion of the middle school its elf when and if needed. 

W hat we and others  in this  neighborhood are reticent to do is  to los e even a little precious  green s pace as  well as  to invite 
additional traffic and child safety is sues  vice finding ways  to encourage even more walkable and bikeable s treets . T his  is  a  
neighborhood that is  particularly reticent to do this  when other s uperior s olutions  are available, other s ites  better s uited, and better 
more creative ideas  not even been explored.

W e fully unders tand that any actions  taken to address  the need for s chool capacity will have cos ts  and trade-offs  as s ociated with 
them.  W hile we accept thes e facts  and know that there is  no univers ally perfect s olution, s ome ideas  are definitely better or 
wors e than others .  Unfortunately, the proposal to s ite an elementary s chool on the T J MS  property definitely fa lls  into the "wors e" 
category and smells  of desperation and an ins is tence on proceeding with a bad plan s ince a good plan can’t be done as  quickly…   

T hank you for your continue time, attention, and hard work on this  matter.
V alynda Mayes P leas e begin address ing the traffic implications ! It has  been my main concern s ince des troying the park was  taken off the table, 

yet I have yet to hear how traffic will be addressed. It seems  integral to the des ign phas e to explore the impact on the 
neighborhood at drop-off and pick-up--as  well as  for the safety of the few children who will be walking. 06/15/2016 17:08

Maureen C ritchley E very time I review AP S ' s lides  I'm reminded how frus trating it is  to deal with them becaus e they are NO T  numbered.  I know that 
at one of our early meetings I clearly requested that all slides be numbered.  

P leas e tell me why there seems  to be res is tance, perhaps  s tubbornnes s  to NUMB E R  AL L  S L IDE S .  T hanks . 06/15/2016 15:46



Matt B arrone F irs t, I wanted to thank everyone involved in this  process . T here are a lot of different s takeholders  and it's  hard to find a 
compromise that works  for everyone. I wanted to speak up as  one of the handful of res idents  on Arlington B lvd who will now 
literally have the elementary s chool in their backyard. If you look at the propos ed diagram, my hous e is  the third one as  you make 
the turn from O ld G lebe to Arlington B lvd and directly above the R  in the diagram which repres ents  the new E S  drop-off loop. 
W hen I purchased my house, I knew I had the noise of R t 50 in my front, but als o knew I had the tranquility of trees  and a quite 
parking lot in my back. T his  will now all change with the addition of the s chool and I have yet to receive a clear unders tanding of 
how close the parking lot and school will come to my back property and fence. T here are currently beautiful evergreens  and 
magnolia  trees  that g ive character and privacy to the area. Are they going to be removed and replaced with concrete? A ls o, what 
are we doing about the turn from O ld G lebe to the R t 50 Acces s  R d. It's  a  very narrow road and the turn provide little vis ibility to 
oncoming traffic, I've witnessed many a close miss  to a head-on collis ion. Have we cons idered making it one way to allow for 
better traffic flow? E specially at drop-off and pick-up times  when the queue could back up well into a road that is  very narrow. I'd 
welcome any thoughts  or feedback from those involved who has  ins ights  into my ques tions .

06/15/2016

B rian Meenaghan I think it is  imperative that the traffic and safety is sues  are res olved on 1s t R d S outh (s peeding, wrong-way driving and bus  
us age). Additionally, I believe more parking may be necessary than what was  dis cus s ed in the recent public review s es s ion. 
T hes e is sues  will be materially impacted by the des ign of the garage as s ociated with the s chool. In addition to the garage des ign, 
I would like to see the following cons idered: a fix to the light at 2nd and G lebe to allow s moother outflow at peak times  (including 
church on S unday), speed bumps  on 1s t R d S outh, additional s ignage to make s ure drivers  know alternatives  to enter and leave 
the s ite (like O ld G lebe to 50 eas t), and full traffic planning for peak us age times .

My worry about peak usage goes  beyond what was  discussed in the public meeting. If both schools  releas e at the s ame or s imilar 
time, there will be an absolute crush of traffic. I a lso think that max-us e times  will severely s train the propos ed parking facility. T he 
es timates  take 10%  off the top for car-alternative incentive us ers  which I believe may be unrealis tic for s nowy/rainy days . I was  
always  told to plan for the wors t and hope for the best. In regards  to parking, I think the current plan plans  for the bes t and hopes  
to avoid/ignore the wors t-case scenarios . 

06/15/2016

J ames Dankovich S olar panels , like underground parking are not critical to educating our children, but are very expens ive. It is  probable the cos t of 
the panels  will be the same as  the cos t of underground parking. T o me it is  better to s pend the money on parking and conserve 
open areas  on the ground. A lso, you can always  buy & ins tall rooftop s olar panels  later, you cannot dig  a garage under an exis ting 
building later.

P arking is  critical to the s uccess  of a  facility, real open areas  are important to the education and lifes tyle of our children, s olar 
panels  are a luxury. 

06/15/2016

Molly C alkins T he P F R C  and B L P C  process  for the proposed new school at T J  hurtles  forward, frighteningly clos e to AP S  deciding it has  
checked the box for "community engagement" and gone through enough perfunctorymotions  to jus tify its  plans .  In fact, at 
tomorrow night's  joint P F R C /B L P C  meeting,  (W ednesday, J une 15), AP S  purports  to force the P F R C  and B L P C  to "approve" a 
concept scheme for presentation to the S chool B oard on J uly 1.  T hat plan is  premature and ill-conceived. 
 
O ur B L P C  delegate L isa T urcios  has  been posting good write-ups , a long with a number of involved neighbors  who attend the 
meetings  and lend their voices  to the public comments .  I write as  AHC A's  delegate to the P F R C .  It is  my duty to des cribe to my 
Arlington Heights  neighbors  what I'm seeing and hearing, including the s evere s hortfalls  of this  proces s  and dis res pect for our 
neighborhood.
 
At each meeting about the new elementary school, the P F R C  and B L P C  members  are informed by AP S  and its  T oole (cons ultant) 
how the "preferred" building schemes  have been further dis tilled to reflect someone's  preferences , and it's  neither the P F R C 's  nor 
the B L P C 's .  Neither committee has  taken votes  – the presented s chemes  s imply get narrower and narrower as  we're herded 
through this  parade of foregone conclus ions .  Here is  the presentation from las t week's  C ommunity F orum:   P res entation; and 
here is  the video:  https ://www.youtube.com/watch?v=35xJ Y bQ IwG Q . AP S  is  s hameles s ly s teering the P F R C  and B L P C  toward a 
concept des ign that will cos t more to operate and is  utterly dis res pectful to the s urrounding neighborhood.  T he scheme being 
s hoved down our throats  has  not and should not be approved.   
 
At this  s tage we're asked to cons ider two schemes , 4.2a and 4.3a, which have been given cutes y names : "B is cuit" and "L obs ter." 
T his  s ubliminal appeal to people's  appetite for luxury assumes  everyone will s alivate for lobs ter over bis cuit.  W on't be long before 
s ome "lobster" scheme advocate asks , "W hat do Y O UR  kids  des erve -- a  lobs ter or a bis cuit?"  S how little kids  a bis cuit and a 
lobs ter and most will choose the biscuit and run from the lobs ter, but of course thes e s chemes  are not about kids , or even 
education.  
 
T he C olonial and the C law
T hes e two concepts  could as  eas ily be dubbed the "C olonial" and the "C law."  C oncept 4.2 is  s haped like a colonial home – 
compact footprint, floors  neatly s tacked for efficient to heating and cooling. C olonial is  the predominant building s hape in Arlington 
becaus e it's  practical for our climate.  W hy not for this  school?   In contras t, C oncept 4.3 claws  its  way 
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toward the s treet and nearby res idences , taking up twice as  much of the s ite's  acreage and doubling the s urface s quare footage 
of the building in an unnecessary sprawl not befitting Arlington's  limited open s pace.  
 
T he S cheme C omparison C hart camouflages  problems  with the C law and attempts  to mis characterize its  weaknes s es  as  
s trengths .  F or example, as  set forth in the bottom row, the C law has  a whopping 41,000 square footprint, which is  double that of 
the C olonial (only 20,000 square feet).  Not only will that excess ive s quare footage cos t more to maintain, but it a ls o reveals  jus t 
how much unnecessary square footage the C law grabs .  
 
How does  AP S  characterize that difference?  "E xcellent" for the C law, and only "fair" for the C olonial, becaus e that excess ive 
s quare footage means  more "O pportunity for solar exposure/panels ."  T hat's  not jus t s teering – that's  grabbing us  by the nos e, 
leading us  to a pile, and telling us  it smells  "excellent."  
 
T he C olonial's  more efficient layout requires  less  energy to heat and cool it in the firs t place.  T hat is  what green des ign is  about – 
not s lapping solar panels  on an energy-wasting construct. How much will twice as  many s olar panels  cos t up front, and how much 
will they save in energy cos ts?    T he community asked, but AP S  does  not know and has  not ans wered.  B loating the footprint and 
hat s ize of a  building to make room for more solar panels  is  putting lips tick on a pig.  O r rather, lips tick on a lobs ter.  
 
T he S cheme C omparison C hart blatantly s teers  people toward the C law in other ways , too.  T he "G eneral Des cription" of the 
C olonial presumes  a drop-off lane along O ld G lebe, while the C law would place drop-off ins ide the parking s tructure.  T his  is  
mis leading because as  the architects  explained, many concept features  are interchangeable, s o the C olonial's  drop-off could be 
placed ins ide the s tructure, and the C law could have drop-off a long O ld G lebe.  Attributing the s heltered drop-off only to the C law 
s teers  the audience toward the sprawling s tructure.  
 
T he next row mis leadingly describes  the schemes  in a biased manner too.  "B uilding Height, s et back and s tacking s trategy," s ays  
the C olonial has  "4 s tories  along S outh O ld G lebe."  W hat it does  not mention is  the relatively s hort s tretch of O ld G lebe that the 
C olonial faces  compared with the C law.  T he C olonial is  tucked back much farther north on the very corner of the s ite, whereas  
the C law's  pincher reaches  way down O ld G lebe in front of most of the res idences . B uilding height is  therefore a red herring.  O r a 
red lobs ter?   
 
"P edestrian plaza width between parking s tructure and T J MS " is  s tated at 40 feet for the C olonial, and 60 feet for the C law.  
W ider is  not better.  T hat "plaza" is  neither grass , nor play nor picnic area -- it is  pavement.  Middle S chool repres entatives  
s pecifically asked the des igners  to preserve the outdoor recreational s pace that middle s chool s tudents  currently enjoy on the 
wes t s ide of the exis ting school building.  T he proposed concrete plaza will dig  up that s pace and pave it over, leaving middle 
s choolers  to emerge from their building facing the wall of the parking s tructure.  If you haven't lately, I encourage you to vis it the 
s ite, s tand at the northern corner of S econd and O ld G lebe, look toward the Middle S chool, and behold the lovely rolling lawns , 
grand old shade tree, and numerous  younger trees  where middle s chool s tudents  currently eat lunch and recreate, a ll of which will 
be dug up and paved over to make room for the proposed plaza and parking s tructure.  G ras s  and trees  are s o much better than 
pavement.  W ho disagrees?
 
T he C omparison C hart further touts  two-s ided "P arking G arage Daylight and V entilation" for the C law but not the C olonial. 
B es ides  the fact it remains  unclear why cars  would enjoy more air and reading light only in the C law and not the C olonial, g iven 
how interchangeable the architects  emphas ized the various  features  are, do s tudents , res idents  and pas s ers by really want a view 
of parked cars?   R emember, the proposed scheme rises  above grade, s o ins tead of gras s  and trees  we'll be looking at concrete 
with cars  ins ide.  And a fence on top to keep kids  from falling off the s ynthetic play area.  
 
"Number of P arking S paces" ass igns  3 more spaces  to the C law than the C olonial.  T his  belies  the architect's  expres s  s tatement 
that parking space numbers  are es timates  and spaces  get los t or gained during des ign and cons truction proces s .  S o the higher 
number of parking spaces  attributed to the C law is  another red herring/lobs ter. 
 
UNANS W E R E D Q UE S T IO NS  
Indeed, too many questions  remain deliberately unanswered:
 
1.  How much higher will the C law's  operating cos ts  be, g iven its  s prawling, inefficient des ign? 
Any project needs  an operating cos ts  analys is , yet this  school des ign is  being hurriedly pus hed along with no s uch analys is .  If it 
were a more efficient des ign, AP S  would have touted those s tats .  
 




2.  W hy can't the C olonial's  gym be built at ground level?   T he des igners  put the C olonial's  gym on the third floor to make that 
s cheme less  attractive.  T he C law's  gym and its  outdoor covered play area are jus t s teps  away from res idents  to the wes t.  T hos e 
res idents  will suffer the full brunt of gym noise and spillover.  And if there's  a  public res troom acces s ible to the outs ide, as  AP S  
has  s uggested it will include, res idents  on the west will a lso be s ubjected to public res troom traffic.  W hy mus t the C law's  gym be 
located so close to homes , ins tead of on the eas t s ide of the new building (toward the P ark)?               3.  W hat other events  will 
the s prawling, above-grade parking s tructure be used for outs ide s chool hours ?   S omehow AP S  thinks  it a  s elling point that the 
parking s tructure can be used for other events  when not hous ing cars . F or example, AP S  s ugges ted bike races  or even the 
Arlington C ounty F air might be held in the parking s tructure.  C ons ider the implications  for res idents .  W hen events  s uch as  the 
Home S how & G arden E xpo are currently held at the T J  S ite, they are held ins ide the C ommunity C enter, so the community is  
s hielded from the noise and loudspeakers  ins ide the solid brick walls  of a  building that s its  a  good dis tance from homes .  W hen 
the C ounty F air is  held at T J , it is  on the eas t s ide of the Middle S chool.  If the F air or E xpo are held in the new parking s tructure, 
that's  jus t s teps  from numerous  homes  across  O ld G lebe.  T he s prawling parking s tructure with all thos e open-air cut-outs  that 
provide reading light for cars  will a llow all the event noise to s pill out into the neighborhood.  C urrently neighbors  might hear kids  
playing at recess  during school hours .  In the future neighbors  will hear nois e from two s chools  full of kids  at reces s  and after 
s chool, plus  broadcasts  and commotion from events  in the sprawling parking s tructure during non-s chool hours .  Is  that really 
what the community "prefers?"  
 
4.  W hy not place all the new parking spaces  under the new school building?  R es idents  have repeatedly as ked why all the new 
parking spaces  can't be located under the footprint of the new building, by digging down far enough to eliminate the need to dig  
up the rolling lawns  and trees  to build a sprawling concrete s tructure.  AP S  s ays  it would be too expens ive, yet admitted it never 
performed any such cos t analys is .  I encourage everyone to watch at leas t a  couple minutes  of the video (s tarting at 1:52:33), for 
one res ident's  polite but pers is tent questions  about all-underground parking, and the architect's  and AP S 's  uns atis fying res pons e, 
which include a weak security argument soundly refuted by another res ident (video at 2:02:02).   F inally AP S  agreed to get a cos t 
es timate for an all-underground parking s tructure (video at 2:06:51).  AP S  said obtaining that es timate would not require a large 
amount of work or money, and that the architects  would bring that information to the next meeting or the one after that.  G iven the 
community's  s trong preference to preserve green space by putting the parking s tructure under the building rather than removing 
gras s  and trees  to build a sprawling concrete s tructure that res idents  will have to see and hear, we look forward to a s ound (and 
not deliberately 

inflated) cos t analys is  before AP S  cla ims  the P F R C  and B L P C  have approved any concept des ign.  
 
Interloper from the North
During the discus s ion of potentially placing all the parking under the s chool footprint, one white-haired man s aid loudly (but off-
microphone) "I don't want to pay for it anyway!"  (video at 2:05:00).  A fter the meeting I as ked him where he lives .  He mumbled 
"near T uckahoe, on 24th."  S hould the views  of someone who lives  s o far north of the propos ed s chool s ite outweigh thos e of 
actual neighbors?                                                                                                                                                             Mos t 
ins ulting s lide 
B es ides  discounting our concerns  and insulting our intelligence, one s lide in the pres entation is  particularly ins ulting to our 
neighborhood.  AP S  and its  architects  s tubbornly refuse to number their s lides  even though it would make for eas ier reference, 
but I refer you to the 15th page of the C ommunity F orum P resentation, titled "T rans portation Analys is ."  It a ls o appears  in the 
video from 31:36 to 33:24.  T hat s lide kicked off the T oole presentation that recycles  s lides  and analys is  from a 2014 C ounty 
B oard W ork S ess ion.  (Y es , AP S  and its  T oole use the same traffic s lides  they've us ed s ince 2014). 
 
T he "T ransportation Analys is " s lide displays  a s idewalk-level photograph of our current neighborhood.  It is  the only non-aerial 
photograph in the entire T oole presentation, and s ince it was  an overview s lide containing the mos t bullet points , it was  dis played 
on the s creen longer than any of the other s lides .
 
Ins tead of capturing one of the intersections  around the propos ed s chool s ite, or one of the s idewalks  adjoining the s chool, 
C ommunity C enter or P ark, this  photograph displays  the corner of G lebe and S econd, with the 7-11.  In fact, the 7-11 s ign, 
complete with gas  prices , appears  right there in the photo.  T he photographer was  s tanding on the north s ide of S econd S treet 
looking west toward G lebe, with his  or her back toward the T J  s ite.  T he photographer was  not even at the O ld G lebe inters ection, 
but halfway down the block toward G lebe.  T his  is  one of the uglies t s tretches  of s idewalk in our neighborhood.  



As  I s at and s tared at this  photo, I wondered why was  it included?  W hy was  this  particular photo carefully chos en to repres ent the 
neighborhood around the school, even though it's  not even adjacent to the school?    W hy include the 7-11 s ign?  T o as s ure 
parents  their children can grab a snack or S lurpee on their way to/from s chool?   T o as s ure parents  they can grab coffee, gas , 
beer, wine or cigarettes  on their way to or from picking up or dropping off their kids ?   D id AP S  or its  T oole receive an advertis ing 
kickback from the merchant?  
 
Mos t realis tically, I think AP S  and its  T oole used this  photograph to imply this  is  a  downs cale commercial/indus tria l neighborhood 
that the shiny new school, with all its  traffic, noise and concrete can only improve. T hey’ve chos en the wrong neighborhood to 
dis res pect. O ur neighborhood already has  more schools  and public buildings  than the s urrounding communities  combined (count 
them:  T J  C ommunity C enter, T J  Middle S chool, P atrick Henry E lementary, C areer C enter, Arlington T ech, F enwick, C olumbia 
P ike L ibrary...), and now AP S  wants  to shoehorn yet another s chool into our neighborhood, on the already maxed-out T J  s ite.  W e 
mus t not rubber-s tamp their plans .  
 
W hat do you think?
 
L et's  hear from everyone about the proposed school schemes  and traffic analys is .  Y ou can pos t up to this  lis t s erve, email me or 
L is a T urcios  directly, and/or pos t your public comments  on the P F R C /B L P C  s ite (P F R C  NE S  at J effers on ). And attend tomorrow 
night's  P F R C /B L P C  meeting at T J  Middle S chool.   
 
W e have not passed the point of no return on the proposed school.  T he C ounty pulled the plug on the s treet car much later in the 
proces s  than anyone thought poss ible, and backed down from building this  new elementary school at K enmore, so do not 
as s ume this  school is  a  done deal, either.  O ur elected officia ls  have a duty to lis ten to the community on thes e plans , and no 
des ign has  been officia lly approved by the S chool B oard or C ounty, let a lone by the P F R C  or B L P C .

Maureen C ritchley As  a res ident who lives  on S  O ld G lebe R oad, I'm wondering what kind of events  will AP S  NO T  permit taking place in the NE S ' 
parking s tructure? (examples  - flea markets , Master garden shows  auto s hows , and s hows  that have s ometimes  taken place in 
the TJCC such as home shows, antique shows.) 

And while we're on the topic, what kinds of events does APS envision would be permitted?

T hanks

06/12/2016 11:35 AP S  could envis ion many uses  taking place in the parking 
s tructure including county fair activities  or support, farmer's  
market, etc. T he subject event would have to lend itself to 
the level of overnight security available in the garage and 
would have to be appropriate to the space height 
res trictions  and proximity to the neighborhood and school, 
of cours e. It is  difficult to say at this  time what events  would 
not be permitted, that would have to be reviewed on a case 
by cas e bas is , with impact on the neighborhood and 
s chools  among the cons iderations

06/14/2016 AP S

Maureen C ritchley I unders tand the AC  transportation commiss ion feels  that hawk lights  are sometimes  jus t as  effective as  traffic lights , and that I 
wonder if APS' consultants agree? 

I a ls o wonder whether hawk lights  may be used at "high volume" inters ections  that s tudents  us e enroute to & from T J MS  & NE S  
that don't have AP S  cross ing guards?  If so, please mention which inters ections  might become les s  dangerous  if hawk lights  were 
installed?

T hank you.

06/12/2016 11:28 HAW K  beacons  can be a very effective means  of 
increas ing driver yielding at marked crosswalks . T hey are 
particularly appropriate for multi-lane, high-volume, and/or 
high-s peed roadways  where cross ing pedestrians  have 
difficulty finding gaps  in traffic. T he conditions  at a  
cros s walk must meet certain thresholds  in order for a 
HAW K  beacon to be “warranted.” T hese thresholds  are 
bas ed on a combination of factors , including motor vehicle 
s peeds , motor vehicle volumes , and pedestrian volumes , 
and that mus t be determined by an engineering s tudy. In 
collaboration with Arlington C ounty, T oole Des ign G roup 
has  been exploring the potential need for HAW K  beacons  
and other s afety features  around the T J  campus . Decis ions  
about off-s ite transportation improvements  will be made 
with committee/community input during the S chematic 
Des ign phas e of the project.

06/14/2016 T O O L E



Melis sa L eupp I am writing with feedback regarding the des ign of the new elementary s chool. As  the parent of a  future P atrick Henry s tudent, I 
attended the public meeting on J une 8. My concerns  arise, however, bas ed on my 17 years  as  an AP S  early 
childhood/elementary school educator and occupational therapist. 



It is  my unders tanding that "the biscuit" has  the gym and mus ic on the third and fourth floors  of the s chool a long with upper grade 
levels . T he B iscuit a lso has  the smalles t footprint. P roviding quality ins truction with the gym and mus ic in s uch clos e proximity to 
class rooms  would be challenging and frus trating for teachers  and s taff.  T oday's  s tudents  need fewer dis tractions  not more. T hey 
als o need time when they can move and interact. G ymnas iums  are als o potential s ites  for as s emblies  and other wonderful but 
noise-generating events. There is a reason that most schools have gyms located away from learning environments.



My s econd concern with the gym location is  security. G yms  are frequently us ed after hours  and on weekends . Having the gym on 
the third floor provides access to more of the school for much longer periods of time without staff members present. 



My final concern is  related to access ibility. Henry currently has  at leas t three county-wide s pecial education clas s es . T hes e 
programs  have s tudents  with various  disabilities . W ith the B iscuit's  s mall footprint, a  limited number of clas s rooms  are located on 
each floor. My unders tanding is  that preschool or kindergarten clas s es  would be on the firs t floor. T he county-wide programs  may 
need to be on or near the firs t floor for s tudents  with limited mobility. It is  prudent to think about emergencies  and how young 
s tudents  can exit in a safe, efficient manner among a group of 725.

06/11/2016 22:59 C omments  Noted. S imilar comments  have been noted 
during B L P C , P F R C , and public meetings . T he des ign team 
is  working to address  these is sues  in future schemes .

06/14/2016 AP S

L isa T urcios Forwarding from Arlington Heights Civic Association member (7th St S)



we emailed a while back, I'm an AHCA member and resident and parent of two (that will go to the new school).



I had meant to send feedback on the parking, too, but then that architect that is  an AH res ident as  well, had s end in a long letter 
with s eemingly valid concerns  and questions , and I thought we'd be hearing back on a res pons e firs t - now I can't figure out what 
happened!

Including what happened to the parking!



My quick feedback on parking:

-B us  loop to the north (closes t to 50) is  by far the best to keep bus es  away from the neighborhood and all the walkers .  (A ls o idling 
buses are awful.)

-in the side profile almost all the parking was almost completely ABOVE ground - AWFUL mistake.

Do not budge on this  - the parking must be underground.  And it s hould be completely underground- in the s ide profile it looked 
like the partially underground parking was only partial on one end but completely above ground on the other end.



- the newest schemes are all only 4 story options!!!??  Really?  Wow!

The biscuit is awful!

I like the lobster!!  The school needs a bigger footprint and it needs outdoor spaces all around, like Discovery!!!



- T ell the committee to look to D iscovery for the ideal elementary s chool des ign and function, and look to the currently in progres s  
HB Woodlawn construction for absolutely stunning ways in making the most of space options working with rooftops!!

They are a little ahead in the design process and it looks amazing!

Accept no less for our kids in this neighborhood!



Als o: S ome of the options  in the presentations  are not always  well enough labeled by AP S  to really follow and unders tand 
completely (for the person who could not attend)! 



T hings  are moving fas t (as  they should); it's  so easy to miss  the boat on comments  when you  the committee members  need 

06/07/2016 4:44 C omments  Noted.   06/14/2016 AP S

Maureen C ritchley I heard someone say that the P F R C  is  moving along at a rapid pace, and will s oon be voting on which architectural concept AP S  
s hould accept.  Does  anyone else think we need to S P E ND MO R E  T HAN A  F E W  MINUT E S   D IS C US S ING  AND 
UNDE R S T ANDING  the C O S T S  of the various  concepts  under cons ideration before we're as ked which scheme we think is  bes t?

06/06/2016 21:45 T he concepts  schemes  offered to date will generally be 
s imilar in cos t for the building and s ite amenities . T he 
larges t driver of cos t is  the parking. As  has  been noted at 
previous  B L P C /P F R C  meetings , underground parking is  
more expens ive in cos t than surface parking. O rder of 
magnitude cos t per space for underground vs  surface 
parking have been communicated to the C ommittees . In 
general, it has  been noted that the further down the parking 
deck is  excavated the more expens ive the construction 
becomes .

06/14/2016 AP S

Melis sa W illiams Hello --



I'm very concerned about the es timation on parking figures . In the s ummer, S outh Irving S treet and S econd S treet S outh are 
regularly chock a block with parked cars  of people us ing the community center and fields . E s timating us age downward does n't 
map to our local experience on this  is sue.

06/06/2016 17:17 C omments  Noted 06/14/2016 AP S



Maureen C ritchley It will be helpful to know what kinds of activities are likely to take place "afterhours", and

what will the evening & weekend hours  be for afterhours  activities  in the NE S ' gym?

06/06/2016 17:10 It is  not yet known exactly what after hours  use will be, but 
g iven the his tory of after hours  use at AP S  schools , it will 
likely be extens ive. Us ing D iscovery E S  as  an example, 
there is  P arks  & R ec use of the gym for league and 
recreational play after hours  and weekends , and throughout 
the building in the summer for camps , the school has  an 
E xtended Day program, and P T A meetings  occur regularly 
in the library. S ummer school may occas ionally occur in the 
building. T he buildings  are a community amenity and AP S  
encourages  after hours  usage. 

06/14/2016 AP S

C arlis le L evine I am most concerned that the new elementary s chool's  des ign takes  into cons ideration s eparating elementary school s tudents  
from middle schoolers , s ince middle schoolers  are so much bigger and are going through trans itions  that elementary s chool 
s tudents  shouldn't have to deal with. A lso, please take into cons ideration traffic and safety for the elementary s chool s tudents . 
A lready, we have had incidents  where the middle schoolers  have been hit by cars  on the way to s chool. T hanks !

06/06/2016 9:44 C omments  Noted. 06/14/2016 AP S

  

06/14/2016 T O O L EMany thanks  for a ll your are doing regarding the new elementary s chool at T J .

I have attended the meetings  the pas t two weeks (J une 1 and J une 8).

I have a concern, and my concern is  that it appears  the agenda for the J une 15 P F R C  meeting does  not include any cons ideration 
or dis cuss ion of traffic. More specifically, there appears  to be no cons ideration of traffic at two inters ections : (1) S outh O ld G lebe 
R oad and 2nd S treet S outh, and (2) S outh O ld G lebe R oad and the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh..

At both of the recent meetings , a  woman spoke about data s he and her firm had gathered regarding traffic. As  bes t I recall, her 
data s eemed to indicate that any increase in traffic as  a result of the new elementary s chool would be at times  different from the 
current drop-off and pick-up times  for the middle school. It seemed to me that her main point was  that the neighborhood could 
expect some increase in traffic, but that ins tead of the current s ituation in which there are two "peak times " (drop off for T J  in the 
morning and pick-up from T J  in the afternoon), there would be four "peak times " with the addition of a  new elementary s chool 
(drop off for T J  in the morning, drop off for elementary school later in the morning, pick-up from T J  in the afternoon, and pick-up 
from elementary school later in the afternoon). 

T his  woman (whose name I cannot recall) acknowledged that there was  concern about the inters ections  at O ld G lebe R oad and 
2nd S treet S outh and at O ld G lebe R oad and 1s t R oad S outh, but s he did not indicate (as  bes t I recall it) what recommendations  
or even what plans  she or her firm had in mind. It seemed to me that s he was  mos t concerned about getting to cons ens us  around 
whether there would be "shared" parking or "non-shared" parking. S he s eemed mos t concerned about this  is s ue s ince it impacted 
the number of parking spaces  that would need to be built.

During the public comment portion of the J une 1 P F R C  Meeting, I mentioned my concern about the increas ed vehicular and 
pedes trian traffic at O ld G lebe R oad and 2nd S treet S outh, and I expres s ed my hope that the P F R C  would be looking at the 
is s ues  concerning that intersection. I left that meeting feeling pretty s ure that the P F R C  had been - and would continue - looking 
at the is sues  concerning that intersection.

At the J une 8 meeting, I mentioned my concerns  (concerns  that were als o echoed by another res ident of the 3600 block of 1s t 
R oad S outh who attended the J une 8 meeting) that there are speeders  along the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh, and that there 
are people who drive the wrong way down this  block (this  block is  a  one-way s treet, with legal traffic going eas t-bound from G lebe 
R oad to O ld G lebe R oad). I a lso voiced my concern about the inters ection at O ld G lebe R oad and 1s t R oad S outh. T he only take-
away I received from the J une 8 meeting was  the name and phone number of a  pers on I could call if I obs erved Arlington C ounty 
S chool B usses  us ing the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh.

Y es terday, I s tood along my block (the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh) between about 2:15 and 2:35 pm. I noticed s everal cars  
s peeding from G lebe R oad to O ld G lebe R oad. More frighteningly, I noticed at leas t two cars  who failed to s top at the s top s ign 
where the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh intersects  S outh O ld G lebe R oad. O ne of the drivers  who failed to s top at the s top s ign 
cros s ed S outh O ld G lebe R oad and entered the T J  parking lot.

P eople along the 3600 block of 1s t R oad S outh have recently shared pictures  and reports  of people s peeding and going the 
wrong way down our block. I am very concerned that people who s peed along out block are likely to be in s uch a hurry that they 
will fa il to come to a complete s top at S outh O ld G lebe R oad. T hat, of cours e, could res ult in a very s erious  accident.

My larger point is  this : W ith the increase in traffic (both pedes trian and vehicles ), and with the increas e in elementary-age children 
who will be attending a new elementary school at T J , I think it is  vital that the P F R C  devote attention to the traffic at the two 
inters ections  I mention above. I am very concerned that the agenda for the J une 15 appears  to g ive no attention to traffic at a ll.

I s hould add that the Arlington C ounty P olice Department has  s tepped up its  efforts  to enforce the traffic laws  along the 3600 
block of 1s t R oad S outh, and I am grateful for that. 

B ruce B oyd 06/10/2016 T hank you for your input and questions  related to traffic and 
the AP S /T homas  J efferson project. AP S ’s  transportation 
cons ultant, T oole Des ign G roup, has  a thorough traffic 
analys is  underway that uses  modeling software to analyze 
traffic around the school s ite related to the middle school 
and future, new elementary school. T hat analys is  includes  a 
close look at O ld S outh G lebe and, in particular, the 
inters ections  of O ld S outh G lebe with 1s t R oad S outh and 
2nd S treet S outh. A lthough these is sues  are critical to the 
s ucces s  of this  project, they are not required as  part of the 
firs t project miles tone: the concept plan submittal to the 
S chool B oard. F or this  reason, we anticipate presenting the 
res ults  of the traffic analys is  at a  late J uly or early August 
meetings  of the B L P C /P F R C  (exact schedule is  s till being 
finalized with AP S ). 

Advancing in coordination with the traffic analys is  is  a  
careful cons ideration, in partnership with Arlington C ounty 
trans portation s taff, of off-s ite infras tructure or operational 
improvements  to nearby s treets  that could improve traffic 
conditions , bicycle and pedestrian s afety/access , speeding, 
and other is s ues  occurring nearby and related to 
trans portation. S ome recommendations  that are adjacent to 
the s chool s ite and directly associated with the school 
project may be advanced as  part of the AP S  project (i.e. on 
a s imilar timeline and through a parallel budget process ), 
while others  may be longer-term projects  that are 
recommended for future implementation by Arlington 
C ounty. T hes e off-s ite recommendations  will a lso be 
pres ented for dis cuss ion and cons ideration by the 
community at a  late J uly/early August meetings  of the 
B L P C /P F R C . 

W e have made note of your input and concerns  related to 
1s t R oad S outh and S outh O ld G lebe R oad and will 
certainly cons ider this  as  the project advances , with the 
goal of working the C ounty to addres s  traffic concerns  like 
this  one. T hank you for taking the time to participate in this  
important project.
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