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October 10, 2022 
 
The Honorable Reid Goldstein, Chair 
The Arlington County School Board 
Suite # 260 
2110 Washington Blvd 
Arlington, Virginia 22204 
 
RE: Arlington Career Center –Schematic Design Plan 

 
Key Findings: 
 
The Public Facilities Review Committee has reviewed the Arlington Career Center’s 
Schematic Design Plan. Our final discussion of this plan raised concerns about the 
parking garage location, circulation, and accessibility, including ADA parking and 
pick-up and drop-off. This echoes our concerns raised during the concept design review 
process. Most significantly, the parking garage discussion yielded significant feedback 
that the garage should be placed underground, and that the proposed cost 
differential/savings from an above-ground garage did not justify such a design decision.  
Multiple PFRC members commented that a below-ground garage could yield more 
preserved green space on the site, which was viewed as a priority.   
 
Additionally, as stated in the PFRC Letter to the School Board on the concept design, 
this process was unfortunately limited because it did not include long-term goals for the 
entirety of the ACC campus. Many members of the joint BLPC/PFRC involved in both 
the concept and schematic design processes requested guidance on long-term plans. 
APS has been clear they want to separate the issues of the overall site development 
from the specifics of the ACC project and needed time to gather and analyze data for 
the campus plan. And yet, having a holistic view of the site goals would have greatly 
helped inform the best plan for the schematic design. 
 
Overview: 
      
The Public Facilities Review Committee (PFRC) held three (3) meetings during 2022 
to consider Arlington Public Schools’ (“APS’s”) Schematic Design Plan for the 
Arlington Career Center (ACC), with all meetings being held jointly with the Building 
Level Planning Committee (BLPC). The PFRC consists of representatives from County 
Commissions, as well as project-specific representatives. 
 
The PFRC’s mission is to ensure that the highest quality of land use planning, design, 
transportation planning, and other important community aspects are incorporated into 

http://www.arlingtonva.us/


civic projects as assigned to the Committee by the Arlington County Board. The PFRC 
uses the Principles of Civic Design to inform the design of civic facilities in Arlington. 
 
Process: 
 
Following the concept design process held earlier in 2022, the joint BLPC/PFRC held 
three meetings on June 22, July 27, and August 31, 2022. All three meetings were well 
attended by PFRC members.   
 
For the first two meetings (held virtually), APS staff presentations were followed by 
breakout room discussions, where meeting attendees provided feedback on the project. 
Breakout discussions were made up of a mix of BLPC and PFRC participants. Breakout 
group feedback informed plan refinements to the proposed ACC project for the 
subsequent meeting.  
 
The third and final meeting was hosted in person with no virtual option. This 
unfortunately resulted in at least one member who could not participate due to Covid 
concerns. At the meeting, an APS staff presentation was followed by two breakout 
group discussions, one for BLPC members and another for PFRC members. Members 
of both groups were asked to complete a series of feedback questions by identifying 
whether they strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly 
disagree with a series of statements. The feedback questions were as follows: 
 

1. I support the overall ACC site and landscape design. 
2. I support the overall ACC building design. 
3. I support the ACC on-site parking plan and garage design. 
4. I support the ACC curbside management plan. 
5. I support the ACC schematic design. 

 
CPHD staff had earlier prepared a memo to APS staff on August 8th with feedback on 
the schematic design but were not able to present it at the meeting.  
 
 
PFRC Member Feedback on Questions 
 
Question 1: I support the overall ACC site and landscape design.  
Most PFRC members expressed a preference for the site and landscape design shown in 
the Alternative Educational Specifications (Ed. Specs.) exhibit with the additional 
green space on the corner of Walter Reed Drive and 7th Street South. Members were 
neither in strong agreement nor disagreement with the plan but would appreciate more 
biophilic elements and would like to see more green space. [This desire is now 
reflected in the revised design proposal from APS (dated October 7, 2022) which now 
shows an increased set-back at the 7th street corner, as well as the possibility for 
increased green space at that corner should the smaller footprint for the ACC be 
selected as the chosen design.] While there were some supportive of the proposed site 
design and the need for sufficient parking, there were others that disagreed with the 



overall site design due to the proposed above-grade garage. Similar to what was heard 
during the conceptual design phase, many PFRC members remain concerned about the 
location of the proposed parking garage, and the potential urban design impacts it may 
have on 9th Street South and South Highland Street. There are also remaining concerns 
about not providing more direct accessible paths throughout the site, particularly 
between the ADA parking spaces in the garage and the ACC building, especially during 
inclement weather or at night. 
 
Question 2: I support the overall ACC building design. 
Overall, the PFRC agreed with the proposed design of the new building and encouraged 
APS to consider biophilic elements on the roof terraces. The PFRC also questioned 
whether solar panels would be included on the roof to offset energy costs, and there 
was an expressed interest in attaining a high LEED rating. There were others who were 
neutral on the design and noted that the main entrance lacks prominence, civic 
presence, and that it would be difficult to find. Suggestions also included more 
landscaping at the entrance and along Walter Reed Drive offering greater protection 
from vehicle noise and exhaust. In terms of proposed materials, some members were 
fine while others were discouraged with the proposed modern and industrial 
architecture and noted that the sawtooth roofline does not fit within the traditional brick 
and colonial architecture in the neighborhood. They also questioned the long-term 
viability of this design approach and would prefer more masonry, especially on the 
ground floor. Others liked the stepped massing, particularly the terraces, and thought 
the quasi-industrial aesthetic was appropriate given the intended program. 
 
Question 3: I support the ACC on-site parking plan and garage design. 
Most PFRC members neither agreed nor disagreed, while a few members voiced strong 
disagreement on the parking plan and garage design. No one strongly agreed or agreed 
with the design. Throughout the entire schematic design process, members have 
expressed five areas of concern: the garage location, urban design impact, above 
ground vs. below ground, use of the rooftop for either a solar array or green roof, and 
the facade.  
 
Several PFRC members noted that the garage is too far away from the new ACC 
building and that it would be an eyesore on 9th Street South, which is already not a very 
pedestrian-friendly environment. (According to APS the garage is approximately 700 
feet, or two blocks from the main entrance using existing and proposed walkways.) It 
was also noted that the garage location would create conflicts with bicyclists who use 
the 9th Street South Bike Boulevard to travel parallel to Columbia Pike. 
 
There was a preference for a below-grade garage, regardless of location, with some 
suggestions for considering a location close to the to-be-removed MPSA building. 
Relatedly, PFRC members questioned why the garage cannot be underground to 
maximize green space or playfields and that the value of the public green space should 
be factored in the benefits. One suggestion was to place as much of the parking under 
the new ACC building since it was already going to be excavated. Members asked 
CPHD what the financial value of the land is and whether that has been factored into 



the project cost. In a community of a scant 26 square miles, the financial value of the 
land as well as its value to the community as prospective public green space could 
offset the increased cost of undergrounding the parking. 
 
In terms of the sustainable design, many had questions about whether solar panels and 
electric vehicle parking spaces would be provided. From a design and materials 
perspective, several members supported the metal screens and welcomed greater 
transparency, especially in the stair/elevator towers. Other members were not 
convinced by the screens, especially the fins facing 9th Street South because when 
viewed from the sidewalk, the fins affixed perpendicularly to the garage would have 
minimal impact. The absence of any screening at this sidewalk level was also noted, 
along with the starkness at night when internally lit. The “biophilic themed” façade was 
appreciated but noted that it would most likely be value-engineered out of the design.   
 
Question 4: I support the ACC curbside management plan. 
The PFRC was mostly neutral on proposed curbside management with many unsure 
about the functionality of the plan. It was noted that signage and wayfinding would be 
important and that there would be a learning curve for new users. Regarding pick-up 
and drop-off activities and ADA parking, PFRC members were advocating for closer 
pick-up and drop-off options to the main entrance and suggested that APS look for 
ADA parking spaces on their property and not rely on on-street ADA parking as 
proposed on Walter Reed Drive.  
 
Question 5: I support the ACC schematic design. 
In response to the final question for the overall support of the schematic design, the 
PFRC mostly neither agreed nor disagreed. Several who disagreed noted that the 
proposed parking garage and its location was a major concern. It would be worth it to 
consider moving the garage to a future process when the MPSA is moved to the 
existing ACC building and the MPSA is demolished. Members also raised questions 
about APS’s environmental commitments to LEED, solar, electric vehicle charging, 
etc. 
 
Additional Feedback: 
There were concerns that the informational webpages created to support this process 
needed improvement. Two independent pages existed to share project updates and 
information, yet they were not both updated consistently. 
 
Speaking as the chair, I would like to add that Ms. Lisa Stengle was a proficient project 
manager throughout this process. She ran efficient meetings, prepared helpful materials 
to facilitate our meetings, and was very nimble when our final meeting was 
unexpectedly shifted to be in person.  She consistently held thorough preparation calls 
with the facilitators and made sure that materials were reviewed with everyone.  I 
would also like to acknowledge Planning Commissioner Tenley Peterson for running 
the August BLPC/PFRC meeting on behalf of the PFRC, when I was unavailable to 
participate. 
 



Going Forward 
 
We look forward to working with APS and the BLPC in refining the design in the use 
permit phase in future months. Thank you again for the opportunity to provide the 
Committee’s feedback on this project. 
 
   

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
          

           
      Sara Steinberger, Chair 

Public Facilities Review Committee 
 
 

Cc:  Mark Schwartz, County Manager 
 Michelle Cowan, Deputy County Manager 
 Samia Byrd, Deputy County Manager 
 Anthony Fusarelli, Planning Director, CPHD 
 Arlington County Board Members 
 Arlington County School Board Members 
 Dr. Francisco Durán, Superintendent, APS 
 Renee Harber, APS 

Lisa Stengle, APS 
 Ben Burgin, APS  
 Jeffrey Chambers, APS 
 Brett Wallace, CPHD  
 Kris Krider, CPHD 


