
Memorandum

To:  Alexandria School Board, Superintendent of Schools

From:  Seminary Hill Association and Seminary Civic Association Members of TCW Community Advisory Committee

Re:  Resolution regarding Community Advisory Committee

Date:  October 11, 2016

We wish to put forward our position regarding the proposal of the Alexandria City School Board (ACSB) Resolution to recognize the TC Williams Community Advisory Committee that has been operating since the “new” school became operational.  We will list our specific concerns in this memorandum, but first want to make a few over-arching statements. In order to facilitate this discussion, it might be helpful to quote the exact language of Condition 69 in the 2004 DSUP.  It states:

“X.  Neighborhood Committees:

69. To provide a forum for the discussion and resolution of neighborhood issues that arise as a result of the ongoing operation of the new high school, ACPS shall create and coordinate a Community Advisory Committee to include representatives of ACPS, T. C. Williams High School (TCW), the Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities, and the adjoining neighborhoods.  The Advisory Committee shall determine its meeting schedule, which may be either on a regular basis or as conditions require.”  

Seminary Hill Association and Seminary Civic Association agree with the Alexandria City School Board’s (ACSB) desire to recognize the TCW Community Advisory Committee.  We welcome the ACSB’s desire to finally identify and designate an ACPS and a school representative who will be responsible for achieving “resolution of neighborhood issues that arise as a result of the ongoing operation of the new high school”, as is clearly stated in Condition 69 of DSUP #2002-0044.  It has become clear to us over the years that no ACPS or school representative has taken responsibility for conveying neighborhood concerns to the ACSB or the Superintendent. If formalizing the committee will result in better communication between neighbors and the school system, it will be a welcome outcome. 

We want to point out to School Board members and staff that, despite assertions to the contrary by school officials, this committee has been meeting continuously since 2007.  We have agendas and minutes from meetings, even if the ACSB cannot locate them.  Patty Moran has been a constant presence at every meeting we have held and has taken minutes, so she should be able to provide you with any documentation you need about the fact that this committee has been in existence since the opening of the school in 2007.  We do not understand why these records have not been made available to ACSB and the Superintendent.

We oppose any attempt by ACSB to expand the purpose and membership of this committee to dilute its stated focus on “neighborhood issues.”  While the “official” name of the committee in the DSUP is the Community Advisory Committee, its purpose and charge is only to resolve neighborhood issues relating to the operation of the school.  Therefore, members of the committee are intended to be those people who have a direct interest in operational issues of TCW.  During the meeting on September 27th, there was disagreement over what the term “adjoining” neighborhoods means.  School officials stated that Planning and Zoning had provided them with the extensive list of “adjoining” civic associations that appear to span almost half of the city of Alexandria.  “Adjoining neighbors” is not the same thing as “adjoining civic associations.”  The Department of Planning and Zoning providing a list of civic associations is not the same thing as the Department of Planning and Zoning determining that “neighborhoods” equal “civic associations.”  

The ACPS’s reliance on this list is misplaced, especially given how the Department of Planning and Zoning treats the issue of adjoining property owners throughout its various land use processes.  We do not understand how this definition of “adjoining” can be verified in any city code section or by any definition of adjoining that can be found in the dictionary.  The standard definition of “adjoining” in the dictionary states that “adjoining” is an adjective that means, “being in contact at some point or line; bordering; contiguous.”  We also note that when a residential property owner applies for a permit that requires notification of other property owners, the Department of Transportation and Environmental Services uses the term “adjacent property owners.”  This is defined as properties that touch your property, not other property owners in your general area.  Planning and Zoning ordinances use the term “abutting property,” which is defined as “all property that touches the property in question and any property that directly faces the property in question.”  We believe this is a synonym for adjoining.  

We would like to receive clarification on several issues: 

1. How does Taylor Run Civic Association adjoin TCW property?

2. How does Kingsgate Condominium, located on Braddock Road and having never participated as an entity (nor have any of its members participated) in any Construction Advisory Committee meetings or Community Advisory Committee meetings get included in this Resolution? 

3. We have not been able to locate the Fairlington Center Condominiums, so we do not know this entity’s location; however, we do know it is not adjacent to TCW property.  Where is this condominium located?

4. The Chapel Hill Homeowners Association is located across King Street from TCW, but has not participated in this process during the past 9 years.  Why is it now being included if it or its members have chosen not to participate for over 9 years?

5.  North Ridge Citizens Association was represented during the construction phase, but has not participated in meetings of the Community Advisory Committee since the school opened, as they did not feel they had any operational issues to be concerned with.  Why is this Association now being included if it or its members have chosen not to participate any further after the school opened? 

We request clarification and the basis from school officials on how these associations are now to be included in the Community Advisory Group.

We understand how the Superintendent might want to create an Advisory Committee to receive input from students and the larger Alexandria community on issues outside the narrow focus of this committee that was created by Condition 69 of the DSUP to address neighborhood issues.  He is certainly free to do so at any time.  As we read the “Whereas” clauses preceding the actual proposed resolution, it seems that the real intent of this Resolution is to set up a new committee with a much larger overview of TCW issues (educational) and a much larger citizen composition (the entire city).  But that is not the legal purpose of the committee set up in Condition 69 and trying to shoehorn this existing committee to fit another purpose for ACSB and the Superintendent ignores the legal effect of the provisions in the DSUP.

As we look at the proposed resolution we have the following comments:

1. In the first “Whereas” clause of the document, we assert that the committee was not “established to implement certain Developmental Special Use Permit requirements.”  Its purpose is “to provide a permanent forum for the discussion and resolution of neighborhood issues that arise as a result of the ongoing operation of the new high school.”

2. In the second “Whereas” clause, we assert that the addition of the language “school-related issues” expands the committee’s role beyond what the DSUP requires.  As mentioned before, if the Superintendent wishes to create a committee to discuss all “school-related issues” with membership from areas throughout the city, he is free to do so in a separate forum.

3. In the third “Whereas” clause, we assert that this language has nothing to do with the committee established by the DSUP.  This committee does not exist for the “benefit of the TC Williams constituency”, nor to “discuss educational proposals that increase awareness.”  These are not the operational issues that this committee was established to address, per the DSUP.

4. In the fourth “Whereas” clause, this language is completely contrary to the purpose of Condition 69 and should be totally eliminated.  The inclusion of the words, “and a wide variety of other interests to assist in providing input for the facilities and educational development at TCW” is in direct conflict with the make up and purpose of the committee as set forth in Condition 69. This expansion and widening of focus for the committee are not consistent with the language in the DSUP.

5. In item 2 (c and d), we reject the inclusion of the TCW PTSA President and a TCW student.  Again, as stated above, these individuals would make valuable contributions on a Superintendent’s Community At large Advisory Committee, but they have no role whatsoever in addressing operational issues between the school and its immediate neighbors. 

6. In item 2 (f), we reject the inclusion of 2 community members at large (now changed from 1 in the original draft).  Again, these proposed members have absolutely no role in discussing the operational issues between the school and neighbors that this committee is charged with addressing per the DSUP and can only be seen to weaken the voice of the adjacent neighbors. 

7. In item 2 (g), there is no mention of term limits in Condition 69.  It would be up to the various civic associations to determine how they would like to appoint their members.  As stated above, we also disagree with enlarging the committee to include representatives from Condominium and Homeowner Associations that have never been a part of this committee since its inception and have never had members of these groups participate in their individual capacity.  Mr. Richard Dorman, who has been a member of the committee since the construction phase, and lives in a townhouse community across the street from the school, stated that his Association was not listed as a participant.  So we question how the ACSB obtained the list of these additional associations and why they are now proposing that they be included, when other nearby residents who have been participating for many years are purposely excluded.

8. In item 3, we would request clarification of the language that the “Superintendent maintains oversight of the operation of the Advisory Committee.”  As written in and required by the DSUP, the committee sets its schedule and may hold meetings, as they deem necessary.  We want to ensure that neighborhood members could continue to call a meeting when they find it necessary.

9. In item 4, we reject this language.  The civic associations will appoint members to represent them and can choose the terms of those appointments.  Condition 69 does not grant the ACSB authority to set term limits.

10. In item 6, (Note: On the draft presented to us, Item #5 has been deleted, yet the numbers from this point on do not reflect that there is no Item #5) we request language to clarify that School Board members are solely liaisons to the Advisory Committee, but do not have the ability to take charge and run the meetings.

11.  In item 7 (b), we disagree with this language in its entirety.  The ACSB is imposing conditions on the work of the committee.  The ACSB does not set any “framework” for the committee discussions to advance “the needs and improvements of the TCW school campus.”  This language is not part of Condition 69, as the committee has been and should be a forum for open discussion about operational issues as they impact the adjoining neighbors.

12. In item 11, the DSUP clearly states that the committee “shall determine its meeting schedule,” not the ACSB.  We believe this item is an improper restriction on the committee’s meeting schedule and the language “unless otherwise specified by the School Board” is an illegal interference of this committee’s purposes as agreed to by the ACSB when it submitted the DSUP application with the City.  The committee must maintain its flexibility in calling meetings when necessary.  The Superintendent and the ACSB can call additional meetings, just as the neighborhood members can, so this language is not necessary.

We look forward to further discussions about these issues before any action is considered by the ACSB.

Representatives to TCW Community Advisory Committee
Seminary Hill Association, Inc.

Carter Flemming
Lillian Patterson

Steve Harkness
Representatives to TCW Community Advisory Committee
Seminary Civic Association
Fran Terrell

Arminta Wood

PAGE  
1

