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December 4, 2018 
  
Mr. Mark Schwartz 
Arlington County Manager 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
Via e-mail: mschwartz@arlingtonva.us 
  
Dear Mr. Schwartz: 
  
On behalf of the Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) we are writing with comments on the final draft of 
the Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP) for Arlington County. First of all, we want to recognize how many 
of our earlier comments were incorporated into this draft, and how beautiful this vision of Arlington is. 
Thank you to you and the entire team for working on this. 
  
As the results of the statistically valid survey showed, paved, multi-use trails are the most important 
outdoor Parks facility to Arlingtonians.  We were disappointed that the results of that survey were not 
included in the final draft, and that the draft did not otherwise highlight the importance of trails to 
Arlington.   
 
The BAC sees trails as an important part of the network of safe bike transportation in the County, and we 
think that it is important that the PSMP continue to acknowledge that trails are part of transportation 
services, not only recreation.  We think it is appropriate for the PSMP to defer to the Bicycle Element for 
recommendations on trails for transportation.   
 
We have the following specific recommendations for the “final draft”: 

 All recommendations concerning trails should be consolidated in the “Trails” section (moving 
recommendations out of the “Context” section). 

 The definitions of Primary, Secondary and Connecting Trails in the Context section are vague 
and unnecessary.  The Primary trails listed leave off trails that are widely considered primary 
(such as the Route 50 Trail).  It is not clear that the classification is helpful in this document. 

 The PSMP should explicitly consider Land Acquisition for future trails, including trails that are 
necessary for completing a safe and comfortable bicycle network. 

 In addition to improving multi-modal access to parks, the PSMP should recommend providing 
adequate, accessible bike parking at all Parks facilities. 

 Trails should be designed to handle the expected volume of users, and future design should 
consider separating faster users, such as cyclists, from others.  Recommendations for trail design 
should either refer to the Bicycle Element, or should refer to nationally recognized guidelines, 
such as the NACTO Guidelines.  In no case should the PSMP recommend for minimum trail 
width less than 8 feet. 

 Trail amenities should include bathrooms, water stations, and bicycle fix-it stations, in addition to 
seating and signage. 

 The proposed Outer Loop needs to more clearly be marked as “in design” or proposed—more 
thought needs to be given to whether the Zachary Taylor Trail is appropriate to include in this 
loop, given environmental concerns. 

 The Operations and Maintenance section should specifically highlight the importance of 
maintaining Arlington’s paved multi-use trails, as they are a part of the transportation network.  It 
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should encourage the use a pavement condition index and consideration of crash locations for 
prioritizing trail maintenance.  It should reiterate the importance of debris removal and snow 
clearing on Arlington’s trails and the need to expand snow clearing to critical side-paths.  

 Operations and Maintenance should acknowledge the need to provide appropriate, safe 
accommodations and detours when work is being done on trails.  Arlington should commit to 
providing detours that are easy to follow and that provide a route that is as safe as the portion of 
trail being closed. 

 Throughout the document, there are references that conflate people using trails for transportation 
as “commuters.”  Many people use the trails for transportation throughout the day, and some 
Arlingtonians only use for transportation for errands and other non-commute trips.  Moreover, 
conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians on the trails often happen on weekends, when trail 
volume is highest.  For example, recommendation 2.2.4 in the final draft should be revised to 
remove the reference to peak commuting times. 

  
Additionally, the need for space for mountain biking and cyclocross training in Arlington is missing from 
the final draft entirely. With a current ban on mountain biking in the county and no other facilities to 
encourage mountain biking or cyclocross, many residents have to drive elsewhere to do this healthy, 
welcoming activity. The PSMP should open the door to a mountain bike pump track (great for all ages!), 
cyclocross training space and mountain biking trails in Arlington County.  The PSMP could encourage 
work with the Mid-Atlantic Off-Road Enthusiasts (MORE) to develop mountain bike trails and pump 
tracks. 
 
Finally, the work and recommendations on improved signage, expanded trails, mode separation and 
coordination among other partners is excellent—thank you for this leadership. 
  
Thank you for your good work and partnership. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gillian Burgess/s 
 
Gillian Burgess                    
Chair, Bicycle Advisory Committee             
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ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
c/o Department of Environmental Services 

2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suite 705 
Arlington, VA 22201 
December 5, 2018 

 
TO: DPR Representatives of the PSMP Advisory Committee 
 
E2C2 appreciates the opportunity to comment on the current draft of the Arlington County Public 
Spaces Master Plan: A Plan for Our Places and Spaces.  We provide a summary of the three most 
significant concerns from the E2C2 Commission (related to the protection of casual use spaces, green 
spaces, and Level of Service calculations), followed a full list of comments identified by page number.   

Casual Use Space: Given the positive community and County Board response to casual use spaces, the 
PSMP should include goals to: (1) work towards developing LOS for casual use spaces, and (2) include 
casual use spaces in park master plans.  In addition, the language used throughout the current version of 
goal 1.3 should be strengthened.  Phrases like “consider exploring opportunities” are weak and 
noncommittal, conveying a lack of commitment to casual use spaces.  

Green Space: While we appreciate the commitment by the Advisory Committee and DPR Staff to 
support the novel “casual use space” designation to protect our passive/unprogrammed spaces, the 
new term does not completely remedy E2C2’s concerns about the continued loss of green space within 
the County.  Specifically, the current definition for casual uses includes hardscaped plazas, but plazas do 
not provide the same benefits as casual green spaces (see the benefits of green spaces on pages 16-18 
of the current POPS draft).  E2C2 worries that future inventories and LOS calculations for casual use 
spaces would be dominated by Arlington’s abundant hardscaped plazas, and future planning efforts 
could involve unnecessary and counterproductive hardscaping.  E2C2 therefore recommends a “land 
cover” designation to complement the casual use space “land use” designation.  Specifically, we 
recommend either:  

1. separating hardscaped plazas and esplanades from the casual use space designation (giving 
them their own LOS),  

2. having separate terms and associated values for “casual use hardscapes” and “casual use green 
spaces,” or 

3. developing completely separate LOS and goals for land cover to complement the existing LOS 
and goals for land use (i.e., X% of public spaces will be green spaces as opposed to hardscaped).  

Level of Service:  

E2C2 recommends adding two disclaimers to Figure 27 to clarify key issues with the current LOS: 

1. A note should be added to Figure 27 to explain that adding synthetic turf and lighting to fields 
can meet level of service goals without constructing new fields.  This is already stated on pages 
179 and 195, but can be easily overlooked when focusing strictly on LOS values.  Because adding 
synthetic turf and lighting will not alter service levels provided by Arlington using the current 
LOS calculations, it is important to clarify that these service improvements can meet LOS goals.  
(See also comments about Appendix III “Synthetic Turf and Lighting”) 
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2. Until LOS values are calculated for casual use spaces, a note should be added to Figure 27 
stating that achieving the LOS of other amenities will not come at the expense of casual use 
spaces, which are severely disadvantaged by being the only amenity without a LOS.   

E2C2 recommends the following refinements and improvements to the LOS calculations.  E2C2 
acknowledge the difficulties associated with making these improvements, and therefore do not 
recommend them as immediate changes, but rather as high priority improvements to be made prior to 
the next LOS revision in five years. These LOS improvements will better reflect both the amenities 
provided by the County, as well as the needs of the community.   

1. Develop LOS for casual use spaces in advance of the next iteration should be a priority.  Casual 
use spaces should be included in the next iteration of the statistically valid survey. 

2. Adjust LOS units to reflect the ways in which amenities are used.  Specifically, the relevant units 
for community gardens should be garden plots (not number of gardens), and the relevant units 
for fields should be available hours for use (not number of fields).  Expansions of existing 
gardens to include more plots and adding turf/lighting to fields will currently not show up as 
LOS improvements using the current system.  Adjusting the units as suggested enables 
Arlington to receive credit for service improvements within the LOS system, and reduces the 
risk of prioritizing new amenities that are no longer needed due to service improvements.   

3. An inventory of private amenities should be factored into LOS values.  As private developers 
are encouraged to provide amenities, these amenities should be included in LOS calculations.  
If the amenities are public, they should be part of the LOS inventory.  If the amenities are only 
open to residents, the number of residents should be removed from the amenity population 
need because they already served.  For example, if residents of a private development have 
access to a private pool or dog run, they do not need to be serviced by a public version (in 
terms of calculating community need through LOS).   

 

Full list of questions/edits/suggestions: 

IX: Mention up front that LOS will be continuously updated 

X: There are 10 priority actions, not 9 

XI: We recommend adding >30 acres of new public space over the next 10 years, but this plan is 
supposed to last 20 years in some form.  What will happen after 10 years?  We will be able to update 
this plan to add a new acquisition goal? 

16: The “health benefits” section begins by calling out access to green and open space, but ALL of the 
support is specific to green space.  It is not appropriate to call out open space in this section as offering 
health benefits unless you are going to add in support.  Either add in support for health benefits of open 
space or remove the term open space from this section. 

18: Again, inappropriate use of “open space” in this section 

38: Fig 13 states that a majority of public space in Arlington is federally owned, but Fig 16 states that 
22% is federal. This is confusing. 
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60: 1.2.5 – I agree with this item, but wonder if it is a better fit elsewhere since all other items are 
general and this is very dog park specific. 

1.3.1 – Remove the word “consider” – 1.2 uses stronger language and I don’t think this is too big of a 
stretch.  It really is essential to the broader action and should therefore rely on stronger language. 

1.3.2 – The phrase “consider exploring opportunities” is meaningless and conveys a lack of commitment 
to developing casual use standards. In addition,  

Additional goals to add to 1.3: Given the community and Board response to casual use spaces, there 
should be a goal to develop LOS for casual use spaces, or at least to explore developing LOS.  We can 
also add a goal about working casual use spaces in to park master plans, which I know has already 
started to happen.   

On a related note, casual use spaces should be part of the next statistically valid survey. 

61: 1.4.1 – the language seems to be making a commitment to add all-season access to all athletic fields.  
Is this really the goal?  I would imagine the goal is to explore adding access, or to add access to certain 
high use fields?  Please verify that the word choice matches the intent. 

1.4.2 – This goal is very ambitious, especially if Long Bridge doesn’t qualify as a site.  I’m surprised that 
the language here is extremely bold, while the language used for our casual use space goals is so 
noncommittal.  Especially since this goal requires significant resources, while the goals for casual use 
spaces do not.   

62: States that casual use spaces “should not be leftover after other uses are accommodated” – more 
than that, we should explicitly state that they should not be appropriated for other uses to meet LOS 
(especially until a LOS for these spaces has been created).  I will make this comment again on the LOS 
section. 

63: The box for “Park Master Plans” states that parks should include casual use spaces and cites 1.5.5, 
but 1.5.5 actually discusses outdoor complexes.  So this citation is incorrect, and I don’t think we actually 
have a goal that states that parks should include casual use spaces (but we should in 1.3).   

The box for “Green” states that casual use spaces should be integrated with plaza or hardscape design.  
This could be interpreted that casual use spaces should have hardscape, but I think what is intended is 
that plaza/hardscapes should have casual use spaces.  I would clarify so that readers don’t mistakenly 
think casual use spaces need to be hardscaped. 

66: 1.5.5 – 4 complexes are already listed.  Does that mean we have accomplished this goal?  Is the 
official designation the goal? 

67: 1.5.9 – Should use stronger language than just “consider” – what about “encourage” the use of 
structured parking… 

70: 1.5.16 – While I approve of this goal broadly, the write-up seems to suggest exploring cafes and 
restaurants on privately owned public spaces.  To me, this is not a public space.   

1.5 has 19 subparts.  Could this be divided further?  19 seems like too many. 

84: 2.1.3 – Consider adding Columbia Pike to list of barriers to biking. 
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99: 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 – any examples? 

100: 3.3.2 – The write-up should also include looking for opportunities to add natural areas and tree 
canopy to high-density corridors outside of onlyopportunities within park master plans (because, as we 
have acknowledged, there aren’t enough parks in these areas). 

104: 3.5 – can reference 4.4.  Can also mention citizen science (bioblitz, city nature challenge). 

116: Are there really no specific goal for 4.5?  If true, perhaps it should instead be part of the 
introduction to 4.0? 

117: Can we ensure that revenue goes back into funding for our public spaces? 

133: We specifically state that we made a decision not to use the term “open space,” however this term 
is used in the health benefits section on pages 16-19 (I already mentioned that use of this term here is 
problematic for other reasons, and should be removed). 

143: Land Acquisition – Examples of “generational”/unique opportunities are all manmade.  Can we 
include at least one natural example? 

Level of Service: 

4. Casual use spaces:  
o I understand why we do not currently have LOS for casual use spaces.  I firmly believe 

that these should be developed, as stated earlier in the casual use spaces section.  But 
until then, it is essential to state as a disclaimer that achieving the LOS of other 
amenities will not come at the expense of casual use spaces, which are severely 
disadvantaged by being the only amenity without a LOS.  There is already a 
disclaimer/note about casual use spaces on p174.  It would be easy to add a short 
phrase onto this existing note to assure the public that casual use spaces will not be 
used to meet the LOS of other amenities disproportionately because there is no current 
LOS for these spaces. 

o The access standards can be included in the LOS chart (they are listed on p180, but not 
included in Fig 27). 

o Casual use spaces should be included in the next iteration of the survey. 
5. LOS Units: 

o Several of the current LOS units are problematic.  I would encourage stating in this draft 
that work to refine and improve this system will be undertaken in the next 5 years.  In 
other words, 5 years from now we won’t just be redoing the numbers, but will hopefully 
have an improved process and improvement measurements. 

1. Community gardens should be measured in plots, not gardens.  Elsewhere in the 
plan, it is discussed that plots have been added to existing gardens, and that this 
should continue.  But in looking at the current LOS, expanding existing gardens 
will not result in improving our LOS.  This is problematic for Arlington if we are 
using these values as a tool for judging the way we provide service to the 
community.  New gardens would be better to meet access standards, but in 
terms of servicing the population…the size matters.  We should work to change 
these units in the next iteration of the LOS values.   



5 
 

2. Fields should be measured in available useable hours, not just number of fields.  
Specifically, the draft states that by adding artificial turf and lighting fields, we 
will reduce the number of additional fields necessary to meet community needs.  
The draft also states that adding turf to a field doubles the amount of useable 
field hours.  But as with expanding community gardens, turfing and lighting 
fields will not show up as improving our LOS within these tables.  This makes 
this system a problematic measuring tool.  If we were able to provide LOS for 
field hours (instead of number of fields), we can demonstrate progress and 
provide an adequate assessment of improvements that have been made in 
terms of meeting community needs. 

3. Related to the above point, p195 states that “increasing the number of synthetic 
fields, adding lights and/or the combination…provides the best opportunity for 
the County to meet the demand by expanding the hours of play capacity of 
existing fields.”  And p179 states that “installing additional synthetic turf, and 
additional lighting on diamond fields are tools to help meet the level of service 
goals without constructing new diamond fields.”  This is not mentioned next to 
the LOS table Fig 27, but should be, especially until the LOS units for fields are 
improved.  A note should be added to the bottom of p174 to repeat this same 
statement from p195, highlighting the fact that there are other methods to 
provide service to the community. 

4. Combination fields are assigned as 0.5 diamond fields and 0.5 rectangular fields.  
Given the significantly higher demand for rectangular fields, I assume that 
combination fields are currently used more as rectangular fields than as 
diamond fields, meaning that the numbers we are providing are skewed.  I 
would recommend assigning combination fields in the proportion at which they 
are currently used, which would therefore be factually accurate. 

5. LOS for dog runs and dog parks could be based on the number of dog licenses, 
rather than the population at large.  Dog licenses could probably even be 
spatially mapped so that actual spatial needs could be determined. 

6. I recommend obtaining a list of private amenities and working (over time) to 
factor these in to our LOS values.  For example, if a certain number of people 
have access to a pool at their private development, then they do not need to be 
included as needing this amenity in our LOS.  The same could be true for dog 
runs.  As we work to encourage private developers to provide certain amenities, 
then we need to make sure that these amenities are included in our LOS 
calculations.  If these amenities are open to the public then they can be counted 
in our inventory.  Alternatively, if the amenities are only open to their residents, 
then their number of residents can be removed from the population (for 
calculating only that amenity) because this population is already served. 

7. As Arlington works to add dog runs to meet some of the needs of dogs, some 
thought should be given to how this will be reflected in the next iteration of LOS 
values. 

6. Add explanation that these values are aspirational.  We have discussed this fact at Advisory 
Committee meetings, yet it is not explained in the draft.  I think it could the community’s 
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understanding of this process, and perhaps lessen some of the angst around this issue.  I 
personally would like to see this fact confirmed in writing. 

7. P171 suggests that the median LOS value includes Arlington.  Is that true?  That seems 
counterintuitive and would result in skewing the results towards what we already offer.  I hope 
this is not the case.  If it is, this should be reevaluated in the next iteration. 

8. The next statistically valid survey should include casual use spaces. 
9. Additional County data inputs are included.  This seems like a place where what is known about 

field utilization could be included.  Is it?  If so, it might be worth mentioning so that the 
community knows that this information is included.  If not, it might be worth considering how 
to incorporate this information during the next LOS revision. 

10. 174: The LOS chart on page 174 affords diamond fields a “survey priority” of “Low.”  The case 
study on diamond fields, however, states that such the survey priority score is “medium.”  
(Page 179). Please correct. 

11. 175: What is going on with the “units needed” for rec centers.  We can’t need 39,000+ new 
recreation centers.  I think there is a typo with the units? 

12. 181: We state that “improved access could mean an extension of useable hours via conversion 
to synthetic turf and/or the addition of lighting.” This is problematic when location in the 
geospatial “Access Standards” section.  Here, access is referring to spatial location.  We are 
confusing the population standards with the access standards with this statement.  I suggest 
removing this sentence because it confuses the reader as to the separate standards involved. 

13. 182: What does the blue color in Fig 29 represent?  Perhaps a legend should be added to this 
figure. 

14. 195: Because the draft anticipates installation of synthetic turf and lights to meet 
recommended LOS, the criteria and standards set forth in Appendix III “Synthetic Turf and 
Lighting” take on heightened significance.  As we did in our August 2017 letter to Jay Fisette, 
E2C2 continues to recommend that the Drafters ensure that, in developing that Appendix, it (1) 
fully consider the consensus “neutral criteria” for athletic field lighting developed by the 
Williamsburg Lights Working Group; and (2) incorporate standards for athletic field lighting 
endorsed by the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America, the International 
Commission on Illumination, and other national and international lighting authorities.” 

15. 234: Mention using biophilic design principles. Lighting should be dark-sky compliant. Can we 
link back to the PSMP and suggest that developers consult the PSMP to determine the needed 
community amenities.    

16. 241: Can the public space inventory be continuously maintained and made available online? 
17. 242: If we have an updated list of amenities, why don’t we update LOS for the final draft? 
18. 248: For the next update it would be great to include a list of amenities provided at each of the 

privately owned public spaces. 

 



From: Nancy Iacomini
To: David Ricks; Daniel Weir; Jane Siegel; egearin@egearin.com; Stephen Hughes; Jim Lantelme; Kathleen

McSweeney; JM Schroll; Elizabeth Morton
Cc: Gizele Johnson; Nicole Boling; Kellie Brown; Irena Lazic; Caroline Haynes
Subject: Fwd: LRPC PoPs
Date: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 12:35:39 PM

Colleagues — comments from Commissioner Hughes on tonight’s LRPC topic.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Stephen Hughes <stephenthughes@gmail.com>
Subject: LRPC PoPs
Date: December 12, 2018 at 12:07:25 PM EST
To: Nancy Iacomini <Berternie.iacomini56@gmail.com>, Elizabeth Gearin
<egearin@egearin.com>

Nancy,

It has become apparent to me that despite my best hope to attend tonight's
meeting I will not be able to ensure my presence.  Therefore my comments to
share with my fellow commissioners are below.

1. Acknowledgement Section: Given that the PoPs plan is to become an element
of the Comp plan and VA State code specifying the preparation being a PC
requirement, I recommend the current members of the PC be added.

2. LOS: Page 174/175.  I do not believe we do our community any benefit by not
having access standards (5/10:10/20) when we determine that more than one of
any item is necessary.  Arguments could be made that somethings are impossible,
I disagree. I see no reason that access standards are not established for ALL
current items on the list.   If needing something to be measured is important, why
is it not important to measure how close we are getting it to the users? Not
establishing them is a abdication of a necessary conversation that highlights
inequalities in our community.   It is difficult to acknowledge flaws and this is a
missed opportunity. 

3. Land Acquisition:  The specificity of targets is good and  the arbitrary nature of
their choice is not. Example: Why are the houses directly south of Virginia
Highlands park not included and the houses further south are included?  Would it
not be a benefit to have any of these current house lots added to our park
inventory(Page 147)?  How does this methodology align with the choice to
acquire/not acquire the house lots abutting Douglas Park?(page 149).  The bottom
line is no single objective standard appears to be have used to identify targets.  

4. Generational Opportunities: Page (163)  This visual is telling and is why I am
currently not supportive of this plan.  If we can only identify 1 "Generational
Opportunity" south of Arlington Blvd, I am shocked.   Removing the visual does
not help, identifying more sites does not help, understanding why and what led to
such a map being considered appropriate does help.  Approximately half our
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population lives south of Arlington Blvd, and that represents ~1/3 of our total land
area, excluding federally controlled land.  We must redefine what is Generational
and to whom. I understand that this map highlights only areas outside major
planning areas and that does not change my comment.  I also look at in context of
the existing hot pot map (193).  Our adopted plans rely on land outside them to
provide some park needs.  We have no new diamond fields/rectangular
fields/tennis courts being added in the Columbia Pike plans...just a thought. 

 I also think how would our hot spot map work (193) if we had access standard
for all measured elements.  

I apologize I am unable to ensure my presence, please feel free to share my e-mail
or provide for the record. Should I attend I will make the same points. 

Stephen  



From: Eric Goldstein
To: Irena Lazic
Cc: Chris Yarie; Pamela Van Hine; David Patton - DES
Subject: PSMP comments from the pedestrian advisory committee
Date: Saturday, December 8, 2018 10:00:59 PM

Irena,
Thank you for coming to the Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting on Wednesday, 
November 14, to present key findings in the Final Draft of the Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP).  We 
appreciate your engagement with the PAC throughout the plan’s development and the opportunity 
to provide feedback on the plan.
The committee encourages you to adopt the following recommendations:

Use stronger language in Action Steps:  Many of the Action Steps start with "explore", 
"evaluate", or "consider".  We encourage you to replace these weak words with stronger 
words, to send a message to potential partners, staff, and commissions that the County will 
advocate for and support these projects.  Rather than “identifying opportunities to work with 
neighboring jurisdictions” (Action Step 3.2.6), we should simply have a step of “Work with 
neighboring jurisdictions”.

Include snow removal:  Although almost all of our recommendations on the 2017 draft were 
incorporated into the final draft, one of our recommendations - snow removal - was not.  We 
believe that prompt snow removal - from County trails, pathways through parks, and, most 
important to pedestrians, sidewalks adjacent to parks, is essential for year-round accessibility 
for cyclists and pedestrians.  An example is Virginia Highlands Park, which covers much of the 
land between S 15th and 18th and S. Joyce and S. Hayes. If snow is not promptly cleared, 
pedestrians and cyclists have to travel on dangerous streets to go between residential 
neighborhoods and Pentagon City.

Emphasize the new design guidelines and actions that will ensure public access to privately-
owned public spaces:  1) Make completing and maintaining the database of these public 
spaces (1.5.15) a priority for funding and staffing.  The County cannot ensure public access 
without current and accurate information on these sites. This database should be publicly 
available.  2) Make developing standard wayfinding signage a priority (1.5.14) so that the 
public can actually find and use these sites. Work with DES and BID staff to have consistency 
in wayfinding signage whether you are on a trail, in a neighborhood, or in our business 
districts.  3) Ensuring that DPR/DES/CPHD work together with developers to plan for public 
spaces using the new guidelines (1.1.4) is essential for success. 

Action Plan:  1) List the PAC in the abbreviations section.  2) Add the PAC to potential partners 
for Action Steps 1.5.14, 1.5.15, 2.1.3, 2.1.5, 2.2.4, 2.3, 2.5.2, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3.  Consider adding 
the Transportation Commission and Bicycle Advisory Committee to these recommendations, 
as appropriate.

mailto:iamemg@yahoo.com
mailto:ilazic@arlingtonva.us
mailto:cyarie@gmail.com
mailto:pvanhine@gmail.com
mailto:Dpatton@arlingtonva.us


Members of the committee have raised several other suggestions, for your consideration:

Trail lighting: Trail lighting is mentioned on p. 40, although the language is "consider," and in 
Action Step 2.2.1 (design standards for trails).  Language supporting trail lighting should be 
stronger to encourage year-round safe use by cyclists and pedestrians. Improving streetlights 
would also encourage safe access.

Access Standards (General Policies: Level of Service): 1) Clarify the phrase "Because high 
density areas generally have more fine-grained street networks" (p. 180) because many of the 
high density areas in the County, e.g. Crystal City, Pentagon City, Rosslyn, Ballston, are still 
mega-blocks.  2) Clarify travel mode for travel times in access standards (p. 180). Is it walking, 
biking, driving? We understand that it is all three, but how that works is not clear.

Page 40: Should add the Mount Vernon Trail to the list of primary multi-use trails

Page 140: look for trail access and multi-modal improvement opportunities during land 
acquisition. Parks acquisitions don’t have to be large purchases to make a large impact—even 
little alleys behind homes and random parcels of land can become important public space for 
people on foot and on bikes who need neighborhood connections and space. 

Best of luck as you finalize the plan,
Eric

-----
Eric Goldstein
Chair, Arlington County Pedestrian Advisory Committee
iamemg@yahoo.com
(202) 421-0547

mailto:iamemg@yahoo.com


Lee Highway Alliance  
Comments to DPR on the Final Draft POPs Plan  

December 5, 2018 

 

LHA thanks and commends the POPs team for this important document, including their presentation at 
the September 15, 2018 LHA Educational Forum. Some of LHA’s comments and concerns (submitted 
December 29, 2017) are addressed in the Final Draft Plan (PSMP) dated October 24, 2018.  However, 
other LHA recommendations were not addressed, and they appear below.   

1. The County has committed to conducting the Lee Highway Planning Study.   The LHPS should be 
acknowledged in Action Item 1.1.3.  Lee Highway must be recognized as a Primary Planning 
Corridor.   

a. “Incorporate the recommendations of this PSMP into future sector, corridor, and 
other plans, including the Lee Highway Planning Study” 
 

2. To increase and facilitate open space, LHA recommends that unused right-of-way either be 
maintained by DPR or considered for Civic Association partnership agreements.  Currently, 
that public land is generally ignored and not maintained by the County. In addition, parklets, 
per the policy created by DES in 2016, should be encouraged as added public space and 
amenities, particularly where sidewalk space is limited. 
 

3. The County’s land acquisition policy should include not only parks, but also schools. 
 

4. LHA supports urban agriculture including in parks and on rooftop gardens. 
 

5. LHA recommends that more creative signage/wayfinding be implemented in the future, 
including the use of public art as signage, along with sufficient, comprehensive signage to 
mark access points to trails and public spaces, such as the access point to Stratford Park from 
Old Dominion Drive. 
 

6. LHA recommends the requirement for any developments that a ground level sign be placed at 
the building entrance or at any unmarked entry alerting the public of their right to access all 
public spaces, rights of way – including access to public rooftop space.  (Document does not 
mention need for sufficient signage) 
 

7. In action Item 1.2.4 include: After the Lee Highway Planning Study is completed and the GLUP 
is revised, an assessment of the Lee Highway study area should be completed to include new 
population projections. 
 

8. Park Design – LHA supports the concept of inexpensive park master plans to be funded under 
Neighborhood Conservation Plans.   LHA also supports that park design include welcoming 
multi-generational spaces, which are common in Europe (contemplative space and active 
space including play and exercise equipment for all ages to enjoy from tots, to millennials, to 
seniors). 
 



9. Action point 1.10.2 reflects our previous comment however, the term “explore” streamlining 
the process is not proactive. We recommend the County use a stronger directive such as 
“ensure” streamlining the process. 
 

10. Bus Stops – LHA encourages the POPS process to coordinate with the Bus Consolidation 
Project being implemented by DES, to encourage opportunities for improved green/open 
spaces, tree plantings and benches in the Lee Corridor.   
 

11. LHA encourages POPS to embrace and incorporate the soon to be constructed bicycle and 
pedestrian bridge at East Falls Church, as a gateway to Arlington and as a link to open space.   
 

12.  LHA encourages POPS staff to converse with VDOT and DES staff regarding autonomous 
vehicles and their potential impacts on decreased parking needs.  However, LHA also supports 
successful retail, which will continue to require sufficient parking. 
 
 



Arlington County, Virginia 
Joint Facilities Advisory Commission 

 
Ginger Briggs Brown, Chair 
Gregory Greeley, Vice Chair 

 

 

 
 
 

December 17, 2018 
 

 Irena Lazic 
 Long Range Planning Team Supervisor 

Arlington County Department of Parks and Recreation 
 2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 414 
 Arlington, Virginia 22201 
 

Dear Ms. Lazic, 
  

Thank you for presenting the draft Public Spaces Master Plan Update (PSMP) to the Joint Facilities 
Advisory Commission (JFAC) at November 28 meeting. JFAC members were impressed with the 
draft’s thoughtful and comprehensive approach to shaping the next generation of public spaces in 
Arlington. I am providing the following comments, based on the Commission’s discussion of the draft. 
 
Strategic Directive 1: Public Spaces 

• JFAC supports actions 1.5.9 and 1.5.10 regarding using structured parking to maximize usable 
public space. 

• JFAC supports action 1.6.3 regarding restrooms with exterior entrances for users of adjacent 
outdoor public spaces. 
 

Fiscal Sustainability and Partnerships 
• As JFAC will be initiating its own long range planning effort for public facilities, we request that 

an “In Progress” sidebar be added to this section that references this upcoming planning process. 
This would be similar to the reference to the Lee Highway Planning effort on page 56 and could 
similarly note that any plans or policies that emerge from the public facilities planning initiative 
will inform future updates of the PSMP. 

• JFAC supports all of the recommendations under action 4.1, outlining the need to work with 
APS to maximize availability and stewardship of public spaces. 
 

Land Acquisition Policy 
• JFAC supports the addition of a land acquisition policy into the PSMP. 
• In the absence of adopted land acquisition policies for APS and County facilities, the land 

acquisition criteria should provide clear guidance for instances when the County Manager or 
County Board determines that an opportunity for acquisition is not pursued for public space 
needs. In these instances, the County and APS should consider whether the site should be 
acquired to meet other identified facility needs. 

• Consider adding the following criteria to Part II: General Alignment With PSMP. 
o Associated with existing school facilities: 
 The site would allow for expansion of existing school facilities, resulting in increased 

capacity for shared recreational space. 
o Creation of a new school: 
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 Opportunities to provide shared or dedicated public space should be explored as new 
school facilities are designed. 

• Consider adding a “Public Space Maintenance and Operations Purpose” to Part III Alignment 
with PSMP Priorities/Site Intended Purpose. The draft PSMP does not directly address 
operational facility needs for maintaining public spaces. If operational needs are identified in the 
future, this should be considered as a potential use for land that is under consideration for 
acquisition.  

 
Level of Service 

• JFAC discussed how frequently the access maps should be updated. The general consensus is 
that these maps ideally should be updated every two years to inform the Capital Improvement 
Plan and to account for new amenities, changing user preferences and updates to the population 
forecasts. 

 
Action Plan 

• Consider adding JFAC as a potential partner to the matrix in Appendix 5, under Action 4.1 
(Work with APS to maximize availability and stewardship of public spaces.) 

 
Existing Public Spaces and Amenities 

• Consider including public spaces associated with other public facilities in the inventory. An 
example is casual use space or a community garden associated with a public library. 

 
JFAC also discussed items that are beyond the scope of the PSMP update but should be pursued as 
follow-on efforts. Some of these could be addressed as part of the long range public facilities planning. 

• Land acquisition policies for other public facility needs, including schools, should be developed. 
These policies could build on the framework and criteria developed in the PSMP update. 

• A clear process for determining the best public use for land to be acquired is also critical. 
• Action 1.5.3 outlines issues with the current state of the County’s community centers. JFAC 

could assist in developing a vision for the future of Arlington’s community centers. 
• Develop strategies and processes for the joint use of APS facilities to meet broader public space 

needs (as well as using public spaces to meet APS recreational needs). 
 
Thank you again for your diligent efforts in this planning process. Please continue to keep JFAC 
informed as the PSMP update progresses toward County Board review.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ginger Briggs Brown,  
Chair, Joint Facilities Advisory Commission  
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