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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





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.
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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
5

7.

8.
9.

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.

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.
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.
The next statistically valid survey should include casual use spaces.
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.
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.
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?
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.
182: What does the blue color in Fig 29 represent? Perhaps a legend should be added to this
figure.
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.”
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.
241: Can the public space inventory be continuously maintained and made available online?
242: If we have an updated list of amenities, why don’t we update LOS for the final draft?
248: For the next update it would be great to include a list of amenities provided at each of the
privately owned public spaces.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Iacomini
David Ricks; Daniel Weir; Jane Siegel; egearin@egearin.com; Stephen Hughes; Jim Lantelme; Kathleen
McSweeney; JM Schroll; Elizabeth Morton
Gizele Johnson; Nicole Boling; Kellie Brown; Irena Lazic; Caroline Haynes
Fwd: LRPC PoPs
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

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:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Eric Goldstein
Irena Lazic
Chris Yarie; Pamela Van Hine; David Patton - DES
PSMP comments from the pedestrian advisory committee
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 privatelyowned 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.

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

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

Hi Irena,
As requested, an explanation of the 12/18 POPS meeting was provided to E2C2, and I have compiled
comments/suggestions regarding the LOS write-up and table. As I mentioned previously, E2C2 has
serious concerns about the LOS values and associated methodology. In terms of suggested changes to
the LOS text and tables, please see the items below:
How Will the New Standards be Used?
The POPS Advisory Committee was repeatedly told that the LOS values are aspirational. This should be
explained in this write-up. Suggested text: “While LOS values are useful as a planning tool to determine
the most significant gaps and surpluses of amenities relative to population and community need, and
can therefore help guide future investments, the County is not likely to meet any of the projections for
2035 given budget and space limitations.”
Population-Based Standards – Methodology
In the 12/18 POPS Advisory Committee meeting, we discussed the fact that there is no algorithm to
calculate LOS, rather the results of each column are compared and a desired LOS is determined, with the
incorporation of additional professional knowledge. This is not clear from the current write-up – we
recommend explicitly stating this methodology. The final sentence of this section could be changed to:
“There is no algorithm or math used to determine recommended LOS. The information and different
factors above were evaluated along with professional judgment to set a recommended level of service
for Arlington.”
E2C2 then recommends adding the following sentence: "Population-based LOS values serve as broad
qualitative guidelines for estimating a community’s potential future needs for various amenities and
cannot substitute for a quantitative measure of Arlington’s park resources and needs based on reliable
and long-term user and supply data." We should always strive to improve data-based decision making
within the County. If this is not possible yet, we should remain committed to someday making this a
reality.
Statistically Valid Survey Priority
E2C2 is concerned that the results from the 2016 survey are no longer present in this document. We
recommend including the survey results in this section (or at the very least in an appendix).
E2C2 is also concerned about the fact that this survey, which was billed as an important way to assess
the needs and desires of the community, is not incorporated in a consistent and meaningful way into
the LOS values. Fairfax County and Alexandria City have conducted similar surveys and received similar
results, supporting the appropriateness of results for Arlington County. Specifically, natural lands (the
third highest important outdoor amenity to the community, second highest unmet need, and second
highest priority for investment) have a recommended LOS that is lower than the current LOS. Nine
amenities have recommended LOS values higher than their current level, including four with a low
priority investment rating. No other amenity with a high priority investment rating has a reduced

recommended LOS (the others improve by an additional 38-52%). While we understand the importance
of professional judgment, lowering the LOS for an amenity that the community values this highly and
already sees as one of the highest unmet needs is problematic. We recommend revisiting the
recommended LOS for natural lands.
We also recommend revisiting the recommended LOS for athletic fields. The LOS eventually chosen for
rectangular fields — one field for every 4200 residents — is significantly greater than the national
average LOS of one field for every 6000 residents. In addition, the residential needs assessment resulted
in a priority investment rating for rectangular fields of “Low.” Nevertheless, the recommended number
of fields, based on the chosen LOS, is 6 fields needed by 2025 and an additional 5 needed by 2035, for a
total of 11 rectangular fields. In a prior draft of the PSMP, however, the recommended LOS for athletic
fields was one field for every 4500 residents, resulting a projected need for 2 fields by 2025 — one-third
of the current estimate. The reason for the greatly increased number of rectangular fields is unclear and
is particularly puzzling to E2C2 because the original lower estimate was based on a priority investment
rating of medium, instead of low. When the priority investment rating was corrected in the final draft to
reflect more accurately the survey data, the estimate nevertheless increased rather than decreased.
The reasons for this are unclear.
E2C2 also recommends removing the caveat that the “results represent a snapshot of the relative
importance of certain facilities to residents on a county wide basis. However, it is not able to fully
capture the nuance of strong support for a certain type of amenity among a smaller subset of the
population.” This statement suggests that the drafters may be minimizing the role of the survey when
faced with organized opposition from smaller and well-organized sports lobbies. Already the County is
setting the recommended LOS based on professional knowledge which incorporates this “strong
support.” It is unnecessary to also undermine the results of the 2016 statistically valid survey.
LOS Table (Figure 27)
As stated above, E2C2 recommends revising the recommended LOS for natural lands (based on the high
importance value and unmet need identified in the statistically valid survey) and for athletic fields
(based on the low importance value).
The POPS LOS Table (Figure 27) provides every amenity with a “Survey Priority” level, based on the
survey report Priority Investment Rating (PIR). E2C2 recommends providing the actual PIR values within
the LOS table (Figure 27).
E2C2 recommends adding the following disclaimers/footnotes to Figure 27 to clarify key issues with the
current LOS (it is important that these items appear with the table and not just in the text elsewhere in
the document):
1.

“Adding synthetic turf and lighting to athletic fields provides enhanced capacity and can
therefore help achieve LOS goals, reducing the need for new fields listed in the above table.”
This is 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

2.

3.

by Arlington using the current LOS calculations, it is important to clarify that these service
improvements can meet LOS goals.
Adjust the current note about casual use space to read, “Casual use space is a new concept
developed for the Plan, therefore no LOS is currently available, but we are currently
developing these values. Until LOS values are calculated for casual use spaces, the
development 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.”
“While LOS values are useful as a planning tool to determine the most significant gaps and
surpluses of amenities relative to population and community need, and can therefore help
guide future investments, the County is not likely to meet any of the projections for 2035
given budget and space limitations.”

Other
On a non-LOS note, E2C2 strongly recommends adding a goal into the PSMP that focuses on developing
guidelines for trail lighting. While we support improving existing trail lighting to enhance the safe use of
our trails for transit, we are cautious because lighting has impacts on natural resources (trees and
wildlife), as well as impacts to neighbors. We recommend developing guidelines to minimize these
adverse impacts (e.g., dark sky compliance, warm color temperatures, etc.).

Thank you for requesting this additional feedback. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Best,
Claire O’Dea, E2C2

December 21, 2018
To: POPS Advisory Group
From: Bill Ross, Chair, Park and Recreation Commission
RE: PRC comments on PSMP draft
The Commission appreciates the multiple staff presentations to the PRC and, as you know,
commission members have participated in both the advisory group and public outreach
process. We have also have individually provided emails and comments through the POPS webpage. We appreciate this opportunity to provide some comments on a few of the key issues
included in the current draft of the Public Spaces Master Plan and raised during the community
outreach process.
Land Acquisition
The Commission supports both the land acquisition goals, as well as the criteria established to
make the process of acquiring new properties more transparent. Community discussions and
planning involving the next three topics (Level of Service, Synthetic Fields and Lighting, Casual
Use Spaces) would be significantly facilitated if more open space was available. The
Commission has heard numerous comments about the need to align land acquisition with the
community priorities established in the community survey, where trails and natural areas were
identified as the highest priority. While this is a broader policy issue, it is worth restating and
highlighting in the plan.
Level of Service
The PRC notes the extensive discussion about the methodology behind the population-based
level of service, and that alternate approaches were explored during the development of this
plan. While there is no national standard for level of service, the population-based
methodology is widely used and provides opportunities for benchmarking with national
averages, as well as with aspirational communities. The Commission supports efforts to begin
defining level of service standards for the county, and notes these are not prescriptive, but are
intended to be used as planning tools in helping to manage county assets more effectively and
equitably. We realize that measurement and data on current field and other facility use is only
one factor that will inform future county decisions on allocation of our open spaces.
Neighborhood population changes, shifts in the popularity of sports, and recreation and casual
uses, topography, environmental effects, and other considerations will also be important.
The PRC supports PSMP recommendations for the regular update of the level of service analysis
and in particular, supports additional refinement of the population-based standards by seeking
to capture more granular supply and demand data, where available, to better reflect the
changing needs of the community. We expect that ongoing efforts at DPR to improve efficiency
of facility allocation and transparency of reported usage will allow for better analysis of facilities
needs.
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Related to the following item on fields and lighting, we want to ensure that level of service
analysis also includes increased capacity from existing assets, such as when existing fields are
used more intensively due to the addition of synthetic fields and/or lighting. As was mentioned
repeatedly in the PRC briefings, finding opportunities to use existing resources more intensively
will go a long way to meeting the level of service needs identified in the plan, and this should be
captured in measurable data.
The population-based level of service is just one tool to help manage assets in the larger
planning process. While the current community discussion has focused on casual use and
natural space versus diamond and other athletic fields, we note that in an increasingly densely
populated community, there are other potential conflicts on the horizon such as between bikes,
scooters and pedestrians on trails, and tennis and pickle ball for courts, all of which supports
the need for additional land acquisition.
Below is an added note requested by Commissioner Duke Banks:
Given the continuing on-going public debate about how Level of Service will be used in the
future plus on-going questions about how the County uses or does not use existing demand
data, Commissioner Banks differs on this recommendation at this time.
Synthetic Fields and Lighting
The Commission appreciates that the criteria for synthetic fields and lighting were separated in
this draft. We have heard a great deal about the need to include neighborhood character in the
criteria. We recognize the goal of establishing objective and measurable criteria, and the
difficulty of capturing objective and measurable criteria of neighborhood character. Earlier
efforts to establish a criterion that would establish a set distance from residences were rejected
by the community as being arbitrary and subjective. We recognize, again, that these are
guidelines and planning tools that will be used in conjunction with other planning processes.
Any final decisions at a specific site must necessarily include exploration of other factors
concerning the impacts on a particular neighborhood. The decisions would also take into
account possible mitigation measures, such as glare and light spill reduction, design techniques
such as elevation, plantings or physical buffers, operational techniques such as seasonally
adjusted hours to manage noise and light disturbance to neighbors.
Casual Use Spaces
The PRC notes the overwhelming support by the community of the introduction of the concept
of casual use space, and are pleased to see that park planners are already including casual use
spaces in recent park plans such as Jennie Dean Park and South Bridge Park. As a new concept,
we understand the difficulty in developing level of standards but support next steps to further
refine the definition so that casual use spaces can be measured, both in our existing parks and
during the park planning process and that a level of service can be established. The Commission
is sensitive to concerns raised that verifiable data on casual use spaces is necessary to protect
these spaces from being used for additional built amenities.
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Conditionality of Language
The numerous conditional statements of “explore”, “consider”, “explore considering” are
confusing in their hierarchy and serve to undermine the important recommendations in the
plan. This plan is the result of an exhaustive staff and community effort and should not be
marginalized by the conditional language.
Below we highlight some examples:
Action 1.3 begins with “Ensure access to open spaces….” and as such would seem to be very
results-oriented. Ensure is a fairly definitive word, meaning to provide or make sure of. But the
first two action step statements, 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 are both very tentative in any commitment at
all. Suggest that 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 be strengthened using definitive terms.
•
•

1.3.1 - Complete an inventory of casual use spaces to better understand their
distribution and gaps.
1.3.2 Explore opportunities to develop standards for casual use spaces. They both begin
with the merely suggestive “Consider…” as a verb. Already, that is not consistent with
the action command to “ensure” access. Further, these two action steps to “Consider”
are merely information gathering and do not involve any further commitment to do
anything. Step 1.3.1 is to “Consider completing an inventory to better understand
distribution…” and step 1.3.2 is to “Consider exploring opportunities to develop
standards…” So this leaves us being two degrees of commitment away from ensuring
anything, and one degree of commitment from even having relevant information about
the issue. Would it not be better to just remove the word “Consider” from each of these
and say “Complete” and “Explore”?

Action 1.4 demonstrates the opposite problem, in that an action statement is “over-executed”
by the language of the subsequent steps. The action statement begins “Explore opportunities to
expand or add facilities and improve efficiency…” . and would seem to exclude under its
auspices any commitment—decisions or resources—to the results of the exploration. Those
actions would need to come from a future action that is informed by the exploration results.
Yet, step 1.4.1 says “Provide all-season access via temporary or permanent structures…” as a
command. Likewise, step 1.4.2 says “Identify the location and build 2 multi-use facilities…” as if
it is an executive decision. Both of these have planning and budgetary implications of
consequence, and yet they are included under an action that merely says to “Explore”. In the
hierarchy of the plan, Action 1.4 doesn’t authorize those steps.
The PSMP, like most strategic plans, is a policy statement about direction and priorities. As
such, once passed by the board it serves as a commitment to the public and an itinerary for
government action. But the PSMP is not a contract, and its contents do not involve a legal
obligation to undertake any actions. While decisions to execute individual steps and actions
may involve contracts or call for legal advice regarding the means of accomplishing actions, the
main commitment contained within many of the steps involves performance goals and staff
assignments. It is not necessary to protect the board from its own policy statement with timid
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action verbs. And it does not serve the board well to forward a document with hollow
responses to a county-wide, multi-year endeavor.
Access to Data
The PRC in general strongly supports the initiatives by the county for open data and urges that
as we move forward on the adoption and implementation of this plan, that the data supporting
the recommendations are made public and more easily understood. There has been
considerable confusion and a range of interpretations about data, acquired through a broad
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. As we consider how to allocate scarce resources,
we must ensure that we are all operating off of the same data and can use that as a basis for
sound policy recommendations.
One issue, raised in the Long Range Planning Committee, focuses on the difficulty in measuring
unmet demand (such as for sports, casual use, and general recreation activities). We encourage
next steps to explore creative ways to capture additional data that will help inform future
planning decisions.
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December 20, 2018
Memo to the POPS Advisory Group
From: Shirley Brothwell, Sports Commission
Sports Commission comments on the final draft Public Spaces Master Plan
The Sports Commission applauds the effort by all those involved in the preparation of the October 24,
2018 final draft of the Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP, colloquially known as the POPS Report) and
supports many of the important recommendations it contains. In general and with some noted
exceptions, we approve of the draft PSMP report and the progress it represents in addressing
important needs and issues related to serving County residents both now and in the future.
People are attracted to Arlington and enjoy living here due to the many & varied amenities and services
that are available. This report addresses frameworks for managing services, facilities and amenities and
anticipating greater demand, all in the face of increased pressures around the County for other features
and services. For the most part this report achieves a reasonable balance, serving many constituencies
across Arlington.
However, we have serious concerns regarding the following elements which we believe need to be
addressed in order to have a truly useful and meaningful report. These elements are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

More transparency over practical constraints regarding new fields,
Incomplete description of sports growth and demand,
Inconsistent measurement by DPR of diamond and rectangular sport growth,
Limitations of the Needs Assessment survey,
Objective needs assessment and LOS should also apply to casual use spaces,
Lack of clarity over decision-making process for turf and lights, and
Importance of improved coordination with APS to maximize availability & stewardship of public
spaces.

These elements are discussed in more detail below. Following that we have also attached a table with
our reaction to other recommendations in the final draft PSMP. In particular, we are requesting that the
Sports Commission be added as a potential partner on several action items.
More Transparency About Practical Constraints is Required
The main body of the draft report leaves the impression that the County intends to meet the
recreational sports facility levels of service through repeated references to using the LOS to efficiently
manage recreational space, identify where new facilities are required, and determine if duplicate or
excess facilities can be converted to other uses. However, buried on page 195 in an appendix of the
report is the following statement: [LOS] standards show that Arlington will need an addition 11
rectangular fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. At roughly 2 acres needed per field, Arlington would
need to identify space within existing parks or acquire 26 acres of new land for fields, which is not
physically or financially practical [emphasis added]. Therefore, the report notes, the best way to meet
the anticipated demand is by maximizing existing facilities, in part through the addition of lights and
conversion to synthetic turf.

The Sports Commission agrees that the County should first maximize existing facilities to the greatest
extent possible before building new fields. However, the absolute imperative of this approach is not
adequately stated in the draft document.
The Sports Commission recommends that body of the PSMP fully acknowledge the County’s challenges
in meeting the LOS it proposes for recreational sports uses and emphasize the importance of maximizing
existing fields through lighting and synthetic turf.
Description of Sports Growth is Incomplete
The body of the draft report provides data growth trends for sports groups, participants, and facilities
demand. It describes growth for existing supports groups, small court sports, and senior activities. This is
all valid data that informs our understanding of facility needs. What is left unsaid is how sports groups
are ALREADY adapting to the increased demand as well as the sports user demands that are not met in
Arlington at all because we lack appropriate or sufficient opportunities or facilities. Practice times have
been reduced, the length of practices have been cut, registration is capped in some areas, and an
unknown number of sports users engage in their sport outside of Arlington. More information is needed
about THESE trends in order to better inform future facilities planning.
The Sports Commission recommends that the draft PSMP be modified to reflect the above conditions
with respect to sports user demands.
Inconsistent Measurement of Diamond and Rectangular Sport Participation Growth
The case study on diamond fields states that diamond sport participation has grown by 2 percent since
2013, while rectangular sport participation has grown by 18 percent. However, these growth rates are
inconsistent with and much lower than other growth data that DPR has provided to the Sports
Commission. Such data shows that youth diamond sport participation grew by 22 percent between 2013
and 2018 and youth rectangular sport participation grew by 35 percent. To the extent that DPR used
growth data to determine a future LOS for field needs, it is paramount that the correct data is used.
The Sports Commission recommends the following adjustments: (1) Reexamine and validate the
diamond and rectangular sport participation growth data that was used in the diamond field case study
and in setting the LOS for diamond and rectangular fields; (2) Add footnotes in the PSMP to clarify how
DPR measures sport participation for all sports amenities and what participation data was considered
(i.e., who or what was included, what are the specific numbers underlying growth rates); and (3) if
incorrect numbers were used to set the diamond and rectangular field LOS, adjust the LOS as
appropriate.
PSMP Should Clarify Limits of Needs Assessment Survey
A key part of the PSMP is the Needs Assessment Survey conducted for the County by the ETC Institute.
However, the Sports Commission finds several limitations to the survey and believes these should be
made clear in the PSMP. First, the survey collects residents’ opinions about their needs and priorities
and whether these are being met. These responses are precisely that – an opinion – and not a definitive
source for understanding whether their needs are actually being met and whether future investments
are needed.
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Second, the distribution of survey respondents by age is out of alignment with Arlington’s population.
This is important because public space needs vary by age group. Residents over the age of 55 represent
23% of the County’s population but comprised 43% of survey respondents. While paved walking and
biking trails were the most important outdoor public space amenity for all age groups, the next two
most important outdoor amenities for residents under 55 were playgrounds and rectangular fields,
while those over 55 favored nature centers and hiking trails. The misalignment between respondents
and the overall population disproportionally emphasized the priorities of Arlington’s senior
population over the priorities of the County’s younger residents. This is problematic because the
survey was used to determine the relative priority of public space amenities when setting the LOS.
Because this misalignment has not been clearly explained, residents have misinterpreted the survey
results. Some residents have asserted that the public space amenities most desired by the community
are trails, natural areas, and wildlife habitat, and that the community did not prioritize sports amenities.
However, conclusions of this type are an oversimplified (at best) and possibly incorrect (at worst)
reaction to the survey results.
The Sports Commission recommends that the PSMP make clear the strengths and weaknesses of the
survey results as a tool for accurately assessing the public space needs of County residents and clarify (if
needed) what additional steps were taken to adjust for any weaknesses, particularly in setting the LOS.
Further, when the needs assessment survey is repeated in the future, DPR should ensure that the
instrument is administered in a manner that appropriately captures variations in need by age group.
Objective Needs Assessments and LOS Standards Should Also Apply to Casual Use Spaces
Needs assessment and LOS are strong components of the PSMP for the purpose of identifying any
realignment or future investments in Arlington’s public spaces. These have been applied to all existing
indoor and outdoor public space amenities. However, this PSMP creates a new category of public space
– casual use spaces – and new objectives for ensuring access to casual use space, increasing the amount
of casual use space, including such spaces in future park master plans, and, conceivably, converting
other types of space to casual use in the future.
Because this is a new category of public space use, the PSMP lacks any objective needs assessment or
LOS to guide how much casual use space Arlington should have. The PSMP includes specific actions
regarding casual use space, i.e., the County “will provide access”, but states the County will only
“consider” creating a casual use space inventory or LOS. This approach is not consistent with the
approach taken for all other public use spaces, in which the community’s needs were objectively
assessed and a target LOS was applied. While the Sports Commission supports the overall direction the
PSMP takes with respect to casual use space, it should be treated the same as every other public use
space.
The Sports Commission recommends that the County commit to creating a casual use space inventory,
LOS and needs assessment, and make explicit that decisions regarding casual use space will be based on
assessment of demand, as the PSMP does for recreational and other space uses.
Decision-making Process for Lighting Fields or Converting to Synthetic Turf Is Not Clear
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The Sports Commission applauds the decision to include in the PSMP specific criteria for converting
grass fields to synthetic turf and lighting sports fields. It is heartening to see rankings for potential turf
and lighting projects, given the lack of recent clarity about potential sites for such improvements and
the public’s general interest in knowing which facilities might get those types of enhancements.
However, the PSMP stops short of explaining the actual process and schedule for using the rankings
included in the report. We presume that, depending on the conditions for each site, some form of
public process will be developed in which these decisions will be discussed. If so, that should be made
explicit, as members of the community have concerns about how such decisions will be made and who
might be able to weigh in on these decisions. There are also concerns about the timing of decisions.
The Sports Commission recommends that the draft PSMP clarify the process and schedule by which
decisions will be made to convert or light fields.
Prioritizing Improved Coordination with APS to Maximize Availability & Stewardship of Public Spaces
The Sports Commission would like to stress the importance of this piece, which is part of Strategic
Direction 4. Given the physical and fiscal constraints highlighted above and the sheer number of
facilities that are APS-owned, many of which are maintained or partly maintained by DPR, improved
coordination between the County and APS to maximize our entire inventory of public spaces is essential.
It is well-established that the lack of coordination between APS and DPR / the County leads to
inefficiencies and sub-optimal use and maintenance patterns. Within our fixed footprint, and
recognizing the range of demands for public spaces, APS facilities must be leveraged to the greatest
extent possible while still protecting the facilities and meeting school system needs.
The Sports Commission recommends that the elements within SD 4, Action 4.1 be elevated in
importance; these are critical for the overall success of many of the aspirations of the PSMP.
Additionally, the Sports Commission wishes to participate as a partner in some of the specific subelements (4.1.3 and 4.1.6).
Sports Commission comments and suggestions regarding specific PSMP elements
The Sports Commission has select comments and suggestions regarding certain recommendations from
the final PSMP draft. They are presented below as an appendix.
Regards,
Shirley Brothwell
Chair, Sports Commission
Attachment
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Appendix with comments and suggestions.
Page
55

Section
1.1

Topic / Element
Add 30 acres of
new public
space

58

1.1.7

Decking over
highways

58

1.2

60

1.2.4

Use Levels of
Service as a
principal
planning tool
Updated info
every five years

60

1.3

Ensure access to
casual use
spaces

61

1.4.2

Build two new
multi-use
activity centers

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
This is an ambitious aspiration and the Sports Commission
fervently hopes that it can be realized. However, as with
other aspects of the plan, we are likely to be constrained by
costs and opportunities. The PSMP would benefit from
acknowledging this reality and emphasizing that the
community needs to seriously explore alternative ways of
growing and sharing public spaces.
Decking over roadways is one of a few ways that new space
can be created (not just transitioned from one use to
another). However, funding is likely to be an issue. The
PSMP should explain how the County should prioritize
between maximizing and maintaining existing spaces versus
adding new spaces.
We support the County’s desire for a common planning
tool’s use across the entire plan. Using a population-based
Level of Service provides a consistent approach throughout,
particularly for amenities where use data is not available.
Regular updating of the PSMP is a must in order to serve
changing and growing populations. In an HQ2 world, this
becomes even more critical. It is essential to ensure that
future assessments better match the proportion of
respondents to residents. This is not the case with the
current assessment (see below under Action Items).
In the ongoing debate about the need for more casual use
space, some parties are pushing for casual use space instead
of or in place of playing fields. Collaboration and sharing
(multi-use) is the direction for Arlington. Playing fields can
serve as casual use spaces when not scheduled for sports
uses. Playing fields are true multi-use spaces, not only in
terms of the various sports activities supported but also in
terms of the multitudes of other (casual) uses that those
spaces host every year.
The Sports Commission strongly favors adding two multi-use
centers. The County lacks adequate capacity when it comes
to most indoor sports activities. Adding two new activity
centers, ideally designed in consultation with user groups,
can start to address this challenge. Related point: As
demand analyses are done and the centers are designed,
any gaps between planned service increases and demand
may at least partly be addressed by private facilities. The
draft could recognize that not all indoor needs must be met
through public facilities.
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Page

Section

Topic / Element

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions

64

1.4.3

Dedicated
Pickleball courts

64+

1.5 +

1.5.6

66

Better use of
existing spaces
through
planning and
investment
Tennis courts

While we encourage increased capacity for playing pickleball
(and other sports as well), dedicated facilities are luxuries
we rarely can afford. The Sports Commission stresses the
need for multi-use spaces. Multi-use sport courts could
serve well as pickleball courts. We encourage the pickleball
community to recognize and embrace this as other sports
groups have done over the years.
We strongly support better use of existing amenities and
facilities and plans in process. Let’s finish what we have
started and optimize existing and new facilities so they
provide maximum utilization across County residents.

1.5.7

66+

Park master
plans

1.5.8

67

Zoning
adjustments

1.5.10

67

Rooftop play
spaces

1.5.15

69

Database of
privately-owned
public spaces

We encourage planning for proper maintenance or tennis
courts (and all other facilities). We also stress the ability to
use tennis courts for other sports as well (see pickleball note
above). Going forward, multi-use facilities should be the
norm.
We strongly endorse the use of park master plans. Such
processes should include appropriate inputs and
considerations from the whole County as well as neighbors
“hosting” the parks. Park users of all types should have
influence on the plans. With this, we should recognize that
we cannot serve every user group with every park; some
parks can offer a wide variety of amenities and others will
be fairly limited.
Consider the approval of zoning amendments if they (a)
facilitate increased use of an existing or planned park and
(b) do not unduly burden County residents.
Rooftop play spaces are highly desirable for a dense area
like Arlington. The illustration on page 66 of a playing field
on top of a parking structure is an example of how such
spaces could help maximize use of available space.
However, this idea needs to move from concept to pilot: the
County should look for an opportunity to test this idea to
learn more about how to evaluate future implementation.
Developing a database of privately-owned public spaces
provides a greater sense of the shared assets that we have,
and it lets us start tracking usage and determine appropriate
levels of service related to those assets. Defining all of these
types of spaces will be a challenge, but it is achievable. This
list also memorializes these spaces so if a developer elects
to re-purpose such a space, we can look back on the list and
remind everyone about the agreed-upon definition of such
spaces. This can keep us from losing such spaces over time.
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Page
1.6.4

Section
72

Topic / Element
Permanent
restrooms

4.1

110

Work with APS
to maximize
availability of
public spaces

4.1.3

111

4.1.6

111

Expand
participation in
planning for
publiclyaccessible
amenities on
APS property
Collaborate with
APS to preserve
resources when
building new
schools

4.3.2

114

Partnerships to
support projects
in parks and
public spaces

4.3.4

114

Sponsorship
opportunities

4.4

115

Support and
strengthen the
County’s
volunteer
programs for
public spaces

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
The development of permanent, publicly accessible
restrooms to support public recreational spaces is highly
desirable and supported by virtually all sports user groups.
It may be possible to grow some partnership with sports
groups specifically focused on supporting the operation of
such restrooms.
Increased & improved collaboration and coordination with
APS is a must in the coming years, as the anticipated
population growth will increase the demand for recreational
facilities. A coordinated approach to scheduling and
resource management lets us get the most out of our
resources.
School facilities are used by many, including some who are
not part of the regular APS planning world. APS facilities are
certainly multi-use facilities, and they are paid for by all
County residents, so all involved should have their say. This
supports the point above about maximizing availability.
Related to the point above – the entirety of the local and
County-wide communities need to be kept in mind when we
design new APS facilities. These spaces are true multi-use
spaces – not just the buildings, but also the rest of the
surroundings. A more holistic approach to planning will
benefit more residents.
The Commission strongly encourages the development of
this support structure. There are significant opportunities
for community-based and corporation-driven partnerships
that can help support existing facilities and provide muchneeded funding (and other support) for new projects. Other
municipalities have successfully leveraged such partnerships
and developed mutually beneficial arrangements.
Sponsorship is another tool that Arlington must explore to
help defray costs and open up new opportunities. We must
find an acceptable balance between aesthetic concerns and
revenue generation. We must consider all avenues for
making ends meet.
We support this effort; Arlington thrives in part due to
volunteer work around the County. The County needs to
more publicly acknowledge and recognize the many hours
donated by volunteers and work more closely with them to
achieve public goals. The County should seek input from
current volunteers as this support structure is developed.
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Page
4.6.3

Section
117

Topic / Element
Increase
revenue
generating uses
in public spaces

5.1.1
(5.4 too)

120

Evaluate
demand and
adjust

5.1.5

120

Increase drop-in
opportunities

6.1 etc.

126

6.1.7

127

Ensure
maintenance
standards are
clear
Share
maintenance
with partner
groups

App. I

134

Casual use
space

App. II

139+

Land acquisition

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
As written, we presume this refers mainly to onsite
concessions and similar opportunities. We support this as
long as we are not talking about public spaces going to the
highest bidder, displacing regular users, most of whom are
County residents and taxpayers.
The Sports Commission strongly supports this. We need a
true and complete picture of demand. Unmet sports
demand is prevalent, and this is not recognized or
acknowledged by DPR and others in the community. For
example, we lack data on the numbers of youth sports
participants who practice their sport outside of Arlington
due to inadequate opportunities inside the County. Involve
user groups to obtain a more robust picture.
The County should commit to providing more drop-in sports
opportunities and also ramp up its communication to the
public concerning drop-in availability and locations (i.e.,
onsite signage with schedules, online calendars, set “open”
hours).
We wholeheartedly support this. Connected to this is the
need for consistent and appropriate funding for
maintenance.
In varying degrees, this is already happening. Perhaps this
needs more public recognition. Diamond field user groups
provide hundreds of hours maintaining fields each season,
for example. Most rectangular playing fields are lined and
maintained by other user groups, not by the County. Sports
groups and teams routinely clean up field sites.
Casual use spaces are not necessarily exclusive, and they
don’t always provide the stated benefits. Also, numerous
casual use spaces exist when other uses at those locations
are not in place (i.e. sports fields that are open for access
when not scheduled for use, etc.).
In general, we support acquiring land to be used for parks
purposes, whether to augment an existing park or develop a
new park space. We recognize that the opportunities are
limited and the costs considerable, and trust that land
acquisition is not seen as a never-ending supply of
opportunities for parks.
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Page
App. II

Section
142

App. II

171+

App.

174

Topic / Element
Part I:
Alignment with
other County
plans - The site
is identified
within an
existing
approved park
master plan.
- The site is
identified as
future parkland
in an adopted
comprehensive
plan element or
sector, area,
phased
development
site plan, or
corridor plan.
- The site is
identified as
future parkland
in an existing
neighborhood
conservation
plan.
Level of Service

Diamond fields The Population
based LOS is 1
field for every
5,153 residents.

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
We would like to see a comprehensive list of all these
current and proposed sites in one consolidated list as a part
of the POPS appendix.
The County Board or County Manager need to take steps to
assure that Parks Bond monies are spent on parks and not
“Art Districts” or other non-Parks uses. While we appreciate
the arts, we think that bonds approved specifically for parks
purposes should be used for the stated purpose and not redirected during a park planning process. These types of
assurances can be made in the parks master plan process.

Population-based standards are the most uniform and
effective approach for a broad ranging plan as this. Note
that demand data was also incorporated for some
recreational amenities (p. 173). A deeper dive into demand
(including discussions of unmet needs) via user group
involvement can help.
The LOS was calculated based on an assumption of 43
diamond fields, but this number is a composite of diamond
fields and combination fields where a dedicated diamond
field counts as 1 and a combination field counts as ½. User
groups believe that several other fields listed as diamond
fields should instead be counted as combination fields, as
they are not dedicated diamond-use fields and are shared
with rectangular sports.
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Page
App. II

Section
183+

Topic / Element
Levels of Service
cont’d

App. III

195+

Synthetic Field
& Lighting

App. III

197

Turf Criteria

App. III

197+

Turf Criteria

App. III

210

Lighting Criteria

App. III

210+

Lighting Criteria

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
There are some disconnects between a population-based
LOS approach and the illustrated access-focused LOS
approach. We recognize that we cannot have all types of
amenities in all locations, and for some types of facilities,
grouping them in specific ways makes sense. At the same
time, we currently have “facility deserts” in parts of the
County. The PSMP should identify what facilities are needed
where in order to eliminate such deserts.
We approve of the view stating the primary capacity vs.
supply problem and encouraging alternative solutions. The
criteria and rankings are encouraging.
Don’t overlook the value of turf on smaller parcels / spaces
as well (ex. School fields that get high usage, Rocky Run
Park, etc.). Smaller scale does not necessarily mean
proportionally higher costs.
The Sports Commission encourages the use of turf as
appropriate at drop-in field locations to provide longer
service life of those surfaces.
During the public input process, some commenters
observed that lighting small parcels may be valuable,
particularly if doing so increases opportunities for drop-in
use. The Commission encourages flexibility in applying the
lighting criteria so as not to exclude such opportunities.
We encourage the use of lights as appropriate at drop-in
field locations to provide longer hours of use for community
users.
The timing for a large number of the action plans is
“continuous” and many of these are the more expensive
actions envisioned, however the plan is silent on the priority
of certain actions relative to others. Funding has been tight
in recent years and may not improve, therefore choices
must be made. It’s difficult to come away with any sense of
which action items (i.e., anything that is not short term and
affordable) should rise to the top of the list. A plan with no
priorities is difficult to implement.
Use more active vocabulary for certain actions; overreliance
on “consider” and “explore”, which makes the plan
extremely vague and nebulous. If there is a need to caveat,
perhaps adding “where feasible” or “to the greatest extent
practical” to more active verbs would be a better approach.
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Page
App. V

Section
259+

Topic / Element
Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
Action 1.2 – Using LOS as a planning tool: The Sports
Commission supports a regular reassessment of public
needs as called for in 1.2.4. We urge DPR to ensure that the
proportion of respondents in the next assessment better
match the proportion of residents in the County population
(by age group, by income bracket, by race, etc.). As we have
mentioned in the past, the proportionality of respondents
by age group in the original survey are not representative of
the County’s current population, which could distort the
needs assessment and lead to incorrect planning decisions.
The plan should note correlation between action 1.2 and
action 5.1 (regularly evaluate program demand and adjust
offerings).
Action item 1.5.4 – The way this action plan is phrased
leaves the impression that conversion of grass fields to turf
and adding lights are independent actions that will take
place outside of the parameters of any park planning.
Suggest DPR clarify the context in which these actions will
occur.
Action item 1.5.7 – Please add the Sports Commission as a
potential partner
Action item 1.5.10 – DPR should, in the short term, identify
a location where this could be tested even temporarily or on
a pilot basis. Such testing could help DPR better understand
the issues that might be associated with siting recreational
amenities in this manner.
Action 4.1 – Working with APS to maximize availability of
public spaces: The Sports Commission strongly supports all
action items under this heading and urges DPR to make this
action item a priority. APS facilities currently provide a
significant portion of total sports capacity. Within our fixed
footprint, and recognizing the range of demands for public
spaces, APS facilities must be leveraged to the greatest
extent possible while still protecting the facilities and
meeting school system needs. Please add the Sports
Commission as a potential partner for 4.1.3 and 4.1.6.
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Page
App. V

Section
259+

Topic / Element
Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
Action 4.3 – Establishing non-profit or umbrella foundations
dedication to public space advocacy and fundraising: The
Sports Commission strongly supports all action items under
this heading. As the County continues to face tight budgets,
it will no doubt encounter questions about how to fund
certain amenities that are used only by a portion of the
population. Sports user groups are community leaders in
this regard, having shown a strong willingness and
commitment to contribute funds to help achieve certain
needed improvements that might not otherwise be funded.
This model can serve other interest groups as well.
Additionally, the Arlington Sports Foundation, in concert
with sports user groups, has already fostered success in
generating funding of sports facility projects.
Action 4.4 – support and strengthen the County’s volunteer
programs: The Sports Commission applauds the inclusion of
this action item. Volunteerism provides the County with a
wealth of free resources to supplement budgeted resources.
In the sports environment, for example, field users dedicate
thousands of hours each year to taking care of rectangular
and diamond fields. The Commission recommends that DPR
develop some kind of mechanism to quantify these hours
and estimate the value of this resource. Further, the County
should more publicly recognize and appreciate these
volunteers. DPR should add sports groups as potential
partners under this action item.
Action 4.5 – securing funding to support development and
maintenance of public spaces and ensure funds are
efficiently and wisely spent: The Sports Commission strongly
encourages augmenting the public spaces maintenance
budget. Further, we urge the County to prioritize good
maintenance of existing spaces over acquisition and
development of new spaces. When we invest time and
resources into development but do not match this with
appropriate maintenance resources, facilities degrade over
time and use falls off. It is paramount that Arlington take
care of what it has already built. This ties strongly to Action
4.1 (partnering with APS). Maintenance of APS sportsrelated facilities needs to be evaluated and better
understood (see action item 6.1.8)
Action 4.6 – identify and pursue non-County funding
sources: DPR should improve its reporting on funds received
from non-County sources and how these funds are used.
The PSMP should include an action item on conducting
outreach to private funding sources as well.
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Page
App. V

Section
259+

Topic / Element
Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
Action 5.1 – regularly evaluate program demand and adjust:
The Sports Commission supports the action items under this
heading, and requests that it be listed as a potential partner
for all items. The information gathered should be fed into
the periodic assessment of public space needs.
Action 5.4 – The Sports Commission requests to be added as
a potential partner for this item.
Action 6.1 – ensuring maintenance standards are clear,
consistent, and being met: The Sports Commission strongly
supports items 6.1.1, 6.1.7, and 6.1.8. With respect to sports
facilities, we suggest that DPR work with sports user groups
to define maintenance standards. Further, DPR should
report periodically to the Commission on the extent to
which its maintenance standards are met and identify any
facilities for which standards have not been met.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nora Palmatier
Irena Lazic; Vincent Verweij
Caroline Haynes; bpkonline@gmail.com
Urban Forestry Commission comments on POPS
Tuesday, January 1, 2019 5:37:02 PM

The Arlington County Urban Forestry Commission offers the following comments on the Arlington County
Draft Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP) which was discussed at our December 20, 2018 meeting.

PSMP Advisory Committee and its extensive
engagement with the public throughout the development of the plan.

1.             We commend the hard work of the

2.             We strongly

support priority recommendations 3.1 which call for the updates of the
Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) and the Urban Forest Master Plan (UFMP), and
3.2 "Protect, restore and expand natural resources and trees." We recommend the process for these
updates be started quickly, and that these two plans be developed in tandem, once the Public
Spaces Master Plan is finalized.

3.             We strongly support that both the NRMP and the UFMP restate recommendation #1 of the 2011
Natural Resources Management Plan that there is no loss of existing natural lands. Although the

current plan implies there will be no loss, this needs to be restated.
4.             We strongly support moving forward with the Biophilic Communities concept (Rec. 3.3.1). We
recommend that biophilic principles be infused throughout country planning processes. These principles
represent a design opportunity to shape our community in a manner that supports livable and

sustainable development, not thwart it. It is especially important that the country incorporate
these principles now, in light of the Amazon announcement. We have a unique opportunity to
include nature and the natural environment in to a large area of redevelopment.
5.             We, like the Arlington County Board, are aware of the deep concern of residents in the country
over the loss of mature trees as infill development with knock-downs continue at a rapid pace, and the
urgency of arresting such losses. The NRMP and UFMP should include an analysis of how to expand the
tools for tree protection and preservation on private lands as well as on public, which may include

recommendations for changes in state law.
6.             We support the general recommendations in the PSMP

on Land Acquisition, especially those
"generational" opportunities to protect existing natural areas and any forested land.

7.             We support efficient use of existing resources; which may include adding synthetic turf and lights
on existing fields to minimize the need for additional land for fields and the removal of trees. Appendix

III provides guidelines to minimize any tree loss during such additions and UFC urges these
be adopted.
8.             We recommend that the country ensure that any trail expansion does not negatively impact trees
(Rec. 2.2.3). We further recommend that the county not allow mountain biking on unpaved

woodland and natural trails due to the potential damage caused to the urban forest by such
activity.
Nora Palmatier, Chair
Urban Forestry Commission

From: Duke Banks <duke.banks@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2019 10:00 PM
To: Christian Dorsey; Libby Garvey; Katie Cristol; Erik Gutshall; Matt de Ferranti
Cc: Mark Schwartz; Alexandra Bocian; John & Sarah Shortall; Lois Thomas Koontz; Maureen Coffey;
Michael McMenamin (mcmenamin3@gmail.com); Rick Epstein; Sandy Newton
Subject: Submission of Level of Service Resolution to County Board

January 13, 2019
Hon. Christian Dorsey, Chair, Arlington County Board
Hon. Libby Garvey, Vice Chair, Arlington County Board
Hon. Katie Cristol, Member, Arlington County Board
Hon. Erik Gutshall, Member, Arlington County Board
Hon. Matt De Ferranti, Member, Arlington County Board
Re: Resolution on Level of Service Recommendations for Athletic Fields

Contained in the Final Draft of the County’s Update of its Public Spaces Master
Plan
Esteemed members of the County Board,
In 2016 the Civic Federation passed a resolution on land acquisition that recommended that the
County establish as a goal 3 acres per year for a total of 30 acres in the next ten years. The vote
totals for that resolution was 63-1-1. This recommendation is now embedded in the draft Public
Spaces Master Plan which will be submitted to the Board shortly.
On January 8, 2019, the Arlington Civic Federation, by a vote of 66-17-3, approved a resolution
concerning Levels of Service Recommendations for Athletic Fields. This is one of the largest
vote totals for a Civic Federation resolution in recent memory which shows the level of interest
the community has in this issue.
The “to be resolved” statements are as follows:

Now therefore be it resolved that the Arlington County Civic Federation asks Arlington County
to initiate a transparent public process to:
1. Withdraw the specific LOS athletic field recommendations from the PSMP Final
Draft. Revise the text to clarify the basis used to create those recommendations, explain the
reasons for changes in the LOS recommendations over time, and disclose the weighting of
various factors in the athletic field LOS calculation — in particular, identify the weight given to
the Needs Assessment Survey results;
2. Ensure that in re-examining the LOS calculation method, the County follows and
incorporates best practices for LOS, to include the use of validated County data to verify its
conclusions about present and future park amenity needs as well as existing supplies;
3. Explore additional measures to more efficiently allocate existing athletic field time
among user groups, to include the replacement of the existing reservation system with a more
reliable, accessible, user-friendly online database-reservation system as well as improvement in
follow-up field surveys/monitoring to ensure that reserved fields are actually used and to
identify underutilized fields; and
Be it further resolved that Arlington County should, in light of limited parkland acreage and
the many competing demands for scarce financial resources
Ensure that the Department of Parks and Recreation prioritizes funding to improve
athletic field operation and maintenance ahead of building more athletic fields or devoting
substantial funds into expensive infrastructure improvements such as synthetic turf and field
lighting.

I am enclosing the full text of the resolution. On behalf of the Arlington Civic Federation, I urge
you to consider this resolution as you move forward in reviewing the PSMP that will be
submitted to you shortly. It should be given the same consideration that the Board and staff gave
the 2016 resolution on land acquisition whereby the recommendation on land acquisition of that
resolution was incorporated in the PSMP.
Respectfully yours,

Duke Banks
President, Arlington County Civic Federation
Enclosure – Arlington County Civic Federation LOS- POPS Resolution
Document Supporting POPS Civic Federation Resolution – January 8, 2019
cc: Mark Schwartz, County Manager
ACCF Board of Directors

Resolution on Level of Service Recommendations for Athletic Fields
Contained in the Final Draft of the County’s Update
of its Public Spaces Master Plan
Whereas, Arlington County is updating its Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP) through a public process
known as “A Plan for Our Places and Spaces” (POPS) to maintain, preserve and protect Arlington’s parks
and other public spaces while anticipating how to meet future needs;
Whereas, Arlington County appointed an advisory committee to assist the County and its consultants in
developing the update;
Whereas, after nearly 3 years of hard work by staff as well as numerous advisory committee and public
meetings and reviews, the “Final Draft” of the PSMP update was issued on October 24, 2018;
Whereas, the update seeks to estimate future park and recreational needs — including playgrounds,
tennis courts, hiking trails, athletic fields, nature centers and other “amenities” — by using an analysis
called “Population Based Level of Service” or LOS;
Whereas, the County’s recommended LOS formula is computed by aggregating various factors —
including nationwide and peer-city averages for various amenities, scientifically valid Arlington County
2016 Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment Survey (Needs Assessment Survey) results, and other
County data;
Whereas, the LOS for athletic fields in this draft calls for significant increases in the numbers of athletic
fields over the next several decades;
Whereas, available data appears to demonstrate that the LOS for athletic fields has been significantly
overstated and that Arlington will not, for the foreseeable future, need the number of fields estimated
in the update;
Whereas, the Needs Assessment Survey demonstrated significant unmet outdoor needs for multiuse
trails, hiking trails, natural lands and wildlife habitat versus relatively low levels of unmet need for
athletic fields;
Whereas, this update is intended to serve as the primary County planning tool for all park planning
exercises over the next 20 years, will influence County investment priorities, and will have a direct
impact on other County plans, including the Urban Forest Master Plan and the Natural Resources
Management Plan;
Whereas, the County has acknowledged its need to improve its management of athletic fields to better
allocate available space among user groups;
Whereas, concerned Arlington residents, including commissioners, have inquired and commented
extensively on the recommended LOS for athletic fields, using county-supplied data/information to
identify several problems in the current PSMP draft update, including errors in the County’s LOS
analysis, as described below:
1. A failure to describe clearly how the County computed the recommended LOS for park
amenities, particularly how the Needs Assessment Survey was weighted in the LOS computations;
2. Significant unexplained increases in the LOS recommendations for some amenities, including
both rectangular and diamond fields, in various drafts of the update;

3. A flawed selection of median nationwide LOS and peer-group LOS figures, resulting in
discrepancies between the selected national medians and those published by National Recreation and
Park Association as well as the significant differences between Arlington County and the communities
chosen as “peer” cities;
4. A failure to apply the appropriate and complete methodology for best practices in
determining LOS, as recommended by the County’s consultants, including the omission of available data
on actual athletic field capacities and uses as well as documented demand for field time; and
Whereas, the lack of clarity and transparency in the LOS methodology as applied in the draft update —
together with the errors enumerated above — strongly suggest that the figures for athletic fields, as
currently recommended, are unreliable and should not be used in the County’s park planning and
investment decision-making;
Now therefore be it resolved that the Arlington County Civic Federation asks Arlington County to
initiate a transparent public process to:
1. Withdraw the specific LOS athletic field recommendations from the PSMP Final Draft. Revise
the text to clarify the basis used to create those recommendations, explain the reasons for changes in
the LOS recommendations over time, and disclose the weighting of various factors in the athletic field
LOS calculation — in particular, identify the weight given to the Needs Assessment Survey results;
2. Ensure that in re-examining the LOS calculation method, the County follows and incorporates
best practices for LOS, to include the use of validated County data to verify its conclusions about present
and future park amenity needs as well as existing supplies;
3. Explore additional measures to more efficiently allocate existing athletic field time among
user groups, to include the replacement of the existing reservation system with a more reliable,
accessible, user-friendly online database-reservation system as well as improvement in follow-up field
surveys/monitoring to ensure that reserved fields are actually used and to identify underutilized fields;
and
Be it further resolved that Arlington County should, in light of limited parkland acreage and the many
competing demands for scarce financial resources
Ensure that the Department of Parks and Recreation prioritizes funding to improve athletic field
operation and maintenance ahead of building more athletic fields or devoting substantial funds into
expensive infrastructure improvements such as synthetic turf and field lighting.

Document Supporting POPS Civic Federation Resolution – January 8, 2019
Summary
Arlington’s Public Spaces Master Plan (“PSMP”) or Plan Our Public Spaces (“POPS plan”) will be used as
the basis for making investments and planning decisions for the next twenty years regarding parks and
recreation. The POPS plan contains specific quantitative recommendations that will be used to make
such decisions, including:




dedicating acres of public parkland (e.g. providing more or different sports fields or more casual
use space)
installing multi-million-dollar CIP improvements (e.g. more synthetic turf and/or lights)
maintaining existing assets (e.g. spending enough money to keep existing grass and turf fields in
maximum playable condition before spending money on new fields or new field infrastructure)

Correctly estimating these quantitative recommendations is critically important to prioritize limited
financial resources to best meet the diversity of park and recreational needs.
Arlington’s Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) failed to apply the recommended industry
standard Level of Service (LOS) methodology by excluding from the public POPS process the abundance
of supply and demand field data and analyses which DPR had in its files and has been working on since
at least 2015. These data are necessary to determine the quantitative recommendations relating to the
proposed LOS for sports fields in the current final draft of the POPS plan. The industry standard LOS
methodology was provided to DPR and that industry standard methodology requires the use of these
data: “Each community determine its own LOS standard based on current supply and demand and
future supply/demand projections” (POPS_LOS Methodology_171220).
Because DPR failed to follow the industry standard methodology, the quantitative LOS
recommendations are abstract notions with no rationale explaining how the recommendations were
established. As such, the POPS plan must be adjusted both to remove the unfounded quantitative
recommendations and to include the industry standard LOS methodology.

Defining Level of Service (LOS)
LOS is a number which, if properly calculated, can be used as a quantitative measurement to determine
the number of recreational facilities (by type).
For example, if LOS is determined to be 1 diamond field per 6,000 people, then a population of 230,000
people ought to have 38 diamond fields. If LOS is determined to be 1 diamond field per 7,000 people,
then the same population ought to have 33 diamond fields. And so on.
What’s the difference between the POPS plan’s definition of LOS and the DPR consultants’
recommended industry standard definition of LOS? As illustrated in the table below, the POPS plan’s
definition does not take into account current supply and demand:
POPS Definition of LOS
Current population
Projected population
Current Supply (hours available)

x
x

Industry standard definition of
LOS
X MUST
x MUST
X MUST

Current Demand (hours needed)
x MUST
Projected Supply (hours available)
X MUST
Projected Demand (hours needed)
X MUST
Once supply/demand analyses are complete, a range of variables are used to cross check the
estimates
Peer Cities Comparison
X (no explanation how its measured or
x OPTIONAL
National Averages
Community Input
Observations
Participation rates (registration
numbers)

Resident priority

weighted)
X (no explanation how its measured or
weighted)
X (no explanation how its measured or
weighted)
X (no explanation how its measured or
weighted)
x(no explanation how its measured or
weighted)
X (no explanation how its measured or
weighted)

Quality of Experience
Availability of Programs
Market Trends
Parkland totals (compare similar



=

X OPTIONAL
x OPTIONAL
X OPTIONAL
X OPTIONAL
X OPTIONAL
X OPTIONAL
X OPTIONAL
x OPTIONAL

park system sizes for feasibility of adding
facilities)

The results

x OPTIONAL

Targeted ratio of facility per capita (i.e. 1 court per 2,500 people)

Other categories of fields and facilities besides diamond fields should also be analyzed for their
accuracy using the referenced DPR data compared to the POPS plan’s recommendations
In 2015 an external consultant and DPR’s reports and analyses showed that DPR has not been
scheduling fields well.



Other LOS variables
The other LOS variables used in the POPS plan’s recommendations included (1) peer cities, (2) national
averages and (3) resident priorities. However, DPR has not disclosed how they calculated these variables
individually nor how they weighted these three variables against each other. Most importantly, the
public POPS plan never mentions that supply and demand data were used in any of the final
recommendations, nor in the internal FOIA’d documents, even though using such data is the standard
industry practice. More information about the serious methodological flaws can be seen here.
Based on the flawed and improper way in which DPR calculated LOS, the POPS plan connects the LOS to
financial and land use decisions by saying:
“Level of service [LOS] standards show that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035… Increasing the number of synthetic fields, adding lights,
and/or the combination of synthetic fields with lighting provides the best opportunity for the
County to meet the demand...” [Page 195 PSMP]

How LOS will impact Arlington
LOS will:








impact Arlington’s allocation of resources: land and dollars
justify the modification of space to change from one use to another, e.g. from baseball to soccer
or basketball to tennis, and how that space is configured, e.g. with turf and lights
establish a prioritization regarding how projects and acquisitions move forward
determine maintenance funding and use allocation
be used as a benchmark for any future reviews of POPS in the next 20 years and for all
community park planning projects in the next 5 years
have a direct impact on other County plans, including the Urban Forest Master Plan and the
Natural Resources Management Plan

How Arlington residents uncovered the facts
A group of Arlington residents have been actively involved all during the POPS process. They found that
their experience on the ground did not match what the POPS plan was and is saying about LOS. These
residents were walking by parks and observing that the fields were open and available on a regular
basis, even at the height of the season on weekends and evenings, in good weather. These residents
also wondered how the methodology regarding LOS standards in the PSMP was determined, as well as,
how peer cities and national averages were determined. This resident group asked DPR to voluntarily
provide the data explaining this information in 2017. However, DPR did not respond to their repeated
requests.
Planning commissioners and sports commissioners also asked DPR for more details throughout the POPS
process, including an explanation of the methodology and the data backing up the POPS plan for 11
more rectangular fields and 2 more diamond fields by 2035. DPR also never responded to their requests
for more information.
DPR’s failure to voluntarily provide the information led a group of Arlington residents to initiate a
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to Arlington County in December 2017 asking for



information on the methodology DPR used regarding LOS & the LOS variables (i.e. peer cities)
insight into actual supply and demand data for sports fields

Given time constraints, these residents analyzed primarily the information relating to diamond fields
because the observations of actual usage on the ground were so greatly disconnected from the POPS
plan’s recommendations.

Analysis of DPR information produced under FOIA
By August 2018, this resident group had identified that the POPS plan’s claim that it is necessary to add
two new diamond fields by 2035 is NOT supported by the actual supply and demand data produced
involuntarily by DPR under FOIA. In fact, DPR’s analyses showed that there is a considerable excess of
diamond fields and that there will still be an excess of diamond fields beyond 2035. Nor, was there any
evidence or indication in all the FOIA’d documents (our FOIA request specifically asked for
documentation regarding how the LOS was calculated) that showed that supply/demand data were
used. And, the June 2017 POPS public draft makes no mention that supply/demand data were
considered in the LOS.
In addition, this resident group concluded:
 The POPS plan’s LOS methodology did not follow industry standards










DPR didn’t follow their own expert consultants’ methodology statement about needing to use
supply and demand data in current and future LOS projections
County staff had not shared their data and analyses, nor provided any rationale regarding their
POPS recommendations to the public as part of the POPS process. However, FOIA'd documents
revealed email correspondence among staff, e.g.: “Rectangular fields: If possible, could we try 3
options for standards (4000,4,500, 5,000 - to see if the number of fields needed is changing
significantly?) - If this is not possible by tomorrow, let’s change the rec. standard to
4,500).” (DPR tweaks the LOS)
This statement calls into question whether the field numbers were the result of the LOS
recommendations, as claimed by DPR during the public POPS process, or instead whether the
field numbers were determined prior to the LOS recommendations
DPR has not shared with the public any of the referenced data or analyses they have completed
in the last three years, even analyses labeled specifically for the POPS process, e.g.: “POPS Field
Est v3” (Diamond fields, Utilization Data)
The County Board was also misinformed, by omission of critical information, when the County
Board prepared a statement supporting the current Population Based Level of Service.
Unfortunately, DPR also failed to provide the County Board with the full consultant’s Population
Based LOS methodology statement which states the need for supply/demand data. This
response to Katie’s letter explains how the County Board members were not given all the
information at the time that they wrote their statement and the negative implications of
following the current and incomplete POPS LOS.

Final POPS Plan fails to follow Arlington’s community preferences
The POPS plan’s methodology is inconsistent with the results of the County’s statistically valid survey of
our community’s priorities for our parks. This survey of critical data regarding residents’ needs, while
part of the June 2017 POPS plan draft, is no longer in the October 2018 final draft. In this statistically
valid survey of the community, residents indicated their greatest needs are for trails (both hiking and
biking) and natural areas. See Page iv: 2016 Parks & Recreation Needs Assessment Survey. They further
expressed the greatest desire for natural areas.
Nowhere in the current POPS plan’s final draft is it shown that these community survey priorities were
even considered. The need for open space recommendations were left blank, and there was no
indication that this public need was prioritized against the specific recommendations for increasing the
number of fields.

Improve the Scheduling of Fields
DPR has been unable to properly and efficiently manage and maintain Arlington’s sports fields for years.
According to the Chair of the Sports Commission, DPR has delegated nearly all scheduling of diamond
fields to a single resident volunteer, instead of staff, with little to no oversight or accountability. The
manner in which DPR has improperly managed its scheduling has resulted in a false perception of
unavailable or too few fields.
Example: DPR gives bulk reserved hours to leagues, way more than is ever needed. So, fields are overreserved, as much as double what teams use or need. This means that a field could be blocked off for 8
hours and only 4 hours are actually used and needed. This is confirmed by outside consultants’ reports,

DPR’s staff “rover” reports on field usage, and DPR’s own internal analyses about the over-scheduling
and management issues.

Spend more to maintain existing fields
Arlington needs to maximize the utility of its existing field infrastructure by spending enough more
money to keep existing grass and turf fields in maximum playable condition before spending money on
new fields or new field infrastructure.
Regrettably, and incorrectly, DPR has chosen to rely heavily on borrowed/bond funds for maintenance
capital. Since bond funds are scarce (we need them to meet larger and longer-term capital needs for
school construction, among other things), this funding source isn't sufficient to meet DPR's ongoing
maintenance/operating needs. This explains why we continually hear complaints from users about
unplayable fields.
Shifting DPR's funding focus from expansion to better maintenance and more efficient operations of
existing facilities will stretch the useful life of existing facilities and increase capacity. This is a more costeffective solution than permitting existing infrastructure to fall into ruin from neglect, and then facing a
huge total replacement cost, or adding new facilities without first repairing existing ones that have
deteriorated enough to make them unusable

LISTED BELOW ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT DPR SPREADSHEETS AND THEIR
TABS
Follow this link https://foia.arlingtonva.us/responses/entry/938/ and then look for the
spreadsheet name in the FOIA documents list followed by the important tab name in
that spreadsheet.
POPS Field Est v3
Tab “Diamond Field” projections through 2045 of actual need for diamond fields. A
spreadsheet error, using Spring 2045 estimate of # of teams was used for Fall 2016 # of
teams, grossly inflating the Fall 2045 estimates for Adult softball. The
corrected spreadsheet error and analysis can be viewed here
Rover Reports (3). Include in person visits to reserved fields for confirmation of usage.
Spreadsheets: (1) Fall 2017 Rover Data, (2) Field Usage Rover Reports Fall 2016, (3)
Field Usage Rover Reports Spring 2017.

Field Usage Analysis FY 2017:
Tab “All Data For Comparison”
Columns:
H-M = DPR calculated prime hours & capacity based on turf/grass type,
lights or no lights, and sunset hours
BF = Total prime hours available/ field.
D = Operating hours
BK = total maintenance capacity hours/ field…

Tab “Measures” shows percentage of fields under capacity
Tabs “Cool Season Sunset, Bermuda Sunset, Synthetic Sunset (no lights)”
sunset hours for 2016
Tab: “FY 2017 reservations” any reservation information
Fall Pilot Summary
Tab “Summary” shows allocated time vs. team need. This section shows over-allocation
by DPR in their scheduling
Sport Allocation Draft v3 (used in part for “Fall Pilot Summary” spreadsheet)
Tab “League Input” Number of teams per league, practices, games and hours needed.
Sport Allocation Draft Springv2
Tab “League Input” Shows over-scheduling percentages
2017 Field Hours 7.31.2017
Tab “DPR Facility Reservation Report”
Rained Out through Fall 2017– information about grass field closures
LOS 6-22-2017– One of the iterations of the Level of Service from the consultants.
Green Play Consultant Reports Outlined issues of over-scheduling, field allocation,
prioritization of league types, etc…starting in 2015.

ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY CONSERVATION COMMISSION
c/o Department of Environmental Services
2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suite 705
Arlington, VA 22201
January 29, 2019
The Honorable Christian Dorsey, Chair
Arlington County Board
2100 Clarendon Blvd.
Arlington, VA 22201

Re:

A Plan for Our Places and Spaces: Public Spaces Master Plan Update

Dear Chair Dorsey:
The Arlington County Environment and Energy Conservation Commission (E2C2) was pleased
to provide representation on the Public Spaces Master Plan Update Advisory Committee. E2C2
would like to express our general support for the Public Spaces Master Plan Update, but also
raise serious concerns about the population-based Level of Service (LOS) values that we believe
should be withdrawn prior to plan adoption. Our public spaces, both programmed/active and
unprogrammed/passive, are an essential part of our community, and an updated Public Spaces
Master Plan is therefore a critical component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan.
E2C2 would first like to commend the Department of Parks and Recreation staff for their diligent
work over the past three years, and for the high level of communication and engagement that
they maintained with the Advisory Committee during this time. We were particularly impressed
with Staff’s willingness to include novel concepts like “casual use spaces” into the draft, as well
as their willingness to incorporate adjustments into subsequent drafts such as changes to the land
acquisition policy and innovative design elements for privately-owned public spaces. E2C2
understands the difficulties faced by County Staff in balancing the diverse interests of the
community, and recognizes that these tensions will only become more difficult with a growing
population.
A. Level of Service: E2C2 continues to have serious concerns, however, regarding the
population-based LOS values and worries that the conclusions drawn from this assessment
(recommended LOS values and associated incremental amenity units needed) may be inaccurate
and lead to unnecessary investments that run contrary to the needs and desires of Arlington
County residents. Because planning processes can often be influenced by unconscious bias and
the loudest community voices, the Advisory Committee originally embraced the LOS concept as
a way to integrate quantitative measures into the planning process. The statistically valid
residential needs survey gathers information about community needs and desires specific to
Arlington County residents, while the current, peer, and national median LOS values document
the amenities Arlington County currently provides to its residents relative to the rest of the
country. However, County Staff has been unable to satisfactorily describe how these
quantitative inputs were used in establishing the LOS values recommended in the Master Plan

update. By establishing recommended LOS for park amenities without clearly describing the
methodology underlying the resulting values, particularly the role of the Arlington-specific
statistically valid needs assessment survey, subjectivity may have unduly influenced those
values. We also note that the Advisory Committee, which served as a sounding board
throughout the three-year development of the PSMP Update, was not consulted during the actual
development and selection of recommended LOS values. In short, E2C2 is concerned that the
conclusions about “incremental units needed” in the next several decades may be inaccurate and
lead to poor policy choices. At the very least, the confusion and uncertainty expressed by many
members of the public concerning the LOS values suggests that staff should defer finalizing
those values until additional public outreach is concluded.
Accordingly, E2C2 recommends that the “recommended LOS values” and “associated
incremental amenity units needed” be removed from the PSMP Update. We recommend that
these values be replaced with a goal to work collaboratively with a public advisory committee to
develop an appropriate methodology and ultimately set these values in a transparent and
community-supported way.
If these values are not removed, an alternative is to replace them with symbols to represent future
increases in LOS (+), future decreases in LOS (-), or static LOS (=), at least until numeric values
can be adequately determined. E2C2 believes that the use of these general categories would
better reflect the lack of precision and subjectivity in the current LOS methodology. If the
numeric values are not changed, we strongly recommend adding the following disclaimers that
explain the limitations of these values:
1. A disclaimer should be added to Figure 27 to explain that adding synthetic turf and lighting to
fields can meet LOS goals without constructing new fields. 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.
2. A disclaimer 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 also recommends the following refinements and improvements to the population-based
LOS section, prior to the determination and publication of recommended LOS values and
associated incremental amenity units needed. 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.
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 use-hours (not number of fields). Using the current
system, expansions of existing gardens to include more plots and adding turf/lighting to fields
will not be reflected as LOS improvements. Adjusting the units as suggested will enable
Arlington to receive credit for service improvements within the LOS system, and reduce the
risk of prioritizing investing in new amenities that are no longer needed due to prior service
improvements.

3. Staff should consider including private amenities into LOS values. If amenities are public,
they should be reflected in the LOS inventory. If the amenities are only open to residents, the
number of residents can be removed from the amenity population in need because they are
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).
4. Provide a clear discussion of the methodology used in developing the recommended LOS
values that clearly ties back to the various inputs. The methodology should be repeatable for
future plan updates and/or in the case that any inputs change over time.
5. Include a full discussion of the Arlington County 2016 Parks and Recreation Needs
Assessment Survey within the Final POPS Report. One of the principal goals of the POPS
effort was to identify Arlington County residents’ views concerning the park system, and
their needs and desires for park amenities. Ultimately, the survey team collected data from
nearly 1500 households in Arlington, from every section of the County, and with a 95% level
of confidence that it represented an accurate view of County residents’ opinions and desires
regarding the park system. Although the “priority investment rating” derived from the survey
is included as a factor in the LOS analysis, the survey results and rating system are not
described in any detail and the categories selected by the staff — Low, Medium, and High —
are not described, have changed markedly over time for various amenities, and appear to be
unrelated to overall residents’ opinions regarding park investment priorities.
The residential survey demonstrated very strong support for hiking trails, natural areas, and
wildlife habitats and considerably less enthusiasm for amenities requiring extensive
infrastructure and maintenance, such as athletic fields. Nearly 90% of households indicated a
need for additional hiking trails and a similarly high percentage identified a pressing need for
additional wildlife habitat and natural areas. Improvements to and investments in park
natural areas and hiking were identified as priorities for a majority of respondents, while less
than 15% of residents expressed a need to improve diamond or rectangular athletic fields and
only 8% supported the construction of new athletic fields. These findings are not set forth
even in summary fashion in the current draft, nor is the survey itself included even as an
appendix, despite their relevance to how the County chooses among competing user groups
and allocates tax revenues to fund our park improvements. In the absence of a thorough
description and summary of the survey, the draft might be misconstrued to elevate
investments in hardscape and active recreation facilities and de-emphasize the strong views
of Arlington residents to prioritize natural areas and natural resource goals.

E2C2 has three additional significant concerns from the PSMP Update, not related to LOS:
B. Casual Use Space: Given the positive community and County Board response to “casual use
spaces,” the PSMP should include goals to: (1) continue to develop LOS for casual use spaces,
and (2) include casual use spaces in park master plans. Existing PSMP goals related to these
spaces should use stronger language to convey a commitment to protect and enhance these
spaces. In addition, casual use spaces should be included in the next statistically valid survey.
C. Green Space: The current PSMP draft does not remedy E2C2’s ongoing concerns about the
continued loss of green spaces within the County that are available for impromptu uses. The
green space/open space terms (which represent “land cover”) have been replaced by a focus on
specific terms that represent “land use.” Although we appreciate incorporation of the novel

“casual use space” term, the inclusion of hardscaped plazas within the definition means that
protection and expansion of casual use spaces within the County will not necessarily address our
concerns. E2C2 therefore recommends a “land cover” designation to complement the casual use
space “land use” designation. Specifically, we recommend either:
•
•
•

separating hardscaped plazas and esplanades from the casual use space designation (giving
them their own LOS),
having separate terms and associated values for “casual use hardscapes” and “casual use
green spaces,” or
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).

D. Synthetic Turf and Lighting: In light of the County Board’s charge to the County Manager on
September 16, 2017and the repeated recommendations of E2C2 (see letter dated August 30, 2017) and
others to take advantage of the hard work of the Williamsburg Lights Working Group, E2C2 is surprised
that Appendix III dealing with field lighting shows no review or consideration of the “Key Considerations
for Evaluating Potential Field Lighting” contained in the Williamsburg Lights Working Group’s Final
Report. The consensus factors agreed to by all members of the Williamsburg Lights Working Group
(including sports advocates) were identified by national and international lighting authorities as important
when considering whether a specific site is appropriate for field lighting, and include the area’s overall
state of development, existing levels of ambient light, topography, physical features to mitigate lighting
effects, proximity of homes, transportation availability, and overall environmental impacts. The sole
environmental factor mentioned in the draft — potential effects of field light construction activities on
native trees larger than 12 inches of diameter — is only one of many potential adverse environmental
effects of field lighting.

E2C2 recommends that the POPS draft be revised to incorporate the Williamsburg Lights Working
Group consensus factors into its analysis of the “environmental context” for field lighting. In
addition, E2C2 recommends that the draft be revised to require preparation of an environmental
assessment (EA) for field lighting proposals. Such an EA would, as required by Arlington’s
Regulation 4.4, evaluate the range of potential adverse effects from field lighting (not currently
included in the POPS draft) including additional night-time noise, effects on wildlife, energy
consumption, visual impacts, and effects on vehicular traffic and parking.
E2C2 also believes that Appendix III requires additional work to better explain and justify the
chosen lighting standards. Currently, the draft provides a single light spill standard — 0.5 foot
candles in “residential areas” — and contains no standard for glare. The current draft does not
contain any source, explanation, or reference for the single proposed 0.5-foot candle standard.
Moreover, it is not clear whether the standard is meant to apply to horizontal or vertical light
spill, or both. It is also unclear what the draft means by “residential area,” since that is not a
specific zoning classification and is undefined in the draft, and whether any light spill standard
will be applied in “non-residential” areas, even though athletic field lighting can add very
significantly to the setting’s activity level and affect overall quality of life.
In E2C2’s 2017 letter on the Williamsburg Lights, it recommended that sports lighting designs
and standards for both light spill and glare at Arlington’s fields comply with those recommended

by professional engineering standards such as the Illuminating Engineering Society of North
America’s Standards for Sports and Recreational Area Lighting. In its letter dated September 13,
2017 to the County Board, the Planning Commission endorsed E2C2’s recommendation that the
POPS athletic field lighting guidelines incorporate standards and guidelines established by
professional lighting authorities. Modern athletic field lighting standards typically establish
different light spill and glare standards depending on many of the factors identified above —
levels of ambient light, the overall statement of development of the area, proximity of homes,
mitigating topological features etc.
E2C2 recommends that the POPS draft be revised to explain the source of and rationale for the light spill
standard selected, its applicability to various settings in the County, and the absence of any standard for
glare. E2C2 notes that previous iterations of the draft had proposed to comply with standards and
guidelines established by professional lighting groups for both light spill and glare — the Illuminating
Engineers, the International Dark Sky Association, and the LEED Sustainable Sites Credit for Light
Pollution Reduction — and is unclear why that approach has been abandoned.

Conclusion: We thank you and County Staff for giving us the opportunity to express our
thoughts on the PSMP Update. E2C2 asks the County Board to approve the Plan, subject to the
removal of the “recommended LOS values” and “associated incremental amenity units needed,”
and consideration of our additional concerns. We ask that the Board support Staff in both
implementation and continued improvements post-adoption.
Sincerely,

Mike Hanna, Chair
Environment and Energy Conservation Commission

