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Irena Lazic

From: John Seymour <juliaseymour@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 5:06 PM
To: Joyce and Roy; Erik Beach
Cc: Irena Lazic; Nedim Kirimca
Subject: Re: questions after Tuesday's meeting on the treatment of lights in the POPS report

Erik and Roy: 
 
I’m sorry I missed Work Group meeting.  In response to one point made below — the concern that industry standards 
may not be appropriate because “as technology changes those standards will change” — I see that as an 
advantage.  That is, the best standard is one that reflects and incorporates changing technology.  That’s why the earlier 
staff draft of the Appendix (not released publicly) had referred to the 2015 IES Recommended Practice for Sports and 
Recreational Lighting” or “most recent edition” and the IDA/IES Joint Model Lighting Ordinance “or more recent 
edition.”  The staff draft correctly recommended that the County’s lighting systems and practices should change as the 
technology matures.   I note in addition that the current Arlington County Streetlight policy recommends that streetlight 
performance should be Dark Sky compliant and “should meet or provide lower levels” than those recommended by the 
IED Standard for Exterior Environments. 
 
In any event, I believe that the staff were correct in referencing the generally‐accepted standards in this area — which 
do allow for considerable judgment in their application at specific settings — rather than absolute numerical 
thresholds.   
 
John Seymour 
 
 

On Feb 19, 2019, at 3:41 PM, Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com> wrote: 
 
I forgot to Reply All. 
 
Roy 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com> 
To: Ebeach <Ebeach@arlingtonva.us> 
Sent: Tue, Feb 19, 2019 3:39 pm 
Subject: Re: questions after Tuesday's meeting on the treatment of lights in the POPS report 

They are pretty similar.  I wrote the handout while looking at this email.  I 
limited myself to one page for the handout so it probably has less information, 
so I suggest you work off of the email (though I see I left some zeroes off the 
candela listings in the email).  You probably know that John Seymour is much 
more expert than I on the industry standards for lighting, whereas I've paid 
more attention to the noise and tree canopy aspects. So his letters about the 
light impact issues are probably more detailed than mine. 
 

I understood you today to say that a problem with using the numbers out of 
the industry standards is that as technology changes those standards will 
change.  To deal with that, I think you ought to give the numbers and 



2

reference them to the source with a statement that they will change as the 
source changes. 
 

If I could boil my comments down to one point, it is that for both light spill 
(where you give the range 0.3 - 08) and for glare and noise, the draft 
basically  mentions the effect or the f-c rage, but gives no perspective 
whatsoever on how to apply it to the environmental context. So, for example, 
the review of multiple sites for noise impacts will have no guidance as to what 
level of noise impact on neighbors is acceptable.  The review of spill will have 
people with different interests arguing that 0.3 is OK or 0.8 is OK.  And relying 
on best technology is not enough in some instances,specially with noise 
where there is no immediately effective practical technology -- just 
distance.  The existing standards and the noise ordinance can cut through 
and resolve those issues in many instances. Otherwise we'll have the 
Williamsburg Field arguments over and over again. 
 

I do recommend you meet with John Seymour on the lighting standard 
issues.  I'll be happy to talk with you about any of this if it would help you. 
Thanks for addressing these issues. I know you have many more. 
 

Roy Gamse 

gamses@aol.com 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Erik Beach <Ebeach@arlingtonva.us> 
To: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com> 
Cc: Irena Lazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>; John Seymour <JULIASEYMOUR@ATT.NET>; 
nedim.kirimca@gmail.com <nedim.kirimca@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tue, Feb 19, 2019 11:51 am 
Subject: RE: questions after Tuesday's meeting on the treatment of lights in the POPS report 

Roy: Thanks for sharing this email that helps clarify your thoughts after our meeting last week. 
We will take a closer look at this email and the sheet that you distributed this morning at the 
PSMP Advisory Committee.  I am assuming they are pretty similiar or was there any evolution 
from this email to your written statement today?  Thanks, ERIK 
  
From: Joyce and Roy [mailto:gamses@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 18, 2019 1:30 AM 
To: Erik Beach <Ebeach@arlingtonva.us> 
Cc: Irena Lazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>; John Seymour <JULIASEYMOUR@ATT.NET>; 
nedim.kirimca@gmail.com 
Subject: questions after Tuesday's meeting on the treatment of lights in the POPS report 
  
Thank you for sharing information about possible POPS revisions with John 
Seymour and me on Tuesday at the meeting called by Erik Gutshall. Between 
my notes and my recollection of the meeting, I am still confused about the 
possible treatment of light spill, glare, and noise.  Perhaps I didn't understand 
some of what you were saying in the meeting. 
  



3

As you know, I had previously complained that impacts on the community 
were excluded from the POPS standards and criteria, and I learned at the last 
POPS Advisory Committee meeting that the reason was that there were no 
objective, measurable standards or criteria that could be used for factors such 
as light spill, glare, noise impacts, or distance from homes. So I suggested 
some, which evidently the POPS staff have not found reasonable. 
  
Since I didn't hear or understand explanations at the Tuesday meeting, would 
you please clarify: 
  
1. Why isn't the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America's 
"Recommended Practice for Sports and Recreational Area Lighting [IESNA 
RP-6-15] acceptable as a source of objective, measurable standards? If it is in 
wide use around the country, why not in Arlington? The IESNA document ties 
appropriate light spill levels to the conditions of the surrounding site.  That 
approach would provide more clarity than the general range included in the 
draft you showed us.  
  
2. The draft you showed us referred to a range from 0.3 foot-candles to 0.8 
foot-candles for light spill, but gave no perspective on when those numbers 
are appropriate. It implies that 0.3 f-c is always appropriate. Why use 0.3 as a 
floor, when the County's sole-source vendor was required to meet 0.25 at 
Wakefield High School and was required to meet 0.19 f-c in MD? The IESNA 
publication has a floor of 0.1 f-c for historically dark residential 
neighborhoods.  Why settle for 0.3 f-c in situations where more stringent limits 
are needed to protect neighbors (and the vendor has shown the capability to 
do so)? 
  
3. Similarly, why not use standards for glare included in the Commission on 
Illumination Standards, which includes levels of 2500 candela, 7500 candela, 
10,00 candela, and 25,00 candela, depending on the local setting?   
  
4. Since the County has determined that exposure to noise above 55dB at 
night is unacceptable (though athletic fields are exempted from the noise 
ordinance), why not refuse to light fields that would yield higher than 55dB 
impacts on very close neighbors?  After the meeting you implied that if a 
criterion of 55dB at night were adopted, there would be pressure to eliminate 
the Noise ordinance exemption. Why?  There is a huge difference between 
saying that you can't make noise at 60dB at night on an existing athletic field 
and saying the County should not invest close to a $1Million to install lights 
close to residences which will experience noise at levels the County finds 
unacceptable. Why wouldn't the County resolve to avoid that sort of damage 
when other sites are available with no such impacts on neighbors? 
  
5.  Why aren't field lighting decisions subject to the same standards and 
criteria as turf conversion decisions? I urge you to treat them similarly. Given 
the high priority the County and some Board members have expressed on 
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retaining canopy, I urge you to include a restriction on canopy impacts.  If you 
can include limits that allow killing 3 trees but not 4, and killing 11" trees but 
not 12" trees, I suspect you could find justification for disallowing 50 linear feet 
or 100 square feet of canopy loss in the same vein. 
  
I would be happy to discuss these questions with you at your convenience. 
  
Roy Gamse 

gamses@aol.com 
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Irena Lazic

From: Scott Miles <scott101010@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 4:06 PM
To: Caroline Haynes
Cc: Erik Gutshall; Irena Lazic; Erik Beach; Jane Rudolph
Subject: Public comments and suggested revisions for 2/19 PSMP changes
Attachments: POPS Advisory Committee-02-19-19-Presentation [sm edits].pdf

Hi Caroline, 
 
I wanted to share a copy of my comments and notes on LOS from this morning. I've also attached a copy of this 
morning's presentation with suggested revisions to help address the issues. Please share with the committee. 
 
Thank you, 
Scott Miles 
 

Just mentioning that supply and demand will be looked at in a separate process does not address the issue 
that it must be used in park planning to determine; 

1.     The number of fields actually needed,  

2.     Capital investments such as turf and lights.  

3.     And that the PSMP must be amended with that information for park planning purposes. There is no 
mention that supply/demand, capacity information, will make any difference to the PSMP’s 
recommendations for field need.   

Changes to slides 5, 6, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, 24 must be made to address this lapse of consideration of current 
capacity and the limitations of LOS when discussing field needs.   

The PSMP must remove any connection that the LOS recommendations are “real needs” and instead ensure 
that they are only guidelines/ aspirational and must be used in conjunction with real utilization and capacity 
data in order to determine facility needs and any need to increase facility capacity.  

 

OVERVIEW: 

1.     The PSMP’s concept of supply and demand relies on very subjective foundations such as comparisons 
of DPR’s inventory of facilities with other cities.  

							There is no data to support the LOS recommendations. Even the subjective data such as 
trends, peer cities, observations, etc… are nowhere to be found in any public or internal 
documents to understand how these were even considered…   

							No data in the PSMP on how Arlington residents actually use or need facilities. But DPR has 
that data.  
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2.     Counting facilities per capita is the only quantitative basis provided in the LOS used to justify needs. Yet 
to address that supposed need, the PSMP switches to different metrics such as increasing playable 
hours by adding turf and lights—which is capacity metrics.  

This shows that not only is the LOS an inappropriate measure, but that data about capacity (hours 
needed and playable field hours) is critical to the discussion of facilities from the start. 

 

							In the LOS, all grass and synthetic turf, lit and unlit fields were counted the same as 1 field, ignoring their 
capacity. Yet, inexplicably, the PSMP says that turf and lights can meet the LOS needs via capacity increases, 
but the PSMP never explains how synthetic turf and lights are meeting the needs of residents now. 

Additional issues 

 The LOS provided for various facilities are incomplete and count only built-facilities and provide no LOS 
determinations for casual use space and natural areas—types of amenities listed as highest priority by 
respondents in a County-wide verified statistically valid survey.  

 There is no explanation, nor public record on the PSMP website, nor in the FOIA documents, for why 
particular “peer cities” were chosen for comparison, nor documentation about how their facilities (e.g. 
combination fields, synthetic turf, lit/unlit fields) were counted resulting in the “peer cities average” 

 There is no explanation by the County for the inconsistencies in LOS recommendations between drafts 
where substantive changes in population goals did not impact the number of fields needed.  

 It does not include significant, detailed data and analyses completed to date by DPR on past, current, 
and estimates of future facilities supply and demand.  

 Additional records obtained via FOIA show that the LOS numbers were “tweaked” to fit predetermined 
ranges. This further erodes trust that the LOS recommendations have any validity.  
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 Final Draft Input  
 Revisions: 

o Strategic Directions
o Level of Service
o Athletic Fields (lighting)  

 Next Steps 



FINAL POPS DRAFT
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Final Draft Feedback: 

• 285 responses online + approx. 50 
emails 

• Themes  
oLevel of Service 
oAthletic fields
oPump Tracks, Cyclocross, Mountain 

Biking/Trails 
oPickleball courts 



NEXT STEPS 
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Approval Process: 

• March 2019- Request to Advertise (RTA):
o Planning Commission: March 4, 6 or 7
o County Board: March 16 or 19

• April 2019- Action: 
o Planning Commission: April 8 or 10
o County Board: April 23 or 25
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 New priority action:
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will enable 
consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

 New action steps: 
o 1.1.8. Conduct a study of residual rights-of-way to determine if such spaces could 

be used for public space purposes on a temporary or permanent basis. 

o 1.3.3. When developing plans for public spaces, include intentionally designed 
casual use spaces where appropriate.

Casual use spaces have already been incorporated in the park master plans for Short Bridge 
Park (2018), Jennie Dean Park (2018), Shirlington Park (2018), and framework plan for 
Benjamin Banneker Park (2017).

This will be used in conjunction with LOS recommendations
and resident priorities for planning. 
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to athletic fields.

The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

 1.7.2. Seek opportunities to go beyond the minimum ADA requirements, when possible, 
to ensure the broadest access to public amenities.

field needs

field needs. 
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New action step: 
 1.10.3. Create a process and guidelines for developing parklets. 
Parklets are publicly accessible to all and serve as extensions of the sidewalk by 
converting curbside parking spaces into vibrant public spaces. Parklets are social 
platforms for the community, and are often developed through a partnership with 
the County, local businesses, and neighborhood organizations. Despite their size 
and atypical location, parklets can contribute to the public space network and 
overall sidewalk experience by providing places to sit, relax, or socialize. Future 
installations of parklets can increase social activity and enhance the pedestrian 
experience in the urban corridors throughout the County.
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 Additional Edits: 
o 1.2.4. Conduct a public space needs assessment, including a statistically valid 

survey and level of service analysis, on a 5-year cycle.
As the County needs, trends and population projections may change, conducting a needs 
assessment and reviewing and updating level of service analysis and methodology on a regular 
basis would allow the County to keep pace with these changes and adjust its recommendations 
accordingly. In addition, the County will periodically evaluate existing and gather new data on public 
space amenities, such as casual use spaces, natural lands, dog parks/runs, trails, athletic fields, 
community gardens, etc., to refine the Level of Service standards and approaches in the future.

o 1.3.1. Undertake Consider completing an inventory of casual use spaces to better 
understand their distribution and gaps.
Casual use space is a new concept, and as such, has not been inventoried. Further 
refining this concept should enable an inventory to be completed.

o 1.3.2. Explore Consider exploring opportunities to develop standards for casual use 
spaces.
As this concept is new and there is no inventory or benchmarking data available, the 
County should explore ways to develop standards for casual use spaces.



DRAFT REVISIONS: SD1 (PUBLIC SPACES) 
PAGE 63 IN THE FINAL DRAFT 
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or spaces which are deisgned to primarily serve another purpose
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 1.4.1. Explore opportunities to provide all-season access to certain high 
use athletic fields, commensurate with demand, through the use of 
temporary or permanent structures.

Historically, athletic programs were more seasonal, with different sports’ seasons having 
less overlap. In recent years, the seasons are being extended and some are played year-
round. However, Arlington’s climate is not always conducive to outdoor winter athletics. 
Temporary, climate controlled structures around outdoor athletic fields or permanent, 
indoor recreation centers with full size athletic fields could be possible solutions to 
providing all-season access and may help alleviate the need for additional fields.

 1.4.2. Explore Identify the locations for two new multi-use activity centers 
to provide year-round access to indoor athletic courts and fields.

 1.4.3. Establish Explore the identification of a dedicated pickleball facility 
to meet the growing demand.
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 1.5.10. Review and consider updating the County’s zoning regulations 
related to parks and public spaces in “S-3A” and “PS” districts, and 
other County codes as needed, related to public processes, setbacks, 
athletic field and other lighting, parking and parking options, signage, 
height, water features, fencing, and temporary use of public and private 
property as public space. - to provide appropriate design flexibility and 
respond to high-density contexts and efficient use of limited public 
space.
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New action & action steps: 
 2.2. Improve existing trails that currently do not meet design standards or user 

demands.
2.2.1. Undertake a system wide evaluation of the multiuse trails. Identify deficiencies where 
trails either do not meet current standards or no longer meet user demand due to heavy use.
2.2.2. Develop guidelines for trail lighting that will ensure safety of trail users while balancing 
impact on natural resources.

 2.1.7. Explore opportunities to provide a space for pump tracks and cyclocross on a 
temporary or permanent basis, while balancing potential impacts on natural resources 
and trees.   
Arlington does not currently provide opportunities for pump tracks or cyclocross. As part of the 
PSMP Update process, members of the community expressed interest in this type of 
amenities as that can provide additional experience for cyclists to recreate and practice riding 
skills. Some community members were also interested in mountain biking, however, mountain 
biking would need to have a robust and broad community conversation to understand the 
needs of the users and impacts on the natural environment prior to any consideration. 

Additional trail related edits: Existing Public Space System (Trails section) page 40 in the Final 
Draft: Connecting trails were removed and combined with the secondary use trails. 
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 Inner & Outer Loop Map- revised 
to be more conceptual 
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New action step: 
 3.2.10. Create pollinator corridors within parks and street medians, where 

appropriate.
Many pollinator habitats within the County are small and fragmented with little connectivity 
between them. Pollinator populations are therefore often isolated and small in numbers. 
The creation of pollinator corridors connecting those in parks and other public open spaces 
will help reduce or reverse the population declines that such pollinators as honeybees and 
monarch butterflies are experiencing.
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New action step: 
 6.2.10. Consider design and maintenance measures (like snow removal) 

that permit more year-round use of trails and other public spaces.
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 Introduction section (add language):  
o The PSMP is a long-term plan that provides numerous aspirational goals and tools for the 

development and management of public spaces. As such, the estimated future amenities 
needed by 2035 based on the level of service analysis are aspirational goals, that may not 
always be fully achievable, but they provide a baseline for future planning. In addition, there 
are different ways to achieve these aspirational goals. For example, converting existing 
grass fields to synthetic turf and/or adding lights can increase the number of hours of play to 
meet the demand for fields, or dividing full community garden plots into two half plots to 
double the number of available plots (see Case Studies on page 176).

o Level of service standards can and will change over time as industry trends change and 
demographic trends of a community change. The County will update its inventory of 
recreation amenities annually and will reexamine the recommended level of service 
standards at least every five years as the needs assessment is updated. The County will 
continue to seek ways to improve its planning tools, including refining the type and reliability 
of data representing projected future need (see 1.2.4).

^coupled with capacity and utilization data and resident priorities
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 Population-based standards section (add language):  
Population-based standards are expressed as a level of service (LOS) ratio of 
amenities to population. The current ratio is then compared to a target 
recommended ratio, which indicates whether more or fewer amenities are needed. 
The recommended level of service standards were evaluated using the current 
level of service, demographic data, community and stakeholder input, a statistically 
valid community survey, benchmark data, and national averages. These factors 
were not weighted, but rather used as a guide to help determine the recommended 
standard. The result is a set of recommended standards for Arlington County that 
will be used as a planning tool, together with other considerations. such as capacity and utilization data 

and resident priorities
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 Related Revisions in SD1:  
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will 
enable consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

o 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields help 
alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and analysis is 
needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through conversion to 
synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

>>> This analysis will be used to make decisions about field need, synthetic turf conversions and the addition of lights. 

field needs

field needs

smiles
Highlight




APPENDIX II (1) LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS TABLE)- CURRENT VERSION  
PAGES 174 & 175 IN THE FINAL DRAFT
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 Additional notes:
 1. Natural lands inventory will be reviewed and updated as part of the update process for the Natural Resources Management Plan and 

Urban Forestry Master Plan.
 2. There are different ways to meet the level of service goals, besides adding new facilities. For example, installing additional synthetic turf, 

and additional lighting on fields are tools to expand the available hours of play and meet the level of service goals without constructing new 
fields (see 1.2.6.).  The FY19-FY28 CIP identifies several projects to convert grass to synthetic turf at Thomas Jefferson Park and Kenmore  
Middle School. The Gunston diamond field is being converted to synthetic in 2019.

 3. Population estimates data: 2016- 221,560; 2025- 244,782; 2035- 266,302 (source: the Arlington County Profile from 2016 and the 
Arlington Round 9 Population Forecast also from 2016)

>>> Level of Service is just a guideline, it is not based on current facility capacity and cannot determine capacity goals. LOS recommendations are purely aspirational and 
cannot be used solely to determine how many facilities are needed nor how to specifically meet tthem. LOS must be used with other factors such as existing capacity and 
utilization data and resident priorities to determine actual need and how best to meet any need within the priorities of residents.  

smiles
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 Introduction (add language) page 196 in the Final Draft :  
 The installation of new lights to any field where there were none before has the potential to create concern 

and anxiety in the areas these amenities are located. Neighbors, especially in residential areas, may have 
concerns over what the changes may bring, such as, additional traffic, increased parking need, increased 
noise, and increased light levels and/or glare issues, among others. To help address these concerns, this 
PSMP includes a list of mitigation measures for sites when considering installing lighting. The list is not 
intended to be all inclusive and if other potential mitigation measures become available, they can be 
applied as needed and added to the list. Additionally, this document calls for the use of best technology to 
achieve efficiency, light uniformity and visual comfort while minimizing light spillage. This best technology 
should be considered on a case-by-case basis as to how it relates to the concerns listed above and if and 
what is appropriate for specific sites. The following criteria and standards for synthetic turf and lighting 
provide a set of data to begin to identify and prioritize fields for adding synthetic turf and/or lighting. Other 
factors include field ownership, potential site development and the ability to meet the surrounding 
community’s need for light and noise mitigation. Such mitigations may include, but are not limited to, 
vegetative barriers, fencing, field elevation, stadium seating, and limited hours of usage or curfews. When 
the top candidates are identified for synthetic turf conversion and/or lighting, and funding is available, 
there will be a civic engagement process to evaluate potential impacts, changes in use patterns and the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures (see 1.5.5).
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Field lighting standards: 
 Final Draft language (page 212 in the Final Draft): 
A. In residential areas, the proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.5 foot 

candles increase at adjacent residential property lines.
 Potential edits: 
o Option 1. 
 Proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.3 to 0.8 foot candles increase

at adjacent residential property lines. If technology allows for improvements to this standard, the County will utilize
designs and equipment that will do so.

o Option 2.
 As lighting technology continues to improve to address energy efficiency and the ability to minimize spill and glare,

the County will use the most current approaches to mitigate light intrusion by reducing spill light and glare to the
lowest levels feasible at the residential property line. Other jurisdictions such as Fairfax County after exhaustive
testing and research through unique studies and processes, not in a comprehensive plan, have determined specific
light spill and glare levels, such as using a range of 0.3fc to 0.8 fc measured 150 feet from the edge of the playing
surface for spill light. As this document is a policy level document and was not supported by specific technical
expertise, defined specifications are not included. At the time of any future capital lighting project initiative or the
development of a field lighting program in the County’s CIP, the County will undertake the process described in the
“Scoring Fields Against the Lighting Criteria” section. At that time, specific designs for the candidate list of fields will
be undertaken for analysis and the technical specifications of spill and glare will be taken into consideration to
determine what field(s) to be lighted will be recommended to the County Board for future funding opportunities.
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Field lighting process (Scoring Field Against Field Lighting Criteria, page 213 in the Final Draft) 
Add language:  

 As part of any future capital lighting project initiative or the development of a field lighting 
program in the County’s CIP, with direction from the County Board, staff will take the top 3 to 5 
candidates from the list of fields scored against the lighting criteria and conduct an analysis of 
the impact of adding lights using the Standards and Mitigation Measures described in this 
Appendix III. Additionally that analysis will evaluate the candidate fields for certain key 
considerations as described in Section IV Follow-on Recommendations of the Williamsburg 
Field Site Evaluation Workgroup Report, particularly those key considerations related to state of 
development of the area; topography, physical features and the presence of existing lighting in 
the area; the proximity of homes; and environmental impacts. Based on that more detailed 
analysis, the appropriate field(s) to be lighted will be presented to the County Board for future 
funding opportunities.
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to 

athletic fields.
The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf 
and addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service 
(see Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and 
Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

increasing field capacity when current capacity and utilization data has been completed for the PSMP. 

field needs
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From: John Seymour <juliaseymour@att.net> 

Date: Mon, Feb 25, 2019 at 4:36 PM 

Subject: Suggested language for "light standards" 

To: Erik Beach <ebeach@arlingtonva.us>, Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>, Jane 

Siegel <janesiegel@icloud.com>, Jane Rudolph <Jrudolph@arlingtonva.us> 

Cc: Erik Gutshall <egutshall@arlingtonva.us>, Joyce and Roy <Gamses@aol.com>, Nedim Ki-

rimca <nedim.kirimca@gmail.com> 

 
 
Erik and Others: 
 
Attached is some draft language that several of us crafted to replace Option 2 for “lighting 
standards” in the POPS draft.  We also explain the rationale for the language chosen.  The in-
tent was to provide some guide to County athletic field lighting decisions based on best engi-
neering practices, but also to preserve a measure of flexibility given the great variability in site 
characteristics throughout the County. 
 
We hope it is helpful. 
 
John Seymour 
 
 
 

 
Suggested Field Lighting Language to Replace Option 2 

 
“The County recognizes that lighting technology is rapidly evolving.  Athletic field lighting, in par-
ticular, has improved significantly in recent years to enhance energy efficiencies and reduce 
light spill and glare.  When making decisions about lighting fields that have not previously been 
lighted, the County will use the most advanced lighting technology available at the time of field 
lighting.  To guide its decisions, the County will give preference to lighting standards and de-
signs that meet or exceed those recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society “Recom-
mended Practice for Sports and Recreational Area Lighting” (IESNA RP-6-15, or more recent 
edition and the International Dark Sky Association and Illuminating Engineering Society Joint 
“Model Lighting Ordinance” dated June 15, 2011, or more recent edition.  These standards were 
developed to safely extend hours of play on athletic fields while preventing light pollution.  
 
The above language avoids several problems raised with respect to other options.  First, the 
language does not contain any specific quantitative light spill or glare number.  Rather, it refer-
ences the leading standards in the field, which provide guidance about acceptable and target 
levels for various settings.  Second, the language applies to all County properties, and not 
simply to “residential settings.”  This broader approach ensures that the County has appropriate 
standards and guidance to apply to candidate fields County-wide.  The language also makes 
clear that the appropriate standard is that available “at the time of field lighting.”  The County 
should not, of course, need to upgrade existing field lighting as technology advances.  Finally, 
the language provides only that the County will “give preference to” lighting standards and de-
signs that comply with IESNA and IDA standards.  This language is intended to ensure that the 
County does not make any binding commitment in this document— which the County may view 
as inappropriate in an aspirational and non-regulatory Master Plan.  
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From: Scott Miles [mailto:scott101010@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 1:35 PM 
To: Christian Dorsey <cdorsey@arlingtonva.us> 
Cc: wwross53@gmail.com; JM Schroll <jmschroll@gmail.com> 
Subject: Additional PSMP revisions needed in proposed 2/19 update 
 
Dear Chairman Dorsey:  
Regarding the newly drafted language for the PSMP, which is a step in the right direction, there 
remain a few issues that must be addressed in order to achieve the desired results.  
If the intention is to ensure that the LOS is “prescriptive” and to remove the totals 
column from the LOS, then that must be consistent throughout the PSMP – it currently is 
not.   
There is no mention of the core issues undermining the ability to meet field need in the 
PSMP.  
The newly drafted language presented to the POPS committee on Feb 19th actually has more 
references for Arlington needing to meet an additional 11 rectangular field and 2 diamond fields 
by 2035 based on the erroneous and incomplete LOS than in the current PSMP version.  
Furthermore, the LOS which is a facility per capita measurement, is being used to determine 
how many playable hours can be fulfilled with synthetic turf and lights, which is a capacity 
measurement. These are two entirely separate metrics. (See further explanation below) 
While it's necessary that reservations are publicly available, numerous internal documents, 
reports and outside consultants reports show that reservation data is inaccurate due to DPR's 
field allocation policies. DPR's policies allow leagues to reserve larger blocks of time than what 
ends up being used, but still remain reserved. Numerous documents evidence this issue with 
over-scheduling analyses, outside consultants' reports citing prioritization and field allocation 
issues, and even patterns of reservation data show preferences by leagues of only wanting to 
play on a few days and times during the Prime Hours of weekday evenings and weekends. All 
of this combined is being incorrectly associated with too few fields and capital investments. This 
must be acknowledged in the PSMP as a priority action.  
Recommendation 1:  Request that all citation of specific field need based on the LOS numbers 
are removed from the PSMP. (e.g. “Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular fields and 2 
diamond fields by 2035”)  

 
Recommendation 2:  Disconnect LOS (and the quantitative field numbers) as the determinant 
for turf and lights in the PSMP.  (See further explanation below)   
The existing and the newly proposed language improperly connect the LOS as the solution for 
field capacity needs and turf and lights. LOS cannot determine capacity need -- only capacity 
(utilization data) can do that.  

 
Recommendation 3: Insert into the PSMP as a Priority Action the need to properly address 
field management and allocation issues to understand field need.  
 
CONCLUSION:  
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1. Changes to the POPS slides 5, 6, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, 24 must be made (See attached 
document with proposed language changes in the POPS presentation)  

2. PSMP wording in the current and the proposed new language referencing the LOS 
field needs “Arlington needs 11 rectangular fields and 2 diamond fields by 2305” and the 
LOS connection to capacity deficits and solutions (turf and lights) must be removed. 

3. Priority action to address the field management and allocation issues which are 
undermining field access must be in the PSMP 

 
Thank you, 
Scott Miles 
 
   

Further explanation for these recommendations: 
  

1.       LOS is an inaccurate measurement to determine capacity solutions such as 
synthetic  turf and lights.  

•       LOS and capacity are two entirely separate metrics.  

o   LOS is per capita access to facilities, (e.g. 1 field per 7,000 people) 

o   Whereas field turf and lights increase capacity or playable hours (e.g. demand = 
8,000 hours, supply = 9,000 prime playable hours).  

Turf and lights do NOT increase/fulfill the LOS or per capita access to facilities. Arlington could 
convert every single field to turf and lights, yet the number of fields per capita (e.g. the LOS) do 
change at all.  
Yet, inexplicably, the PSMP says that turf and lights can meet the LOS needs via capacity 
increases but the PSMP never explains how synthetic turf and lights are meeting the needs 
of residents now.   
This shows that not only is the LOS an inappropriate measure, but that data about 
capacity (hours needed and playable field hours) is critical to the discussion of facilities 
from the start. 
   
2.       LOS is an inaccurate measurement to determine field need from the beginning in the 

PSMP 
•       The PSMP’s concept of supply and demand relies on very subjective foundations such 

as comparisons of DPR’s inventory of facilities with other cities.  

·            There is no data to support the LOS recommendations. Even the subjective 
data such as trends, peer cities, observations, etc… are nowhere to be found in 
any public or internal documents to understand how these were even 
considered…   



·            No data in the PSMP on how Arlington residents actually use or need facilities. 
But DPR has that data.  

•       In the LOS, all grass and synthetic turf, lit and unlit fields were counted the same as 1 
field, ignoring their capacity.  

•       There is no data to understand how peer cities and national averages and their fields 
were counted (combination fields, turf/grass, lights/no lights) 

•       Arlington has 35 diamond fields and 19 combination fields—a total of 54 diamond fields. 
During the spring season, Arlington residents have access to all 54 diamond fields. The 
LOS incorrectly counts only 43 diamond fields and assigns the LOS, or per capita 
access, to be much lower than it actually is, because of how DPR counted combination 
fields.  

CONCLUSION: 

The LOS is flawed, incomplete and based on subjective and unsubstantiated variables. It should 
NOT do two things; reference the need for a specific number of fields nor as the determinant for 
major park planning and capital investment decisions for capacity needs (turf and lights) 
anywhere in the PSMP.  
 
  
 



PUBLIC SPACES MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
(POPS)
POPS Advisory Committee 
February 19, 2019 

1



AGENDA

2

 Final Draft Input  
 Revisions: 

o Strategic Directions
o Level of Service
o Athletic Fields (lighting)  

 Next Steps 
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Final Draft Feedback: 

• 285 responses online + approx. 50 
emails 

• Themes  
oLevel of Service 
oAthletic fields
oPump Tracks, Cyclocross, Mountain 

Biking/Trails 
oPickleball courts 



NEXT STEPS 
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Approval Process: 

• March 2019- Request to Advertise (RTA):
o Planning Commission: March 4, 6 or 7
o County Board: March 16 or 19

• April 2019- Action: 
o Planning Commission: April 8 or 10
o County Board: April 23 or 25
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 New priority action:
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will enable 
consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

 New action steps: 
o 1.1.8. Conduct a study of residual rights-of-way to determine if such spaces could 

be used for public space purposes on a temporary or permanent basis. 

o 1.3.3. When developing plans for public spaces, include intentionally designed 
casual use spaces where appropriate.

Casual use spaces have already been incorporated in the park master plans for Short Bridge 
Park (2018), Jennie Dean Park (2018), Shirlington Park (2018), and framework plan for 
Benjamin Banneker Park (2017).

This will be used in conjunction with LOS recommendations
and resident priorities for planning. 
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to athletic fields.

The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

 1.7.2. Seek opportunities to go beyond the minimum ADA requirements, when possible, 
to ensure the broadest access to public amenities.

field needs

field needs. 
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New action step: 
 1.10.3. Create a process and guidelines for developing parklets. 
Parklets are publicly accessible to all and serve as extensions of the sidewalk by 
converting curbside parking spaces into vibrant public spaces. Parklets are social 
platforms for the community, and are often developed through a partnership with 
the County, local businesses, and neighborhood organizations. Despite their size 
and atypical location, parklets can contribute to the public space network and 
overall sidewalk experience by providing places to sit, relax, or socialize. Future 
installations of parklets can increase social activity and enhance the pedestrian 
experience in the urban corridors throughout the County.
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 Additional Edits: 
o 1.2.4. Conduct a public space needs assessment, including a statistically valid 

survey and level of service analysis, on a 5-year cycle.
As the County needs, trends and population projections may change, conducting a needs 
assessment and reviewing and updating level of service analysis and methodology on a regular 
basis would allow the County to keep pace with these changes and adjust its recommendations 
accordingly. In addition, the County will periodically evaluate existing and gather new data on public 
space amenities, such as casual use spaces, natural lands, dog parks/runs, trails, athletic fields, 
community gardens, etc., to refine the Level of Service standards and approaches in the future.

o 1.3.1. Undertake Consider completing an inventory of casual use spaces to better 
understand their distribution and gaps.
Casual use space is a new concept, and as such, has not been inventoried. Further 
refining this concept should enable an inventory to be completed.

o 1.3.2. Explore Consider exploring opportunities to develop standards for casual use 
spaces.
As this concept is new and there is no inventory or benchmarking data available, the 
County should explore ways to develop standards for casual use spaces.
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or spaces which are deisgned to primarily serve another purpose
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 1.4.1. Explore opportunities to provide all-season access to certain high 
use athletic fields, commensurate with demand, through the use of 
temporary or permanent structures.

Historically, athletic programs were more seasonal, with different sports’ seasons having 
less overlap. In recent years, the seasons are being extended and some are played year-
round. However, Arlington’s climate is not always conducive to outdoor winter athletics. 
Temporary, climate controlled structures around outdoor athletic fields or permanent, 
indoor recreation centers with full size athletic fields could be possible solutions to 
providing all-season access and may help alleviate the need for additional fields.

 1.4.2. Explore Identify the locations for two new multi-use activity centers 
to provide year-round access to indoor athletic courts and fields.

 1.4.3. Establish Explore the identification of a dedicated pickleball facility 
to meet the growing demand.
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 1.5.10. Review and consider updating the County’s zoning regulations 
related to parks and public spaces in “S-3A” and “PS” districts, and 
other County codes as needed, related to public processes, setbacks, 
athletic field and other lighting, parking and parking options, signage, 
height, water features, fencing, and temporary use of public and private 
property as public space. - to provide appropriate design flexibility and 
respond to high-density contexts and efficient use of limited public 
space.
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New action & action steps: 
 2.2. Improve existing trails that currently do not meet design standards or user 

demands.
2.2.1. Undertake a system wide evaluation of the multiuse trails. Identify deficiencies where 
trails either do not meet current standards or no longer meet user demand due to heavy use.
2.2.2. Develop guidelines for trail lighting that will ensure safety of trail users while balancing 
impact on natural resources.

 2.1.7. Explore opportunities to provide a space for pump tracks and cyclocross on a 
temporary or permanent basis, while balancing potential impacts on natural resources 
and trees.   
Arlington does not currently provide opportunities for pump tracks or cyclocross. As part of the 
PSMP Update process, members of the community expressed interest in this type of 
amenities as that can provide additional experience for cyclists to recreate and practice riding 
skills. Some community members were also interested in mountain biking, however, mountain 
biking would need to have a robust and broad community conversation to understand the 
needs of the users and impacts on the natural environment prior to any consideration. 

Additional trail related edits: Existing Public Space System (Trails section) page 40 in the Final 
Draft: Connecting trails were removed and combined with the secondary use trails. 
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 Inner & Outer Loop Map- revised 
to be more conceptual 
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New action step: 
 3.2.10. Create pollinator corridors within parks and street medians, where 

appropriate.
Many pollinator habitats within the County are small and fragmented with little connectivity 
between them. Pollinator populations are therefore often isolated and small in numbers. 
The creation of pollinator corridors connecting those in parks and other public open spaces 
will help reduce or reverse the population declines that such pollinators as honeybees and 
monarch butterflies are experiencing.
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New action step: 
 6.2.10. Consider design and maintenance measures (like snow removal) 

that permit more year-round use of trails and other public spaces.
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 Introduction section (add language):  
o The PSMP is a long-term plan that provides numerous aspirational goals and tools for the 

development and management of public spaces. As such, the estimated future amenities 
needed by 2035 based on the level of service analysis are aspirational goals, that may not 
always be fully achievable, but they provide a baseline for future planning. In addition, there 
are different ways to achieve these aspirational goals. For example, converting existing 
grass fields to synthetic turf and/or adding lights can increase the number of hours of play to 
meet the demand for fields, or dividing full community garden plots into two half plots to 
double the number of available plots (see Case Studies on page 176).

o Level of service standards can and will change over time as industry trends change and 
demographic trends of a community change. The County will update its inventory of 
recreation amenities annually and will reexamine the recommended level of service 
standards at least every five years as the needs assessment is updated. The County will 
continue to seek ways to improve its planning tools, including refining the type and reliability 
of data representing projected future need (see 1.2.4).

^coupled with capacity and utilization data and resident priorities
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 Population-based standards section (add language):  
Population-based standards are expressed as a level of service (LOS) ratio of 
amenities to population. The current ratio is then compared to a target 
recommended ratio, which indicates whether more or fewer amenities are needed. 
The recommended level of service standards were evaluated using the current 
level of service, demographic data, community and stakeholder input, a statistically 
valid community survey, benchmark data, and national averages. These factors 
were not weighted, but rather used as a guide to help determine the recommended 
standard. The result is a set of recommended standards for Arlington County that 
will be used as a planning tool, together with other considerations. such as capacity and utilization data 

and resident priorities
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 Related Revisions in SD1:  
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will 
enable consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

o 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields help 
alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and analysis is 
needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through conversion to 
synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

>>> This analysis will be used to make decisions about field need, synthetic turf conversions and the addition of lights. 

field needs

field needs

Kari
Highlight
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 Additional notes:
 1. Natural lands inventory will be reviewed and updated as part of the update process for the Natural Resources Management Plan and 

Urban Forestry Master Plan.
 2. There are different ways to meet the level of service goals, besides adding new facilities. For example, installing additional synthetic turf, 

and additional lighting on fields are tools to expand the available hours of play and meet the level of service goals without constructing new 
fields (see 1.2.6.).  The FY19-FY28 CIP identifies several projects to convert grass to synthetic turf at Thomas Jefferson Park and Kenmore  
Middle School. The Gunston diamond field is being converted to synthetic in 2019.

 3. Population estimates data: 2016- 221,560; 2025- 244,782; 2035- 266,302 (source: the Arlington County Profile from 2016 and the 
Arlington Round 9 Population Forecast also from 2016)

>>> Level of Service is just a guideline, it is not based on current facility capacity and cannot determine capacity goals. LOS recommendations are purely aspirational and 
cannot be used solely to determine how many facilities are needed nor how to specifically meet tthem. LOS must be used with other factors such as existing capacity and 
utilization data and resident priorities to determine actual need and how best to meet any need within the priorities of residents.  

Kari
Highlight

Kari
Highlight

Kari
Highlight
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 Introduction (add language) page 196 in the Final Draft :  
 The installation of new lights to any field where there were none before has the potential to create concern 

and anxiety in the areas these amenities are located. Neighbors, especially in residential areas, may have 
concerns over what the changes may bring, such as, additional traffic, increased parking need, increased 
noise, and increased light levels and/or glare issues, among others. To help address these concerns, this 
PSMP includes a list of mitigation measures for sites when considering installing lighting. The list is not 
intended to be all inclusive and if other potential mitigation measures become available, they can be 
applied as needed and added to the list. Additionally, this document calls for the use of best technology to 
achieve efficiency, light uniformity and visual comfort while minimizing light spillage. This best technology 
should be considered on a case-by-case basis as to how it relates to the concerns listed above and if and 
what is appropriate for specific sites. The following criteria and standards for synthetic turf and lighting 
provide a set of data to begin to identify and prioritize fields for adding synthetic turf and/or lighting. Other 
factors include field ownership, potential site development and the ability to meet the surrounding 
community’s need for light and noise mitigation. Such mitigations may include, but are not limited to, 
vegetative barriers, fencing, field elevation, stadium seating, and limited hours of usage or curfews. When 
the top candidates are identified for synthetic turf conversion and/or lighting, and funding is available, 
there will be a civic engagement process to evaluate potential impacts, changes in use patterns and the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures (see 1.5.5).
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Field lighting standards: 
 Final Draft language (page 212 in the Final Draft): 
A. In residential areas, the proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.5 foot 

candles increase at adjacent residential property lines.
 Potential edits: 
o Option 1. 
 Proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.3 to 0.8 foot candles increase

at adjacent residential property lines. If technology allows for improvements to this standard, the County will utilize
designs and equipment that will do so.

o Option 2.
 As lighting technology continues to improve to address energy efficiency and the ability to minimize spill and glare,

the County will use the most current approaches to mitigate light intrusion by reducing spill light and glare to the
lowest levels feasible at the residential property line. Other jurisdictions such as Fairfax County after exhaustive
testing and research through unique studies and processes, not in a comprehensive plan, have determined specific
light spill and glare levels, such as using a range of 0.3fc to 0.8 fc measured 150 feet from the edge of the playing
surface for spill light. As this document is a policy level document and was not supported by specific technical
expertise, defined specifications are not included. At the time of any future capital lighting project initiative or the
development of a field lighting program in the County’s CIP, the County will undertake the process described in the
“Scoring Fields Against the Lighting Criteria” section. At that time, specific designs for the candidate list of fields will
be undertaken for analysis and the technical specifications of spill and glare will be taken into consideration to
determine what field(s) to be lighted will be recommended to the County Board for future funding opportunities.
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Field lighting process (Scoring Field Against Field Lighting Criteria, page 213 in the Final Draft) 
Add language:  

 As part of any future capital lighting project initiative or the development of a field lighting 
program in the County’s CIP, with direction from the County Board, staff will take the top 3 to 5 
candidates from the list of fields scored against the lighting criteria and conduct an analysis of 
the impact of adding lights using the Standards and Mitigation Measures described in this 
Appendix III. Additionally that analysis will evaluate the candidate fields for certain key 
considerations as described in Section IV Follow-on Recommendations of the Williamsburg 
Field Site Evaluation Workgroup Report, particularly those key considerations related to state of 
development of the area; topography, physical features and the presence of existing lighting in 
the area; the proximity of homes; and environmental impacts. Based on that more detailed 
analysis, the appropriate field(s) to be lighted will be presented to the County Board for future 
funding opportunities.
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to 

athletic fields.
The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf 
and addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service 
(see Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and 
Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

increasing field capacity when current capacity and utilization data has been completed for the PSMP. 

field needs
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From: Peter Rousselot [mailto:peter.rousselot@outlook.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 2:00 PM 
To: Christian Dorsey <cdorsey@arlingtonva.us> 
Cc: Scott Miles <scott101010@gmail.com>; Kari Klaus <keklaus@aol.com>; Jesse Boeding 
<jesseboeding@gmail.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Additional PSMP revisions needed in proposed 2/19 update 
 
Christian, I also support these additional PSMP revisions needed. Best, Peter 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

 
From: Scott Miles <scott101010@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 4:31:53 PM 
To: JULIASEYMOUR@att.net; jesseboeding@gmail.com; nedim.kirimca@gmail.com; 
peter.rousselot@outlook.com; gamses@aol.com; natashaatkins1@gmail.com; duke.banks@gmail.com 
Subject: Fwd: Additional PSMP revisions needed in proposed 2/19 update  
  
FYI 
 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject:  Additional PSMP revisions needed in proposed 2/19 update 

Date:  Tue, 26 Feb 2019 13:34:54 -0500 

From:  Scott Miles <scott101010@gmail.com> 

To:  Christian Dorsey <cdorsey@arlingtonva.us> 

CC:  Bill Ross <wwross53@gmail.com>, James Schroll <jmschroll@gmail.com> 

 
 
Dear Chairman Dorsey:  
Regarding the newly drafted language for the PSMP, which is a step in the right direction, there 
remain a few issues that must be addressed in order to achieve the desired results.  
If the intention is to ensure that the LOS is “prescriptive” and to remove the totals 
column from the LOS, then that must be consistent throughout the PSMP – it currently is 
not.   
There is no mention of the core issues undermining the ability to meet field need in the 
PSMP.  
The newly drafted language presented to the POPS committee on Feb 19th actually has more 
references for Arlington needing to meet an additional 11 rectangular field and 2 diamond fields 
by 2035 based on the erroneous and incomplete LOS than in the current PSMP version.  
Furthermore, the LOS which is a facility per capita measurement, is being used to determine 
how many playable hours can be fulfilled with synthetic turf and lights, which is a capacity 
measurement. These are two entirely separate metrics. (See further explanation below) 
While it's necessary that reservations are publicly available, numerous internal documents, 
reports and outside consultants reports show that reservation data is inaccurate due to DPR's 
field allocation policies. DPR's policies allow leagues to reserve larger blocks of time than what 
ends up being used, but still remain reserved. Numerous documents evidence this issue with 
over-scheduling analyses, outside consultants' reports citing prioritization and field allocation 
issues, and even patterns of reservation data show preferences by leagues of only wanting to 
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play on a few days and times during the Prime Hours of weekday evenings and weekends. All 
of this combined is being incorrectly associated with too few fields and capital investments. This 
must be acknowledged in the PSMP as a priority action.  
Recommendation 1:  Request that all citation of specific field need based on the LOS numbers 
are removed from the PSMP. (e.g. “Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular fields and 2 
diamond fields by 2035”)  

 
Recommendation 2:  Disconnect LOS (and the quantitative field numbers) as the determinant 
for turf and lights in the PSMP.  (See further explanation below)   
The existing and the newly proposed language improperly connect the LOS as the solution for 
field capacity needs and turf and lights. LOS cannot determine capacity need -- only capacity 
(utilization data) can do that.  

 
Recommendation 3: Insert into the PSMP as a Priority Action the need to properly address 
field management and allocation issues to understand field need.  
 
CONCLUSION:  

1. Changes to the POPS slides 5, 6, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, 24 must be made (See attached 
document with proposed language changes in the POPS presentation)  

2. PSMP wording in the current and the proposed new language referencing the LOS 
field needs “Arlington needs 11 rectangular fields and 2 diamond fields by 2305” and the 
LOS connection to capacity deficits and solutions (turf and lights) must be removed. 

3. Priority action to address the field management and allocation issues which are 
undermining field access must be in the PSMP 

 
Thank you, 
Scott Miles 
 
   

Further explanation for these recommendations: 
  

1.       LOS is an inaccurate measurement to determine capacity solutions such as 
synthetic  turf and lights.  

•       LOS and capacity are two entirely separate metrics.  

o   LOS is per capita access to facilities, (e.g. 1 field per 7,000 people) 



o   Whereas field turf and lights increase capacity or playable hours (e.g. demand = 
8,000 hours, supply = 9,000 prime playable hours).  

Turf and lights do NOT increase/fulfill the LOS or per capita access to facilities. Arlington could 
convert every single field to turf and lights, yet the number of fields per capita (e.g. the LOS) do 
change at all.  
Yet, inexplicably, the PSMP says that turf and lights can meet the LOS needs via capacity 
increases but the PSMP never explains how synthetic turf and lights are meeting the needs 
of residents now.   
This shows that not only is the LOS an inappropriate measure, but that data about 
capacity (hours needed and playable field hours) is critical to the discussion of facilities 
from the start. 
   
2.       LOS is an inaccurate measurement to determine field need from the beginning in the 

PSMP 
•       The PSMP’s concept of supply and demand relies on very subjective foundations such 

as comparisons of DPR’s inventory of facilities with other cities.  

·            There is no data to support the LOS recommendations. Even the subjective 
data such as trends, peer cities, observations, etc… are nowhere to be found in 
any public or internal documents to understand how these were even 
considered…   

·            No data in the PSMP on how Arlington residents actually use or need facilities. 
But DPR has that data.  

•       In the LOS, all grass and synthetic turf, lit and unlit fields were counted the same as 1 
field, ignoring their capacity.  

•       There is no data to understand how peer cities and national averages and their fields 
were counted (combination fields, turf/grass, lights/no lights) 

•       Arlington has 35 diamond fields and 19 combination fields—a total of 54 diamond fields. 
During the spring season, Arlington residents have access to all 54 diamond fields. The 
LOS incorrectly counts only 43 diamond fields and assigns the LOS, or per capita 
access, to be much lower than it actually is, because of how DPR counted combination 
fields.  

CONCLUSION: 

The LOS is flawed, incomplete and based on subjective and unsubstantiated variables. It should 
NOT do two things; reference the need for a specific number of fields nor as the determinant for 
major park planning and capital investment decisions for capacity needs (turf and lights) 
anywhere in the PSMP.  
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 Final Draft Input  
 Revisions: 

o Strategic Directions
o Level of Service
o Athletic Fields (lighting)  

 Next Steps 
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Final Draft Feedback: 

• 285 responses online + approx. 50 
emails 

• Themes  
oLevel of Service 
oAthletic fields
oPump Tracks, Cyclocross, Mountain 

Biking/Trails 
oPickleball courts 



NEXT STEPS 
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Approval Process: 

• March 2019- Request to Advertise (RTA):
o Planning Commission: March 4, 6 or 7
o County Board: March 16 or 19

• April 2019- Action: 
o Planning Commission: April 8 or 10
o County Board: April 23 or 25
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 New priority action:
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will enable 
consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

 New action steps: 
o 1.1.8. Conduct a study of residual rights-of-way to determine if such spaces could 

be used for public space purposes on a temporary or permanent basis. 

o 1.3.3. When developing plans for public spaces, include intentionally designed 
casual use spaces where appropriate.

Casual use spaces have already been incorporated in the park master plans for Short Bridge 
Park (2018), Jennie Dean Park (2018), Shirlington Park (2018), and framework plan for 
Benjamin Banneker Park (2017).

This will be used in conjunction with LOS recommendations
and resident priorities for planning. 
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to athletic fields.

The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

 1.7.2. Seek opportunities to go beyond the minimum ADA requirements, when possible, 
to ensure the broadest access to public amenities.

field needs

field needs. 
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New action step: 
 1.10.3. Create a process and guidelines for developing parklets. 
Parklets are publicly accessible to all and serve as extensions of the sidewalk by 
converting curbside parking spaces into vibrant public spaces. Parklets are social 
platforms for the community, and are often developed through a partnership with 
the County, local businesses, and neighborhood organizations. Despite their size 
and atypical location, parklets can contribute to the public space network and 
overall sidewalk experience by providing places to sit, relax, or socialize. Future 
installations of parklets can increase social activity and enhance the pedestrian 
experience in the urban corridors throughout the County.
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 Additional Edits: 
o 1.2.4. Conduct a public space needs assessment, including a statistically valid 

survey and level of service analysis, on a 5-year cycle.
As the County needs, trends and population projections may change, conducting a needs 
assessment and reviewing and updating level of service analysis and methodology on a regular 
basis would allow the County to keep pace with these changes and adjust its recommendations 
accordingly. In addition, the County will periodically evaluate existing and gather new data on public 
space amenities, such as casual use spaces, natural lands, dog parks/runs, trails, athletic fields, 
community gardens, etc., to refine the Level of Service standards and approaches in the future.

o 1.3.1. Undertake Consider completing an inventory of casual use spaces to better 
understand their distribution and gaps.
Casual use space is a new concept, and as such, has not been inventoried. Further 
refining this concept should enable an inventory to be completed.

o 1.3.2. Explore Consider exploring opportunities to develop standards for casual use 
spaces.
As this concept is new and there is no inventory or benchmarking data available, the 
County should explore ways to develop standards for casual use spaces.
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or spaces which are deisgned to primarily serve another purpose
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 1.4.1. Explore opportunities to provide all-season access to certain high 
use athletic fields, commensurate with demand, through the use of 
temporary or permanent structures.

Historically, athletic programs were more seasonal, with different sports’ seasons having 
less overlap. In recent years, the seasons are being extended and some are played year-
round. However, Arlington’s climate is not always conducive to outdoor winter athletics. 
Temporary, climate controlled structures around outdoor athletic fields or permanent, 
indoor recreation centers with full size athletic fields could be possible solutions to 
providing all-season access and may help alleviate the need for additional fields.

 1.4.2. Explore Identify the locations for two new multi-use activity centers 
to provide year-round access to indoor athletic courts and fields.

 1.4.3. Establish Explore the identification of a dedicated pickleball facility 
to meet the growing demand.
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 1.5.10. Review and consider updating the County’s zoning regulations 
related to parks and public spaces in “S-3A” and “PS” districts, and 
other County codes as needed, related to public processes, setbacks, 
athletic field and other lighting, parking and parking options, signage, 
height, water features, fencing, and temporary use of public and private 
property as public space. - to provide appropriate design flexibility and 
respond to high-density contexts and efficient use of limited public 
space.
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New action & action steps: 
 2.2. Improve existing trails that currently do not meet design standards or user 

demands.
2.2.1. Undertake a system wide evaluation of the multiuse trails. Identify deficiencies where 
trails either do not meet current standards or no longer meet user demand due to heavy use.
2.2.2. Develop guidelines for trail lighting that will ensure safety of trail users while balancing 
impact on natural resources.

 2.1.7. Explore opportunities to provide a space for pump tracks and cyclocross on a 
temporary or permanent basis, while balancing potential impacts on natural resources 
and trees.   
Arlington does not currently provide opportunities for pump tracks or cyclocross. As part of the 
PSMP Update process, members of the community expressed interest in this type of 
amenities as that can provide additional experience for cyclists to recreate and practice riding 
skills. Some community members were also interested in mountain biking, however, mountain 
biking would need to have a robust and broad community conversation to understand the 
needs of the users and impacts on the natural environment prior to any consideration. 

Additional trail related edits: Existing Public Space System (Trails section) page 40 in the Final 
Draft: Connecting trails were removed and combined with the secondary use trails. 
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 Inner & Outer Loop Map- revised 
to be more conceptual 
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New action step: 
 3.2.10. Create pollinator corridors within parks and street medians, where 

appropriate.
Many pollinator habitats within the County are small and fragmented with little connectivity 
between them. Pollinator populations are therefore often isolated and small in numbers. 
The creation of pollinator corridors connecting those in parks and other public open spaces 
will help reduce or reverse the population declines that such pollinators as honeybees and 
monarch butterflies are experiencing.
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New action step: 
 6.2.10. Consider design and maintenance measures (like snow removal) 

that permit more year-round use of trails and other public spaces.
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 Introduction section (add language):  
o The PSMP is a long-term plan that provides numerous aspirational goals and tools for the 

development and management of public spaces. As such, the estimated future amenities 
needed by 2035 based on the level of service analysis are aspirational goals, that may not 
always be fully achievable, but they provide a baseline for future planning. In addition, there 
are different ways to achieve these aspirational goals. For example, converting existing 
grass fields to synthetic turf and/or adding lights can increase the number of hours of play to 
meet the demand for fields, or dividing full community garden plots into two half plots to 
double the number of available plots (see Case Studies on page 176).

o Level of service standards can and will change over time as industry trends change and 
demographic trends of a community change. The County will update its inventory of 
recreation amenities annually and will reexamine the recommended level of service 
standards at least every five years as the needs assessment is updated. The County will 
continue to seek ways to improve its planning tools, including refining the type and reliability 
of data representing projected future need (see 1.2.4).

^coupled with capacity and utilization data and resident priorities
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 Population-based standards section (add language):  
Population-based standards are expressed as a level of service (LOS) ratio of 
amenities to population. The current ratio is then compared to a target 
recommended ratio, which indicates whether more or fewer amenities are needed. 
The recommended level of service standards were evaluated using the current 
level of service, demographic data, community and stakeholder input, a statistically 
valid community survey, benchmark data, and national averages. These factors 
were not weighted, but rather used as a guide to help determine the recommended 
standard. The result is a set of recommended standards for Arlington County that 
will be used as a planning tool, together with other considerations. such as capacity and utilization data 

and resident priorities
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 Related Revisions in SD1:  
o 1.2.5. Analyze athletic field utilization to improve data on the current use and assess 

future athletic field needs.
The County will work with the community to determine a set of use assumptions that will 
enable consistent evaluation of field utilization and capacity. 

o 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf and 
addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service (see 
Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields help 
alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and analysis is 
needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through conversion to 
synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

>>> This analysis will be used to make decisions about field need, synthetic turf conversions and the addition of lights. 

field needs

field needs

Kari
Highlight
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 Additional notes:
 1. Natural lands inventory will be reviewed and updated as part of the update process for the Natural Resources Management Plan and 

Urban Forestry Master Plan.
 2. There are different ways to meet the level of service goals, besides adding new facilities. For example, installing additional synthetic turf, 

and additional lighting on fields are tools to expand the available hours of play and meet the level of service goals without constructing new 
fields (see 1.2.6.).  The FY19-FY28 CIP identifies several projects to convert grass to synthetic turf at Thomas Jefferson Park and Kenmore  
Middle School. The Gunston diamond field is being converted to synthetic in 2019.

 3. Population estimates data: 2016- 221,560; 2025- 244,782; 2035- 266,302 (source: the Arlington County Profile from 2016 and the 
Arlington Round 9 Population Forecast also from 2016)

>>> Level of Service is just a guideline, it is not based on current facility capacity and cannot determine capacity goals. LOS recommendations are purely aspirational and 
cannot be used solely to determine how many facilities are needed nor how to specifically meet tthem. LOS must be used with other factors such as existing capacity and 
utilization data and resident priorities to determine actual need and how best to meet any need within the priorities of residents.  

Kari
Highlight

Kari
Highlight

Kari
Highlight
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 Introduction (add language) page 196 in the Final Draft :  
 The installation of new lights to any field where there were none before has the potential to create concern 

and anxiety in the areas these amenities are located. Neighbors, especially in residential areas, may have 
concerns over what the changes may bring, such as, additional traffic, increased parking need, increased 
noise, and increased light levels and/or glare issues, among others. To help address these concerns, this 
PSMP includes a list of mitigation measures for sites when considering installing lighting. The list is not 
intended to be all inclusive and if other potential mitigation measures become available, they can be 
applied as needed and added to the list. Additionally, this document calls for the use of best technology to 
achieve efficiency, light uniformity and visual comfort while minimizing light spillage. This best technology 
should be considered on a case-by-case basis as to how it relates to the concerns listed above and if and 
what is appropriate for specific sites. The following criteria and standards for synthetic turf and lighting 
provide a set of data to begin to identify and prioritize fields for adding synthetic turf and/or lighting. Other 
factors include field ownership, potential site development and the ability to meet the surrounding 
community’s need for light and noise mitigation. Such mitigations may include, but are not limited to, 
vegetative barriers, fencing, field elevation, stadium seating, and limited hours of usage or curfews. When 
the top candidates are identified for synthetic turf conversion and/or lighting, and funding is available, 
there will be a civic engagement process to evaluate potential impacts, changes in use patterns and the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures (see 1.5.5).
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Field lighting standards: 
 Final Draft language (page 212 in the Final Draft): 
A. In residential areas, the proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.5 foot 

candles increase at adjacent residential property lines.
 Potential edits: 
o Option 1. 
 Proposed field lighting will be designed and installed to ensure less than or equal to 0.3 to 0.8 foot candles increase

at adjacent residential property lines. If technology allows for improvements to this standard, the County will utilize
designs and equipment that will do so.

o Option 2.
 As lighting technology continues to improve to address energy efficiency and the ability to minimize spill and glare,

the County will use the most current approaches to mitigate light intrusion by reducing spill light and glare to the
lowest levels feasible at the residential property line. Other jurisdictions such as Fairfax County after exhaustive
testing and research through unique studies and processes, not in a comprehensive plan, have determined specific
light spill and glare levels, such as using a range of 0.3fc to 0.8 fc measured 150 feet from the edge of the playing
surface for spill light. As this document is a policy level document and was not supported by specific technical
expertise, defined specifications are not included. At the time of any future capital lighting project initiative or the
development of a field lighting program in the County’s CIP, the County will undertake the process described in the
“Scoring Fields Against the Lighting Criteria” section. At that time, specific designs for the candidate list of fields will
be undertaken for analysis and the technical specifications of spill and glare will be taken into consideration to
determine what field(s) to be lighted will be recommended to the County Board for future funding opportunities.
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Field lighting process (Scoring Field Against Field Lighting Criteria, page 213 in the Final Draft) 
Add language:  

 As part of any future capital lighting project initiative or the development of a field lighting 
program in the County’s CIP, with direction from the County Board, staff will take the top 3 to 5 
candidates from the list of fields scored against the lighting criteria and conduct an analysis of 
the impact of adding lights using the Standards and Mitigation Measures described in this 
Appendix III. Additionally that analysis will evaluate the candidate fields for certain key 
considerations as described in Section IV Follow-on Recommendations of the Williamsburg 
Field Site Evaluation Workgroup Report, particularly those key considerations related to state of 
development of the area; topography, physical features and the presence of existing lighting in 
the area; the proximity of homes; and environmental impacts. Based on that more detailed 
analysis, the appropriate field(s) to be lighted will be presented to the County Board for future 
funding opportunities.
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New action steps: 
 1.5.5. Define a transparent civic engagement process for adding lights to 

athletic fields.
The majority of athletic fields in Arlington are located within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. Establishing a clear civic engagement process for new locations of field 
lighting, and fully exploring possible mitigation measures and potential changes in use 
patterns, would ensure that the potential impact to adjacent residences is appropriately 
considered.

 1.5.6. Explore connection between conversion of grass fields to synthetic turf 
and addition of lights and the need for new fields based on the Level of Service 
(see Appendix II: Level of Service & Appendix III, Fields: Synthetic Turf and 
Lighting).

Level of Service standards estimate that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular 
fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035. Adding synthetic turf and lighting to existing fields 
help alleviate the demand for additional field space. However, additional review and 
analysis is needed to better inform how the additional hours of play gained through 
conversion to synthetic turf and lighting impact the need for new fields.

increasing field capacity when current capacity and utilization data has been completed for the PSMP. 

field needs
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From: John Seymour [mailto:juliaseymour@att.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 10:19 AM 
To: Gizele Johnson <Gjohnson@arlingtonva.us> 
Cc: Jane Siegel <janesiegel@icloud.com>; JM Schroll <jmschroll@gmail.com>; Christian Dorsey 
<cdorsey@arlingtonva.us> 
Subject: Re: Proposed Option for Athletic Field Lighting Standards 
 
Thanks very much Gizele.  One additional point that may be of interest to the Commissioners: 
 
In 2017, The Planning Commission held a lengthy hearing on the Williamsburg Field Lights issue.  In its 
subsequent letter to the County Board dated September 13, 2017, it recommended that the County 
Board direct the County Manager to “incorporate the recommendations in E2C2’s White Paper on 
Mitigating Light Pollution (2016) and E2C2’s August 30, 2017 letter to the County Board concerning 
Williamsburg lighting into the Draft Public Spaces Master Plan Update to establish guidelines for 
implementation of field lighting.”  Both documents referenced by the Planning Commission 
recommended that the Update incorporate guidelines and standards for athletic field lighting 
recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America. 
 
The language on “field lighting” I have proposed and circulated is consistent, I believe, with the prior 
recommendation of both E2C2 and the Planning Commission. 
 
Thanks again. 
 
John Seymour 
 
 
On Mar 6, 2019, at 9:59 AM, Gizele Johnson <Gjohnson@arlingtonva.us> wrote: 
 
Good Morning John, I certainly will. 
 
 
Ms. Gizele M. Carnell Johnson, Clerk 
Arlington County Planning Commission/Public Meeting Logistics Coordinator  
 
 
Planning Division 
2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suite 700 
Arlington, VA 22201 
703.228.3525 (main) | 703.228.3543 (fax) 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=www.arlingtonva.us&amp;data=02%7C01%7CGjo
hnson%40arlingtonva.us%7Cf8f3b73e389d4191eccf08d6a247111f%7C803548041fdf428e9f5f5091e994
cf54%7C0%7C0%7C636874823446492191&amp;sdata=D54l%2BCdA7PJQEW4a8WgSm4K%2FHUu3S18i
YrcuqDXNPvk%3D&amp;reserved=0 | Gjohnson@arlingtonva.us  
 
All correspondence sent to and from Arlington County Government is subject to the public record laws 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
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From: John Seymour [mailto:juliaseymour@att.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 9:55 AM 
To: Gizele Johnson <Gjohnson@arlingtonva.us> 
Cc: Jane Siegel <janesiegel@icloud.com>; JM Schroll <jmschroll@gmail.com>; Christian Dorsey 
<cdorsey@arlingtonva.us> 
Subject: Proposed Option for Athletic Field Lighting Standards 
 
Hi Gizelle: 
 
I am attaching below (in Word and Pages) my “Suggested Field Lighting Language” for consideration by 
the Planning Commission at this evening’s meeting on the Public Spaces Master Plan Update.  Could you 
please distribute it to the Commissioners? 
 
Thanks very much. 
 
John Seymour 
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Suggested Field Lighting Language to Replace Option 2A 
 
“The County recognizes that lighting technology is rapidly evolving.  Athletic field lighting, in par-
ticular, has improved significantly in recent years to enhance energy efficiencies and reduce 
light spill and glare.  When making decisions about lighting fields that have not previously been 
lighted, the County will use the most advanced lighting technology available at the time of field 
lighting.  In reaching its decisions,o guide its decisions, the County will review and be guided by 
give preference to lighting standards and designs that meet or exceed those recommended by 
the Illuminating Engineering Society in its “Recommended Practice for Sports and Recreational 
Area Lighting” (IESNA RP-6-15, or more recent edition, and the International Dark Sky Associa-
tion and Illuminating Engineering Society Joint “Model Lighting Ordinance” dated June 15, 2011, 
or more recent edition.  These standards were developed to safely extend hours of play on ath-
letic fields while preventing light pollution.  
 
The above language avoids several problems raised with respect to other options.  First, the 
language does not contain any specific quantitative light spill or glare number.  Rather, it refer-
ences the leading standards in the field, which provide guidance about acceptable and target 
levels for various settings.  Second, the language applies to all County properties, and not 
simply to “residential settings.”  This broader approach ensures that the County has appropriate 
standards and guidance to apply to candidate fields County-wide.  The language also makes 
clear that the appropriate standard is that available “at the time of field lighting.”  The County 
should not, of course, need to upgrade existing field lighting as technology advances.  Finally, 
the language provides only that the County will review and be guided by “give preference to” 
lighting standards and designs that comply with IESNA and IDA standards.  This language is 
intended to ensure that the County does not make any binding commitment in this document— 
which the County may view as inappropriate in an aspirational and non-regulatory Master Plan.  



Duke Banks III 
1960 N. Vermont St. 
Arlington, VA 22207 

 
March 5, 2018 
 
Honorable Christian Dorsey, Chairman 
Arlington County Board 
2100 Clarendon Blvd, Suite 300  
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
RE: PRC comments on Final Draft of Public Spaces Master Plan 
 
Dear Chairman Dorsey: 
 
I am writing to you today as a member of the Park and Recreation Commission.  
 
Concerning the recent letter from our Chair William Ross regarding the Public Spaces 
Master Plan, as a Commissioner, I would like to bring to the Board the following to its 
attention.  
 
While I agree with most of the letter, on two points I would like to make some 
observations. 
 

 I agree that the PSMP Advisory Committee made efforts to qualify numbers in 
the report as “preliminary estimates” and that they are not prescriptive. Yet the 
document still references numbers, especially rectangular fields, with precision. 
Given the inherent weakness of DPR data, I would have preferred that numbers 
be dropped as suggested by others who had concerns about the data behind LOS 
numbers. Having said this, I fully support the concept of moving to a LOS 
system, but we need to recognize the inherent weakness we have with our data.  

 
 Notwithstanding County Board member Katie Cristol October statement 

concerning LOS which specifically recognized the weakness of the existing 
reservation system and noted: “As you (referring to Peter Rousselot and Kari 
Klaus) noted, the GreenPlay study showed that some fields that had been 
assigned to teams were not being used.” plus acceptance of the CivFed Resolve 
statement on reservations by all concerned during the LOS forum, I suggested 
that the following language be added to the PRC letter as the second paragraph to 
the section titled Access to Data: 

 
Concurrent to better access to data, there is the need to 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 

 
Given that this paragraph was not accepted by the PRC Commission, I am compelled to 
write this letter to bring it to your attention, given that I believe that an improved 
reservation system can help all know what the “real” field usage is thereby strengthen our 
data base plus providing more access to our fields by the Arlington community.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Duke Banks III 
 
 
cc: Members, Arlington County Board 
Members, Arlington County Planning Commission  
Mark Schwartz, Arlington County Manager 
Jane Rudolph, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation 
William Ross, Chair, PRC Commission 
 



From: Kari Klaus <keklaus@aol.com> 
Subject: Public Comment for Tonight's PCC Meeting 
Date: March 6, 2019 at 3:12:01 PM EST 
To: jmschroll@gmail.com, Elizabeth Gearin <egearin@egearin.com>, 
Stephen.T.hughes@gmail.com, Berternie.iacomini56@gmail.com, jatel@me.com, 
mcsweeneykathleen@gmail.com, ElizabethMortonPC@gmail.com, dpatel@patelwilliams.com, 
dr@dwricksarchitects.com, Jane Siegel <janesiegel@icloud.com>, 
arlpcsteinberger@gmail.com, danielweir22204@outlook.com, gjohnson@arlingtonva.us, 
nboling@arlingtonva.us 
 

Dear Planning Commissioners:  

Please accept my letter as my public comment and my apologies for my inability to speak at tonight’s 
meeting because of my work conflict.  

I am one of the residents who has invested over a year’s worth of time and energy into understanding 
the Level of Service recommendations in the Public Spaces Master Plan. 

 I asked Jane Rudolph for information about the LOS in 2017, shortly after the first PSMP draft was made 
public. I requested information 4 times. And along with other residents, I signed a FOIA request in 
December 2017 asking for the raw data and other analyses regarding the Level of Service and field 
usage. 

Together a number of us spent over 6 months carefully reviewing the internal County and outside 
expert consultants’ reports primarily for diamond fields for the sake of time. During this time, I reached 
out to DPR to confirm some of their data numbers and a few of us had a meeting with County staff to go 
over some of their reports and ask questions in early 2018. I also reached out to the expert consultants 
who worked with DPR on POPS. Other residents spoke to the experts who work on national averages.  

There are references by DPR in the PSMP that trends and observations, among other factors, are 
considered in the LOS, but none of this is anywhere in the FOIA’d documents regarding how the LOS 
numbers were created. And, none of this could be confirmed in any of our discussions with anyone.  

Instead, the FOIA’d data on LOS and the PSMP showed;  

1.       The LOS values are not substantiated — not in the peer cities, not in the national averages, nor in the 
resident priorities. There were no data or analyses to support how these values were derived as 
individual values, or considered with any other values. Instead there is staff correspondence which 
suggest that the LOS values were arbitrarily tweaked to fit a predetermined range rather than the other 
way around. 

2.       The Level of Service numbers are faulty. DPR has extensive field usage data and field need data, even 
labeled “POPS diamond field estimates v3” which challenge the LOS “field need” recommendations. This 
"POPS" data was never made part of the public POPS process.  
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3.       DPR has a serious issue of over-scheduling and allocation causing fields to be over-scheduled by as 
much as double than what are actually used. Outside consultants (Green Play) documented this and has 
worked with Arlington’s sports user groups and the Sports Commissions.  

a.       This over-scheduling policy is restricting field access for other users during the Prime 
hours of 5pm+ and weekends. 

b.      Furthermore, teams simply prefer to play only on certain days and certain times— e.g. 
Saturday morning and not Saturday evening.   

These issues are causing the perception that there are too few fields when it is a field 
management issue at the core.  

Because the Level of Service recommendations are not based on any real usage or need, any real 
averages, and the PSMP does not acknowledge any real departmental issues (scheduling and 
management), the LOS, instead, papers over departmental and policy issues making it nearly impossible 
for Arlington and our communities to properly understand core issues and to plan for our future need 
and allocate our limited resources.   

Residents and groups across the county agree that the PSMP should be as good of a planning document 
as it can be and that means understanding how our public spaces are used and how we can plan for our 
needs appropriately. It means acknowledging the issues we have and fixing those with the correct 
solutions-- we need to review the real data and to fix policy and management issues.  

The January 8th Civic Federation delegates’ vote, the Northern Virginia Audubon Society, the E2C2 
Commissioners and more have all raised concerns about the validity of the LOS recommendations for 
fields.  

Therefore I join others in asking the Planning Commissioners to recommend to the County Board to: 

1.     Remove all references of specific field need based on the LOS numbers  (e.g. “Arlington will need an 
additional 11 rectangular fields and 2 diamond fields by 2035”)  

2.     Disconnect LOS as the determinant for turf and lights in the PSMP.   

3.     Insert into the PSMP, as a Priority Action, the need to properly address field management and 
allocation issues to understand field need.  

Please also consider that tree canopy and protection of trees of all sizes be included in the PSMP 
as a priority.  

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Kari Klaus 

Aurora Highlands residents  

(soon to be National Landing?) 
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