
-----Original Message----- 
From: Melanie LaForce [mailto:mlforce@me.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:36 PM 
To: Susan Kalish <Skalish@arlingtonva.us>; Ilasic@arlingtonva.us 
Subject: Arlington Parks 
 
 
 
Dear Ms. Kalish and Ms. Lasic, 
Attached you will find our letter about parks. 
 
Thank you, 
Stig Regli and Melanie La Force 
 

 

 



Testimony to Arlington County Board

I have been an Arlington County homeowner for 20 years.  I’ve been married for 21 years. I 
consider this opportunity to talk with you a privilege in our democracy.   My wife and I dutifully 
pay our taxes, care for our house, and invest much time and money in our backyard gardens 
and landscaping.  We are planning to put solar panels on our roof.  Our children attend Arlington 
schools and are thriving.  They are thriving for a big reason.  Arlington is an enjoyable place to 
live.  It has a great library system, wonderful nature centers, great schools and great parks.  But 
its parks make the county remarkable.  Our girls learned to walk and play with friends in 
Arlington’s parks.  They have seen all manner of wildlife, either at Arlington’s nature centers, or 
in our own backyard.  They have come to care about the parks, trees, and gardens in their 
neighborhood.  In my own backyard this past year, my wife nurtured 32 Monarch butterflies, 
counted 12 species of birds at my feeders for Cornell University, and led Audubon winter bird 
counts.  The things we’ve observed range from find a nesting family of Screech Owls in 
Tuckahoe Park (It was our leashed dogs who found the fledglings or jumpers as they are called) 
to finding a rare Emperor Moth caterpillar.  These discoveries are possible because of the big, 
tall trees we care for in an Arlington Park, Tuckahoe Park.    

But here is another perspective I hope you will consider.  My kids developed asthma in their 
toddlerhood.  They had to use a nebulizer at night.  They could not play outdoor sports in 
Arlington parks.  But they did receive enough physical education in school.  And they pursued 
activities that were indoors such as theatre, art, and dance; and they learned to love their parks. 

Our eldest daughter in the sixth grade suddenly became seriously ill.  Her chronic condition was 
difficult to diagnose.  A major symptom was an intense need for sleep and quiet for long hours in 
the day and night.  When she could be awake, we encouraged her to take care of the Monarch 
butterflies, feeding them sugar water on her hand before flying away.  We helped her walk in 
Tuckahoe Park and got her back on her feet and back to school.  The teachers at Williamsburg 
Middle School were incredibly welcoming and worked with her.   But we often had to call the 
nearby school and tell them to bring down the volume of the loudspeakers used on their outdoor 
fields.  

We do not need more sport fields.  We do not need night lights.  My wife has volunteered in my 
children’s school and she has seen children sleeping in class.  They are too tired from too many 
sports activities after school.  They have no time to finish their homework.  They do not have 
energy to concentrate on their subjects.  We have seen children with serious concussions from 
sports.  Artificial turf causes burns and broken bones.  Not all children like to play competitive 
sports.  Our daughter’s ENT specialist told us there was a spike in strep throat and infectious 
mononucleosis among elementary age school children.  Sports parks create nature deserts and 
heat sinks, increase storm water runoff, and discourage bird life and other natural wildlife.  Many 
migratory birds travel at night.  Night lights confuse birds confuse them, causing harm and 
death.  Arlington is a central meeting location for migratory birds as they make their migrations 
in spring and fall.  It is an amazing accomplishment.  Imagine a tiny hummingbird traveling 800 
miles at a time.  We feed hummingbirds and grow flowers that provide nectar in our own garden.  

We need more native gardens.  We need more big, Oak, Hickory, and Maple trees for our tree 
crown canopy.  We need shade to cool our town.  Global warming is here.  We need better care 
for our parks, and a hired professional to organize a trained and skilled team of staff  to maintain 
and care for our parks.  We need innovative green technologies and green spaces in Arlington.  



We also need more venues for the arts, nature, and agriculture for children, more funding for 
our nature centers, and more opportunities to support homeowners in the planting and care of 
their trees and gardens.  

Let’s keep making Arlington a truly green, truly great place to live. 

Sincerely,

Stig Regli 



From: Kit Britton
To: POPS
Subject: Comment on Final draft of the Public Spaces Master Plan
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:39:48 PM
Attachments: map.docx

I attended the very helpful meeting on Monday evening an would like to offer the attached
comment regarding trails.
Kit Britton
2924 N. Oxford St. 
Arlington



Comment on Draft Public Open Space Plan  

 

A walking/hiking trail map of Arlington’s walkable trails should be developed in a 
form suitable for public distribution—eg like a pocket sized road map.  It could 
also be electronically accessible. 

The existing bike trail map is widely distributed and often used by walkers, but is 
quite unsuitable for that that use.  Rather it is designed to meet the special needs 
of recreational and commuter bikers. 

Such a walker/hiker map should show links to Fairfax County, Alexandria, and 
National Park systems. 



December 9, 2018 
 
Irena Lazic 
POPS Advisory Committee 
Principal Planner 
Arlington County 
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 414 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
Dear Ms. Lazic: 
 
We applaud the goals of Arlington County’s Public Spaces Master Plan.  As Chair of the 
Forest Hills Community Association (FHCA) Development Committee, I am writing on 
behalf of our residents to draw your attention to an issue we have discovered while 
learning about a proposed development adjacent to our community.  Specifically, 
Arlington Country does not have specific guidelines or regulations governing the 
construction and land disturbance on Steep Slope sites with more than a 15% grade nor 
are there detailed regulations for the various soil conditions.   
 
As Arlington County pursues Land Acquisition strategies to meet its goal of adding at 
least 30 acres of new public spaces over the next 10 years and protecting natural areas, 
we would encourage the County to give careful, priority consideration to land with a 
mature tree canopy and geological features such as steep slopes and unstable soil 
conditions that are poorly suited for development.   
 
It has become widely recognized that disturbance of Steep Slopes should be restricted 
or prevented based on the impact disturbing Steep Slopes can have on the surrounding 
area, water quality, and the environmental integrity of landscapes. Cities and counties 
are setting in place policy and regulations to protect these fragile environments and 
geological conditions. What better way to protect these areas than prioritizing them for 
acquisition and preserving the natural environment and resources the land affords the 
community.  
 
The neighboring Counties of Fairfax, Loudoun, and Alexandria have regulations and 
guidance on construction and land disturbance for a variety of Slope and soil conditions 
due to the known hazards of developing on Steep Slope and unstable soils. These 
policies are particularly important in areas requiring high volumes of clearing and cut 
and fill.   
 
In fact, municipalities across the country are enacting Steep Slope policies and zoning 
regulations to prevent erosion and reduce the risk of landslides that endanger lives, 
damage property and infrastructure, harm water quality, and degrade wildlife habitat. 
These regulations can also preserve the aesthetic character of visually prominent 



hillsides and mature tree canopies by discouraging vegetative clearing and excessive 
earthwork to accommodate development. 
 
Closer to home, a key example of land with mature tree canopy and fragile geological 
conditions is land currently under contract for development adjacent to Forest Hills. This 
summer FHCA learned of a proposed development of 3 to 5 single family homes on a 
very steep, densely forested parcel of undeveloped land at the 2400 block of South 
Queen Street (Image 1).   Looking on a map, the thickly forested lot for sale is to the 
East of Haley Park and South of Oak Ridge Elementary School.   
 
Since learning of the proposed development, it is critical to note it is not the objective of 
FHCA to oppose By Right developments or to prevent owners from selling their 
property.  Our community simply seeks a safe and environmentally sustainable use of 
land adjacent to FHCA that protects our neighbors, their families, and their property 
from any adverse impacts associated with development on Steep Slope and potentially 
unstable soil.  
 
This fall we learned proposed development at the 2400 block of South Queen Street is 
designated by Arlington Country as “9D” soil in the Arlington County GIS Mapping 
Center, Environmental Layers, Soils (Image 2).  There are only 98 acres in Arlington 
Country that share this “9D”  designation representing 0.6% of County land and there 
are no notable County policies for land disturbance and construction on this unique 
terrain.    
 
9D signifies a Sassafras Gravelly Sandy Loam of 15 to 25 percent slope (Image 3).  The 
9D soil designation is consistent with previous soil and geological surveys of the hillside 
dating as far back as 1942 (Image 4).   Throughout Arlington County, the 98 acres of 9D 
soil predominantly constitute parks and recreation areas, fairways at Army Navy 
Country Club, and buffer regions adjacent to highways.  
 
In 1951 five homes were built at S. 14th Street and S. Columbus Street (Barcroft Park 
area) on 9D soil.  There has been no residential or commercial construction on 9D soil 
in Arlington County since 1951.  Image 5 depicts the 5 homes built in 1951 atop the 9D 
soil and Image 6 details location of the homes in relationship to the Arlington County 
Soil Map.  Unlike the proposed development site behind FHCA, where the new single 
family homes would be situated amid the steep grade of the hill, the 1951 homes were 
constructed at the outer edge, plateaued portion of the 9D soil area.   
 
There are numerous issues regarding development on 9D soil. Using the example of 
the undeveloped land adjacent to Forest Hills, there several concerns regarding the 
potential hazards associated with clearing the lots for the new homes including the 
possible risks and adverse impacts associated with: 



• The destruction of the mature tree canopy in an area comprised of one of the 
oldest, well-preserved, and last remaining Acidic Oak-Hickory Forest remnants in 
Arlington County. Image 7 provides an overview of the existing mature canopy.  
Under the County’s building and permit provisions up to 80% of these mature 
trees could be cleared for construction.   

• Steep Slope Disturbance. Preserving the structural integrity of Steep Slopes is 
critical. Destroying the plant cover on Steep Slopes allows rapid storm water run-
off, increased sedimentation and erosion which in extreme cases can lead to 
landslides.   

• Overwhelming the already strained Stormwater management system in our 
immediate area and the environmental impact on Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
efforts and water quality. 

• Costs to Arlington County to upgrade Water and Sewer systems to 
accommodate new development.  

• Potential construction and engineering limitations associated with building on 
suspected expansion soils and unstable soils (per Arlington County GIS Maps 
and USGA survey Maps) on an area with 15%-25% slope. 

 
Protecting natural areas and the mature tree canopy of Arlington County is a critical and 
appreciated priority.  Its inclusion in the Public Spaces Master Plan gives hope that 
fragile areas similar to the land adjacent to Forest Hills will be protected from 
development in the future through County Acquisition programs.  However, we 
encourage Arlington County to explore policies and zoning regulations to protect these 
unique areas to supplement the goals of the Public Spaces Master Plan and the Urban 
Forest Master plan.   
 
 
Warmest Regards, 
 
 
 
Andrea Hoffman 
Chair, FHCA Development Committee 
FHCA Board of Director 
202.384.0406 
andy@Churchill360.com 
2371 South Queen Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
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From: ASNV President
To: Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey; Libby Garvey; Erik Gutshall; johnvihstadt@arlingtonva.us
Cc: countymanager@aerlingtonva.us; POPS
Subject: Comments of Audubon Society Northern Virginia on Arlington County PSMP
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 3:04:30 PM
Attachments: ASNV Comments on Arlington County PSMP.pdf

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Please find attached the comments of Audubon Society Northern Virginia on the inal draft of
the Arlington County Public Spaces Master Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to comment
on the plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Tom Blackburn
President
Audubon Society of Northern Virginia
11100 Wildlife Center Dr. Suite 1000
Reston, Va. 20190
703-438-6267
president@audubonva.org



 

 

December 6, 2018 

Arlington County Board 
Chair Katie Cristol, kcristol@arlingtonva.us 
Vice-Chair Christian Dorsey, cdorsey@arlingtonva.us 
Libby Garvey, lgarvey@arlingtonva.us 
Erik Gutshall, egutshall@arlingtonva.us 
John Vihstadt, jvihstadt@arlingtonva.us 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I submit these comments on the final draft of Arlington County’s Public Spaces Master Plan (“PSMP”)1 
on behalf of the more than 4,500 members of the Audubon Society Northern Virginia (“ASNV”).  The 
mission of ASNV is to conserve and restore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other wildlife, and 
their habitats for the benefit of humanity and the earth's biological diversity.  Many ASNV members 
reside in Arlington County and/or conduct surveys of avian wildlife and other natural resources in the 
County’s parks and other areas in support of ASNV goals.  ASNV urges the Arlington County Board to 
consider revising the PSMP so that it more forcefully and unambiguously reflects the need for 
preservation of natural resources in Arlington County and the expansion of natural areas for the public’s 
benefit.   

ASNV appreciates the PSMP’s identification of natural areas and natural resources as amenities to be 
developed and protected, inclusion of natural resource protection goals and the need to acquire new 
public space to meet those goals;2 however, ASNV recommends that the current draft of the PSMP 
should state more specifically the priority that Arlington residents, as documented in the 2016 ETC 
Institute Assessment (“2016 Assessment”),3 place on hiking trails, natural areas and wildlife habitats.  
ASNV urges the Arlington County Board to ensure that the PSMP, which will guide public spaces 
decisions for the next 20 years, clearly and unambiguously states that limited County resources are to be 
directed as a priority at improving and expanding natural areas and providing for more “passive” use 
recreation desired by the vast majority of County residents, including walking, hiking, observing nature 
and cycling.  Less attention and public funding should be directed at infrastructure improvements and 
                                                           
1 Public Spaces Master Plan, Arlington County, Final Draft dated October 24, 2018, available at 
http://arlingtonparks.us/pops/PSMP-web.pdf.  
2 PSMP, Sec. 3.1-3.5, regarding Resource Stewardship, and Appendix II.1, Land Acquisition. 
3 Arlington County 2016 Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment Survey, Findings Report, ETC Institute, May 2016, 
available at https://arlingtonva.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2016/01/Arlington-County-
Parks-Rec-Survey-Findings-Report-May-9-2016.pdf.  



 

hardscape that can reduce or degrade natural areas, reduce the mature tree canopy, consume energy 
and contribute to increased (and damaging) storm water runoff.  ASNV’s suggested adjustments to the 
PSMP are: 

 citing the conclusions of the 2016 Assessment specifically and including it as an Appendix to the 
PSMP; 

 revising and clarifying the level of service analysis and placing its recommendations in context, 
so that it is clear that numerical targets for constructed recreation facilities do not divert 
resources from priority natural resource goals; and 

 revising the Comprehensive Plan hierarchy so that the Urban Forest Master Plan and Natural 
Resources Management Plan are not subordinate to the PSMP.   

Those recommendations are discussed in more detail below. 

Findings of the 2016 Assessment 

ASNV believes that the results of 2016 Assessment are worth mentioning and should be specifically cited 
in the PSMP.  The outdoor facilities cited as “most important” to survey respondents (i.e., within the top 
four choices based on importance) were paved, multi-use trails (73 percent), hiking trails (52 percent) 
and natural areas and wildlife habitats (50 percent).4  The 2016 Assessment identified top priorities for 
investment in outdoor facilities as hiking trails, natural areas and wildlife habitats, and paved, multi-use 
trails.  That priority ranking was based on the importance residents placed on investment choices and 
identified unmet needs.5  Programs and activities cited as most important to residents were nature 
programs (38 percent) and the programs rated highest for investment were nature programs.6  Finally, 
64 percent of households supported maintenance and preservation of existing trees and natural areas 
as in the top three most important improvements, and 55 percent cited acquisition of open space to 
develop passive facilities in the top three improvements.7   

To ensure that the PSMP is implemented to address those needs and preferences, it should cite the 
results of the 2016 Assessment with specificity and include the final report as an Appendix.  Unless the 
results of the survey are given greater prominence and incorporated in the PSMP, many years down the 
road the PSMP’s bare numerical recommendations on levels of service (discussed in more detail below) 
could result in failure to balance numerical goals with the priorities identified in the 2016 Assessment.  
For example, although numerical goals for paved, multi-use trails are important, investment to meet 
those goals should not sacrifice other significant priorities, such as preservation of trees and natural 
areas.  ASNV recently addressed such a conflict in response to a proposal to add bike trails through 
Huntley Meadows Park in Fairfax County, when the proposed bike trails would damage important 
natural resources.     

Level of Service Analysis 

                                                           
4 2016 Assessment, at p. iv. 
5 2016 Assessment, at p. v. 
6 2016 Assessment, at pp. x-xi. 
7 2016 Assessment, at p. xv. 



 

The decision-making that resulted in the recommended level of service is not fully explained and ASNV 
believes it may result in future loss of natural resources that does not represent the priorities identified 
in the 2016 Assessment.  Our concern arises from the identification of numerical targets for amenities, 
whether they are high or low priorities based on the 2016 Assessment.  ASNV wants to emphasize that it 
is not enough that the PSMP factor the priority levels from the 2016 Assessment into the level of service 
calculations, if future decision-making looks to the identified target levels without taking identified 
priorities into account in selecting how to allocate resources. 

The level of service analysis is not fully explained in many cases.  For example, although natural lands are 
assigned a high priority, and the current level of service based on population is below the “typical” level 
(based on national averages), the analysis does not increase the proposed level of service, although the 
levels of service for hiking trails and paved multi-use trails (also both high priority amenities) are both 
uprated from the current level of service.8  There is no explanation for the different treatment.  ASNV is 
sympathetic to the County’s difficulty in acquiring or developing additional natural areas within the 
limited boundaries of Arlington County;9 however, if that difficulty is the basis for the assigned level of 
service, the analysis should so state.  The reader should not have to infer the reason for the disparate 
treatment of high priority goals.  ASNV also believes that the PSMP should be clear that it balances those 
priority goals, so that work to achieve “incremental unit” recommendations, new trails (paved and 
unpaved), does not reduce available natural lands.   

It is particularly important that the PSMP be clear on the priority of natural lands, because multiple 
governmental authorities can be involved in trail development (e.g., NOVA Parks as well as Arlington 
County), and the Arlington County goals should be kept front and center in any such joint project.  The 
complexities of the public process for recently proposed new facilities at Upton Hill Park in Arlington 
County are a good example of the difficulties arising from involvement of multiple governmental 
authorities.10 

The analysis of some of the low priority amenities that require land also is somewhat opaque, calling 
into question the validity of some of the recommended “incremental units” needed in the next twenty 
years.11  For example: 

 Rectangular fields are assigned a low priority based on the 2016 Assessment, and the current 
level of service (1 per 4,180 people) is better than the “typical” level from national averages (1 

                                                           
8 The current population-based level of service for natural areas is one acre/197 people, a typical level is 1/333, 
and the recommended level of service is adjusted to 1/200.   The level of service for hiking trails is increased from 
the current 1 mile/15,242 in population to 1/10,000, and the level of service for paved multi-use trails is increased 
from the current 1 mile/4,577 in population to 1/3,300.  PSMP, App. II, Level of Service, Figure 27, pp. 174-175.   
9 We note, also, that the PSMP includes as a priority action acquisition of 30 acres of new public space over the 
next 10 years, not limited to natural lands public space. PSMP, Sec. 1.1., p. 55.  The “incremental units” identified 
as required to meet the projected level of service for natural lands is 98 acres (PSMP, p. 175), a target the PSMP 
has apparently determined cannot be met.   
10 See Scott McCaffrey, “Critics still object, but Upton Hill park improvements moving forward,” Sun Gazette, Nov. 
20, 2018, available at https://www.insidenova.com/news/arlington/critics-still-object-but-upton-hill-park-
improvements-moving-forward/article_d975b5b2-ecd5-11e8-954f-1bc7d8333ae2.html.  
11 The source for the figures in the next two paragraphs is the PSMP, App. II, Level of Service, Figure 27, pp. 174-
175.   



 

per 6,000 people).  That notwithstanding, the proposed level of service is not materially 
different from current levels, that is, it is not decreased to a more typical level.  The 
consideration cited is “reservation data,” which is not provided or explained.  The proposed 
level of service also does not appear to take into account the County’s initiatives to convert 
grass fields to synthetic turf and to add lighting in places, both initiatives reportedly designed to 
allow increased use of the existing fields.12  The result of that unexplained, and possibly 
distorted, analysis is a projected need for 11 additional rectangular fields in the coming years.  
ASNV has doubts about the advisability of accepting that number as a reasonable goal, 
particularly because such new fields (again, a low priority) could divert resources from the 
County’s limited budget of available land, which could limit potential for achieving some of the 
higher priority natural lands goals. 

 Off-leash dog parks also have a low priority based on the 2016 Assessment, and the current level 
of service significantly exceeds the levels cited for both peer localities and the national average; 
however, the proposed level of service is slightly uprated (from 1 per 27,695 in population to 1 
in 25,000), reportedly based on “dog license data.”  Again, such facilities can limit available land 
for higher priority goals.  Our concerns about the resulting goal for new dog park facilities 
notwithstanding, ASNV notes with approval the standards for new dog parks that would require 
fencing,13 but suggests that they include an outright prohibition on locating those facilities in a 
natural resource protection area.  That recommendation is based on our experience of the 
continuing damage to natural resources in the Glencarlyn Dog Park, which is located in a 
resource protection area.14 

Again, ASNV believes the PSMP should be clear that the “incremental unit” goals identified in the level 
of service analysis are not stand-alone goals that the County can implement without taking into account 
the clear mandate of the 2016 Assessment for priority treatment of natural area and natural resource 
goals. 

Comprehensive Plan Hierarchy 

ASNV is concerned that as time passes over the 20-year life of the PSMP the strong preferences of 
Arlington County residents for natural areas and resource protection documented in the 2016 
Assessment may be sidelined by other kinds of projects identified in the PSMP.  Because of intensive 
development in Arlington County and continuing pressures for even more development (with the 
resulting loss in natural resources), it is critical that the County make natural resource management and 
restoration a higher priority.  To that end, ASNV recommends that the Board consider making the Urban 
Forest Master Plan and the Natural Resource Management Plan components of equal importance to the 
PSMP in the Comprehensive Plan Hierarchy, instead of subordinate elements of the PSMP.15  That 

                                                           
12 PSMP, App. III, Specific Policies, Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting.    
13 PSMP, App. III, Specific Policies, Dog Parks & Dog Runs, p. 228 
14 As an aside, ASNV suggests that Arlington County consider whether fencing the Glencarlyn Dog Park, or 
providing some other clear sign of its boundaries, is feasible, to limit the area of damage by making it less likely 
that visitors treat Glencarlyn Park as a whole as a dog park, a routine violation of leash laws that is not adequately 
controlled by limited enforcement. 
15 PSMP, Comprehensive Plan Hierarchy, p. 22. 



 

reasonable and overdue structural change would help ensure that the priority natural area and natural 
resource goals identified in the 2016 Assessment are given the recognition they deserve and are not lost 
among multiple demands for other recreational amenities.  Planning and implementation of recent park 
projects in the County often has resulted in loss of mature tree canopy and addition of impervious 
surface in natural resource protection areas, resulting in increased potential for downstream flooding 
and its associated losses (property losses and erosion).   An example is the proposed destruction of 
mature tree canopy in the Upton Hill Park modifications, including in a sensitive resource protection 
area.  While not a guarantee of protection, elevation of the status of those plans would help ensure 
priority for protecting natural resources. 

If you have questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
info@audubonva.org.  

 Very truly yours, 

 

Thomas L. Blackburn 
President 
 

Cc: County Manager Mark Schwartz, countymanager@arlingtonva.us   
Public Spaces Master Plan Update Advisory Committee, c/o Irena Lazic, pops@arlingtonva.us  

 



From: John Seymour
To: Irena Lazic; Caroline Haynes; William Ross; Claire O"Dea
Cc: Erik Gutshall; Libby Garvey; John Vihstadt; Katie Cristol; Christian Dorsey
Subject: Comments on "Final" Draft of Public Spaces Master Plan
Date: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:35:05 AM
Attachments: POPS Update -- Comments on Final Draft.pdf

Irena and others:

Attached are my comments on the “Final” Draft of the Update to the Public Spaces Master Plan
(POPS).  I hope they are helpful.  Please let me know if you require any additional information about
the points raised in the attached.

Thanks very much.

John Seymour



Memorandum 

To:	 Public Spaces Master Plan Update Advisory Panel


From:	 John F. Seymour


Date:	  November 26, 2018


Re:	 Comments on Final Draft of Public Spaces Master Plan Update (October 24, 2018)


	 Below, I provide comments on the Public Spaces Master Plan Update dated October 
24, 2018.  I served as an alternate on the Public Spaces Master Plan Advisory Panel (on behalf 
of the Environment and Energy Conservation Commission (E2C2)), but I am submitting these 
comments in my personal capacity and not as a representative of E2C2.  These comments 
address, almost entirely, the Draft’s projections of future needs for athletic fields together with 
the criteria proposed to prioritize fields for lighting and the standards proposed to govern field 
lighting.  I served, for nearly 2 years, on the Williamsburg Lights Working Group (also as 
representative from E2C2).  That Group considered whether the County should light the athletic 
fields at Williamsburg Middle School.


	 With the help of the Advisory Panel, the County has produced a thoughtful and up-to-
date analysis of the County’s parkland, resources, and services as well as a detailed roadmap 
for how to sustain a high quality park system in the decades to come.  They worked extremely 
hard, over a period of nearly 3 years, to inventory Arlington’s existing park resources, conduct 
and analyze surveys to better understand Arlington residents’ levels of satisfaction and its 
parks, and plan for the future.  I was particularly impressed with how the staff, consultants, and 
Advisory Panel members worked together to weigh and balance the interests of different user 
groups.  The Draft reflects an admirable effort to promote the design and designation of public 
spaces that provide recreation activity yet still protect natural areas and provide relief from the 
built environment.


	 Among other admirable features, the Draft includes an a detailed set of design features 
for Arlington’s large number of privately-owned public spaces.  It also contains “best practices” 
for significant park features such as dog runs, roofs, playgrounds, concessions, and rooftops.  
The Draft also highlights the need to plan for potential land purchases to expand natural space 
and parks, and includes maps showing their size and location.  It also emphasizes the need to 
create and enhance “casual use spaces” — spaces intentionally designed to support casual 
impromptu use and connection with nature.  Many municipalities view valuable passive spaces 
and pocket parks as “left-overs” and fail to recognize that they provide much of the solace and 
contemplative qualities urban residents seek in their parks.  The Draft’s treatment of trails and 
resource stewardship was also strong, and reflected a need — felt in many neighborhoods 
today — to expand natural resources, trails, and increase the tree canopy.  I also agree with 
one of the Draft’s fundamental, albeit largely unstated assumptions — that Arlington is at an 
inflection point and faces increasing challenges as it seeks to protect threatened and 
increasingly scarce natural spaces while addressing future recreation needs.  With one 
exception — athletic fields — I believe that the Draft provides very good direction to 
policymakers about how to manage these challenges.


	 As discussed more fully below, however, the Draft falls short in several important (and 
related) areas:  (1) the Level of Service (LOS) analysis appears to inflate significantly the need 
for future investments in athletic fields; and (2) the criteria for prioritizing sites for installation of 
field lights fail to consider the Williamsburg Lights Group’s consensus factors for lighting 
athletic fields (contrary to the express direction of the County Board), and the standards 

1



proposed for lighting system design are inconsistent with generally recognized engineering 
principles.  


	1.  The LOS Calculations for Athletic Fields Should Be Re-Examined.


	 One of the drafters’ goals in the POPS Update was to estimate future needs for County 
athletic fields such as rectangular fields for soccer and other sports.  To do so, the County 
adopted an analysis termed Level of Service.   In essence, the LOS analysis seeks to identify 
the ideal number of facilities (of various kinds) expected to be needed in the future, based in 
part on median levels nation-wide and on levels attained by various “peer” cities — cities 
judged to be roughly equivalent to Arlington on various metrics.  The recommended LOS also 
considers factors such as the results of a statistically valid survey — “Arlington County 2016 
Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment Survey” — conducted by ETC Institute.  The study 
surveyed the views of nearly 1,500 Arlington families on the need for various outdoor and 
indoor recreation amenities and how well those needs are currently met.  The County 
combined the survey results into a Priority Investment Rating, indicating relative priorities for 
investing in those amenities.  


	 With respect to rectangular fields, the recommended LOS (one field for every 4200  
residents) is essentially identical to Arlington’s current LOS (one field for every 4180 residents).  
The current LOS indicates that Arlington is doing quite well despite population growth, and has 
no current need for additional rectangular fields even given the Draft’s highly aspirational goals 
and selection of national leaders in this area as peer cities.  While conceding that the park 
system does not now need more rectangular fields, the Draft nevertheless concludes that an 
additional 6 fields will be needed by 2025 and another 5 fields will be needed by 2035, for a 
total of 11 rectangular fields. 


	 While seemingly straight-forward, the LOS methodology as applied by County staff to 
date is anything but simple.  The recommended LOS computed by the County in its April 2017 
draft was very different from the LOS proposed today.  In its April draft, the County had 
recommended an LOS of one rectangular field for every 4500 residents — an LOS considerably 
higher than the current Draft’s recommended LOS of 4200.  Not surprisingly,  the use of the 
original LOS resulted in much lower County’s projections of future athletic field need.  Instead 
of 6 new rectangular fields needed by 2025, the April draft projected a need for 2 rectangular 
fields — one-third of the current estimate.  (The April draft did not contain a projection of the 
need for athletic fields for 2035, although presumably it would be lower as well).  Nowhere in 
the public record is any there any explanation for the significant reduction in the LOS contained 
in the “final” Draft, or the much larger projected need for many more athletic fields.


	 More questions arise from the change in the survey priority score for rectangular fields 
over time, and the failure of the drafters to incorporate the change into its estimates of future 
need for athletic fields.  As late as this summer, the drafts had assigned rectangular fields a 
survey priority of “medium” — reflecting a medium Priority Investment Rating based on the 
public survey and thus a relatively high metric to use when projecting athletic field need.  When 
members of the Advisory Panel and the public pointed out that the ETC survey of residents 
showed high levels of satisfaction with the current level of athletic field services and very weak 
support for athletic field investments, the drafter’s corrected the survey priority to “Low.”  After 
that correction, however, the Draft’s projections of future need remained unchanged (a total of 
11 new rectangular fields were needed).  


	 The change in the survey score thus had absolutely no effect on the LOS analysis or the 
staff’s projection of future athletic field needs.  Although the LOS analysis nowhere describes 
how the various factors were weighed and considered in computing the ultimate projections of 
need (another significant weakness in the analysis), the ordinary reader would expect that each 
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factor would have at least some measurable effect on the outcome — otherwise it would not 
be a factor at all.  At the very least, these issues raise important questions about the staff’s 
treatment of survey results that are inconsistent with the Department of Parks and Recreation’s 
long-standing support for athletic field investments, the validity of the staff’s projections about 
need, and the degree of skepticism with which the County Board should receive them.  


	 Although the errors in the projections for rectangular field need are perhaps most 
obvious, other assumptions in the LOS analysis remain dubious or uncertain as well.  The 
recommended LOS for Arlington is measured against two targets:  nation-wide medians and 
the LOS of certain identified “peer” cities.  With respect to the nation-wide medians, it’s unclear 
how the staff selected the numbers cited and no source is given.  The National Recreation and 
Park Association (NRPA) publishes figures annually identifying average LOS for parks nation-
wide for a variety of amenities and activities.  The medians for activities cannot always be 
compared to Arlington’s data for every amenity and activity because they are identified 
differently.  For example, the NRPA reports medians for various kinds of rectangular fields 
(multi-purpose, lacrosse, football etc.) — not a single LOS for a category termed “rectangular 
fields”).  But for amenities that are comparable, the national average LOS typically is higher 
than that reported in the Draft.  For example, the median LOS for “dog parks” by the NCPA in 
its 2018 Agency Performance Review for jurisdictions with a population density like Arlington’s 
is 50,000.  The Draft reports it as 40,000.   Similarly, the median LOS reported by the NCPA for 
basketball courts for communities such as ours is over 7,350.  The Draft reports it as 6,000.  
The national median for skate parks is 61,000 but the Draft reports it as 40,000.  The use of 
comparatively low median nation-wide LOS figures creates an erroneous picture of Arlington’s 
amenities.  Although Arlington rates well above the median for virtually every measured 
amenity, Arlington ranks higher against nation-wide medians for some park amenities than the 
Draft suggests.


	 Arlington’s superlative performance on park metrics is obvious to residents who have 
traveled or lived elsewhere and experienced other park systems.  Simply put, Arlington’s parks 
are excellent.  In its 2018 review of the 100 largest cites in the nation, the Trust for Public Lands 
ranked Arlington 4th in the nation.  Arlington ranked first in its investment into its parks and first 
in residential access to parks.   Also in 2018, Arlington was a Gold Medal Finalist in NRPA’s 
annual rankings of parks.  The NRPA awards its Gold Medal annually to parks that deliver 
“superb park and recreation services” and employ fiscally sound business practices.


	 I make these points because, to a newcomer reading the Draft, the text seems to 
suggest that Arlington fails, or soon will fail, to meet residents’ needs for park and recreation 
services and that substantial new investment— particularly for athletic infrastructure and fields 
— is required.   Arlington’s park system, as recognized by residents and as endorsed by 
professional rating groups, is neither under-resourced nor lacking in athletic field space.  The 
most recent evidence of the quality of Arlington’s parks was the 2016 ETC study 
commissioned by the County that supplies the basis for the Priority Investment Rating and for 
the “Survey Priority” assigned within the LOS analysis.  Parenthetically, I was puzzled to see 
that the Draft did not contain a description of the survey, and in particular, the charts and tables 
published in the survey that described residential satisfaction with various park services and 
their priorities for future investments.  In a marked departure from the Draft’s otherwise careful 
depiction of recreation trends nation-wide and locally, and its otherwise thorough description of 
the current “state-of-play” and “strategic priorities,” it only mentions (in passing) the existence 
of the survey and nowhere includes the charts and tables reflecting residents’ views of the park 
system, its strengths and weaknesses, and how revenues should be spent in the future to 
improve it.  


	 Very simply, the 2016 ETC study documented significant unmet needs for natural areas 
and hiking and wildlife preservation and relatively little concerns for athletic fields.  Nearly 90% 
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of households indicated a need for hiking trails and a similarly high percentage complained of a 
lack of wildlife habitat and natural areas.  Slightly more than one-third of respondents 
expressed a need for additional rectangular athletic fields.  Improvements to natural areas and  
hiking trails (including protecting existing trees) were identified as priorities for the majority of 
respondents, while less than 15% expressed a need to improve diamond or rectangular fields.  
Interestingly, in its own 2016 study of park users’ needs and desires, Fairfax County similarly 
found that residents expressed very high levels of satisfaction with park amenities (particularly 
athletic fields) but expressed very high levels of unmet needs for open space, walking, hiking 
and biking trails.  Fairfax County Park Authority Needs Assessment (April 2016).  Although 
nearly half of survey respondents supported significant investments in walking and biking trails 
(45%) or for the purchase of open space (40%), only 6% expressed a willingness to invest in 
new athletic fields.


	 I strongly support the Draft’s recommendation for developing more hiking and walking 
trails and purchasing land for green space and improving wildlife habitat.  Arlington’s residential 
survey, together with evaluations of Arlington’s parks from neutral third-party professional 
parks groups, suggest that limited County resources should be directed at improving natural 
areas and providing space for recreational opportunities open to and enjoyed by the vast 
majority of County residents — walking, hiking, and cycling.  Less attention should be devoted 
to infrastructure improvements and hardscape that can reduce or degrade natural areas, 
consume rather than conserve energy, and serve a much smaller sports enthusiast community.  
I urge the County Board to consider the views of its constituents when allocating scarce 
revenues for park improvements — invest in trails, nature centers, and wildlife habitat.   At the 
same time, it should treat the LOS projections with a high degree of caution and refrain from 
committing substantial tax revenues to athletic field expansions and expensive retro-fits such 
as lighting.


	Recommendation:  The LOS calculations in the Draft, at least as they pertain to 
rectangular fields, are opaque, changeable, largely un-explained, and undeserving of 
the County Board’s deference.  Accordingly, I urge the County Board to treat the athletic 
field recommendations with skepticism and defer any funding commitments in this area.  
At the very least, the County Board should decline to light additional athletic fields until 
the short term measures proposed in the Draft are adopted and their effects on athletic 
field demand fully evaluated.  Those measures (installation of synthetic turf on currently 
lighted rectangular grass fields and construction of the fourth rectangular field at Long 
Bridge) likely will address any reasonable needs for County athletic fields for the 
foreseeable future.


	2.  Appendix III “Synthetic Turf and Lighting” Fails to Consider — Contrary to the 
County Board’s Direction — the Williamsburg Lights “Neutral Factors” for Lighting 
Athletic Fields.


	 Consideration of Appendix III “Synthetic Turf and Lighting” requires, at bottom, a brief 
review of the history and experience of both the Department of Parks and Recreation and 
various neighborhood associations with the issue of athletic field lighting.  The Draft’s very late 
inclusion of Appendix III — issued in its “final” Draft following completion of the comment 
period — perpetuates, rather than corrects, the process errors that have plagued County 
treatment of this issue.  In addition, despite the County staff's awareness of the sensitivity of 
this Appendix to the public, the Draft fails both to incorporate hard-learned lessons about 
contemporary light engineering techniques and comply with the Board’s express charge to the 
POPS Advisory Panel concerning athletic fields lighting. 
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	 Very briefly, the Williamsburg soccer fields were planned for natural turf, without lights.  
Following completion of all the public processes intended to promote informed citizen-
involvement and careful planning and without notice to the community, County staff 
nevertheless recommended the installation of synthetic turf and lighting.  County Board 
members expressed concerns about the flawed public process and justifiable community 
outrage and established a separate public process — the Williamsburg Fields Lights Working 
Group — to determine whether the inevitable adverse effects of lighting the fields could be 
mitigated sufficiently to preserve the character of the neighborhood. 

Ultimately, in February 2017, the Working Group concluded — by a margin of 10 to 4 — 
that lighting would have serious and irreversible adverse effects on neighborhood character.   At 
the same time, however, and in response to concerns raised by County Board members, the 
Working Group developed consensus recommendations and criteria to be considered by the 
County Board in evaluating whether potential sites are appropriate for field lighting County-wide.  
Both County Board members and the Working Group shared the belief that sound County 
planning requires the development and application of neutral uniform criteria for determining 
when proposed fields are appropriate, or inappropriate, for lighting.

Prior to a public hearing on the Williamsburg lighting issue, three separate County 
commissions (E2C2, Planning, and Parks and Recreation) submitted written comments 
opposing the staff’s recommendation to light the fields and urging the County Board to require 
staff to consider the work product of the Williamsburg Working Group, including the neutral 
criteria to be applied in lighting fields as well as the technical standards recommended for 
lighting appropriate fields.  After a lengthy public hearing held on September 16, 2017, the 
County Board determined that lights should not be installed at this time and endorsed some of 
the recommendations of the Commissions.  It voted unanimously to direct the County Manager, 
as part of the FY 2019-28 CIP, to bring to the Board “tiered options” to achieve increased 
athletic field capacity (synthetic turf conversion, lighting, or both).  The Board also directed that, 
as part of these tiered options, the County Manager “should include the field lighting criteria to 
be adopted as part of the Public Spaces Master Plan that includes consideration of the Key 
Considerations for Evaluating Potential Field Lighting from Section IV of the Williamsburg Field 
Working Group Final Report.” 

A.  Despite an Overall Robust Process of Public Participation and Involvement in 
Preparing the POPS Draft, the Process for Developing Appendix IIII “Synthetic 
Turf and Lights” Was Flawed.

The draft lighting criteria found in Appendix III “Synthetic Turf and Lighting” followed a 
path different from the rest of the POPS draft.  During the 3-year POPS process, Appendix III 
was almost entirely undeveloped.  The April draft included an empty page labelled “placeholder” 
for synthetic turf fields and a single page captioned “Field Lighting” for athletic field lighting 
standards.  That page outlined a few “different approaches to the issue of field lighting.”  The 
July preliminary draft of the Update consisted of a several pages of general information, with 
some sections captioned “Under Development, and setting forth some potential lighting 
mitigation techniques to be used “depending on the specific context.”

On October 24, 2018 — after the close of the comment period on the POPS draft and in 
a Draft labelled “Final” — the drafters finally released a 28-page Appendix containing, for the 
first time, the “prioritized” list of athletic fields identified for synthetic turf and lights and 
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specifically requested by the County Board more than a year earlier.  It also released — again 
after the close of the comment period and in its “final” Draft — a set of criteria to be used in 
prioritizing fields, together with proposed technical criteria and standards for field lighting.  
Although the staff has released the “final” Draft for the “thoughts” of interested residents, those 
same residents might reasonably express doubt about the staff’s real interest in those 
“thoughts” as they pertain to field lights given the late addition of this document to the “final” 
Draft, and the complete absence of any discussion in the Appendix of the setting hosting lights 
or community involvement in lighting decisions.

To neighbors unsurprised to see the Williamsburg fields prominently identified as the 
highest-scoring potential fields for future lighting, the process might reasonably be described as 
“deja vu all over again.”  Having been forced to remedy (through the convening of the 
Williamsburg Lights Working Group) the original procedural failures that led to the staff’s 
identification of the fields as appropriate for lighting, the staff now repeats and compounds that 
failure with new procedural errors.  It has just released, following 3 years of deliberations, an 
Appendix that (in large part) had never seen the light of day previously.  Moreover, it ignores 
almost entirely the concerns expressed in good faith by many residents both in oral and written 
comments, as well as at work sessions, about a highly contentious public issue such as field 
lighting.  

Recommendation:   The “final” Draft should be deferred for a reasonable period 
of time to permit neighborhoods hosting parks to review, with care, the many 
pages of charts identifying the scores of candidate athletic fields in Arlington, and 
how those fields were ranked by staff for potential conversion to synthetic turf 
and lights.

B.  Appendix III Fails to Consider the Consensus Neutral Factors for Lighting 
Athletic Fields Developed by the Williamsburg Lights Working Group.

During the course of its deliberations, the Williamsburg Lights Working Group was 
requested to expand the scope of its inquiry and develop “neutral criteria” to be used County-
wide to identify athletic field sites that were, or were not, appropriate for field lights.   The County 
Board, in turn, has expressly directed the County Manager to consider these factors, as they are 
reflected in the POPS Update.  Nothing in Appendix III, however, reflects any serious 
consideration of those factors.

The most important conclusion of the Williamsburg Lights Working Group was a very 
simple one — not all County sites are appropriate for lighting.  The Group determined that the 
installation of athletic field lighting at some sites would simply be inappropriate because — 
despite best achievable lighting technology and creative mitigation measures — they would 
nevertheless seriously impair neighborhood quality of life.  Nowhere in the Draft is this important 
finding reflected, or even hinted at  — there is no mention of the impact of nighttime athletic field 
lighting on neighbors or on the natural environment.   The Draft’s treatment of athletic field 
lighting assumes that field lights can be installed in any neighborhood (provided they meet the 
very minimal technical requirements), and that mitigation — however ineffective — will be the 
solution to neighborhood concerns about impacts on neighboring properties.  

Such an assumption represents questionable public policy.  Former Chair Chris 
Zimmerman captured the appropriate balance of interests when confronting a request for field 
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lighting during the County Board’s 2012 decision to reject a proposal to light an athletic field in 
Arlington.  He said:

“Not every location in Arlington is equal.  The whole point of zoning and land use 
planning is to provide for different intensities of use at different locations . . .  As a 
property owner, you should have some idea of what to expect.  This gives us a 
reasonable expectation of what goes on next to us.  Lights by their nature do have an 
inherently intrusive effect.” 

The single most important factor identified by the Williamsburg Lights Working Group 
bearing on the appropriateness of field lighting — as endorsed by such groups as the 
International Commission on Illumination and the Illuminating Engineers of North America — is 
simply the “effect of field lighting on the immediate physical setting.”  Thus, for example, the 
Group recommended that, in identifying potential fields for lighting, the County should look 
closely at such factors as the surrounding zoning, the area’s state of development, ambient 
levels of light, and the proximity of homes to the field boundaries.  All of these factors, the Group 
felt, bear significantly on how field lighting will be experienced by residents and on the field’s 
appropriateness for very high levels of intrusive light.

These factors are not discussed or adopted in the Draft, nor do they appear to have 
been “considered” during the POPS process as directed by the County Board.  Prior internal 
drafts of Appendix III, not released to the public, had included at least some modest language 
ensuring community involvement in lighting decisions, including “discussion with the community 
during the design phase.”  None of this language found its way into the “final” Draft.  At the very 
least, the Advisory Panel should revise the Appendix to provide greater balance, including a 
recognition that Arlington residents other than sports enthusiasts have legitimate interests at 
stake, together with an endorsement of community involvement in field lighting decisions. 

Recommendation:  The Draft’s treatment of field lighting should be revised to 1) include 
language acknowledging that, because many of Arlington’s athletic fields were 
constructed without lights and are located in traditionally dark and quiet residential 
neighborhoods, lighting may seriously impair residents’ long-standing expectations of 
quiet enjoyment and would be inappropriate, and (2) add language that guarantees to 
communities hosting parks an opportunity to participate in County proposals to light 
athletic fields, including lighting designs.

C.  The Draft’s “Field Lighting Criteria and Standards” are Inconsistent with 
Those Recommended by Professional Lighting Organizations.

The recently released “final” Draft contains some suggested field lighting criteria and 
standards.  The sources for these standards are not described in the document and contrast 
sharply with those recommended by professional lighting organizations.  For example, the Draft 
recommends a standard of 0.5 foot candle (fc) light spill “in residential areas.”  The source of 
this standard is not identified and it is unclear, in addition, what “in residential areas” means.  Is 
this a zoning classification for adjacent properties?  What happens with mixed use settings?  
Apparently, there will be no light spill limit at all for “non-residential areas?”  A prior un-released 
draft of the Appendix recommended that the County look to standards established by such 
groups as the Illuminating Engineering Society, the International Dark Sky Association Model 
Lighting Ordinance, and the LEED Sustainable Credit, Light Pollution Reduction.  The earlier 
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draft also proposed two Lighting Zones — one for predominantly residential areas and another 
with moderately high levels of ambient light.   

None of these recommendations found their way into the “final” Draft.  As recognized by 
the drafters at one point, professional lighting organizations invariably recommend that 
maximum athletic field lighting should vary depending on the “Lighting Zone,” which relates to 
zoning, levels of activity, and levels of ambient light in the neighborhood.  For a historically dark 
setting such as the Williamsburg site, for example, some experts recommend that light spill not 
exceed 0.1 fc.  Even Musco, the County’s sole-source lighting contractor, expressed its opinion 
that a light spill standard no greater than 0.3 fc would be appropriate there.  Similarly, at 
Wakefield High School, the County recently approved a lighting plan ensuring no more than 
0.25 fc light spill at the property boundaries.  Photometric data from the planned Wilson School 
athletic field project light spill lower than 0.1 fc at the property boundary.  Fairfax County, in its 
Performance Specifications for Athletic Field Lighting, also prescribes a maximum of 0.3 fc light 
spill where a residential property boundary is 200 feet or less from the field.  A model municipal 
ordinance prepared by the Virginia Outdoor Lighting Task Force recommended a design goal of 
0.25 fc light spill for athletic field lighting at a residential property boundary.  The standard 
recommended in the Draft — not released in any prior document — would provide considerable 
flexibility to DPR but could have severe adverse effects on properties near athletic fields in 
some neighborhoods.

The Draft also fails to set forth any quantitative or measurable standard for glare.  It does 
state that LED lights can be used to reduce visual discomfort and that shielding, aiming angles, 
mounting heights, and other design features can reduce glare.  As was evident during the 
Williamsburg Lights exercise, however, LED light sources found in even the latest generation 
LED lights are a significant source of athletic field glare.  (Indeed, Musco has cautioned in its 
promotional literature that a significant disadvantage of LED lights is that the tiny point sources 
can be a significant source of glare).  Mitigation measures mentioned in the report such as 
plantings and buffers, or seasonally adjusted hours of play, can have some modest beneficial 
effects, but are cannot eliminate the adverse effects of glare.  

The County has been urged, during deliberations, to consider adopting quantitative 
standards for glare, tied to Lighting Zones, to provide guidance to contractors and vendors and 
a measure of certainty to residents.  Fairfax County, in its recent study of athletic field lighting 
cautioned that glare is particularly difficult to control.  When considering adding lights to an 
existing field, the County warned, “field orientation during the initial master planning stage may 
make it possible to minimize glare problems but this is  unusual when retrofitting lights to 
existing fields.”  An un-released draft of the Appendix (undated) had proposed that County 
develop standards address glare by adopting the Model Lighting Ordinance BUG system or 
calculation method, or look to the Commission on Illumination quantitive measures of glare for 
different Lighting Zones.  These proposals apparently have been abandoned.  The Draft’s 
reliance on shielding or topography to reduce glare will neither effectively reduce glare at many 
settings nor promote uniformity in lighting effects County-wide.

Recommendation:  The Draft should be amended to adopt athletic field lighting 
standards endorsed by professional lighting organizations, which properly consider the 
characteristics of the setting proposed to be lighted.  In particular, light spill and glare 
limits should relate to levels of activity, development, and ambient light in the 
neighborhood, together with consideration of the proximity of neighboring homes.
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D.  The Draft Standards and Criteria Do Nor Adequately Address Potential Adverse 
Environmental Effects.

One of the Williamsburg Lights Working Group’s key considerations in selecting athletic 
fields for lighting was “the effect of the disturbance on the natural environment.”  The Draft’s 
provisions dealing with environmental issues are quite brief and summary, however.  With 
respect to the implications of lighting on the tree canopy, the Draft notes that, if the proposed 
light locations impact more than 3 healthy native trees over 12 inches in diameter, then tree 
protection mitigation should be implemented.  Like the other criteria, this one too is rather 
minimalist and the source for the standard is not provided.  As a preliminary matter, it is unclear 
why the Drafters are concerned solely with “native” trees.  Non-native trees — such as the State 
Champion dawn redwood recently removed within the Williamsburg Civic Association — are 
often highly ornamental, major contributors to the landscape, provide significant stormwater 
benefits, and are prized by residents.  Arlington’s own list of recommended County trees 
includes a number of non-native shade and ornamental trees, as well as evergreens.  Second, 
it’s unclear why the Drafters established the “3 tree” trigger for implementation of tree 
preservation techniques.  As recommended by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Standards and Specifications for Tree Preservation and Protection and Arlington’s own 
regulations for “Trees and Shrubs,” reasonable measures should be taken during construction 
activities to protect all significant trees.

With respect to natural resources, the Draft states that “if the estimated disturbance from 
light installation is within 100 feet of a documented, significant natural resource feature, the 
project will go through the Rapid Environmental Impact Review (REIR) process to determine 
any impact on the natural feature.”  It is unclear to me what this means.  The Draft does not 
describe or define “Significant Natural Resource Feature.”   It’s also unclear what an REIR 
actually is.  It is also not described or defined in the document and is not a term I have 
encountered previously.  At the very least, all lighting decisions would be considered major 
County projects with potentially significant environmental effects and thus subject to the full 
Environmental Assessment processes of Arlington County Regulation 4.4 — whether or not 
there is a significant natural resource within 100 feet of the proposed lighting.

The Draft fails to address noise effects at all, although the County’s parks are entirely 
exempt from the County’s noise ordinance, amended in 2014.  The County amended its 
ordinance because noise — particularly in the nighttime— has “deleterious effects on humans, 
the environment, and property” and because enhanced controls were needed to “protect public 
health, safety, and welfare.”  Activities at County parks, however, are exempt from the noise 
ordinance and thus nearby residents can be exposed to very high levels of athletic field noise, 
including noisemakers, until the County park curfew at 11:00 p.m.  The effects of such noise on 
resident sleep patterns and children’s study habits and sleep needs can be profound, yet are 
unaddressed by the practices mentioned in the Draft.

One final point is worthy of mention.  The Draft currently states that, even if candidate 
fields fail to meet the lighting criteria, “a proposal to provide athletic field lighting may be 
considered through a separate community process.”  It is unclear what this means except that 
the Draft seems to be saying that — even if the very minimal technical criteria in the draft are 
not met (i.e., mitigation measures will not be successful in abating lights effects) — then lights 
can still be considered through some separate process.  But that means the criteria cut only one 
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way — they can be used to approve sites for lights but will not necessarily exclude sites for 
lights.  In doing so, the Draft’s language underscores yet again the overwhelmingly pro-lighting 
position of the Drafters and their relative disinterest in those who are not engaging in night-time 
athletic activities but who are, instead, experiencing the adverse effect of that activity on their 
expectations of quiet enjoyment in their evenings.

Recommendation:  The Draft should include more robust procedures to protect trees 
during the planning for athletic field lighting, clarify more fully the environmental review 
applicable to such decisions, and demonstrate a consideration of the potential adverse 
effects of athletic field noise on public health.

3.  The Draft, Overall, Should Pay Greater Attention to Neighborhoods Hosting Parks

The “final” Draft (like its predecessors) acknowledges that, “unlike many localities where 
park systems were planned well in advance of development and helped shape the way they 
grew, Arlington’s network of parks and public spaces have been largely retrofitted into 
neighborhoods as space and funding has become available.”  Despite this recognition, however, 
the Draft continues to focus on ways to broaden and expand park uses and accommodate 
users, and views park development as an unalloyed good.  It does not address the potential 
downside of intense park development, or the need to balance such development with an 
equally compelling need — expressed in the County’s General Land Use Plan — to preserve 
“single family neighborhoods.” 

Instead, the sole reference to park “edges” is to recommend that the County “review and 
consider updating the County’s regulations and codes relating to parks and public spaces” to 
modify existing limits on set-backs, lighting, parking, height and other requirements to allow for 
more flexibility in park planning.  This recommendation suggests, of course, that common and 
long-standing zoning protections for neighborhoods might be weakened further to allow greater 
and more intense park use.  The Draft fails to acknowledge that enhanced park development 
and use might necessitate a greater need to preserve or extend those zoning protections.  
Overall, the Draft should be revised to better balance the interests of host neighborhoods (and 
the goals of the General Land Use Plan) against the greater convenience and hours of play 
desired by sports field users.

Conclusion:  I thank the County staff and the Advisory Panel for their energy, creativity, 
and persistence in addressing difficult and contentious areas of public policy.  Please let me 
know if I can help further as the POPS Advisory Panel completes its deliberations and refines its 
Draft.

cc: Arlington County Board
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POPS Review  11/18 

Introduction 

Pg 23 Status of 2005 PSMP Priorities  #5  Is it worth listing the collaboration between APS and DPR on 
building the Fleet School on county land?  

Pg 30  “Requests for repurposing or adapting existing outdoor or indoor courts to pickleball have 
become frequent.”  Is this more accurate?   

Pg 38/40 Primary/Secondary Multi-Use Trails, Hiking Trails.  This section is a little different in tone from 
surrounding sections.  It gets prescriptive, rather than descriptive, and uses terms like “should.”   

Pg 42  Ownership/Federal  “The Department of the Army manages Arlington National Cemetery. While 
an important and symbolic location for the country that attracts many visitors, the cemetery does not 
serve/encourage? local public space needs/uses? and is not counted as part of Arlington’s public space 
system.”   

Comment:  We don’t count Theodore Roosevelt either, even though it’s mentioned above, and is not 
included in the acreage count.  I know this categorization requires some judgement.  

Strategic Directions -- Public Spaces  

Pg. 6 1.1.4  Is it appropriate to mention not only the Site Plan process, but planning documents outside 
of the Sector Plans and Park Master Plans, like PDSPs (Pentagon City?), PenPlace Open Space PDSP, the 
recent Wash./Kirkwood plan, the East Falls Church Plan, Potomac Yards (Design Guidelines?)   I just want 
to make sure we are referencing other county policies somewhere, especially for those areas that 
include privately owned open spaces.   

Pg 14   1.4.3  Pickleball   ……… “The County uses space for indoor pickleball at Thomas Jefferson, 
Arlington Mill, and Walter Reed Community Centers.”     

 

Comment:  The County should continue to seek opportunities for indoor pickleball, such as in the new 
gyms at Fleet and Reed Schools.   

Pg 20     1.5.18   Does this list conform with the earlier discussion of the Public Art Master Plan that lists 
just three themes?    

Strategic Directions – Trails 

Looks good!   

Strategic Directions – Resource Stewardship 

Pg 6  “Explore ways the County can use economic incentives or changes in legislation? to preserve and 
promote tree canopy and natural lands private property. 

Pg 14 3.5.2  Is it worth a specific reference to the Master Naturalist program here or somewhere?  

Strategic Directions – Programs 
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Pg 4 5.1.1 is good.  I assume it refers to the every 5 year LOS analysis that will be conducted on sports 
and fields?   

Strategic Directions – Operations 

Pg 6  6.2.4  “Regional?? Nnative plant species are adapted to the local climate of Arlington and provide 
critical wildlife habitat while generally requiring less watering and maintenance to thrive”. 

Note:  Is it really true that all/most regional natives can thrive in urban built-out settings in Arlington, 
especially with climate change effects?   

 

General Policies/Land Acquisition/Level of Service 

Land Acquisition  pg. 3 

Are the recent years’ numbers correct, given the Taylor School/Park issue about there being not net 
open space acquisition?  Maybe, just checking.  

Part II  Creation of a New Park    

pg. 7 Generational opportunities: Would another example be a situation where there is an exceptional 
opportunity for preserving trees and natural resources?  (e.g. the George Mason/Washington Blvd. 
grove that has been  developed or the Hills Nursery property on Glebe where there is a large grove of 
trees).   Of course, this is related to Natural Resource Purpose listed in the next section. 

Pg. 7 Natural Resource Purpose  “Champion, Notable or Specimen Trees?  (This would reference other 
county policies/programs and 3.3.6.)   

Pg. 7 “better connections across physical barriers”   What about I-66?  Shouldn’t we add so it creates a 
potential justification for covering over I-66 to produce a park?   Or maybe this idea belongs elsewhere.   

Pg. 8  Historical Resource Purpose   Is there any guidance provided by the county’ Historic Preservation 
Master Plan that we should cite?    

Comment:  The extensive listing of potential acquisition sites is very useful and will be very valuable.    

Pg. 21 Historical Resources Acquisition  Birch Payne Cemetery is listed.  Isn’t this already county 
property?  It’s listed in another DPR Parks and Recreation Inventory that I saw.   

Pg. 34 Suggested change:  “The population-based standards indicate offer guidance on how many of 
each amenity Arlington needs between now and 2035, whether the County needs more of or has a 
surplus of a particular amenity.”   

Also,  “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 
(see 1.2.).”   Is this more specifically, 1.2.4?   

Can we also add some language such as from the section on How the Maps Were Created like:    
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“Updates to level of service analysis should be informed by other County efforts that may affect the 
provision of public space amenities.  These may include future Park Master Plans, Site Plans, Area/Sector 
Plans, and Neighborhood Conservation projects. ” 

Another thought:  “Any future LOS study should also take into account ongoing changes in the nature of 
demand for various amenities.”      E.g. There may be increases in demand for certain sports (e.g. soccer, 
field hockey, flag football) and declines in others.     

Pg 42 Diamond Fields  “DPR is responsible for field scheduling.”  Not exactly true?  “DPR, in cooperation 
with its various sports organization sponsors, is responsible for field scheduling.” 

Pg 43 “Despite a decrease in the recommended level of service, given population projections, the 
analysis suggests that Arlington will need two additional diamond fields by 2035.      

Pg 46 Access Maps:  The labeling on the maps could be improved a bit.  The specific amenity for each 
map was not easy to read. The font for the specific amenities, e.g. Basketball Courts, should be 
larger and bolded.   

Pg 48 Community Gardens  Comment:  This is a good example of the overall methodology not being as 
good in providing amenity-specific analysis.  It shows an acute need for Community Gardens in 
Northwest Arlington where everyone has a single family plot and presumably all the land they need for 
gardening.  But I understand the approach.   

 

Specific Policies 

Pg 2 “Level of service standards show suggest that Arlington will need an additional 11 rectangular fields 
and 2 diamond fields by 2035”.  

Generally, I am concerned that the recommendations from the Williamsburg Field Lighting group for 
evaluating neighborhood/environmental impacts of lighted fields are not discussed.  I realize that 
putting down objective scores on these for various criteria would be difficult.  But taking them explicitly 
into account before a decision by the County on lighting a specific field should be considered.   

Pg 22  Table:  There are 3 fields at Quincy Park? ? I only count the combination field and the adult  
softball field.   

Pg 22 Table:  Is the W-L H.S. auxiliary field, along Quincy St. not included for analysis?   

Pg 22 Table: Not sure about the #8 Criteria: Adult vs. Youth programming for Diamond Fields.  Aren’t 
some of these used by both adults and youth?   At least for practices?  Maybe not.   

Pg 36 Dog Runs    “Many rResidents in these urban villages may do not own cars and access to private 
yards is limited or unavailable, creating the demand for places to take dogs for physical relief and 
exercise.” 

Pg 38 Design Guidelines:  Really good!   

Pg 40 Public Spaces Planning and Layout   “Most of the total area of the public space should be 
contiguous and regular in shape (i.e. square, rectangular, oval, etc.). 
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Pg 41 “Consider sightlines and views to and from the site, including distant views to landmarks, public 
art, significant buildings or adjacent public spaces.” 

Pg 43 “Plant species should be of local and regional origin should be preferred and not be considered a 
threat or invasive to Arlington or the region”. 

Pg 46 Water Features   

“Design water features to reduce visual and environmental impacts: 

• Maximize water reuse and recirculated water instead of fresh water to the greatest extent possible. 

• Minimize energy use. 

• Design to maximize aesthetics of the water feature during the several months when not operating. “ 

 

POPS Inventories 

I assume that you are still working on the “In Progress” address listings.   

The Privately Owned Public Spaces listing is great!  Some of the font sizes in this table need to be made 
the same.  

 

 





Nedim Kirimca 
5312 36th St N 
Arlington, VA 22207 
 
December 8, 2018 
 
Ms. Caroline Haynes, Park and Recreation Commission, Co-Chair 
Ms. Jane Rudolph, Department of Parks and Recreation, Co-Chair 
PSMP Update Advisory Committee 
Ms. Irena Lazic, Department of Parks and Recreation, Project Manager 
2100 Clarendon Blvd #414 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
Dear Ms. Haynes, Ms. Rudolph and Ms. Lazic: 
 
I appreciate the tremendous work from you and your extended team in producing the Arlington 
Public Spaces Master Plan Final Draft.  I also appreciate your efforts to reach out to our 
community and seek our inputs. I do have significant concerns regarding the Athletic Field 
Lighting Criteria and Standard in the PSMP Final Draft. The explicit direction of the Arlington 
County Board, in its September 16, 2017 meeting on the Williamsburg Field decision, does not 
seem to have appropriately influenced the PSMP in regard to field lighting criteria. The PSMP 
seems to have ignored all the discussions and documents of the Williamsburg Field Working 
Group (WFWG), including its final report. Additionally, the PSMP does not appear to 
incorporate inputs from numerous working groups with the public regarding lighting criteria. 
The proposed lighting criteria and standards should be significantly improved before they are 
adopted as final in the PSMP. 
 
At the September 16, 2017 County Board meeting considering the proposal to erect 80-foot tall 
lights on Williamsburg Field, the Board directed County staff to study ways of increasing athletic 
field capacity, including considering Section IV, Key Considerations for Evaluating Potential Field 
Lighting, of the WFWG report.  Although the WFWG could not reach consensus on whether to 
light the field (the members were opposed to lights by 10 – 4), there was consensus on 
recommendations for making future lighting decisions.  
 
As noted earlier, the consensus recommendations of the WFWG seemed to have been ignored 
in the PSMP. As a result, the PSMP doesn’t properly consider the impacts to affected 
neighborhoods and their residents as well as player safety. The following section highlights 
some of the Neutral Criteria for Sports Lighting Decisions from WFWG that are not reflected in 
the PSMP. 
 

1. Lighting should be part of the original master planning for the field. Retrofit of lights in 
fields not planned for lights can be difficult, depending on the space around fields and 
particularly the space between fields for instances where there is more than one playing 
field.  Without enough space around a field or fields, construction and operation of 



safely-located lights may cause damage to trees, canopy, and wildlife.  Additionally, as is 
the case with the proposal to light the Williamsburg Fields, the light poles cannot be 
placed in locations that meet established lighting standards for player safety and even 
the proposed 80 foot poles are not tall enough for players to safely track the flight of 
the ball without being exposed to high levels of glare. The shallow angles that are 
necessary to light multiple fields from great distances also increase the impact on 
neighbors.  

 
2. State of development of the area. Industry association recommendations for athletic 

field lighting (e.g., CIE, IESNA) specify that the zoning of the site and the neighborhood, 
as well as the density and intensity of uses, provide the context for field lights. Lights will 
have a more dramatic change in a neighborhood that is dark and quiet at night than in 
one with significant ambient light and noise.   

 
3. Topography of the surrounding area. If a field is at a level below nearby homes, the 

homes will be less impacted by spill and glare from the lights and also by noise from the 
field. On the other hand, if the field is raised above the height of nearby homes, then 
they will be more likely to suffer from light spill, glare, and noise. Hence, at sites such as 
Greenbrier and Wakefield HS, where the fields are far below the level of neighboring 
homes, the neighbors are likely to suffer less from such impacts.  
 

4. Physical features of the site which may mitigate light spill. Features such as tall buildings 
may block or diminish the effects of light and noise on residential property.  

5. Presence of existing lighting in the immediate area. Sites with higher levels of ambient 
light at night from arterial roads or commercial development are more amenable to 
field lighting, whereas neighborhoods which are typically quite dark will experience a 
more dramatic change on neighbors and on wildlife when field lights are installed.  

 
6. Proximity of homes. The entire field lighting section of the PSMP report is written as if 

the only concern to neighbors and neighborhoods is solely from the lights themselves. 
For many, the greatest negative impact of lighting a field would come from nighttime 
noise from sports (e.g., referees’ whistles, players and fans shouting) and from vehicles 
(especially horns and alarms) that are an unavoidable consequence of lighted fields. For 
example, my children and many others within earshot of the Williamsburg Field have 
early bedtimes. Even many adults have bedtimes before established nighttime curfews 
for field lighting. Light and noise dissipate with distance since the intensities vary 
inversely proportional to the square of the distance. So homes that are twice as far 
away get ¼ of the light and noise.  Homes that are three times as far get 1/9 the light 
and noise.    

7. Environment impacts. Arlington’s Urban Forestry Master Plan seeks to enhance and 
improve the County’s threatened tree canopy. The current (2003) PSMP urges that 



new/renovated sports fields not disturb the connection between residents and natural 
spaces or wildlife habitat.  Construction of light poles/arrays can disturb trees and 
canopy, and nighttime lighting can affect presence of nocturnal wildlife. The PSMP Final 
Draft proposes implanting tree protection mitigation measures if three healthy native 
trees over 12 inches are impacted. There is a section in the PSMP Final Draft for tree 
preservation techniques but not tree protection mitigation. Additionally, the amount of 
tree canopy that may be impacted due to the installation of lights is not addressed in 
the PSMP. Tree canopy impacts should be addressed in the PSMP. 

 
8. Community-Wide Transportation Access. To the extent possible, preference should be 

given to potential sites for field lights that are accessible via mass transit and/or major 
highways and connecting roadways, with the objectives of placing priority on investing 
first in facilities that are reasonably within reach of residents who live in all parts of the 
County and minimizing impacts on lightly traveled neighborhood streets. 

 
 
The following are my comments and recommendations in italics regarding the PSMP Final Draft 
criteria for lighting fields and proposed standards: 
 
Athletic Field Lighting Criteria and Standards in the PSMP Final Draft 
 
The PSMP report uses a point system to rank candidates for lights but all criteria are equivalent 
for scoring. Criteria should have weighted value since some attributes are more important and 
or relevant than others.  

 
1. Does the field meet the minimum size requirement? (35,000 Square Feet for rectangular 

and diamond & 65,000 Square Feet for combination fields) 
If these areas are requirements, then this criterion shouldn’t be worth one point in 
comparison with other discretionary items. Either make it mandatory for a field to be 
considered for lighting, or give it a higher weighting in the criteria. 

 
2. Has the field been identified as a lighted field in a County Board adopted plan? 

The PSMP is forward looking. Why is this history relevant if this is an objective ranking? 
This criterion should be eliminated.  

 
3. Does the site have existing or planned bathroom facilities that are permanent structures 

or attached to buildings with an exterior facing entrance? 
This should not be a question of points. It is a question of cost. Consideration of a site 
without bathroom facilities should include the estimated cost to provide them, which 
should be considered along with the cost of installing lights and other site preparation 
costs as well as the cost of operations and maintenance. It is possible for the cost of 
lighting a field with existing bathroom facilities to exceed the combined cost of lighting a 
field and adding bathroom facilities. 

 



4. Are there existing planned ADA accessible pathways to the field? 
Similar to bathroom facilities, this is purely a question of cost. Consideration of sites for 
lighting should estimate the cost of ADA compliance along with all the other costs 
associated with installing, operating, and maintaining lights. 

 
5. Does the financial (cost sharing) partnership with APS or another partner exist? 

To a County taxpayer, whether the funds come from “the County” or from “APS” is 
irrelevant.  A County dollar is a County dollar. A poor option should not beat out a good 
option because of which County pocket the funds originate from.  

 
If the funds are to come from a private partner, however, those funds should not be 
allowed to counterbalance or outweigh factors that benefit or cost the County residents 
as a whole. For example, a company, a wealthy individual, or an organization paying for 
lights on their field of choice should not outweigh any negative effects to nearby residents 
or the loss of services since the private partner would expect preferential use of the field 
after making the large investment. 

 
6. Is the field used for scholastic sports programs? 

Does this refer to school sports programs including physical education, or just nighttime 
competitive sports, which are generally high school sports? If referring to PE, it is not 
relevant to lights. PE benefits tremendously from converting to turf from grass due to 
many additional hours of play. However, lights don’t benefit PE since school hours are 
during daytime. Additionally, if a field is not used for scholastic sports programs today, it 
could be used in the future if the field is lighted. This criterion should be removed. 

 
7. Does the field support both diamond and rectangular sports? 

This is a good criterion since it will help to maximize the fiscal benefit. 
 
8. Does the field provide benefits for programming both youth and adult sports leagues? 

This should not be a factor. An hour of play is an hour of play, no matter who is playing.  
Additionally, this criterion is based on current usage. Once a field is lighted, there may be 
additional hours for league usage. This criterion should be removed. 

 
9. Is the field located in an area identified in the POPS access analysis (LOS) as areas where 

access gaps exist for rectangular or diamond fields?  
This is a good criterion and should have a higher weighting since it would benefit 
underserved areas. 

 
Environmental Context: If the proposed project meets enough criteria to move forward, a 
more detailed tree evaluation would be completed to determine possible impacts. 
Given the weakness of the environmental standards, this submersion of environmental 
impacts is inappropriate.  Environmental impacts related to trees, canopy, and wildlife should 
be fully considered along with other impact when considering a field for lighting. 
 



Further, Criterion #10 for Turf Conversion (Is the proposed field outside the dripline of existing 
trees or woodlands?) should be included as criterion for lighted fields as well. The installation 
of tall light poles and large arrays of lights can be impossible at some sites without 
unacceptable tree damage or wildlife impacts. That should influence acceptability of a site, 
not just be a throwaway factor. 
 
Standards for Lights in the PSMP Final Draft 
 
A. If the proposed light locations impact more than three healthy native trees over 12 

inches in diameter, either by directly affecting their dripline or requiring removal for 
access or disturbance, tree protection mitigation measures should be implemented. 
Specifying more than three trees, native, and 12 inches is arbitrary – what is the basis? 
 As reflected in other comments filed on this report, there are many non-native trees in 

Arlington which provide considerable benefits to their neighborhoods and which should 
not be disturbed.   

 Many native trees do not grow to 12 inches in diameter at maturity, but should not be 
disturbed because of their benefit to the tree canopy. 

 Further, there should be an explicit standard for protection of canopy, consistent with 
the goals for the Urban Forestry Master Plan. Installation of light poles and arrays can 
destroy canopy which should be viewed as a critical impact regardless of species. 

 
B. If the estimated disturbance from light installation is within 100 feet of a documented, 

significant natural resource feature, the project will go through the Rapid Environment 
Impact Review (REIR) process to determine any impact on the natural feature.  
What does this specifically mean? What is a “significant natural resource feature? Is it a 
glade of trees? What is a REIR, and what is the result of a determination of any impact on 
a natural feature? This opaque wording does not instill confidence among residents that 
environmental impacts will receive the appropriate consideration in field decisions. Please 
reword and explain so citizens will understand the process and the likely results. 

 
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. 
0.5 fc is too lax for dark, quiet residential areas and is too strict for commercial areas. It 
does not comply with common technical standards in the industry and does not comply 
with common practice in this area. 0.1 fc is specified for quiet, dark areas.  It is my 
understanding that Musco agreed to 0.25 fc at Wakefield HS and other sites. Fairfax and 
Montgomery County impose tighter standards. The 0.5 fc standard does not protect 
residents at some sites yet it would be overkill at other sites. The 0.5 fc standard should 
be replaced with a variable scale from 0.1fc to 1.0 fc depending on the ambient levels of 
light and noise, consistent with industry standards and practice. 

 
B. LED or any other advanced lighting system should be used to achieve efficiency, light 

uniformity and visual comfort while minimizing light spillage. As lighting technology 
improves, the County will continuously review and update these standards. 



This essentially says we should put in the best technology we know of and that will do for 
any site. The best technology may be fine in many instances, but local circumstances such 
as the topography of the site and the ambient light and noise levels may make today’s 
best technology not good enough. The standards should specify and enforce quantitative 
standards for glare as well as for spill. 

 
 
A more holistic set of criteria is required to take into account the potential impacts to residents, 
neighborhoods, and players. The following are criteria that should be considered for evaluating 
prospective lighted fields: 
 

1. Does the field meet the minimum size requirement (35,000 Square Feet for rectangular 
and diamond & 65,000 Square Feet for combination fields? 

 
2. Is the field located in an area identified in the POPS access analysis (LOS) as areas where 

access gaps exist for rectangular or diamond fields?  
 
3. Does the field support both diamond and rectangular sports? 
 
4. Can the original master planning for the field provide enough space around the field for 

lighting that protects the safety of the players without damage to nearby trees and 
canopy?  If the field already exists, can light poles be located in the proper locations, and 
at the appropriate heights, per established standards to protect player safety without 
damaging nearby trees and canopy? If not, can the field layout be redesigned to do so? If 
there will be multiple fields, can the master planning leave enough space between fields 
to locate light poles and protect player safety?   

 
5. Is the site location in an area that is zoned to allow significant levels of ambient light and 

noise and/or do the current surroundings already provide significant levels of light or 
noise at night due to the proximity to the airport, transportation hubs, major traffic 
arteries, industrial operations, or commercial establishments. 

 
6. Is the field sunken below the level of nearby homes?  

7. Is the boundary of a rectangular field playing area or the infield of a diamond field 
(diamond field light and noise are greater near the infield) more than 200 feet away from 
neighboring residences?   

 
8. Will the field avoid needing a curfew due to proximity of the field to homes or residential 

institutions that would increase the cost/hour of play enabled?  
 

9. Is the field accessible via mass transit at night and/or major highways and connecting 
roadways? 



10. If a field has a parking lot, is the lot more than 200 feet away from neighboring homes?  
 
11. If a field has a parking lot, is the lot directly accessible from a major road? 
 
12. Will the lights be located outside the dripline of existing trees or woodlands? Would the 

installation and operation of lighting avoid damaging or removing multiple mature trees 
and avoid destroying 25 feet or more of canopy?   

 
13. Will the proposed lighting configuration meet the foot candles increase at adjacent 

residential property lines that are appropriate for the neighborhood, such as 0.1 foot 
candle for dark areas neighborhoods? 

 
14. Are there tall buildings or other structures near the site that would block both noise and 

light from nearby residences at night? 
 
15. Will the proposed lighting avoid impacting existing wildlife? 
 
In addition to the criteria above, a detailed cost estimate should be developed for fields that 
are being considered for lighting which includes the full cost of purchasing, installing 
(including the cost of tree removals if necessary, the repair of expected damage to the site 
and the repair and or replacement of structures on the site that will be impacted during 
installation), operating, and maintaining the lights (such as pruning trees to keep them away 
from the lights and allowing lights to have an unobstructed line of transmission to the areas 
that are to be lighted). The cost of making the site ADA compliant (if necessary) and 
providing restroom facilities (if necessary) should also be part of the cost estimate.  
 
The cost estimate should be another factor that is weighed in making the decisions on which 
fields to light. The cost estimate should also be used to evaluate whether to use limited 
County funds for converting grass fields to turfed fields or to light fields by comparing the 
cost for incremental playing hour and school use hour gained over the course of a ten-year 
period for each option. 
 
 

I appreciate your thorough consideration of my comments and recommendations regarding the 
Athletic Field Lighting Criteria and Standards in the PSMP Final Draft. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Nedim Kirimca 
 
 
cc: Mr. Bill Ross 



From: Joan McIntyre [mailto:jfmcintyre57@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2018 6:09 PM 
To: CountyBoard <CountyBoard@arlingtonva.us> 
Subject: Comments on Public Spaces Master Plan 
 
Dear County Board Members 
 
I would like to share with you the comments that I provided to the public comment page for the Public 
Spaces Management plan as you move to the final review and approval phase. 
 
The PSMP offers a wealth of innovative strategies for expanding the availability of parks, recreational 
facilities, and amenities within the overall context of limited opportunities to physically expand the 
footprint parks and natural areas and is very comprehensive.  The proposed plan offers a useful 
roadmap for continuing to expand and improve access for residents to a broad range of facilities and 
amenities, particularly for access to nature and spaces for casual recreation. 

The vision articulated for Arlington’s public spaces would be reinforces with the inclusion of clear, 
measurable goals for achieving that vision beyond the target goal of adding 30 acres of new public 
spaces over the next ten years.  Many of the proposed actions offer the basis for such goals but are 
generally undercut with language such as “consider”, “explore” or even weaker “consider exploring 
opportunities.” Given the high priority expressed by resident for expanding natural areas and 
particularly the tree canopy, the plan should commit to becoming a biophilic city (rather than simply 
“Explore opportunities to participate in or join the Biophilic Cities movement).  Additional goals that 
should be articulated include: 

The creation of corridors that would connect fragmented natural areas and provide healthier 
habitats for local wildlife 
Expansion of the tree canopy to as much as 50 percent from the current level of 41 percent 
Measurable improvements in water quality of streams 
Reduction of lawn area in public parks and APS property in favor of more natural landscaping 
featuring native trees, shrubs, and plants, 
Ensuring that all residents are within 10 minutes walking distance of a park as alluded to in a 
sidebar blurb 
Making all recreational facilities easily accessible through multi-modal means and particularly by 
public transportation.  
Adoption of the International Dark-Skies Association’s Community Friendly Outdoor Sports 
Lighting program guidelines to reduce nighttime light pollution 
Restatement of relevant goals in Arlington’s other comprehensive plans.  

The PSMP appears to obscure the challenges the County faces in meeting the competing priorities for 
public space expressed by participants in the process and the plan’s assessment of future 
needs.  Actions for expanding and improving public spaces (section 1) calls for the use of level of service 
as a planning tool to manage public space assets efficiently.  In Appendix II that describes the results 
from the level of service analysis that was conducted, however, an estimated 26 acres of new public 
lands would be required to meet expected demand for sports playing fields in 2035, which at face value 
would absorb almost all of the recommended acquisition of new land.  The plan notes that such 



expansion is impractical but never clearly articulates the challenges presented by this analysis in the 
body or offers guidance to meeting demands within physical constraints or criteria for making tradeoffs.   

The plan would be much improved if it specifically and up front stated that meeting expected demand 
for public facilities and amenities as well as expanded natural areas will only be possible through 
creative approaches and strong public-private partnerships.  Many of these innovative strategies are 
described in the plan but without this necessary context.  The Plan would also be improved with greater 
clarity on how the possible opportunities for park expansion laid out in Appendix II would help meet the 
estimated demands.  Most of them appear to be small parcels of land that only marginally increase the 
size of individual parks. 

The PSMP should give greater emphasis on engaging the private sector to promoting Privately Owned 
Public Spaces as a key strategy for expanding the availability of public spaces.  Currently the draft has 
one action (1.1.4) that mentions these spaces plus Appendix III with the focus on design standards.  The 
plan should include actions for the County to specifically work with developers to incorporate public 
spaces as part of the development as well incorporating biophilic elements (and other sustainability 
features) into their designs. Incentives built into the permitting process should be developed to 
encourage such actions.   Developers of multi-family housing and even commercial properties should 
also be encouraged to add facilities and amenities such as casual gathering areas, community gardens, 
dog runs, and swimming pools for residents, which would ease some of the pressure on County 
resources.  The Plan should also include actions to develop incentives for home owners to preserve and 
expand their tree canopy and incorporate more nature-friendly features. 

The Plan offers numerous actions for expanding partnerships with Arlington Public Schools as one of the 
key partners but there is room for improvement.  Action 3.2.4, which calls for collaboration with APS to 
identify, preserve, enhance, and maintain natural and historic resources, could be strengthened by 
including or even focusing on expanding natural areas and the tree canopy on school property by 
replacing unused lawn area with native planting of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants.  Washington-
Lee High School, for example, has a large expansion of grass area facing Quincy Road.  While there are 
some trees parallel to the sidewalk, the addition of more trees and other plantings could offer small 
areas for public use and serve as an educational resource for the schools without cutting into lawn area 
now used for various sports practices. 

   

Best wishes for the coming year 

  

Sincerely 

Joan McIntyre 

(703)340-4165 

 





From: rickepstein1@verizon.net
To: Irena Lazic
Cc: Caroline Haynes
Subject: FINAL DRAFT PSMP - COMMENTS FROM R. EPSTEIN 12/09/18
Date: Sunday, December 9, 2018 11:39:56 PM
Attachments: POPSFINALDRAFT - RDECOMMENTS120818.docx

Irena, good morning. We haven’t spoken in quite awhile; I hope that you are doing well. I apologize for
forwarding my comments on certain sections of the PSMP by email but I was not sure that I would be able
to do so online and want
ed to make sure that I met the deadline. I hope that is o.k.

I want to thank you for all of your hard work on what is a rather extraordinary, comprehensive and
excellent work effort. 

When I reread my comments I realize that they may come across sometimes as rather “critical” and not
constructive although that is not my intent. I have tried to include recommendations when I thought that I
could intelligently do so. In other cases I am simply reflecting back my reaction to provisions which I am
reading for the first time as a “layperson” who was not involved with the extensive discussions and
undoubted compromises that went into this document. Perhaps that is in some ways useful as a gauge of
how others in the County who have even less background then myself may react to a first reading. But I
apologize if my comments do come across as critical since that is not my intent. 

I hope that my comments are useful. Alas, I regret that I could not more fully review the document sooner
in the review process but like I suspect others who are overcommitted, I tend to be left doing so many
important things up against the deadline. Then again, these are probably more than enough comments from
me.

Again, thank you so much for all of your work on this and the areas of concern that I highlight are the
exception to otherwise wonderful work.

Regards,

Rick
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COMMENTS ON FINAL DRAFT PSMP - 12/09/18

Strategic Direction 1. Ensure equitable access to spaces for recreation,…

Action 1.1 Add at least 30 acres of new public space over the next 10 years.

I applaud the Working Group for including this critical goal in the PSMP as the very first
action item, a goal which was originally proposed by the Civic Federation, albeit
perhaps in a slightly different formulation. However, I have concerns that it may be
implemented in a manner which fulfills neither the goal of the Civ Fed resolution nor
even this language itself, including:

1. The County has previously acquired both the Buck and Carlin Springs properties
and hopefully meaningful portions of those properties will be used for parkland. Also, a
portion of the Carlin Springs property is already subject to easement and presumably
permanently protected from development. I am concerned that the County will claim
that such this land to subject to easement along with any newly designated parkland or
other public space from these two properties should be counted towards this 30 acre
goal.

Recommendation: the current language be modified to read: “Add at least 30 acres of
new public space over the next 10 years that is acquired after the adoption of this
PSMP by the Board.

2. The statistically valid survey that was conducted as part of the POPS process
clearly indicated, I believe, that natural space was among the highest priorities for
residents. I am concerned that in order to avoid spending scarce capital dollars, the
County will emphasize public space easements acquired through the site plan process,
that do not require capital expenditures, in order to fulfill this goal, particularly with the
imminent redevelopment in Crystal City prompted by Amazon. Although such
community benefit easements are important, certainly for our dense urban corridors, the
overall allocation of such new 30 acres should be weighted to reflect the priorities
identified in the survey.

1.1.1 Acquire land strategically according to acquisition guidelines…

Although the acquisition guidelines may help identify the priority of parcels for the
County to acquire (and in some instances identify uses) and the Levels of Service may
help identify the amount of a specific type of public space and/or amenity generally
required, it would seem that the question will still need to be answered as to what
should be the priority among competing public space types and/or amenities for a
specific acquired parcel that is not otherwise indicated by its context under the
acquisition guidelines. The practical reality is that many parcels to be acquired, as has
increasingly been the case, may have been previously developed with a house or other
structure that will need to be removed. Whether that new parcel should be converted to
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a playing field versus new casual use space versus a new natural space, may not be
clearly determined by the acquisition guidelines and is not answered by the LOS which
simply indicates how much of an identified amenity or land type, etc. is needed in the
County.

Recommendation: the priorities established by the statistically valid survey should
continue to be a critical guide to determine which public space types, e.g. casual use
space, and or amenity, e.g. a playing field, should be given priority consideration for the
newly acquired parcel, including through any park master planning process. I note that
both Subsections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 appear to assume that “the level of service standards
set in this PSMP will guide the selection of amenities to be built in these new spaces”.   
However such LOS don’t appear to presume to establish priority among covered
“amentities” versus laying out the desired amount of each such amenity over time. The
survey does help establish priority.

Recommendation: if not addressed elsewhere in this Final Draft PSMP (at least I didn’t
see it in my selective review) a new Section 1.1.8 should be added to this Action 1.1
addressing: (i) County surplus land and APS unused (and often poorly managed)
natural and other areas that should be promptly reviewed after adoption of the PSMP
for transfer to DPR for inclusion in our park system, and (ii) federal and other
governmentally-owned “surplus” land that should be reviewed, and if appropriate,
acquired as soon as possible if and when available also for inclusion in our park system.
Most Arlingtonians are unaware that sizable Arlington County, APS and other
governmentally-owned parcels exist within the County that may be suitable for inclusion
in the park system and, certainly as to those lands held by other governmental entities,
may be permanently lost to development if not acquired in short order.

Recommendation: needless to say, unless the County is willing to appropriate
sufficient funding in consecutive CIPs to undertake the necessary acquisitions, all of this
will be for nought. There needs to be a constant remainder that the 30 acres is a
minimum goal and an acknowledgement that as much as exploring and utilizing
alternative acquisition strategies is imperative, fee simple purchase, as expensive as it
will be, remains the core acquisition tool.

Action 1.2 Utilize level of service as a planning tool…

1.2.4 Conduct a public space needs assessment, including a statistically valid
survey and level of service analysis, on a 5-year cycle.

I fully support this action item but am concerned that the County provide sufficient
funding for such activities as necessary to meeting the five-year cycle deadlines.

Recommendation: There has been considerable controversy about the alleged failure
of the County to utilize, as well as perhaps develop, adequate supply and demand data
and analysis in developing the LOS. Whether or not that is the case, the County should
acknowledge the criticality of utilizing this type of data and analysis in these future
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needs assessments and development of revised levels of service, and take actions now
to ensure that gathering of such data in appropriate forms is broadly implemented on an
ongoing basis in preparation for such periodic reassessments.

Action 1.3. Ensure access to spaces that are intentionally designed to support
casual, impromptu use and connection with nature.

Thank you so much for developing and incorporating the concept of casual use space. I
realize that this was a difficult task for multiple reasons, including undoubtedly its
seemingly amorphous nature and, undoubtedly, multiple proposed meanings. In an
historical sense “casual use space” has probably been the essence of many parks that
were originally simply a “green space” with very limited human built structures, e.g. the
“village green”. As demand has resulted in more and more “amenities” being imposed
on these green spaces, the primary focus of parks has I think been turned on its head,
in effect, and “casual use space” has seemingly become “what is remaining” after
amenities are increasingly being designed in. At this point defining and protecting
“casual use space” but more importantly ensuring that there is a balance among “casual
use space” and other categories of “spaces” is critical.

Sections 1.3.1 Consider completing….and 1.3.2 Consider exploring…

Recommendation: While acknowledging that this concept and associated policies are
clearly a work-in-progress and challenging, existing casual use spaces are already
threatened by conversion to other types of uses that are clearly identified and in high
demand, e.g. field space. Such inappropriate conversion has probably already
occurred, for example, at Aurora Highlands Park. As such it is imperative that the
“possible” actions identified in these two Sections be clearly rephrased as actions that
will be undertaken by the County through DPR with established deadlines and adequate
funding, with the end result being the development and addition to this PSMP of
relevant and appropriate provisions and other associated modifications in related
sections in regard to casual use space within 1 year after its adoption. Similarly
Section 1.3 of the Action Plan should be further expanded and clarified by stating that
the County should “conduct” the indicated actions rather than “consider” or “explore”
such actions and at least a further parallel “action” included that the County should
expand and complete relevant provisions relating to casual use space and amend the
PSMP to incorporate those provisions and other related changes again within such 1
year deadline.

Recommendation: As part of the above recommended changes, the definition of
“casual use space” should clearly exclude “accessible forested areas” which should be
afforded a higher level of protection with less intensive use and access. Forested lands
should be treated separately as part of natural resource lands.

Recommendation: A further major concern is that although there is a much
appreciated emphasis on ensuring equitable access to the various categories of defined
spaces, e.g. natural, casual use, active recreation, etc. it is also critical that there be
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continued and equitable availability of all such types. The principle should be
incorporated that natural and casual use spaces should not be converted to active
recreation or other “developed” uses. To the extent that additional land is needed for a
category of land use, the answer is to increase the overall size of the land “pie” and not
engage in reallocating land from equally important categories and thereby increasing
conflict within the community as has happened at Aurora Highlands Park. This is
especially important when natural lands and “greenspace” were so highly rated on the
scientifically valid survey.

APPENDIX II - GENERAL POLICIES

LAND ACQUISITION

I very appreciate the apparent recognition by the Working Group/DPR of the problems
with the previously proposed land acquisition criteria and appreciate the substantial
work reflected in this substantially revised approach. I have the following
concerns/issues, however:

PART II: GENERAL ALIGNMENT WITH PSMP

This paragraph doesn’t answer the question of how the proposed parcel meets this Part
II “if a potential function cannot be inferred” which is acknowledged in this paragraph
by: “In most cases when a new acquisition opportunity arises…it is not known exactly
what the planned use of the space would be.” The criteria under this Part II which apply
to that scenario need to be fleshed out and appear to be missing here.

As to the criteria that are laid out:

“The site shares its perimeter with an existing public space and is essential to the
expansion of that public space.”(emphasis added)

Recommendation: delete the italicized language. First the italicized language is
undefined as to what is “essential”.   If this was done to somehow increase flexibility I
fear it will be used in practice to exclude rather than include. In short I have no idea
what the italicized language means. My preference is to not add any qualifying
language since the overall purpose of this policy should be to broaden the potential
acquisition targets where benefit to the community can be obtained. Alternatively,
replace with the following language: :”…and presents the opportunity to fulfill an LOS or
otherwise further an important goal of this PSMP and/or the Master Plan for the park.”

Recommendation: without perusing the entire PSMP, it certainly seems that there are
multiple other, equally or even more important examples of “alignment with the general
priorities of this plan” (language under “criteria”), that can and should be listed here that
would support fulfillment of this Part II beyond simply “The site will allow the creation of
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new pathway connections…” Why was that chosen to the exclusion of the multiple
other important general priorities identified in the PSMP?

The lack of additional qualifying criteria again raises the concern that this Part II can be
used to exclude rather than include adjacent parcels.

Recommendation: revise the relevant criteria re creating a new park to read “…that
would result in a park of at least 1/4 acre.” A “pocket” park can be less than 1/4 acre
and still be of great benefit to the community.

PART III ALIGNMENT WITH PSMP PRIORITIES;SITE INTENDED PURPOSE

I find the overall description of this criteria contradictory. Under Part II, there was
acknowledgement, as noted above, that in most cases, it is not known what the ultimate
use of the parcel proposed to be acquired will be, yet this Part III “assesses alignment
with the goals particular to the intended eventual use of the site.” (emphasis added)
Again, what happens if the intended purpose is not known at the time of proposed
acquisition?

Further, this Part III utilizes the concept of “purpose” of a parcel but I am not sure that
that concept is adequately defined and utilized consistently elsewhere in the document.
I appreciate that this concept partially aligns with my notion of different categories of
land or spaces based on the use or “nature” of the space, i.e. natural lands, casual use
spaces, active recreation areas, etc. However, in reading through these various criteria,
I am once again concerned that the criteria are “limiting” and do not sufficiently reflect
and include the extensive concerns and goals set forth in the PSMP. By way of
example, “The site could increase the diversity of habitats for critical species”. If our
concern is increasing habitat for all wildlife, which I believe should be reflected here,
then the criteria should simply state: “The site could increase habitat for wildlife”.

BOTTOM LINE: I appreciate that this appears to be a major reformulation of the prior
acquisition policy and undoubtedly reflects compromises to attain agreement, but it
does not pass one of my fundamental tests, namely that a “layperson” reading it for the
first time would fairly readily understand how the various Parts are to be applied. Also,
it exhibits some of the same shortcomings, from my viewpoint, that I raised in reviewing
the last formulation, including that it is unclear why some important goals from the
PSMP were selected as criteria while others were not and also, as noted in the
comment above regarding “critical species” versus “wildlife”, the focus in some criteria is
on special and unusual attributes rather than attributes simply important to the goals of
the PSMP.

Additional Recommendation: along with the maps identifying “Potential Sites for
Future Acquisition”, maps should be included identifying (i) County surplus land and
APS natural and other areas that could/should be considered for inclusion in our park
system, and (ii) federal and other governmentally-owned “surplus” land within the
County that should be reviewed, and if appropriate, acquired if and when available for
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inclusion in our park system. Again, most Arlingtonians are unaware that sizable
Arlington County, APS and other governmentally-owned parcels exist within the County
and inclusion of such maps will provide this important information to the public.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

Third of Opening Paragraphs:

Included is the statement: “Both the population-based and access standards consider
all amenities with public access-including those owned by Arlington County, APS,
National Park Service, NOVA Parks, and private sites with permanent public
access.”(emphasis added). There is no explanation of how the data on these non-
County-owned properties was utilized in the methodology to develop the LOS, including,
for example, any necessary adjustments for the many APS/County shared facilities;
adjustments for usage of federally-owned lands/amenities by populations outside the
County; and whether heavily utilized Roosevelt Island, which is only accessible from
Arlington but lies I believe in D.C. was handled, etc.

POPULATION-BASED STANDARDS

In simple terms the methodology utilized to develop the LOS seems in general rather
opaque beyond a high level listing of “a range of factors” that were considered and the
vague statement that “The information and different factors above were evaluated and a
conclusion was made as to the appropriate recommended level of service for Arlington.”
I definitely appreciate the inclusion of the two examples, particularly the approach
utilized in the case of diamond fields but I still come away feeling that there was
necessarily significant “subjectiveity” utilized. One of the requirements of the scientific
method to assure validity of results is the ability of third parties to replicate the asserted
results. Without sufficient explanation of the actual “methodology” utilized, the resulting
LOS cannot presumably be replicated by third parties at this point, there will be no
ability for the County/outside consultants in the future to be able to reuse the
methodology for consistency, and most importantly, I don’t know that the validity of this
methodology can be assessed by residents of the County. This tends to lend credence
to current criticism of the “methodology” and resulting LOS.

Further as to the “factors” listed as used in the methodology:

- median level of service provided by Arlington County and four peer localities (where
available): I am skeptical that these aren’t “apples-to-oranges” comparisons that may
in fact be misleading. Having lived in Berkeley, California, I am not convinced that the
listed factors, e.g. similar population density, being “located across the water from a
major city” or similar housing prices, necessarily lead to the conclusion that the level
of services should be the same. And as noted above, I don’t know that there is
adequate explanation of why or how those factors, or the factors cited for the other
peer cities, create a relevant “apples-to-apples” comparison and basis for establishing
Arlington’s LOS.
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- national averages: I am even less convinced that a “national average” across the
country with no greater understanding of the data set and its utilization is reasonably
useful to this determination.

I appreciate that establishing LOS is a very, very difficult task and necessarily not
entirely objective, but without more explanation of the methodology it is difficult to feel
comfortable with the results.

And as further noted below, it seems like a necessary component of the methodology,
namely objective supply and demand data from Arlington itself, including as to non-
County owned lands/amenities, may not have been broadly utilized beyond
“registration” data, etc. in some limited instances. And again there have been critiques
of the accuracy/utility of certain registration data, e.g. failure to actually use the
registration by the registrant thereby inflating resulting “usage” data.

Statistically Valid Survey Priority

Recommendation: The several summary sections from the statistically valid survey
conducted as part of the PSMP need to be included in the appendices to this document,
since it is a critical source of data and presumably has been an important basis for its
analyses and conclusions.   Providing a link is a minimal approach but fear that readers
will not use the link and/or will not be able to readily sort through the survey document
to find relevant information.

County Data Inputs

1. As noted, there is considerable debate in the County about the alleged failure to
use supply/demand data and analysis as a critical component of the methodology to
determine these LOS. This description of the inputs that apparently were utilized should
clearly indicate the nature and scope of supply and demand data that was in fact
utilized. Not doing so supports the negative implication that this type of data was not
broadly utilized and can undercut the credibility of the resulting LOS and projections for
future required amenities. If there are reasons that supply/demand data was either not
available and/or not able to be used, I think a brief explanation could help address the
current criticisms.

Further, as noted above, there is reference to: “Both the population-based and access
standards consider all amenities with public access-including those owned by Arlington
County, APS, National Park Service, NOVA Parks, and private sites with permanent
public access.(emphasis added). If that is the case, then to what extent and how, were
amenities on these non-Arlington County lands considered in the LOS methodology,
including were related “non-County data” related to these non-County amenities utilized,
including relevant supply/demand data?

Chart Setting Out LOS and Related Information
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1. In connection with “Population Projections” in the notes, the projected County
populations for 2025 and 2035 that have presumably been utilized in the calculations of
“Incremental Units Needed” should be stated in the note rather than the sources cited
for the reasons noted above for including the summary pages from the survey in the
Appendices.

2. Note re Inventory of Amenities: it does not appear that the inventory set forth
in Appendix IV includes federal lands nor is there a breakdown its appears as between
County, APS, NOVA Parks and private properties with permanent access for various of
the amenities, unless I missed them. This data and data breakdowns are important I
think to better understand the validity of the LOS determination methodology and
results.



From: Jane Rudolph
To: Irena Lazic; Erik Beach; Lisa Grandle; Bethany Heim
Subject: FW: "Verb-age" in PSMP
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 1:05:06 PM

 
 

From: david howell [mailto:drdrhowell@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2018 2:22 PM
To: Jane Rudolph <Jrudolph@arlingtonva.us>; Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>
Subject: "Verb-age" in PSMP

Hi Jane and Caroline,

I provided a few comments on the survey monkey site this week.  The draft
plan is very good, from the clean format, to the strategic emphases, to the
structure of the plan elements, to the substance of the individual steps.

Most were single-item comments, like expanding the number of county
departments and other interests that are named as needing to be engaged in
action step 3.3.1. A currently stated, it puts too much burden on the
leadership of DPR when several other departments should be fully and
directly engaged. These omissions implicitly understate the importance of a
collaborative effort and ignore the comprehensive character of biophilic
planning and design. Most of my other comments are similar in scope. 

I wanted to write directly on one issue, however, that is more about how the
document itself works. It is not a single problem, but one that I see in
multiple places in the document. This has to do with the selection and use of
action verbs found in each element. I included this in the survey response,
and let Irena know that it was there in a separate email.

Generally, in these kinds of documents a standard and limited set of words is
employed to convey both the nature of the activity and the degree of
commitment to that activity, and that is true for the draft PSMP. I’m not
trying to be the “verb police” here, but I do think there are two different
kinds of problems with the verb use in some of the statements. Together,
they undermine the ability of the plan to have the impact it should have. 

One problem is just about verb choice and the actual activity to which it
applies. Clearly not all plan elements carry the same level of commitment,
and so they are written with different verbs. Some are decisions to execute;
some are self-assignments to look into a topic and it’s feasibility or legitimacy
for future consideration in Arlington. It’s this “soft” end of the spectrum that
concerns me. Even if the topic is little known and of uncertain value, the verb
should indicate that there is a level of commitment to look at it in some way.
If we can’t say that, why is the item in the plan at all? Committing to looking
at something is not at all a commitment to do something afterwards, except
perhaps to report the findings. While that could set the stage for a
subsequent process to consider a policy decision or other type of
commitment, the original action step would not need to contain that next



step. So, when the action step is to gather information, there is no reason not
to just say “Gather information” rather that to say “think about gathering
information". I think this point is self-explanatory and will try to keep this
message shorter by not including examples.

The other concern I have is how combinations of verbs can create confusion
and dysfunction when trying to implement actions and action steps. A plan
needs to have semantic consistency in the cascading logic of the directions,
actions and steps. When wordsmithing for whatever reason disrupts this
alignment, it can affect the viability of the element. I’ll include two, opposite,
examples of this.

Action 1.3 begins with “Ensure access to open spaces….” and as such would
seem to be very results-oriented. Ensure is a fairly definitive word, meaning
to provide or make sure of. But the first two action step statements, 1.3.1 and
1.3.2 are both very tentative in any commitment at all. They both begin with
the non-committal “Consider…” as a verb. Already, that is not consistent with
the action command to “ensure” access. Further, as noted in the first problem
I mentioned, above, these two action steps to “Consider” are merely
information gathering and do not involve any further commitment to do
anything. Step 1.3.1 is to “Consider completing an inventory to better
understand distribution…” and step 1.3.2 is to “Consider exploring
opportunities to develop standards…” So this leaves us being two degrees of
commitment away from ensuring anything, and one degree of commitment
from even having relevant information about the issue. Would it not be better
to just remove the word “Consider” from each of these and say “Compete”
and “Explore”. This example shows a serious commitment being watered
down by the language of the individual steps.

Action 1.4 demonstrates the opposite problem, in that an action statement
is “over-executed” by the language of the subsequent steps. The action
statement begins “Explore opportunities to expand or add facilities and
improve efficiency…” and would seem to exclude under its auspices any
commitment—decisions or resources—to the results of the exploration.
Those actions would need to come from a future action that is informed by
the exploration results. Yet, step 1.4.1 says “Provide all-season access via
temporary or permanent structures…” as a command. Likewise, step 1.4.2
says “Identify the location and build 2 multi-use facilities…” as if it is an
executive decision. Both of these have planning and budgetary implications of
consequence, and yet they are included under an action that merely says
to “Explore”. In the hierarchy of the plan, Action 1.4 doesn’t authorize those
steps.

I do understand that this document has been through many reviews and
subject to revisions of all types. And I understand that changes may
sometimes need to be accepted to gain clearances within an organization. In
some instances, though, some pieces may have ended up not meaning what
you intend them to mean. I think that where these inconsistencies occur, they
could make it difficult for many to understand (or believe) what the plan
actually means. And as such could undermine the integrity of the plan as a
guide to future planning, researching, budgeting and decision-making. 

There is nothing wrong with the lexicon of terms being used in the actions



and steps. But how and where individual terms are used, and in relation to
what activity, matters. So a targeted editorial review, just looking for where
the action “packages” appear unnecessarily weak or their terms out of
alignment, might be worth the effort.

David



From: Eric Dobson
To: POPS
Cc: Aaron Shriber
Subject: FW: Arlington Public Spaces Master Plan
Date: Friday, December 7, 2018 2:33:42 PM

Irena:
In addition to comments from Jeff Kreps last week, I received the following comments from one of
our members. This is to be considered general feedback and not an official NAIOP position.
NAIOP appreciates the opportunity to provide input. And continues to be available to work on this as
some of the more technical aspects get discussed.
Have a great weekend.
Eric
cc: Aaron Shriber

Eric – I have read through the relevant sections of the POPS plan. A few general comments I think
would be appropriate from NAIOP:

- Any potential TDR selling sites should be reviewed and designated as part of an open and
collaborative process with the potential sellers and the development community. The “bank”
will only work if people are aware of it and quality sites are selected.

- The County should encourage TDRs through density multipliers sufficient to offset the costs of
the TDRs to the buyer. The experience with Columbia Pike shows that greater incentives are
needed to make the program successful and attractive for buyers.

- In reemphasizing existing plans for park spaces in 4.1 projects, the County should take the
opportunity to review and increase the zoning incentives and community benefits accruing
to the community through these planned park spaces. Delivering on County priorities merits
consideration of additional offsets through zoning incentives.



From: Marco Rivero
To: Irena Lazic; Bethany Heim
Subject: FW: Just to prove we are reading the PSMP
Date: Monday, November 5, 2018 11:06:19 AM

FYI.
 
Marco Antonio Rivero
Principal Planner
Arlington County DPR, Park Development Division
 
Any e-mail sent to/from Arlington County e-mail addresses may be
subject to disclosure under Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests.
 

From: Colt Gregory [mailto:Colt_Gregory@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 5, 2018 10:19 AM
To: Marco Rivero <Mrivero@arlingtonva.us>
Subject: Just to prove we are reading the PSMP
 

Marco - The PSMP document and open event about it have really helped me get a perspective
on Arlington Public Spaces.  I can see why just using the term Parks is limiting.  I am amazed
at the inventory.  As Director Rudolph suggested I am really going over the first 50 pages or
so at this point.  Hopefully I will have some constructive comments but for now I have only
pedantically identified a typo.

Page 45

Public Engagement to Date

Beginning in winter 2105, the County engaged in a robust public discourse for the update of
the 2005 Public Spaces Master Plan.

Thanks.

Colt



From: Caroline Haynes
To: Irena Lazic
Subject: Fwd: "Verb-age" in PSMP
Date: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 9:39:43 AM

Hi Irena,

Below are additional comments on the PSMP from David Howell.

Thanks,

Caroline
---------- Forwarded message ---------

On Dec 10, 2018, at 10:20 AM, Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>
wrote:

Comments from David Howell:

I provided a few comments on the survey monkey site this week. 
The draft plan is very good, from the clean format, to the strategic
emphases, to the structure of the plan elements, to the substance
of the individual steps.

Most were single-item comments, like expanding the number of
county departments and other interests that are named as needing
to be engaged in action step 3.3.1. A currently stated, it puts too
much burden on the leadership of DPR when several other
departments should be fully and directly engaged. These omissions
implicitly understate the importance of a collaborative effort and
ignore the comprehensive character of biophilic planning and
design. Most of my other comments are similar in scope. 

I wanted to write directly on one issue, however, that is more about
how the document itself works. It is not a single problem, but one
that I see in multiple places in the document. This has to do with
the selection and use of action verbs found in each element. I
included this in the survey response, and let Irena know that it was
there in a separate email.

Generally, in these kinds of documents a standard and limited set
of words is employed to convey both the nature of the activity and
the degree of commitment to that activity, and that is true for the
draft PSMP. I’m not trying to be the “verb police” here, but I do
think there are two different kinds of problems with the verb use
in some of the statements. Together, they undermine the ability of
the plan to have the impact it should have. 

One problem is just about verb choice and the actual activity to
which it applies. Clearly not all plan elements carry the same level
of commitment, and so they are written with different verbs. Some



are decisions to execute; some are self-assignments to look into a
topic and it’s feasibility or legitimacy for future consideration in
Arlington. It’s this “soft” end of the spectrum that concerns me.
Even if the topic is little known and of uncertain value, the verb
should indicate that there is a level of commitment to look at it in
some way. If we can’t say that, why is the item in the plan at all?
Committing to looking at something is not at all a commitment to
do something afterwards, except perhaps to report the findings.
While that could set the stage for a subsequent process to consider
a policy decision or other type of commitment, the original action
step would not need to contain that next step. So, when the action
step is to gather information, there is no reason not to just
say “Gather information” rather that to say “think about gathering
information". I think this point is self-explanatory and will try to
keep this message shorter by not including examples.

The other concern I have is how combinations of verbs can create
confusion and dysfunction when trying to implement actions and
action steps. A plan needs to have semantic consistency in the
cascading logic of the directions, actions and steps. When
wordsmithing for whatever reason disrupts this alignment, it can
affect the viability of the element. I’ll include two, opposite,
examples of this.

Action 1.3 begins with “Ensure access to open spaces….” and as
such would seem to be very results-oriented. Ensure is a fairly
definitive word, meaning to provide or make sure of. But the first
two action step statements, 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 are both very tentative
in any commitment at all. They both begin with the non-
committal “Consider…” as a verb. Already, that is not consistent
with the action command to “ensure” access. Further, as noted in
the first problem I mentioned, above, these two action steps
to “Consider” are merely information gathering and do not involve
any further commitment to do anything. Step 1.3.1 is to “Consider
completing an inventory to better understand distribution…” and
step 1.3.2 is to “Consider exploring opportunities to develop
standards…” So this leaves us being two degrees of commitment
away from ensuring anything, and one degree of commitment from
even having relevant information about the issue. Would it not be
better to just remove the word “Consider” from each of these and
say “Compete” and “Explore”. This example shows a serious
commitment being watered down by the language of the individual
steps.

Action 1.4 demonstrates the opposite problem, in that an action
statement is “over-executed” by the language of the subsequent
steps. The action statement begins “Explore opportunities to
expand or add facilities and improve efficiency…” and would seem
to exclude under its auspices any commitment—decisions or
resources—to the results of the exploration. Those actions would
need to come from a future action that is informed by the
exploration results. Yet, step 1.4.1 says “Provide all-season access
via temporary or permanent structures…” as a command. Likewise,



step 1.4.2 says “Identify the location and build 2 multi-use
facilities…” as if it is an executive decision. Both of these have
planning and budgetary implications of consequence, and yet they
are included under an action that merely says to “Explore”. In the
hierarchy of the plan, Action 1.4 doesn’t authorize those steps.

I do understand that this document has been through many
reviews and subject to revisions of all types. And I understand that
changes may sometimes need to be accepted to gain clearances
within an organization. In some instances, though, some pieces
may have ended up not meaning what you intend them to mean. I
think that where these inconsistencies occur, they could make it
difficult for many to understand (or believe) what the plan actually
means. And as such could undermine the integrity of the plan as a
guide to future planning, researching, budgeting and decision-
making. 

There is nothing wrong with the lexicon of terms being used in the
actions and steps. But how and where individual terms are used,
and in relation to what activity, matters. So a targeted editorial
review, just looking for where the action “packages” appear
unnecessarily weak or their terms out of alignment, might be worth
the effort.

A second important point, if this "soft" language is being imposed
by the county attorney's office, is that the PSMP, like most strategic
plans, is a policy statement about direction and priorities, and it is
work plan guidance for future activities. As such, once passed by
the board it serves as a political commitment to the public and an
itinerary for government action. 

But the PSMP is not a contract, and it’s contents do not involve a
legal obligation to undertake any actions. While decisions to
execute individual steps and actions may involve contracts or call
for legal advice regarding the means of accomplishing actions, the
main commitment contained within many of the steps involves
performance goals and staff assignments. It is not necessary,
however, to protect the board from its own policy statement. And it
is not within the purview of legal counsel to tell the board what the
policy statement can contain if it is not a matter of legal exposure.

The General Counsel function is to provide legal advice, review, and
other staff work. Legal review of documents primarily involves
considering and advising on legal permissibility and legal
sufficiency. It does not involve making changes to substantive
descriptions in a document that is not, in fact, a legally binding
document. This kind of editing is an overreach, and beyond the
core purview of the counsel’s office. It is possible that substantive
editorial comments from counsel can be useful even when not
addressing a legal aspect. But they can also disregard the intent of
the text, undermining important content, without any substantive
legal rationale to do so. The dilemma is that, coming from that
office, the comments are bestowed with the power to deny



clearance, whether they are valid or necessary or not.  



From: chaynesarmn@gmail.com
To: Irena Lazic
Subject: Fwd: Share Your Thoughts about Arlington"s Draft Plan for Public Spaces
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 9:51:09 PM

Sorry. Forgot to forward these comments.
Caroline

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Waqar Shah <swaqar.shah91@gmail.com>
Date: December 6, 2018 at 1:55:29 PM EST
To: Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Share Your Thoughts about Arlington's Draft Plan for Public Spaces

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: William Ross <wwross53@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Dec 6, 2018 at 1:53 PM
Subject: Re: Share Your Thoughts about Arlington's Draft Plan for Public Spaces
To: Waqar Shah <swaqar.shah91@gmail.com>

Waqar -- Thanks.  These are all great questions/thoughts.  Do you want to send them to Caroline, who is
our representative and POPS co-chair?  I know that there are many, many comments being sent in.  But
this way, they could be given a priority look.

chaynesarmn@gmail.com

On Wed, Dec 5, 2018 at 8:03 PM Waqar Shah <swaqar.shah91@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Bill,

I wanted to share additional comments on the POPS plan. Below I have listed some things I would like
clarified.

1. I am seeing the priority actions and there is a lack of information regarding green/open space
accessibility and equity. To my knowledge, there is a higher percentage of park spaces (both
privately owned public spaces and public county parks/open spaces) in North Arlington than
South Arlington, as explained by the higher incomes of Northern Arlington residents.

2. On page 16, should the actual benefits of biophilia and green/open spaces be mentioned?
3. On page 19, I looked at the economic benefits of green/open spaces on residential and

employees, but there should be more discussion on the benefits open/green spaces provide local
businesses.

4. On page 28, will the metropolitan area demographic trends account for the 25,000 amazon jobs?
5. On page 44, isn't there a countywide tracking system or inventory though?

I can provide additional comments if needed, please let me know what are your thoughts about the first
couple of comments, however.

Best Regards,

Waqar Shah

On Thu, Nov 15, 2018 at 11:08 AM William Ross <wwross53@gmail.com> wrote:
Fellow Commissioners -- Here is another reminder about the Open House this evening to discuss the
POPS document.  Even if the weather appears to be daunting for this evening, I hope you are getting
a chance to review the document and to offer any comments online. You can also send them directly
to our colleague Caroline, who is the POPS co-chair or to Irena Lazic, who is the DPR person in



charge of the POPS process. 

Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>
Irena Lazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>

If you have any questions about the POPS or some of its key recommendations, Caroline or I can also
provide some background. 

Thanks.

Bill
703 946-8738

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Arlington County Parks & Recreation <ArlingtonDPR@public.govdelivery.com>
Date: Fri, Nov 9, 2018 at 5:15 PM
Subject: Share Your Thoughts about Arlington's Draft Plan for Public Spaces
To: <wwross53@gmail.com>

Having trouble viewing this email? View it as a Web page.

Share Your Thoughts about Arlington’s Draft Plan for Public Spaces

Come by Arlington Mill Community Center on Thurs. Nov. 15 between 6:30 – 8 p.m. to ask questions or
share your thoughts about the final draft for Arlington’s Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP). Developed after
more than three years of partnership with the PSMP Update Advisory Committee, numerous public
engagement activities and more than 1,000 recorded community comments, the new plan will replace the
2005 Plan and is one of 11 critical components of Arlington County’s Comprehensive Plan, which is
required by the Commonwealth of Virginia.  The plan is a long-term vision for our public spaces. Let us
know what you think about this plan. If you can’t join us in person, you can share your input online here.

Manage Subscriptions | Help

This email was sent to wwross53@gmail.com on behalf of Arlington County.



Virus-free. www.avg.com

--
Waqar Shah
Urban and Environmental Planning Graduate
(410) 812-0781

--
Waqar Shah
Urban and Environmental Planning Graduate
(410) 812-0781



From: Marcelo Fernadez
To: POPS
Subject: Please bring mountain biking trails to Arlington
Date: Thursday, November 8, 2018 8:37:21 AM

Hello,
I just wanted to share my concern about the mountain biking trails in Arlington. We need your
help to bring mountain biking trails to Arlington. Despite miles of usable trails, Arlington is
the only jurisdiction in the area where using mountain bikes on natural surface trails is not
supported.
Here are some good reasons:
1.It is healthy and fun.
2.There is lots of open space and established natural surface trails in the county that can be
easily used. Examples are: Glen Carlyn Park, Lubber Run Park, Donaldson Run, Potomac
Overlook Regional Park, Upton Hill Regional Park, and trails along the GW Parkway.
3.Opening trails to riding would be a minimal cost for Arlington County Government. MORE
has pledged financial backing, technical assistance, and their volunteers to build and maintain
the trails. Local youth bike program, Phoenix Bikes, has also pledged support.
4.Many of Arlington's natural surface trails are suffering from erosion, lack of maintenance, or
poor alignments. Many were not built to modern standards for sustainable trail development
and are in need of community investment to improve the experience for all users and minimize
environmental impacts.
5. Currently, youth from Phoenix Bikes and Arlington high schools in mountain bike clubs
have to drive to Fairfax County or further to ride. This limits access to the sport, especially for
low income youth. Driving also is bad for the environment.
6.The number of students in APS is growing, but the number of high schools, and thus the
number of sports teams isn't growing. Adding mountain biking clubs would increase
opportunities for athletes, especially those who aren’t interested in traditional high school
sports.
7.It would bring riders from surrounding areas to spend money in the county. If you do not
live in the county, please indicate your feedback you would drive to the county just to ride---
and spend money!
8. Arlington has fallen behind places like D.C. and Alexandria in terms of bike accessibility.
This would raise its status.
9. There are lots of places to fit in pump tracks or even a cross course (Big Walnut
Park,Stewart Park, between Yorktown High School and Chestnut Hills Park). Pump tracks are
fun for all ages and a great way to get kids into biking.

I'd appraciate if you can raise and create awarenes so this is include in Arlington’s Public
Spaces Master Plan.

thank you.

--



Marcelo Fernández
LL.B., Freelancer.
+470 424 9993 USA
+505 8703 3495 Nicaragua
marcelo.fernandez.mendez@gmail.com

マルセロフェルナンデス



From: Jeff Kreps, LA/ASLA
To: POPS
Cc: Eric Dobson; John E. Kusturiss, III
Subject: PSMP and Open Space
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 11:55:26 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Irena,
Thank you for your presentation to NAIOP this morning, it was very informative and beneficial. After
you left, I had the following thought: Currently, Arlington County does not have a definition of Open
Space in the Zoning Ordinance; Open Space is often simply determined to be the “opposite of
coverage”. However, each project brings different development scenarios, and the various
departments within the County have differing goals, resulting in different interpretations of what can
or cannot be counted as Open Space. I am hoping that, through your PSMP Update process, you are
able to integrate a discussion of how to clearly define Open Space so that all County departments
and all property owners have a consistent understanding of what Arlington County thinks Open
Space is--and what each stakeholder can expect as a project moves through the development
process. As the County seeks to acquire 30 Acres of Public Space in a largely urbanized County, the
methods of provision (by developers) and acceptance (by the County) will likely need to be flexible
and creative! I would be happy to discuss this further with you if there is need or opportunity.
Thank you,

Jeff
Jeff Kreps, PLA/ASLA
Director of Landscape Architecture / Senior Associate

 Ranked in The Washington Business Journal as one of the Top Engineering Firms
WWW.VIKA.COM
VIKA Virginia, LLC
8180 Greensboro Drive | Suite 200 | Tysons, VA 22102
Main: 703.442.7800 | Ext. 677 | Direct: 703.760.4677 | Mobile: 703.850.0762 | Fax: 703.761.2787
kreps@vika.com | vCard

THINK GREEN...and print this email only if necessary.

E-MAIL TRANSMITTAL: This email, including any attachments, is intended only for the named addressee(s). It may contain information that is
confidential, proprietary and/or privileged. If you are not the designated recipient, you may not review, copy or distribute this message or attachments.
The delivery to or receipt by any unintended recipient does not constitute a waiver of confidentiality or privilege. If you receive this message in error,
please notify the sender by reply email and delete this message from your system.
Any information, documents or CAD files contained in or attached to this email is VIKA’s internal and confidential property and has been prepared by
VIKA solely for the use by its staff and the VIKA clients for whom it is intended. It is provided herewith for information only and is not to be relied on by
any parties other than VIKA staff and the clients for whom it is intended. Any reliance thereupon by any other party shall be at that user’s sole risk. Any
party, including VIKA’s clients, receiving the information or documents contained in or attached to this email is responsible for requesting updated
information or documents prior to considering it final. No update notification will be sent by VIKA except in response to a written request, and VIKA
shall not assume responsibility for any change to the information or attachments unless it was furnished by VIKA.



From: david howell
To: Irena Lazic
Subject: PSMP comments
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 1:38:26 PM

Hi Irena,

I provided a number of comments on the survey monkey site this morning. There are a few individual comments and
recommendations, but I also devoted some space to explaining some of the difficulties I mentioned last night. I’m
not trying to be the “verb police” but I do think there are two different kinds of problems, and together they
undermine the ability of the plan to have the impact it should have. One is just about the way verbs create
commitment, and to what. The other is how combinations of verbs can be create confusion and dysfunction when
trying to implement actions and action steps. A plan needs to have harmony in the cascading logic of the directions,
actions and steps. When wordsmithing for whatever reason disrupts this alignment, it can affect the viability of the
element.

I am happy to talk about any of this, if that is useful, but don’t know how to see what I actually wrote. Maybe you
can cut and paste from the survey results, and forward it, if you want to discuss any fine points. For general
conversation, I probably don’t need it.

I hope this helps with some of the editorial review issues you mentioned.

David



From: David Howell
To: Irena Lazic; Susan Kalish
Subject: PSMP
Date: Thursday, December 6, 2018 10:27:21 AM

Hi,

I didn’t know if all types if comments and questions should go thru the on line form. So, here are some relating to
the page design and photos.

First, the design is very clean and easy to follow. It keeps attention on content and organization.
Second, the photos work well with and are placed well. There are a few cases of the same image used twice. And a
lot of tree and trail images, not so much streams and ponds.
Third, a question, has it been decided to not have any wildlife images at all in this document? The text mentions
wildlife in several places. I can donate  a few if there is interest.

David

Sent from my iPhone



From: Douglas Plowman
To: POPS
Cc: mburick@rosslynva.org
Subject: Public Spaces Master Plan - Rosslyn BID comments
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 4:37:20 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg
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2018_12_04 Public Space Master Plan.pdf

Good afternoon,
Please find attached comments from the Rosslyn BID regarding the Public Spaces Master Plan. We
are encouraged by the plan and look forward to working closely with the County to help with its
implementation.
Thanks,
Douglas

Douglas Plowman, AICP | Urban Planning and Design Manager
Share your perception of Rosslyn by taking our annual perception survey before December 15.
Rosslyn Business Improvement District
1911 N. Fort Myer Drive, Suite LL-10 Arlington, VA 22209
E-mail: dplowman@rosslynva.org
Direct: 571.535.3081 | Cell: 734.545.5659 | Main Office: 703.522.6628
www.RosslynVA.org

See how we’re connected: www.linkedin.com/in/DouglasPlowman



December 4, 2018 
 

Irena Lazic 
Department of Parks & Recreation  
Arlington County 
2100 Clarendon Blvd. 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
 
Dear Ms. Lazic, 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Public Spaces Master Plan for 
Arlington County. On behalf of the Rosslyn Business Improvement District (RBID), I 
want to thank both County Staff and the County Board for their extensive work to 
update this important plan. We look forward to helping with the implementation of the 
vision, and support the continued development of the County’s parks, trails and 
public spaces. 
 
The BID supports the Action Item of increasing access to the Potomac River, and 
encourages County collaboration with the National Park Service on the initiative. We 
are encouraged by the Environmental Assessment released in summer 2018 in 
which a site in Rosslyn was designated as the Preferred Alternative. We hope to 
continue our partnerships with the Arlington Boathouse Foundation, Arlington County 
and the National Park Service on what can be a legacy project for the County. 
 
Rosslyn’s residential numbers continue to grow, with now over 15,000 living here. 
This has created an even greater need for dedicated pet facilities, so we are pleased 
to see the recognition of this issue in the document and would welcome and support 
dedicated dog facilities. This would provide much needed exercise areas for pets, 
and could alleviate some of the pressure on neighboring green space and lessen 
conflicts in areas not designed for this use. 
 
Privately owned public spaces are a great asset for the community that are often not 
fully utilized. The BID encourages the County to develop a full County-wide inventory 
system to identify these, along with clear and effective signage to let the public know 
they can use them. The BID also supports enhanced programming and sale of 
concessions as other potential revenue streams to help with the sustainability of 
these spaces. 
 
We are happy to continue these discussions past the comment period, and look 
forward to the opportunity to partner with Parks to bring some of the many great 
ideas for parks and open space to life here in the Rosslyn neighborhood.  
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Mary-Claire Burick 
President 
Rosslyn Business Improvement District 
 



From: Joyce and Roy
To: Irena Lazic
Cc: nedim.kirimca@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: comments on final POPS draft re synthetic turf conversion and lighting of fields
Date: Sunday, November 25, 2018 10:19:03 PM
Attachments: INITIAL POPS COMMENTS2.docx

Irena, I know I sent you my November 1 comments below, but I'm not sure if
I sent you this additional comment from November 14. Caroline may have. 

My question is whether delivering them to you this way puts them on the
public record as input to the POPS project, or do I need to submit them in
some other way. I looked at perhaps submitting them through the
comments link on the website, but that just provides a form to fill out with
questions or comments. So, do I need to submit these two sets of
comments in some way, or have I already done so in the proper way?

Also, is there any record anywhere of responses to the comments you have
received throughout the process? I don't think so, but I'm checking just in
case.

Roy Gamse
gamses@aol.com
703-532-5648

-----Original Message-----
From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com>
To: chaynesarmn <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>; jrudolph <jrudolph@arlingtonva.us>
Sent: Wed, Nov 14, 2018 12:13 pm
Subject: Fwd: comments on final POPS draft re synthetic turf conversion and lighting of fields

Thank you for considering the POPS comments I sent you on the 1st. I have
one other comment to add regarding the issue of locating lighted fields very
near homes.

Arlington County has a noise ordinance. It defines the levels of noise
impact that the County considers unacceptable (e.g., 55dB at night). It does
not apply to County athletic fields. So if my neighbors have a World Cup
party on their deck with fans cheering that exceeds the County noise
ordinance, I can ask the County to take action (not that I would on a one-
time occurrence). But if the field across my other fence creates the same
level of noise impact regularly from whistles and cheering during evening
soccer games, I cannot ask the County to take action, even though the



noise source is the same distance or further than the neighbor's deck. I
understand those are the applicable rules.

But I believe that when the County makes decisions to make major
expenditures to light fields very close to residential neighbors, it should
seriously consider whether the resulting noise impacts on neighbors would
exceed the levels determined by the County to be unacceptable. Why would
the County make a decision to impose what it defines as unacceptable
levels of noise impact on neighbors, even though it may be legal to do so?
Since noise energy abates so quickly with distance (1/4 the noise impact at

twice the distance; 1/9 the impact at three times the distance), this issue
only comes into play for locations very close to neighbors, which would
eliminate very few actual or potential sites.

That illustrates why in my November 1 comments I put so much emphasis
on impacts on neighbors and distance of homes from fields when deciding
which fields to light. I hope this clarification helps and that the POPS
recommendation when adopted will consider impacts on residential
neighbors and particularly on distance from homes and expected noise
impact on homes.

I would be happy to discuss this (or the other issues I raised in my
November 1 comments) with you or with POPS committee members or
County staff.

Roy Gamse
gamses@aol.com
703-532-5648

-----Original Message-----
From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com>
To: chaynesarmn <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>; jrudolph <jrudolph@arlingtonva.us>
Cc: ilazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>
Sent: Thu, Nov 1, 2018 11:54 pm
Subject: comments on final POPS draft re synthetic turf conversion and lighting of fields

Attached are comments on the synthetic turf and lighting section of the
recent final POPS draft report. I would be happy to discuss these with you,
other committee members, or staff.

Roy Gamse
gamses@aol.com



703-532-5648



 
TO: Caroline Haynes, Jane Rudolph 
From: Roy Gamse 
Subject: Comments on “Final” POPS Draft 
Date: November 1, 2018 
 
The “final” draft POPS report is an impressive compilation of 
information, analysis, and recommendations covering a myriad of 
complex topics related to the County’s public spaces. I appreciate the 
time and resources staff and members of the Committee devoted to 
reach conclusions on the issues. Unfortunately, during the long process 
of deliberation and debate, it appears that some important requests 
and information may have been overlooked. 
 
REQUESTS AND INPUT THAT APPEARS TO HAVE FALLEN THROUGH THE 
CRACKS 
 
COUNTY BOARD REQUEST TO CONSIDER THE CONSENSUS 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WFWG ON SITING FIELD LIGHTING: 
At the September 16, 2017 County Board discussion on lights at 
Williamsburg field, the Board directed that the follow-on County-wide 
study should draw on a section of the WFWG that concerns how to 
evaluate potential field lighting.  While there was not unanimity among 
the WFWG members on the Williamsburg lighting decision, there was 
consensus about future processes for deciding which fields should be 
lighted. 
 
There is no indication that that consensus section of the WFWG report 
was considered.  The substantive recommendations are not evident in 
the “final“ draft report. 
 
KATIE CRISTOL REQUESTED THAT RECOMMENDATIONS SHOULD TAKE 
INTO ACCOUNT FIELD USAGE AND IMPACT ON NEIGHBORHOODS: 



At the September 16, 2017 Board meeting, now Chair Katie Cristol said 
that further study of lighting Williamsburg field should take into 
account field usage and impact on neighborhoods. Surely the same 
factors are appropriate in considering any decisions on turf conversions 
or lighting fields. Yet the recommendations for expanding field capacity 
fail to consider field usage and site impacts. Other than the one-size-
fits-all 0.5 foot-candle light spill standard, the criteria and standards 
don’t address impact on neighborhoods: 

no mention of noise 
no mention of traffic 
no mention of wildlife 
no mention of existing ambient light in the neighborhood 
no mention of proximity to neighboring homes 

 
THE POPS COMMUNITY WORK SESSION RAISED A NUMBER OF ISSUES 
REGARDING IMPACTS ON NEIGHBORS AND NEGHBORHOODS:  
The December 6, 2017 POPS community work session held at the Navy 
League Building invited community members of diverse interests to 
provide input on issues of concern to neighbors. While concerns and 
priorities differed among participants, concerned neighbors expressed 
strong views on noise, environmental impacts, neighborhood character, 
and proximity to homes which were documented on easels and 
summarized in the whole group discussion.  These are almost entirely 
ignored in the “final” draft.  
 
SPECIFIC ISSUES 
 
NOISE 
For many people, the greatest impact on neighbors of sports at night 
on rectangular and diamond fields is the disruptive and awakening 
impact of noise.  When homes are located very close to rectangular and 
diamond athletic fields, there is little that can practically be done to 
reduce noise from play on lighted fields except to reduce the hours. For 



example, the County proposed a 9:45 pm curfew at Williamsburg, 
which would not eliminate the impacts on young children or the infirm 
elderly.  The draft mentions “seasonally-adjusted hours” as a mitigating 
factor for lighting, but not noise. Perhaps that implies a curfew.  
 
As my previous analysis shows, the earlier the curfew, the higher the 
cost of hours of play enabled by lights.  So curfews would make lighting 
fields close to homes less cost-effective and tip the balance toward 
conversion of grass fields to turf to and to lighting fields not near 
neighbors.  But the “final” draft does not consider noise among the 
criteria nor the side effects of mitigation  
 
0.5 FOOT-CANDLES IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE STANDARD FOR ALL 
RESIDENTAL AREAS 
A “one size fits all” light spill standard is not appropriate and does not 
comport with standards in common practice in the area. 
 
The Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA]’s RP-6-
15, Sports and Recreational Area Lighting, the standard reference in the 
field, says “spill light levels vary depending on the lighting zone 
(ambient light) in the area.”  Consistent with that, as the E2C2 advised 
the POPS Advisory Committee on 9/25/17, the IESNA in its standard for 
“Lighting for Exterior Environment” (RP-33-99) references a sliding scale 
light spill standard depending on the ambient light of the surroundings: 
0.1 foot-candle for intrinsically dark landscapes (e.g., the Williamsburg 
field neighborhood), 0.3 foot-candles for areas with low ambient 
brightness, and 0.8 foot-candles for area of medium ambient 
brightness. Prior drafts of Appendix B dealing with athletic field lighting 
referenced the IESNA standard and recommended a 0.3 foot-candle 
light spill limit for schools “embedded in predominately residential 
areas.”  The 0.1 foot-candle standard is, I believe, more appropriate for 
a dark setting such as Williamsburg and consistent with other IESNA 



recommendations. There is no justification for a 0.5 foot-candle 
standard in such a dark setting. 
 
Standards below 0.5 foot-candles (fc) are common practice in the area, 
even within Arlington: 

The County required Musco to meet an 0.25 fc standard at 
Wakefield High School. 
Fairfax County approved an 0.3 fc standard at Lewinsville Park 
Field 
Montgomery County approved a 0.19 fc standard for Musco at 
Clarksburg stadium (designed by Musco). 
 

Hence, 0.5 foot-candles may be appropriate for some locations, but it’s 
inappropriate and unfair to neighbors to apply it everywhere. 
 
THERE IS NO GLARE PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
Both lighting authorities and municipalities have discovered that glare 
is a very powerful irritant from LED lights, and mitigation measures 
have proven to be largely ineffective. Glare is a key negative impact for 
neighbors (as experienced by Williamsburg neighbors after the 
installation of outdoor LED lights a few years ago, and by neighbors of 
the LED installation by Musco at Capital University in Bexley, Ohio).  
 
Yet the only standard provided in the draft is a best technology 
standard.  It ignores standards established by lighting authorities [BUG 
(Backlight, Uplight, Glare) ratings and computational measures] 
deemed necessary and appropriate to protect neighborhood quality of 
life.   
 
Best technology may be fine in some locations but unacceptable in 
other locations (e.g., lighting two fields with lights only outside the two 
fields will likely cause more glare because the lights would be aimed 
more horizontally than lights that only illuminate one field).  The 



assumption that every site can be acceptably lighted by best technology 
is unwarranted. Depending on physical layout and design, even best 
technology may be inadequate in some locations.  Instead, the County 
should — as Fairfax County has done — control glare from athletic field 
lights by establishing quantitative limits of light (measured in candelas) 
emitted from the poles in light of their heights and aiming angles. 
 
PROXIMITY TO NEIGHBORING HOMES 
The effects of LED lights and especially noise on neighbors are 
especially exacerbated when the fields and lights are placed very close 
to homes.  Plus, the light and noise impacts on close-by homes can be 
significantly affected positively or negatively by the topography 
surrounding the fields (e.g., fields lower or higher than the nearby 
homes).   
 
Lighted rectangular fields are uncommon very close to homes in 
Arlington or on rectangular fields nationwide lighted by LEDs by the 
County’s vendor, as I’ve shown in lists and charts provided to DPR 
throughout the WFWG process. They are only present in fields located 
in deep valleys below the homes or at sites where old-generation lights 
were replaced by LEDs. 
 
Though I’ve addressed this issue in seven commission hearings, two 
County Board meetings on lights, many WFWG meetings, specific 
detailed electronic comments on the previous POPS draft, and many 
Post-It notes at POPS open houses, backed up by documents with 
specific analyses and justifications delivered to DPR (with some posted 
by DPR on the WFWG website), these issues are not reflected in the 
“final” POPS draft. 
 
WHY IS THE LOCATION RELATIVE TO TREES A FACTOR FOR TURF 
CONVERSION BUT NOT LIGHTS IN THE POINT SCORING? 
 



The turf conversion criteria include “#10: Is the field outside the 
dripline of existing trees or woodlands,” yet that criterion is not 
included among the lights criteria. It should be, probably with different 
wording.  As described in the arborist report for Willamsburg field, 
installation and operation of lights will probably do significant damage 
to individual trees and the overall canopy. 
 
THE POINT SYSTEM IS ARBITRARY 
The point system that the report uses to rank fields is arbitrary.  One 
point is assigned if there is an agreement with APS to fund a field, yet 
all the dollars are County dollars, so the field is no more cost-effective 
whether it is funded from one County pocket or two. In the case of 
Williamsburg, in particular, the fact that there is a financial partnership 
with APS is irrelevant because everyone agrees that APS physical 
education students won’t benefit from lights. 
 
If funds come from a private pocket, why should a private concern 
counteract negative effects that cost a point? 
 
Some factors on the list, or that should be on the list, should be deal-
breakers, not considered equal to other factors. The factors are not 
equivalent in importance. 
 
THE LEVEL OF SERVICE ASSESSMENT SHOULD CONSIDER SUPPLY – 
DEMAND REALITIES 
The POPS recommendations are based on a Level of Service analysis 
based on comparison with four selected cities which are in some ways 
similar to Arlington and in some ways different.  DPR has rejected 
suggestions that supply-demand balance should be considered. Yet I 
understand that PROS, the County’s consultant, recommends standard 
prescribed procedures that explicitly call for consideration of local 
supply-demand analysis in reaching local recommendations. The 
County Board evidently decided to proceed with the LOS approach with 



no supply-demand adjustment unaware that PROS uses such factors in 
its other studies around the country. That could lead to excessive 
unwarranted spending by the County on field improvements that 
should be spent on higher County priorities. 
 
CRITERIA THAT SHOULD BE INCLUDED FOR LIGHTED FIELDS 
 
I’ve only had a brief time to review the draft, but a few suggested 
criteria for consideration of lights at specific rectangular fields come to 
mind: 

1. Is the field within 100 feet of neighboring residences? (should be 
a deal-breaker) How far away are the nearest homes? 

2. Will curfews be needed that will increase the cost/hour of play 
enabled? By how much? 

3. Will installation and operation of lights damage X or more trees or 
remove Y or more feet of tree canopy? 

4. Will the cost of adding restrooms or ADA compliant pathways 
make the project economically prohibitive? Or would the project 
be feasible with such added costs? 

5. Will available locations at the field for light poles, as well as the 
required height of the poles, meet established standards (both 
light intensity and distance from the field) for player safety. 

 
I am sure that further review and discussion of the draft will lead to 
other ideas of criteria to be added (or subtracted).  
 
********** 
Moreover, I hope that the gaps in information requested and 
considered that I have identified here can be quickly rectified so that 
the final POPS document that is approved by the Board will adequately 
address all appropriate issues. The history of the last POPS document 
from 2005, heavily referenced and relied on even very recently, shows 



that this document and its recommendations may have a very long 
lifetime. Great care should be taken in these final stages to get it right. 



From: William Ross
To: Waqar Shah; Caroline Haynes; Irena Lazic
Subject: Re: POPS and SPRC Projects
Date: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:17:10 AM

Waqar -- Thanks so much.  Your comments, which are very helpful, are definitely worthy of
sending in the POPS folks.  I sent a bunch of detailed comments earlier this week, myself.
Why don't you forward them directly to our colleague Caroline Haynes, who is the co-chair of
the POPS process and Irena Lazic, who is the staff person in charge?  I can do it also, if you'd
like.

Caroline Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>
Irena Lazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>

Virus-free. www.avg.com

On Wed, Nov 14, 2018 at 10:58 PM Waqar Shah <swaqar.shah91@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Bill,

I do have a comment on the Public Spaces Master Plan, specifically the section on Privately
Owned Public Open Spaces. Where it says in the seating section that " Devices incorporated
into seating that are intended to prevent damage caused by skateboards and rollerblades are
generally permitted. Such deterrents are required to be spaced at least 5 feet apart from one
another, be constructed of high-quality materials that are integrated with the seating design,
and should not inhibit seating". I believe that similar guidelines should be mentioned in the
public art section because I believe that Public Art is also subject to damage by skateboards
and rollerblades depending on the height of the art structure, please correct me if I am
wrong. Also, should there be a section that discusses the upkeep of these privately owned
public open spaces that are required to be followed according to the deed, site plan, or site
plan conditions/amendments?

If anything comes up as I am going through this section, I will give you a heads up or try to
discuss during tomorrows meeting.

Best Regards,

Waqar Shah

On Wed, Nov 14, 2018 at 7:12 PM Waqar Shah <swaqar.shah91@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Bill,

Sorry for my late reply. Well since amazon is bringing 25k jobs to the county, this poses
as a great time to grow and accommodate talent sustainably. I will review the POPS plan
tonight and will bring comments tomorrow night at the meeting. Thank you for the
keeping me in the loop.

Best Regards,



Waqar Shah

On Wed, Nov 14, 2018 at 12:47 PM William Ross <wwross53@gmail.com> wrote:
Waqar -- Just a heads up.  I heard a little rumor that there will be very many, many site
plans coming to the county next year.  Maybe you know more than me at this time, but I
assume that many will be related to the announcement yesterday.

Also, I don't know if you had a chance to look at the POPS final draft yet, but I hope you
have a chance to review thoroughly, the section on privately owned public spaces, as
well as the associated inventory listing at the end of the document. 

Thanks.

Bill

Virus-free. www.avg.com

--
Waqar Shah
Urban and Environmental Planning Graduate
(410) 812-0781

--
Waqar Shah
Urban and Environmental Planning Graduate
(410) 812-0781



From: Kari Klaus
To: Irena Lazic; Katie Cristol; Bryna Helfer; Susan Kalish
Cc: Peter Rousselot
Subject: Request for publication of response to County Board"s Statement on the PSMP "POPS" LOS Methodology
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:38:18 AM
Attachments: POPS_LOS Methodology_171220.pdf

Level of Service in the Public Spaces Master Plan Update.pdf

Dear Katie, Irena, Bryna, and Susan:

Thank you for informing the public on the issues raised by residents and the response to those
issues in Chair Katie Cristol’s letter which has been posted on the Public Spaces Master Plan
County web-page. https://projects.arlingtonva.us/public-spaces-master-plan-psmp-
update/updated-public-spaces-master-plan-final-draft/

In summary, the County Board's letter cited Population Based LOS as the primary evidence to
continue to support DPR's "need" recommendations listed in the POPS plan.

My response to the County Board and to the POPS Committee shows that methodology was
not, in fact, fully implemented as prescribed by the expert consultants hired by the County nor
was their methodology statement for Population Based LOS provided to the public during the
POPS process. 

In an effort to ensure complete public transparency on this matter, I'd like to respectfully
request that the County also include on the web-page my response below along with the
consultant's methodology statement for POPS (attached to this email). 

Thank you,

Kari Klaus

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Response: County Board's Statement on the PSMP "POPS" LOS Methodology

Date:Thu, 1 Nov 2018 12:26:45 -0400
From:Kari Klaus <keklaus@aol.com>

To:keklaus@aol.com, Libby Garvey <lgarvey@arlingtonva.us>, Christian Dorsey
<cdorsey@arlingtonva.us>, Katie Cristol <kcristol@arlingtonva.us>, John Vihstadt
<Jvihstadt@arlingtonva.us>, Erik Gutshall <egutshall@arlingtonva.us>, Caroline
Haynes <chaynesarmn@gmail.com>, Jane Rudolph <Jrudolph@arlingtonva.us>,
Jane Siegel <janesiegel@icloud.com>, Jim Feaster <jimfeaster1@gmail.com>,
lsarli@mac.com, Elizabeth Gearin <egearin@egearin.com>, dean.amel@verizon.net,
justin.wilt@gmail.com, Claire O'Dea <clairebodea@gmail.com>, John Seymour
<juliaseymour@att.net>, Lisa Grandle <Lgrand@arlingtonva.us>, Tobin Smith
<toby_smith@aau.edu>, wgmgarl@gillen.org, Irena Lazic <Ilazic@arlingtonva.us>

CC:Peter Rousselot <peter.rousselot@outlook.com>, Bheim@arlingtonva.us, Erik Beach
<Ebeach@arlingtonva.us>



Dear County Board Members & Members of the POPS Committee:

This is in response to County Board Chair Katie Cristol’s October 10th email
(attached) which explained the majority decision of the Board to support the
continued use of the population-based Level of Service approach in the POPS
update. It appears that in delving into the complexities of the population-based and
the supply-demand analysis, we have not been clear about the problem with the
approach used in the update thus far.

I agree that a population-based Level of Service approach can be an acceptable
approach. However, DPR did not fully implement the population-based Level of
Service approach as per Arlington's own expert consultants. PROS Consulting's
methodology statement attached to this email titled “POPS LOS Methodology
171220” for Arlington’s POPS LOS Methodology says explicitly that;

"each community determine its own LOS standard based on current
supply/demand and future supply/demand projections." 

This methodology statement given to Arlington about how to conduct LOS standards
for our County requires supply & demand data, which DPR has, but has not been
made part of the POPS process or any public process. Not only is this a critical part of
the methodology, the data itself shows that there is a very large discrepancy between
what POPS currently recommends as facility “needs” versus the actual need based
on the usage of these facilities.

PROS Consulting and other experts include these capacity (supply/demand)
adjustments in their population-based Level of Service methodology statements not
just for Arlington but other localities and as a general rule of siting park facilities.
Examples and links are provided below.

I want to be very clear in saying that this is not an issue of one methodology over
another:

The POPS analyses have only partially implemented necessary data to
complete the LOS methodology.
The exclusion of DPR’s data on field utilization has resulted in POPS
recommendations which are likely miscalculated.

Therefore, the portions with the POPS recommendations relying on the LOS
methodology, must be revised to include the supply – demand analyses as prescribed
and used elsewhere by the consultants and experts. A transparent and independent
review and subsequent revisions would also reconcile the apparent discrepancy
between DPR’s internal facility utilization data and the current public POPS
recommendations.

We all want the POPS document and community planning processes to be as
successful as they can be. The tremendous staff, community, and volunteer input and
effort thus far for POPS should not be compromised by incomplete recommendations.
Instead, the supply-demand analysis recommended by PROS Consulting to adjust



and temper the findings should be completed to ensure that Arlington is making
appropriate investments, land use decisions and community planning with the most
accurate data available and with a complete and sound methodology.

I, and others, are more than happy to discuss any and all of your questions.Thank
you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely,

Kari Klaus 

keklaus@aol.com

----------------------------------------

LOS & PROS Methodology Statements:

    Arlington’s Level of Service methodology statement by PROS Consulting“POPS
LOS Methodology 171220” [PDF also attached to this email].

    PROS Consulting LOS Methodology statements “PROS LOS Methodology
Comparisons”

    LOS methodology statement by PROS Consulting ”Durango CO PROS
Consulting Report”

    Alexandria, VA Athletic Fields Master Plan by PROS Consulting

    Expert statements on Population Based LOS

Additional links below are provided:

    DPR’s staff reports, called “rover reports,” show numerous in-person staff visits to
reserved fields were in fact often empty or utilized only by a few people. [“Field Usage
Rover Reports Fall 2016”]

    The recommendations by Green Play Consultants, hired by DPR, cited issues
relating to the scheduling and allocations of Arlington’s fields.

    DPR’s internal reports containing over-scheduling calculations showing as much as
double than what was needed or used for hundreds of teams [Fall Pilot Summary]

    County FOIA webpage links containing DPR’s spreadsheets listed here and many
more plus the important tabs on those spreadsheets [“FOIA links and files list”]

    “Level of Service for the PSMP” Katie Cristol’s email response





From: Kari Klaus
To: keklaus@aol.com; Libby Garvey; Christian Dorsey; Katie Cristol; John Vihstadt; Erik Gutshall; Caroline Haynes;

Jane Rudolph; Jane Siegel; Jim Feaster; Leonardo Sarli; egearin@egearin.com; dean.amel@verizon.net;
justin.wilt@gmail.com; Claire O"Dea; John Seymour; Lisa Grandle; Tobin Smith; wgmgarl@gillen.org; Irena Lazic

Cc: Peter Rousselot; Bethany Heim; Erik Beach
Subject: Response: County Board"s Statement on the PSMP "POPS" LOS Methodology
Date: Thursday, November 1, 2018 12:26:57 PM
Attachments: POPS_LOS Methodology_171220.pdf

Level of Service in the Public Spaces Master Plan Update.pdf

Dear County Board Members & Members of the POPS Committee:

This is in response to County Board Chair Katie Cristol’s October 10th email
(attached) which explained the majority decision of the Board to support the
continued use of the population-based Level of Service approach in the POPS
update. It appears that in delving into the complexities of the population-based and
the supply-demand analysis, we have not been clear about the problem with the
approach used in the update thus far.

I agree that a population-based Level of Service approach can be an acceptable
approach. However, DPR did not fully implement the population-based Level of
Service approach as per Arlington's own expert consultants. PROS Consulting's
methodology statement attached to this email titled “POPS LOS Methodology
171220” for Arlington’s POPS LOS Methodology says explicitly that;

"each community determine its own LOS standard based on current
supply/demand and future supply/demand projections." 

This methodology statement given to Arlington about how to conduct LOS standards
for our County requires supply & demand data, which DPR has, but has not been
made part of the POPS process or any public process. Not only is this a critical part of
the methodology, the data itself shows that there is a very large discrepancy between
what POPS currently recommends as facility “needs” versus the actual need based
on the usage of these facilities.

PROS Consulting and other experts include these capacity (supply/demand)
adjustments in their population-based Level of Service methodology statements not
just for Arlington but other localities and as a general rule of siting park facilities.
Examples and links are provided below.

I want to be very clear in saying that this is not an issue of one methodology over
another:

The POPS analyses have only partially implemented necessary data to
complete the LOS methodology.
The exclusion of DPR’s data on field utilization has resulted in POPS
recommendations which are likely miscalculated.

Therefore, the portions with the POPS recommendations relying on the LOS
methodology, must be revised to include the supply – demand analyses as prescribed



and used elsewhere by the consultants and experts. A transparent and independent
review and subsequent revisions would also reconcile the apparent discrepancy
between DPR’s internal facility utilization data and the current public POPS
recommendations.

We all want the POPS document and community planning processes to be as
successful as they can be. The tremendous staff, community, and volunteer input and
effort thus far for POPS should not be compromised by incomplete recommendations.
Instead, the supply-demand analysis recommended by PROS Consulting to adjust
and temper the findings should be completed to ensure that Arlington is making
appropriate investments, land use decisions and community planning with the most
accurate data available and with a complete and sound methodology.

I, and others, are more than happy to discuss any and all of your questions.Thank
you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely,

Kari Klaus 

keklaus@aol.com

----------------------------------------

LOS & PROS Methodology Statements:

    Arlington’s Level of Service methodology statement by PROS Consulting“POPS
LOS Methodology 171220” [PDF also attached to this email].

    PROS Consulting LOS Methodology statements “PROS LOS Methodology
Comparisons”

    LOS methodology statement by PROS Consulting ”Durango CO PROS
Consulting Report”

    Alexandria, VA Athletic Fields Master Plan by PROS Consulting

    Expert statements on Population Based LOS

Additional links below are provided:

    DPR’s staff reports, called “rover reports,” show numerous in-person staff visits to
reserved fields were in fact often empty or utilized only by a few people. [“Field Usage
Rover Reports Fall 2016”]

    The recommendations by Green Play Consultants, hired by DPR, cited issues



relating to the scheduling and allocations of Arlington’s fields.

    DPR’s internal reports containing over-scheduling calculations showing as much as
double than what was needed or used for hundreds of teams [Fall Pilot Summary]

    County FOIA webpage links containing DPR’s spreadsheets listed here and many
more plus the important tabs on those spreadsheets [“FOIA links and files list”]

    “Level of Service for the PSMP” Katie Cristol’s email response



Dear Peter and Kari,

On behalf of the County Board majority, I am writing in response to your request to pull the Diamond and Rectangular Fields Level of
Service components out of the draft Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP) update and to conduct a separate working group, post-PSMP
adoption, that would study field utilization and make recommendations on levels of service and identify fields for possible removal.

First, thank you again for your patience. As I wrote last week, I hope to underscore that the delay reflected how seriously we considered
your requests, and the number of conversations and analysis that each Board member wished to conduct about your proposals before
arriving at our conclusions. 

Now that we have been able to complete our own review, I’m writing to communicate that a four member majority of the County Board
has decided not to pursue these proposals for an alternative process for the Public Spaces Master Plan Update. Board Member John
Vihstadt feels differently, preferring to remove the Level of Service component from the remainder of the PSMP update process, and
initiate an additional community engagement process, focused solely on the methodology of determining field utilization, to determine
which methodology, or blend of the two methodologies, is most appropriate.

The other three Board members and I would like to share our thoughts about why we came to a different conclusion on the best way
forward, and provide some next steps and context for how some of the broader concerns you’ve raised are being addressed or can be
addressed in the future.  

The population-based level of service (LOS) model used by the staff and confirmed by the Board earlier this year in a work session
provides an industry-accepted and broadly-used planning tool. 
We appreciated the chance to engage with an alternative methodology, a utilization-based approach, that you brought to our attention.
This indeed is a valid way of looking at County resources. However, the Board majority saw two challenges with changing to a
utilization-based approach. One challenge is that the number of assumptions that must be agreed upon by different stakeholders to
generate a usable model; assumptions about not only the current but future popularity of different recreational activities, and about
extrapolating future demand from current and past trends. The other challenge is that the population-based LOS model already has been
socialized with the PSMP’s many affected stakeholders, and has provided the basis for community engagement over the past two years.

For these reasons, four Board members have agreed that the approach of the population-based Level of Service is the more appropriate
one for our community, where different stakeholders have widely divergent assumptions about future utilization. We will not be pursuing
the recommendation to create a working group to further assess a utilization-based methodology.

My colleagues and I want to emphasize, however, that the Level of Service estimates are 1) subject to ongoing review and 2) not
determinative but rather one of many factors that will guide future public spaces decisions. 

First, the first draft of the PSMP, posted in summer 2017, included a recommendation to review and update the Level of Service estimates
periodically after the plan’s adoption. Board members remain committed to this premise and when reviewing the final draft, we will
ensure that this recommendation clearly lays out our expectation as to how the five-year review of the Level of Service estimates will
occur and factor in five-year look-back data at utilization. 

Secondly, the LOS numbers in the PSMP are not “destiny,” but rather one measure of many that we - and future County Boards - will
draw on regarding public space investments during site plan reviews, parks maintenance capital projects and master plans, operating
budgets and Capital Improvement Plan updates. Other factors we will consider include other recommendations in the PSMP; guidance
from adopted sector plans; guidance from other Comprehensive Plan elements, and outcomes from public engagement. 

During our briefings with you, you brought to Board members’ attention some excellent questions and points regarding management of
the County’s field resources and whether they are being appropriately utilized. We brought raised these to staff and wanted to in turn



share some of the recent steps taken to improve problems with effectively managing diamond fields in particular:

While the PSMP update has been occurring, DPR also has been taking steps to better manage the opportunity for use of fields by the
broadest possible cross-section of the community. As you noted in your presentation, in 2015, staff retained the consulting
firm GreenPlay to help create a Field Allocation Policy for affiliated youth and adult sports leagues. In this iterative process, DPR and the
leagues have been piloting the approach over several seasons.  As you noted, the GreenPlay study showed that some fields that had been
assigned to teams were not being used. The allocation policy currently being implemented is designed to end that practice and ensure that
the leagues are using the full amount of field time they have been allocated, weather or emergency permitting.

Also, in Spring 2018, DPR completed an overhaul of the field classifications and converted 21 fields from “Permit Only” to “Permit
Takes Priority.” This change means that when fields are unscheduled, members of the community who are not participating in organized
leagues will have access for casual use.  With this change the County now has 77 Permit Takes Priority Fields and 13 Permit Only
Fields. 

Finally, consistent with the recommendations you shared with us, the final draft PSMP will recommend converting fields to synthetic turf
and adding lights to increase usage of existing fields and require fewer new fields to be built.  

The final draft of the PSMP is expected to be available for public comment by the end of September.  We encourage you to continue
to participate in the POPS public processes, as you have to date. 

Thank you for your thoughtful analysis and engagement with us, and again, for your patience with our response. 

Best regards,
Katie 



   Parks & Recreation Department     Level of Service (LOS)
 

 
 

 

Level of Service (LOS) standards are guidelines that define service areas based on population that 
support investment decisions related to parks, facilities, and amenities. LOS standards can and will 
change over time as industry trends change and demographics of a community change.  

The consulting team evaluated park facility standards using a combination of resources. These 
resources included market trends, demographic data, recreation activity participation rates, 
community and stakeholder input, NRPA data, the statistically-valid community survey, and general 
observations. This information allowed standards to be customized to Arlington County instead of 
taking a one size fits all approach.   

It is important to note that these LOS standards should be viewed as a guide. The standards are to be 
coupled with conventional wisdom and judgment related to the particular situation and needs of the 
community. By applying these standards to the population of Arlington County, gaps or surpluses in 
park and facility types are revealed. 

 

Standards have been discussed at length since the 1970s. In 1983, Roger Lancaster published 
recommended service standards for facilities and park acreage. Commonly referenced LOS standards 
today include: 

 Baseball fields:  1 per 5,000 population 
 Softball fields:  1 per 5,000 population 
 Soccer fields:  1 per 10,000 population 
 Total land acreage: 10 acres per 1,000 population 

Additionally, the National Recreation and Park Association s (NRPA) 2017 NRPA Agency Performance 
Review report indicated the following metrics were the median number of residents per facility: 

 Baseball fields:  1 per 6,453 population 
 Softball fields:  1 per 8,500 population  
 Soccer fields:  1 per 6,200 population 
 Rectangular Multi-use: 1 per 12,468 population 
 Total land acreage: 9.6 acres per 1,000 population 

Understanding that no one standard should be directly applied to every community, no formal adopted 
standards exist for LOS analyses. Instead, guidelines are provided that help each community determine 
its own LOS standard based on current supply/demand and future supply/demand projections. 

 

The project team took a multi-faceted approach to calculate LOS. The Trust for Public Land (TPL) 
provided peer community benchmark data which allowed the planning team to evaluate Arlington s 
existing LOS with that of similar communities. This data was used in tandem with the additional data 
sources outlined in Section 1.1 above to develop the final recommended LOS standards.  

Additionally, the typical  LOS calculation was derived from the project team s experience working 
with park and recreation agencies over the last 23 years and what represents a best practice  figure. 
It should be noted, however, that some park agencies have single-focus facilities (e.g., soccer, 



   Parks & Recreation Department     Level of Service (LOS)
 

 
 

football, rugby, etc.) along with multi-use fields. Depending on how an agency counts its inventory is 
reflected in the NRPA median numbers because all data is self-reported. 

An agency s current LOS inventory number is also taken into consideration when developing LOS 
recommendations. If an agency has an already high (relative to best practice numbers) LOS, it is 
important to look at a community s demand for that amenity/facility to see if maintaining or reducing 
the current LOS is warranted. The same thought process is used for lower LOS figures (again, relative 
to best practice numbers) and whether a standard needs to be maintained or increased.  

 

The project team has completed over 1,000 planning projects for park and recreation agencies across 
the country including: 

 Carmel, IN 
 Gainesville, FL 
 Indianapolis, IN 
 Kansas City, MO 
 Lodi, CA 
 Olathe, KS 
 Mecklenburg County, NC 

 Milwaukee County, WI 
 Missoula, MT 
 Prince George s County, MD 
 Provo, UT  
 Roanoke, VA 
 Scottsdale, AZ 
 Toledo, OH 

The project team s experience with best practice  agencies also provides support for the typical  
LOS recommendations given in the POPS plan. 



From: michaelj.grace@verizon.net
To: Irena Lazic
Cc: Jane Rudolph; "John Seggerman"; kinston122205@yahoo.com
Subject: Submitted Comments on Final Draft PSMP
Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 3:48:16 PM
Attachments: Market Potential Figure 6.pdf

Comments on final draft PSMP.doc

Dear Irena,
 
On December 7, 2018, within the extended comment period, I posted on-line
comments on the Final Draft October 24, 2018 Public Spaces Master Plan. 
Because the PSMP is so important, I also want you to have my comments in a
possibly more accessible format.  In order that you can easily access my
comments, we attach them as a Word document.
 
Coordination with Arlington County Tennis Association
 
My grand plan had consisted of coordinating the comment process with the
Arlington County Tennis Association (“ACTA”) and submitting comments under
ACTA’s imprimatur.  This time of the year, however, my day job typically
overwhelms me, and 2018 has proven no exception.  Instead, therefore, I am
copying on this message appropriate members of ACTA’s Board.  By copying
them, I am inviting them to contact you directly, hopefully to reinforce my
comments.
 
Language in the Final Draft About Pickleball
 
My comments (on-line and attached) address language in the Final Draft about
pickleball.  This language, appearing on Pages 32, 64, and 263, did not appear
in previous drafts of the updated PSMP.  I want to highlight here my comments
about that language.
 
In fairness to tennis and other sports played on athletic courts in Arlington
County, I urge that you revise Paragraph 1.4.3. on Page 64 in three ways.
 

1. Also acknowledge that demand for use of tennis courts has been
increasing.



 
Your own statistics, appearing in Figure 6 on Page 31 of the Final Draft, confirm
this trend.  Similarly, Figure 6 from the Preliminary Draft 6/30/2017 identified
tennis as a recreational activity having the second highest “Market Potential” in
Arlington County, second only to yoga.  For your convenience, I attach to this
message my previous comments on Figure 6 from the Preliminary Draft.
 
Other statistics confirm that interest in playing tennis is trending upward.  In
the past couple of years, the number of citizens participating in ACTA’s tennis-
playing programs in Arlington County has noticeably increased, and programs
have been added.  The United States Tennis Association (“USTA”) can provide
similar statistics both for the Mid-Atlantic Region and nationally.  In 2018,
attendance at the four major tournaments in professional tennis (Australian
Open, French Open, Wimbledon, and U.S. Open) broke records.  Similarly, the
Second Annual Laver Cup, played at the large United Center in Chicago, Illinois
in September 2018, was sold out all three days and nights.
 

2. Observe that during peak usage periods citizens often wait long periods of
time to access tennis courts in Arlington County.

 
Crowds routinely can be seen waiting for tennis courts at major County tennis
venues such as Bluemont Park and Quincy Park.  To balance the image on Page
64 of pickleball players, an image of citizens waiting to use tennis courts could
be added.
 

3. Commit that Arlington County will meet the demand for outdoor
pickleball courts by building dedicated pickleball courts rather than
repurposing tennis courts for pickleball.

 
Anecdotally, I believe this trend is emerging nationally.  In Florida, for example,
municipalities are trending toward building new pickleball courts, often
adjacent to tennis courts, rather than converting tennis courts into pickleball
courts.
 
Irena, I appreciate the time and effort you and your colleagues obviously have



devoted to updating the PSMP.  Thank you in advance for carefully considering
these comments on the Final Draft.  Should it possibly help you, please do not
hesitate to contact me to discuss any of my comments.  Thank you.
 
Michael J. Grace
Michaelj.grace@verizon.net
(703) 522-4633
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Comments on Public Spaces Master Plan (“PSMP”)
Final Draft October 24, 2018

Capacity and Disclaimer

I serve on Arlington County’s Park & Recreation Commission ("PRC").  However, 

I am commenting on the PSMP solely in my individual capacity.  These comments 

do not reflect any official or other views of the PRC.

Consider the Amazon Effect

Before adopting the Final Plan, determine what, if anything, it should say about 

Amazon’s plans to open a second headquarters in National Landing.  Should the 

PSMP specifically anticipate particular new park and recreational amenities that 

may have not been suggested before Amazon announced its plans?  If so, then how 

would the Plan's other priorities and suggested action steps be affected?

Cover Page

It is appreciated that the Final Draft unlike prior drafts provides an image 

acknowledging that Arlington County's public spaces include athletic courts.
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Page 31

The first paragraph under the heading "Recreation Trends" helpfully acknowledges 

that citizens of all ages increasingly are participating in DPR’s recreational 

activities. In developing new park and recreational amenities, Arlington County 

should address the needs of all citizens, not merely those of particular special 

interests having more time than others to attend public meetings and lobby for their 

preferences. Unfortunately, the Final Draft's highlighting pickleball suggests that 

special interests inappropriately have skewed the Final Draft's priorities.  This 

special interest language, not found in previous drafts of the PSMP, prompts some 

of the comments that follow.

Figure 6 on Page 31 confirms that participation in playing tennis has been trending 

upward.  Statistics from various tennis organizations, including the Arlington 

County Tennis Association (“ACTA”) and the United States Tennis Association 

(“USTA”), would confirm this trend.  The growth that your own statistics 

acknowledge influences various other comments that follow.

Page 32

In the first full paragraph, complete the thought about pickleball by acknowledging

that demand for usage of athletic courts for other sports, including tennis, also is 

growing. Consequently, the final PSMP should state that Arlington County will 
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address the demand for pickleball by building dedicated pickleball courts rather 

than repurposing existing courts into pickleball courts.

Page 61 continuing onto Page 64

Agreed—Paragraph 1.4.2. appropriately states that indoor multi-use activity 

centers should accommodate tennis.

The Plan should suggest two particular locations for new multi-use activity centers:  

Shirlington and National Landing.  In Shirlington, a multi-use activity center could 

be co-located with the property Arlington County has acquired to park buses.  

Buses could be parked in the building's lower levels; an activity center could be 

developed above the parking floors.  National Landing would prove ideal to 

accommodate the area's anticipated increase in population resulting from 

Amazon’s commitment to open a second headquarters in Crystal City.

Page 64 

Paragraph 1.4.3. reads like "special interest" or "rifleshot" legislation, augmented 

by the accompanying image of pickleball players. The Plan in this same paragraph

should balance this language by acknowledging that demand for tennis courts is 

also increasing; see your own statistics on page 31 and other statistics that could be 

provided to you. For example, during peak usage hours, citizens often wait long 
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periods of time to access tennis courts even at venues such as Bluemont Park and 

Quincy Park that provide more tennis courts than other parks. To achieve 

appropriate balance, add here an image of tennis players waiting for tennis courts.

Page 66 

State in Paragraph 1.5.5. that Arlington County will increase the number of 

outdoor tennis courts at Bluemont Park. Indoor courts also will be added or, 

alternatively, particular courts will be bubbled seasonally to accommodate playing 

tennis indoors. If necessary, as a trade-off for additional tennis capacity at

Bluemont Park, tennis courts at other locations could be repurposed, provided that 

the net number of County/APS tennis courts does not decline any further than it 

has already has.

Page 66

Clarify the discussion in Paragraph 1.5.6. of lighting tennis courts. Explain that 

while some courts are lighted, lighting could be added to additional courts to 

increase their availability. As an alternative to covering existing courts to allow for 

year-round play, provide for the possibility that particular courts could be 

seasonally bubbled.
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Page 68 

Provide in Paragraph 1.5.10. that new tennis courts could be built on rooftops. A 

tennis court admittedly consumes a large amount of space (60 by 120 feet). With 

today's land values, dedicating that much space to one activity admittedly presents 

challenges. One solution would consist of building tennis courts on rooftops. To 

accommodate year-round play, tennis courts on rooftops could be seasonally

bubbled.

Page 72 

Expand the discussion of restrooms in Paragraphs 1.6.3 and 1.6.4. State as a 

priority action that all Arlington County parks should have working restrooms and 

working water fountains. These amenities are needed to assure the safety of an 

aging population. Having them in all our parks also would increase parks’ usage.

Page 191

Plan in the short term to add tennis courts in the areas indicating most need. Do not 

defer fulfilling these needs.

December 10, 2018 Michael J Grace

4834-6996-5442.1
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Irena Lazic

From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:21 PM
To: Erik Gutshall
Cc: cmhaynes@comcast.net; Jane Rudolph; John Seymour; Irena Lazic
Subject: Re: yesterday's discussion of how the POPS document will handle priorities for lighting fields

Thanks for hosting the meeting.  I am sorry for my part of extending the discussion of light 
spill so long that we could not get through the noise discussion.  I think it's important.  With 
no change in the draft, there will be no objective way to determine if noise impacts are 
unacceptable.  55dB at night is an objective, measurable standard adopted by the County 
to denote noise levels that are unacceptable at night. I don't think you should accept the 
staff argument that adopting it for prioritizing fields to be lighted would endanger the 
County's exemption of all existing athletic fields from the County standard. There is a solid 
bright line between controlling noise from existing fields and prioritizing new fields for 
spending substantial County funds to create new noise sources in residential areas.  
 

Caroline and Jane left shortly after you, so I left dissatisfied that our 
points on noise and tree canopy were heard and understood, or 
that anything would be done to provide objective, measurable 
standards for spill, glare, or noise.  At the last POPS Advisory 
group, I was told that the reason the POPS final draft said nothing 
about impacts on neighbors was that it was impossible to set 
quantitative standards. Yet when provided national and local 
standards that could readily be used and justified, they are 
rejected.  3 trees killed is OK, but not 4, and 10" trees killed is OK, 
but not 12" trees. Yet more solidly based national and local 
standards just can't be used for light and noise impacts.   Hmm.  
 
I hope you will continue to consider the points we raised. You are right that the proposed 
process is better in that it at least gives some consideration to impacts on neighborhoods 
(later in the process), but it would be much much better if the POPS staff gave more than 
lip service to their consideration of objective, measurable standards. 
 
Roy Gamse 
gamses@aol.com 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Erik Gutshall <egutshall@arlingtonva.us> 
To: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com>; cmhaynes@comcast.net <cmhaynes@comcast.net>; Jane Rudolph 
<Jrudolph@arlingtonva.us> 
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Cc: Irena Lazic <ilazic@arlingtonva.us>; John Seymour <JULIASEYMOUR@ATT.NET> 
Sent: Fri, Feb 15, 2019 12:04 pm 
Subject: Re: yesterday's discussion of how the POPS document will handle priorities for lighting fields 

Thanks everyone for the hard work and commitment to working together to find a solution that works county-wide for 
Arlington and is hopefully acceptable to as many as possible. 
John and Roy, while the end result may not be what you had hoped for, I truly believe it is stronger for your input, and I 
appreciate your willingness to recognize where progress is made and respect your right to dissent where you find more 
progress is needed. 
Thanks, 
Erik Gutshall 
Member, Arlington County Board 
All email related to Arlington County business is subject to public disclosure. 
 

From: Joyce and Roy [mailto:gamses@aol.com] 
Sent: Wed, Feb 13, 2019 11:58 PM EST 
To: erik@gutshall.net, cmhaynes@comcast.net, jrudolph@arlingtonva.us 
Cc: ilazic@arlingtonva.us, juliaseymour@att.net 
Subject: yesterday's discussion of how the POPS document will handle priorities for lighting fields 

Thank you for inviting John and me to review the changes being considered 
for the POPS document's treatment of field lighting priorities and standards. I 
appreciate the chance to review the draft you showed us.  It is a step forward 
to have a process that considers impacts on neighbors in the process, though 
I would have preferred that those factors be considered in the prioritization 
rather then at the second stage. I suspect that a lot of resources will be 
wasted on investigation of multiple sites that would never have come to the 
top of the list if impacts on neighborhoods were considered in setting 
priorities. I understand that you believe it is too late in the process to 
incorporate community impacts in the ranking of sites, though that would not 
have been the case had the public had a chance to review the process before 
the "final draft."  

 

LIGHT SPILL AND GLARE 

 

I understand from the end of the meeting that John will provide suggested 
language for handling the light spill impacts (at least the best he can without 
retaining the draft you showed us).  I hope he can also provide language 
about glare as well (a "glaring" omission, if I may say so.  I repeat comments I 
made in our meeting: 

 I don't understand why, with direction to use objective, 
measurable criteria wherever possible, the POPS 
group would not use standards from industry groups 
(e.g., IESNA) for spill and glare. That would be the 
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most defensible approach you could take. It seems as 
if lack of objective, quantifiable measures has been a 
reason not to include community impact factors, yet 
the POPS staff has chosen not to include them when 
they are readily available. 

 While the range of 0.3 to 0.8 fc makes more sense 
than the random 1.0 and then 0.5 fc that were in 
previous drafts, the range is too narrow and needs 
context. 

 Without context that explains when 0.3 fc is 
appropriate and when 0.8 fc is appropriate, there will 
be strong pressure to accept up to 0.8 fc in situations 
where it is totally inappropriate.  The industry 
standards recommend standards as low as 0.1 for the 
darkest areas, 0.3 for areas with low levels of ambient 
nighttime light, and gradually up to 0.8 fc for busy, 
well-lighted areas.  If for some reason (that I don't 
understand) you can't use existing industry guidelines, 
at least provide the perspective that the lower levels 
are appropriate in dark, quiet neighborhoods and the 
higher levels are appropriate for bright, busy, noisy 
areas. 

 Re the 0.3 fc, I don't understand why you would put a 
lower end on the range (0.3 fc) higher than the 
County has demanded in its contract with Musco 
(0.25) and higher than Musco has contracted to meet 
in a nearby jurisdiction.  The 0.3 fc will end up being 
considered a floor when the evidence is that lower 
numbers are commonly achievable.  Why not make 
the lower end of the range the level that our sole 
source vendor has demonstrated as feasible and 
practical in Arlington and elsewhere. 

NOISE IMPACTS 
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If I recall the draft and conversation correctly, the final version of the 
document would say nothing about noise except mentioning it in a list of 
factors to consider when selecting among the top 3 - 5 sites. I wish we had 
had time to discuss this issue yesterday. I do not understand why the County 
would ever decide to light a field which would yield noise levels  exceeding 
levels the County has determined are unacceptable at night (55dB).  I was 
told after the meeting that the reason it was decided not to do that  is because 
it would lead to pressure to do away with the existing exemption from the 
noise ordinance for athletic fields. I don't think that is a valid reason to exclude 
an objective, measurable criterion from this process.  The request is not to 
change the County noise ordinance. The request is to not have the County 
take action that proactively spends significant County resources to create 
noise exposure at levels that the County has determined are unacceptable. 
Once again, it seems that the principle of requiring objective, measurable 
standards is being ignored when doing so with readily available County-
determined standards would protect neighbors. The result will be a process 
that considers noise as a vague impact with no context for when it is 
unacceptable. So I am left bewildered as to why there is no noise standard 
included and how noise impacts could objectively be used to prioritize sites for 
lighting. 
 
IMPACT OF LIGHTS ON TREES AND CANOPY 
 
Finally, I repeat my request that the section on lights be expanded to include 
the same considerations about about protecting trees as are included in the 
turf conversion section and that protection of canopy be specifically included. 
The Williamsburg example shows that canopy impacts are very germane to 
decisions on lights. 
 
Roy Gamse 
gamses@aol.com 

 
 
 
 



From: John Seymour
To: Erik Gutshall; Joyce and Roy; Caroline Haynes; Erik Beach; Irena Lazic
Subject: Lighting Portion of POPS Report
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 8:03:44 AM

Erik and others:

Thanks very much for your continued work thinking about, and your willingness to refine, the
discussion in Appendix III as it pertains to athletic field lighting.

As I mentioned at the meeting, I was pleased that the County is addressing two of the principal
concerns expressed by many commenters about the current draft.  I could provide more
precise comments and language if I had available the County staff’s proposed new options for
language, which we reviewed, but could not retain, after our meeting.  Nevertheless, I thought
the following thoughts might be useful:

1.  Process — many of us have been concerned for some time that the POPS document
nowhere discusses the process by which lighting decisions are reached.  I do understand, of
course, the County’s concern about the time and effort necessary to conduct site-specific
analyses of settings proposed for lighting.  The County’s own recent experience with such
decisions, however, clearly shows that such reviews are necessary given the inevitable
community concern such proposals generate.  Lighting engineering groups also emphasize the
need for site-specific reviews of proposals for athletic field lighting, focused on the overall
effect of lighting on neighborhood quality of life.  

Indeed, it could be argued that such reviews are inherent in the use permit process, for those
sites subject to use permits.  County code requirements provide that use permits may be issued
only after a finding that the proposal will not affect the health and safety of those residing in
the neighborhood, and will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property. 
For school sites subject to use permits, existing law provides some opportunity for community
involvement in lighting decisions.  

But the current draft does not propose any such process for lighting decisions that are not
subject to use permits.  Indeed, the draft goes in the other direction.  It states that “If there is a
basis for proposing lighting for athletic fields that are not at or near the top of the lighting
conversion list or that don’t meet the below standards, a proposal to provide athletic field
lighting may be considered through a separate community process.”  (Page 210).  Thus, the
draft contemplates some type of undefined “community process” for community review and
participation where a field does not otherwise meet the conversion criteria.  But it does not
provide any community review or process for those that otherwise satisfy the criteria for
conversion.  If the very minimal standards are met and funding is available, apparently, the
field may be lighted following funding.

At our meeting, the County addressed this issue quite directly and proposed to develop —
following County Board acceptance of the POPS report — some form of community
participation/involvement in all lighting decisions.  As I noted at the meeting, that is a very
important development and one that I support.  I would prefer, of course, that the process be
outlined now, and be subject to public review and comment as part of the POPS report, rather
than be deferred until after Board consideration of the report.  Given the great variety in the
type and degree of public participation opportunities provided by DPR when it proposes

mailto:juliaseymour@att.net
mailto:egutshall@arlingtonva.us
mailto:Gamses@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user3de250ce
mailto:Ebeach@arlingtonva.us
mailto:ilazic@arlingtonva.us


improvements at the County’s parks, the precise form of the participation measures proposed
for lighting decisions will be important to many Arlingtonians.  Nevertheless, I do understand
that the draft has been in development for some time, and the County Board and staff prefer to
address “public participation” separately.

2.  Substance:  I was also pleased that the staff have agreed to incorporate the “Williamsburg
Lights” consensus factors into the lighting decisions at some point.  As you know, many of us
have felt strongly that the current “prioritization” criteria — while perhaps useful in screening
sites initially — did not go to the heart of the inquiry essential to make sound lighting
decisions.  That is, none of the criteria evaluated the potential effects of the lighting on the
neighborhood.  The Williamsburg Lights consensus criteria, on the other hand, focused on that
issue.  We had proposed, as you know, that the prioritization criteria be amended to include
the Williamsburg Lights criteria up-front, but understand the staff's view that such an inquiry
would be extremely burdensome and time-consuming, given the number of sites in play and
the degree of judgment required to apply some of the Williamsburg factors.  For that reason, I
do understand the proposal to limit that site-specific inquiry to a discrete number of “high-
scoring” sites.   

3.  Quantitative Lighting Standards:  I’m not sure that I fully understood the staff’s concerns
about including specific quantitative minimum light spill and glare standards in the document. 
My sense is that many Comprehensive Plan elements have numerical or quantitative portions
(the Streetlight Management Plan being the most recent and apt example).  Since the
document provides only policy guidance, and does not have any regulatory effect, I would
think that all numbers would, of necessity, be viewed as targets and “best practices” guidance,
rather than enforceable commitments.

In any event, if the County staff prefer some language that more clearly describes its efforts as
targets and best practice goals, I would recommend that it say something like:

“The County acknowledges that field lighting can, particularly in some settings, have adverse
effects on neighborhood quality of life.  In designing and operating athletic field lighting, the
County shall use its best efforts to ensure that lighting standards and designs meet or exceed
those recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society “Recommended Practice for
Sports and Recreational Area Lighting” (IESNA RP-6-15  (2015) or more recent edition, and
the International Dark Sky Association and Illuminating Engineering Society Joint IDA/IES
Model Lighting Ordinance dated June 15, 2011 (or more recent edition).  These standards are
designed to safely extend hours of play on athletic fields while preventing light pollution. 
However, where properties are in close proximity to the fields and the location, layout and
lighting cannot be adjusted to adequately control light trespass and glare, those standards may
need to be examined and modified as necessary to reduce or eliminate impacts to neighboring
properties.  In addition, because the lighting industry is experiencing rapid technological
growth, the County will continue to monitor the performance of its field lighting systems and
technical developments in this area to minimize light pollution."

The above language — taken in part from Arlington’s existing Streetlight Policy and including
some cautionary language from Fairfax County’s reports on athletic field lighting— would
avoid the need to specify numbers, while ensuring that the County’s decisions are informed by
the best engineering judgment available.  It also avoids the need to deal with such issues as
vertical versus horizontal light spill, or some of the difficulties in defining and preventing
glare, or a number of other technical issues.  



We could also spend a lot of time discussing specific numbers — there is support, for
example, for a standard of 0.1 fc vertical light trespass limits in historically dark residential
neighborhoods; there’s also support for, at most, a 0.25 fc standards vertical light spill for
athletic field lighting (Virginia Outdoor Lighting Task Force recommendation, recent
Wakefield HS contract maximum); there is also support for a 0.3 fc standard for athletic field
lighting at school fields “embedded in predominately residential areas” etc.).  I would think
that our joint goal would be to ensure that the County declares a policy to achieve compliance
with modern engineering standards in this area, understanding that the eventual levels selected
will inevitably be one topic of conversation during the public participation process developed
to guide the final selection.  

4.  Noise:  I share Roy’s concerns about noise and other environmental effects.  Arlington
County’s recent noise ordinance was adopted, in large part, to address growing concerns about
night-time noise levels in an increasingly urban County.  Thus, it seems to me that the County
could address this issue briefly by committing to use its best efforts to ensure that night-time
athletic field noise does not exceed levels set forth in is recent ordinance.  Such a commitment
would not, I think, undermine the County’s exemption — as a matter of law — from the noise
ordinance.

I note that the Williamsburg Lights criteria do include concerns for “noise” as part of its
“proximity of homes” category and its “environmental impacts” category.  Accordingly, noise
issues should enter into the calculus at some point of the community review.  Nevertheless, I
would recommend that the “athletic field lighting criteria and standards” section on
“Environmental Context” be revised to include a paragraph dealing more fully with the
“environmental issues” in play.  Currently, and as I mentioned at the meeting, that section
contains only one sentence fragment mentioning a “tree evaluation."

Thanks again for agreeing to revisit the Appendix and respond to concerns raised.

John Seymour
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Irena Lazic

From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, February 18, 2019 1:30 AM
To: Erik Beach
Cc: Irena Lazic; John Seymour; 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.  
 
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 
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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 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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