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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary  
May 29, 2018; 7 – 9:30 PM  
CHP, Rm 311 
Subject: POPS and PAMP Update 
PC Members in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair); Jane Siegel; James Schroll; Elizabeth Gearin.  Staff in 
Attendance: Kellie Brown, Irena Lazic, Erik Beach,  Angela Adams, Anne O’Dell, Todd Bressi (Consultant) 
 

 
POPS 
 
Following a presentation by Irena Lazic on POPS, the Planning Commissioners present raised the following 
questions and comments/considerations that focused on the main topics of the agenda. 
 
Introductory Remarks 
 

• The current draft that staff is finalizing is an update to an earlier draft of the PSMP 
• Purpose of this meeting is to give LRPC a heads up on what issues are still in development 
• LRPC would like to comment on the overall document; it is complicated and needs a user guide 
• We will have a chance to review again before PC  
• Not sure if before or after RTA but before RTA probably better 
• WG has heard comments that the document needs to be streamlined and will look at ways to reduce 
• What are some of the organizational improvements? Some of the beginning info going to the appendices 

(like national info on trends); Introduction will be better – more context; streamlining summary of 
engagement; strategic directions are streamlined and possibly combined 
 

Land Acquisition 
 

• What are the spaces that have been mapped? Suggest providing definition that the spaces are both 
publicly owned spaces and privately owned spaces 

• For land acquisition, does something have to meet all three criteria?  No, recommendation in an adopted 
plan indicates that acquisition could go directly to the County Board. 

• Can we include something about trying to add easements to increase inventory?  Is it appropriate to 
discuss in our land acquisition section procedures for acquiring easements?  We need to think about how 
to appropriately address easements and the best place to address, but one recommendation we should 
include is to be proactive in pursuing easements 

• What is the rationale for criteria that acquisition support creation of spaces at least ¼ acre? Gets you to 
some reasonable size for programming and elements.   

• What about one 6,000 sf lots? Ok if within an area where there is potential to acquire additional lots 
totaling at least ¼ acre 

• Investment threshold – CB struggles with civic associations asking County to acquire infill lots 
• Consider rewriting ¼ acre bullet to be clearer 
• Consider clarifying that acquisition criteria are not cumulative; could just meet one criteria and still be a 

good candidate 
• There are only 2 plans that identify sending sites; we need to recognize that this recommendation is 

forward thinking 
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• We need comprehensive discussion about how to make TDR work, addressing banking, policies about 
availability of our public land for TDR and avoiding negative impacts on private market, Zoning Ordinance 
amendments to make TDR attractive to use and create a market to use, HCDs 

• Need to flag TDR policy development for the Planning Division work plan for next year; we need to 
address this in a comprehensive fashion 

• Recommendation for the POPS implementation matrix is FY 2019 – 2020  
 

LOS 
 

• Commendable effort to improve clarity on LOS 
• There was discussion about our planning context.  As we grow, we need to consider our planning 

context (currently use a high density context).  There are natural areas that have LOS indicators, 
but we still to better define measures for casual spaces.  However, the GLUP takes into account 
where we want more density, so we should consider this is as our planning context. Overall we 
need to be mindful of the need to plan for casual spaces. 

• The LOS table assumes that adding the amenities over time keeps us at the recommended 
standard 

• We need to remember this is a planning tool – to inform the discussion when opportunities 
come up 

• Also need to consider that lighting and turf can add the hours that could equate to an additional 
fields 

• Is there a sensitivity analysis for parts of the County that abut federal land that are easy to 
access? And does that reduce pressure? Or did we not consider these areas? Trailheads outside 
of Arlington were considered.  Did not consider fields because we don’t actually have 
relationships with other jurisdictions. 
 

Synthetic Turf and Lights 
 

• On slide 56, c,  what do we mean by “adjacent” and for residential do we mean R zones or 
something else?  “Adjacent” means abutting and “residential” means any residential use 
(multifamily) 

• Why wouldn’t be striving for these standards in nonresidential areas? There are not many 
examples of field outside of residential areas; courts yes but lights are lower. 

• On slide 48, #3, how would sites been identified? Through CIP? Suggest that we are explicit and 
not  protect all fields for school use potentially. 

• There might be field in a residential area that has always been grass but has drainage issues and 
so could be considered for synthetic. Would that be ok? Yes 

• Williamsburg was a challenging issue because we didn’t have criteria to make decision   
• Do we need to continue lighting fields that no longer meet the criteria? We probably need to 

accept they are lit as an existing condition.  The lit condition of these fields forms the basis for 
LOS. 
 

Casual Use Space 
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• Consider a mixed use category when doing the inventory of casual use space 
• How do we develop design characteristics of something casual? We need to be careful about not 

mixing the characteristics of active spaces with something intended to be casual. 
• We don’t want just the leftovers 
• Perhaps the most important feature is access and something useable, discouraging of 

“organized” play 
• We are happy that the WG is starting to think through these layers; it is not an easy thing to 

define and there is more to come 
 

Natural Resources 
 

• We need to plant back hardwoods; we are losing mature trees 
• Staff will return to address the Urban Forest Master Plan 

  
Privately Owned Public Spaces 

• Having these tools would be very useful for PC in site plan 
• LRPC will review and provide feedback on the design guidelines 
• Important to acknowledge that there is a relationship between density and the amount of open 

space offered 
  
Fresh Approaches 

• A dog park is still not allowed on private property? We want that to happen.  What is the issue? 
An evolving interpretation; issue could be solved through public access easement.  We do want 
condominium owners to be able to use private dog runs so they are taking pressure off of public 
spaces 

• Good design can help 
• Need to address this issue; a good example is Met Park and request to create dog park as a 

temporary use – dogs have significant impacts on landscaping 
• May need to put definitions up front if the document remains lengthy 

 
PAMP 
 

• Following a presentation by Angela Adams from Public Art and Todd Bressi, project consultant, the 
Planning Commissioners present raised the following questions and comments/considerations. 

 
 
 

• Is the plan envisioning that the recommended Guidelines for PFRC be a follow on effort to 
develop those guidelines? Yes 

• What is engagement with Crystal City BID? Are you working with their strategic plan? Should be 
very useful and helpful to generate needed funds. 

• Partnering with APS could be a challenge 
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• Planning for public art early is a very good thing; would suggest trying to engage with PFRC early 
on to see if there is a way to get engaged  

• Arlington Arts Trucks rolled out – brought them to Stratford and applying to NEA for arts 
education grant; trying to be more collaborative with APS 

• Would be more interested in seeing how we can promote more intriguing elements in 
architecture in our civic design, especially in partnership with URD 

• Is there a way that we can talk about public art to convey the expectation that public art is 
beyond architectural ornamentation, such as a mural, that a developer may choose to embellish 
their project? 

• The way we position Cultural Affairs is as a resource to the community. We expertise in curation; 
we want to be able to help everyone 

• We encourage Public Art engagement on internal teams and SPRC reviewing site plans for better 
design and embellishment 

• Interested in opportunities to support art produced by middle schoolers and high schoolers in 
the public realm, as a way of building support 

• Support for including artists in planning and design processes 
• Opportunities are there to bring art back in to the everyday experience; artists designed 

manhole covers in Chicago  
  
 
 
 


