
  

ARLINGTON COUNTY 
PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION  

2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 414 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 

 

 
May 8, 2018 

 

Honorable Katie Cristol 

Chair, Arlington County Board  

2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suite 300  

Arlington, VA 22201  

 

RE:  4MRV Policy Framework 

 

Dear Chair Cristol:  

 

I would like to offer some views on aspects of the policy framework plan for Four Mile Run 

Valley.  Members of the Park and Recreation Commission (PRC) have participated in the Four 

Mile Run Valley Working Group (4MRVWG) since its inception.  

 

Jennie Dean Park  

 

The disparate points of view of various members of the commission mirror many of the disparate 

views represented in the 4MRVWG and the community at large.  With respect to parks and park 

development, the PRC has a series of objectives, which when dealing with a smaller than 

desirable park footprint, sometimes conflict.   In our view, parks should be able to provide 

among other things,  

 

• Enhanced open space, environmental protection for existing waterways, preservation of 

trees and wildlife and casual use opportunities in natural settings 

• Support of sports activities, including diamond sports, possibly rectangular field sports, 

existing tennis and basketball facilities, all with adequate fencing for safety 

• Improved, safe playgrounds, picnicking for park visitors 

• Ease of connections from all surrounding neighborhoods and ease of connections within 

the park 

• Adequate, convenient parking for park users 

• Attention to neighborhood needs/concerns while acknowledging parks as public facilities 

used by residents county-wide.  

Given the scheduling of 4MRVWG, County Board, and PRC meetings and agendas it has been 

difficult to allow for our commission to deliberate and further discuss the evolving Jennie Dean 

Park concepts.  Nevertheless, at our March PRC meeting we did have a discussion on the two 

park concepts that had been developed up to that point based on a draft report of the Jennie Dean 

Park Committee.  Knowing that the Jennie Dean Park Committee then had not issued a final 
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report, I nevertheless wanted at that point to get a sense of where the commission was leaning. 

The vote was in favor of Concept 2 (8-3 including two non-members voting for Concept 2).   

 

After the meeting, I heard from several sources concerned that all views had not been fully 

presented at our meeting.  Concerns also were expressed that our discussions and preference vote 

were premature given the JDP Committee hadn’t completed its work.  At this point I offer the 

following thoughts.  

 

Both JDP park concepts would provide for the amenities called for by the 4MRWG charge, 

albeit proposed with different configurations in the different Phases.  The development of both 

concepts has been challenged by the lack of enough space to easily fit all the amenities.  These 

challenges are created by the requirements of the 4MRV charge and loss of the use of the 

county-acquired properties as potential locations for some of the park amenities.  One result is 

that both concepts would keep some features (e.g. parking or baseball fields) in the RPA during 

one or both phases of park development.  

 

The pros and cons for the two JDP concepts will have been presented to you more thoroughly by 

various reports and presentations.   

 

Some points in support of Concept 1 are:  

• All amenities, at some level, would be installed permanently during Phase 1, while 

funding is certain.  

• Both diamond fields would be installed and usable by the sports communities in Phase 1, 

although in Concept 1, the facilities and lighting improvements would be permanent 

compared with Concept 2 which would create a temporary baseball facility with older 

lighting remaining in the RPA until completion of Phase 2. 

• Concept 1 provides a good overall park design, circulation and flow for all park users.  

• Concept 1 provides an improved provision of usable, functional and connected casual use 

space compared with the current Jennie Dean Park. 

Some points in support of Concept 2 are:  

• The configuration, with the diamond fields, their fencing, and any associated lighting and 

noise are farther away from Four Mile Run Drive and neighboring houses.    

• Concept 2 provides an improved provision of usable, functional and connected casual use 

space compared with the current Jennie Dean Park. 

• In Phase I, both diamond fields would be installed and upgraded relative to the facilities 

that currently exist, including the baseball field that would be installed in the old softball 

footprint.   

• The Park’s current capacity of athletic courts (basketball and tennis) would be retained, 

and updated courts would be installed during Phase 1 of Concept 2.  Under Concept 1, 

one tennis court would not be built in Phase 1, and the uncertainty of future funding and 

the purchase of the WETA property renders its installation uncertain, at least in the near 

future.   
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We also want to share our views about some associated issues related to open space on which the 

commission has focused:   

 

Two-block Area West of Nelson: At its February 2018 work session, the County Board directed 

staff to take the two-block area west of Nelson Street out of the park planning area. The County 

Board directed staff to indicate flexibility for future use of the three county-owned parcels that 

might incorporate arts uses and recreation/open space.   

 

The PRC has noted repeatedly that the county-owned parcels in the two-block area west of 

Nelson Street were specifically purchased as part of the long-term plan to expand Jennie Dean 

Park. This issue created perhaps the strongest unified degree of passion and concern among our 

members with the 4MRV process.   

 

The PRC continues to object to the use of the county-owned parcels for non-park uses.  

Deliberations on the two different concepts for Jennie Dean Park have been made more difficult 

by the decision to remove county acquired properties for consideration as park space.  It is 

possible that some of the amenities that the Working Group have been trying to fit into the 

current and anticipated park footprint could have been placed on those properties’ footprints.   

 

At the very least, the commission recommends that current county-owned parcels on South 

Oakland Street (currently warehouse properties) be transformed into flexible, casual use, 

landscaped space to connect the park, dog park and any arts/business uses that may develop.  We 

urge the County Board to adopt this recommendation, as the County carries out additional 

planning for the 4MRV.  

 

Additional Recreation/Open Space in Planning Area: The PRC strongly supports the County 

Board’s February 2018 direction to staff to look at other opportunities for recreation and open 

space in the planning area.  The PRC also supports the Policy Framework’s recommendation to 

allow additional height above a bus parking facility that in the future might accommodate a 

multi-activity facility. 

 

Other Park Improvements in 4MRV:  The commission would like to express its strong support 

for the planned Shirlington Park renovations on the other side of 4 Mile Run and the 

improvements to the Allie S. Freed Park as proposed in the Policy Framework. 

 

Thank you for letting us share our views. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

William Ross 

Chair, Park and Recreation Commission 

 

 

cc:   Members, Arlington County Board 
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Mark Schwartz, Arlington County Manager 

 Jane Rudolph, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation 

Arlington County Planning Commission 


