Sports Commission Meeting Agenda
Thursday, December 20, 2018
Langston Brown CC
Time: 7:00-9:00pm

Approval of Past Meeting Minutes
•
•

October 25th Minutes
November 27th Minutes

New Business
•
•
•

Finalize POPS Letter
Aquatics Follow-up Discussion
Prepare Annual Report/Discuss Annual Work-Plan

Commissioner Updates
Commission Member Reports
Public Comment
Upcoming Meetings:
Meeting January 31, 2019 at Langston-Brown CC

Sports Commission Meeting Minutes
Thursday, October 25, 2018
Langston-Brown CC, Room 106
Time: 7:00-9:00 PM

Commission Members Present:
Shirley Brothwell, Chair
Sherry Kohan
John Bacon
David Tornquist
Dave Maher

Justin Wilt
Steve Severn
Drew Murray
Jessica Paska

Commission Members Absent:
Janet Eichers
Corey Simples

County/APS Staff:

Megan Carney, SC Liaison

Deb DeFranco, APS

Guests

Steve Finn
Caroline Haynes
Please note: Agenda items may not be in chronological order.

Approval of Past Meeting Minutes
[9:45-9:50pm]
Motion to approve September meeting minutes as amended, seconded, and approved.

New Business
POPS Presentation
[7:10-8:30]
The Plan Our Places and Spaces (POPS) project presented an update on the public spaces master plan. A
new draft was released just prior to the meeting. The presentation covered highlights and the
Commission was asked to provide feedback over the next few weeks. Highlights and conversation
included:
•

Level of service discussion on how much of the population is served by any one amenity with a
comment that amenities within close distance in another jurisdiction were not included in
analysis

•

Benchmarking and what is typical versus what is the mean in other benchmarks. The POPS
analysis considered what was realistic to sustain in the future (e.g.; community gardens and
playgrounds). The analysis also reviewed recommendations for efficiencies such as rooftop
spaces.

The Commission agreed not to focus on items like trails, resource stewardship, or dog parks and to focus
on section pertaining to sports such as athletic fields, programs, public spaces, fiscal sustainability, turf,
lighting etc. Members split up sections to review. The Sports Commission will write a letter after all
comments received.

Athletic Field Allocation Project (AFAP)
[8:30 – 9:15pm]
The Athletic Field Allocation Project (AFAP) presented a project update including a discussion on
Memorandums of Agreements out to the youth sport user groups for signature. Discussion included:
•
•
•
•

Question on distinction on Combination v. Diamond/Rectangular fields with regards to hours
and definition
Residency discussion on how Sports Commission provided input and reciprocity question with
Falls Church residents within programs
Tournaments and how they fall within seasons
Play time expectation concern in the Appendix.

The Commission agreed to write a letter in support of project to include agreement with purpose, a
defined process, desire to protect fields, deliberate pilot process over time, and acknowledgement of
complexity of games and practices.

Chairman Updates
[9:15-9:45pm]
•

Open Spaces: Discussion on a the Parks4everone fliers that states that the County does not
need athletic fields. The discussion included confusion because of the high demand for fields
needed to administer the sports programs. The Commission asked how DPR is responding, if at
all, to the statements. The Commission would like to see their data behind the statements and
asked if a meeting with John Vihstadt was needed.

•

Aquatics Committee: Commission was briefed on the Aquatics Committees’ desire to send
forward a proposal on fee changes to the School Board. The Commission would like to see the
report for review.

•

New High School Letter: Commission would still like to send a letter in support and it will be
drafted for the next meeting’s review.

•

Budget: What will happen with the continued budget shortfalls to service looking at 2020 was
discussed.

Meeting ends 9:50pm

Christian Dorsey, County Board Liaison
Attest:

Megan Carney

Megan Carney, Staff Liaison

Sports Commission Meeting Minutes
Thursday, November 29, 2018
Langston-Brown CC, Room 106
Time: 7:00-9:00 PM

Commission Members Present:
Shirley Brothwell, Chair
Drew Murray
Justin Wilt
Steve Severn
Janet Eichers
Dave Maher (late)

Commission Members Absent:
Sherry Kohan
Jessica Paska
David Tornquist
John Bacon
Corey Simples

County/APS Staff:

Megan Carney, SC Liaison

Deb DeFranco, APS Liaison

Guests

Cynthia Hilton – Aquatics Committee
George Thompson – Potential New SC Member
Matt Gallon – Potential New SC Member
Steve Finn – Parks & Recreation Commission
Please note: Agenda items may not be in chronological order.

Approval of Past Meeting Minutes
[7:00 -7:10pm]

Motion to approve October meeting minutes; cannot vote as quorum not present

New Business
Aquatics Committee (see presentation in packet)
[7:10-7:55]

The Aquatics Committee Chair, Cynthia Hilton, co-presented a methodology and recommendation
regarding pool fees with Sports Commission member, Janet Eichers. The committee requests that the
Sports Commission pass recommendation through to the County Board with either a letter of support or
dissent.
History
•
•
•

APS took over pool management in 2009
Since, DPR has provided APS a financial transfer annually that has not changed and does not
cover the APS O&M costs
APS has increased aquatics fees with no justification

Goal: Framework for an aquatics cost recovery model
Model:
•
•
•

•
•

Committee was asked to come up with a better way of charging for pool use
Proposed methodology uses “splash” fee to charge a person for each entry into the pool
Based on FY 2018 actual expenses and with existing discounts for certain users groups
maintained, the group came up with a $5.15 per splash fee; if expenses increased, fee could
change over time
The target amount recovered from fees versus taxes could be determined by the Board; the
main goal is that all users are treated the same (see slide 8)
Splash fee covers O&M and not instructor costs which are still covered by DPR’s class fees

Recommendation (slide 10)
•
•

Fee should be on a continuum
Everyone is assessed an admission charge, based on the agreed upon cost recovery percentage

Outcome (slide 11)
•
•
•

Tax support decreases fee revenue increases
Those receiving discounts would continue to do so
Not recommending an exact fee, but how O&M is split so revenue increases and tax support
declines

Other Considerations
•
•

Dissenting opinion by former Committee chair was discussed; concern is how this would impact
DPR teams and classes
Desire to do something fair as some pay for O&M and not others

Discussion
•
•

Concern that this sets a precedent that is unlike other facilities such as fields or basketball courts
DPR and APS transfer money to each other for joint use facilities based on different agreements

•
•
•

General agreement that DPR should pay its fair share to partially to cover costs, but
fundamental concern about impact on other types of facility use
Proposed fee is not like field fund which is charged seasonally and not used to cover O&M (and
is much lower)
Concern other DPR users would get charged per use fees

Conclusion
•
•

Sports Commission will discuss further when quorum is met
Aquatics Committee feels they are equal to the Sports Commission; request that Sports
Commission act expeditiously and not hold up process

Post Presentation Discussion:
•

•
•
•
•

•

Relationship:
o What is the relationship between SC and AC?
o Different perspectives on relationship
Further Concerns:
o Dissenting opinion came from immediate past chair
Concerned on ripple effects for user group fees on other facilities
o Fees for sports may continue to go up; should the SC letter note this possibility
Fees should attach themselves to costs (PRC liaison)
APS Background
o APS and DPR have MOU for field use
o History of why APS took over the management of the fields
o APS should run pool but not classes
o Flat transfer fee interesting, DPR heaviest user
o Difficult for APS to recover costs from DPR use
o DPR’s share of costs probably should be higher, but need much broader conversation
o Discussion on pool costs and synthetic field replacement costs
Questions
o What did they mean by O&M?
o What unique costs are users causing?
o How does it apply to fields and DPR sports programs?
o Can APS can provide detailed expense reports how they run the pool?

Athletic Field Allocation Draft Project Letter
[8:00 – 8:25 PM ]
Discussion & Comments:
•
•

Letter acknowledges where things were before Greenplay study as well as issues the user
groups had with regards to field allocation
Letter is an opportunity to get some things on record with regards to fields; letter
demonstrates that the policy is a significant departure from the past

•

•
•
•

Use letter as an opportunity to make recommendation and insert some oversight; DPR
report to Sports Commission; use this to address concerns and allegations on concerns over
transparency (i.e.; SC should serve as oversight or outcomes for allocation policy)
MOA’s likely not going to the board until February/March 2019
Policy lists all the responsibilities the partners of DPR have (background checks, certain
operating rules, fiscal responsibility, maintenance)
Signage & Fundraising
o Discussion included appropriateness in policy and content
o Review if language is finalized
o Consider if fundraising is a separate policy

DPR Follow-Up & Technical Comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

To what extent did the pilot period prove or disprove the allocation formula
Include the National Sports Turf Recommendations and compare to Arlington (and why)
Explain: Adult “for profit” groups are volunteer run and not there for profit
If rapid team expansion compared to prior season, how will the policy respond?
Include periodic evaluation (SC role?)
Use of synthetic fields, but should say field density: as appropriate
Closing fields; should natural grass fields stay closed to all users in the winter?
Eliminate fundraising section under DPR responsibilities
Clarify summer fee (not intended to apply to occasional, drop-in programs)
Edit: Sports Standards for Youth Sports to condense and pertain to only field sports

Other Discussion
•
•

Process to “return” field space
Web-portal for viewing scheduled fields

POPS Framework Update
[8:25 -8:35 PM]
Commissioners commented on their efforts to review individual sections
Justin: ask commission members to send text to him to pull together for December meeting

Commissioner Updates
[8:35 – 9:10 PM]
Fields
•
•

•

Several field user groups met to discuss the PSMP and how to respond to Parks4Everyone
POPS resolution introduced to Civic Federation; recommends that Civic Fed stands behind
removing “erroneous” data from POPS ; has been sent to four committees for further
consideration; Civic Fed – wide vote is scheduled for January; Shirley wrote email on concerns
to Parks and Rec Committee
Efforts from sports groups to encourage more outreach led to Parks4Everyone email to County
Board on this outreach and the Sports Commission Chair

•
•
•

Most effective thing groups can do is ask for meetings with board members
Meeting with Matt De Feranti; Foti, Balutis, Thompson to discuss field use, difficulty during field
times, work done on fields, fees, what happens when fields are misused, rainouts
Sports groups should communicate to the community at large what they do
o E.g.; one pager G. Thompson did on ABR’s work in the community

New Member Orientation:
•
•
•
•

Check on resources for new members
Can county representative come and talk to Sports Commission as a group
Reminders: don’t talk to press and don’t meet more with more than two members at a time (or
don’t discuss commission business)
Reception: Commission chairs and noteworthy commission members (put forward Patricia for
outreach); check into whether other people can attend

Next Monday: POPS Open House Reschedule; send reminder to commission members
December 20th ; Next Meeting

Public Comment
N/A
Meeting ends 9:50pm

Christian Dorsey, County Board Liaison
Attest:

Megan Carney

Megan Carney, Staff Liaison

December 20, 2018
Memo to the POPS Advisory Group
From: Shirley Brothwell, Sports Commission
Sports Commission comments on the final draft Public Spaces Master Plan
The Sports Commission applauds the effort by all those involved in the preparation of the October 24,
2018 final draft of the Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP, colloquially known as the POPS Report) and
supports many of the important recommendations it contains. In general and with some noted
exceptions, we approve of the draft PSMP report and the progress it represents in addressing
important needs and issues related to serving County residents both now and in the future. The
Sports Commission will be submitting a formal letter commenting at a high level about major themes
found in the PSMP report. At this time we wish to offer the following more granular comments on the
final PSMP draft. For the easy reference the comments are broken out by page, section and topic in the
following table:
Page
55

Section
1.1

Topic / Element
Add 30 acres of
new public
space

58

1.1.7

Decking over
highways

58

1.2

60

1.2.4

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

60

1.3

Ensure access to
casual use
spaces

Sports Commission Comments & Suggestions
This is an ambitious aspiration and the Sports Commission
fervently hopes that it can be realized. However, as with
other aspects of the plan, we are likely to be constrained by
costs and opportunities. The PSMP would benefit from
acknowledging this reality and emphasizing that the
community needs to seriously explore alternative ways of
growing and sharing public spaces.
Decking over roadways is one of a few ways that new space
can be created (not just transitioned from one use to
another). Since Arlington needs more space, funding should
perhaps be prioritized to build new usable spaces to help
meet the variety of amenities & services demanded by
residents.
We support the County’s desire for a common planning
tool’s use across the entire plan. Using a population-based
Level of Service provides a consistent approach throughout,
particularly for amenities where use data is not available.
Updating the PSMP is a must in order to serve changing and
growing populations. In an HQ2 world, this becomes even
more critical. It is essential to ensure that future
assessments better match the proportion of respondents to
residents. This is not the case with the current assessment
(see below under Action Items).
In the ongoing debate about the need for more casual use
space, some parties are pushing for casual use space instead
of or in place of playing fields. Collaboration and sharing in
the direction for Arlington in the future. Playing fields can
serve as casual use spaces when not scheduled for sports
uses. Playing fields are true multi-use spaces, not only in
terms of the various sports activities supported but also in
1

61

1.4.2

Build two new
multi-use
activity centers

64

1.4.3

Dedicated
Pickleball courts

64+

1.5 +

1.5.6

66

Better use of
existing spaces
through
planning and
investment
Tennis courts

1.5.7

66+

Park master
plans

1.5.8

67

Zoning
adjustments

1.5.10

67

Rooftop play
spaces

terms of the multitudes of other (casual) uses that those
spaces host every year.
The Sports Commission favors adding two multi-use centers.
The County lacks adequate capacity when it comes to most
indoor sports activities. Adding two new activity centers,
ideally designed in consultation with user groups, can start
to address this challenge. Related point: As demand
analyses are done and the centers are designed, any gaps
between planned service increases and demand may at least
partly be addressed by private facilities. The draft could
recognize that not all indoor needs must be met through
public facilities.
We encourage increased capacity for playing pickleball (and
other sports as well), but dedicated facilities of many types
are on the way out, being replaced by multi-use spaces.
Multi-use sport courts could serve well as pickleball courts.
We encourage the pickleball community to recognize and
embrace this as other sports groups have done over the
years.
As we gaze towards the future and various possibilities, let’s
not lose sight of existing amenities and facilities and plans in
process. Let’s finish what we have started and optimize
existing and new facilities so they provide maximum
utilization across County residents.
We encourage planning for proper maintenance or tennis
courts (and all other facilities). We also stress the ability to
use tennis courts for other sports as well (see pickleball note
above). Going forward, multi-use facilities will be the norm.
We support the concept of park master plans. Such
processes should include appropriate inputs and
considerations from the whole County as well as neighbors
“hosting” the parks. Park users of all types should have
influence on the plans. With this, we should recognize that
we cannot serve every user group with every park; some
parks can offer a wide variety of amenities and others will
be fairly limited.
It is worth considering the approval of zoning amendments
if they (a) facilitate increased use of an existing or planned
park and (b) do not unduly burden County residents.
This is a must for a dense area; this approach must be added
to provide options as the County grows more dense and
land for recreational facilities becomes more scarce and
costly. The illustration on page 66 of a playing field on top
of a parking structure is an example of what Arlington
needs. That shows a real representation of a multi-use
facility!

2

1.5.15

69

Database of
privately-owned
public spaces

1.6.4

72

Permanent
restrooms

4.1

110

Work with APS
to maximize
availability of
public spaces

4.1.3

111

4.1.6

111

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

4.3.2

114

Partnerships to
support projects
in parks and
public spaces

4.3.4

114

Sponsorship
opportunities

4.4

115

Support and
strengthen the

Developing a database of privately-owned public spaces
provides a greater sense of the shared assets that we have,
and it lets us start tracking usage and determine appropriate
levels of service related to those assets. Defining all of these
types of spaces will be a challenge, but it is achievable. This
list also memorializes these spaces so if a developer decides
to re-purpose such a space, we can look back on the list and
remind everyone about the agreed-upon definition of such
spaces. This can keep us from losing spaces over time.
The development of permanent, publicly accessible
restrooms to support public recreational spaces is highly
desirable and supported by virtually all sports user groups.
It may be possible to grow some partnership with sports
groups specifically focused on supporting the operation of
such restrooms.
Increased collaboration and coordination with APS is a must
in the coming years, as the anticipated population growth
will increase the demand for recreational facilities. A
coordinated approach to scheduling and resource
management lets us get the most out of our resources.
School facilities are used by many, including some not part
of the regular APS planning world. APS facilities are
certainly multi-use facilities, and they are paid for by all
County residents, so all involved should have their say. This
supports the point above about maximizing availability.
Related to the point above – the entirety of the local and
County-wide communities need to be kept in mind when we
design new APS facilities. These spaces are true multi-use
spaces – not just the buildings, but also the rest of the
surroundings. A more holistic approach to planning will
benefit more residents.
The Commission strongly encourages the development of
this support structure. There are significant opportunities
for community-based and corporation-driven partnerships
that can help support existing facilities and provide muchneeded funding (and other support) for new projects. Other
municipalities have leveraged such partnerships and
developed mutually beneficial arrangements.
Sponsorship is another tool that Arlington must explore to
help defray costs and open up new opportunities. We must
find an acceptable balance between aesthetic concerns and
revenue generation. We must consider all avenues for
making ends meet.
We support this effort. The County needs to more publicly
acknowledge and recognize the many hours donated by
3

County’s
volunteer
programs for
public spaces
Increase
revenue
generating uses
in public spaces

4.6.3

117

5.1.1
(5.4 too)

120

Evaluate
demand and
adjust

5.1.5

120

Increase drop-in
opportunities

6.1 etc.

126

6.1.7

127

Ensure
maintenance
standards are
clear
Share
maintenance
with partner
groups

App. I

134

Casual use
space

App. II

139+

Land acquisition

App. II

142

Part I:
Alignment with
other County
plans - The site
is identified

volunteers and work more closely with them to achieve
public goals. The County should seek input from current
volunteers as this support structure is developed.
As written, we presume this refers mainly to onsite
concessions and similar opportunities. We support this as
long as we are not talking about public spaces going to the
highest bidder, displacing regular users, most of whom are
County residents and taxpayers.
The Sports Commission supports this. We need a true and
complete picture of demand. Unmet sports demand is
prevalent, and this is not recognized or acknowledged by
DPR and others in the community. For example, we lack
data on the numbers of youth sports participants who
practice their sport outside of Arlington due to inadequate
opportunities inside the County. Ideally, involve user groups
for a more robust picture.
The County should commit to providing drop-in sports
spaces and also ramp up its communication to the public
concerning drop-in availability and locations (i.e., onsite
signage with schedules, online calendars, set “open” hours).
We wholeheartedly support this. Connected to this is the
need for consistent and appropriate funding for
maintenance.
In varying degrees, this is already happening. Perhaps this
needs more public recognition. Diamond field user groups
provide hundreds of hours maintaining fields each season,
for example. Most rectangular playing fields are lined and
maintained by other user groups. Sports groups and teams
routinely clean up field sites.
Casual use spaces are NOT necessarily exclusive. They don’t
ALWAYS provide the stated benefits. Also, numerous casual
use spaces exist when other uses at those locations are not
in place (i.e. sports fields that are open for access when not
scheduled for use, etc.).
In general, we support acquiring land to be used for parks
purposes, whether to augment an existing park or develop a
new park space. We recognize that the opportunities are
limited and the costs considerable, and trust that land
acquisition is not seen as a never-ending supply of
opportunities for parks.
1. We would like to see a comprehensive list of all the
above in one consolidated list as a part of the POPS
appendix.
2. How can we assure that Parks Bond monies are spent on
4

within an
existing
approved park
master plan.
- The site is
identified as
future parkland
in an adopted
comprehensive
plan element or
sector, area,
phased
development
site plan, or
corridor plan.
- The site is
identified as
future parkland
in an existing
neighborhood
conservation
plan.
Level of Service

App. II

171+

App.

174

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

App. II

183+

Levels of Service
cont’d

App. III

195+

Synthetic Field
& Lighting

parks and not “Art Districts” or other non-Parks uses? We
appreciate the arts, and we think that bonds approved
specifically for parks purposes should be used for the stated
purpose and not re-directed during a parks planning
process.

Population-based standards are the most uniform and
effective approach for a broad ranging plan as this. Note
that demand data was also incorporated for some
recreational amenities (p. 173). A deeper dive into demand
(including discussions of unmet needs) via user group
involvement can help.
This is based on having 43 diamond fields. This number is
actually a composite of diamond fields and combination
fields where a “dedicated diamond field counts as 1 and a
combination field counts as ½. I believe that several other
fields listed as diamond fields should be listed as
combination fields as they are not dedicated and share with
rectangular sports. Just making this one change would push
the LOS ratio much closer to recommended LOS of 1/6000.
There are some disconnects between a population-based
LOS approach and the illustrated access-focused LOS
approach. We recognize that we cannot have all types of
amenities in all locations, and for some types of facilities,
grouping them in specific ways makes sense. At the same
time, we currently have “facility deserts” in parts of the
County, and the PSMP ignores those.
We approve of the view stating the primary capacity vs.
supply problem and encouraging alternative solutions. The
criteria and rankings are encouraging.

5

App. III

197

Turf Criteria

App. III

197+

Turf Criteria

App. III

210

Lighting Criteria

App. III

210+

Lighting Criteria

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

Don’t overlook the value of turf on smaller parcels / spaces
as well (ex. School fields that get high usage, Rocky Run
Park, etc.). Smaller scale does not necessarily mean
proportionally higher costs.
The Sports Commission encourages the use of turf as
appropriate at drop-in field locations to provide longer
service life of those surfaces.
During the public input process, some commenters
observed that lighting small parcels may be valuable,
particularly if doing so increases opportunities for drop-in
use. The Commission encourages flexibility in applying the
lighting criteria so as not to exclude such opportunities.
We encourage the use of lights as appropriate at drop-in
field locations to provide longer hours of use for community
users.
The timing for a large number of the action plans is
“continuous” and many of these are the more expensive
actions envisioned, however the plan is silent on the priority
of certain actions relative to others. Funding has been tight
in recent years and may not improve, therefore choices
must be made. It’s difficult to come away with any sense of
which action items (i.e., anything that is not short term and
affordable) should rise to the top of the list. A plan with no
priorities is difficult to implement.
Use more active vocabulary for certain actions; overreliance
on “consider” and “explore”, which makes the plan
extremely vague and nebulous. If there is a need to caveat,
perhaps adding “where feasible” or “to the greatest extent
practical” to more active verbs would be a better approach.
Action 1.2 – Using LOS as a planning tool: The Sports
Commission supports a regular reassessment of public
needs as called for in 1.2.4. We urge DPR to ensure that the
proportion of respondents in the next assessment better
match the proportion of residents in the County population
(by age group, by income bracket, by race, etc.). As we have
mentioned in the past, the proportionality of respondents
by age group in the original survey are not representative of
the County’s current population, which could distort the
needs assessment and lead to incorrect planning decisions.
The plan should note correlation between action 1.2 and
action 5.1 (regularly evaluate program demand and adjust
offerings).
Action item 1.5.4 – The way this action plan is phrased
leaves the impression that conversion of grass fields to turf
and adding lights are independent actions that will take
place outside of the parameters of any park planning.
Suggest DPR clarify the context in which these actions will
6

App. V
App. V

259+
259+

Action Plan
Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

occur.
Action item 1.5.5 – Shirley note, what is this one about?
Action item 1.5.7 – Please add the Sports Commission as a
potential partner
Action item 1.5.10 – DPR should, in the short term, identify
a location where this could be tested even temporarily or on
a pilot basis. Such testing could help DPR better understand
the issues that might be associated with siting recreational
amenities in this manner.
Action 4.1 – Working with APS to maximize availability of
public spaces: The Sports Commission strongly supports all
action items under this heading and urges DPR to make this
action item a priority. APS facilities currently provide a
significant portion of total sports capacity. Within our fixed
footprint, and recognizing the range of demands for public
spaces, APS facilities must be leveraged to the greatest
extent possible while still protecting the facilities and
meeting school system needs. Please add the Sports
Commission as a potential partner for 4.1.3 and 4.1.6.
Action 4.3 – Establishing non-profit or umbrella foundations
dedication to public space advocacy and fundraising: The
Sports Commission strongly supports all action items under
this heading. As the County continues to face tight budgets,
it will no doubt encounter questions about how to fund
certain amenities that are used only by a portion of the
population. Sports user groups are community leaders in
this regard, having shown a strong willingness and
commitment to contribute funds to help achieve certain
needed improvements that might not otherwise be funded.
This model can serve other interest groups as well.
Action 4.4 – support and strengthen the County’s volunteer
programs: The Sports Commission applauds the inclusion of
this action item. Volunteerism provides the County with a
wealth of free resources to supplement budgeted resources.
In the sports environment, for example, field users dedicate
thousands of hours each year to taking care of rectangular
and diamond fields. The Commission recommends that DPR
develop some kind of mechanism to quantify these hours
and estimate the value of this resource. Further, the County
should more publicly recognize and appreciate these
volunteers. DPR should add sports groups as potential
partners under this action item.
Action 4.5 – securing funding to support development and
maintenance of public spaces and ensure funds are
efficiently and wisely spent: The Sports Commission strongly
encourages augmenting the public spaces maintenance
budget. Further, we urge the County to prioritize good
7

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

App. V

259+

Action Plan

maintenance of existing spaces over acquisition and
development of new spaces. When we invest time and
resources into development but do not match this with
appropriate maintenance resources, facilities degrade over
time and use falls off. It is paramount that Arlington take
care of what it has already built. This ties strongly to Action
4.1 (partnering with APS). Maintenance of APS sportsrelated facilities needs to be evaluated and better
understood (see action item 6.1.8)
Action 4.6 – identify and pursue non-County funding
sources: DPR should improve its reporting on funds received
from non-County sources and how these funds are used.
The PSMP should include an action item on conducting
outreach to private funding sources as well.
Action 5.1 – regularly evaluate program demand and adjust:
The Sports Commission supports the action items under this
heading, and requests that it be listed as a potential partner
for all items. The information gathered should be fed into
the periodic assessment of public space needs.
Action 5.4 – The Sports Commission requests to be added as
a potential partner for this item.
Action 6.1 – ensuring maintenance standards are clear,
consistent, and being met: The Sports Commission strongly
supports items 6.1.1, 6.1.7, and 6.1.8. With respect to sports
facilities, it suggest that DPR work with sports users to
define maintenance standards. Further, DPR should report
periodically to the Commission on the extent to which its
maintenance standards are met and identify any facilities for
which standards have not been met.

8

Some sorta hasty edits + comments:

60 1.3 Ensure access to casual use spaces
In the ongoing debate about the need for more casual use space, some parties are pushing for
casual use space instead
of or in place of playing fields. Collaboration and sharing in the direction for Arlington in the
future. -- The last "in" should be "is"
1.5.7 66+ Park master plans
We support the concept of park master plans. -- Stronger as "We strongly endorse the use of
park master plans."
4.1.3 111 Expand participation in planning for publicly-accessible amenities on APS property
School facilities are used by many, including some not part of the regular APS planning world. -Amend to read "...including some who are not part..."
App. V 259+ Action Plan Action item 1.5.5 – Shirley note, what is this one about? -- This is the
skate park, Barcroft, Long Bridge and (can't recall) sports areas. Sort of taking credit for existing
facilities by calling them complexes...
App. V

259+

Action Plan

Action 4.3 – Establishing non-profit or umbrella
foundations dedication to public space advocacy and
fundraising: The Sports Commission strongly supports all
action items under this heading. As the County continues to
face tight budgets, it will no doubt encounter questions
about how to fund certain amenities that are used only by a
portion of the population. Sports user groups are
community leaders in this regard, having shown a strong
willingness and commitment to contribute funds to help
achieve certain needed improvements that might not
otherwise be funded. This model can serve other interest
groups as well.

– Establishing non-profit or umbrella foundations dedication to public space advocacy and
fundraising: -- Should we reference the ASF?
On Thu, Dec 20, 2018 at 4:37 PM Brothwell, Shirley (IG/M) <sbrothwell@usaid.gov> wrote:
Folks,

Providing for your review (hopefully) before this evening’s meeting, a set of more detailed comments on
the PSMP that we need to review and edit/revise as needed (they are a tad repetitive). The revised
comments will be sent to the POPS advisory committee after tonight’s meeting. We will consider a more
formal letter at our January meeting. The RTA won’t be heard until February.

I hope to also bring a final letter on the aquatics committee fee proposal. This has not gone forward yet.

POPS Review- Steve Severn
Appendix II- General Policies- Land Acquisition
Excerpt p. 139- PART I: ALIGNMENT WITH OTHER COUNTY PLANS
• The site is identified within an existing approved park master plan.
• The site is identified as future parkland in an adopted comprehensive plan element or sector,
area, phased development site plan, or corridor plan.
• The site is identified as future parkland in an existing neighborhood conservation plan.
Comments:
1. I would like to see a comprehensive list of all the above in one consolidated list as a part of
the POPS appendix.
2. How can we assure that Parks Bond monies are spent on parks and not “Art Districts”, ie 4
Mile Run. Have nothing against arts, just think that a Bond needs to be approved specifically
for that purpose and not coat tail onto a park land bond.
Appendix II-General Policies- Level of Service
p. 172 Statistically Valid Survey Priority.
The statistically valid survey conducted as part of the PSMP update process in 2016 asked Arlingtonians
whether they or their households have a need for various outdoor and indoor amenities, and how well
those needs are currently being met. Combining these metrics into a Priority Investment Rating (PIR),
the survey report indicates the relative priorities for investing in these amenities.
Comments:
1. The question posed by the survey was “What is the most important outdoor facility”.
The top three responses were:
a. paved multi-use trails
b. hiking trails
c. natural areas and wildlife habitats
So, Arlington County is a decidedly urban area and having more places to commune with nature
is a no brainer, however the question was not posed in the context of giving up athletic field
space as an acceptable means to gain more casual space. Regardless, plowing over an athletic
field will not gain you a hiking trail.
2. The demographics of the survey show that the respondents do not fairly represent the younger
population of Arlington.

2017 Arlington County Population data vs Survey respondents
• Total Survey Respondents: 800
• Est. Total Population: 221,579
• Survey Respondents age 65+= 18%
• Est Population age 65+ = 10%
• Survey Respondents age 55-64= 25%
• Est Population age 55-64= 10%
That means 43% of the older respondents represented 20% of the actual population.
The vast majority of parents and coaches that use athletic fields are under 55 years old.
Level of Service (LOS) Standards- Population Based Chart
There are two aspects of Level of Service:
1. Ratio of available amenities to the total population
2. Access, which is simply how long it takes to get to these amenities
Diamond fields -The Population based LOS is 1 field for every 5,153 residents.
This is based on having 43 diamond fields. This number is actually a composite of diamond fields and
combination fields where a “dedicated diamond field counts as 1 and a combination field counts as ½. I
believe that several other fields listed as diamond fields should be listed as combination fields as they
are not dedicated and share with rectangular sports. Just making this one change would push the LOS
ratio much closer to recommended LOS of 1/6000.
This is also another area where the PSMP Survey has hurt athletic fields. With both Diamond and
Rectangular fields getting low priority on the survey, there is little opportunity to positively weight the
recommended LOS.

Access to Fields
Access is broken down into 2 categories:
1. 10 minute drive in high density areas for both Diamond and Rectangular fields
2. 20 minute drive for low density areas for both Diamond and Rectangular fields
Interestingly, using solely access criteria, all of the areas identified as needing closer access to Diamond
and
Rectangular fields are in Central or South Arlington.
Shown on the map in dashed circles.

POPS- Appendix III- Specific Policies
Fields: Synthetic Turf and Lighting
Purpose: Establish criteria for evaluating sites for installation of Synthetic turf and lighting.
• 43 Rectangular fields listed:
o 15 fields have lights
o 14 fields have syn turf
o 12 fields have both syn turf and lights
o 3 fields have light and no syn turf
o 2 fields have turf and no lights (Williamsburg Fields #1 and #2)
• 35 “Diamond “fields and 19 “Combination” fields listed:
o 19 fields have lights
o 2 fields have syn turf and lights
o 0 fields with syn turf and no lights
• Combination fields are defined as sites that can be used for either diamond or rectangular
sports, but
not at the same time. Combination fields may be switched seasonally or daily to accommodate
both diamond and rectangular sports.
• There are several other fields listed as Diamond that could be argued as being Combination
fields. e.g. High View Park is permitted for diamond sports, soccer and football. This is important
when considering LOS data.
• POPS established an 11 point system to determine a field priority ranking for installing Synthetic
Turf
• Highest scores were the 90 ft baseball fields for Yorktown and Wakefield High Schools plus the
rectangular fields at Kenmore and TJ Park.
• POPS established a 9 point system to determine a field priority ranking for installing lights.
• Highest scores were the 2 rectangular fields at Williamsburg MS and the Bluemont #1
Combination field.
• No “health” factors are being considered for either the type of syn turf or lighting to be
installed.

SYNTHETIC TURF CRITERIA (11 Points)
Synthetic conversion criteria and standards are organized into four groups:
1. General
2. Site Amenities
3. Investment
4. Environmental Context, Location and Context.
CRITERIA
General
1. Does the field meet the minimum size requirement: 35,000 ft2 for rectangular & diamond & 65,000 ft2
for combination fields?
2. Has the field been identified as a synthetic field in a County Board adopted plan?
Site Amenities & Investment
3. Is the field already lighted?
4. Does the site have existing or planned restroom facilities that are permanent structures or attached
to buildings with an exterior facing entrance?
5. Are there existing or planned ADA accessible pathways to the field?
6. Does a financial (cost sharing) partnership with APS or another partner exist?
7. Is the field used for scholastic sports programs?
Note: Fields that are used for scholastic sports programs may require a higher standard of support
amenities than that of the recreational level competition (i.e. at high school stadiums fields need home
and away bleachers, larger restroom facilities, ticket booth, snack bar, etc.)
8. Is the field used for physical education classes during the school day or at certain times during the
school year?
Note: Fields used for physical education classes and other school day programs September through midJune attribute approximately 450 additional hours of use per field (not including three winter months).
This use is in addition to the DPR scheduled use.
9. Does the field provide benefits for programming both youth and adult sports leagues?
Environmental Context
10. Is the proposed field outside the dripline of existing trees or woodlands?
Note: If the proposed project meets enough criteria to move forward, a more detailed tree evaluation
would be completed to determine possible impacts.
Location & Context
11. Is the field located in an area identified in the Level of Service (LOS) access analysis as an area where
access gaps exist for rectangular or diamond fields? (See Appendix II- Level of Service)
Below is ranking of athletic fields that should be considered to receive synthetic turf based on the above
criteria.
Note: This list excludes fields that may have been ranked higher, but already have synthetic turf.
Scored: 9 out of 11 points
#1- Greenbrier Park #3 (90 ft High School baseball field)
#2- Kenmore MS #2 (rectangular field)
#3-TJ park #3- Upper Field (rectangular)
#4 Wakefield HS #1 (90 ft. High School baseball field
Scored: 8 out of 11 points
#5-Greenbrier #1 (60 ft. Yorktown HS softball field)

#6- Greenbrier #2 (60ft. youth baseball/softball field)
#7- Kenmore MS #1 (combination field)
#8- Wakefield HS #2- (60ft HS softball field)
Scored: 7 out of 11 points
#9- Barcroft #4- (60ft Adult softball field)
#10-Gunston Park #1 (60 ft Adult softball) Note: Already slated for Syn Turf and new Lights
#11-Quincy Park #1 (90ft W-L HS baseball field)
#12-W-L Softball field (60ft. W-L HS softball Field)
Scored: 6 out of 11 points
#13- Barcroft #1, #2, #3 (60ft youth baseball/softball fields)

ATHLETIC FIELD LIGHTING CRITERIA (9 Points)
New field lighting criteria are organized into four categories:
1. General
2. Site Investment
3. Amenities
4. Environmental Context and Location and Context.
Note: 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.
CRITERIA
General
1. Does the field meet the minimum size requirement? (35,000 ft2 for rectangular & diamond & 65,000 ft2
for combination fields)
2. Has the field been identified as a lighted field in a County Board adopted plan?
Site Amenities & Investment
3. Does the site have existing or planned restroom facilities that are permanent structures or attached
to buildings with an exterior facing entrance?
4. Are there existing or planned ADA accessible pathways to the field?
5. Does the financial (cost sharing) partnership with APS or another partner exist?
6. Is the field used for scholastic sports programs?
7. Does the field support both diamond and rectangular sports?
8. Does the field provide benefits for programming both youth and adult sports leagues?
Environmental Context
If the proposed project meets enough criteria to move forward, a more detailed tree evaluation would
be completed to determine possible impacts.
Location & Context
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? (See Appendix II- Level of Service)
Below is ranking of athletic fields that should be considered to receive Lighting based on the above
criteria.
Note: This list excludes fields that may have been ranked higher, but already have lights.

Scored: 6 out of 9
#1- Bluemont Park #1 (combination field)
#2- Williamsburg MS #1- (rectangular field)
#3- Williamsburg MS #2- (rectangular field)
Scored: 5 out of 9
#4- Bluemont Park #2-(combination field)
#5- Fort Scott Park (60 ft youth baseball/softball field)
#6- Williamsburg #3- (combination field)
Scored: 4 out of 9
#7- Madison Manor (combination)
#8- Stratford Park (60 ft youth baseball/softball field)
#9- Virginia Highlands #2 (rectangular)

2018-19 Arlington Diamond and Combination Field Inventory
Diamond Field
Combination field
Field Name
1

Alcova Heights Park

2

Ownership

Lights/Turf

Field Name

County

No/No

1

Arlington Science Focus School

Arlington Traditional School #1

APS

No/No

2

3

Arlington Traditional School #2

APS

No/No

4

Barcroft Elementary School

APS

No/No

Ownership

Lights/Turf

APS

No/No

Bluemont Park #1

County

No/No

3

Bluemont Park #2

County

No/No

4

Drew Elementary School

APS

No/No

APS

No/No

5

Barcroft Park #1

County

Yes/No

5

Drew Elementary School - Aux
Field

6

Barcroft Park #2

County

Yes/No

6

Jamestown School - Back

County

No/No

7

Barcroft Park #3

County

Yes/No

7

Jamestown School - Front

APS

No/No

8

Barcroft Park #4

County

Yes/No

8

Kenmore Middle School #1

APS

No/No

9

Barcroft Park #6 - GW Field*

County

Yes/Yes

9

Madison Manor Park

County

No/No

10

Barrett Elementary School

APS

No/No

10

Nottingham Elementary School #1

APS

No/No

11

Bluemont Park #3

County

No/No

11

Nottingham Elementary School #2

APS

No/No

12

Fillmore Park

County

No/No

12

Patrick Henry Elementary School

APS

No/No

13

Fort Barnard Park

County

No/No

13

Quincy Park #1 (W-L Baseball)*

APS

Yes/No

14

Fort Scott Park

County

No/No

14

Tuckahoe Park #1

County

No/No

15

Greenbrier Park #1 (YHS-SB)

County

Yes/No

15

Tuckahoe Park #2

County

No/No

16

Greenbrier Park #2

County

Yes/No

16

W&L High School - Softball Field

APS

Yes/No

17
18
19

Greenbrier Park #3*

County

Yes/No

Gunston Park #1

County

Yes/Yes

High View Park

County

Yes/No

20

Jennie Dean Park #1

County

Yes/No

21

Jennie Dean Park #2

County

Yes/No

22

Kenmore Middle School #3

APS

No/No

23

Lee Community Center and Park

County

No/No

24

Quincy Park #2

County

Yes/No

25

Qunicy Park #3

County

Yes/No

26

Stratford Park

County

No/No

27

TJ Park - Diamond Field

County

No/No

28

Utah Park

County

Yes/No

29

Va. Highlands #3

County

Yes/No

30

Va. Hightland #4

County

Yes/No

31

Wakefield High School #1*

APS

Yes/No

32

Wakefield High School #2 (SB)

APS

Yes/No

33

Walter Reed Elementary School

APS

No/No

34

Westover Park #1

County

No/No

35

Westover Park #2

County

No/No

Note: 19 lighted Fields
2 Synthetic

17

Williamsburg Middle School #3

18

Zachary Taylor Elementary School
#1
Zachary Taylor Elementary School
#2

19

* 90 ft- MLB size field

APS

No/No

APS

No/No

APS

No/No

2018-19 Rectangular Field inventory
Field

Owner

SYN

Lights

Yes

Yes

Community Field
Limited scheduling

Abingdon Elementary School

APS

Arlington Hall West Park

Easement

Barcroft Park #5

County

Benjamin Banneker Park

County

Bluemont Junction Park

County

Carver Community Center / HoffmanBoston School
Charles A. Stewart Park

APS

Claremont Elementary School

APS

Dawson Terrace Community Center
and Park
Eads Park

County

Fairlington Community Center and
Park
Fields Park

County

Fort Ethan Allen Park & Madison
Center
Glebe Elementary School

County

Greenbriar Park - Stadium Field

County

Yes

Yes

Gunston Bubble

County

Yes

Yes

Gunston Park #2
Gunston Park #3

County & APS
APS

Yes

Yes
Yes

HB Woodlawn Middle School

APS

Kenmore Middle School #2

APS

Key Elementary School

APS

Lacey Woods Park

County

Long Bridge Park Synthetic Field #1

County

Yes

Yes

Long Bridge Park Synthetic Field #3

County

Yes

Yes

Long Bridge Park Synthetic Field #4

County

Yes

Yes

Oakgrove Park

County

Oakridge Elementary School

APS

Powhatan Springs Park

County

Rocky Run Park

County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Swanson Middle School

APS

TJ Park - Lower Field

County

Yes

Yes

Yes

TJ Park - Upper Field

County

Va. Highlands #2

County

Virginia Highlands Park #1

County

Yes

Yes

W&L High School - Stadium

APS

Yes

Yes

Wakefield / Chesterfield HS

APS

Wakefield High School - Aux Field

APS

Wakefield High School - Stadium

APS

Yes

Yes

Yes

County

County

County

APS

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Westover Park - Rectangular

County

Williamsburg Middle School #1

APS

Yes

Yes

Williamsburg Middle School #2

APS

Yes

Woodlawn Park / Hospice

County

Woodmont Center and Park

County

Hi All:
Here are my "big picture"comments regarding the draft PSMP. I found it easier to put my thoughts
down in the form of a draft letter, but feel free to use the information ay way it is useful. I would
suggest the letter highlight a limited number of our major concerns in the body of the letter and include
a table of some sort with additional comments or observations as to specific recommendations/issues. I
used Google Docs so I'll try to give you access to the actual document too.
Blah Blah Blah...The Sports Commission applauds the effort by all those involved in the
preparation of the draft PSMP and supports many of the important recommendations it
contains. However, we have serious concerns regarding the following topic which we believe
need to be addressed to have a useful and meaningful report. These topics are:
•
•
•
•

Correcting Contradictions Regarding Recreational Use Space
Including a Process for Decisionmaking Regarding Turfing or Lighting Fields
More Accurately Using the POPS Needs Assessment Survey Results, and
Requiring LOS and Objective Needs Assessments for All Public Space Uses.

These topics are discussed in more detail below. We have also attached a table with our
reaction to other recommendations in the draft PSMP. These comments were adopted
unanimously by the Sports Commission at our December 20, 2018, meeting.
Contradictions Regarding Recreational Use Space Need Correcting.
A major headline of the draft PSMP, buried on page 195 in an appendix, is that the County
believes it is physically and fiscally impossible to meet the its proposed Level of Service for
recreational sports. However, the casual reader of the body of the report would understandably
assume the County intended to meet the recreational user LOS by the repeated references to
using the LOS to efficiently manage recreational space, identify where new facilities are
required, and determine if duplicate or excess facilities can be converted to other uses.
The Sports Commission recommends that body of the PSMP makes explicit the County’s
commitment, or lack thereof, to meeting the LOS it proposes for recreational sports uses. We
suggest this be including in a separate pull out that also includes information regarding the
growing demand for recreational sports, the need to cap participation in certain recreation sports
due to space limitations, and the unmet demand for practices, tournaments and adult social
leagues. The Commission also recommends the County investigate revising the recreational
use LOS to a more specific measure, such as hours of available field use, that better reflects the
different ways demand for recreational space can be met.
A Process Is Required for Decisions Regarding Converting Fields to Synthetic Turf and
Lighting Fields
The Sports Commission applauds the decision to include in the PSMP specific criteria for
converting grass fields to synthetic turf and lighting sports fields. However, the PSMP stop short
of explaining the process and schedule for using the rankings included in the report. Will
another existing process be used for these decisions, such as the budget or CIP, would ad hoc
processes again be established as was done for Williamsburg, will a certain number of fields be

converted to turf or lit over a specified period of time, will decisions to convert field or light hem
be based solely on LOS and user demand?
The Sports Commission recommends that a process and schedule for deciding when to convert
or light fields be included in the PSMP.
POPS Needs Assessment Survey Provides Very Limited Policy-Relevant Information.
The Needs Assessment Survey conducted for the County by the ETC Institute measures
residents’ perceived, not actual, need for facilities and services. According to ETC, its Priority
Investment Rating identifies the facilities and programs residents think should receive the
highest priority for investment [emphasis added]. The survey provides no objective or
quantifiable measure of whether needs are actually being met, how best to meet needs, or
whether further investments are required to meet perceived needs.
The County would never build a new fire station or resize its police for based on a public opinion
survey of perceived service levels. The County would undertake further objective, data-driven
analyses upon which it would base its policy decision. Similarly, the County should not base
open space decisions on this opinion survey. Rather, the survey should be used as a means to
direct further evaluation by the County of real needs and how to meet them.
The Sports Commission recommends that the PSMP state that the needs assessment opinion
survey is informational and directional only and revise its recommendations and analysis
accordingly.
Objective LOS Standards and Needs Assessments Needed for All Public Space Uses.
The PSMP creates new policy for ensuring access to casual use space; increasing the amount
of casual use space, inclusion of such space into future park master plans, and, conceivably,
converting other types of space to casual use in the future. However, unlike all other space
uses, the PSMP does not base these policies on any objective needs assessment or data and
does not include a LOS by which to evaluate how much casual use space is required. In fact,
the PSMP includes specific actions regarding casual use space, i.e., the County “will prove
access”, but states the County will only “consider” creating a casual use space inventory or
LOS. This is exactly backwards, the PSMP includes steps to address a need or problem without
first identifying the scope of the problem or alternative ways to address it, all based on nothing
more than a public opinion survey.
The Sports Commission recommends that the County commit to creating a casual use space
inventory, LOS and needs assessment and make explicit that decisions regarding casual use
space will be based on assessment of demand, as the PSMP does for recreational and other
space uses.
On Tue, Dec 4, 2018 at 6:36 PM Corey Simples <coreysimples@hotmail.com> wrote:
Steve, I appreciate your response because that’s exactly what I’ve read/seen on 60 Minutes Sports, that
the ground up used rubber tires and the various toxins they produced is what was causing various
cancers in youths. Thank you for pointing that out because it was an issue, and if the newly refined
synthetic rubber is the route it’s heading, I’m all for it. I’m also glad you pointed that out because I

wouldn’t want it to seem like I was nit-picking. Aside from that, I’m good with this everything else was
laid out.
Corey
Sent from my iPad
On Dec 4, 2018, at 6:23 PM, Steve Severn <ssevern@comcast.net> wrote:
Corey,
If I may add one more caveat. The crumb rubber that has caused all the concern was simply ground up
used rubber tires. While maybe cost effective and a good way to use old tires that would otherwise go in
landfills, probably not the best material to use on an athletic field. Many facilities are now using newly
refined synthetic rubber such as EPDM, and even organic crumbles in an effort to get away from the
stigma.
Personally, I think turf that uses crumble infill is on the way out being replaced by the new non-infill
products on the market.
Steve
Sent from my iPad
On Dec 4, 2018, at 6:10 PM, Corey Simples <coreysimples@hotmail.com> wrote:
Thank you for acknowledging and your explanation Steve!
Sent from my iPhone
On Dec 4, 2018, at 6:08 PM, Steve Severn <ssevern@comcast.net> wrote:
Corey,
My 2 cents:
I put that in there as I believe it was a conscious decision by the County to avoid the muddy waters when
trying to determine if a field should have turf and/or lights.
It was not to avoid the issue, but rather make it a separate evaluation process. This I believe was a
“lesson learned” as a result of the Williamsburg Lights committee that got bogged down and derailed by
a few neighbors insisting there was deleterious health effects caused by certain artificial lighting, in spite
of no definitive scientific evidence to that effect.
This is also true for the turf “crumbles” issue. While there is much anecdotal evidence that crumbles is
bad, no comprehensive study to date has backed this up.
Regardless, there is now syn turf available that uses no crumbles and likely will become the new
standard. My hope is that the next installation of turf in Arlington will use this product.
Steve
Sent from my iPad
On Dec 4, 2018, at 4:22 PM, Corey Simples <coreysimples@hotmail.com> wrote:

The one issue that caught my attention was the last bullet point which stated no other "health" factors
were being considered regarding the installation of the synthetic turf or the lighting. I'm sure everyone
is aware of the dangers of the crumb rubber the synthetic turf consists of. I've seen various studies
about the dangers of synthetic turf and would hope that has been addressed. A few years back 60
Minutes Sports did a segment about this and it has stuck with me ever since. Aside from that, the report
is well written and laid out, but I do hope the dangers of the turf has been addressed. The maintenance
of the field with that type of turf may be a cause to address as well.
Respectfully,
Corey D. Simples
Sent from my iPhone
On Dec 4, 2018, at 1:50 PM, Justin Wilt <justin.wilt@gmail.com> wrote:
Wunderbar - thanks much, Steve!
On Tue, Dec 4, 2018 at 1:19 PM Steve Severn <ssevern@comcast.net> wrote:
Justin,
Attaching my review of the POPS section regarding Synthetic Turf and Lighting. Much of my review is
simply a regurgitation of the plan in a format that made sense to me.
The “Executive Summary” is at the front 
I will also be attacking the LOS section and hope to be done today.
Steve
From: Justin Wilt [mailto:justin.wilt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 10:43 AM
To: Steve Severn <ssevern@comcast.net>; Sherry Kohan <kohan.sherry@yahoo.com>; John Bacon
<jbacon26.2@gmail.com>; Janet Eichers <jeichers@gmail.com>; Drew Murray
<drew.murray@live.com>; DeFranco, Deborah <deborah.defranco@apsva.us>; David Tornquist
<david.tornquist@gmail.com>; Corey Simples <coreysimples@hotmail.com>; Dave Maher
<dmaher6097@hotmail.com>; Megan Carney <mcarney@arlingtonva.us>; Jessica Paska
<jessicadpaska@gmail.com>; Shirley Brothwell <sab1563@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Need your POPS draft report feedback, please!
SC Members,

So far I have received comments from *no one*. With the busy time of year and all of that, I appreciate
the challenge in focusing on the POPS Draft....but as members of the Sports Commission, it is pretty

important that we all evaluate the draft and provide appropriate inputs. That's what we are here to do,
after all.
Despite the draft document's overall size, you'll easily see which sections resonate most for the sports
communities and you'll be able to target your efforts. Please dive in, formulate your thoughts and send
me those by this Sunday at the latest.
Thanks,
Justin
On Fri, Nov 30, 2018 at 11:51 AM Justin Wilt <justin.wilt@gmail.com> wrote:
SC Members,
We need to collect our assorted thoughts and feedback regarding the POPS draft report, so that we can
formulate an appropriate letter to submit to the County Board. The report is online for public review
until December 9, and we want to be able to compile & hopefully finalize our letter by our December 20
SC meeting.
If helpful, I have attached something to kickstart your submissions. I reviewed the draft and have short
notes about select areas of the document where the SC can / should weigh in. Each of you can add your
thoughts onto that document and return it to me, or you can simply email your comments to me if that
is easier.
PLEASE review the draft and provide your thoughts to me by Sunday, December 9th at the
latest. Comments submitted before that time are of course welcome and encouraged!
The draft report can be viewed here: https://projects.arlingtonva.us/public-spaces-master-plan-psmpupdate/.
Thanks in advance for your help with this important task!
Justin

From: Christian Dorsey <cdorsey@arlingtonva.us>
Date: December 10, 2018 at 5:19:00 PM EST
To: Shirley Brothwell <sab1563@gmail.com>
Cc: Krysta Jones <krjones@arlingtonva.us>
Subject: Re: Email from Shirley Brothwell, Chair, Sports Commission, to Michael Thomas dated
11/27/18
“Dear Members of the County Board,
I have been made aware of a letter that Shirley Brothwell, chair of the Sports Commission, sent to the
Civic Federation and has circulated more widely, which alleges that Aurora Highlands Civic Association is
responsible for a pending resolution on the Public Spaces Master Plan. That is an outright false
accusation.
It is true that AHCA took a position several years ago about Virginia Highlands Park and the use of space
there; County staff have met with AHCA about that, and I have had discussions with staff and board
members about that issue. I believe our community is very supportive of the success we have had in
finally getting the fences down around the fields so that that space is available for use by the
community. It is true that many neighbors, including me, believe that the space is highly underutilized
and could better serve our rapidly growing community if it were not a dedicated softball field (all the
more so now, with the anticipated arrival of Amazon in our neighborhood).
However, AHCA has never discussed the PSMP or the pending resolution, and allegations of the civic
association's involvement are false. In fact, I have not even seen the resolution, although as a member
of the Parks & Recreation Committee of the Civic Federation, I will be reviewing it soon.
I am very disappointed that the chair of an appointed County commission would be sharing inaccurate
and inflammatory information. I believe that I, as president of AHCA, am due an apology, but I’m
requesting that you ask Ms. Brothwell to send a correction to the Civic Federation, to her fellow
members of the Sports Commission, and to everyone on her listserv. “

Christian Dorsey
Vice Chair, Arlington County Board
Sent from my mobile device. Please excuse my brevity and any typos.
All correspondence, including this email, sent to and from Arlington County Board Members is subject to
the public record laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia and may be subject to mandatory disclosure.

From: Shirley Brothwell <sab1563@gmail.com>
Date: December 16, 2018 at 9:17:18 AM EST
To: Aurora Highlands <ahcapresident@gmail.com>
Subject: Your email to the Board
Hi Natasha,
Christian Dorsey, Board liaison to the Sports Commission, forwarded your email concerning my
outreach to the Park and Recreation Committee of the Civic Federation on a draft resolution about the
Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP). Your email said that I had made a false accusation in alleging that the
Aurora Highlands Civic Association (AHCA) was responsible for the draft resolution. You stated that
AHCA has never discussed the PSMP or the resolution and that the civic association had not been
involved in this matter.
I would like to respond and ask for some clarification from you. First, my email did not and could not
have identified any person or entity as having introduced the resolution because I did not have this
information at the time I wrote the email. My email said the resolution “flows from the sustained
lobbying efforts conducted by AHCA and Parks4 Everyone...” This phrasing merely notes a connection
between two groups’ efforts and the existence of the resolution. And indeed, there is a great deal of
consistency between the text and purpose of the resolution and the positions taken by AHCA and
Parks4Everyone.
However, I take your claim seriously so I spent some time reflecting on how my sense of AHCA's overall
role in open spaces advocacy in general and in the PSMP specifically has developed. For the past two
years, field users who live in the Aurora Highlands neighborhood have expressed concern to me and
members of the Sports Commission about AHCA statements, actions, and positions relative to fields in
the neighborhood (fields which these individuals use and value). In early November of this year, a
resident forwarded your Next Door post that references AHCA advocacy and the PSMP and encourages
like-minded individuals to sign the Parks4Everyone petition. (This post is attached.)
I assumed that you were speaking in this post as the President of AHCA and reflecting discussions by the
AHCA, but I realize that you may wear multiple hats as do many of Arlington's citizen volunteers. It
would help me to know what role you were playing at the time you made the post.

Thanks very much,

Shirley Brothwell

Shirley Brothwell
Chair, Arlington Sports Commission
December 18, 2018
Dear Shirley,
Thank you for reaching out. You asked which hat I was wearing when I made a post on
Nextdoor in support of a PSMP petition. I made the post as a long-time resident of
Aurora Highlands, which is how I am identified on Nextdoor. Nothing on my Nextdoor
profile references my role in AHCA, which I view to be separate, considering that I have
lived here for 35 years and been AHCA president for only 3.
Because you singled out AHCA as a civic association and Virginia Highlands Park as an
issue, it would be easy to infer that you believed AHCA and VHP to be responsible for
the POPS resolution pending before the Civic Federation. This is incorrect, and I ask
that you to set the record straight with the Sports Commission and with anybody else to
whom you distributed your letter.
First, the reference to AHCA in my Nextdoor post says only that AHCA and many
neighbors have “been urging the county to include the community in determining the
priorities for open space and recreation” before spending millions of dollars on
renovating and expanding facilities. This is something that AHCA and community
members had been advocating for years before I became president of the civic
association, as a result of rapid and often unexpected changes in land use in our
neighborhood’s largest park.
Second, as you well know from many controversies throughout the county, Virginia
Highlands Park is not the only place Arlingtonians are questioning how their public land
and public dollars are being used. In fact, the FOIA request for park-related data was
made by residents from other parts of the county who are concerned about a variety of
issues including lighting and turfing.
The goal of the PSMP petition referenced in my Nextdoor post is responsible
stewardship of Arlington’s land and financial resources. I believe that the County’s land
use and spending decisions vis-à-vis parks should be based on a thorough and
transparent evaluation of the data. I would have thought that was a goal we could all
support.
Best wishes for the holidays,
Natasha

