
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Joyce and Roy <gamses@aol.com> 
Subject: Re: LRPC meeting next Wednesday 
Date: December 12, 2018 at 1:47:13 AM EST 
To: berternie.iacomini56@gmail.com 
 
Thank you for your quick reply last week.  I wish I could attend the POPS 
discussion at the LRPC meeting Wednesday evening, but I have another 
commitment established before I was aware of the LRPC schedule.  
 
If I could attend and if there were time for public comments, I would have 
spoken on how the POPS "final draft" draft handles criteria and standards for 
lighting athletic fields.   
 
My key concern is that the POPS draft criteria and standards do not 
consider the effects of noise and lights from lighted fields at night on 
neighbors and the community, even though the County Board explicitly 
asked at its September 16, 2017 meeting on Williamsburg Field lights 
that criteria for prioritizing lighting of fields be established taking into 
account the consensus recommendations of the WFWG report (I have 
attached that consensus Section IV).  I would think that those consensus 
recommendations for siting lighted fields would be relevant to the LRPC and 
the Planning Commission. 
 
As a result, the POPS report says:  

• nothing about impact on neighbors or neighborhoods,  

• nothing about noise,  

• nothing about distance to neighboring homes (which 
determines the effect of noise and lights on 
neighbors), and 

• nothing about zoning, and 

• nothing about ambient light or noise levels. 

It's almost as if the authors had no concern for zoning or affected neighbors at 
all, despite all the concerns that have been raised over the last three + years 
of community debate. 
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I've attached an outline of the comments I filed with the POPS group that may 
be helpful. I'd be happy to provide the full text of my comments if they would 
be helpful as well. 
 
Roy Gamse 
gamses@aol.com 
703-532-5648 
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Summary of Roy Gamse Comments on POPS “Final“ Draft 
 

PRIOR REQUESTS AND INPUT THAT APPEAR TO HAVE FALLEN THROUGH 
THE CRACKS OF A LONG, COMPLEX PROCESS 

• County Board request to consider the consensus WFWG 
recommendations on siting future field lighting (9/16/17 Board 
meeting) 

• Katie Cristol request that WMS recommendations take into 
account field usage and impact on neighborhood [logically should 
apply to all potential sites] (9/16/17 Board meeting) 

• No POPS mention of: 
 noise,  
 traffic,  
 wildlife,  
 existing ambient light level,  
 distance to neighboring homes 

• Community input from neighbors at POPS community work 
session (12/6/17) 

• Input from the E2C2 Commission on lighting spill standards 
 

NOISE EFFECTS ARE IMPORTANT, BUT NOT MENTIONED IN POPS 
No mention of noise (the biggest concern for many people). The only 
possible mitigation is mention of curfews to mitigate lighting.  Curfews 
don’t protect young children and infirm elderly.  The earlier the curfew. 
The higher the cost/hour of additional hours of play. 
 
A “ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL SPILL STANDARD” OF 0.5 FOOT-CANDLES IS NOT 
APPROPRIATE FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL AREAS 
The industry standards group [IESNA] says spill levels should vary 
depending on ambient light in the area:  

 0.1 foot-candles (fc) for intrinsically dark landscapes (e.g., 
WMS),  



 0.3 fc for areas with low ambient brightness,  
 0.8 fc for areas of medium ambient brightness. 

 
Examples,  

• Arlington required Musco to meet 0.25fc at Wakefield HS 
• Fairfax County set an 0.3 fc standard at Lewinsville Park 
• Montgomery County set 0.19 fc for Musco at Clarksburg Stadium 

 
THERE SHOULD BE A PERFORMANCE STANDARD FOR GLARE 

• Glare is a powerful irritant from LED lights and mitigation 
measures are ineffective. 

• The POPS draft essentially requires a best technology standard. 
• Best technology may work fine in many settings, but depending 

on topography and field design, it may be inadequate. 
• POPS could adopt standards established by lighting authorities 

[BUG (Backlight, Uplight, and Glare)] 
 
PROXIMITY TO NEIGHBORING HOMES 

• Noise (and light) impacts vary inversely proportional to distance, 
so very nearby homes can get very annoying disruption that 
would not occur further away. 

• Lighted rectangular fields have generally not been located close to 
homes in Arlington, nor in all the Musco LED sites (except where 
the fields are in valleys that limit noise and light impacts on 
neighbors). 

• DPR and the Commissions have heard this again and again. 
 
EFFECTS OF INSTALLING/OPERATING LIGHTS ON TREES SHOULD BE A 
FACTOR FOR EVALUATING APPROPRIATENESS OF LIGHTS AT A FIELD 

• Impact on trees and canopy is considered for turf conversions 
• It is just as important a factor for considering lights 

 



 
THE POINT SYSTEM IS ARBITRARY 

• “One point” factors are not equivalent criteria  
• Some criteria should be deal-breakers 

 
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE ASSESSMENT SHOULD CONSIDER SUPPLY-DEMAND 
REALITIES 

• The County vendor [PROS]’s stated LOS methodology includes 
local supply-demand factors, but the POPS analysis does not. 

• Rover reports show that a lot of Arlington scheduled capacity is 
unused or under-utilized, suggesting that supply-demand 
information is relevant 

 



Williamsburg Field Site Evaluation Workgroup Report 
Follow-on Recommendations 

Section IV.  Follow-on Recommendations 
Though not specifically charged to do so, the WFWG developed the following recommendations for 
further consideration outside of the immediate decision whether or not to light one or more of the 
rectangular fields at Williamsburg Middle School.  These recommendations include key considerations to 
objectively evaluate multiple candidate sites for sports field lighting, specific process requests related to 
lighting the WMS fields, as well as several potentially county-wide issues that surfaced as part of this 
process.   
 
Key Considerations for Evaluating Potential Field Lighting 
 
The WFWG understands that evaluating field lighting is only one aspect of a larger planning process 
involving decisions such as if and where to build new sport fields (rectangular, diamond, and multi-use), 
whether to convert existing fields to synthetic grass, and whether to light such fields.  The WFWG 
supports the county moving towards a comprehensive planning process for field construction, 
improvement, and lighting.   
 
The International Commission on Illumination (CIE) “Guide on the Limitation of the Effects of Obtrusive 
Light from Outdoor Lighting Installations” (CIE 150), provides guidance on several factors that should be 
considered when siting outdoor lighting. The CIE is an entity responsible for promoting international 
cooperation and exchange of information among member countries (including the United States) 
relating to the science of lighting.  The CIE cautions that the siting of outdoor lighting must consider “the 
potential effects of the lighting on occupants of surrounding properties” including “changes to the 
amenity of an area due to the intrusion of spill light into otherwise dark areas … and to the direct view 
of bright luminaries.”    
 
Suggested considerations include: 
 

1. Lighting should be part of the original master planning for the field 
 
It can be very difficult to retrofit lights to existing fields in a manner that does not significantly affect 
neighbors’ quality of life.  Many of Arlington’s sports fields (Greenbrier, Washington & Lee, Wakefield) 
have been lighted since the 1950s and sports field lighting was planned from the outset. Lighting 
authorities have cautioned that, because field lights can be highly intrusive — particularly on the settled 
expectations of abutting neighbors — lighting should be planned with field construction to ensure that 
the fields are of adequate size, orientation and overall design to accommodate lights without undue 
adverse effects on neighbors. The Illuminating Engineering Society of North America, in its 
Recommended Practice for Sports and Recreational Area Lighting (IESNA RP-6-15), cautions that 
“lighting systems should be designed in conjunction with the facility.” Similarly, in its “White Paper on 
Athletic Field Lighting”, Fairfax County recently warned that, “while field orientation during the initial 
master planning stage may make it possible to minimize glare problems, this is unusual when retrofitting 
lights to existing fields.” 



Williamsburg Field Site Evaluation Workgroup Report 
Follow-on Recommendations 

In addition, evaluation of lighting fields should consider the context of larger planning processes to 
evaluate future sports field demand compared to current capacity and the marginal gains of playing 
time from added lighting at various candidate fields. Understanding the extent of the benefits of 
additional field capacity to the broader community will allow for a more useful comparison with the 
negative impacts on the neighborhoods close to the lighted field.   
 

2. State of development of the area 
 
The CIE recommendations make a distinction between “…whether the area is sparsely settled or fully 
built-up.”  The zoning district of the proposed site and the surrounding neighborhood as well as the 
density and intensity of uses, including residential, commercial, public, and other uses help provide the 
context for the introduction of field lights. 
 

3. Topography of the surrounding area 
 
According to the CIE, “residential developments which are at a lower level than that of the lighting 
installation should be particularly considered, where a direct view of the luminaries is possible.” Thus, if 
nearby residences are below the level of the lights, the site may be considered a less preferred location 
for lights. 
 

4. Physical features of the site which may mitigate light spill 
 
Features such as adjacent tall buildings, trees and spectator stands, which may be effective in restricting 
light spill beyond the boundaries of the development, may identify a location as a better candidate for 
lighting than one without such obstructions. 
 

5. Presence of existing lighting in the immediate area 
 
According to the CIE, “the effect of the proposed lighting will be lessened where the surrounding area is 
reasonably well-lit, e.g., arterial road lighting or lighting from adjacent commercial developments.” 
 

6. Proximity of homes 
 
Not surprisingly, the proximity of residences to outdoor lighting installations also significantly affects 
how well or badly lighting can be tolerated by neighbors. Distance from homes is an especially sensitive 
factor because light intensity and noise intensity both dissipate inversely proportional to the square of 
the distance from the source. Thus, if a home is twice as far from the source as another, it receives one-
fourth the intensity of light and noise; if it is three times as far, it receives one-ninth the intensity of light 
and noise; if four times as far, it receives one-sixteenth the intensity of light and noise. 
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7. Environment impacts 
 
Arlington’s Urban Forestry Master Plan, for example, recommends that County development efforts 
enhance and improve the County’s threatened tree canopy.  Thus, the impact of sports field and lighting 
installation, maintenance, and operation to trees should be evaluated.   Also, Arlington’s Public Spaces 
Master Plan urges that development of new or renovated sport fields and field lighting not disturb 
existing connections between residents and natural spaces or the habitats in wildlife corridors. 
 
Williamsburg Lighting Process Recommendations 
 
The WFWG recommends the following requests be considered as the County proceeds with review of 
the WMS Use Permit Amendment to allow lighting one or both fields: 
 

1. County staff should prepare a revised Environmental Assessment (EA) prior to the Use Permit 
Amendment hearing by the County Board with sufficient time to allow for review by E2C2.   
Though it may be within the letter of administrative regulations to delay EA review until the 
County Board decides to light the fields, numerous concerns related to potential environmental 
impacts were raised by the WFWG but not fully evaluated.  E2C2 is charged with advising the 
County Board specifically on these issues, and the Board would certainly benefit from such 
advice when deciding whether or not to light the fields. In addition, access to reasonably 
detailed materials concerning plans for construction, operation and maintenance of the 
proposed lights could inform the Environmental Assessment and permit a more thorough 
review by the E2C2.  
 

2. The County Manager should make his recommendation and the accompanying staff report on 
the Use Permit Amendment available to the community well in advance of the County Board 
hearing.  Though the County has established guidelines and improved transparency and 
accountability by endeavoring to release staff reports in advance, occasionally, the County 
Manager’s recommendation and supporting narrative are not known by the affected community 
until just before a County Board hearing with little time for the community to prepare.  The 
WFWG suggests that the over two months that will elapse between the submission of this 
report and the County Board hearing of the Use Permit Amendment should be adequate time 
for staff to thoroughly review the information and provide its recommendation well in advance 
of the County Board hearing. 
 

3. The County Board should communicate clearly to the community the remaining process 
leading up to the Board’s decision on whether or not to light the fields.  The community 
respectfully requests advanced knowledge of the major milestones in the process leading up to 
the Use Permit Amendment hearing.  These include, but are not limited to, the preparation of 
the EA, reviews by relevant commissions, release of staff reports, etc.  
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County-wide Recommendations 
 

4. Consider giving priority to upgrading to synthetic turf existing natural grass fields that already 
have lighting.  WFWG analysis reveals that upgrading from natural grass to synthetic turf 
provided substantial increased hours of play at WMS.  This suggests substantial opportunity to 
increase field capacity at sites already accustomed to lighting.  Further, the group recommends 
upgrading older lighting with newer technologies that better control spill and glare. 
 

5. Establish more robust installation and maintenance procedures for vegetative buffers.  
Vegetative buffers between playing surfaces and neighboring homes can significantly mitigate 
adverse impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.  If appropriate, existing vegetative buffers 
should be enhanced.  Invasive species (i.e., bamboo, poison ivy, English ivy, kudzu, etc.) should 
be eliminated and constantly managed so that vegetative buffers are prevented from degrading 
and are allowed to grow. 

The WFWG notes that at the WMS/DES campus, the vegetative buffer along all sides of the 
playing fields, and especially the western boundary was affected severely by construction of the 
new DES and the associated fields.  The western buffer remains infested by dangerous poison 
ivy and harmful invasive species such as English ivy and bamboo.  Nearly half of the newly 
planted trees between the fields and homes closest to the fields have already died due to 
mismanagement or are being overrun by invasive species. 
 

6. Develop a “Good Neighbor” policy for Arlington Public Schools.  Throughout the WFWG 
process, neighbors recounted examples of frustration with APS related to both construction 
issues and post-occupancy deficiencies.  Just one example was the numerous repeated requests 
over a period of months to have the lights at the basketball courts properly adjusted to reduce 
the spill onto neighboring homes.  Further, apparently, APS janitorial staff members were 
turning on the basketball court lights late at night at the end of their shift to provide security for 
walking to their cars.  The frustrating experience of neighbors with APS undermines community 
confidence that any adverse impacts from schools or other community facilities can be 
successfully managed, thereby eroding public support for siting of community facilities.
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