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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary  
December 12, 2018; 7:30 – 9:30 PM  
CHP, Rm 715 
Subject: Public Spaces Master Plan Update (POPS) 
PC Members in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair); Elizabeth Gearin, Jane Siegel, Kathleen McSweeney, 
Elizabeth Morton, James Schroll, Jim Lantelme, Stephen Hughes, Daniel Weir 

 
 

 
 
Following an introduction by the LRPC Chair Nancy Iacomini, remarks from the PC Liaison to the POPS advisory 
committee Jane Siegel, and a presentation by staff Project Manager Irena Lazic, the Planning Commissioners 
present raised the following questions and comments/considerations that focused on the main topics of the 
agenda. 
 
Strategic Directions 

• No comments 
 
Level of Service 
 

• This is a Comp Plan element that isn’t always reconciled with the other County priorities articulated 
through the other Comp Plan elements; County Board Chair Kristol’s letter helps communicate that LOS 
is a broad planning tool. 

• LOS is a snapshot in time; the County will update every 5 years based on trends; it is meant to be 
guidance for this point in time. 

• What was the process to develop variations between the different columns in LOS? Staff explained, 
using dog parks as an example, that the different columns characterize our current LOS, peer LOS, 
typical LOS, and our recommended LOS based on our unique context as a growing urban community in 
need of dog parks in the future.  

• This chart is impossible to read online; page flip pro is hard to use. 
• The Natural Lands LO includes federal land, not the cemetery and not private land.  Can we add an 

asterisk to explain what is included in natural lands? 
• I like the LOS heat maps but it would be better if they could illustrate density; staff explained that maps 

do account for both density and access; yellow represents that improvements in access need to occur 
and that population is projected to grow in these areas. 

• Can the data and methodology be published for the sake of transparency? Perhaps provided as a link to 
not add weight; perhaps it could be on a separate page so that people can manipulate the data on their 
own.   

• Don’t know if there is a question if this data would be considered part of the Comp Plan.  Perhaps better 
to store data separately since we are planning to update every 5 years  

• Would like to see this as a raster map using civic associations as polygons 
• Question about fields: if additional fields are lit in the future, this improves utilization, so then do we still 

need another field? How is this captured in the LOS projection? Staff responded that our next evolution 
of LOS will incorporate efficiencies.  In LOS itself perhaps we should add statement addressing this plan 
moving forward.   

• Need to remember that LOS is population based and access based in some cases. 
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• Important to note that LOS is in some cases population-based only; staff explained that certain 
amenities don’t have an expectation that they will be accessible by walking or biking in short time frame 
– like pools. 

• How did these amenities rise to the surface?  Why is an indoor track not included? 
• How do I know where these amenities are needed?  Staff explained that if you look at LOS charts and 

heat maps this should inform where they should be planned. 
• This document cannot be exhaustive in providing what the CB needs in making decisions; however, field 

utilization should be provided to develop recommendations. 
• Is unmet demand quantified?  How many people are turned away? For example, what is the waiting list 

for soccer fields? Is that another form of data that this document can provide?  Staff responded that 
unmet demand very challenging to quantify – flag football cut off at 2,500 kids; swimming lessons 
always have waiting list but that doesn’t account for families that don’t even try to sign up 

• How are we addressing areas on the borders?  
• We aren’t capturing some private facilities that actually help meet demand; staff responded that there 

was a decision early on that we shouldn’t make assumptions about availability of private facilities; also 
we shouldn’t be looking at private facilities that may not be accessible to those who cannot afford 
private fees. 

• Are peer communities measured the same way?  Yes 
• It is important to think about what type of data should be provided to help us as a County make hard 

choices in the future. 
• It may be helpful to add footnotes referring to other places where the data is shared. 
• Has information been presented to JFAC? Staff responded that staff didn’t have the same types of 

questions. 
 
 
Athletic Fields 
 

• The criteria does not mention proximity to residential areas, even though mitigation in residential areas 
is offered.  I am still uneasy that there is no guidance about proximity to residential areas.  The ZO does 
provide guidance on other uses. Staff responded that the Board directed us that the PSMP should 
include comprehensive set of criteria for lighting fields. We tried to include a list that was general 
enough for a Comp Plan element.  It is hard to come up with one distance that is appropriate as general 
guidance. 

• I am not in favor of adding more specificity to this doc, but perhaps we need supplemental guidance 
somewhere else. 

• Agree we should stay away from the Zoning Ordinance; but if we do develop some more guidance we 
need to be careful that any new policies don’t allow for continued protection of existing neighborhood 
character at expense of field utilization and access. 

• We need to think about this in terms of a use permit; figure out what works. 
• I like the use permit analogy; thinking about the use permit process developed for swimming pools in 

response to the Macedonia Baptist Church pool application. 
• The elevation of the field should be considered as one of the criteria/mitigation measures. 
• I am in agreement on the use permit recommendation; a use permit process would be appropriate; thee 

Plan should indicate this consideration.   
• Jane Siegel will send proposed language to staff. 
• Staff noted that we need to consider that most of our fields are located in residential areas; impacts 

cannot be avoided. 
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Casual Use 
 

• Glad that we attempted a definition, but it is still not clear; it tells us what it is not. 
• Is it a space that provides an exclusive ability to accommodate spontaneous uses? 
• Is there a way to add something about why they are important?  Nature deficit, for example? 
• Do we address lights in casual spaces? Thinking of safety? Four Mile Run users mentioned this 

frequently.  
 
Trails, Trail Loops 
 

• Would like to see boundaries of Lee Highway area identified; staff noted that there is a sidebar calling it 
out as a future planning area. 

• Bike element map – does it align? Staff responded that there is regular coordination with Transportation 
staff on the bike elements and that there is alignment. 

 
Dog Parks and Dog Runs 
 

• Glad to see recommendation to amend ZO  
 
Privately-Owned Public Spaces 
 

• We’ve talked about getting better at recording public open space easements 
• Need to go back to an inventory; would have to tie it to a map 
• When do privately owned spaces need signage?  Staff responded that the signage requirement only 

applies to parks with public open space access easements. 
• Lyon Park identified as 1.9 but I think it is 3 acres. 
• Can we make it a stronger recommendation that in minor site plan amendments we seek to get public 

open space easements?  Important for sake of getting signage. 
• A recommendation is to tie the inventory to an online interactive map. 

 
Land Acquisition 
 

• On page 140 in the document, in the 30 acres of the next ten years, did the working group talk about 
this a stretch goal? Yes 

• On page 163, generational goals, #4 is John Marshall and Lee Highway, specifically what is that site? 
Overlee Pool  

• It appears that the generational goals are the swimming pools and golf courses; what about the last few 
large tracts? 

• Should be cognizant of unintended consequences of going after private pools; staff: is it the intention 
that Overlee Pool remain a pool? Yes, the intention here is that if the pool were ever placed for sale, the 
County would consider buying it to continue its use as a pool. 

• At Lyon Park, deed won’t let development happen – it reverts to the County if anyone ever tries to 
develop it. 

• Need to look at Lyon Village Community Center 
• When the County is trying to acquire land, is the County bidding as a fair market value participant? Yes 
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• Concern with 30 acres that doesn’t get to the quality of the acreage; where you are getting the acreage 
really matters; acreage along Donaldson Run isn’t helpful to people who would have to take a long bus 
ride to get there. 

• HP only limited to cemeteries; POPS is not looking at older structures that might be located on some of 
the properties identified for future acquisition. 

TDR 

• Group was supportive of TDR, TDR banking, and updating the TDR policy. 

Wiliamsburg Lights 

• Covered already 

 

Public Comments 

• In reference to Williamsburg Lighting, preserving the “character of the neighborhood” was established 
by Mary Hynes in her motion for the charge of the group.  One thing that was agreed upon was how to 
prioritize fields in the future.  Several of the criteria from the WG recommendations don’t appear in 
POPS (noise, topography. The Board did ask POPS to consider the criteria from the WG  (Resident, Rock 
Spring Civic Association) 


