
Draft WFWG Final Report Submitted by Subcommittee on Comprehensive Field Lights Impact Analysis 

 1 

I. Background 
 

Public debate into the future of the Williamsburg Middle School (WMS) soccer fields began in the fall of 
2012, when Arlington Public Schools (APS) first identified the WMS campus as the site selected for a new 
elementary school (NES).  A Building Level Planning Committee (BLPC) and Public Facilities Review 
Committee (PFRC) were created to ensure timely impact on the school’s development and to elicit 
community views on issues to be addressed in the school’s Use Permit. At numerous points during this 
process, school neighbors and BLPC and PFRC members sought and obtained assurances from Arlington 
Public School (APS) and Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) staff that the existing soccer fields at 
the site would remain Bermuda grass and that neither synthetic turf nor field lights would be installed. 
Despite these assurances, soon after the NES public processes ended, a new draft of the Use Permit 
appeared that included both synthetic turf and an expedited procedure to light the WMS soccer fields.   
 
At a September 2013 Planning Commission meeting, the Chairman of the NES PFRC, Charles Monfort, 
strongly objected to the insertion of language in the Use Permit concerning synthetic turf and lights, 
stating he had specifically asked APS at the final PFRC meeting about plans for the soccer fields.  He 
explained that he and the group had been told, without objection by County staff, that the fields would 
remain Bermuda grass with no lights.  Neighbors were understandably upset that County staff had 
reneged on these prior commitments. At its September 24, 2013, meeting the County Board concurred, 
with Chair Walter Tejada echoing the views of a near neighbor who said, “General Custer was not 
ambushed [this badly].” 
 
To remedy the obvious breakdown in the public process relating to synthetic turf and field lights, the 
County Board directed the County Manager to initiate a “robust community process that evaluates 
whether or not to light the Williamsburg synthetic fields.  Included in that evaluation, although not 
limited to these topics shall be whether the environmental, noise and light spillage impacts of, for the 
first time, lighting one or two fields at Williamsburg can be mitigated sufficiently to preserve the 
character of the neighborhood and provide a reasonable quality of life to the nearest neighbors . . . .”  

 
II. Creation of the Williamsburg Field Site Evaluation Work Group 
 
In July 2015, the Board approved the Charge for the newly created “Williamsburg Field Site Evaluation 
Work Group” (WFWG) and appointed its members. The WFWG consists of 17 community members, 
including neighbors, civic association representatives, representatives from the Arlington Sports 
Commission, the Environment and Energy Conservation Commission, and sports user groups such as the 
Arlington Soccer Association (ASA) and women’s and co-ed soccer leagues.  The WFWG is chaired by Erik 
Gutshall, a member of the Planning Commission.  

 
Since August 2015, the WFWG has met more than a dozen times, visited lighted fields in Arlington and 
Vienna, VA, and held multiple subcommittee meetings addressing specific lighting-related topics.  The 
work has been demanding of WFWG members and County staff as the group has attempted to 
understand the many technical and zoning issues implicated by the various lighting designs.  Because of 
the highly technical and complex lighting issues presented to the group, the WFWG has been reliant on 
the County’s sole source lighting vendor – Musco – for technical guidance.  It soon became apparent 
however, that Musco had little interest in educating the WFWG on such controversial issues as glare, 
luminance, light spill, and visual acuity — as their principal business is selling lights and not the sort of 
analytical urban planning exercise which is the true focus of the Work Group.  Instead, members of the 
WFWG were required to devote substantial time researching lighting standards, adverse lighting effects, 
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and recommended practices for exterior and sport lighting.  In response to specific questions raised by 
WFWG members following this research, Musco provided some information and opined on the 
acceptability of its designs, but has declined to date to release the data underlying its projections of 
lighting impacts.  Accordingly, neither the County nor WFWG members can replicate or otherwise 
confirm the accuracy of Musco’s calculations.  
 
In sum, WFWG members and County staff have for more than a year worked hard to gather and 
understand information critical to answering the question before the Board – whether the adverse 
lighting effects can be mitigated sufficiently to preserve neighborhood character and quality of life.  As 
discussed below, the information generated through the Working Group’s efforts, together with 
Musco’s own projections of lighting effects, demonstrate that they cannot.  
 
III. Character of WMS Neighborhood 
 
The neighborhood surrounding WMS is among the least densely populated and most stringently zoned 
in Arlington County. It is zoned R-10 and R-20, and thus excludes multi-family, industrial, commercial or 
retail establishments. It contains a vibrant mix of age ranges, including long-time resident seniors and 
empty nesters and a rapidly growing number of families with young children. The wooded area along 
the western edge of the WMS property has served for decades as a de facto nature trail. Similarly, 
lacking a public park, the fields at WMS provide the only accessible space where parents can play or 
practice sports with their children. 
 
Acknowledging the importance of its stock of traditional single family homes, the County has long 
expressed in its General Land Use Plan a goal of “preserving and enhancing” residential neighborhoods.  
At the same time, the County recognized the importance of the kinds of green spaces currently present 
along the soccer field boundary, by setting forth its commitment to “preserve appropriate land areas in 
a natural state, to conserve ecological resources, protect environmentally and historically significant 
areas, and carefully maintain active and passive recreation areas and open space in neighborhoods and 
metro corridors.”  
 
The neighborhood is unusually quiet and dark. Ambient light levels are essentially non-detectable — 0.0 
foot candles in the middle of the soccer fields and at abutting property lines.  On clear nights, the Milky 
Way and stars and planets can be seen from the middle of the athletic fields and neighboring streets and 
properties.  The setting is also unusually quiet at night, with evening background noise levels measuring 
27 decibels (dB), the sound level of crickets chirping.   
 
Consistent with the County’s expressed goal of “preserving and enhancing” residential neighborhoods, 
neighbors have identified the following as especially important to their quality of life: peace and quiet, a 
time to rest with no unwanted noise or glare, the ability to relax outdoors with friends and family, to 
open screen doors and windows, a connection with nature, the dark sky at night, a continuing strong 
sense of community among families on virtually every street surrounding the school property, and a 
place to play with children or take walks in a natural setting after work, school and dinner. 
 
These aspects of community life have already been affected significantly by the opening of the new 
elementary school, the introduction of numerous trailers at WMS, and by area-wide traffic, noise, and 
public activity associated with greatly enhanced use of the new synthetic turfed fields.  Although the 
community understands that public spaces belong to the public, the added addition of nighttime athletic 
events would greatly alter the neighborhood’s character and residents’ long-treasured and firmly-held 
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expectations of quiet enjoyment of their evenings.  
  

IV. Lighting Effects 
 
The Board faces an unprecedented challenge in deciding whether to install field lights in an intrinsically 
dark neighborhood that has never had lighted fields.  This is a different and much more difficult 
proposition than replacing old generation with less polluting lights at APS schools where sports fields 
have been lighted for generations. It is a particularly challenging task where, as here, one of the 
principal effects is predicted levels of glare that are much higher than those recommended by lighting 
professionals.  As Fairfax County recently acknowledged in its report on Athletic Field Lighting, although 
glare can sometimes be mitigated with proper “field orientation during the initial master planning 
stage,” proper glare control “is unusual when retrofitting lights to existing fields.”  In that case, the only 
issue to be resolved is not “mitigation.” Rather, the decision is whether “to light or not light” despite the 
inability to mitigate.  In deciding not to light the synthetic field at Linway Terrace in McLean because of 
the proximity of residences, Fairfax County complied with this commonplace limitation on sports field 
lighting.  
 
Musco has presented at least 8 options for lighting the WMS athletic fields. All options propose six light 
poles, with four located along the far north and far south sidelines of the fields, one located between 
the western goal lines of the two fields, and another opposite it between the far eastern goal lines.   
 
It soon became clear in WFWG discussions that lighting fields with residences so close to the field 
boundaries presented significant technical challenges.  Musco initially identified two High Intensity 
Discharge (HID) lighting options. (HID or metal halide are the type of lights that have recently been 
installed at fields elsewhere in the County.) However, the vendor quickly conceded that neither of the 
HID options can meet light pollution standards cited by Working Group members as appropriate in this 
setting. Musco eventually recognized that no type of lighting design could comply with commonly-
accepted light pollution standards if erected to a maximum of 68 feet – the maximum height for 
structures in S-3A zones (the zone housing the schools). 
 
Musco eventually generated Illumination summaries for six configurations of 5700 Kelvin (K) LED lights.  
The first three options involved luminaires mounted on 68’, 70’, and 80’ poles with an average 
illuminance of 30 foot candles on the fields. The second three LED options proposed the same pole 
heights but assumed an average illuminance of 20 foot candles. As with HID lights, Musco acknowledged 
that poles erected to a height of less than 80’ would generate unacceptable levels of light spill.  At the 
same time, Musco expressed a preference for a 30 (instead of 20) foot candle illuminance stating that 
this option would be more energy efficient than the alternative. Musco also expressed its belief that its 
high-intensity 5700K lights were preferable to less intense and warmer 3000K lights because they were 
more energy efficient and required fewer luminaires (resulting in less light spill on nearby residential 
properties). 
 
Thus Musco’s “best case” design, which it feels would have the least impact on the neighborhood, relies 
on very high intensity LED lights mounted on 80’ poles (the height of an eight story building) – well 
above zoning ordinance limits – with average field illuminance of 30 foot candles.   
 
Concerned about Musco’s proposal for light levels more intense than exist on any other fields in the 
County, WFWG members asked to visit a location where such lights could be viewed. Staff arranged for 
a visit to see recently mounted 5700K lights at a baseball diamond (Glyndon Park) in Vienna, VA. 
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Neighborhood representatives were surprised by how painful the lights were to the eye, with several 
experiencing retinal burn (seeing the image of the light arrays when eyes are closed) for up to 24 hours 
after the site visit.  
 
Unsettled by the visit to Glyndon Park, WFWG neighborhood representatives asked Musco to provide a 
list of other fields where it has installed LED lights. A WFWG member contacted institutional 
representatives at all 18 of the football and soccer fields on Musco’s list as well as neighbors where 
feasible.  Many of the fields on this list are distinguishable because neighbors’ homes are further away, 
the fields are recessed or otherwise sheltered from view, or newer technology replaced older more 
obtrusive lighting.  Based on the proximity and elevation of neighboring homes, Capital University, in a 
suburb of Columbus, Ohio, is the only newly lighted location similar to WMS.  Contacts with near 
neighborhoods revealed long-standing complaints about “eye aching” glare visible from several blocks 
away.  Capital University neighbors have provided photographs as well as oral testimony as to the 
impacts of painful glare in changing driving and walking patterns and in shining through second story 
windows.  
 
As early as fall 2015, after learning that Arlington County has no in-house lighting expertise, WFWG 
members asked the County to appoint an independent lighting expert to evaluate Musco’s claims that 
5700K LED lights on 80’ poles would meet light pollution standards applicable to the WMS 
neighborhood and not pose undue human health and the environmental risks. Staff replied then and 
several times thereafter that no budget was available to pay for a report by an independent lighting 
engineer.  
 
When informed that Musco would not answer questions they considered important, neighbors obtained 
a list of top ranked universities in the field of lighting engineering to identify highly regarded 
independent lighting consultants.  Nancy E. Clanton, President of Clanton & Associates, was 
recommended by a senior official of the Lighting Research Center of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
and subsequently was retained by a group of WMS neighbors. 
 
Following her review of the Musco projections and the Working Group materials, Ms. Clanton provided 
a report containing her analysis of Musco’s proposals to light the WMS fields. It found that Musco’s 
“best case” proposal for 5700K LED luminaires on 80” poles illuminating to an average of 30 foot candles 
would: 
 

 Greatly over-illuminate the field and exceed Illuminating Engineering Society of North America 
 (IESNA) lighting recommendations for recreational soccer fields 

 Visually impact nearest neighbors by producing glare levels 2-3 times higher than national and 
considering likely reflected glare.  

 Increase human health and environmental risks to those exposed to the lights, based on 
evidence compiled and evaluated by the AMA’s Council on Science and Public Health (June 
2016) and the fact that lighting levels on sports fields are typically 20-30 times greater than 
street lighting levels 

 Violate Arlington County’s zoning ordinance, by proposing lights higher than permitted 

 Deny the opportunity to independently evaluate the lighting calculations since Musco’s 
photometric data is not provided. 

 
Over-illumination: Ms. Clanton found that, contrary to Musco’s assertions, the WMS soccer fields would 
be considered Class IV fields (using the standard nomenclature for classifying soccer fields based on the 
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skill level of players and the anticipated number of spectators). The correct classification is important 
because Class IV fields are illuminated to an average of only 20 foot candles average illuminance; Class III 
fields have much higher levels of illumination, corresponding to the very high skill levels of competitors 
and the much larger number of spectators. 
 
In light of the very small and limited spectator facilities and the skill levels (recreational) of the players, 
the WMS fields are quintessentially Class IV fields.  They clearly fit the definition established in the 
International Engineering Society’s Recommended Practice for Sports and Recreational Lighting (RP-6-
15) – “Class IV fields are suitable for play at fields that do not draw a large number of spectators. Many 
fields that host competitive play for adult recreational leagues will have very few spectators.  Games for 
youth leagues will typically only be attended by family members of the participants.” For this reason, 
proposed lighting levels on the fields are much higher than can be justified.  
 
In effect, Musco’s “best case proposal” would expose playing fields and homes in the surrounding 
neighborhood to light levels appropriate for intercollegiate and other stadium sports. 
 
Excessive Glare:  Lighting authorities have established acceptable levels of glare for various Lighting 
Zones (LZs).  According to Ms. Clanton, the neighborhood residential properties are properly classified as 
LZ 1. That classification is consistent with the principal lighting industry recommended practice in this 
area, IESNA RP 33-99, (Lighting for Exterior Environments) and the most prominent international 
standard (Commission on Illumination [CIE]150), as well as the International Dark Sky Association’s (IDA) 
Model Lighting Ordinance (MLO).  For example, IESNA 33-99 adopts with approval the CIE Lighting Zones 
and endorses LZ1 for “residential neighborhoods where inhabitants have expressed a strong desire that 
light trespass be strictly limited.”  
 
The MLO definitions of lighting zones also would place the neighborhood squarely within LZ1.  According 
to the MLO, low ambient lighting areas are those where lighting might adversely affect flora and fauna 
or disturb the character of the area.  The vision of human residents and users is adapted to low light 
levels. Lighting may be used for safety and convenience but it is not necessarily uniform or continuous.  
After curfew, most lighting should be extinguished or reduced as activity levels decline.  According to the 
MLO, LZ1 is the recommended default zone for “low density residential areas, including residential 
single or two family homes.” 
 
Significantly, recommended maximum glare level for LZ1 is 2500 candela.  Although Musco has not 
computed glare levels at the property line for all of its models, glare levels that have been provided for 
its “best case” solution are quite high – 2 to 3 times the recommended level. Glare levels estimated by 
Musco in its January modeling of 80’ LED poles exceed 5,000 candela at the residential property line. 
Levels depicted in its April modeling show a maximum of 6,460 candela at the property line, with much 
higher levels very close to the property line.  Clanton & Associates concluded that these levels could 
produce significant amounts of nuisance glare within the neighborhood, particularly given the 
historically-dark nature of the residential setting.  Clanton further cautioned that actual measured glare 
levels could be appreciably higher than predicted levels because of the magnifying effect of glare 
reflected from airborne water molecules during humid evenings and from school buildings and the turf 
itself. 
  
Inability to Confirm the Accuracy of Musco’s Computations.  One of Ms. Clanton’s most important 
findings was that neither she nor any other independent lighting engineer could verify the accuracy of 
Musco’s calculations and claims because – unlike its competitors – Musco will not provide access to the 
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photometric data underlying its projections.  Photometric data provide the luminaire light distribution 
measured in a photometric laboratory. Without this data, users must accept Musco’s calculations as a 
matter of faith.   
 
Between September 2015 and September 2016, County staff and WFWG members incorrectly assumed 
they had been given and were discussing Musco’s “photometrics,” when in fact, they were discussing 
Musco’s own interpretation of its photometrics and that there was no way to confirm or challenge that 
interpretation.  Musco’s refusal to release its photometric data heightened the concerns of Work Group 
members about the accuracy of Musco’s predictions and the absence of an independent lighting peer 
review.   
 
While Musco had also stressed the importance of aiming angles, it failed to provide information the U.S. 
Soccer Foundation identifies as mandatory in the Foundation’s checklist of information required to 
evaluate sports field lighting proposals. This checklist emphasizes the need for A Luminaire Aiming 
Summary showing each luminaire’s aiming angle.  The Foundation also points to the importance of Pole 
Structural Calculations, consistent with the recommendation of Michael Galvin, consulting arborist, that 
the WFWG obtain construction drawings, standard details and operational and maintenance 
requirements for the proposed light pole S3 in order to determine the extent of grading and canopy 
clearance required. 
    
After nearly a year spent denying that funds existed to engage an independent lighting engineer, County 
staff retained James Posey Associates conduct a lightning speed analysis of Musco’s claims about the 
impacts of installing field lights at WMS.  
 
Although Working Group members appreciate the County’s recognition of the need for an independent 
lighting review, it believes that Clanton & Associates is a far more experienced and credible source of 
lighting expertise.  Below is a side-by side comparison of the primary mission, credentials, experience 
and industry leadership credentials of the two firms and the primary authors of their reports: 
 
Clanton & Associates     James Posey Associates 
 
Mission: “We design light for indoor and   Mission: “A consulting engineering firm based in 
outdoor environments with a strong commit-  Baltimore, MD, that provides mechanical and   
ment to environmental stewardship, minimizing  electrical engineering services.” 
energy use, sky glow and light trespass. 
 
Referred by: Lighting Research Center, RPI.  Referred by: A Morton Thomas & Associates. 
 
Primary Author:  Nancy E. Clanton, (PE, FIES, IALD, Primary Author:  Mr. Pat Morgan (PE, LEED, AP,  
LC, LEED Fellow).      LC). 
 
Professional Experience: 31 years as founder &   Professional Experience:  Joined JPA in 2011,  
president of Clanton & Associates. Instructor,  after graduating from Penn State with Master’s  
Univ. of CO School of Engineering.  Over 180  degrees in Architectural   
presentations at prestigious US and international  Engineering 
forums on sustainable lighting design.  
 
Industry Leadership: Member, National Academy Industry Leadership: President, Baltimore  
of Sciences Committee for the “Assessment of Solid Chapter, IESNA. 
State Lighting,” Past board & lifetime member  
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International Dark Sky Association (IDA), past Chair 
Illuminating Engineering Society’s Board of Trustees, 
Co-chaired joint IDA-IES committee that developed 
the U.S. Model Lighting Ordinance.  
 
Awards:  Illuminating Engineering Society of NA (IESNA)  
Presidential Award (1990, 2016), IESNA Distinguished  
Service Award (2015), 2013 International Clean Design  

Award.  
 
Duration of Engagement:  2.5 months  Duration of Engagement: Less than 1 week. 

 
The report prepared by James Posey Associates concludes that “the design provided by Musco (5700K 
luminaires mounted on 80’ poles) meets the technical standards of the lighting industry. Light trespass 
and luminaire values are consistent with those recommended by the IESNA Model Lighting Ordinance 
and Recommended Practice RP-6-15. The latest energy efficient technologies have been utilized for this 
design. The recommended solution: LED luminaires on 80 foot poles, appears to provide the best quality 

lighting for the lowest life cycle cost.” But without access to the underlying photometrics, Posey’s 
overall conclusion about “compliance with technical standards” cannot be confirmed. 
 
Moreover, this conclusion does nothing to refute the deficiencies cited by Clanton & Associates.  First, 
neither the County nor Posey addresses Clanton’s concern about predicted glare levels, except to 
speculate that foliage might reduce glare to some extent.  Such mitigation (if any) is likely to be wholly 
ineffective given (1) the very high levels of glare projected from the extraordinarily bright LED lights; (2) 
the sparse canopy of surrounding trees; (3) the absence (entirely) of deciduous foliage during many 
months of the year; and (4) the likelihood that actual glare will be substantially higher than predicted 
levels, given the sources of reflected glare from nearby buildings, the field itself, and water molecules 
during humid evenings.  
 
Working Group members do acknowledge Posey’s principal praise of LED lights —their greater energy 
efficiency.  In doing so, however, we refer the County Board to recent cautions expressed by Carnegie-
Mellon in its recent review of LED lights.  Following their extensive review of LED street lights in 
numerous municipalities, the researchers emphasized that glare is an issue with LED lights and that its 
review of local government decision-making indicated that “the emphasis is being placed almost entirely 
on energy efficiency to the exclusion of visual quality issues.  The substantial glare caused by LEDs is not 
typically included as a measurable criteria in evaluation processes . . . and glare persists as an issue.”   
The Posey report embodies this same narrow focus on lighting effectiveness, to the exclusion of lighting 
effects.  
 
Musco’s Proposed Lighting Fails to Comply with County Policy.  To its credit, Arlington has long 
committed to “Dark Sky” compliance in its street lighting.  Arlington’s Street Light Policy and Planning 
Guide commits to comply with International Dark Sky Association (IDA) standards to minimize light 
pollution and “reduce development impact on the nocturnal environment.”  In making that 
commitment, Arlington has expressed particular concern for the aging eye.  The County quoted 
approvingly from the IDA in noting that “glare, illumination level and transient adaptation are all 
important issues relative to vision. One must consider proper lighting as a significant issue for the older 
adult’s health and quality of life.”  In that same Guide, Arlington committed to meet or exceed the light 
levels recommended by IDA. 
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Musco’s proposal would contravene these long-standing policies.  Musco’s proposed 5700K luminaires 
are not only not Dark Sky compliant but the IDA has also expressed significant concerns about their 
safety and use.  In 2010, the Association revised its guidelines for issuing Dark Sky seals of approval to 
certain lighting fixtures.   Concerned about the potential hazards associated with blue-rich white light 
from LED sources (like the proposed Musco luminaires), the IDA Seal of Approval Program decided to 
reject fixtures that offer a correlated color temperature higher than 3000K.  Thus Musco’s luminaires are 
not only in violation of Dark Sky standards but contravene County policy to protect and preserve the 
nighttime sky. 
 
V. Human Health Impacts 
 
The scientific debate surrounding the adverse human health and environmental effects of high Kelvin 
athletic field lighting is highly technical but also increasingly cautionary.  Those effects were first 
summarized for the public in the IDA’s paper on “Visibility, Environmental and Astronomical Issues 
Associated with Blue-Rich Outdoor Lighting” (2010) and re-emphasized in the 2012 report of the 
American Medical Association (AMA) (Adverse Health Effects of Nighttime Lighting) and the 2016 AMA 
update, “Human and Environmental Effects of Light-Emitting Diode (LED) Community Lighting.”  Each of 
these reports chronicled in some detail scientific findings from multiple studies demonstrating that 
bright LED nighttime lighting “is associated with reduced sleep time, dissatisfaction with sleep quality, 
nighttime awakenings, excessive sleepiness, impaired daytime functioning and obesity.”  Although these 
studies generally examined workplace and street lighting, Clanton & Associates pointed out their clear 
relevancy for sports lighting by noting that “lighting levels on sports field are typically 20-30 times higher 
than street lighting levels, thus the AMA Council’s advice must be taken seriously.” 

 
A recent study by Harvard Medical School researchers referenced earlier reports and similarly found 
that blue light disrupted the sleep cycle by as much as 3 hours. They stated: 
 

“While light of any kind can suppress the secretion of melatonin, blue light at night does so 
more powerfully.  Harvard researchers and their colleagues conducted an experiment 
comparing the effects of 6.5 hours of exposure to blue light compared to green light of 
comparable brightness.  The blue light suppressed melatonin for about twice as long as the 
green light and shifted circadian rhythms by twice as much (3 hours vs. 1.5 hours).” 
 

That same Harvard Medical School study also emphasized that even low levels of the kinds of lights 
proposed for the fields “can interfere with circadian rhythm and melatonin secretion.  A mere 8 lux 
(orders of magnitude lower than the levels proposed for the sports fields) has an effect” on sleep 
patterns. 
 
The AMA’s 2016 report also points toward serious impacts of blue light on individuals who experience 
disability glare – especially older Americans, individuals with cataracts and children who have implants 
and vision-related disabilities, including infants who are born prematurely.  The AMA report notes, 
because LED lights are very intense point sources, they cause significant visual discomfort when viewed 
by the human eye.  “This effect is magnified by higher color temperature LEDs [such as those proposed 
by Musco], because blue light scatters more within the eye, leading to increased disability glare.” 
 
The painful and distracting effect of high-intensity LED lights is plain in the reaction of many 
communities where such lights have been installed on neighborhood streets.  Residents routinely 
complain of glare and the “prison atmosphere” created by the high intensity blue-rich lighting are 
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common. Residents in Seattle, WA have demanded shielding, complaining they need heavy drapes to be 
comfortable in their own homes.  Following citizen complaints, the City of Davis, California recently 
replaced all of its  originally installed 4000K LED lights Similarly, Cambridge, Massachusetts ultimately 
invested in dimming controls to mitigate the harsh blue-rich lighting emitted from its 4000 K street 
lights. Even in places with a high level of ambient nighttime lighting, such as the boroughs of Brooklyn 
and Queens, New York, many complaints were made about the harshness and glare from 4000K lighting.

 

In contrast, 3000K lighting has been much better received by citizens in general.  
 
Proponents of 5700K field lights at Williamsburg contend that the fixtures will be heavily shielded and 
carefully aimed so only minimal amounts of glare, spill, and other forms of light pollution escape the 
playing fields.  They also argue that warnings from the medical community about nighttime exposure to 
blue-rich white light have limited relevance to athletic field lights.  Finally, they maintain that humans 
are exposed to more intense levels of light from the sun during the day and that nighttime exposure can 
be mitigated by dimming or adjusting the blue white spectrum content of LEDs or using the body’s 
natural defense mechanisms such as blinking, looking away.   
 
These assertions have little relevance to the proposed field lights, however.  With respect to lighting 
effects, it is quite plain that glare will be excessive.  Accordingly, repeated medical warnings about the 
adverse effects of high-intensity LED lights on the eyes of residents are clearly germane to the proposal 
at issue here. Although it is correct that the available scientific data considered workplace and street 
light exposures, adverse effects have been found at quite low exposure levels.  And, as pointed out by 
Ms. Clanton, light levels on sports fields are typically 20-30 times greater than street light levels.  
Similarly, Dr. George Brainard, one of the nation’s top medical experts on the effects of exposure to blue 
rich LED light and recently praised by the DOE’s Street Lighting Consortium for his help an analyzing the 
AMA’s June report, has concurred with Ms. Clanton on this point and added that 5700K field lights are 
not appropriate here. 
 
While it is also true that the sun emits high levels of blue-white light, this is precisely the kind of light 
humans need during the day to wake up and stay alert; just as they need darkness at night to go to 
sleep, rest and secrete the chemicals necessary to ward off obesity, diabetes and certain types of 
cancer. 
 
It has been argued that persons exposed to LED lights can simply rely on the body’s natural defense 
mechanisms for mitigation.  For people with aging eyes, or those who have cataracts or implants or 
suffer from LED light disability, however, the body’s natural defense mechanisms are compromised.  For 
those with these conditions who live across the street and in homes adjacent to WMS, wearing 
sunglasses after dark is not a safe or reasonable choice. At even greater risk from glare are premature 
infants and children with eye implants and serious medical conditions that may be affected not only by 
lights from the fields but also by noise and headlights of cars exiting and entering the fields. Residents 
living adjacent to the field can hardly be expected to simply avert their eyes from the glare projected to 
effect their backyards daily. 
 
From the available scientific data, it is difficult to predict the precise quantity of adverse human health 
effects that may be caused by the proposed field lights.  That same data does indicate, however, that 
the risks are significant.  Numerous scientific groups have found “moderate” or “strong” weight of 
evidence supporting health disorders associated with human exposure to blue-white lighting.  The 
exposed population includes not only residents, but players, especially children, coaches, referees and 
spectators who regularly use the WMS fields.  In particular, research conducted by by Harvard University 
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Medical School Researchers and Kaiser Family Foundation suggest that nighttime exposure to 5700K 
blue rich light could push back sleep cycles of children and youth by as much as three hours, when 
combined with normal daytime exposure.  
 
The Working Group has requested from Musco, repeatedly, information it has acquired or prepared that 
sheds light on the potential adverse effects of LED lights.  Musco’s reply — that there is “lots of hype 
being made about something that might exist” — struck Working Group members as both dismissive, 
and inconsistent with Musco’s own admissions. In its marketing literature for LED sports lighting, Musco 
has emphasized that “neighborhood impact is a factor in outdoor sports lighting.  If not properly 
controlled, the intensity of the multiple tiny light sources also has a greater risk of creating 
uncomfortable glare.”  This observation is precisely the concern emphasized by the AMA, when it 
warned that a significant issue with LED lights is that each of the small LED sources “has a very high 
luminance itself as the source is very small and bright; in the absence of sufficient diffusion, they cause 
significant glare.” 
 
The weight of scientific evidence on human health effects is more than suggestive — (more than “hype,” 
if you will).   National and international health authorities charged with protecting human health have 
raised numerous health concerns associated with precisely the kinds of lighting proposed at issue here, 
although admittedly not lighting of such high intensity.  Their calls for caution should, members of the 
Working Group believe, be heeded.  
 
VI. Environmental Impacts 
 
Because of the attention paid to human health effects and residential quality of life, the Working Group 
has devoted relatively little time to an exploration of the potential environmental impacts of high-
intensity LED lighting.  Working Group members were, however, disappointed in the treatment 
accorded this issue in the County’s draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Checklist.  Among 
other things, the checklist notes that “no trees or ground cover will be disturbed;” that there will be “no 
impacts to vegetation;” and there will be “minimal effect on night flying insects and bats and birds 
dependent on them.  These minimal effects will be lessened even more through proper design to reduce 
spill and glare.” 
 
These conclusions fail to demonstrate any real understanding of or appreciation of the setting, however.  
Neighbors have provided compelling photographic evidence of the abundance and variety of local fauna 
as well as natural harmony that exists between the green space at WMS and the wooded area that 
surrounds it. This vista inspired the lead architect for Discovery Elementary School to make good 
environmental stewardship a centerpiece of the school’s design and mission.  These photographs 
document not only the robust variety of species that inhabit the WMS neighborhood – birds, mammals 
large and small, amphibians, and insects – but also the strength of the connection that exists between 
residents and plants and animals that surround us. Many species documented in these photos – 
miniature brown bats, honeybees, and fireflies as examples, are rapidly succumbing to disease, the 
pressures of urbanization, chemical and other threats in Virginia and around the nation.  As pointed out 
by both the AMA and the IDA in their critiques of LED lighting, the alteration of ambient light at night 
frequently results in otherwise suitable habitats being avoided or underused.  As the IDA warned, “the 
increased scattering of blue light in the atmosphere, the sensitivity of many biological systems to blue 
light, . .  means that increased use of blue-rich light sources is likely to produce greater environmental 
consequences.”  The AMA similarly warns that 60% of all species are nocturnal and that light is a potent 
agent and is biologically active, with effects on circadian rhythm function and habitat disruption. 
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Lighting proponents have pointed to the wooded area along the western edge of the WMS fields as a 
buffer that, with the addition of new plantings, could mitigate noise and light pollution caused by 
lighting the soccer fields.  Now, after new trees have been planted, it is clear that they do not have the 
potential to grow to heights required to mitigate sound and light for a decade or more. (Only relatively 
small trees can be successfully transplanted; the fastest growing among them may grow 2 feet a year). A 
half dozen of the newly planted trees have already died and more than a dozen others are threatened 
by resurgent bamboo and other invasive species that were supposed to have been removed.  
 
When neighbors first saw Musco’s proposed pole locations, they inquired about the potential impact of 
pole S3 on mature trees in the western wooded area.  Having received no response to this inquiry, 
neighbors sought an independent expert opinion from SavATree Consulting Group, headquartered in 
Bedford Hills, New York.   
 
Michael Galvin, Director of the SaveATree Consulting Group, and President of the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists and recipient of the 2011 True Professionals of Arboriculture award from the 
International Society of Arborculture, reviewed materials posted on the WFWG website and 
photographs taken of the location, canopy above, and trees closest to the concrete slab covering the 
electrical hook up for pole S3.  Mr. Galvin also visited the WMS fields and took measurements on 
November 1, 2016.  Below are excerpts from Mr. Galvin’s report (attached) expressing concern about 
the location of the pole and potential impacts of during and following its installation: 
 

“Trees 181 (nearest to and slightly to the left of the S.3 marker) and 182 (nearest tree on the 
right to the S.3 marker) have already incurred impacts to their critical root zones as a result of 
athletic field construction. 
 
While construction of the athletic fields caused root zone impacts, it did not require direct 
impacts to the tree canopy.  However, construction of a 68-foot to 80-foot tall light pole would 
require clear space for construction, operation and maintenance of the light pole. Without a 
standard detail of plans, the amount of clear space needed is difficult to estimate. Figure 4 
below (attached) shows the view while standing on the western edge of the utility pedestal and 
looking straight up.  Tree 181, with a suppressed assymetrical crown that leans to the east (low 
and dominant on the right side of Fig. 4), would need to be removed entirely.  Tree 182, which is 
approximately 85 feet tall (center of Gig 4), would also likely need to be removed. 
 
Approximately 55 linear feet of tree canopy need to be removed in order to provide clearance 
for construction, operation and maintenance of light pole S.3.  The white line (Fig 5) shows the 
potential additional lateral clearance needed, depending on construction methods and the 
requirements of the lighting plan. 
 
I opine that S.3 cannot be constructed in its planned location without impacts to the wooded 
buffer between the fields and the adjacent homes.  This will result in associated impacts to the 
screening effects of the buffer. 
 
We recommend that you obtain construction drawings, standard details and operational and 
maintenance requirements for the proposed light pole S.3 in order to determine the extent of 
grading (required for installation of light pole on the sloped terrain) and canopy clearance 
required. 
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One critical piece of information missing among the items I have reviewed is a standard detail or 
construction plan for the light pole.  As the area in question is a slope, it would have to be 
graded in order to accommodate construction of a slab to support the light pole. This will result 
in additional critical root zone impacts that cannot be assessed in the absence of a drawing 
showing proposed limits of disturbance. 
 
As the tree canopy extends over the athletic field surface (Fig 5 attached) and the light pole 
must be off of and some minimum distance from the playing surface, it is improbable that the 
project will be able to accommodate both pole S3 and an undisturbed wooded buffer.” 
 

Figure 5 (attached) contained in Mr. Galvin’s report shows an aerial view of the existing canopy. Mr. 
Galvin has marked with a black line the portion of the canopy that will be impacted by pole S.3. That 
view suggests removal of at least a third of the existing tree canopy between abutting homes and the 
fields. 
 
In short, the lighting proposal will have significant environmental impacts, the full magnitude of which 
are as yet unknown.  In addition to the direct impacts on native wildlife, the additional construction 
work will necessitate removal of additional tree canopy and likely disturbance of the root zones of 
existing trees.  This will reduce any potential mitigation from the canopy itself, and also exacerbate 
adverse human and environmental health effects. 
 
VII. Traffic 
 
In addition to their concerns about direct lighting impacts, the neighbors are also concerned about how 
the additional nighttime sporting activity will affect local traffic patterns.  The neighborhood is served 
solely by residential non-arterial streets and are already used very heavily during the day-time for 
ordinary school-related activities.  Nighttime use, the neighbors feel, will introduce a much greater 
volume of traffic into the neighborhood with associated negative effects on quality of life. 
 
In response to these concerns, Arlington’s Department of Environmental Services (DES) has submitted 
estimates to the WFWG of future sports field-related traffic on No. 36th Street.  DES projects an 
additional traffic volume of only 73 additional vehicles per hour, or a total of 125 to 150 evening vehicle 
trips. 
 
These estimates are at odds with DPR and Arlington Soccer Association (ASA) estimates of hours gained 
from adding field lights at WMS, however.  Their estimates of nighttime use assume: 
 

ASA projects up to 2 youth practices per field per night with from 30 – 100 children per field per 
practice; 
DPR projects 2 games with 36 players and spectators on field 1 per night; 
DPR projects 1 adult clinic on field 2 per night with an average of 25 players / coaches per field; 
and 
DES (Transportation Division) estimates (based on unscientific survey) that 1/3 of participants 
carpool to/from fields. 
Each car makes 2 one-way trips on North 36th Street. 

 
Based on these assumptions, reasonable estimates of nighttime traffic volumes rise to 468 one way trips 
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nightly (assuming ASA mid-range of 65 children per field /per practice block/night, with two practice 
blocks between 6 and 8:00 pm and DPR using remaining capacity with fields fully utilized until 10 or 
10:30 pm).   Traffic volumes might be as high as 668 one way trips nightly, assuming maximum ASA 
projections of 100 children / spectators / coaches per field per practice block/night and the identical 
assumptions for adult use as the case above. 
 
The difference between the two estimates results from different assumptions about whether winter 
nights are averaged with spring and fall nights and whether field curfews will be set at  9 p.m., 10 p.m., 
or 11 p.m.  It also assumes that children and youth can gain access to the WMS fields at 4 pm.  In fact, 
during fall, winter and spring seasons, ASA likely cannot gain access to field #1 until 5 pm and field #2 
until 5:30 pm.  Thus children and youth practices cannot be scheduled during the time periods assumed 
by DES. Finally, the DES traffic projections directly conflict with DPR estimates, ASA projections and 
other sports user group expectations of hours gained from lighting the WMS fields.   
 
Whatever the differences in the estimates and assumptions, each projection demonstrates that 
nighttime athletic events will introduce hundreds of additional cars, with headlights and traffic and 
pedestrian safety issues.   The additional traffic loads admittedly will not occur every night, but it will 
occur sufficiently frequently to interfere with the sleeping of young children and with the neighbors’ 
expectations of quiet enjoyment of their nighttime environment. 
 
VIII. Noise 
 
In revising its noise ordinance in the fall of 2012, Arlington County found that “exposure to noise has 
deleterious effects on humans, animals and property.  Humans exposed to long-term increased noise 
levels exhibit numerous psychological conditions including hypertension, severe or compound 
headaches, an inability to sleep, increased irritability, and stress.”  Arlington established strict limits on 
nighttime noise specifically to “protect the public’s health, safety and general welfare.”  In establishing 
much lower permissible decibel levels for nighttime noise than for day-time noise (55 dBs – 10 times 
lower than the day-time levels), Arlington followed the practice of other jurisdictions which have 
concluded, unsurprisingly, that humans are more sensitive to noise at night than during the day.  
 
Like direct lighting effects, noise too has an effect on sleeping patterns.  A recent report by the 
Parliamentary Assembly, Council of Europe on “Noise and Light Pollution,” found that “high sound 
volumes, for all people, are always synonymous with nervous fatigue and sleep disorders (when noise 
occurs during the night), often generating aggressive attitudes and the taking of medication.”  It also 
found that “noise hampers communication, memorization and work . . . and that “difficulties and 
backwardness at school are very evident among children living in noisy environments.”  One researcher 
at the University of Virginia concluded that “sleep disorders can impair children’s IQs as much as lead 
exposure.” 
 
The neighbors’ concern for high levels of noise at the sports field is not only borne out by daytime use, 
but is heightened because Arlington County government has exempted itself from the noise ordinance 
entirely.  The ordinance as enacted provides that sources of noise such as “athletic contests and other 
activities” sponsored by DPR are wholly exempt from the decibel limit applicable to all other sources of 
noise.  Thus, noise emanating from activities and events on the sports fields is completely unregulated 
and will not be subject to enforcement by either the County’s Code Enforcement officers or the 
Arlington police.  Neighbors are concerned that, absent enforceable limits on sports field noise, they will 
be subject to very high levels of noise from fans, spectators, and coaches. 
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Advocates of soccer field lights maintain that, despite the broad exemption for noise in the Arlington 
ordinance, field noise can be controlled because air horns, loudspeakers, boom boxes or other artificial 
amplification devices might be prohibited; County staff will commit to comply with the otherwise 
applicable 55 decibel nighttime level as “good neighbors,” monitors could be assigned to patrol the 
fields during the nighttime; the western wooded area might buffer noise to some extent; and other 
noise-mitigation techniques could be explored, such as silent alternatives to whistles, education of 
players, referees, parents and other spectators; and limitations on special events.  
 
High levels of noise are normal and expected consequences of athletic events, however, and one of the 
principal reasons why Arlington County sought an express exemption from the ordinance for such 
events in the first place.  Noise during recreational games is normal — it’s human nature for players, 
coaches, parents and friends to get excited when teams are about to score.  Attempts can be made to 
suppress this normal instinct, but the results are likely to be disappointing. And the amount of effort and 
continual vigilance neighbors would need to expend, will diminish their quality of life.  
 
For example, full time monitors are assigned to the fields on weekends yet neighbors routinely 
experience daytime noise levels of more than 60 dBs, sometimes more than 70 dBs a dozen times per 
minute throughout the day.  This ranges from 10,000 to 100,000 times the auditory power of 
background nighttime noise readings in the neighborhood (27dBs).  Despite frequent complaints and 
real-time monitoring of field noise, the daytime problem has not abated.  Nor to neighbors want to 
resort to white noise machines or other “masking measures,” because those measures too are unusual 
in suburban settings and thus highly annoying. 
 
IX.  Field Utilization 
 
The drive to light the WMS fields derives from the assumption that there is ever growing demand for 
more lighted rectangular soccer fields in the County to accommodate youth and adult user groups.  
Although Arlington’s rapidly growing population of children could benefit from additional space to 
practice and play, the need for field space competes with other County needs and priorities, such as 
preserving residential neighborhoods and protecting wildlife and wooded habitat. Moreover, any need 
for additional field space can be accommodated more readily through other safer, fairer, less costly and 
environmentally and publicly acceptable ways.  
 
It’s important to recognize that adult use of rectangular fields for all sports has steadily declined, falling 
every year since 2014 and is now significantly below 2012 levels. Lighting advocates argue that adults 
have been displaced from fields at night by rising competition from children and youth. This assertion is 
not supported by data contained in DPR’s most recent reports on rectangular field use, which show that 
existing lighted sports fields are almost half empty after 9 pm (when children and youth generally do not 
use sports fields).  Survey data also demonstrate that almost two-thirds of adult sports users do not 
want to play past 9 pm on week nights (ETC Institute).  This means that advocates of field lights at WMS 
are proposing to use its small and finite public spaces, including a uniquely natural, dark and 
environmentally important area, when existing lighted fields lie fallow.    
 
The survey recently conducted by the ETC Institute also documents what Arlington households are 
looking for from the County’s limited public spaces.  Paved multi-use trails, natural areas and wildlife 
habitat, hiking trails, parks and picnic areas, parks and plazas in the Metro & Columbia Pike corridors, 
playgrounds, and tennis courts all outrank rectangular sports fields as outdoor facilities households in 
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the County say they need. Between two and three times as many households expressed a need for 
multi-use trails, natural areas, wildlife habitats, and hiking trails compared with rectangular sport fields. 
Respondents to the survey also noted that, when assessing how well their needs are currently being 
met, rectangular fields ranked third from the top of the list.  In contrast, hiking trails, natural areas and 
wildlife trails ranked at the top of the list of outdoor facilities households felt were not being adequately 
met.   
 
DPR staff has also argued that additional nighttime sports fields are needed because the existing 
rectangular fields are over-used.  Its data showed that both grass and lighted synthetic turf fields had a 
combined 74% average weekday prime-time utilization rate.  DPR also presented data noting that 17 of 
these fields had weekday prime-time utilization rates of 75% or more.  What DPR failed to point out is 
that all of the 17 most heavily utilized rectangular fields are natural grass fields.  None of Arlington’s 
lighted synthetic turf fields registered use levels higher than the average prime-time weekday utilization 
of 74%.  
 
The greatest opportunities for expanding rectangular field capacity, especially for children, lies in adding 
capacity where: (1) the community desires new lighted fields (Crystal City and Columbia Pike neighbors 
are actively lobbying for a new lighted synthetic field at Long Bridge, (2) the neighborhood and school 
mutually benefit from safer fields and less polluting lights (Kenmore Middle School)), and (3) as with 
WMS, there are locations where neighbors who live near public school fields would be willing to do their 
part by accepting safe (organic) synthetic turf, provided lights are not installed.  From 6,000 to 10,000 
hours of additional rectangular field capacity could be gained by pursuing these essentially non-
controversial options.  Coupled with these actions, more efficient use of field capacity could be achieved 
if DPR is able to post on its website on a field-by-field basis dates and times when space is available on 
lighted and unlighted synthetic and natural grass fields. 
 
However, putting lights on the WMS soccer fields, the darkest and most remote of all other potential 
locations within the County, may well result in significant opposition to the installation of synthetic turf 
at any other fields in residential neighborhoods in Arlington.  
The ultimate result of such a policy would be counter-productive and would increase public opposition 
to expanded use of fields for sports use County-wide.   
 
X. Mitigation 
 
The Board’s charge to the Working Group directed it to determine whether the adverse effects of 
lighting the Williamsburg sports fields could be mitigated sufficiently to preserve the character of the 
neighborhood and to provide a reasonable quality of life to the close-in neighbors. Throughout this 
report, ample evidence has been provided of why they cannot.  
 
Lighting effects. With respect to light pollution, for example, the Musco design would result in significant 
over-illumination and serious glare.  Musco’s latest and “best-case” LED lights are not “Dark Sky” 
compliant as recommended by national and international scientific and fail to protect human health and 
the environment.  Although the modest deciduous tree canopy at the western side of the site may have 
some small effect on glare levels, the canopy is not present during much of the year and will be seriously 
compromised, in any event, by the erection of one of the Musco light poles.  Clanton & Associates has 
concluded, moreover, that glare levels are likely under-estimated because of reflected glare from water 
molecules, and from nearby structures and the field itself.  No known mitigation technique can prevent 
the environmental degradation resulting from the introduction of intense blue-white field lights into a 
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dark and quiet setting.  
 
Lighting proponents have suggested a number of measures to mitigate lighting effects. The l options 
identified (planting more trees, installing buffers such as panels and berms, subsidizing the erection of 
fences, and assisting with, blinds, shades and black-out curtains) represent extraordinarily long term and 
partial solutions and involve significant deleterious changes to nearby homes and property and diminish 
their value.   As to their suggestions for changes to the lighting design, Musco has repeatedly asserted 
that the current design is its "best case" for this site. 
 
Health impacts.  The County has suggested that the adverse human health effects associated with LED 
lights might be mitigated by adequate lighting design. But as discussed in this report, Musco's "best 
case" design does give rise to significant levels of glare. For sports field users, natural defense 
mechanisms — also cited by the County as possible “natural” mitigation aids — such as blinking, 
averting one's eyes are quite obviously in adequate.  Similarly, local residents, especially children with 
serious medical conditions that are triggered by light, noise and sleep deprivation should not have to be 
confined indoors after sundown.    
 
Lighting proponents have also indicated that the color temperature of lights might be reduced to lessen 
the effects on human health. The lighting vendor has not modeled whether LED lights below 5700K can 
adequately light these fields.  Posey has cautioned that lower color temperature LEDs would reduce 
lumens and light levels on the fields and require additional fixtures, and supporting structures.  Both 
Posey and Musco have warned that lower CCT LED lights are less energy efficient and impose much 
higher operating costs.  In addition, the increase in the number of fixtures would increase light spill.  
Posey concluded that, "changing color temperatures will have a direct effect on the layout, sizing, and 
cost, both initially and over the life of the system." Posey also concluded that changing the color 
temperature will impair visual clarity which is obviously of importance to sports participants. 
 
Noise, Traffic and Commotion.  With the installation of the synthetic turf fields and consequent large 
increase in athletic field activity, field noise, traffic and related commotion already has increased 
markedly.   
 
To mitigate the increased nighttime traffic from field lighting, advocates measures such as mandatory 
carpools, staggered schedules and limiting field use to affiliated leagues.  The challenge of controlling 
traffic at the WMS location is compounded by the lack of mass transit access and the distance teams 
and players from other parts of the County must travel.  The mitigation measures proposed are 
insufficient because calculations of the number of one way trips generated by expected field usage 
already assume that one third of field users will carpool. It is not realistic to assume that this proportion 
will increase.  Staggered game and practice times simply spread the increased traffic over a longer 
period of time and extend activity on the fields later into the evening. Whatever the ultimate traffic 
counts are, there will be hundreds of additional headlights, in addition to the field lights, visible in the 
bedrooms and other living spaces on No. 36th Street. This light, in addition to the traffic and noise from 
the parking lot, such as door lock indicators and car alarms, will greatly diminish the quality of life of 
affected residents.   
 
Because County athletic fields are entirely exempt from the local noise ordinance, nothing prevents field 
users from creating noise that would be forbidden elsewhere.  Although the County might wish to act as 
a “good neighbor” by discouraging the use of air horns, loud speakers, boom boxes and other forms of 
sound amplification and by trying to abide by a 55 dB average nightime noise level, staff have rejected 
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the possibility of continuous measurement and enforcement. As a result, quality of life will decline as 
neighbors must depend on their own vigilance and persistence. White noise machines are not an 
acceptable alternative as they themselves generate a great deal of noise and that can underscore rather 
than soften the noise resulting from field use.  Such efforts can be exhausting and greatly damage the 
relationship between Arlington County and its residents.  Although DPR believes that field use 
conditions can be imposed and enforced informally through community memoranda of agreement, 
neighborhood civic associations have advised us of long-standing and serious problem with sports field 
usage at other public high schools.  Similarly, WMS neighbors have had recent direct experience with 
DES Use Permit requirements and conditions.  Agreements are typically well-intentioned, but priorities 
frequently change and resources are often insufficient to properly implement and oversee agreements.   
 
   
 
XI. Conclusion 
 
The Board’s September 2013 motion set forth a clear directive to the WFWG: to determine whether or 
not lights should be installed on one or more of the WMS soccer fields. 
After examining the uniquely quiet, dark, entirely residential character of the neighborhood, together 
with the likely adverse effects on that neighborhood arising from the installation and maintenance of 
numerous high-intensity LED lights, it has become apparent that they should not be lighted.  This view is 
confirmed by Nancy Clanton, who wrote:  
 
“We have examined whether the ‘impacts of lighting one or two fields at Williamsburg can be mitigated 
sufficiently to protect the character of the neighborhood and provide a reasonable quality of life to the 
nearest neighbors.’ It is our opinion that the proposed sports field lighting does not achieve that goal.” 
 
Figure 5 - Estimated tree canopy impacts for construction, operation, and maintenance of S3  

 

 


