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1. I support the separate Public Comments submitted by John Seymour. 
2. Slide 15; items under discussion; athletic Field Lighting, including pole 

heights. Please indicate what impacts of lighting on adjacent residential 
property are being considered by staff for this item. And, if not, why not? 

3. Slide 24; Athletic field lighting example. Please explain why “light pole 
height standards must be developed with rapidly evolving lighting 
technology in mind”. Please indicate how a zoning regulation 
amendment could reflect and incorporate evolving lighting technology. 
Please indicate whether standards for other lighting impacts on 
neighboring property, in addition to light spillover, will be considered 
and incorporated into the study. And, if not, why not. 

4. Slide 24: “Other PSMP references” includes, “ Additional studies needed 
to analyze impact of adding lights on fields.” Please indicate what such 
“additional studies” are now planned/already underway and what is the 
status of each such study. 

5. Slide 25: “DPR and CPHD are continuing to identify [other] potential  
zoning regulations for further investigation.” Irina in response to my Feb. 
7 public comment for the Feb. 8 meeting stated, “the scope of the study 
will include the zoning categories and specific zoning regulations that will 
be reviewed as part of the study, including an explanation or rationale 
for inclusion [of that specific zoning regulation]. Please indicate if such an 
explanation or rationale for its inclusion will be provided for each zoning 
regulation to be studied. And, if not, why not? 

6. Slide 25. Will the CHDP Planning Division Annual Workplan presented to 
the Count Board in Fall 2021 indicate the priority and schedule for each 
identified zoning study?  

7. Slid 26. Will each of the separate Phases be identified separately in the 
Annual Workplan? 

8. Please indicate how each of the separate zoning studies/separate Phases 
of them will be processed; E.G. “Condensed Process”, “Short Term 
Review”, and/or “Long Term Study” or some hybrid of them. And will 
that specific processing approach be noted in the Annual Workplan. 

 

6/14/2021 
9:21 

I offer these comments on the staff’s June 14th presentation to the Public 
Spaces Master Plan Implementation Committee. 
 
 1.  Based on the broad outlines of the planning strategy set forth in the 
slides, it appears to me that the Zoning Study contemplated by the staff will be 
careful and deliberative.  In my view, that is both appropriate and necessary in 



light of the extraordinary impact the relaxation of long-standing zoning rules will 
have on County residents.   
 
 2.  Could the staff clarify the scope of the effort?  The PSMP 
recommendation on page 7 asks staff to “review and consider updating the 
County’s zoning regulations related to parks and public spaces in S-3A zones and 
PS districts, and other County codes as needed, related to set-backs, athletic 
field and other lighting, parking and parking options, dog parks and dog runs, 
signage, height, water features, fencing and temporary use of public and private 
property as public space.” 
 
 Will the Zoning study address the full suite of public and private spaces in 
S-3A and PS districts, and not simply parks?  That is, will any changes to zoning 
affect colleges, hospitals, schools, County offices, and the myriad other public 
facilities and institutions in S-3A zones and PS districts, as well as private 
property within them?  Do the staff have any estimate of the number of facilities 
that may be affected or what percentage of Arlington’s total acreage might be 
affected?  Will the study include zoning issues not enumerated above — that is, 
will the study examine density, coverage, or other dimensional requirements or 
standards now applicable in S-3A zones and PS districts, but not specifically 
mentioned in the PSMP recommendation? 
 
 3.  Could the staff clarify the inter-departmental approach outlined on 
Slide 6?  During the course of this effort, public attendees have been informed 
consistently that Zoning will have the lead on any Zoning amendments.  The 
PSMP itself also identifies CPHD, not DPR, as the party principally responsible for 
implementing the Zoning study (page 268).  Slide 6 provides, however, that DPR 
will be the lead for community engagement, with CPHD in support.  I wondered 
why CPHD, which is identified as the lead for public hearings, will not be the lead 
generally for community engagement.  The Zoning Department, under CPHD, 
would also appear to be the agency most familiar with the substantive zoning 
issues facing the Committee, particularly if the scope of the study extends, as it 
well might, well beyond parks. 
 
 4.  Slides 10 and 24 state that the maximum permissible height in S-3A 
zones is 45’.  That’s correct, except that — for structures in S-3A zones — the 
ordinance permits an additional 23’ for a maximum height in S-3A zone of 68’.  
Arlington Ordinance Section 3.1.6.B. 
 
 5.  Slide 15 indicates that at least some preliminary planning has begun, 
yet the County’s Zoning web-site does not indicate that any study has yet been 
initiated.  I recommend that the County’s web-site be more clear on the 
schedule of this effort since many County residents rely on it for open and 



timely information on government decisions affecting their lives and property.  
Will the Zoning web-site track the course of the study? 
 
 6.  Slide 28 asks the Committee members to think about the policy 
reasons supporting a rethinking of how to plan and design parks.  Other slides 
emphasize the need to “modernize zoning” or to analyze current “limitations to 
designing” and constructing park facilities.  I would urge the members to 
consider not only DPR’s and park users’ interests during this exercise, but the 
goals underlying zoning itself.  It’s important to acknowledge, I think, that the 
goal of zoning is to provide a measure of consistency and predictability in civic 
life, protect neighborhood character and stability, and minimize conflicting and 
incompatible land uses.  Indeed, S-3A zones were established precisely because 
the County recognized the important public policy of retaining “certain 
properties in a relatively undeveloped state, including publicly or privately 
owned properties which have distinct or unique site advantages . . .” Arlington 
Zoning Ordinance 4.2.1.   
 
 Zoning regulations for set-backs, heights, parking and other features of 
public and private spaces often impact — significantly — an area’s state of 
development and can destroy (or preserve) the features that made them 
desirable in the first place.  Less restrictive zoning regulations can also degrade 
properties adjoining those that are subject to relaxed regulations  —  their 
views, their protection from fire hazards, their access to light and air, and 
insulation from noise, vehicle, air and light pollution.  That’s why communities 
support zoning rules and why policy-makers enact them.  
 
 My own view is that, on occasion, the Committee has considered zoning 
rules as road blocks, outdated artifacts of the past that no longer accommodate 
modern needs or respect Arlington’s growth and development.  Others, of 
course, see them as a bulwark against encroaching development and, as 
explained in Arlington’s Zoning Ordinance itself, as “the minimum requirements 
adopted for the promotion of health, safety, convenience, morals, comfort, 
prosperity and general welfare” of the public.  Arlington Zoning Ordinance 
section 1.2.    Both views need to be balanced and respected in the Committee’s 
work.  
 
 Thank you. 
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PUBLIC SPACES MASTER PLAN – IMPLEMENTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MAY 14, 2021 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you this evening. I have two points: 
 



First, Slide 24 of tonight’s presentation says “Light pole standards must be 
developed with rapidly evolving light technology in mind – as well as standards 
to prevent light spillover on to neighboring properties.” 
 
This suggests the common assumption that all we have to do on athletic fields is 
build the light poles high enough and focus the light tightly enough to avoid light 
shining in the neighbors’ windows, and solve the problem of neighbors. 
Manufacturers will claim that improving technology accomplishes that, so the 
problem of light shining in neighbors’ windows is solved. 
 
Though such vendor claims have been proven wrong in the past, you need to 
understand that light spill and glare is only part of the problem and the easier 
part to avoid.  Noise is a greater and more intractable problem than light. 
Lighting technology won’t keep a 5 year old or an infirm 85 year old from being 
awakened or being kept awake by shouting players, cheering crowds, and most 
especially referees’ whistles 100 feet away at 8 or 9pm.  No technology will 
accomplish that. You need to be sure that those pushing for zoning changes 
don’t fall for technology claims that don’t solve the problem. 
 
Second, at several recent PSMP – IAC meetings I reminded you that the County 
Board asked that field capacity plans be based on actual field utilization and not 
scheduled utilization, because they have been and can be quite different.  After I 
spoke last month, another citizen challenged my comments saying that there is 
indeed a large shortage of capacity now.  
 
I want to remind you that there is a dearth of data on actual field usage but lots 
of observations of reserved fields under-used or not used. 
 
The only actual field use data that has been revealed has been from the 
County’s “roving monitors” who visited and observed the fields in 2016 and 
2017.  In those observations, 57% of the fields observed by the monitors were 
either unutilized (meaning fewer than 6 people were on the field) or 
underutilized (meaning fewer than 12 people on the field).  We are told that the 
leagues are doing a better job of ensuring that scheduled fields are actually 
used, but the County has neither collected nor revealed data to show that. 
 
It would be crazy to spend millions of scarce County capital dollars lighting, 
turfing, or building fields on speculation that they are actually needed.  As 
directed by the County Board, get the data to validate the need for capacity 
before making expensive decisions and take cheaper steps to increase current 
field utilization until we have the data needed to justify much more expensive 
steps. 
 
In closing, I strongly endorse tonight’s public comments from Tony Trabandt and 



John Seymour, and I hope that tonight’s presenters on zoning will speak to the 
questions they raise. 
 
Thank you. 

  

 


