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PARK AND RECREATION 
COMMISSION 

2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suite 414 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 

 

 
Meeting Minutes 

February 27, 2018 
 
***The February 27, 2018 Park and Recreation Commission meeting was also a joint 
commission meeting with the Sports Commission.  The minutes reflect discussion from both 
commissions until the section with the heading, “Park and Recreation Commission: Approval 
of Minutes (January 2018 Meeting) and Other Business”. *** 
 
Commission Members Present:  
Bill Ross, Chair       
Duke Banks 
Jesse Boeding 
Nereide Ellis 
Kirubel Fessesework (via telephone) 
Steve Finn 
Nathan Gould 
Michael Grace 
Caroline Haynes 
David Howell 
Cindy Krech 
Shruti Kuppa 
Kevin Rachlin 
Andrea Walker 
 
Guests:  
Taylor Lawch 
Suzanne S. Sundberg 
Alex Wright  
Eric Bozoian 
 
County Staff: 
John Blevins, Recreation Services Supervisor, DPR 
Jennifer Fioretti, Deputy Director, DPR 
Robin Leonard, Athletic and Facilities Services Section Manager, DPR 
Peter Lusk, Athletic and Facilities Services Division Chief, DPR 
Scott McPartlin, Principal Planner, DPR 
Chikwe Njoku, Neighborhood Services Division Chief, CPHD 
Marco Rivero, Principal Planner and PRC Staff Liaison, DPR 
Jane Rudolph, Director, DPR 
Rebecca Schmitt, Management and Budget Specialist, DPR 
Jeremy Smith, Landscape Architect, DPR 
Richard Tucker, Principal Planner, CPHD 
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PRC members not in attendance: 
Jim Miekle 
 
 
Introductions  
 
The Chairs of the Park and Recreation Commission (PRC) and the Sports Commission (SC), Bill 
Ross and Shirley Brothwell, respectively, asked all commissioners, staff, and guests to introduce 
themselves. 
 
 
Fiscal Year 2019 Budget Overview  
 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Director, Jane Rudolph and DPR Deputy Director, 
Jennifer Fioretti provided a presentation to the joint commissions on the Fiscal Year 2019 budget 
and the Open Data and Transparency Initiative, respectively.  Ms. Rudolph stated that there is an 
approximately $20 million budget gap for the County and that the various County departments 
were given budget cut targets that needed to be met.  Ms. Rudolph also mentioned that the County 
Board (CB) budget work session with the Department of Parks and Recreation was scheduled for 
Tuesday, March 13th from 3 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.  Staff committed to providing a copy of the budget 
presentation for the commissions’ information.  
 
Discussion on Budget:  
 
The Commission Chairs stated that the PRC’s and SC’s comments/thoughts may be shared through 
an official letter to the CB.  SC Chair, Shirley Brothwell noted concern on the proposed cut positions, 
but that the budget provides good balance overall.  
 
What has happened with the budget document since 2010, and what can be done about 
maintenance when new spaces are purchased for open space/parks?   
 
Ms. Rudolph stated that the Department will need to review all programs and assess what cuts 
need to be made for the next fiscal year and future ones. Furthermore, she stated that 
maintenance of parks at a satisfactory level become difficult with various cuts. The level of service 
may be less because of the cuts, so that will affect various programs and facilities.  
 
Were any parks completed this year that affected the maintenance budget?  
 
Ms. Rudolph stated that she did not think there were major renovations to parks that would 
provide a gap to the level of service. The newer parks are easier to maintain because they have 
new facilities and features.   
 
Will the snow blowers go away, and will they be sold?  
 
Ms. Rudolph stated that the snow blowers will be going away, and the Department will be 
consulting with the County Attorney to see what can be done legally with the equipment.  
 
SC Chair Brothwell asked about the money for the Gunston community field, what kind of usage will 
be possible with $500,000 on the grass field?   
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Ms. Rudolph stated that Gunston community field may be the site of a potential new school 
facility, so it would not be considered for a synthetic field upgrade. The current field will be 
irrigated and maintained for the next several years.   
 
Parks and Recreation departments nationwide sometimes have tension among folks within the parks 
side and those within the recreation side.  How do we manage tension within the needs of various 
parks (i.e. Virginia Highlands Park issues)?   
 
Ms. Rudolph stated that by having more meetings like this one (joint commission meetings) 
would help.  The Plan for Our Places and Space (POPS) plan would provide direction to meet the 
range of needs. Having conversations like this with the two commissions on how to deal with 
these tensions would facilitate this effort.  
 
Discussion on Open Data and Transparency Initiative: 
 
SC Chair Brothwell, asked how data sets are shown for rectangular and diamond fields.   
 
Ms. Fioretti shared that the data reflects information for the fields, the hours allocated to those 
fields, and the groups that are using those fields. No personal information would be provided for 
an individual. 
 
PRC Chair Ross asked what resources have been allocated for this work?  
 
Ms. Fioretti stated that the main challenge with posting data is not having more full-time 
employees (FTEs), rather it is working within the existing capacity provided with the existing 
records management team.  She stated that more access to databases would not necessarily be 
expanded or that more money is needed for this work.  However, it is more important to address 
how to work efficiently within the time provided. Records management is only a portion of what 
some of these workers do within their full-time positions.  
  
Are there any data sets on the use of parks outside of sports?  
 
Ms. Fioretti clarified that if it is reserved space, the data would be tracked, but not necessarily for 
activities occurring in unprogrammed spaces.  
 
What is the timing for rolling this effort out?   
 
Ms. Fioretti stated that the earliest this would occur would be in March 2018, which includes the 
introduction of Cartograph and other programs; continued roll out would occur likely in late 
spring and summer 2018. 
 
What are the most prevalent Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests that the department has?  
What land does the County have and what is used for active recreation and what is natural space?  
How about ancillary space like parking lots, etc.?  
 
Ms. Fioretti clarified that as of late, it has been more information on the County’s POPS initiative, 
and staff tries to post everything for discussion on the County’s website.  Athletic field reservation 
data has been requested often.  Other requests include: information on park land that was 
acquired, how much it costs, but this is outside of the FOIA process. Some of this information has 
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been provided as part of the POPS process.  
 
How does the County/Department define “open data”?  Who decides what is provided in the “Open 
Data” request?  
 
Ms. Fioretti stated that an individual can go to the Open Data website and if they do not see what 
they want, they can ask the Department directly. The data that the Department provides in the 
Open Data portal is not usually static but dynamic (for example, with the reservation of spaces).  
If it is information from a plan (collected once every five years, for example), which would not 
necessarily be placed in the Open Data portal, but instead it would be on the general County/DPR 
website.   
 
Reserving online for using park facilities is one process, so how does this differ from the Open Data 
process?   
 
Ms. Fioretti stated both processes are different because on the Open Data portal would show who 
reserved the space, and historic data would be provided on another County/DPR website. 
 
How about data on park costs and park revenue?   
 
Ms. Fioretti stated that this data may be provided in the future, but this should be considered.   
 
What is the difference between the Open Data portal versus what is provided with FOIA?   
 
Ms. Fioretti stated with FOIA the requested party needs to provide all associated records within a 
certain timeframe.  The Open Data portal is more flexible and the requestee can single out 
specifically the information that the requestor needs (County staff may work with the person 
directly).  
 
What is the process of getting people more information, and what is the intent of the data? What is 
the dialogue like between the citizen and DPR to provide a more agreeable request?  
 
Ms. Fioretti stated during this process, the citizen can go back and forth with staff to provide more 
detail. However, once a FOIA request is made, there is very little opportunity for discussion and 
staff simply complies with the legal requirements.  
 
Are there standard data sets that can be accessed?  
 
Ms. Fioretti clarified that there are instances where information can be transferred in to the Open 
Data portal in a certain location where people can access them.  The intent is to model 
information from places like the Trust for Public Land, but that is static data. 
 
What type of training and guidelines are being provided to staff to implement what the County 
Manager’s Office is recommending?   
 
The records management team is trained to provide the data, pull up the data, and share the data 
accordingly in an accurate manner. Training for the records management team is important. The 
data that the County/DPR has should be secure, not manipulated, and it should be interpreted 
correctly by the records management team.  It is important to provide for the necessary resources 
to perform these functions. 
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Four Mile Run Valley (4MRV) Policy Framework Update 
 
Richard Tucker, Principal Planner, Department of Community Planning, Housing and 
Development (CPHD) and Marco Rivero, Principal Planner, DPR provided an overview of the 
draft, Policy Framework for the 4MRV.  Staff noted that a revised, draft Policy Framework will be 
advertised in April, with County Board action anticipated in May.  
 
How was the new working group created (for Jennie Dean Park)?   
 
Mr. Rivero stated that the new Committee was formed by the County Board at their February 20th 
work session, and that County staff would participate by providing background and materials for 
the work within the new committee.  PRC Commissioner Haynes clarified that the 4MRV 
leadership (chair and two (2) vice chairs) wanted to address the safety questions that have been 
raised by some community members, and this committee would be another attempt to reconcile 
those differences and attempt to reach consensus on a park design for Jennie Dean Park.  
 
Please explain in greater detail the draft vision statement.  
 
Mr. Tucker highlighted certain sections of the vision statement at the meeting and stated that it is 
a work in progress that the Working Group will have the opportunity to review in greater detail. 
 
Please explain the issues associated with the 2-Block Area. 
 
Mr. Tucker explained that the Arts Committee recommended this area be considered for Arts uses 
as well.  There was discussion amongst the PRC and SC which pushed back on this idea.  The 
commissions supported using this 2-block area for open space purposes.  There was also 
discussion amongst the commissions addressing that there are still opportunities to work 
collaboratively to find open space within the 4MRV study area (the sentiment is that the Working 
Group has shown little creativity to date on this matter).  There was further discussion whether 
the County Board was comfortable using the approved bond dollars (previously identified for 
park uses) for uses other than open space and recreation.  
 
 
Arlington County Field Classification Changes 
 
Robin Leonard, Athletic and Facilities Services Section Manager for DPR gave a brief presentation 
on the County’s field classification changes.  
 
SC Chair Brothwell asked what “permit only fields” were and to please expand on the dog use on 
fields? 
 
Ms. Leonard clarified that permit only fields are the high school fields.  There is no allowable use 
for dogs on athletic fields and on school property.  Dogs are allowed at all parks, but they need to 
be leashed and under control of the owner always (dogs may only be free from a leash within a 
designated dog park). 
 
There needs to be some give and take on the maintenance of facilities.   
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Ms. Leonard specified that there will be a communication process on specifying what the 
maintenance standards and expectations are.  The County will work further on this. 
 
Taking locks off designated unprogrammed open space areas, may persuade some people from 
taking their dogs to these areas.   
 
Ms. Leonard stated that there will be on-going communication and enforcement of the standards.  
 
SC Chair Brothwell stated that the Sports Commission is fine with taking locks off gates but keep the 
gates on the fields. There are definite pros and cons on what the solution should be.  Fencing is 
important for how the games are played and from a safety perspective.  Keeping fencing on the fields 
is important and allowing people to use the fields when they are unprogrammed.  PRC Chair Ross 
stated that Virginia Highlands Park was an example of where the fences came down, and was 
surprised that so much of it was taken down.   
 
Through the land acquisition process the County can address the how the land use of acquired 
spaces may be addressed.  Whether it is for new open spaces, athletic fields, and other associated 
uses, this can be investigated and addressed jointly among the commissions.  
 
Ms. Leonard clarified when maintenance staff sees that a field is being used a lot where it looks 
“beat up”, DPR can monitor and close fields for further maintenance.  
 
 
Public Comment  
 

• Eric Bozoian, an Arlington resident and a representative of a small volleyball group, stated 
that the Quincy Park volleyball court was almost always booked by a third-party 
organization on Sundays, Saturdays, and Wednesdays, where Arlington County residents 
are charged $780 a year for use of the space.  Westover Park also has this issue.  This is 
not good, because the courts are reserved for the entire warm weather months (by DC 
Fray), a third-party organization that organizes activities on these courts.  Suggestion: 
reduce the for-profit companies from using the facilities back-to-back and reduce the 
availability of certain play permits. 

 
 
Park and Recreation Commission: Approval of Minutes (January 2018 Meeting) and Other 
Business 
 
Public Comment (Only on PRC meeting period): 
 

• Suzanne Sundberg, County resident, provided some critical comments about the 2017 
Tree Canopy Assessment: estimates of changes in impervious surfaces and the tree 
canopy are within the margin of error and we should not be too sanguine about recent 
trends.  There is evidence that the County is not doing as well on tree preservation as we 
may see in recent studies. An example is that one third of the County’s trees have calipers 
of 3 inches or less.  We need to make more of an effort to preserve the trees that we have.  
Suzanne provided a handout for the group.  

 
 
Chairman’s Approval of Meeting Minutes: 
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• The Commission considered the January 2018 Park and Recreation Commission (PRC) 
meeting minutes.  The Commission approved the minutes as presented. 

 

 
Crystal City Retail Open Space: 
 

• Taylor Lawch, of JBG Smith, provided a preliminary presentation on the Crystal City Retail 
Open Space project.  He stated that the project will be going to a second Site Plan Review 
Committee (SPRC) meeting as an open space specific item.   
 

• The PRC will review this topic again in April 2018, and this project will be considered by 
the County Board likely in May 2018.  

 
• Jeremy Smith, DPR Landscape Architect clarified that the County will be paying for the 

development and maintenance of the new park. Currently, there is no funding in the 
budget for this project.  

 
• What will go on the corner building?  Mr. Lawch explained that it will be a retail space, for 

restaurants and other related uses, and would have spill over on to the new green plaza 
area (roll over doors may be designed). 

 
• It is two story retail, so is that coming above the 17-foot grade difference?  Mr. Lawch 

explained that it is about 1 ½ stories above. 
 
• What difficulties do you see with the implementation of combining park space and retail at 

this location? In discussion, Mr. Lawch explained that the proposed 44,000 square feet of 
park space does not include the footprint of the proposed retail building.  What is 
calculated as open space will be designed by DPR and may be a combination park 
space/open space area and other associated uses.  

 
• How large may the plantings be on the top of the building? Mr. Lawch stated that the 

entirety of the park sits on top of the parking garage, and there will be the soil depth 
necessary to allow for large, canopy trees. The roof of the retail building shown in Mr. 
Lawch’ s presentation shows the stepped/retaining wall area.  

 
• I love the preferred option, however, may the vent be designed in a different way? Mr. Lawch 

explained that Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) will not allow 
the vent to be moved.  

 
• Could the vent be used as an “art feature” or can it be treated in another way? Mr. Lawch 

stated that the vent may be treated with landscaping surrounding it.  
 
• The Crystal City Sector Plan calls for the proposed, corner retail building space to be an open 

park.  Mr. Lawch explained that the proposal would be a deviation from what is 
envisioned within the Sector Plan. The Sector Plan envisions the redevelopment of the 
block all at once, which is not shown here. Mr. Lawch also addressed if a one-story 
building could be built with a green roof, and the issue with this is there would then be 
space too limited to allow for a retail liner.  
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• Is there any funding for the park now? Mr. Lawch stated that the County will be providing 
the funding for park construction and maintenance. There should be some leverage to ask 
for something in return since this is a deviation from the Sector Plan.  

 
• Is 18th Street South running diagonally from left to right? Mr. Lawch explained that it is. The 

building that is shown with a green roof, is that a building that JBG Smith does not own? Mr. 
Lawch stated that was correct.   

 
• Does the PRC need to draft a letter that states that open space will be lost under this 

proposal? PRC Chair Ross stated that the PRC may want to consider this further.  
 

 
Other Business: 
 

• Commissioner Boeding stated that with the 4MRV Working Group and Jennie Dean Park 
Committee, a lot of stories are going around, and it reflects poorly on the PRC that there is 
not a current member of the PRC represented within the Jennie Dean Park Committee.  
 

• PRC Chair Ross stated that letters for the Crystal City Retail Space, the FY 2019 budget, 
and possibly the resident’s concerns regarding third-party use of volleyball court space 
(“DC Fray”), and for the Reed School project should be investigated.  Commissioner 
Boeding stated that a joint letter from SC/PRC would be good to generally support more 
open spaces.  

 

Meeting adjourned at 10:07 p.m. 

Next Meeting: March 27, 2018, 7:00 pm 


