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ORIGINAL FORM OF REQUEST TO EACH OF THE CANDIDATES: 

Dear [Board Candidate]:   

Good afternoon.  The Arlington Parks Coalition is a non-partisan group formed by residents to advocate 

for the preservation, enhancement and expansion of our current and intended County-owned parkland 

and community centers solely for public park, recreation and community center purposes. This primary 

election for the County Board is an important opportunity for our community to engage in a 

conversation about critical issues confronting our County, including the ability of Arlington’s parkland 

and community centers to meet the needs of our current residents as well as anticipated future 

population growth.  

We have been working with your campaign to establish a date for members of our Coalition and other 

parks advocates to meet with you to discuss issues of importance to the future of our parks and 

community centers.  To facilitate that conversation, we are forwarding to you the set of questions 

below.  We would very much appreciate if you could answer these questions as fully as possible and 

return your answers to us prior to the date that is established for our meeting.   These questions and 

your answers will provide a starting point for our conversation about these and other important issues 

regarding our parks and community centers. 

This same set of questions is being forwarded to [the other candidate]. 

We look forward to our meeting and a candid and robust discussion. 

Sincerely, 

On behalf of the Arlington Parks Coalition 

 

Rick Epstein, 

Co-chair 

 

Question  1. Given our County’s continuing dramatic population growth and already crowded parks and 

recreation resources, do you support an accelerated program of parkland acquisition, and if so, what 

steps, including any innovative tools, do you advocate to materially expand our parkland and recreation 

resources?  

Specifically, do you support County Board adoption of the recent near unanimous Civic Federation 

resolution urging adoption of a simple parkland acquisition program, including acquisition of an average 

of three acres minimum of parkland per year over the next ten years? 



Question  2.  Between 1995 and 2008, funding for park land acquisition per two-year park bond cycle 

was between $4.0 and $8.5 million, with most cycles at $8.5 million.  But over the six years between 

2008 and 2014, land acquisition bond funding totaled only $3.0 million.  Even with an additional $5.47 

million for parkland acquisition through additional budget allocations, the total funds available for 

parkland acquisition during this six-year period was only $8.47 million.   Given the compelling need for 

additional parkland and the dramatic increase in the cost of land in Arlington, do you support including 

at least $8 million in parkland acquisition monies in the two-year, November 2016 Park Bond measure? 

Please describe any new and innovative funding mechanisms that you advocate to materially expand 

our parkland and recreation resources? 

 

Question  3.  The County’s Comprehensive Plan contemplates forty thousand additional housing units 

over the next 25 years, which will entail even greater demands for County services and for public land 

use.  

Do you support using County parkland and community centers for housing, for schools, or for other 

uses, such as parking buses and other County vehicles, in order to meet both current as well as these 

increasing demands for public land? If your answer is “yes” to any of the foregoing, under what 

circumstances?   What steps would you advocate taking, if any, to avoid such use? 

How do you propose our County address the existing as well as this potentially dramatic growing gap 

between increasing population and our limited public lands and County services?  

Do you support reconsidering the pace and/or amount of future residential development in the County? 

 

Question 4.  Virginia Hospital Center Property on Carlyn Springs Road 

Would you support setting aside a portion (or all) of the Virginia Hospital Center property on Carlin 

Springs road for parks/recreation use if the County decides to acquire it? 

 

Question 5.  Rosslyn Neighborhood 

Given the very high level of redevelopment and densification, and the continuing loss of 

accessible green space  in Rosslyn, including the recent loss of a portion of Rosslyn Highlands Park to a 

private developer, what steps do you support to meet the current as well as increasing demand of 

people living in Rosslyn for play space/green space? 

 



ERIK GUTSHALL'S RESPONSES
Question  1. Given our County’s continuing dramatic population growth and already 
crowded parks and recreation resources, do you support an accelerated program of 
parkland acquisition, and if so, what steps, including any innovative tools, do you 
advocate to materially expand our parkland and recreation resources?   

Specifically, do you support County Board adoption of the recent near unanimous Civic 
Federation resolution urging adoption of a simple parkland acquisition program, 
including acquisition of an average of three acres minimum of parkland per year over the 
next ten years? 

Continued growth will increase demand on our parks, open space and natural resources.  I 
see three primary ways we can acquire and preserve parkland, and also mitigate 
intensified use of our parks: 1) direct land acquisition according to a set of clear 
priorities; 2) create an “Open Space Fund”; 3) work to preserve, maintain and improve 
our open space – using what we have more effectively.  

1. I absolutely do support direct County acquisition of new land for parks.  I support the 
intent of the Civic Federation resolution, to set aspirational goals for park land 
acquisition. However, given that opportunities for park land acquisition are unpredictable 
and episodic, the specific objectives of an on-going acquisition program should be clearly 
laid out in the Public Spaces Master Plan (PSMP) or POPS, now being developed 
through an important public process.  The new plan must include a land acquisition 
policy, one that was called for in the 2005 PSMP but never achieved.  I know that many 
members of the Arlington Parks Coalition dedicated their time and effort to a citizen-led 
initiative to create a parkland and open space acquisition policy earlier this decade. I 
appreciate those efforts, and will work to ensure that POPS includes an aggressive land 
acquisition strategy.  The park land acquisition program should be regularly publicly 
reviewed for needs, and subject to a biennial examination of necessary resource 
allocations through the CIP process.    

Finally, I support an aggressive aspirational goal in the PSMP for a major expansion of 
green space in Arlington to eventually complete a green loop in Arlington that builds on 
the existing multi-purpose trails, creating a contiguous wildlife corridor circumnavigating 
the County and ideally within a 15 minute walk of every resident.  

2. Arlington should create a Countywide “Open Space Fund”.  Here we could build upon 
the tool used in Crystal City, which is building up funding for the envisioned “Central 
Park.”  As a Planning Commissioner, I voted for the Parks and Recreation Commission's 
(PRC) recommendation to create such a fund.  (See PRC letter of March 31, 2016.)  I 
support the PRC suggestion that the Open Space Fund would function like Arlington’s 
Tree Canopy Fund.  Where our sector plans call for open space, and should a developer 
propose more density and less open space than the plan calls for, the County would 
require the developer to pay cash or provide a comparable open space in relatively close 



proximity.  I strongly believe that parks and open space are fundamental to our quality of 
life and are key community benefits.  As a County Board member, I would protect the 
open space we have as well as that called for in our plans.  

3. We must take care of the parks and recreational amenities we already have.  It is 
imperative that we make sure that intensity of use does not degrade a park or open space.  
There are ways to do this, and we have done it.  Rocky Run Park, near Courthouse, is a 
good example of this approach.  Rocky Run Park was an older park, with an aging 
playground, and areas to play basketball and soccer.  Through significant community 
involvement, careful planning and creative design, a highly functional park with a wide 
range of uses was created in a densely populated urban corridor. There is something for 
everyone: trees, playgrounds, picnic tables, sports areas.  The park is now a central focal 
point of the community and brings together people of all ages and interests.   

Finally, I support the firm goal of no net loss of open space.  While additional open 
spaces will be needed to keep pace with the growing population, we need to staunch the 
loss of existing land and ensure that we continue to have a base of publicly available, 
useable open space that serves both residents and workers. 

Question  2.  Between 1995 and 2008, funding for parkland acquisition per two-year park 
bond cycle was between $4.0 and $8.5 million, with most cycles at $8.5 million.  But over 
the six years between 2008 and 2014, land acquisition bond funding totaled only $3.0 
million.  Even with an additional $5.47 million for parkland acquisition 
through additional budget allocations, the total funds available for parkland acquisition 
during this six year period was only $8.47 million.   Given the compelling need for 
additional parkland and the dramatic increase in the cost of land in Arlington, do you 
support including at least $8 million in parkland acquisition monies in the two-year, 
November 2016 Park Bond measure?  

Please describe any new and innovative funding mechanisms that you advocate to 
materially expand our parkland and recreation resources. 

I support: 

1. Increasing the amount of CIP funding for land acquisition sufficient to achieve the 
aspirational goals defined by the update of the Public Spaces Master Plan;  

2. Prioritizing land acquisition in our park bonds consistent with the recommendations of 
the updated Public Spaces Master Plan; 

3. Continuing to allocate a significant percentage of  "close-out" funding to land 
acquisition; 



4. Encouraging underground parking to replace surface parking at schools or county 
facilities that also results in a net gain of usable open space;  
  

5. Continuing to pursue land swaps, as in the case of the Virginia Hospital parcel on 
Carlin Springs Road or the potential land swap with Arlington Cemetery along 
Columbia Pike, as an important tool for achieving additional open space that is not 
dependent on dollars but on the will of the Board to think creatively and work 
diligently with partners to achieve a win-win for all; 
  

6. Continuing to explore new ideas like decking over I-66 and improving access to the 
Potomac River through partnerships with the National Park Service.  I do not support 
purchasing land outside of Arlington County in lieu of ensuring adequate parks and 
open space within our community. 

7. Creating an Open Space Fund that could receive required developer contributions as 
well as contributions from individuals.  

8. Creatively designing new open spaces to maintain maximum flexibility for potential 
uses.  

I actively support using a broad public process to determine goals for park land 
acquisition that acknowledge that differences in availability of parks exist among 
neighborhoods and corridors in the County.   The process is important.  I believe that the 
Public Spaces Master Plan update process currently underway will be of great assistance 
in identifying gaps and community needs as well as setting priorities.  Once adopted, it 
should guide the Board's approach to timing, opportunity and funding allocations.  

Arlington has been lauded for our smart growth planning, yet parks and open space have 
not been adequately addressed in many of our long-term planning decisions, especially in 
plans for our urban corridors. Research on the economic and health benefits of parks and 
open space is voluminous; we know intuitively that great parks help create places that 
people want to live, work and play.  Parks and open space are an investment in our 
quality of life today and for the future; addressing these pressing needs now will require a 
great deal of creativity and flexibility.  I am committed to this goal. 

Question  3.  The County’s Comprehensive Plan contemplates forty thousand additional 
housing units over the next 25 years, which will entail even greater demands for County 
services and for public land use.   

Do you support using County parkland and community centers for housing, for schools, 
or for other uses, such as parking buses and other County vehicles, in order to meet both 
current as well as these increasing demands for public land? If your answer is “yes” to 



any of the foregoing, under what circumstances?   What steps would you advocate taking, 
if any, to avoid such use? 

Unequivocally, I will not support the conversion of County parkland to other uses that 
results in any net loss of parkland.  However,  meeting all of the demands on our scarce 
land will require creative, flexible, and wise solutions, ones that proactively seek 
opportunities for open space.  This could include co-location of uses, land swaps, etc.  We 
could, for example, construct light industrial vehicle storage facilities for buses--and put a 
playing field on top of it! 

How do you propose our County address the existing as well as this potentially dramatic 
growing gap between increasing population and our limited public lands and County 
services?   

Do you support reconsidering the pace and/or amount of future residential development 
in the County? 

With regard to density in general, Arlington is successful because we have managed our 
growth well.  Moving forward, planning for appropriate open space in our developed 
areas and preserving what we already have in neighborhoods is a high priority for me.  

The more than 200 citizens involved in the 2015 Community Facilities Study created a 
framework for us all to use as we continue to grapple with our public land need.  There 
are two priority recommendations that must be implemented to expand our open space 
resources:  

Recommendation 17: Create a formal, integrated strategic needs assessment and 
priority setting process for APS and the County including a committee with two 
County Board Members and two School Board members.   

Recommendation 18: Implement the proposed Facility Siting Process 

Right now the two Boards are not working in concert on these critical long term public 
land decisions.  This must be changed.  As I understand it, the School Board is supportive 
of both recommendations, but the County Board and its Chair have not looked favorably 
on Recommendation 17's call for a new way of doing capital planning.  It is most 
unfortunate that the County Board has not moved more quickly to implement the Study 
Recommendations. 

As to what the County can do better with current practice regarding private development, 
we must make sure that as we approve additional density, we get commensurate 
community benefits for the density.  I believe we need to take a fresh look at this 



fundamental paradigm.  As a County Board member, I would work to better define the 
impact of the additional density on our community and ensure that the increased needs 
are being met through community benefits provided by developers. Quality of life needs 
to be a primary consideration in the next generation of smart growth.  

As an  example of my philosophy, I pushed hard as a planning commissioner to place a 
new parking garage underground in Pentagon Centre.   This way, the community would 
have gotten a park, which it wanted, on top of the underground garage.  What those 
neighbors got, under construction now, is a large above-ground parking structure—and a 
small parcel of "open space" which will be mostly ornamental.   

For me this was a planning failure driven by the notion that if we don’t give developers 
everything they want, they will go elsewhere.  I don’t believe this.  We need to insist on 
what is fair and right for Arlington’s public spaces.  The open space in a site plan or 
sector plan is meant to mitigate the impact of density.  It is an important component of 
creating a great place -- which, by the way, is also in the developers' interest.   

Finally, as our older corridors continue to evolve, we must redouble our efforts to find 
creative solutions to maximize our limited resources and create new public spaces.   For 
these corridors to successfully evolve, we will need new tools and strategies that support 
our community goals for neighborhood preservation, affordability, and sustainability in 
areas of the County that have been overlooked by our smart growth policies.  I stand 
ready to engage with all stakeholders to ensure that we create a balanced approach in the 
"new neighborhoods" that includes great public spaces for people to hang out and 
recreate. 

  
Question 4.  Virginia Hospital Center Property on Carlin Springs Road 

Would you support setting aside a portion (or all) of the Virginia Hospital Center 
property on Carlin Springs road for parks/recreation use if the County decides to acquire 
it? 

Acces to nature is essential for our health and welfare and a significant determinant of 
quality of life and is, therefore, is a priority for me. 

I support a vigorous, transparent, and citizen-driven process to evaluate this question.  
This is a very rare large parcel and is located adjacent to Long Branch Nature Center.  It 
also close to the globally rare magnolia bog in Barcroft Park.  The planning process 
should be conducted using the recommendations in the Community Facilities Study, 
completed just last year.   These recommendations include: 1) make best use–and reuse--
of facilities we have; 2) encourage shared use of facilities; 3) build up, under and over – 



not out; 4) create “new” land; 5) collaborate with other jurisdictions for shared uses; 6) 
establish a land acquisition fund.  

If the County does decide to do this swap after the community process, it seems to me 
that given the topography of the site, a significant portion of it would be best suited to be 
kept in its natural state, including the fantastic sledding hill. 

That also means that the County has to follow through at this location on its commitment 
to:  

1. Protect our natural areas as laid out in the Board-adopted Natural Resources 
Management Plan.  As a Board member, I will work to reaffirm that commitment and 
ensure these areas continue to be protected and managed so that the critical green 
infrastructure they provide will continue to serve our community well into the future.   

2. Coordinate the maintenance and management of multi-purpose trails.  It will be a high 
priority for me to make sure coordination occurs among the County’s Department of 
Parks and Recreation, the Department of Environmental Services, Transportation 
Division, the National Park Service and NOVA Parks (formerly Northern Virginia 
Regional Park Authority).   

3. Appropriately fund maintenance and upkeep of all recreational assets at this location as 
well as around the county.  

Question 5.  Rosslyn Neighborhood  

Given the very high level of redevelopment and densification, and the continuing loss of 
accessible green space in Rosslyn, including the recent loss of a portion of Rosslyn 
Highlands Park to a private developer, what steps do you support to meet the current as 
well as increasing demand of people living in Rosslyn for play space/green space? 
  

Serving on Western Rosslyn Area Planning Study (WRAPS) was a disappointment.  The 
outcome resulted in a loss of much-needed, urban open space.  As a member of the 
County Board, I will prioritize park planning and acquisition through our public 
processes.  Our open space must be a priority, not an afterthought.  

I support transparency and the actions of previous County Boards were not transparent on 
this site.  A backroom deal was made with a developer, with no public notice or input.  I 
find this unacceptable. Citizens deserve to know what has been previously negotiated 
with developers and I pledge to support the 72-hour rule for public notice of all Board-
generated proposals.   



The Rosslyn Sector Plan outlines a comprehensive vision for outstanding, urban open 
spaces and park amenities.  However, achieving this vision will require collaboration 
with our partners.  We need to work with the Rosslyn Business Improvement District to 
identify open space priorities for residents and landowners --and identify ways to achieve 
these priorities in a fiscally responsible manner.  From the boathouse, to the 18th Street 
Corridor, to potential trails or decking over I-66, to an improved Gateway Park, we can 
achieve these objectives with collaboration and innovative funding mechanisms.  

In the Clarendon Sector Plan update, I advocated with others in my neighborhood for 
quality open space on the south side of Clarendon for the planned density along 10th 
Street N and Washington Blvd.  Staff eventually added to the plan a future park at the 
current site of Fire State #4 on 10th St. N.  However, I know that a green rectangle on a 
map does not become a park without a serious commitment from the Board.  Given the 
recent hot-potato approach to fire station siting elsewhere in the county, I would make it 
my priority that when the nearby sites eventually redevelop, a new fire station and park 
would be an essential community benefit  



LIBBY GARVEY'S RESPONSES:
Parks Questionnaire 
 
Question  1. Given our County’s continuing dramatic 
population growth and already crowded parks and recreation 
resources, do you support an accelerated program of 
parkland acquisition, and if so, what steps, including any 
innovative tools, do you advocate to materially expand our 
parkland and recreation resources?   
 
 
 
I support expanding our parkland and recreation resources 
by whatever means we can.  Given our 26 square miles and 
our pressures for land with a growing population, we must 
be flexible and creative.  Ways to increase recreation space 
and parkland include far more than purchases.  Besides park 
acquisitions, (which I have supported by voting to approve 
3-5 purchases each year since I’ve been on the board), we 
must also look at the creation of green space.  Examples of 
how to create new green spaces include: 

• The new elementary school at TJ where the parking lot 
will be turned into a playing field with parking 
underneath 

• The use of synthetic turf, which triples the time a field 
is available for play 

• Pocket parks where there are small vacant areas that 
have been be turned into pleasant outdoor spaces for 
people to relax in 

• Areal “parks” on the tops of buildings 
• Better connections to Teddy Roosevelt Island to make 

that wonderful space much more accessible, and 
• Possibly decking over sections of I66 with parks. 

This last would be quite expensive and perhaps not even 
financially feasible in the near future, but I want us to make 
sure we have the right to build over I66 when we are able.  
We could knit our community back together with parks and I 
am sure it will one day be well worth the cost. 
 



Specifically, do you support County Board adoption of the 
recent near unanimous Civic Federation resolution urging 
adoption of a simple parkland acquisition program, including 
acquisition of an average of three acres minimum of 
parkland per year over the next ten years? 
 
I agree in concept that it is a good goal to add 
approximately 3 acres of parkland each year.  That said, I 
have two hesitations about setting specific, numeric goals.   
 
First, I think it is important to avoid, where possible, point-
in-time constraints that could prevent the County from 
addressing other important needs, including other ways to 
increase park space.  This is an important guiding principle 
for me in all matters, and I always avoid commitments that 
could constrain us from taking needed action (which, again, 
could include an important purchase to increase park space).   
 
Second, the best way to add park access at a particular time 
may be something other than purchasing new parkland, 
such as moving parking underground or improving access to 
Teddy Roosevelt Island, or purchasing land outside the 
county for needed facilities, and I want to make sure that we 
are not prevented from taking these actions because we are 
constrained to purchase new parkland instead. 
 
Question  2.  Between 1995 and 2008, funding for park 
land acquisition per two-year park bond cycle was between 
$4.0 and $8.5 million, with most cycles at $8.5 million.  But 
over the six years between 2008 and 2014, land acquisition 
bond funding totaled only $3.0 million.  Even with an 
additional $5.47 million for parkland acquisition 
through additional budget allocations, the total funds 
available for parkland acquisition during this six year period 
was only $8.47 million.   Given the compelling need for 
additional parkland and the dramatic increase in the cost of 
land in Arlington, do you support including at least $8 million 
in parkland acquisition monies in the two-year, November 



2016 Park Bond measure?  
 
The County Manager will present his draft Capital 
Improvement Plan, including bond recommendations to the 
Board at our recessed meeting on May 17th.  I will reserve 
judgment on specific bond measures until we start the CIP 
process, because I think it is important to consider all our 
capital needs together so that I can be sure that I am 
balancing our priorities appropriately.  This would be my 
response if asked at this time about support for any specific 
bond amount for any specific purpose because I think it is 
important not to commit ahead of time to constraints that 
could prevent the County from addressing other important 
needs, including the creation of more park space. 
 
Please describe any new and innovative funding mechanisms 
that you advocate to materially expand our parkland and 
recreation resources?   
 
We already use a range of tools to fund park expansion, 
from bond funding to talking with developers during site 
plans about contributing park space in exchange for more 
density, where appropriate.  We use this range of funding 
options for construction, too, such as the new Lubber Run 
where we will plan to pay for underground parking so that 
we create green space where there is currently surface 
parking.  Additional creative ideas include having VDOT or 
perhaps a developer help us to fund decking over I-66, and 
getting sponsors to help with improvements to parks, like 
Long Bridge Park.  We also should work with Schools to see 
about jointly using the Outdoor Lab; perhaps we can achieve 
this by simply adding a parks position to the budget. 
 
Question  3.  The County’s Comprehensive Plan 
contemplates forty thousand additional housing units over 
the next 25 years, which will entail even greater demands 
for County services and for public land use.   
 



Do you support using County parkland and community 
centers for housing, for schools, or for other uses, such as 
parking buses and other County vehicles, in order to meet 
both current as well as these increasing demands for public 
land? If your answer is “yes” to any of the foregoing, under 
what circumstances?   What steps would you advocate 
taking, if any, to avoid such use?    
 
When it comes to vehicle facilities, we must look outside 
Arlington when possible.  Our vehicle maintenance facility 
could easily be placed outside Arlington, and I am hopeful 
we will be able to purchase land in a neighboring jurisdiction 
soon to do so.  Please note that this is yet another way to 
increase parkland: while the purchase is not for parkland, it 
would free up land for parks or other uses.   
 
While I do not support placing facilities or parking buses on 
existing parkland, I do support co-locating facilities when 
appropriate.  We simply cannot afford the space needed to 
have separate facilities for everything we do.  Community 
centers could have housing on top where appropriate.  Or a 
community center and school could share a library.  I 
believe the administration of schools and the County should 
look at co-locating their offices.  Some meeting rooms could 
be shared and it would make collaboration easier.   We 
should look at space sharing and co-location whenever 
possible. We should not be building on existing green space.   
 
How do you propose our County address the existing as well 
as this potentially dramatic growing gap between increasing 
population and our limited public lands and County services?   
 
We must look at purchasing land both in Arlington to add to 
parks and outside Arlington to free up land here for other 
uses.  We must look at undergrounding parking as much as 
possible and covering the parking with fields and green 
space.  We must look at co-locating and building up.   
 



Do you support reconsidering the pace and/or amount of 
future residential development in the County?   
 
Yes.  I think we need to have a major community discussion 
about growth in order to develop a community 
understanding of what we can and cannot control and what 
are the consequences of either limiting or not limiting 
growth. 
  
Question 4.  Virginia Hospital Center Property on 
Carlyn Springs Road 
 
Would you support setting aside a portion (or all) of the 
Virginia Hospital Center property on Carlin Springs road for 
parks/recreation use if the County decides to acquire it?   
 
Absolutely.  Some of the land is a resource protection area 
(RPA) right next to Long Branch Nature Center.  That 
certainly should be parkland.  Quite possibly more of the 
area could be as well. 
 
Question 5.  Rosslyn Neighborhood  
 
Given the very high level of redevelopment and 
densification, and the continuing loss of accessible green 
space  in Rosslyn, including the recent loss of a portion of 
Rosslyn Highlands Park to a private developer, what steps 
do you support to meet the current as well as increasing 
demand of people living in Rosslyn for play space/green 
space?    
 
As I mentioned above, we need to work to gain easy 
pedestrian access from Rosslyn to Teddy Roosevelt Island 
and to the Potomac River.   At the moment, those resources 
are so near, yet so far.  We must continue to look at each 
site plan that comes to us and find park space when 
possible.  I think we should consider the tops of buildings as 
areal parks, which sounds odd until you consider the 



Highline Park in NYC, which is an old elevated train bed. 
Paris has a similar park, on which the Highline was modeled.   
 
We also should not only consider making use of elevated 
building roofs, but perhaps in some instances there could 
even be a connection between roof top “parks”.   These are 
not classic parks, but we need to be creative about how we 
use space.  People need to be outside in pleasant 
surroundings with trees, plants, birds and grass.  That can 
be done in many ways.  There are also environmental 
benefits from “green” rooftops, which add to the gain from 
this open, green space. 
 
 
You did not ask, but I would like to suggest we consider 
partnering with the Schools and making the Outdoor Lab in 
Fauquier County something that would be available to 
Arlington residents as well as school students and staff.  I 
plan to discuss this informally with members of both boards.  
I realize this is not “in” Arlington, but it is close and a large 
natural area that we cannot have within our borders due to 
our location. (Potomac Overlook Park is somewhat similar 
being large and unimproved for the most part, but much 
smaller.)  The Arlington Outdoor Education Association 
(AOEA) would like to purchase more land adjoining their 
property.  While it is a heavy lift financially for the AOEA, it 
might not be so difficult with County assistance.  APS is 
limited in its use of the facility by the MOU it has with AOEA, 
but also because of the cost of staff.  Perhaps the MOU could 
be modified and some cost sharing could leverage all our 
resources.   
 
In sum, I appreciate your concern and advocacy for parks 
and recreation space.  Human beings are becoming 
increasingly urban worldwide and we are not an exception.  
However, human beings are wired to connect with nature 
and, I believe, need that connection to stay human and 
healthy. 




