PARKS, RECREATION & GREENWAY ADVISORY BOARD

NOVEMBER 12, 2015

MINUTES
The Parks, Recreation & Greenway Advisory Board (PRGAB) met on Thursday, November 12, 2015, in the Council Chamber, Municipal Building, Raleigh, NC with the following present:




Mike Surasky, presiding




Richard Bostic

Patrick Buffkin

Steve Hepler




Clodagh Lyons-Bastian




David Millsaps




Thomas Moore

Amy Simes

Charles Townsend

Absent & Excused:
Christopher Dillon

Dexter Hebert

Jennifer Hoverstad




Rodger Koopman




Shane Mellin



Kimberly Wicker

Staff Present: Diane Sauer, Scott Payne, Stephen Bentley,  Ken Hisler, Wayne Schindler, Cassie Schumacher-Georgopoulos, Kim Curry-Evans, Grayson Maughan, Matthew Keough, Shawsheen Baker, TJ McCourt, Debra Bradsher
Chairman Surasky called the meeting to order.  He then provided the following quotes:
In the business world and the volunteer world, each job has certain requirements that must be met in order for that job to be done properly and for that organization to survive and prosper.

While different people may approach opportunities in different ways, we need to base decisions on a fundamental set of values as we chart our course of action.

Unsuccessful people make decisions based on their current situations; successful people make decisions based on where they want to be.

If you hang out with chickens, you’re going to cluck.  If you hang out with eagles, you’re going to fly.

Discussion followed with actions taken as shown:

PUBLIC COMMENTS – NONE RECEIVED

This was an opportunity for the public to speak.  No one asked to be heard.

ACTION ITEMS

WOOTEN MEADOWS MASTER PLAN – HEARING – REFERRED TO DECEMBER MEETING
Matthew Keough, Senior Planner, explained the proposed plan, design recommendations and findings issued by the CPC would be reviewed at this meeting and pointed out this item in on the agenda for a public hearing.  A copy of the CPC recommended plan was provided to members at the meeting.   Mr. Keough explained this is a hearing on the proposed maHe reported it was important to note a full CPC consensus was not achieved noting there were questions raised about noise from the proposed play features of the plan.  He indicated board input on that committee concern would be particularly welcome at this meeting.  Recommendations to the City Council are scheduled for the December 10 board meeting and scheduled to go before the City Council on January 19, 2016.  
Graham Smith, DHM Design, reviewed the proposed master plan in detail.  The park consists of access off Millbrook Road, consists of 21.1 acres and has been owned by the City for 20 years.  The aerial view was presented that noted the park has a unique shape and with 70% in the floodplain.  He noted Hare Snipe Creek floods in this area.  At one time the area was used by CASL but for the last 8-9 years has not been used and is now a meadow.  There is a 24” sewer line and easement running parallel to Hare Snipe Creek and has invasive plants, i.e. ivy.  An old mill dam was located here.  The Citizen Planning Committee consisted of 18 people plus 2 Parks Board members.
At this point, members of the CPC made the following comments:

Carole Sawicki indicated this property is located at her back yard noting most of her back yard runs along the remains of the parking lot for the park.  The property now is mostly overgrown fields and a mulch repository.  She noted a lot of neighbors are very happy with the plan and worked hard for over 1 year with staff to get to this point and felt this is a wonderful park plan.  She noted she would be happy to have what is recommended in her back yard.  She was grateful to have been a part of the process and learned a lot from the experience.
Stephen Avent indicated he lives near the park and has 2 children.  He noted this committee was a learning and interesting experience and did not realize how long the park is.  He also wasn’t aware of the natural habitats provided.  He stated he learned a lot about the property and it was nice to have the opportunity to help plan what the park would be in the future.

Ralph Schilling stated this was a great experience and was happy to be part of the process noting involving local citizens in this design is critical.  There was a great range of opinions.  He stated when he first saw this property he thought it was a pretty site but was obviously in trouble and for the last 200 years things had been done that did not let it drain properly.  The land has changed a lot.  Members had strong opinions about what should be there.  Through the process his opinions had changed.  He felt the resulting design and phasing would create a beautiful park that would be a gem in the system.  Drainage was discussed as an early phase.  He noted Phase 1 involves building of infrastructure of the wetlands that will help clean up the creek.  He stated the proposal is a beautiful design.
Mr. Smith explained nature and preservation always stayed on top of the priority list.  There was a lot of different feedback from a lot of people in the process.  Mr. Smith stated coming up with a preferred plan took a few meetings of the committee and the concept plan was refined.  The plan consists of restrooms, open lawn, parking area and a pathway system.  At Work Shop #3, 70% of those attending felt the concept met the needs and interest of residents within 1 mile and 81% felt the values were upheld.  It is felt the east part of the site is the best location for building things, i.e., restrooms, etc., but is also close to the eastern neighbors with additional plantings recommended for that purpose.  Mr. Smith reviewed the concept in detail.
It was reported of the 13 members present at the last meeting, 5 members fully supported the plan, 3 members like the plan but was concerned about the noise, 4 members indicated they can live with it and 1 person wanted a more passive park.

Mr. Smith reported, in regard to phasing, that all voted in favor of the pathways and trails being the first priority and doing the parking and infrastructure for restrooms if possible.  He further noted the earth work for the wetlands is also one of the top priorities.

CHAIRMAN SURASKY DECLARED THE PUBLIC HEARING OPEN
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Mr. Moore asked if Ms. Solomon’s concern related to daytime noise, nighttime noise or both with Ms. Solomon responding both.  She noted if we don’t build it, people will not come but did not have a problem with the natural play areas or trails.  Mr. Moore pointed out the park would not be lit and people would only use the park in the daytime.  
Craig Herman made the following statement:

“I live across the street from the park and am excited to see development of the park.  I have attended many of the PCP meetings over the last year and want to share with you my observations as a member of the community.

The CPC had a very important task to represent a community of 9000 within a 1 mile radius of the park.  For the first 9 months I was encouraged by the process and excited to see how the park would come together based on collection of information from multiple public workshops and the generation of the list of values.  From this information, the landscape architects, in my opinion, did a fantastic job of designing 3 park plans which would suit the needs of the community.  I was excited by the 3, well designed plans and attended the September CPC meeting expecting to hear how the CPC worked to combine the best features of each to arrive at a proposal that would meet the needs and desires of the community.  Instead of seeing an optimized combined plan, I listened as the landscape architects walked the CPC through the revised design of a significantly scaled back version which removed many of the features of the park that, I feel, would be attractive to the citizens of our area.
After the presentation, the CPC discussions I heard at this meeting were shocking.  Some CPC members focused discussions on the removal of the bathroom facility, the removal of grading of the small area of mowed turn so that no one would be able to kick a ball around and the removal of the only remaining play structure in the park which included just 4 swings.

I, and the many people I have talked to since, are glad that I attended this meeting and that I made the updated version of the CPC plan available to they could compare them to the original 3 proposals which they thought would be implemented.  The result of this review was a very well attended Public Workshop #3 where the community shared their thoughts with the committee and the parks staff.

Based on my observations, I want to raise concern with the process which I feel was an unbalanced representation of interests.  I will now provide several examples that support this concern:

The first, and perhaps the most important, of these concerns has to do with the composition of the committee.  The 14 member committee was entrusted with recommending a park design for 9000 citizens.  The conversations I observed focused more on what would be in a “backyard” than they did on what would be in a “community park”.  These conversations confused me so I did some investigation and found that 7 of the 14 active members of the CPC have properties that are adjacent to the park and 2 additional members live just one lot away from the park’s border.  That left just 5 committee member that were from the surrounding communities.  It was clear to me that others on the CPC wanted to provide balance but were placed in a significant position of compromise given the unbalance of the committee membership.

Another unbalance surfaced when several of the neighbors in my subdivision and in nearby communities commented after the Public Workshop 3 that they did not feel like some of the CPC members they talked to were hearing their input and were instead defending the revised proposal.  This was reinforced when I observed the conversation as the CPC was reviewing the output of public workshop 3.  Comments such as “but that doesn’t matter since we have already decided about that” were very surprising to me since I thought the committee was to consider and discuss the public output to see if any revision could or should be incorporated.

I experienced another example of the unbalanced nature of the CPC conversations when, after being called upon to speak at a meeting, I highlighted information from the summary of Public Workshop #3 that was relevant to the topic of discussion.  I was publicly scolded by a member of the committee, who had an opposing view, and was told I was being disruptive to the proceedings.  Later, when I followed up with this committee member to understand her comment, she informed me that “the public is ignorant” and that she knows the property best, even better than the landscape architects who designed the 3 proposals.
This lack of a fair consensus process is disturbing to me but I am encouraged that the Advisory Board has the opportunity to provide more balance in representing the best interest of the entire community.  Please review the many comments that have been posted on the Sidewalk community discussion tool and the many comments that are included in the outputs of the multiple Public Workshop sessions.  I think you will find that the community wants and expects more in this park.  My assessment is that it is unfortunate that negative experiences from the past when soccer fields existed have biased many of the CPC and has heavily influenced the design proposal for this park.  But let’s learn from the past and move forward.

I assume a proposal from a CPC holds significant weight to this committee, but I ask that while reviewing this proposal, you remember and consider that 9 of 14 of the CPC members own and live in properties that are adjacent to, or just one lot away from, this park.  Some members of the CPC will hide behind the park value of “nature” in an effort to keep features and structures out of the park even though they were shown many examples of where structures and nature can coexist perfectly.  Please use your expertise and knowledge of park design and community interest to make a fair and balanced assessment of what will make this park a remarkable place for ALL of the 9000 surrounding citizens including those whose voice could not be heard.”

Mike Durham, 505 Winthrop Drive, spoke to the uniqueness of the park which is long and thin.  He indicated a group of people wanted quiet and natural and others want more activity.  He indicated the CPC did a good job and he was in favor of the plan.  He felt his children would also love the park as recommended and the plan has something for everyone.  He did not think it would be possible for everyone to get everything they wanted for the park.  He indicated he voted to agree with the plan and felt it is a compromise.
Sue Gardlik, 4901 Rembert Drive, thanked those involved in working on the plan.  She stated she is a runner and this plan offers great opportunity for a trail.  She urged stepping back and use clear language other than values and consider who the park is for.  By diluting and making it all things to all people, she questioned if anyone would use the park and emphasized she wanted a park that would be used.  She noted the limited parking says it will be a neighborhood park and that seems to be at odds with the education stations.  In regard to the trail system, neighborhood users would be limited if the trail system is extended to optimal size noting runners need 1-1/1/2 miles.  She urged rethinking who is being targeted and who will be using the park.
Dorothy Smith, Hampton Oaks Subdivision, noted she lives 1 mile from the park and serves as the Northwest CAC Vice Chair.  She explained this was her first exposure to the park and learned to appreciate the process and was impressed by the effort put into this plan noting countless hours were spent to get to this point.  She felt they were all trying to take in as much as they could and trying to fit it into that space noting it is a hard space to deal with due to the small size.  An enormous effort was put into taking everything into consideration.  She asked that the board try to take all comments and weigh them the same way.  She felt the CPC was trying to do a good job.  There was tension between “this is what I would like to have” and “this is what I am afraid of”.  The park is limited by its shape and the floodplain and felt the plan incorporates what they could come up with.  The group tried to listen and take all comments into consideration.  She hoped a compromise is reached and felt the park will be used.
Carole Sawicki indicated every park has a character and that must be considered.  Character is determined by a lot of things, i.e., shape, topography, neighbor proximity, wildlife, flooding, etc.  Everyone needs to learn that and step back and consider it.  She explained at the CPC’s first meeting they were provided with a matrix they had to fill out.  With the design features of the park, there are only certain things that can be put in there.  She emphasized people on the CPC did take into consideration many different viewpoints.  This will be a great place where you can bring children, there are natural play areas, restrooms and there will be lots of people who want to use the park.  She stated “you can’t have everything”.

Mark Ellard, 5720 Fairglass Road, indicated he works in the area and passes this park every day.  He thought it was a wasted asset.  He noted there were 3 proposed plans presented on the website and were considerably different.  He felt the park needs to fit the needs of as many people as possible.  He felt taking out the restrooms would be absurd. He felt it would be good to see the extension of the greenway go further and would like to see it paved.  Maximizing the use of the park for recreational uses if important as people would be able to use the park more.  He suggested putting enough elements into the park that serves the large part of the community.
CHAIRMAN SURASKY DECLARED THE HEARING CLOSED

In response to a question from Ms. Lyons-Bastian, Mr. Smith pointed out it did not seem prudent or feasible from a financial standpoint to extend the greenway to Brookhaven as a dead end greenway would result.  He pointed out there are 8 properties and a large area of wetlands before the greenway reaches Brookhaven.  In response to questioning from Mr. Hepler, Mr. Smith pointed out the wetland areas.  He explained to alter the floodplain would be pushing runoff down to Crabtree and making matters worse.  Mr. Hepler questioned the parks in the area with it being noted this would include Brookhaven Nature Park, Lake Lynn Park, Williams Park, Shelley Lake and Leesville Community Park.  In response to a question from Ms. Simes, Mr. Smith indicated there is approximately ¾ acre of mowed turf.  Mr. Bostic questioned access points with Mr. Smith pointing out the Millbrook Road access.  In response to a question from Mr. Millsaps, Mr. Smith stated the total cost to implement the plan is $1.5 million.  Mr. Millsaps complimented the word done by the CPC and staff.  Mr. Townsend questioned the drainage with it being pointed out the property drains into Hare Snipe Creek and over 95% of the water going through the site comes in under Millbrook Road.  Mr. Surasky questioned the amount of usable acreage in this park with Mr. Smith responding 70% of the site is in the floodplain.  Mr. Buffkin referred to not connecting the greenway to Crabtree Greenway that is 2 ½ miles away.  Mr. Smith noted there is no timetable for acquiring right-of-way and the City would have to purchase easements and there is no structure in place to build that section of greenway and would not make sense to pave a greenway going nowhere.  He indicated there is too much unknown that financially would not make sense to building anything down there.  Ms. Lyons-Bastian questioned if the extension is not made now, would a new master plan be required for an extension later.  Ms. Sauer indicated a whole new master plan would not be needed.  
Mr. Surasky indicated the City does have an ordinance against dogs being off leash and they will not be able to run free in that area.  In regard to the noise ordinance, every property is bound by ordinances.  He reminded board members since a consensus was not brought forward, the board has a large job to do in this case noting it is not that often that we have a CPC group without consensus.  He indicated there was at least 2 polar opposites for what the neighbors in this case want.

Ms. Sauer thanked the CPC members noting they did a tremendous job and thanked the other citizens who spoke.  She further thanked staff for their job in the process.  She noted this is available on the website and staff is available to answer questions.  She asked that all additional questions be submitted to Mr. Keough by December 1.  Ms. Sauer also advised this would not have to be acted upon at the next meeting and could be referred to a committee of the board.  Mr. Surasky indicated he would also like to hear from Ms. Hoverstad and Mr. Koopman.
MOORE SQUARE SCHEMATIC DESIGN – HEARING

Grayson Maughan, Planner, reported there had been over 30 meetings relating to what the public priorities are for Moore Square and this priority report drove us to this point.  She explained they are seeking approval of the 15% design level.  An open house was held and positive feedback was received.  This item will be presented to the City Council in Work Session and will go to the City Council on December 1.

Matt Chrisco and Gina Ford were present representing Sasaki Associates to review the design.
He indicated this is early in the process and the next step would be to get the board’s approval at this meeting and get Council approval in early December which will launch them to more detailed design of the park.  His presentation of the plan included design implications, slopes inside the square, soils, tree protection, tree succession, etc.

Gina Ford reported the top 3 priorities received were flexibility, history and safety.  Others included a heritage walk, central lawn, restrooms, food and beverage service and water feature.  She felt this plan is flexible as a framework.  She pointed out various areas on the plan including areas for neighborhood activities, temporary state performance area, service areas, etc.

CHAIRMAN SURASKY DECLARED THE PUBLIC HEARING OPEN.

No one asked to speak.

CHAIRMAN SURASKY DECLARED THE PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED.

Mr. Buffkin questioned if the City has resolved the issue of locating a building in the park with Ms. Maughan responding the location of a building looks very optimistic.  Mr. Moore questioned a fountain with Ms. Ford indicating it is hoped to have a water feature with multiple functions but that hasn’t been designed yet.  Mr. Moore noted how children love water features.  He agreed with the open space aspect.  Mr. Moore questioned if there is anything that can be done to prevent trucks from going into the park.  He stated he likes the trees and it was clear the architects had done a really good job.  Ms. Ford noted they felt strongly about limiting access to the tree area.  Mr. Millsaps complimented the architects noting the City is so lucky to be working with this talented team noting they have sensitivity to the context of the square and where the city is going.  Ms. Simes questioned the open house with Ms. Ford noting there was positive feedback and 60 were in attendance.  She stated the plan was very favorable received and the businesses in the area are on board with this.  In response to a question from Mr. Hepler, Ms. Ford stated they are on budget for where they are at this point.  Mr. Bostic stated he is very pleased with the plan noting there is a culture of the square now and how it will be in the future.  He expressed concern about how the park will be used in the future and was not sure how the use would be transitioned in the plan.  Ms. Ford explained every city has this issue and right now did not feel a majority of the population feels this in Moore Square noting some of it is design, maintenance, etc.  She felt they are doing everything possible in the plan that will be beneficial in transitioning to the future use.  She felt activities would be brought into the park and no one is being kicked out.  Mr. Surasky felt closure of the park during construction will help in this transition and felt the views help immensely, particularly with the grove rooms.

Mr. Moore moved approval of the plan as presented.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hepler, unanimously passed.  Chairman Surasky ruled the motion adopted.

MINUTES – OCTOBER 15, 2015 – APPROVED

Minutes of the October 15, 2015 were provided in the agenda packets.  Mr. Moore moved approval of the minutes.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Buffkin, unanimously passed.  Chairman Surasky ruled the motion adopted.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

STANDING COMMITTEES:

GWUT/GREENWAY & URBAN TREES COMMITTEE:

Dogs and Parks:

Mr. Surasky reported the committee met on November 5 and discussed the dog park at Buffalo Road Park.  A presentation was received and the committee agreed to bring this item back for approval.  Two other runs were discussed and it was agreed to move those forward through the public process.  These will be done separately.  

LIAISON COMMITTEES:

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Commission:
Ms. Simes reported the commission met on October 19 and discussed the Bike Summit in Charlotte and how to get more people involved in biking.  She noted Charlotte greenways do not have speed or time limits.  The commission also received an update of the Bike Plan.  The next meeting will be on November 16 with an extensive Bike Plan Update.

Mr. Millsaps indicated the NCDOT committee is working with City representatives to regulate the way bikes are allowed on the roads.  Bikers generally ride 2 abreast.  This relates to full use of the lanes and they are considering allowing the 2 abreast within the City limits.  

City’s Bike Plan Update:

Ms. Simes reported the committee met on November 6 and the Bike Plan is now available on the website.  Programs around biking were also discussed, i.e., bike lights, Bike Month activities in May, etc.  Other discussion related to way finding types of signs and using Bike Raleigh emblem so people will know they are on a bike route.  Public comments will be received in December and their next meeting will be in January.

Historical Cemeteries Advisory Board:

Mr. Schindler provided the report noting the Board met the previous Monday.  The Landscape Committee has been very active and has been reviewing the final landscape design for the East Street entrance into City Cemetery.  The Committee began discussing development of the Landscape Master Plan for Mt. Hope Cemetery and staff was asked to assemble several reference documents.  Staff and board members presented the City Cemetery Landscape Plan at Thompson Hunter School.  The Maintenance Committee is working with staff on the process for disbanding Hunter Cemetery committee.  The Board will not meet in December.

Historical Resources and Museum Advisory Board.
Ms. Simes reported the board met on October 28.  Holiday Express is sold out.  The Mordecai Open House will be December 12 & 13.  She reported the annual report shows increases in museum and history sites of 17% and 7% and a decrease in historic attractions.  The next board meeting will be January.

John Chavis Memorial Park PLG:
Mr. Bostic reported the PLG met on October 28 where the master plan and schematic design process were explained.  A new design was reviewed that everyone seemed to like.  The group talked about phasing and what could be afforded in phase 1.  The group will be meeting again in December for public comments.  He indicated everyone understands you can’t have everything you want and can’t have it all at one time.

Mr. Millsaps indicated the meeting was impromptu and was very effective.  Staff, designers and the consultant really came through.

Raleigh Arts Plan:
Mr. Hepler reported the final meeting will be next Tuesday and they would be making a recommendation to the Raleigh Arts Commission.

River Bend CPC:
Mr. Buffkin reported the CPC met on October 27 at Abbot Creek and had good conversation.  They discussed the process.  The open house is coming up.  He looks forward to working with the members on the CPC and planning the park.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT - RECEIVED
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Mr. Payne reported on the User Fee meetings noting public comments were received.  There is a draft of where categories fit in the pyramid and will be going through the costing process.  The consultants will begin to draft the policy and come back for review and comment.  A presentation will be made to the board in January.

BOARD COMMENTS – RECEIVED

Chairman Surasky encouraged committee involvement and asked members to step forward to serve on the Liaison Committees.  He noted the following week he would be attending the Safe School Conference in Chapel Hill.

Mr. Hepler indicated the Moore Square consultants did a great job and felt everyone would be proud of the result.

Mr. Buffkin indicated he would be meeting with the Water Sports enthusiasts at Lake Wheeler the following Tuesday.  

Ms. Lyons-Bastian indicated it was nice how people get involved in the parks and work toward the best solution.

ADJOURNMENT

Upon motion of Mr. Millsaps, seconded by Mr. Hepler, unanimously passed, the meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Brenda Hunt
