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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary  
June 28, 2017; 7:00-9:30 pm  

CHP, Room Cherry/Dogwood 

Subject: A Plan for Our Public Spaces (Draft Public Spaces Master Plan)  
PC Members in Attendance: N. Iacomini (Chair); E. Gearin; K. McSweeney; J. Siegel; J. Schroll; J. Lantelme; S. 
Hughes.  Committee Chair in Attendance: Carolyn Haynes (Park & Recreation Commission).  Staff in Attendance: 
Irena Lazic, Jane Rudolph, Lisa Grandle, and Erik Beach (DPR), and Jennifer Smith (CPHD) 
 

 
1. Project Overview 

 
 Staff presentation of the draft Public Spaces Master Plan was provided by Irena Lazic, DPR; 
 She noted this is a preliminary draft and an updated document would be distributed for wider public 

review prior to upcoming public meetings.  Adjustments to the version for PC review are likely.  
 Details of the proposed Level of Service approach were outlined, including the approach to apply both 

population-based and access-based standards.   
o For Population-based analysis, the Level of Service (LOS) analysis examines existing amenities 

comparing current, peer jurisdiction, and typical population per amenity ratios, the results from 
the statistically-valid survey completed as part of this study, and develops a recommended 
population/amenity ratio.   

o For Access, the LOS takes into consideration travel distances (walking/biking) to different 
amenities within high-density and low-density areas.  It also notes that some amenities do not 
have an access standard, given that some amenities occur in unplanned areas (i.e. natural areas) 
or are considered to be destinations whereby travel distance is not a critical factor (i.e. skate 
park). 

 
Overall Questions/Discussion: 
 Overall, document includes valuable elements.   
 However, it is difficult to navigate the document and understand how it will help the PC review 

development applications 
 Are the LOS maps intended to guide?  It was noted that the Retail Plan calls out key policies for certain 

areas of the County and the maps clearly indicate what is intended 
 There is conflicting data on page 26 

 
LOS Questions/Discussion: 
 What is meant by “typical” standard?  Is this a national standard? 
 Why isn’t “casual use space” includes in the LOS?  This wasn’t part of the survey completed so there isn’t 

data to compare.  It was noted that LOS would not be a static tool and it would have to be monitored and 
adjusted over time as needed. 

 LOS tables need more clarity to indicate the proposed change or improvement;  
 Explain how the recommendations were derived 
 LOS table – slide 25 – provide clarity that numbers are cumulative 
 For “combination” fields, add the word “of” to clarify “1/2 of combination fields” 
 Overall positive comments were expressed that this tool offers more analysis and information than what 

is available today and can inform CIP and planning projects 
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 Document should clarify that some spaces are not included because they do not under public ownership 
or have a public access easement. 

 It is important to consider the population demographics when siting some amenities, even those that are 
not currently proposed to include an access standard, such as small games, pools. 

 Mixed opinions provided on how the document should guide different types of processes: universal 
approach, or based on different types of processes (CIP, site plan, NC projects, unified residential 
development, etc.) 

 
 

2. Selected Draft Recommendations 
Staff and PC members discussed several key draft recommendations: 

 
 Zoning Regulation Revisions 

Questions/Discussion: 
 Suggestion was made to change the verb “modify” to “study” or “explore” as some zoning 

modifications may be appropriate for by-right regulations, others may need more community 
conversation and County Board review via use permit 

 Further discussion will be needed to evaluate the differences 
 

 Transfer of Development Rights 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Suggestion was made to change the verb “strengthen” to “explore expanding use of TDR”  
 Helpful to clarify how the County can use the land and not lose the density, and how TDR will help 

meet goals 
 Who administers a TDR Bank? What order would sites under a bank be used/prioritized? 
 Is there a way to indicate/mark sending and receiving sites to further advance and clarify TDR in the 

County? 
 

 Concession & Alcohol Policies 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Suggest clarifying that a temporary permit is needed when special events are held at public spaces 
 Caution about desire to allow vendors, but recognize that they may compete with existing restaurant 

and business establishments 
 Suggestion to think more holistically about this approach, which currently limits this activity to high 

density areas and along street rights-of-way, but can’t be used in public parks under a shelter 
 

 Casual Use Spaces 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Draft PSMP is avoiding use of “programmed” and “unprogrammed” terms 
 These are not designed for specific use at all times; allow for impromptu use, but not leftover space 

when planning/designing parks 
 Staff noted these are considered important spaces, and not less than other types of spaces (i.e. fields) 
 A request for GIS mapping of these spaces 
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 Dog Parks & Dog Runs 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Should these specifically be noted as “exterior” spaces? 
 Smaller dog parks can’t accommodate many dogs at the same time; 7,500 square feet is a small space 

and it will not be possible to enforce a limit on the number of dogs in the space at any one time 
 Why is 2,000-7,500 sf recommended for Dog Runs? These spaces are intended to offer additional 

space for dogs in higher density areas of the County that are not as convenient as the larger dog 
parks, intended to be used for shorter durations. 

 It was noted that proposed dog runs give dogs space to run, and keeps dogs off of other park areas 
 Lighting is considered beneficial in the higher density urban areas for safety; it is expected lights 

would be low level lighting   
 

 Fields – Synthetic Turf & Lighting 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Disadvantages to synthetic fields also need to be clearly laid out in the plan: drainage, chemicals, etc.  

It was noted that the County is actively monitoring and working on ways to mitigate disadvantages, 
including coordination with public health staff. 

 Is it definitive as part of this proposed plan that with synthetic fields, lighting will be installed?  If so, 
what is the process to raise awareness of this new policy with community members? 

 A suggestion was made to indicate that a process would occur to determine when synthetic fields are 
chosen, and to also discuss and confirm lighting. It was noted that all synthetic fields installed to date 
have gone through a special process with community members. 

 Some PC members conveyed support for the recommendation to use lighting with synthetic fields 
 It was noted that additional work on the lighting details is needed to review more lighting options. 
 

 Park Master Plans and Framework Plans 
Questions/Discussion: 
 Park Master Plans are more detailed plans for future park designs.  Framework Plans are more 

conceptual. 
 There is not a proposed policy indicating that all parks will need a park master plan. 
 Should a park conservation plan be considered, akin to NC Plans? 
 Consider criteria for when a park master plan is needed?  This should be included in the PSMP 
 Suggestion was made to inform community members that a community review/discussion would 

occur when a change of use is proposed, and, in contrast, general modifications or maintenance may 
not need a full process  

 Suggest that park master plans be used for the very large spaces, impacting many users 
 

 POPS Implementation/Other General Comments 
Questions/Discussion: 
 What will link what we have, what we are planning to acquire, and what we will need to acquire in 

the future? 
 The PSMP needs to be timeless, but also needs to help guide Site Plan Review Processes (SPRC), CIP 

and other processes 
 Every LOS map indicates a need, but the plan doesn’t specifically say how the County should focus on 

achieving needs in certain areas. 
 Will privately owned open spaces be defined?  What will design guidelines be used for (action 

1.2.18)?  
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 Concerns were expressed about inserting information from other Comp Plan elements into this 
document – information can become voided and out of date, makes it difficult to determine what is 
part of this Comp Plan versus others; suggest changing approach to “consult/reference” other plans 
rather than incorporating distinct elements.   

 


