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OVERVIEW & SYNTHESIS

A Stakeholder Advisory Committee was
formed to represent the interests of the
surrounding community. Public and non-profit
organizations were interviewed to gauge
their sentiments on the current conditions
at Lents, and to ascertain their sentiments
regarding future growth and redesign of the
park. After the initial interview, constituents
were updated regularly on the progression of
the master plan as well as public open house
opportunities. This Stakeholder Committee
consisted of the following agencies to serve as
representatives for the neighborhood:

Lents Neighborhood Association
Foster-Powell Neighborhood Association
Friends of Lents Park

Lents Town Center Urban Renewal Area Council
SUN Program at Lents School

Rose Community Development Commission
Foster Area Business Association

82nd Avenue of Roses

Lents School

Wattles Boys & Girls Club

City Sports Workgroup

Lents International Farmer’s Market

SE Works

Portland Police Bureau

Portland Interscholastic League (PIL)
PAL Portland Youth Football
Portland Fruit Tree Project

Zenger Farm

Growing Gardens
Portland Sustainability Institute (PoSl)
Green Lents
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The Project Advisory Committee (PAC) was
formed to represent a variety of interests and
advise project staff and consultants. The PAC
was charged with assisting the design team in
the process of programmatic development,
formulating  visionary goals, reviewing
conceptual design options and guiding the
development of the master plan. Additionally,
the PAC provided input on public involvement
and facilitated community outreach and
education.

All PAC meetings were open to the public and
time was set aside during each meeting for
public comment. Portland Parks & Recreation
and other city staff provided administrative
support and project expertise to the
committee. Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) members, which consisted of city

staff from multiple bureaus, attended PAC
meetings when necessary to provide input
and guidance as the project developed.

Additionally, the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) assisted the PAC and consultant team
to clarify operations and maintenance
considerations of the park.

In order to garner information and feedback
from the public, a series of open house
meetings were conducted in the Lents
neighborhood. These meetings provided the
community the opportunity to engage in the
design process, and voice their sentiments
about the current conditions of the park, as
well as its future. Following each open house,
a questionnaire and/or survey was distributed
to attendees and community members to
gauge public opinion and overall attitudes

about the Park. Portland Parks and Recreation
analyzed, collated, and distributed this
information to the design consultant to aid in
site program and conceptual development.

In addition to the open house meetings,
Portland Parks and Recreation conducted
three listening sessions with specific subjects
to allow community members the opportunity
to focus their interests. The topics discussed
were active recreation, sustainability and
community spaces at Lents Park. The goals
of these sessions were to help participants
understand the master planning process,
engage participants in discussion, and allow
for a free exchange of information and ideas.
Input gathered was used for the final open
house session as well as by the design team
for the final Lents Park Master Plan.
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The design team established the following
schedule and approach to lead the project
through master plan development:

Lents Park Master Plan

P edio Gl RS May June July August September October | November | December | January
2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2011

Tasks

Task 1: Project Start-Up (3 weeks) |

1.1  Develop Work Plan [

1.2 Kick-off Meeting with PP&R [© 571010

1.3 PAC Meeting #1 | JOT ]

[Task 2: Site Analysis / Program (8 weeks) |

2.1 Site Analysis I

2.2 Conduct Stakeholder Interviews |

2.3 Identify Opportunities and Constraints

2.4 PP&R's O&M Meeting #1 (@)

2.5  Public Open House #1 [])

2.6 PAC Meeting #2

2.7 Develop Park Program

[Task 3: Concept Plan Alternatives (8 weeks)

3.1  Develop Plan Alternatives

3.2 Develop Cost Estimates

3.3 TAC Meeting #1

3.4 PP&R's O&M Meeting #2

3.5 PAC & TAC Meeting #3

3.6 Public Open House #2

R[]

Task 4: Preferred Plan Refil & Master Plan Report (14 weeks)

4.1 Refine Preferred Plan

4.2 PP&R's O&M Meeting #3

4.3 PAC & TAC Meeting #4

4.4 Public Open House #3

4.5  PAC & TAC Meeting #5

4.6 Prepare Draft Report

4.7 _Review Draft Report with PP&R

4.8 PP&R Peer Review

4.9 Prepare Final Report

Task 5: Master Plan Review (9 weeks)

5.1 Present Plan to Parks Board

5.2 Parks Director & C¢ Review

5.3 Present Plan to City Council

5

LEGEND

Task Duration [

Consultant Work Task |

Meeting with Portland Parks & Recreation - 0&M

Meeting with Project Advisory Committee (PAC)

Meeting with Techincal Advisory Committee (TAC)

Public Open House

Presentations

Pt @ [@|(0]0
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Appendix A: Stakeholder Interviews

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

Lent s Park Master Plan - Stakeholder Interview Synthesis
Interviews Conducted by Walker Macy - June 2010

Interviews were Conducted with the Following Stakeholders:

Lents Neighborhood Asseciation 82 Avenue of Roses PPS High School /Portland
Foster-Powell Neighborhood Lents School Interscholastic League (PIL)
Association Wattles Boys & Girls Club PAL Portiand Youth Football

Friends of Lents Park City Sports Workgroup Portland Fruit Tree Project

Lents Town Center URAC Lents International Farmer’'s Market Zenger Farm

SUN Program at Lents School SE Works Growing Gardens

Rose CDC Portland Police Bureau Portland Sustainability Institute (PoSI)

Foster Area Business Association Green Lents

Overall Ideas:

* Redefine Lents as an active central gathering and activity space for the community; a strong symbeol
of the neighborhood that is more actively engaged with and is more directly beneficial to the
neighborhood.

+ Open space within the Lents Neighborhood is highly valued, especially as itis a dense neighborhood
and will continue to increase in density.

* How could Lents Park aid in economic development or the creation of jobs within the
neighborhood?

* Improve the links between the park, schools, transportation and town center

Existing Assets:
* Public Transit Access - Promote the current strong transit infrastructure to the park.
Create better defined and more wel by bus stops and a stronger link to
the MAX
+ Town Center - Promote a stronger connection
* Diversity - Continue to celebrate and promote the cultural diversity of the neighborhood and look
to promote cultural understanding. Provide opportunities for a variety of populations to actively
participate in the park.
» Soft Surface Fitness Track - Well used and loved by community

+ Playground Area

and imp isti to include hand washing station and
refrigeration amenities to support the surmer lunch program.
o Create aSpray Deck - this would be a huge draw for the greater community, not just Lents
neighborhood
* Sports Fields - numerous schools, organizations and leagues are dependent upon the availability of
Lents’ Fields although some find the fees prohibitive or so high that they discourage use (baseball
fields in particular)
o Improve quality and maintainability of fields, making play safer and fields more desirable

o Make Walker Stadium a synthetic turf field that would support multiple uses and year-
round play
Through the improvement of Walker Stadium and other sports fields on site, tiered
tournament play could occur at Lents, creating a draw with significant social, recreational
and economic benefits.
Make Walker Stadium ADA accessible

o Football Field (Sports Field 1) - Improve field, create a spectator area and add lighting for
extended use

o Create or Designate One Flexible Use, First Come, First Served Field for informal
community use

* Restrooms - Create more access to restrooms, particularly as stadium restrooms are generally
closed.

o Look for new opportunities or alternative designs that discourage vandalism (Portland Loo,
etc)

+ Community Gardens - Keep existing and consider expanding locations for gardening (both for
educational programs/instruction and actual growing space). Gardens (both home and community)
are an important food source for this community

o Consider Smaller Plot Sizes to 10x10 to increase total number of available plots and
reduce waiting list
Create a Small, Covered Gathering Space within the Community Garden for educational
and gathering purposes

+« DogPark

@ There are relatively few complaints or conflicts with the dog parkin its location, but there
is a desire to improve boundary signage so that itis better defined. Is a different location in
the park better?

+ Relocate and Improve the Gazebo
o Redesign so that it is ADA accessible
Look to relocate it where sports activity does not interfere with events,
o Look to reorient so that evening sun does not interfere with performances

Requests for/Interest in:
+ Amphitheater/Larger performance Space - Combine with Gazebo Renovations or create a new
space?
o Use natural slope in SE comer of the Park?
* Meeting Space - For community and educational groups to use as a meeting place or cutdoor
classroom,
o Create a Covered Space so that community can use it during inclement weather.
«  Create/Highlight Educational and Historical Components - Within the park, provide the
opportunity to create links between schools, individuals and the park through
o Engaging Wayfinding
o Historical and Botanical Information

Lents Park Master Plan - February 2011



+ Native Planting and Green Technology Demonstration Areas - Heighten environmental
awareness within neighborhood to promote the current sustainability efforts of the city and various
organizations

« Skate Spot - Viewed as a positive addition to activate NE comer and provide peaple, especially
children an alternative to crossing 1-205 to get to Ed Benedict

* Increased Passive Recreation Space

« Provide more areas for gathering both reserved and unreserved, picnicking and gathering
o Informal gathering space is very important for families and teens

* Improve Lighting in parking areas, as well as the NE corner and Southern areas of park

« Create Accessible Paths through the center of the park that allow for greater cross-park
movement and connections to transit and the Town Center

+ Create a Public Events Board to keep community aware of events and programs taking place in the
park

o Many people do not have access to or are unable to navigate the internet
Ensure information is distributed in multiple languages

* Improvements Aimed to Host Vendors and Events - this will increase the use of the park by local

organizations
Ensure that access to electricity, restrooms and some “drive up” areas are available so that
vendors can access the park and support events occurring in the park

* Increase Seating Opportunities throughout the park

Park Safety & Security:
+ Police Patrol Frequently (2+ times per day) and often engage in extra patrols to ensure safety
o Crime issues that do occur include drugs, drinking, suspicious vehicles
o Change in demographics in the past few years has led to a need for greater police activity in
the area.
* Most Calls Regarding Disturbances are the Result of Cultural Misunderstandings
o (Example: People call in about loud, angry voices or report a fight in the park and in reality,
there is simply a boisterous game of basketball being played).
+ Currently, There is Good Visual Access into the Center of the Park
Additional vehicular access through the center of the park (limited to police access) would
be helpful
+ Restrooms - Auto locking restrooms (that lock in evening when the park is closed) or Portland Loos
waould be a wonderful addition.
+ Lighting - Fairly good except for the southern, sloping side of the park
+ Steel Ave Parking Lot - Very prone to car vandalism and break-Ins due to hidden location
Break-Ins occur throughout Lents neighbarhood. They are not concentrated around the
park.
+  Skate Spot - This would be an excellent addition
Would provide a place for kids to gather, socialize and be active and further activate the
park.
o Besure to design well so that is it safe and used. It's the unused skate spots are prone to
vandalism

Appendix A: Stakeholder Interviews

« Continue to Design with Surveillance in Mind
o Forfuture design and renovation, keep CPTED in mind (Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design)
o This may conflict with high interest expressed in the introduction of native plants and
additional natural areas within the park

Thoughts to Keep in Mind as we Conti with the Planning Process:
# The lmpact of the Stadium Proposal
o Many people in the community, particularly following the Stadium proposal have “planning
fatigue”. Look to implement projects to show forward movemnent and a response to
neighborhood concems.
o This caused many hurt feelings, a divide within the community and in some cases a lack of
trust, bear in mind it may take time to heal and overcome the impact of this
o The community wants their voice to be heard and feels unsure that their feedback will be
taken into consideration and acted upon. Ensure that comments are being properly
recorded and paid due attention.
+ The Cultural Diversity of the Lents Neighborhood
As we think about Lents Park for the next 25 years, remember that Lents prides itself on its
diverse nature and strives to continue to be diverse in the future.
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Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

Existing Lents Park playgro d
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PAC MEETING #1 - AGENDA

A PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

AGENDA
1. Call to Order Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong
1. Welcome Sarah Coates Huggins
11, Introductions EKW
IV. Project Overview SCH
a. Committes Process EKW
b. Project Timeline / Process Walker Macy
V. Committee Business EKW
i, Meeting Schedule
ii. Open House Outreach
iii, Mext Steps - homework
V1. Public Comment EKW

Adjourn

Lents Park Master Plan
Project Advisory Committes Meeting #1
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
May 18, 2010 — 6:00 to 8:30 pm

6:10

6:15

6:00

6:45

T.30

800

815

Tentative Meeting Schedule:

May
1* Advisory Committee Meeting — May 18

June
Open House #1
Week of June 21- 26

July

2" Advisory Committee Meeting — week of July 6-8 (preferable), or 12-15
Angust

3" Advisory Committee Meeting — week of August 9-12

Open House #2
Lents Founders Day (14 or 21) or 28

Seprember
4" Advisory Committee Meeting — Week of September 20-24

October
Open House #3
Week of October 4-7

5™ Advisory Committee Meeting — Week of October 25-28

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries
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Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

PAC MEETING #1 - SUMMARY

Investing in Portland’s Future

gk PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC

PORTLAND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

LENTS PARK MASTER PLAN

Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #1
May 18, 2010

6:00 PM - 8:15 PM

Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92 Avenue

Public Advisory Committee Attendees:

Nick Christensen, Lens Neighborhood Association, Friends of Lents Park
La"Tonia Foster, member at large

Emily Gabler, Rose Community Development Corporation

Rubi Gastelum-Plaw, member ar large

Ryan Givens, member at large

Kelley Jones, member at large

Kathleen Juergens de Ponce, Friends of Lems Park

Samuel Kaiel, member at large

Sonia Montalbano, SE Works

Cora Lee Pouer, Lents Town Center Urban Renewal Area Comminee

Consultant Team Attendees:
Colleen Waolfe, Project Manager; WM
Brooke Raila, Project Suaff; WM
Alma Siulagi, Student Intern; WM

Public Attendees:
Judy Welch

Portland Parks & Recreation (PP&R) and Portland Development Commission (PDC) Team
Attendees:

Doug Brenner, Zone Manager, PP&R

Sarah Coates Huggins, Project Manager, PP&R

Kevin Cronin, Project Manager, PDC

Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong, Public Involvement Coordinator, PP&R

Meeting Summary:

crion (S

* The Project Manager welcomed the
process. The facilimor led a brief round of i During introduct PAC
indicated their favorite thing about Lents Park, Comments included:

Lrod

1,

is project and

o Treed, sloping area on the southern side of the park, and the play area

o You can discern distinct areas of the park, and the park has a great scale

o The park serves everyone, it is a free amenity for 2 diverse section of the neighborhood

> The size of the park and amenities in it

o Spacious fields; serting

o Variety of things in the park

o Large open space

o The southeast corner, where you can still see a little of Lents history, a preserved stand of fir
trees, and a sense of the gravel quarry that was once there

o Sense of spaci a variety of it

o The park has the feel of having individual “rooms™ —and a casual nature

.

Project Manager gave an overview of the project. She highlighted that a master plan is 1 strategie
guiding document, representing the vision of what Lents Park wants to be, and why. Lents Park isa
grand, developed park, and a signatare park for Lents, the PM discussed the specific scope for this
project, and existing amenities and uses thar will be included as part of the Master Plan. Funding is
not identified for the Master Plan improvements. A Master Plan is a first important step to seeking
future funding. The PAC recommendation on a preferred master plan will be forwarded 1o to
Commissioner Nick Fish and PP&R Director Zari Santner, Once approved by the Director and the
Commissioner, it will be presented o City Council for acceprance.

The Facilitator provided the PAC with an overview of their PAC notebook, and discussed their job
deseription and groundrules. PAC members decided for now to avoid email communication excepr for
information sharing; if, s the project progresses, PAC members would like to use email for
informational position statements only, that can be considered at a later date. The committee agreed
to and indicated they understood the decision making structure of the commitee.

The Consultant outlined the individual project tasks that will culminate in a final master plan,
highlighting the PAC meetings and open houses and how input and guidance will be incorporated into
the master plan.

i

} ey i & Kenn i (7R

Identified PAC availability to set the open house dates and the rest of the PAC meeting dates..

PAC brainstormed outreach “how’s™ and *who’s” for the upcoming open house, 4nd for stakeholder
interviews. Their feedback was incorporated into the “Outreach and Event Plan”.

PAC was informed to look out for homework shortly, asking them to think about and share their
thoughts on a vision for the park, and objectives for the master plan.

One community member suggested that the committee work with Portland YouthBuilders to distribute
fliers.

The meeting adjourned av 8:10 PM
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Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

PAC MEETING #2 - AGENDA

Iwvesting in Portland’s Futwre

_&G% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Committee Meeting #2
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
July 12, 2010 - 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
« Approve Committee Vision and Guiding Principles
. Agree to a list of program priorities and direction for consultants to use to develop
design options

AGENDA
I. Call to Order Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong
Review Minutes
Review Agenda 6:00
II. Project Manager Update Sarah Coates Huggins 6:10
Open House
Budget
Process Review
III. Vision and Guiding Principles EKW & SCH 6:20

IV. Site Assessment

V. Program Priorities
a. Review Input
i. Stakeholder Interviews 6:35
ii. Comment Form

iii. Scavengeg|fdumt

VI. Public Comment ERKW

EKW
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Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

PAC MEETING #2 - SUMMARY

<% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION

. Project Manager Update

Iuwvesting in Portland’s Fuinre

PDC

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland B

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Commuttee Meeting #2
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
July 12, 2010 - 6:00 1o 8:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
«  Approve Committee Vision and Guiding Principles
+  Agree to a list of program prionties and direction for consultants to use to develop design

options
PAC Attendees
Cora Lee Potter Soma Montalbano
Nick Christensen Samuel Kaiel
Kathleen Juergens de Ponee Rubi Gastelum-Plata

Nancy Chapin (new member)

Staff Attendees

Doug Brenner, Zone Manager, PPER

Lisa Frank, Intern, PP&R

Sarah Coates Huggms, Project Manager, PP&R

Elzabeth Kennedy-Wong, Public Involvement Manager, PP&R
Brooke Raila, Project Stalf; WM

Colleen Wolle, Project Manager; WM

Public Attendees
Raymond Hites
Committee Business Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong 6:00

A

Members reviewed the minutes from the May 18 ing and were i ed to the decision-
making process. Each member has a green, yellow, and red card that they will use to indicate their
opinion. Green = support; vellow = support with resemvations; and red = can’t support. The
committee will attempt to reach consensus (not unanimity) by working together to problem solve
with each other to create recommendations that evervone on the committee ean live with.

Sarah Coates Huggins
Open House: The commitice was thanked for helping with a great event. There were 300-400
attendecs and 132 comment forms.

Budget: Copies of the project budget were distributed. $20,500 for PPR stafl and overhead, $4,000
for PPR remmbursables, and 875,500 for consulting (Walker Macy- WM.

Process Review: Some committee members were upset that the survey was only available for | week
alter the Open House and thought there should've been more responses. Stall were satisfied with
the responses and discussed what outreach was done. Some processes have received more
responses, others less, Online surveys are not as effective as people might assume, and extending the
deadline leads to procrastination. Kathleen Juergens de Ponce suggested that we postpone the
project uniil there were hundreds of responses, Cora Lee Potter specified 500, and Sonia

M Ibano suggested ing the survey for 1 more week.

Result: 0 green, 3 yellow, 3 red

The 3 people opposed 1o re-opening the survey were concerned about having to re-do the project
schedule and related costs, and were not confident re-opening the survey would yield better or
different results. A second vote was taken to move forward without more surveys, recognizing that
community members will have more oppormnities to comment after the next open house when they
will see 3 project designs, which can help people form opinions.

Result: 6 green, 0 yellow, 0 red
. Vision and Guiding Principles EKW & SCH
The vision was created from e bers | k and suggestions from

survey respondents, 80% of whom agreed with the vision. Members wanted events 1o be
neighborhood-scale without excluding non-neighbors, and natural features before sports.

Vision: Lents Park is a signature park. celebrated for its wide variety of activities and users, and as an
important community gather place. The park’s distinct areas are connected by a system of pathways,
and there are many opporunities to enjoy the naral environment, gardens, and landscaping.
People of all ages and backgrounds come to the park to relax, visit, attend neighbor-hood scale
events, and use the sports fields and Walker Stadium in this safe, welcoming community gem.

G green, 0 yellow, 0 red

Guiding Principles were taken from previous planning efforts and updated (changes bold):

1. Provide a variety of active and passive recreational opportunitics.

2. Create good circulation systems and pathways into, and within the park

3. Design the park 1o be ically”, envi lly and socially mabl

4. Imp i €, pro ing, and develoj of athletic facilities to optimize their
nse

5. Honor the visual character of the park

6. Improve access lor all park users

7. Enhance community and neighborhood integration with the park

8. Create a welcoming environment

9. Celebrate history, culture, architecture, and botanical feamires

* Economic sustainability is defined as a project that Portland Parks & Recreation can afford o
build AND maintain
6 green, 0 yellow, 0 red

IV, Site Assessment Colleen
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WM met with PPR staff and visited the site multiple imes. Parking is generally adequate except for

very luge events like Founders Day. There could be signs for

I parking at M.

H.5. and Holgate Park & Ride. Some parking and trash issues from Lide League and soccer but
community members support those things,

Nancy Chapin, of the Foster Business Association, arrived and said she was supposed to be on the

PAC. Members voted to accept her 6 green, 0 yellow, 0 red.

V. Program Prioritics EKW
Stakeholder Interviews: WM interviewed 25 stakeholders and the PAC received packets with the
results (overall ideas, changes, new elements).
Comment Form: many things received a lot of support but people’s top 3 favonite things about the
park were playgrounds, open grassy areas, and the size and location of the park. Pay attention to
likes and dislikes. Suggestions include: add water featre, open grassy field, no synthetic nrf, Walker

undentilized,

; support most features. More details in handour

G:50

Scavenger Hunt: mostly people 10 yrs old or vounger, liked gardens and stadium, need bigger and
newer play equipment. More details in handout.

PAC members discussed how they felt about features of the park. Alier sharing their impressions of
the features, committee members indicated whether they wanted the feature to be included in the

master plan (;

areen), didn't have a preference (yellow) or did not want it in the master plan (red).

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

Horseshoes

Similar use close; where do you get horseshoes? (near 1 2 +
play structure): low inve stment sport, not much space;
make it imulti-use

Walker Stadnun is expected to remain in the park. The committee was asked to comment on ways to

improve its usc.

Walker Stadium

Artificial turf; fix it up; bathrooms; bleacher along lefi field; muli-use; needs updates;
lighting

The following list of features is expected to remain in the park, it can be aliered, moved or otherwise

modified depending on public input and « rece W

OfFeash area

Shy dog space; water; | bags; trash; boundaries

Community garden | Bam for tools, meetings (30-35 people); smaller plots; raised beds for seniors and
ADA; bigger; fruit rees; enhance lig ree

Spray play Near play area; kids want water; benches; shade; garbage; visibility; tables; bathrooms;
NCTHC

Skatepark Kids need a place to go: noisy; great one nearby at Fd Benedict

Synthetic mrf ikes goalie area synthetic; lacrosse likes uf; fencing fields in middle of park feels
weird; reduce amount of field space

North field Keep balls out of street; does get use

The following items were sugzested as

to the park;

Disc goll’ Limited space use: regonal attraction: cheek out Pier Park | 2 b 1

Botanical garden 1 d into passive arcas; evergreens: edgeshorder ] 2 0

Larger event space | Could be for farmer’s market ete (although most wantto | 5 2 0
keep market in current location)

F C Green | Yellow | Red

Playground Newer better playground; like being away from basketball; | 7 0 0
add grown-up swings: nearer adult activity sapee; not
plastic ble); bowl is good buffer

Picnic More; covered; away from road; electricity; water; near o | 7 1] 0
activities and quict spaces; cool inable shelter design

Open space Reep them: love them; slow-growing grass; existing trees 7 1] 0
open; areas with botanical interest and mounding; create
more dimensions: sculpiure an: water; flexibility;
urban/miral integrati

Quict space Benches; located in mounded garden areas; attract birds, | 7 0 0
nematodes, beneficial insects; more dedicated;
waler noise; shade

Walking jogzing More cross-park transit; benches: connect paths; define 6 1 0
entry points; signage; keep it; could be moved; consider

liiple uses

Baskethall Counts too close together; add another court; adjustable 7 0 0
height hoops: benches; water

Dog-walking Poop bags; better signs No preference rquested

Tennis Underntilized; Marshall kids like it; make them nicer; 6 1 0

ljustable nets (badminton); move out of park

Gazebo Move to SE comer to take advantage of bowl; not nextto |7 1] 0
ampitheater; consider the noise; mutliuse; closer to play
structure; electricity

Wallball Outdoor handball court; don't like it: lower preference in | 2 1 4

swrvey; doesn'’t feel like it fits; kids love wallball; make
tennis court multi-use

V1. Public Comment ERW
Raymond Hites: | week online isn't enough for survey; Lents is big neighborhood with 6 parks so
“neighborhood scale” is large; history- developed by volunteers; parking impacts on 88°; more
swings and another playground in north; open spaced used to be more people lving in grass but not
now with dog area and 27 fickd; some basketball couns have mounds for sitting: gazebo should be
ADA, PPR promised but hasn't delivered; SE too small for symphony so it'd be on soccer field,
maybe smaller siage there; used wallball as a kid, by playground, nice mural (by Portland Youth
Builders); like spray, sprinklers also fun; skatepark really noisy; nonh field called Varek Field and
used for football, soceer, lacrosse

Adjoum

9:00
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Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

PAC MEETING #3 - AGENDA

Ievesting in Partland's Futare

&% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland _

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Committee Mecting #3
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
August 9, 2010 - 6:00 1o 8:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
«  Preview design option
«  Ensure the vanicty of public preferences is represented in the designs
«  Conmut 1o assistance with outreach for Open House

AGENDA
L Call to Order Ehizabeth Kennedy-Wong 6:00
Review Minutes
Review Agenda
II. Project Manager Update Sarah Coates Huggins G:10
Review Vision and Guding Principles
I Design options presentation Mike 6:15
Design Goals Colleen Walfe

Opportunmites and Constraints
Public Feedback

Design I - rationale, strengths, challenges
Design I1 - rationale, strengths, challenges
Design 111 - rationale, sirengths, challenges

The committee will be given the opportunity to ask clanifying questions alter cach design is

presented
IV, Open House Outreach ERW 7:45
V. Public Conment EKW 750
Adjoumn 8:00
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PAC MEETING #3 - SUMMARY

Iwvesting in Portland'’s Futwre

%% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Adwisory Committee Meeting #3
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
August 9, 2010 - 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
«  Preview design option
«  Ensure the vaniety of public preferences is represented in the designs
+  Commit to assistance with outreach for Open House

PAC Attendees

Cora Lee Potter Sonia Montalbano
Nick Christensen LaTonia Foster
Kathleen Juergens de Ponce Rubi Gastelum-Plata
Nancy Chapin Shelli Romero

Emily Gabler

Staff Attendees

Doug Brenner, Zone Manager, PP&R

Sarah Coates Huggins, Project Manager, PP&R

Kevin Cronin, PDC

Ehzabeth Kennedy-Wong, Public Involverment Manager, PP&R
Brooke Raila, Project Staff; WM

Erica Thatcher, Project Staff, WM

Colleen Wolle, Project Manager; WM

Mike Zilis, Principal, WM

Public Attendees
Ome public attendee - she did not sign the sign-in sheet.

Technical Advisory C ittee Attend

Andre Ashley (PP&R - Sports Management Superasor)

Bob Downing (PP&R - Park Distnat Superasor)

Emily Hauth (Bureau of Environmental Services)

Roseanne Lee (Office of Neighborhood Involvement - Public Safety)
Shawn Rogers (PP&R - Permitting)

Al Ryan (PP&R - Dog O Leash Area Program Manager)

Chris Scarzello (Bureau of Plaming and Sustanability)

Peter Taylor (Portland Police Bureau)

Decisions are in BOLD
Meeting Summary

Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong (EKW)

L Commitice Business

I11. Design options Presentation

. Project Manager Update

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

Memb iewed and pted the mi from the July 12* PAC meeting. Two changes were
requested and supported by everyone on the committee.

The changes were:

I} Sonia Montalbano requested we change her statement under tem 11 - open house
process, reflecting that she had wondered what the project implications would be if the
survey were extended another week.

2} Rathleen Juergens de Ponce reqg 1 we note that her agreement for moving forward
with the planning process (i d of re-opening the first ¢ form online) was
based on an understanding that there will be urther oppormunities for people o
comment {in an open-ended manner) as the process moves forward.

Sarah Coates Huggins (SCH)

The Vision and Guiding Principles as app ‘byPAC bers at the 7/12 ting were
distributed ?AC bers again ly agreed to these as the to hold th h
il ghout this | (Pend.:.ugmmcnonofmtypos]

PAC members were again reminded to refer to the Vision and Guiding Principles as the project
progresses — making sure the concepts will result in a park that matches the vision, and embodies
the guiding principles.

®*  There is not an arborist report on the park. The Urban Forester is aware of, and involved with,
the project and will be even more involved once we get to the stage of implementing the Master
Plan. The trees are generally in good condition oday, though their condition may change by the
time the plan is implemented.

* A handout was distributed containing requested information comparing Lents, Columbia, and
Laurelhurst Parks (basic e, % active prog; 1 space, % open space). Columbia and
Laurelhurst are older parks (1909 and 1912), while Lents Park was primarily constructed in the
1950’s - when mc_rc'mml needs had changed. In 1909, for example, we weren't thinking about
siting ¢ 1 basketball, or skate spots. Columbia and Laurelhurst do not have
Master Plans. lllc Lents Park Master Plan process is really an opportunity for us to think about
Lents Park, how it is used today, and how it should develop over the next 25 years.

= One PAC member had requested we look at adding disc goll’ 1o Lents Park. PP&R and Walker
Macy do not recommend this, as Lents Park is too developed. PP&R has recognized there isa
need for more disc golf, and is actively looking for appropriate larger, undeveloped sites to meet
this need.

= Distributed a handout regarding Dog Off-Leash Areas; outlining the pro’s and con's of each and
providing some background information.

Mike Zilis (MZ), Colleen Walfe (CW)

MZ and CW presented 3 draft concepts for Lents Park, based on all of the input received thus far.,

They reviewed the project process. the area context, and the site context. Walker Macy has also looked
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at and considered the condition of existing structures in the park, parking, existing uses, and grade
changes. A briel summary of the three concepis:

= All concepts include additional pathway sy . picnic areas (co d}. and new park entry
ways.

= Concept Plan A: Embellishes the southem end of the park for the kids play area, moves the
hasketball area 1o the north so there can be a botanical garden/Jandscape area on the eastern
horder, moves the gazebo 1o the southern border of the central sports ficlds, adds a grand
entrance to the park at the SE comer, keeps the tennis courts in place, adds a play area by the
northern ball ficlds, and proposes one of the central fields become synthetic,

*  Concept Plan B: Moves the play area to the top of the sloped area near the sports fields, leaving
a larger passive area at the southern end of the park. Moves the gazebo and event space to the
SE comer of the park, with a grand SE entry way and connection to Lents Town Center.
Removes one central sports lield, leaving the area for apen use (with the idea that the field
location will need o be “Mipped” every few years to keep the ficlds in good condition). Sugzests
a multi-use, synthetic Walker Stadium,

= Concept Plan B: Suggests aterraced community garden in the SE corner. gazebo moves to the
SW corner, Dog OM-Leash Area moves up to the central eastern border (has to be fenced if
near so many active uses), play area moves to the west but stays in the southern portion, Walker
Stadium becomes synthetic and multi-use, the northern football field is removed (a central
sports ficld can be used for football and soccer), and a skatespot, basketball, and a grand NE
entrance take that space.

The committee was given the opportunity to ask clarifying questions afier the designs were
presented.

= Q. In Concept Plan B, would the amphitheatre area have terraced seating? A: Yes, the area would
need o be re-graded, and would be appropriately designed for event seating.

* Q. How bigis Ed Benedict Skatepark? A: Ed Benedict is approximately 20K SF. What we're
proposing for Lents Park is a small - 56K skatespot. A good le of a similar skatespot can be
seen at Holly Farm Park.

= Q. Are there any issues moving the gazebo near the synthetic sports ficld - would light from the field
impact movies? A: We have that same scenario in other parks - PP&R can tum off the lights for
sports fields when there is a concert or movie it would impact.

= Q. Does Lents Park currently have reservable picnic areas? A Yes, it has three.

" Q. Will there be further edits to these concepts, or will this be what the community sees at the

August 26° Open House? A: These same pts will be 1 1o the e ity on August
26%,

= Q. Is sports field space (acreage) increasing in all 3 concepts? A: No, iLis not increasing in any
concept.

= Q. Would it be problematic to have Walker Stadium be multi-use (baseball, soccer)? A: No,
baseball would take a back scat to soceer reservations in the fall.

* Q. Would spectators be able to see soccer games from the baseball bleachers? A: Yes; there are
also possibilities for removable bleachers that could be added o the field.

* Q. Plan A shows two skatespots {one for very little kids in the playground area, one by 88" &
Holgate), but the others show just one skatespot® A: Yes; the goal is to test the idea and see what
people think.

= Q. Plan Ais the only concept where the tennis courts remain® A: Yes.

= Q. Could the gazebo be used as a covered picnic area? A: Yes, that could be possible.

= Q. Inall 3 concepts you keep some kind of ninning track/loop? A: Yes,

Q. Could all of these concepts actually be implemented? A: Yes; PP&R’s goal is to develop Master
Plans that are planned to be implemented.

Q. How many attendees eould fit into each of the proposed gazebo spaces? A: Walker Macy will
determine.

Q. In each of the schemes, could you have vehicular access to the gazebo for getting bouncy castles,
equipment, ete, up o events? A: Yes, that can be provided.

Committee Discussion EKW / MZ/ CW 7:15

PAC and TAC members discussed what the liked, and disliked about each of the 3 concepts.

Individuals were encouraged to highlight pros and cons of each design. No time limit was placed on
i Ce i bers were wed to show green cards in support of

other members comments.

The committee unanimously agreed to extend the time of the meeting to allow for complete
participation of all Advisory and Technical committee members.

Afews 1 e about all concey

More benches and seating areas should be added throughout the park (all PAC members agreed)
Parking areas should be well-lit

Interested to see what the gateway entrances could look like

Unfenced, but better d 1 DOLA (5)

One PAC member doesn't like fencing - in general

Concept Plan A:
Likes
= Football is fenced along 92 & Holgate
*  Smaller additional play area up by the ball fields (4)
= New gazeho placement (2)
= Play area may be acceptable by the SE comer il it were moved a litle further from the strect:
there will be new senior housing on that comer, and it would be nice to add some senior
activities henches there
Large covered pienic area/picnic areas in general (2)
Trails
Play area location - expansion
Tennis court stays
Bigzer events could be hosted at the gazcho
Preserves existing uses of the park, and the sports fields
Path in the center of the two central sports fields is a nice addition
Additions 1o the play area, and that it stays where it is, with some separation from other park
arcas
Football stays in its current location
®=  Basketball court location

Dislikes
= Namwral area placed by 927 (2)
*  SE comer used for the play area - would not be compatable with senior housing @ 92 and
Harold
*  Two sports fiekds in the center of the park (2)
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Foothall field is a poor first impression of the park from 927 & Holgate (2)

Concern about 2 skatespots for different age groups/abilities

DOLA should be fenced

Two sports fields in the center of the park, near the gazebo, limits the ability to host kager

events at the gazebo

= Don't like the idea of the play area in the passive southem end, which is namirally protected
by the grade change

*  Would the skatespot be too noisy?

TAC Comments on Concept A:

= May want to look at clustering, rather than adding a lot of additional small buildings
(restrooms, covered picnic area, cic)

* Baskethall may be too close to the street - it could be hazardous with balls going out into 927

®=  The pathway between the two central fields - a soft surface path would get well-worn, so it
would likely have to be hard surface. That path would get congested with spectators.

= Like the idea of ing the gazebo (though s s don't want to look into the sun either
- need a location where the sun is out of everyone’s eyes), the idea of a new play area by the
ball fields (though could foul balls harm plavground users?), like the group picnic shelters,
like the clustered play area idea.

Concept Plan B
Likes
= Southem end is for quicter activitics (4)
= Gazebo is moved away from the sports fields (2)
* Botanical area is away from the street (2)
*  One central field is not in use - is an open area (2)
= Play arca is away from the strect, and close to the active sponts liclds (4)
=  Like the zoning of it - distinct northemn area, central area, southern area
*  Walker is multi-use (many PAC members agreed with this)
= Football field in the NE corner stays (many PAC members agreed with this)
= Gazebo location is nice - people would be drawn to the Lents Town Center after events (2)
*  Gazebo location is good - it would be nice to see a new, bold/loud strucuire

Only once central sports field is nice - is there a way to reconfigure the sports fields further?
Botanical arca is nice - is there a way to add another one to the NW of the central sports
ficld?

*  Play area by the ball fields is a good addition (general agreement)

Dislikes
= Lack of community garden expansion
Ceniral path loop isn't a closed circle at the northern end
Needs more cross-park pathways
Dan't like horseshoes (general PAC agreement)
NE football location
Tennis should stay (be located by basketball?) (2)
Gazebo location is smaller, closer to houses
Play area is smaller
Skatespot is too close to houses (not 200" awav)

TAC Comments on Concept B:
=  How far will pecople walk 1o a picnic area? Picnic arcas are better closer to the street.
=  PP&R does not currently have carts for picnic area users, but we could consider offering this
with an appropriate storage space
*  Public Safety (R. Lee) likes the play area location away from the street
= Like tree preservation (BES)
*  Like Walker Stadium as synthetic

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

Concept Plan C (overall, the least popular)
Likes
= Skatespot, basketball at the NE comer (add plaza‘entrance area too) (3)
* Botanical area location (add more!) (2)
= Skatespot is further from homes (2)
*  Gazebo location

Dislikes
*  Two sports fields in the center of the park (2)
*  Fenced DOLA (2)
*  Terraced community garden (3) - note: there will be a loss of CG site history/tilth
*  Lossofltrees (3)
*  Football field is moved / gening rid of NE football(2)
*  Basketball is near the street
*  Too many radical changes
= Play area too small, near street
*  Like the idea of a different community garden footprint - but don't like the proposed
location
*  Loss ol active areas (tlennis, horseshoes)
= Basketball and skatespot are too near eachother (g 1 PAC ag )
*  Feels incongrient
= Community garden location
®=  Gazebo is too far from 92° & the Lents Town Center, and senior housing

TAC Comments on Concept Plan C:
= Skatespot and basketball are too close to eachother
*  The foothall field can move, but it's season overlaps with soccer, so you won't be getting as
much field use

IV. Open House Outreach EKW 745
EKW distributed fliers announcing the August 26° open house. PAC members committed to outreach
assistance, and to inform and engage their various organizations/'constimencies. In addition to the PI plan

PR

outreach ¢ i PAC memhb d to ing/informing the ng;

Foster Area Business Association - Nancy

Foster/Powell Business Association - Sonia

Green Lents'POSI - Cora

IRCO - Coma

Kelley - Rubi

Marshall HS Registration - Rubi

Portland Youthbuilders - Nick

Friends of Lents Park - Kathleen

People who apply for a permit in Lents Park - Shawn Rogers (PP&R)

The comment form, and the 3 concepts, will be up on the project website for 2 weeks afier the August 26"
open house.

PAC members requested periodic updates letting them know the # of people who had responded to the
comment form at the open house, and online.

V. Public Comment EKW 8:15
There was no public comment. Rubi announced a Friday, August 13" Wattles Boys and Girls club event.

Adjoum 8:15
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PAC MEETING #4 - AGENDA - OCTOBER 13

lavesting in Portland’s Fature

&% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland FORTLAND DEVILOPMEINT

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Commiltee Meeting #4
Marshall High School, 3905 SE 915t Ave
October 13, 2010 - 6:00 to 9:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
«  Clarity Advisory C ittee Role and Ce ication
«  Review feedback from public input
«  Agree to draft preferred design to be presented at Open House and Listening Sessions

AGENDA
I Call to Order Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong 6:00
Review Minutes
Review Agenda
Committee Check-in Sarah Coates Huggins 6:10
Project Update
II. Design Option Presentation Mike Zilis 6:30
Basis of Design Colleen Wolfe
Clarifications from Commitiee
II. Committee Discussion EKW / MZ/ CW T:00
Preferences, Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested refinements
IV, Consensus on Design Option EKW 8:00
V. Open House Outreach EKW 8:30

Listening Sessions Sign-Up

V1. Public Comment EKW 8:45

Adjourn 9:00

Lents Advisory Committee Schedule:

May
1* Advisory Committee Meeting — May 18

June

Open House #1

Wednesday. June 23", 4:00 - 7:30 PM
Lents Park

July

2" Advisory Committe¢ Meeting
Monday, July 12", 6:00 - 8:00 PM
Portland Youth Builders

August

3rd Advisory Committee Meeting
Monday, August 9th, 6:00 — 8:00 PM
Portland Youth Builders

Open House #2
Thursday. August 26", 5:00 - 8:00 PM

October

4™ Advisory Committee Meeting
Wednesday. October 13", 6:00 — 9:00 PM
Marshall High School

Listening Sessions

October 25th — Active Recreation, 6-8 PM Lents Commons
October 27th - Community Spaces, 6-8 PM Lents Commons
October 30th - Sustainability, 9-11 AM Lents Commons

November
Open House #3
Monday, November 1%, 5:00 — 8:00 PM

5™ Advisory Committee Meeting
Date and Location TBD
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PAC MEETING #4 - SUMMARY - OCTOBER 13

luvesting in Portland’s Futare I1. Project Manager Updarte Sarah Coates Huggins (SCH)

_4&%% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland LOATAANG OUVELOPMINT X

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Adwisory Committee Meeting #4
Marshall High School, 3905 SE 917 Ave
October 13, 2010 - 6:00 to 9:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
«  Clanfy Advsory Commuttee Role and Communications
+  Review Feedback from Public Input
+  Agree to Draft Preferred Design to be Presented at Open House and Listening Sessions

PAC Attendees

Cora Lee Pouer Sonia Montalbano
Nick Christensen LaTonia Foster
Kathleen Juergens de Ponce Sam Kaiel

Nancy Chapin Shelli Romero

Emily Gabler

Staff Attendees

Sarah Coates Huggins, Project Manager, PP&R

Kevin Cronin, PDC

Brooke Finan, Project Stafl; WM

Elzabeth Kennedy-Wong, Public Involverment Manager, PP&R
Colleen Wolle, Project Manager; WM

Mike Zilis, Principal, WM

Technical Advisory Committee Attendees

Andre Ashley (PP&R - Sports Management Supervisor)

Bob Dovwning (PPER - Park Distnd Supernisor)

Roseanne Lee (Office of Neighborhood Involvement - Public Safety)
Al Ryan (PP&R - Dog O Leash Area Program Manager)

Chnis Scarzello (Burcau of Planning and Sustamalbility)

2 Walker (Portland Police Bureau)

Decisions are in BOLD
Mecting Summary
I Commutice Busmess Flizabeth Kennedy-Waong (EKW)
Membmmmdandamcpwdlhc minutes from the August 9th PAC meeting (9 green, 1 yellow).
iewed and accepted the agenda, with the ption that Public G was moved
mﬁma@mﬂam occur after the Design Option Presentation (9 green).

Events | Discussions sinee the PAC met in August:

= Open House 42 was held on August 26°. Approximately 50 people showed up to discuss and
provide feedback on the three design concepts. Three hundred and thiny comment forms were
received, The PAC did a great job encouraging people o fill out the comment forms.

*  Commissioner Fish met with PAC members Nick Christensen and Cora Potter to build his
relationship with the Lents Neighborhood Association and Lents Town Center Urban Renewal
Area Committee.

= EKW, SCH. and Emily Hicks met with Friends of Lents Park delegates and Cora Potter on
September 237 1o discuss the Master Planning process. [t was a productive discussion, and the
outreach/input plan for the next open house was modified as follows:

o Added three listening sessions in the week leading up to the Open House. Information
from the listening sessions will be presented in the Open House, and will be part of the
comment analysis.

o Extended the comment period to five weeks

o Added formal office hours (PAC and staff hours at Lents Commons Coffee Shop)

SCH discussed the Input Process low-chant handout: noting that the PAC role is a central role in
the process.

EEW gave an overview of the 330 comments received on the 3 draft designs.

Commuittee members each brefly shared their thoughts on the process.

= Sam: Urges the planning process to remain more on the conceptual level instead of getting
to focused on the details - discussions at the detail level have been to the detriment of
discussing the plan on a larger, conceptual level.

= Sonia: Members of the public that she works with through SE Works appreciate the work
the PAC is doing.

* LaTonia: Community members using Walker Stadium have let her know it is “about time” a
new Master Plan was created for the park.

= Kathleen: Concemed with the process. She likes the idea of the listening sessions, but feels
there is a lack of a clear route for how the input from the listening sessions will be able 1o

modify the plan.
= Nancy: Comfortable with the process.
= Cora: Agrees with Sam that the di 1ons are oo detaled, and the planning process should

be more focused on the bigger picture.

= Emily: Also agree that the plan should be focused on the larger-picture concept, and leave
the details to later refi I She beli the plan is starting to come together
and responds to the comments heard thus far.

= Nick: While the process has not been perfect, he is optimistic that we are moving towards a
good concept for the park.

*  Shelli: Nothing further to share.

The committee discussed the listening sessions, Consensus was that the listening sessions should
remain as they are currently in the process, and be used to provide qualitative information for the
committee to consider, in addition to the quantitative comment form results (8 green, 1 yellow).

1L Design options Presentation Mike Zilis (MZ)
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Iv.

MZ and CW presented a draft concept for Lents Park, based on all of the input received thus far
and their professional opinion. They reviewed the project scope, vision and guiding principles, then
described the draft concept and the rationale that went into the concept.

Public Comment ERW

Fenced dog area is important - area needs benches

Need water for dogs

Secunty (fencing) is important for the community garden

Existing garden space is currently not used to full potential

Noisy features should be placed far away from surrounding residences
Explore curb extensions for entryways

Like the idea of restrooms by the ball fields

Should consider a small/'shy dog area

Lents residents love the park, and want input on the design

How can the public use an existing field while it is being renovated?

Don't like that all the organized sports in the park are at the north end

There should be new pathway connections to the north

Input from listening sessions should result in changes to the concept

There is a skate area close by at Ed Benedict; concern about placement next to the ball fields (bad
language from skatespot impacting vounger ball licld users)

Fix drainage issues on the little league (ball) fields

Like a lot of the plan - Friends of Lents Park is an advocate for input from all
Park should be more of a holistic and meditative space

. Committee Discussion EEW / MZ/CW

The committee voted on whether they wanted to send this draft plan to the public without changing
anything (9 red).

The committee then agreed to discuss the feamres in largely the same order as on the comment
surminary; beginning with the featres that received the most agreement on the comment form.

Discussion items:

Dog off-leash area
= Support fencing, but as containment/ a barrier, not necessarily chain-link style fencing,
*  Arcaneeds to be clearly defined; not necessanly fenced
= Opposed to barmiers/fencing on the perimeter of the park
= Master Plan should say that amenities. like a danking fountain, should be included in more
detailed design
The public should vote on fencing
= Opposed to fencing, though barmiers are good: drnking fountain is a good idea
*  Agree with all that has been said
= Like the idea of an undefined perimeter

= Al Ryan, PP&R Dog O Leash Area Coordinator, also commented on the pro’s and con's
of fenced vs. unfenced areas handout, and indicated a PP&R recommendation would be to
not fence the area, but look at better demarcation options

Agreement: Dog off-leash area remains in location as shown on draft concept; more delineation

needed; more amenities ded (bench, drnking fi in, dog bags), with refinements further
di d with the ity at the listening sessions (8 green, 1 yellow).
Primary/ Grand Entrance Area

Agreement: Remains as shown on draft concept (9 green).
Play Area

Outline of lacation 1s fine, but quality of equipment needs to be upgraded
*  Spray play should be architecturally interesting /integrated into the park design (like the
Caruther Park water feature)
*  Consider adding berms or other sound barriers between the play area and the SE corner
bowl area
®*  (Concern about kids ninning into the strect - consider picnic table or plant matenial buffer)
Agr Play area as shown on draft concept; quality and type of equipment needs to be
upgraded; spray play should be an integrated feature; consider berms or other noise reduction
measures between the play area and the SE lawn/native planting area (9 green).

‘Walker Stadium
Agreement: Improved facility with a synthetic field. For soccer games, PP&R would need to look at
Vit i sonal bloahets (0 prosa)

Central Fields

Proposal to write into the Master Plan that IF future other field locations are found, then there
would be no central soccer fields in Lents Park (3 red, 2 yellow, 2 green) - suggestion not
recommended.

= More public input on this proposal needed

*  Concern about losing field permitting funds for the park
Co ittee and TAC bers had a discussion about the option 1o show one field in the central
area. but write into the plan that when another ficld location is found, within10 blocks from Lents
Park, then the second field would be removed and the area reprogrammed. SCH noted that this
was not in the project scope, and that PP&R’s focus for this project is Lents Park, not other
propertics. Bob Downing noted that PP&R does not own property at Marshall High (for example)
and that removing the open space reserved for flipping the field location might be possible; but
some permittable hours would be lost when PP&R would have 1o shut down the field.

*  Important to show the option of native plantings/pathways, to allow people to envision a

scenario that isn't there currently

Show the programmed field to the east, and the native/planting area to the west (5 green, + red).
Show the programmed field to the west, and the native/planting area to the east (4 green, 5 red).
Agreement: East field (Field 1) - programmed field; west field (field 2) - plantings/open space for
events (6 green, 3 red). Pe l of the field would occur when another field was
built in the area (10 blocks from Lents Park).
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EEW asked committee members if they were comfortable moving to a vote, instead of consensus.
Committee members agreed.

Gazebo/Event Space
®=  Leave where it is currently
®=  (Concern about re-locating the gazebo to the SW comner of the central bowl, and whether that
would necessitate tree removal
=  Trees could provide shade to event viewers
Agreement: Relocate to the SW area of the central area (surrounded by soft-surface path) (7 green,
1 red).

Vavrek Field (Football field)

= Concern about redevel oppe itics in Lents and making a transit-oriented
entrance/gateway to the park at that NE comer location
Fencing - will be refined at later stages of design development
Don't like the idea of fencing along the edge of the park - could bushes be used instead?
Aleng 92nd there is room for fencing, but along Helgate there may not be enough reom
Look at removable fencing opportunities
Should the group continue discussing fencing at this time? (6 red) - suggestion not recommended.
Agreement: Remains where it is as shown in the plan; remains as a natural-grass ficld. Future levels
of design to look at fencing options. (7 green, 1 red).

Pathways
= Need to add a connection between the ball fields and the SE corner of the park for people
who live at the NW corner of the park but want to aceess the more passive arcas
= Soft-surface trails are good for jogging
= Concern about ADA access on pathways
Agreement: Remain as-is on the draft concept, with the addition of as direct a link as possible
without removing trees between the ball ficld pathway and the SE area of the park (5 green, 3 red).

The meeting reached 9:00 PM, and some committee members could not stay later, Committee agreed they
did not want to proceed with the conversation without other committee members present.

The Committee agreed to each make a recommendation on one of the ining feamres for di

for EKW to compile and send out to the group. The group would reply by email; if necessary a second
meeting would be convened 1o finish the discussion and agenda topics. Email correspondences indicted the
need for a follow-up PAC meeting which was scheduled for October 19%, 2011

Adjoun 9:00

Public Notes - submitted in writing after the meeting
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PAC MEETING #4 - SUMMARY - OCTOBER 19

Iwvesting in Portland'’s Futwre

_4&%% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland PORTEANT BIEL R M COSMMIT (U

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Commuttee Meeting #4 (Part 11
East Portland Community Center, 740 SE 106th
October 19, 2010 - 6:00 to 8:15 pm

Meetng Outcomes:
«  Contnue Discussion of Draft Preferred Design to be Presented at Open House and
Listening Sessions
«  Discuss outreach format of Listening Sessions

PAC Attendees

Cora Lee Potter Enuly Gabler
Kathleen Juergens de Ponce LaTonia Foster
Nancy Chapin Sam Kael

Staff Attendees

Sarah Coates Huggins, Project Manager, PP&R

Kevin Cronin, PDC

Elizabeth Kenmedy-Wong, Public Involvement Manager, PP&R
Mike Zilis, Principal, WM

Public Attendees
Lary Sullivan
Jim Karlock

Technical Advisory Committee Attendees

Bob Downing (PP&R - Park District Supenisor)

Brett Homer (PP&R - Planning Manager)

Brvan Aptekar (PPER - Skateparks)

Doug Brenner (PP&R - East Zone Manager)

Roseanne Lee (Office of Neighborhood Involvement - Public Safety)

Decisions are in BOLD
Meeting Summary
I Introductons Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong (EKW)

Project Advisory Committee, Techmeal Advisory Commuittee, Stafl, and members of the Public
mtroduced themselves and shared something they had leamed in working on this Master Plan.

II. Commnutiee Discussion ERKW

EKW went over the recommendations made at the October 13" PAC meeting. She noted that the
central sports field discussion needed 10 be re-opened, because the PAC recommendation made (1o
remove one of the central Relds), was owtside of the project scope.

Central Ficlds

SCH confirmed that the recommendation to relocate one of the central fields completely was outside of
the project scope. After the October 13" meeting, PPR staff went back and conferred with the
Commissioner and Director. It was affinmed that any loss of programmable hours could not be
supported. PP&R shared this with the committee, and suggested three alternanves:

1) One central namiral grass field, one open unprogrammed area where the programmed field location
could flip to when one field needed a rest/repair

A synthetic central field - allowing for native plantings/pathways, other uses in the rest of the central
area - while some sort of barrier would be required for field protection, it wouldn't have to be a
chainink fence. A seat-wall or other creative barrier could work as well,

2

3) Two natural grass central fields (as it is currently)

= One cc i ber exy disappoi that this was outside the project scope
= Concern that sports fields and sports use takes up a disproportionate amount of the park
= Synthetc wrl has many benefits

= Sports are important, but they do use up a lot of the park space

-

There can be creative ways to design spaces around sports fields - there is a lot of space “between

the lines”

= Spons are not a non-park use - “soccer” space is park space 0o

= This needs to be a discussion with the community

®  The idea of a synthetic field isn’t just a discussion about 1 ic lields aren't as
multi-use as natural grass ficlds. One PAC member takes her kids out to the open ficld arcas when
permitted activities aren’t going on just to play in the open space

= One PAC member recommended re-aligning the synthetic central field on an cast-west axis, and
placing it up at the northern portion of the central field area, closer to existing athletic uses, parking,
restrooms, ete. In general, PAC bers liked this proposal for the synthetic field.

= This may necessitate some tree removal - preservation of the large cedars to the cast is important

= [twill be good to show on the concept existing vs. proposed new trees

Ttk ©

Five PAC members preferred option two - including a synthetic field allowing for native
plantings/pathsways, etc,
One PAC member preferred option one - flipping natural grass field locations.

Agreement: Share two designs (of the central area only) 1o the public at the Listening Sessions and Open
House (5 green, 1 yellow).
The two central field designs are:

1. Option #1, with one central natural grass field, one open unprogrammed area where the
programmed ficld location could flip to when one needed a rest/repair (as shown currently on the
plan)

Option #2, a synthetic central field - rotated along an cast-west axis, moved to the northern area of
the central loap, closest to Walker Stadinm and the ball fieldsrestrooms, ete.

o

Regarding the reminder of fe -the pp- 1 the following with no discussion:
Namwral/Botanic Areas (6 green):
1. Support a natral/l ical area 1o o the Grand Entrance at 92nd and Steele, to enhance

the natural slope above the play area n;'ld. howl.
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2. Support an interpretive trail along the Eastern side of the park, berween 92nd avenue and the central
lawn area.

Large Covered Picnic Area: Large Covered Picnic Area (approx 8 tables), located by the castern edge of the
central loop {6 green). In synthetic central field option, picnic would move south to accommadate new field
location (6 green).

Trees: As much as possible, avoid the removal of trees, If tree lis necessary, prioritize the
preservation of mature trees (6 green)

Basketball: Leave the basketball in the location indicated in the draft design (6 green)
Tennis: Leave the tennis courts in the location indicated in the draft design with improvements (6 green)
There were some questions and discussion regarding the skatespot and childrens garden.

Skatespot
= Need to address community concerns about livability issues eg noise, inappropriate use and the
need for the skatespot.

= EKW noted that all of the feedback for the comment forms indicated community support for the

kates) The question shouldn't be whether we want 1o see a skatespot at this point, it should be
where o incorporate it in the design.

= Bryan Aptekar, PPR staff who worked on the Skatepark System Plan was on hand to provide
context and answer questions. He noted that a 100" minimum from surrounding residences is

recommended, and that PP&R had looked at noise implications for Lents Park.

Agr Leave the skatespot in the location indicated in the draft design (4 green, 1 yellow, 1 red)
Community Gardens

PAC bers decided to let the ion of whether there should be a designated children’s garden area
be determined in later stages of design refinement.

Agreement (6 green):

1. Support upgraded fencing around the community garden
2, Support a shelter in the community garden area
3.8 ding the e ity garden by at least the 30% shown on the concept map

PP I

111. Listening Sessions | Outreach EEW

The € ittee Di 1 the Listening Sessi ERW noted that the role of stalf and of the PAC at the
listening sessions is to explain the rationale behind what is shown in the design, to listn, but not to advocate
for a particular pesition. PAC members also need to support the PAC recommendations, and not indicate
where they may have disagreed with the overall PAC decision.

Format: Commitiee discussed different formats; Listening Sessions will function as one larger conversation,
with PAC members taking notes and having side conversations as necessary. PAC members will also be on
hand to greet people as they armve throughout the 2 hour period, let them know about the conversation,
and encourage them to join the larger dialogue.

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

PAC members signed up to draft pre ‘purpose for each I
* Kathleen: Active Recreation
*  Sam: Community Spaces

+ Cora: Sustainability

Process information / Rationale will be presented as handouts and posters on the wall; there won't be a
formal stafl presentation.

PAC ber co d that lation (Spanish-language) will be imy at the Listening Sessions -
especially the Active R ion Listening Session, if it isn't possible to have translati ilable at all three.
EEW oflered help with childcare for PAC bers ling the Listening Sessions.

Comment Form: EKW passed out copies of the draft cominent form and discussed that the purpose of this
comment form is to test how well the community supports the draft design. What do they like, what don't
they like., The comment forms are a cumulative process - we don't want 1o ask questions we have already
asked, Comment form will also be sent electronically - i bers will respond to EKW with
suggestions,

PAC members also signed up 1o help with passing out fliers this weekend.

Adjourn &:15
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PAC MEETING #5 - AGENDA

Incesting in Portland’s Future

<% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION P])C
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland PORTLAND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Committee Meeting #5
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
December 16, 2010 = 6:00 to 8:00 pm

Meeting Outcomes:

«  Review public feedback on concepts

+  Make final recommendations on design concepts
«  Understand next steps

Celebrate!
AGENDA

I Call o Order Elizabeth Kenmedy-Wong 6:00

Review Minutes

Review Agenda

Check in on decision-making
II. Project Manager Update Sarah Huggins 6:10
III. Comment Results EEW 6:20
IV. Design Update / Phasing Mike Zilis 6:45
V. Public Comment EKW 7:00
VI. Committee Discussion/ Final Recommendations 7:10
VII. Committee Acknowledgement Sarah Huggins 7:50
Adjourn 8:00
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PAC MEETING #5 - SUMMARY

Tnvesting in Portland’s Futnre

/‘ PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland bl

Lents Park Master Plan

Project Advisory Committee Meeting #5
Portland Youthbuilders, 4816 SE 92nd Avenue
December 16, 2010 - 6:00 to 8:30 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
= Review public feedback on concepts
+  Make final recommendations on design concepls
«  Understand next steps
«  Celebrate!

PAC Attendees

Sonia Montalbano Sam Kaiel
Kathleen Juergens de Ponce Shelli Romero
Naney Chapin Cora Potter
Nick Christensen

Staff Attendees

Sarah Huggins, Project Manager, PP&R

Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong, Public Involvement Manager. PP&R
Colleen Wolfe, Project Manager, Walker Macy

Mike Zilis, Principal, Walker Macy

Public Attendees
Beverly Tobias
Diane Cameli
Nancy

Deeisions are in BOLD
Meeting Summary

1. Introductions Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong (EKW)

Projeet Advisory Committee, Stafl, and members of the Public introduced themselves and shared
thing they appreciated about the master plan process and something they would have changed

about the process.

PAC members approved the minutes from the October 13 and 19 PAC meetings (5 green, 1

yellow): Kathleen Juergens de Ponce noted that she felt some items could have been phrased

differently in the minutes, but did not have specific items she wanted to be changed.

PAC members agreed to move forward using consensus (6 green).

II. Project Manager Update Sarah Huggins (SH)

Appendix B: Public Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries

SH noted that since the last PAC meeting, staff and PAC members held three public listening
sessions, a final open house, and SH held two office hours at Lents Commons coffee shop during the
comment period to talk to people about the final concept (with two central field treatments), and
encourage people to fill out comment forms. Thanks to all PAC members who attended and helped
facilitate at the listening sessions and open house.

SH also noted that next steps for the master plan (once the PAC has made their recommendation on
concept and prioritization), include:

. Walker Macy and PP&R will finalize a draft of the master plan

. Draft master plan will be sent to PAC members before it is finalized

= Master plan will be shared with PP&R Director Zari Santner and Commissioner Nick Fish
. Master plan will be taken to City Council for approval: PAC members will be notified

when this occurs and invited to come and testify in support of the plan.

1L Comment Results EKW

EKW went over the results from the third comment period and listening sessions. She discussed her
methodology in analyzing the comment results, and noted that they are not statistically generalizable,
which is why projects have advisory committees, staff. and consultants to provide additional
guidance. She noted that 74% of people generally liked the concept with their preferred treatment of
the central fields. There was overwhelming support for the central field treatment shown in option A.
Over 60% of people felt that the plan was meeting every one of the guiding principles. The least liked
item about the concept(s) was the location of the skatespot — 14 of 71 responders didn’t like the
location. She also noted that the overall tone of the responses to this comment form was very positive
and supportive.

IV,  Design Update/ Prioritization Mike Zilis (MZ) and SH

MZ reviewed the input from the last comment form and the listening session notes, and determined
that based on those comments Walker Macy would not recommend any changes to the concept as
shown with central field alternate A. SH and MZ discussed the opportunity to document PAC thought
on prioritization in the master plan document. Not every master plan includes a prioritization of
phasing guide, While PP&R’s intent is to implement the entire master plan, that implementation
might oceur in a variety of ways, The prioritization list will provide some documented aspirational
thinking of community preference in the event that not all elements of the plan could be implemented
at once. PP&R will, of course, also be responding to opportunities that arise, or maintenance that is
necessary, in implementing the master plan.
V. Public Comment Mike Zilis (MZ) and SH
Three members of the public commented. Comments included:

. Would not like to see the gazebo moved (concern about noise)

" Would like to see the skatespot moved (concern about noise, safety)

= Think that the park entryways, the dog off-leash area. and the SE lawn comer are not
priorities.

. Like the native planting additions.

. Would like to see the skatespot moved (concern about noise)

o Concemn about the proposed additional stairs at the SE comer, as stairs were removed from
that location in the 1960°s.

. Think there should be shelter for the picnic tables by the ball fields/new play area on 88"

. Like the gazebo as it is shown, with a sound barrier,
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= Don’t like that the gazebo has hosted noisy events in the past - significant concern from
many neighbors about noise and that the new location would prove noisier for neighbors
on 88th.
. Would like to see the dog off-leash area improved.
VLG ittee Di ion/ Final R EEW
Six e ittee 1 bers were p t at this time.
EKW asked if PAC bers wanted to . d the concept without any modifications (4 yellow,
2 red).

PAC members brought up items they felt should be included in a discussion of potential
modifications.

Restrooms: The new proposed restroom structure shown by the SE corner will be relocated to be
closer to the new covered picnic shelter and gazebo (6 green).

Baskethall: One more court will be added to the basketball courts (from 2 to 3) (6 green).

Parking: Though nothing changes on the concept, in the text of the master plan PP&R will indicate
that in future, PP&R will explore opportunities to increase the number of parking spaces without
impacts to the park or the trees in the park (6 green).

Picnic Areas: Add a small covered picnic shelter by the new small playground and little league fields
(5 green). (Nick Christensen was absent from this decision)

Central area (field):

« Leave the gazebo where it is currently, and shift the proposed synthetic field slightly to the
south (where the SE field is currently) (5 red, 1 green). Concern from immediate neighbors
that the new location might be noisier; some events in the past have been too noisy.

+  Leave the synthetic field and gazebo where they are currently shown (5 green, 1 red).

+  Leave the synthetic field and gazebo where they are as currently shown and include a
description of the need to mitigate noise impacts from events at the gazebo in the master plan
document (5 green, 1 red).

Cora Potter joined the meeting at this point.
Kathleen Juergens de Ponce requested a caucus with two constituents from Friends of Lents Park.
They were not able to develop an alternative to the proposed design — Kathleen moved that the PAC
shift from consensus to a vote. (7 green)
The committee moved to a vote.

« Leave the synthetic ficld and gazebo where they are as currently shown and include a

description of the need to mitigate noise impacts from events at the gazebo in the master
plan document (6 yes, 1 no).

Central area (passive): Strategically design passive areas with improved native and climate adaptive
plantings, pathways, and trees. Show fewer trees in the central area (do not list 60 new trees) (7
green).

Dog off-leash area:
« Fence the dog off-leash area (7 red)

+  Provide better delineation of the off-leash area using alternative barriers, such as low
hedges, bollards, with an emphasis on separating the dog off-leash area from traffic
along 88" and Steele (7 areen).

Grand entrance/SE lawn staircase:
«  Eliminate the staircase for safety reasons (could be used by skateboarders) (3 red, 3 vellow, 1
greem).
+ Emphasize in the master plan that the staircase should be designed to deter
skateboarding or other unintended uses, and leave the staircase as shown (6 green, 1
vellow).

Skatespot: PAC members heard some concern about noise and safety for the skatespot as shown on
Holgate.

«  Move the skatespot southeast of Walker Stadium (between the Stadium and the parking
area on 92"“), with the understanding that some trees may need to be removed (6 green, 1
yellow). Also make clear in the master plan that the skatespot should be designed for
younger or less advanced users (7 green).

PAC recommended the master plan concept with the alterations indicated above (6 green, 1
yellow).

Prioritization discussion:

PAC members moved to include the central area (interior to the central loop pathway), to the
first priority list, along with Walker Stadium and the stadiom synthetic field. All agreed; the
items will be moved (7 green).

A PAC member motioned that the Dog off-leash area and the primary park entry point could be
moved from a first to a second priority. The rest of the PAC did not agree. so they will stay as first
prioritics.

VIL ittee Acknowledg t SH

SH thanked committee members for their hard work and dedication to this project and process, and
presented certificates of appreciation on behalf of Director Zari Santner and Commissioner Nick Fish.

Adjourn 8:30
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OPEN HOUSE #1

Prior to the first open house for Lents Park, a flyer was distributed
throughout the community, among PAC members, and to
stakeholders in an effort to educate the public about the event. In
addition to creating a multi-language flyer, the survey distributed dur-
ing the open house was available in several languages in an effort to
reach a diversity of users.

The goal of the first open house was to bring traditional and non-
traditional users into the park to understand current elements and
explore potential future configurations and uses.

PARTY SN BHHEIPARK
A Celebration of Lents Park

Wednesday, June 23 - 4.00 —7:30 PM
{K Lents Park — Gazebo Area

Vui choi trong cong vién!
L& ky niém cong vién Lents
Tht Tu * Thang 6, ngay 23

Tur 4:00 — 7:30pm

Cong vién Lents — khu vuc lidu

Please join us for an
afternoon of celebrating
this very special place.

Portland Parks &
Recreation is developing
a new vision for what
the park will be in 25
years, and we want to
hear from you! This is
your opportunity to let us
know what you like about
the park, and what you
think could help make
the park even better.

iFiesta en el parque!
Una celebracion de Lents Park
Miercoles ¢ 23 de junio

4:00 - 7:30 PM

Xin moi quy vi tham gia cling
chting t6i dé chic mirng noi
dac biét nay. Portland Parks
& Recreation dang trong qua
trinh nghién ctru dé phat trién
cong vién nay trong 25 nam
t6i, nén chung toi rat mong
mudn nhing y kién dong gop
clia quy vi! Bay Ia dip dé quy
vi c6 thé cho chuing toi biét
nhing diéu quy vi thich & cong
vién Lents, va nhitng diéu can
thay ddi dé cong vién co thé
t6t dep hon.

Chting téi mong mubn sé
dwoc gap quy vi tai Lents!

Lents Park — cerca del cenador

Ojalé que puedan reunirse
con nosotros para una
celebracion de este

lugar especial. Portland
Parks & Recreation esta
desarollando una vision
nueva para determinar
como sera el parque en

25 afios, y jqueremos oir
sus opiniones! Esta es su
oportunidad para decirnos
qué le gusta en el parque, y
qué podemos cambiar para
tener un parque mejor.

jEstamos emocionados
para reunirnos!

Games * Music ¢ Ice Cream ¢ Scavenger Hunt ¢ Prizes ¢ Park Tours
Tré choi « Am nhac « Kem + Tim kiém “kho tang” * Nhiéu giai thwéng « Di dao céng vién

Juegos ¢ Musica * Helado * Juego de busqueda * Premios ° Visitas en el parque

For more information 7%
visit the project web page at 4
www.PortlandParks.org
Or contact Sarah Coates Huggins

sarah.coateshuggins@portlandoregon.gov
Phone: 503.823.3385

<g%  PORTLAND

Q7 PARKS & RECREATION

Dé biét them chi tiét vé dy an, xin dén trang web
‘www.PortlandParks.org

Hoc lién lac Sarah Coates Huggins:
Email: sarah.coateshuggins@portiandoregon.gov
Dién thoai: 503.823.3385

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Para mas informacion sobre el proyecto, pueden visitar el
sitio del red del proyecto: www.PortiandParks.org

0 pueden hacer preguntas a Sarah Coates Huggins:
Correo electronico
sarah.coateshuggins@portiandoregon.gov
Teléfono: 503.823.3385
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OPEN HOUSE #1 - SUMMARY

Iucesting in Portland’s Fature

,.“ PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Paortland TORTIANG DEVILOrMENT COMMITSIGN

Lents Park Open House
Comment Form Summary

6 July 2010
Overview
The goal of the Open House was 1o bring Liti Land litional users into the park o
] d park el and expl [} ial future Fige 1 and uses. By
gaging the local ity in a casual event, it was anticipated thar we would reach

elements of the community that may not typically atend a city sponsored event.

Comment forms were made available to all participants at the Open House. Approximately

124 forins were pleted at the event, We received 123 conunent forms in
English, 3 in Spanish and 2 in Russian. A rotal of 132 forms were pleted in all.
The comment form was available online for one week after the event. An electronic link o the
comment form was di o all and iy leaders.

Results

The following is 2 brief summary of key trends o d in the forms. When

reading this informarion, it is impaortant to remember that this information represents the

opinions of 132 individuals, The data cannot be used o make generalizations about the entire
. but does provide a sense of how those who chose o attend the event and complere

a comment form feel abour the park.

Of respondents favorite things, only three items were identified by more than 10% of all

= Size and Locavion of the park

“The following rables show how respondents rated a list of fearures:

Imp or very imp Not important or 1 don’t like it
Picnic Areas 97 % Horseshoes 27%
Playground 95 % Wall Ball 26%
Open Space 93% Gazebo 20%
Quier Spaces 1% Tennis 16%
Walking/Jogging Dog Walking 15%
Paths 91% Basketball 7%
Baskerball BO% Chuier Spaces 7%
Dog Walking B81% Wialking/logging
“Tennis 78% Paths 6%
Gazebo T4% Open Space 3%
Wall Ball 6O Playground 3%
Horseshoes 55% Picnic Areas 1%

When asked what respondents would like to add to the park, again, only three items were mentioned
by more than 10% of respondents:

+  Other Reereation (this is 4 bit misleading as it included 2 ber of types of recreation)
«  Water Feature
o Field

G I Observati R i

« Don't favor synthetic turf

« Think Walker Stadium is underuuilized
« Like dogarea

+  Like community garden area

+  Like spray featre

«  Like skare spot

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Survey Results: Lents Park Master Plan Total Trems: 132
This sounds right - I share this vision 87%
T would like to see changes to this vision statement 13%
Tortal 114

What are your 3 favorite things about Lents Park?

3 Favorite Things

Please tell us how you feel about the following features at Lents Park:

Basketball

1 - This is very important 49%
2 - This is important 40%
3 = This is not important 6%
5 - Dan't know 5%
4-Tdon't like it 1%
Total 126

Dog Walking

1 - This is very important 47%
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2 - This is important

3 - This is not important
4-Idon't like it

5 - Don't know
Total

Gazebo

1 - This is very important
2 - This is important

3 - This is not important
5 - Don't know
4-Tdon't like it
Total

Horseshoes

2 - This is important

3 - This is not important
1 - This is very important
5 - Don't know
4-Tdon't like it
Total

Open Space

1 - This is very important
2 - This is important

5 - Don't know

3 - This is not important
4-Idon't like it
Total

Picnic Areas

1 - This is very important
2 - This is important

5 - Don't know

3 = This is not important
Total

Playground

127

127

124

128

127

4%
9%
6%
4%

9%
35%
17%
6%
%

36%
3%
19%
17%

4%

20%
4%
2%
1%

71%
26%
2%
1%

1 - This is very important
2 = This is important

5 - Dan't know

3 = This is not important
4 - Idon't like it

Total

Quiet Spaces - reading, relaxing, passive uses

1 - This is very important
2 - This is important

3 - This is not important
5 - Don't know

4 - Idon't like it

Total

Tennis

2 - This is important

1 = This is very important
3 - This is not important
5 - Don't know
4-Idon'tlike it

Total

Walking/Jogging Paths
1 = This is very important
2 - This is important

3 = This is not important
5 - Don't know
4-Tdon't like iv
Total

Wall Ball
2 - This is important

1 = This is very important
3 - This is not important
5 - Don't know
4 - Idon't like it

43

28
17
&

2%
3%
3%
1%

62%
25%
6%
6%

43%
5%
12%
7%
4%

73%
18%
5%
2%
1%

34%
26%
22%
14%

4%
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Total 126 Convert natural grass fields to fenced synthetic turf 26 21%
Other: Convert natural grass fields to synthetic trfand reduce the number of fields B3 11%
from 3102
Total 122
Walker Stadium will inue to be a f of Lents Park in its current location. Do you have any
Water Fountain, 4% _, ideas or suggestions about the stadium?
Waiding Frool, 72 . Redevelop field 1o accommodate multiple sports 47 4%
Gym/Racquetball, Use facility for activities other than sports 36 35%
e Make stadinm more accessible to park users 21 20%
Off Leash, 4% Total 104
Saccer, 7% Do you have any ideas or suggestions for how the Dog Off-Leash Area could be improved?
Keepitasitis 75 3%
aGE i 189 Make improvements 28 2%
Total 103
Suggested improvements for the Dog Off-Leash Area:

Fence

Are there features that are not currently in the park that you would like added? Please describe,
Trash

Water
Signage

Bigger
Separate Areas for

Céferent Cogs.

Path
Re-Locate
Patrol
Trees)
0%

5% 10% 15% 20% 5% 30% 35%

Do you have any ideas or suggestions for how the community garden area could be improved?

12%

Lents Park has three natural grass sports fields. PP&R has recently begun to replace some natural Keepitasis 81%
grass fields with synthetic turf. Synthetic turf can take heavier and longer use with less maintenance.
Make improvements 19%

This could increase the amount of time the fields are available. Some people believe that grass fields
provide a better play surface. e -

Keep open nataral grass fields 83 68%
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Make larger
Mot sure/MA
More care / clean
Change area to spray play / playground
everts/activitie/cortests
Mare publicity
Improve edges - public garden / winter shrubs
More secure fance
Rose/botanical garden
More opan - lass ugly fence
part for public 4
Offer products, fartilizer. seads
product protection

far rerters, or for o
Disabled access beds
eommunity meeting structure
Restroom in garden
Community compasting bin
Maore use

OK as is

More plants

Larger areas, raised beds, paved paths

0% 2% 4% 8% 8% 10% 12% 14% 186% 18%

The following park fe are in planning d
about them?

Still 2 good idea
Good but not a priority
Don't know
Don’t want it
Total
Skate Spot.
Still 2 good idea
Good but not a priority
Don't want it
Don't know
Total
Is there anything else you would like the Lents

for future development. How do you feel

Spray Play (interactive water feature to replace the wading pool which was closed due to state law)

90 7i%
16 13%
11 9%
6 5%
123
71 58%
3 19%
19 15%
10 8%
123
Park Advisory Committee to know?

Just a little bit more...
Did you attend the Open House on June 233
Yes
No
Total
How did you hear about the Open House?
Flier
Neighborhood Association
Poster
Online
Email Announcement
How do you typically get to the park? (check each that applies)
Bike
Bus/MAX
Drive
Walk
What is your gender?
Female
Male

83
41
124

61
7
159

69
54

67%
33%

52%
18%
17%
7%
6%

1%

5%
38%
4%

56%
4%

78 Lents Park Master Plan - February 2011




Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Total
What is your age group?
25-34
35-44
45-54
20-24
65-74
Under 15
55-64
15-19
75-84
Total

123

43
20

L R - = S = T =

121

What best describes your race or ethnicity? (check all that apply) (Individual Values)

Asian

Black or African American

Hispanic or Latino

Native American

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White

Total

95
126

36%
17%
15%
8%
7%
7%
5%
3%
3%

2%
10%
6%
7%
1%
75%
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OPEN HOUSE #2

Prior to the second open house for Lents Park, a flyer was distributed
throughout the community, among PAC members, and to stakeholders in
an effort to educate the public about the event.

The aim of the second open house was to bring traditional and non-tradi-
tional users together to comment on 3 draft concepts for Lents Park in a
workshop-style format.

WE NEED YOU

{Necesitamos USTED!

plan for Lents Park that
f park resources over

d
Lide development 3
‘l::‘ r?en twenty-five years:

esernv acion
inco anos.

Help create @
preservafion ©

gira el desarollo y 12 pr!

o el
| parque durante los proximos veinti

Ayudenos crear un plan qué diri

de los recursos de

+ ;Cémo podriamos usar Walker

* How can we better use Walker Stadium? tadium de una manera mejor?

+ How do we balance the need for active + ¢Coémo balanceamos la necesidad
space with the need for reflective, quiet tener espacios activos con la de
space? espacios tranquilos?

+ What do your children need? + ¢Qué necesitan sus nifios?

Open House casa Abierta
- Lents Masonic Lodge

Lents Masonic Lodge

5811 SE 92nd Ave
Thursday, August 26
5-8 PM

\ 5811 SE 92nd Avenue
8 Jueves, el 26 de agosto
(}) 5-8 de la noche

You will see different designs that use the space in the park differently. 3,;;%
How do these designs improve or change the way you use the park? i

Vera varios disefios que usan el espacio del parque de alg diferentes.
2Como mejorar o cambiar como usted usa el parque estos disefios?

Live Music by Lost Creek (5:00 — 5:30)

Musica en vivo por Lost Creek (5:00 - 5:30)

Children's Play Room — bring your kids! - Saln para juegos de nifos - traiga a sus
nifios consigos!
Translation available (Requests for childcare and
" . Traduccién (Para traduccion y culdado de
translation must be received h\f August 23""} nluj.cpmuu:lo antes :.l ;a’a:-gnuu]
Light snacks provided Habrd tentomplés
For o hildcars (free) Para informacide, culdado de niflos (gratis] o traduccién por favor
‘of to request ransiation please contact ilame a Elizabeth Kennedy Wong a 503-823-5113
Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong at 503-823-5113 or o escriba Elizabeth kennody.
Elzabath. qov.
Puede ver mis informaciin sobre el proyecto en
Please check out the project ;8 ks.org ¥ haga de clic en Lents Pask Master Plan
debajo de “Projects- Plans & Studies.”
PORTLAND Ivvaning bu Perstand's Farure
' PARKS & RECREATION mg
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portiand TS prmeree) CoveTNDY
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OPEN HOUSE #2
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OPEN HOUSE #2 - SUMMARY

/a PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan Comment Form
August 26, 2010
Assumptions:
s If respondent said “I like A” | did not track comment — it was captured in the circled comment
o Multiple thoughts in comments were separated —| am concerned about maintenance but like size= 2 comments
s Comments were generalized and grouped
s Rhetorical questions and “digs” were not tracked
s Features that people liked the most and least are highlighted

Features in order of number of comments:

Skate Spot 132

Pathways 119

Dog Area 99

Performance

Events 96

Natural Areas 88

Community Garden 88

Central Fields 86

Entrance 85

Play Area 84

Tennis 78

Walker Stadium 77

Vavrek Field 67

Covered Picnic 64

Concept A Concept B Concept C
1. Off-Leash Area
No change to off-leash area location. No change to off-leash area location. Off-leash area moved to east side of park. Must be
fenced in this location.

1 -1like/a lot 53.6% 1 -1like/a lot 48.2% 1 -1like/a lot 422
3 - ldon'thave an 29.4% 3 - ldon’t have an 30.1% 3 - ldon'thave an 16.6
opinion opinion opinion

5—1don’t like/dislike 16.9% 5—Idon’t like/dislike 21.7% 5—1 don’t like/dislike 41.1
Fence this- 11 Fence —4 Too close to 92™ -2
Increase park access—1 Encroaches on heritage trees—1 Breaks up park—1
Don’t like Lshape -1 Increase park access -1 Too close to picnic—1
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Like fence - 2

Comments:
like fenced 37
don't change 15
no fence 13
small dog area 9
water
fence along
88th
bench
too big
trash cans
bigger
picnic table
compost facility

oW W W W

2. Entrance

Grand entrance at SE 92™ and Steele, creating a
connection to Lents Town Center.

Grand entrance at SE 92" and Steele, creating a

connection to Lents Town Center.

Grand entrance at NE 92" and Holgate, increasing

visibility along main thoroughfares and
transportation routes.

1 -1likefalot 57.6 1 -llike/a lot 52.4 1 - |like/a lot 41.8
3- | don't have an 24.6 3- ldon't have an 26.0 3- |don't have an 24.6
opinion opinion opinion

5—1don't like/dislike 17.8 5 — | don't like/dislike 21.6 5—| don't like/dislike 33.6

Like proximity to gazebo - 1
Too close to residential - 1

Like proximity to gazebo and play area —

Too close to residential - 1

Connect to light rail - 2
MNo parking— 2

More visible — 4

More welcoming - 1

Comments:
no grand entrance
connect to Town Center
entranceson C & A
Town Center too far
away
emphasiz plantings
no skate spot
don't lose Vavrek
A & B are prettier

30
11

[ SO e S ]
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3. Skatespot (5,000-6,000 SF)

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Skatespot north of Little League, closer to 28" Ave.

Skatespot on east side of park, north of parking lot.

Skatespot in NE corner of park.

1 -1likefalot 470 1 -llikefa lot 426 1 - Ilike/a lot 445
3- | don't have an 237 3- ldon't have an 29.4 3- |don't have an 19.9
opinion opinion opinion

5 — | don't like/dislike 20.3 5 — | don't like/dislike 27.9 5 — | don't like/dislike 35.6

Noisy for neighbors - 1
Protected from cars —1

Too close to little league -1
Not good for kids — 1

Love skatespot & basketball -1
Too far from crosswalk =1

Like kids and adults together — 5
Away from quiet part of park - 1

Good use of space—1

Conflict between basketball & skatespot—2
Not pretty =1

Keep away from children- 1

Comments:

good for park
allow bmx

=R
L= Y= R N

no
close to 92nd & Holgate
lighting

inappropriate activity
separate skill levels

don't separate skills

not by baseball

flat skate area

integrate with other activities
close to parking

safety

away from parking

in center of park

bigger

not near entrance

near dog park

spread out activities

o i e e i e e e o I B ¥ e (=
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4, Natural/Botanic Areas — Interpretive Walk

Enhanced plantings, pathways and reflective space
along eastern side of park.

Enhanced plantings, pathways and reflective space
along edge of bowl, Bowl space passive use when
not used for performances.

Enhanced plantings, pathways, and reflective space
along western slope. Sloped grassy area passive
when not used for performances.

1 -1 likefalot 54.9 1 -llike/a lot 55.6 1 - |like/a lot 56.4
3- | don't have an 2386 3- ldon't have an 21.8 3- ldon't have an 20.2
opinion opinion opinion
5 — |l don't like/dislike 215 5 — | don't like/dislike 22.6 5 — | don’t like/dislike 234
Like trees — 2 Don't move fields —1 Too close to activities — 4
Visibility — 2 Don't displace picnic—2 Tooshady—1

Nice break from 92" -1
Too close to 92™ - 12
Noisy but good -1

Too close to activities = 6
Quiet—-1

Like proximity to gazebo -1
Too busy-1

Changes access through day area—1
Good use of space -1

Comments:
yes
no

o=
L

no tree loss

native plants
maintenance

safety

pond

interpretive features
south of little league
no field loss
combine B & C
landscape slope
plants by ballfields
ADA

o R =R Wi O

5. Play Area

The play area stays where it is.

The play area is moved out of the bowl, closer to
the central area of the park.

The play area remains generally the same.

1 -1likefalot 64.1 1 -1likefa lot 33.2 1 - llikefalot 481
3- ldon't have an 25.9 3- ldon't have an 24.6 3- ldon't have an 29.7
opinion opinion opinion
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5 — | don't like/dislike

10.0 |

| 5 — I don't like/dislike

42.2 ||| 5 -1 don't like/dislike 223

Separate basketball and skate —1 Too far from street — 3 Skatedot good - 1
Good size -1 Mot bisible - 1 Make bigger - 1
Like skatedot - 1 Too much -2

Don't remove tennis — 3

Closer to activity —1

Away from traffic - 2
Comments:
no change 16
like spray 6
bigger ]
maintenance )
like little league feature 3
no skatedot 3
no tree loss 3
combine skate features 2
no kid basketball 2
shade 1
away from adult activities 1
benches 1
use horseshoe area 1
safety 1
more challenging structures 1
Should an additional play area be added next to the Little League fields? {circle one) Yes—62.2% No-37.8%
Should we include (circle one): A Junior basketball area? Yes- 53.1% No-46.9% Askatedot? Yes—54.0% No-46.0%

6. Walker Stadium

Mo change, baseball only.

Install synthetic field to increase amount and type
of play (baseball, soccer, football).

Install synthetic field to increase amount and type
of play (baseball, soccer, football).

1 -1|likefalot 39.5 1 -1like/a lot 54.6 1 -1like/alot 521
3- | don't have an 26.3 3- ldon't have an 15.8 3- |don't have an 17.8
opinion opinion opinion

5 — | don't like/dislike 34.2 5 — | don't like/dislike 29.8 5 — | don't like/dislike 30.0

Comments:
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add uses 27
no change 10
no synthetic

maintenance

increase use at Walker/ lose central field
expand use with grass

baseball only

put synthetic outside

e e S - s

7. Central Fields

Two programmed fields. One synthetic, fenced with
lighting for extended play. One natural grass.

One programmed field. One grassy field left open
for community use, informal play. Field location
“flips” every few years for maintenance.

Two programmed fields. One serves both soccer
and foothball.

1 -1likefalot 42.6 1 -llikefa lot 58.8 1 -1likefalot 345
3- | don’t have an 20.7 3- ldon't have an 16.5 3- |don't have an 305
opinion opinion opinion

5— | don't like/dislike 36.8 5 — | don't like/dislike 24.6 5 — | don't like/dislike 35.0

Like more use — 4
No fence -9

No fences - 1

Flexible — 2

Like rotation -3
Increase open space =7

Comments:
grass

no tree loss
maineneance
all synthetic
no synthetic
consider rugby
don't lose Vavrek
more lights

no change

no lights
combine A& C
less sports

use Marshall
landscaping

R RO U s W BT DD DO
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8. Performance / Event Spaces

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Gazebo relocated in central field. Grass field can be
used for expanded performance space.

Gazebo relocated to bowl area (SE corner of the
park).

Gazebo relocated southwest corner of park with

expanded gathering area.

1 -1like/alot 44 4 1 -llike/a lot 24.6 1 - |like/alot 28.9
3- | don't have an 26.5 3 - Idon't have an 271 3- ldon't have an 26.8
opinion opinion opinion

5— | don't like/dislike 29.'1 5 — | don't like/dislike 38.2 5 — | don't like/dislike 44.3

Good acoustics -4
Too close to homes—5
Too near 92™ -1

Less traffic noise — 1
Terraced seating- 1

Don’t displace garden—3
Too close to homes —5
Allows bigger events — 1
Create terraced seating— 1

| would like the gazebo to be (circle one)

| would like to see a larger acoustically designed band shell (circle one)

| would like a paved plaza area (circle one)

Comments:

no change

no more pavement

paved plaza

take advantage of topography
lower roof

increase programming

keep gazebo features

good investment

two spaces and a plaza
preservation of gazebo too 5
get rid of gazebo

more use

no field loss

No More programs

shade

a2
(1%}

L e R o VA S VRN TR ST, I 1}

Preserved —77.9% Replaced-22.1%

Yes—-55.2% No-44.8%
Yes—284% No-71.6%
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9. Pathways

| like the pathways best as shown in (circle one)

Less change — 1
Like path through center—5
Don’t like path through center - 8

Concept A—42%

Concept B— 29.6%
Cover more ground — 1
Position/flow makes sense — 2
More in trees = 1
Explore park - 1

ConceptC—-27.7%
Preserves open space — 1
Pretty/nice - 6

Comments:
no change
like loop
more natural paths
don’t cut trees
lighting
provide way through park
all poar

like continuity between play and paths

paved
like path around diamond

fary
w

[ = s TV 8

Should a soft-surface walking loop remain in the central area of the park, or move to circle the Walker Stadium area? {check one)

73.1% Central area of park

10. Football Field (Vavrek Field)

11.4% Walker Stadium area 15.5% Do not feel there needs to be a soft-surface path loop

Remains at current location.

Remains at current location.

Football field is replaced with basketball and/or
skatespot.

1 -|like/alot 60.4 1 -1like/a lot 52.7 1 -|likefalot 26.1
3- I dan't have an 25.9 3- ldon't have an 28.5 3- |don't have an 20.6
opinion opinion opinion

5 — 1 don't like/dislike 13.7 5 — | don't like/dislike 18.8 5 — | don't like/dislike 534

Mo lighting - 1
No synthetic - 2

Basketball too close to 92™ -1
More use - 1

Comments:
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no change
address safety/add fence
remave

like mixed use
other use

lights

no lights

replace with plaza
include rugby
neoise

smaller

R MWW W@

11. Community Garden

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Community garden space is expanded and a facility
is added for storage and meetings.

No change to size. Facility is added for storage and
meetings.

Garden is relocated and terraced in bowl area.
Facility is added for storage and meetings.

1 -1likefalot 65.0 1 -1likefa lot 42.5 1 -llike/a lot 27.6
3- | don't have an 16.7 3 - Idon't have an 322 3- |don't have an 20.6
opinion opinion opinion

5 — | don't like/dislike 18.2 5 — | don't like/dislike 25.2 5 — | don’t like/dislike £1.8

Put storage on east side — 2
Increase size = 1

Too big—-3

Ugly—1

Entrance to park -1

Better sunlight — 1

Access to parking - 1

Too close to Steele — 1
Ugly -1

Loss of space -1
Accessibility — 2
Lovely — 4

Erosion —1
Maintenance — 2
Sunlight concerns =5

Comments:

too big/underutilized
more space

like gardens

no change

no tree loss

storage - yes

storage - no

meeting space - no
private use

meeting space - yes
bulletin board

add grapes/fruit etc.
extend roof for dog area

[
[ 8]
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12. Large Covered Picnic Area {approximately & tables) (Note: additional open picnic areas are also included in all concepts)

Located between natural area, recreational fields, Located south of recreational fields, next to Located between bowl, play area and natural area.
and walker stadium. children’s play area and natural area.
1 -1like/alot 55.4 1 -llike/a lot 52.3 1 - |like/a lot 39,1
3- ldon't have an 24.3 3- ldon't have an 25.9 3- ldon't have an 28.5
opinion opinion opinion
5— | don't like/dislike 204 5 — | don't like/dislike 21.8 5 — | don't like/dislike 324
Don’t move gazebo - 2 Use gazebo for covered area - 1 Don’t remove tennis — 3
Covered area closer to picnic area — 1 Good for families — 1
Good for games - 1 Too busy—-1
Too close to community garden - 1

Comments:
like picnic/play
proximity
no large area
no tree loss
more tables
good
access from street
trash/maintenance
inappropriate use
keep horseshoes
connect to businesses
near perennial
garden 1

=
3%}
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13. Tennis

Improved tennis area. Tennis removed. Tennis removed.

1 -1likefalot 55.5 1 -llike/a lot 16.7 1 -1like/a lot 16.9

3- | don't have an 30.4 3 - ldon't have an 326 3- |don't have an 314
opinion opinion opinion

5 — | don't like/dislike 14.1 5 — | don't like/dislike 50.6 5 — | don't like/dislike 51.7
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Comments:
don't remove
remove
smaller
move [to north)
use courts for something else
don't change
good fit with kids area

14, Basketball

36

=W onon

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Basketball on east side of park, north of parking lot.

Basketball on east side of park, just south of parking

Basketball in NE corner of park.

lot.
1 -1likefalot 44.7 1 -1likefa lot 334 1 -1likefa lot 21.0
3- ldon't have an 37.0 3- ldon't have an 41.4 3- ldon't have an 346
opinion opinion opinion
5 — | don't like/dislike 18.2 5 — | don't like/dislike 25.4 5 — | don't like/dislike 44.5

Away from play area -1
Good use of space -1
Mot by parking—1

Like parking - 2

Too close to skatespot—1
Bad for parking - 1

Comments:

no change

anywhere

more space

like basketball
update/maintain

no tree loss

like by kids

not by entrance

near northeast corner

;5]
+

o N W W W s

15. Each of these three concepts may require some tree removal. PP&R will plant additional trees to compensate for the loss of trees. (check one)
65.4% Itis important to me to preserve as many existing trees as possible.

31.2% If PP&R re-plants trees elsewhere, | am OK with removing existing trees as necessary.
3.3% | am not concerned about the trees.

Portland Parks & Recreation
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16. Would you like to see any of these concepts modified in any way and if so, how?

Concept A
Make center fields like B— 2

One comment each —

Dan't light soccer

Make walker synthetic

Locate basketball like B

Expand off-leash

Shelter on east side of garden
Like tennis

Like kids basketball

Like kids skate

No synthetic center

Add basketball and skatespotin C
Put primary entrance at g™ &Holgate
No walkway between fields

Concept B

Add tennis -3
Like spray — 2

One comment each -

Flay area closer to residences
Like picnic area

Like restrooms

Eliminate horseshoes

Extend nature walk along bowl edge to se corner
where topography hits 92"
Too much sports

Add fields from A

Add skatespot from A

Like play area

Concept C

Preserve Vavrek — 2

Like center—2

Keep community gardens where they are and
expand — 2

Improve Vavrek with synthetic and lights — 2

One comment each -

Add tennis

Central gazebo

Move off-leash east and expand and fence -1
Move tennis NE of parking

Don't like skatespot — 1

Don't like basketball -1

Don't like play area—-1

Concerned about garden orientation - 1

General Comments:
keep trees
no change
fenced dog area
maintenance
big skate park
bulletin boards
native plants
emphasize nature
less sport fields
open restrooms
add sand vollyball
keep tennis
bmx trails
fix NW corner plantings
like little league play
don't move basketball
connect to transit
create space for food carts

o e b W W W s I N~
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separate skate area from other hard surfaces
fountains

create botanic area around community garden
indoar tennis

no synthetic turf

olympic poaol

pave paths

pathways too complicated

keep basketball next to tennis

less programming

el ool S S S S S

17. Please indicate your preference:

| strongly prefer Concept (circle one) A-32.1%
- Tennis court improvements - Expansion of the community gardens | don't think there needs to be two skate areas. And | like the idea of using the slope in
terrace form. Although | like any improvement.

A has a feeling of less "busy-ness." Change for change sake is not always an improvernent. A seems to retain more trees (mature trees). A keeps the
interpretive area more "secluded.”

As a tennis enthusiast, | only have one choice. Tenis provides a nice addition to the park because it is a competitive sport that can be played by 2-4 players.
The soccer and baseball and football field are more team oriented and require more people.

Best organized, best use of space. Keeps holgate as the main artery.

Best placement of active areas and passive areas. playground stays in an accessible area, community garden is in a more quiet area and is enlarged. Fields are
maximized for active use.

Big garden, big playground, big spray, all parts eaesy to use and use lots.

Concept A has much improved little kids play area and much better performance space, along with preserving the off leash area, not eliminating tennis, and
improving playing fields all-around -- while also adding 2 skate spots! Great job!

Concept A offers more variety and I'd like to keep the tennis court. It's also a better layout.

Concept A would to needed small things. Drinking fountains - restrooms - paths. The addition of parking areas in southeast (92nd Ave} and southwest (88th
Ave in current dog run area). The children play on the main level of the park. Parents could watch their kids and other activities in the park.

Dog park isn't on 92nd, more trees seemed preserved, multi-skate area, keeps the tennis court. Really like interpretive walk idea.

Everything about concept A appeals to me. | like to see tennis courts incorporated into the park design, skateparks are Innovative and this particular design
provides a good location, and overall, it seems that this design is Improving what is already here the most.

Flows better. Kind of keeps park the way it is situated. That's the way | llke it. Some changes, but not totally different.

| also like concept B but noted above why | prefer concept A.

| don't believe in change for change's sake. | especially want to see the football field, tennis, dog area, kids play area, and community gardens to stay the
same.

| feel that it important to keep an open area for the dogs so they can run freely without being caged in. | also really like the idea of two skate parks, one for
the kids and one for adults. It allows for the kids to develop their skills without being intimidated by the older teenagers and adults, Keeping the tennis courts
is important for the many people that are constantly using the park. | look forward to seeing the park being improved! Can't wait, Lents is in a great deal of
need compared to many other parks around Portland.

| like A and B for different reasons. | don't like C at all. | prefer the soccer fields to stay in the same location. | prefer the tennis court stay. The synthetic fields
seem like they would be helpful and Walker field should be changed so multiple sports can use the space.
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| like A because it makes more sense to update what we have than make a lot of changes that may not create more use.

| like concept A because it looks less drastic.

| like concept A because it looks less drastic.

| like the locations of the skatespot and basketball courts, and the expanded gardens make sense on this plan. The other plans for the gardens worry me quite
abit.

| like the plan that allows for the most soccer fields as possible. These soccer fields are some of the most used in the city and would see more use if they were
in good shape.

| prefer Concept A because it preserves the current play area. The best and shadiest part of the park should be used for kids.

| really like the idea of a skate park and | love the idea of a larger community garden.

| want to keep the tennis courts.

Improves upon existing things, least drastic.

It appears to retain the current use of the park, the trees, and the natural peacefulness and beauty of the surroundings. Many families go here to enjoy this
park and for me | would like to preserve as much of the natural beauty and trees it has to offer. The many children and families that come to this park to
engage in sports activities are such good strong building blocks to help our children grow into succassful adults. Having family activities heps form stronger
bonds between parents, children and other family members. We need Lentz Park to remain as natural, useful, and beautiful as possible.

It helps to remain with much of the original concept but with updates needed.

It Is the most practical for cost, accessability.

It pretty much leaves it the same, won't cost as much to move everything. Cost less, saves more of our trees, and still gives more use of the park.

It's not so much of a change to different areas and hopefully won't cost as much. Don't like the dog park idea on 92nd, feel it might interfere with traffic, and
dogs getting hurt.

Just looks a lot more organized and better looking.

Larger garden space

Least change and most comfortable for us that use it regularly.

Least dramatic change. Most improvement to existing services.

Less changes to the park as itis, but would like to see Walker Stadium changed to multi-use.

Like location of gazebo and picnic shelter. Skate could go to where basketball is and basketball to old location.

Maintain tennis courts Performance area more centrally located for noise south of park

Maintaining 3 fields outside the stadium, including one synthetic fielde.

more open

mutual respect for all, nice flow.

New features with out having to take too many trees/ space away...

Please see skatespot review post up above.

see madified comment above

Skatespot is a necessary part of the plan.

The changes in concept A are the least dramatic in all three.

The least changes - it works great now.

The least damaging of the three. Change skateboard park to east side of stadium. Better area for noise created by boarders. No new restroom by the existing
basketball court is needed on any of your plans. The building already there is a restroom and could be updated. A water fountain Is needed in the dog area. A
bench or table is also needed. Fence needed along side 88th. Also along Steele so dogs can't run into street.

This is a great park. | do not think a ton of work is required to keep this park great and make it better. There are definitely things that need attention, but | do
not think the park needs to be completely rearranged.

With the addition of the synthatic field in Walker.
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B-14.8%

Concept B seems to best utilize the space available and still provide all of the amenities desired by the public. | love the idea of having a synthetic surface
within Walker Stadium. This would dramatically improve the playability of the field and reduce the number of baseball rainouts. | also like how the play area is
more centralized within the park vs. it's current location. The current location isclates the play area from all of the other activities making it hard on a parent
to be able to keep track of their children on the playground vs. being in the picnic or sports areas. Concept B seems to take that into consideration and makes
the most sense from a parent's perspective.

good combination of natural walking areas and recreation. Gazebo/entertainment in a better location.

Hate artificial turf - there's already too much space given over to just sports.

| actually like most of Plan b. Especially the gazebo location. But | like the double-use synthetic central field in Plan C.
| like having the skate/BMX spot away from the other activities.

| like plan B as it seems to offer the most for a park. | wouldn't mind if the dog off leash area in plan B was moved to the East side.

| like the primary entrance and gazebo on the south side of the park, things are spaced out nicely and offer a nice variety of recreational options.

| want as much nature as possible period. And the 92nd/steele side feels more intimate already so | would like the entrance and nature there versus the side
where corner stores are and barren landscape are. Save those for sports

If | have to chose - that's my choice. I'm not happy with the sports-centric focus on the redesigns.
It has the least amount of synthetic fields.

It looks thought through. C looks like things were just stuck so they fit.

It seems like itis making the most of the parks space without taking out too many trees or removing existing services as the facilities are all well used.

It seems to retain most of what makes Lents Park a good place to visit, whereas the other two don't come as close. | found Concept C particularly disturbing
because of the location of the off-leash area. But then | do not believe dogs should ever be off-leash in public places.

It's not true that | STRONGLY prefer one concept, but they are NOT all great and | DO prefer 2 out of 3, so | just went with a prefernce of Concept B due to the
poor wording of the preference question. | like some things about A, but overall, | lean more towards B. | like that B does not have the skate park in the corner
near the field. | like that B has tennis removed. | am not sure what | am looking at, but if Concept B is taking out all those Fir trees, | HATE IT! | do NOT support
removing Douglas Fir trees. Why can't we respect that they were here first!?! On Concept C | like that the area for people who can't maintain their own house
pets is fenced, but | don't like the terraced community garden. | also don't care for the gazebo up in the corner.

Many avenues of travel within the park, lots of activities to indulge, more fields for variety of ball games.

Open field/rotation Relocated gazebo But more play area up closer to fields Put skate spot in NE corner Move basketball to skate spot Results in expanded
natural areas no loss of trees

Path routing and interpretive garden location are best but try to preserve the gazebo.

The grand entry at Steele leading into the gazebo space would be a nice introduction to the park, and would connect to the rest of Lents. The multi-use
synthetic fields seem like a great use of space, and the open space leaves room for emergent use of the center of the park. It pains me to see tennis go, but|
haven't used the courts so far this summer, so maybe | like them more in theory than in practice.

The owverall layout and balance of Concept B is most appealing to me.

With gazebo In the central field
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C-13.5%

Best overall plan, it considers/accounts for traffic on 92nd and Holgate.

Best use of NE Corner, most constructive use of field spaces

Dog area is fenced. Terrance community garden Like restroom locations Seccer in the stadium

Exceptions as stated: play area, skate, basketball, football from Plan B

Fenced dog area, terraced gardens, play area on same side of park, natural/interpretive walk

| just like the placement and spatial arrangement more. Little more spread with some green space in between each area and | think a little more innovative
with the terraced gardens.

| like the combined fields. | don't see all fields filled all the time, so it seems a waste to have so many. Having them combined locks fantastic.

| like the development and added facilities.

| like the fenced dog area.

| like the gardens.

| like the location of the botanic area and the overall design best in Concept C.

| prefer fenced dog areas.

| prefer the fenced off-leash area. | love the concert area. The terraced community garden is nice. | wish there was more open play space that wasn't
dedicated to fields. I'm not convinced that synthetic fields are a good investment, but i really don't know about these things. | hate to see tennis areas gone,
but | haven't perscnally played tennis in years. | do like the noisy basketball distractions and skate areas in the corner at Holgate and 92nd. That should be
kept far away from homes. | really believe skateboards are louder than jets. | can't hear my books on tape when the skateboarders are on my sidewalk, but|
can hear the books when jets are overhead.

It has everything but tennis courts.

It has the biggest skate park design, and provides a feeling inside of me that would bring me out there.

It leaves more flexibility and space for future needs.

overall layout and positioning of skatespot

Overall layout, terraced garden seems like a great plan, fenced dog park is a good idea also. Like this overall flow.

Plan C has the best use/organization for the sports activities and puts them nearer parking and/or louder street areas while moving the quieter activities
(garden and Gazebo) to the more residential side of the park.

The look and feel of terraced community gardens and football off of Holgate

With a few modiciations gazebo at SE corner of park where a natural bowl already exists. Garden doubled or tripled. Tennis court northwest of soccer fields
and southwest of Walker Stadium parking lot/or north of narth baseball fisld.

They are all great! —13.5%

because they woulod agll benifet the community

| couldn't see where A was much different from B

| like aspects of B and C.

| like that an effort is being put forward to change the park, and that is good enough. I'd also love for the Tennis courts to be kept and the Skatespot to
definetly be added. Thank you!

I'm more attracted to A and B, but really like the natural area in Concept C.

They all have great ideas and will benefit the community in many ways.

They all suit my interests and serve their purpose of improving the parks for community use.
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They are all just ok. But............ | don't want the gazebo moved. | don't want skate areas for skate boards. | "want" a fenced in dog area. | don't want a
childrens basketball area. | am not in favor of enlargeing the garden area or making a facility for meetings and storage. These are just a few of my likes and
dislikes.

House Summaries

| don't prefer any of them. — 26.2%

Above it was stated that "each of these concepts may require some tree removal” and that PP&R would plant additional trees. This is a park we're talking
about! Many of these trees have been in this park since | first set foot in the park in the 1970's. These concepts should be required to be creative enough to
leave the trees where they are. The "additional trees" to be planted to compensate for the loss of trees are often a poor excuse for the tree that was originally
growing there. Where is the commaon sense in all this | ask you?

As my ratings indicate, a combination as they all have good attributes.

Concept B is strong contender except for synthetic and lighted football field - this is wasteful and will not prove beneficial in 10 years time. All Concepts are
lacking a yard debris/compost facility to manage detritus and neighborhood kitchen scraps locally. This should be integral to any park of this size and location
(near a town center). Where is the foresight and attempt at sustainable? Community Gardens should be expanded.

do you know what a camel is?.. .. It's a horse designed by a committee.

Each has its stong points as well as its stupid points. | don't strongly prefer any of them, but A seems to focus the most on improvements.

Every plan tries to change the park dramatically instead of enhancing the park with it present character that people love. People already love Lents parks. Lets
try not to make a entirely different park.

| don't believe this is a good time to make big changes to our park. Given the current economy and the fact that there are few signs of it improving any time
scon, | believe the least costly and the least invasive changes are the best. The most important change would be to take better care of what we presently have
- better lighting, better litter control, better facilities, better and or more drinking fountains. A bathroom perhaps?

| don't LIKE any of them. | prefer that we improve what we have now, and not add a skatespot at all. | think that the impact on the surrounding homeowners
isn't being considered enough. | do not understand why living close to the park has to be a detriment instead of a benefit.

| hope that the comments about each proposed change will be considered so as to create new concepts incorporating what people say about each of the
proposed changes. | know it is a difficult job but none of these concepts really are a good package. Overall, lents park is an excellent park as is and | think the
funds should be used to maintain it and make a few minor upgrades to the fields and playgrounds. Adding a natural/botanic area would be a plus, especially if
there is a pond or water element added. |t is VERY IMPORTANT to keep the trees as the trees definitely create the aesthetic of the park and make it a great
place to relax and spend time with one's family.

| like many of these plans. No single plan has all my favorites.

| like some aspects of each of the concepts.

| like some parts of each - but they seem boring and don't really add enough paths or new things to the park. Too much sports in all of them. We need more
space for the neighborhood and people who don't play sports.

| like the look of plan B, but don't STRONGLY prefer any of them. The park is really nice with the Large Trees we have now. Please don't kill such old timers.

| like the paths in B {but HATE the play area location.) A is okay. | like the fenced dog area in C, but not the terracing of the garden or the paths (lack thereof).

| like the paths in option C but | am staunchly against a fenced in dog area. Option B - bad idea to have skate spot immediately follow main entry. Option A -
hate the idea of skate spot rubbing up against dugouts of ball fields. If | had to chose, option B. o Option C is my favorite, but only if we figure out a natural
way to keep the dogs away from the kids play area or avoid whatever the concern is about the dogs needing a fence. NO FENCE!

| see little need for change.

| tend to prefer A and C. All of them have features that | like and features that | dislike.

| think the best Ideas in each concept should be looked at and considered. And not just go with a packaged plan. Keep an open mind and keep the park public
friendly.
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| think we need to quit spending. People can rally together for their interests to make things happen. Put money towards Gates Park that is vacant of anything
right now. Find creative ways to make parks pay for themselves by rallying with existing business and organizations that want to be invalved. Quit spending.
Keep it up mostly how it is now, find willing supporters, save maney for other parks in se more in need.

| think you can do better.

| want a fenced off-leah area AND centralized childrens play area AND entrance on 92nd/Steele

If | had to choose one - Concept A.

I'm really opposed to too many elements to approve of any completely. More placemaking, more contemplative opportunity, less revenue generation,
catering to people from outside of the neighborhood.

I've lived here for 30 + years, just across the street, and | have put up with several changes, | was the one that contacted the Mayor's office and asked for
something for "seniors", like a horseshoe pit. The city put the pits almost directly across from me, but unlike every other horseshoe pit in the city, they hired a
contractor that had never seen an actual horseshoe pit. What IDIOT makes a chain link backstop for horseshoes?

Keep the park like it is. Improve restoom facilities. Tennis court and basketball courts if needed. The park is being used at its maximum now.

Leave it alone, Sammy is stealing water bureau for bike paths, we can not pay for schools & the roads are in bad shape. Why spend money on something that
is fine the way it is?

Lents lost a good opportunity for the city and community when semi-pro ball was taken off the table for Walker Stadium. Comm. Leonard called on the only
tax generation plan that made sense.

Like A because it has least changes, like B for the open space location, but not much else. Like C terraced gardens.

Lived across the street for 10 years. Enjoy the way the park is. Don't enjoy construction in my neighborhood or park. Beautify not rebuild. Clean up peoplr
trash first, then maybe.

Lots of good ideas - no perfect combination.

Mixed feelings. Entry should be at town center connection, Add top ratings together.

No strong preference. Least disruptive looks best to me.

None of the above - if these plans involve cutting down trees to make room for sports fields, The park is fine as it is. Leave Lents Park as the neighbors have it
now.

None of them are ideal. Elements of each are OK, but none work holistically. Address problems, don't ignore negative impacts of sports fields.

play area & kids skate & B Ball area and the big kids skate area away from little kids

Please repair or improve the existing park as itis. The park is suppose to be a natural area for people and families to use and enjoyed for pick-nicks and family
gatherings. Not for a select few. The more sports or entertainment facilities added reduces the areas needed for the families to enjoy and play in. It then
becomes an area for a select few and no longer than a park. Please quit trying to change it into a sports facility.

Porgue me gusta tal y como esta.

Portland Parks has a responsibility to maintain Lents Park and for the past 6 years you have done a very poor job. Not mowing the lawns on a regular basis not
picking up the trash generated by weekend sports participants. Tearing out trees and not replacing them. Every decision for enhancement centers around
increasing usage {optimizing) of the sports fields and the improving revenue at the expense of the neighborhood and especially the neighbors closest to the
park. Thus your plans and decisions are destroying the livability of our neighborhood and our health. The the Parks department is suffocating a small park
craming more people, traffic, noise and pollution our way. We currently struggle with traffic noise and pollution, grid lock provided by the sports participants
and spectators blocking our driveways and trashing our streets with litter, and totally disregarding that Lents is our home. For & years i have shared our park
with many sports participants in fact | use to play softball here so | appreciate the opportunities that parks provide. However our homes are too close the the
park boundaries the streets are too narrow for sports field enhancements optimize their use. (Guiding principal #4}) Is their one person that is in charge of this
plan who lives in Lents ? how about across the street from the park ? | bet not. Would you like your neighborhood park turned in to a full time sports facility? |
am certain you would not.

The majerity of the neighborhood that live around and use the park do not want it torn up and rearranged, and most of all want the TREEs left alone,
averwhelmingly. Can we be any clearer that this.
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There are good and bad elements in each.

These plans do not reflect the values of the Lents Urban Renewal and Eco District. We want a park, not a sporting complex.

they all seem a decent enough concept

They are all awful.

They don't reflect the community's needs.

too many changes! too many trees cutting and it is fine the way it is and has been for over 50 years!!1!

Too much field sport space. Need to lose one field and use as passive space.

Total 259
I identify as (check all that apply) (Individual Values)

African American/Black 5 1.8%
Asian/SE Asian/Pacific Islander 11 4.0%
Caucasian/White 228 83.2%
Eastern European 6 2.2%
Latino/Hispanic 16 5.8%
Native American/Alaska Native 8 2.9%
Total 274

Other (please specify)

what happened to WHITE!! 1 11.1%
Caribbean 1 11.1%
Caucasian is not an ethnic group and I will not identify my self using that term 1 11.1%
human 1 11.1%
humanbeing 1 11.1%
Mullato 1 11.1%
Portugese 1 11.1%
some indian 1 11.1%
What difference does the above make? 1 11.1%
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Total 9
Iam

Male 156
Female 135
Other 1
Total 292
I am age

25-34 71
45-59 69
35-44 66
60-79 60
16-24 19
80 or over i
Total 286

Regarding residence, I

Own 214
Rent 61
Other 8
Total 283

How many children under the age of 18 do you have living with you?

0 60
2 34
1 24
none 18
3 8
0 2
one 1
zero 2

53.4%
46.2%
0.3%

24.8%
24.1%
23.1%
21.0%
6.6%
0.3%

75.6%
21.6%
2.8%

38.5%
21.8%
15.4%
11.5%
5.1%
1.3%
0.6%
1.3%
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12 1 0.6%
4 1  0.6%
5 1 0.6%
6 1 0.6%
raised two as a single mom 1 0.6%
three 1 0.6%
two 1 0.6%
Total 156
What are their ages?
N/A 5 6.4%
4 5.1%
3 3.8%
2 2.6%
2 2.6%
14 2 2.6%
15 2 2.6%
16 and 13 2 2.6%
3,6 2 2.6%
B 2 2.6%
7 2 2.6%
7 mo, 7 years 2 2.6%
1 month old i 1.3%
1,2 1 1.3%
1,3 1 1.3%
1-12 1 1.3%
10 and 12 1 1.3%
10 57 1 1.3%
10/ 14/16 1 1.3%
1 1.3%

12 14
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12,10, 6 i 1.3%
12, 13 1 1.3%
12, 16 1. 10804
12, 8 1 1.3%
13 1. 1:.3%
14 12 12 1 1.3%
14 and 15 1 1.3%
14,2, 1 1. 1iE%
15, 16 1 1.3%
16 1, 1.3%
16, 17 1 1.3%
16,15,13,11,10 1 3%
17 1. 1.3%
17 and 11 1 1.3%
17 and 13 1 1.3%
17,5, 3 1 1.3%
2 years 1 1.3%
2+ 1 1.3%
2,4 1 1.3%
2:5:7 1 1.3%
2.5 years old and 2 months old 1 1.3%
26, 27 1 1.3%
3and 6 1. 1:30%
3 mo 1 1.3%
3 months 1 1.3%
3,11 1 1.3%
ks 1. I3%
4 and 6 1 1.3%

1 1.3%

5and 3
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5and 7

5,45, 15

56

6 mo

6,4

8,5 4,2
91011 14 15 16
9and 1

hand-i capped mental ages are 3 years old
NA

six

Total
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/‘ PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan Comment Suminary
October 8, 2010

High Level of Agreement

1. Off-Leash Area - 54%of respondents liked the locations where it was. Equally
significant is that a high level of respondents really did not like moving the off-leash area

37 respondents wanted fencing.

2. Entrance — 52-58 % of respondents liked having a grand entrance at 92nd & Steele and
creating a connection to Lents Town Center. There was no real majority or opposition to an
entrance at NE 92nd & Holgate.

4. Natural/Botanic Areas — Interpretive Walk — All of the design options received more
than 55% support. Also important is that dislike of the features was less than 23%.
Respondents favored this feature regardless of locations and want it, perhaps more.

5. Play Area - Clear community support for keeping the play area where it is — 64%.
Significant opposition to moving it into the center of the park (42%)

Clear community support for adding an additional play area by little league - 62.2%

6. Walker Stadium — respondents supported the installation of synthetic turf in Walker
Stadium by more than 52%. Respondents liked increasing the functionality of the stadium.

7. Central Fields — Almost 59 % respondent support for “fipping” fields,

8. Performance / Event Spaces— people want to keep the gazebo — 80%, but from the
comments, it is the sense that it could be modified.

People do not want a paved plaza area — 72%.

9. Pathways — Respondents clearly wanted a pathway in the central portion of the park - 73%

10. Football Field (Vavrek Field) — Clear support for keeping Vavrek Field as is — 50-60%.
Strong opposition to changing it to basketball or a skatespot — 53%.

11. Community Garden — keep it where it is and make it bigger — 65%. Do not terrace it
- 52%

12. Large Covered Picnic Area (approximately 8 tables) - Located between natural area,
recreational fields and Walker Stadium — 55%.

13. Tennis — More than 50% of respondents want to keep and improve tennis. More than 50%
respondents opposed removing tennis.

15. Trees— Preserve trees as much as possible — 65%

No Clear Direction

3. Skatespot - Based on the first comment form there is significant interest in having a
skatespot in the park. This comment form indicates that that there is no strong preference
about where it is located based on the designs presented.  Based on comments some things to
consider would be proximity to neighbors and adjoining uses.

42 comments in favor of skatespot.

Play area — no clear support or opposition to a junior basketball area or skatedot.

8. Performance / Event Spaces — more respondents liked the Gazebo in the central field, but
not more than 50%. Additionally, there was a high percentage of respondents, almost 3(%
who did not like that location.

9. Pathways — there was no majority support for any of the path systems shown.

14. Basketball — Respondents demonstrated no strong direction about the location of
basketball.

Summary

There was general support and strong support for elements for each of the designs.
Respondents preferred Options A — 32% more than Options B and C - both less than 15%.
Most respondents like elements of each of the designs.

There was a lot of positive feedback on the ¢l ts of the designs, and suggestions for how to
incorporate them into a final design — which is a positive reflection of the exercise — it is what
we asked them to do.
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Prior to the third open house for Lents Park, a flyer was distributed
throughout the community, among PAC members, and to
stakeholders in an effort to educate the public about the event.

The goal of the third open house was to bring traditional and
non-traditional users together to comment on the two refined draft
concepts for Lents.

Appendix C: Open House Summaries

Lents Park
Master Plan

Help determine a futu

ix months, an Advisory Ci
s haipalae and youth has been iog
u, your neighborhood, and your park.

community groups
design that reflects yo

re vision for Lents Park.

i i ighbors,
ommittee representing nelg
working to develop & preferred

‘ -~
>

ino!
Let us know bow we are doing’

Listening Sessions

Informal discussion groups to focus on specific
plan details. Come talk, have coffee, listen

Monday, October 25

Active Recreation, 6-8 PM

Lents Commons

Thursday, October 28

Community Spaces, 6-8 PM

Lents Commons

Saturday, October 30

Sustainability, 9-11 AM

Lents Commons

Open House

Formal pre i ntation from the Design
Consultan

* Q & A v ith £ cvisory Committee Members ?
* Table T. p Di :ussions?

Monday, Ne ember 1
Pantheon Ba iquet Hall?
5942 SE9. !Ave, 97266

_<&qw PORTLAND
3’ PARKS & RECREATION

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

luee

Ongoing Display
‘The display will be available at Lents
Commons from Nov 2-22.

* Have questions? Project staff and/or ?
Advisory Committee members will be at
Lents Commons for the following office
hours:

Saturday, November 6
9:00-11:00 AM

Saturday, November 20
9:00-11:00 AM

(Additional office hours will be posted online
and at Lents Commons.)

{

Comment form will be available online
at www.PortlandParks.org,
9:00 AM, November 2.

Comment forms will also be available
at Lents Commons.

Comments will be received
until 5:00 PM, November 22.

g in Pavtland's Futore

_PDC_

Portland Parks & Recreation
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OPEN HOUSE #3 - SUMMARY

Iwvesting in Fartland's Futere
<% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland FORTLAND DIVELOPMINT COMMIBSION

Lents Park Open House Period
Comment Form Summary
Drecember 10, 2010

Orverview

In response to community inguiries, the the wadidonal Open House model was modified from a single evening event
to include three addidonal, informal “Listening Sessions”. The goals were to:

«  Help pardcipants understand Maseer Plan Process and where we are in this process

«  Engage parncipants in discussion of specific ropics

»  Allow free exchange of informadon and 1deas

= Use mnformaaon to inform Open House participants

The three listening sessions all took place at Lents Comments and were atrended by 5-15 people. The
informanon/di ion from the listening sessions was recorded and presented ar the Final Open House.

The Open House was artended by approximarely 25 residents (including advisory commirtee members). After the
Open House the comment form was online for 3 weeks. In toral, the comment period for this part of the project
extended w almose 6 weeks.

Results
71 individuals completed the comment form.

« More than 74% of respondents indicated support or strong support for the designs

«  More than 70% of respondents preferred the Central Field rrearment in Design A

«  Participants indicared thar all elements of the Guiding Principles were achieved. More than 60% of
respondents indicared thart the designs achieved the principles well or very well.

Survey Results: Lents Park Master Plan Total Items: 71
What is your general reaction to the draft concept for Lents Park?
Strongly support 29 41.4%
Support 23 32.9%
Neutral 9 12.9%
Dislike 7 10.0%
Strongly dislike 2 29%
Total 70

Which central field area treatment do you prefer?
A 47 71.2%
B 19 28.8%
Total 66

| prefer Option A because...
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U Bl

| prefer Option B because... Giding Frinciples. P s o shanid 3a the  what they with this design, How well did we
| accomglish each of tha following?
Provide a variety of activ d i ional i
e M 50.7%
I 24 35.8%
13- 0 opinion 3 25%
4 - not well 2 i
5 - ot at all o e
Total bt
Create good circulation systems and pathways into and within the park
}-MWI 34 50.7%
2 - wall 25 373%
3 - no opinion 6 9.0%
4 - not well 1 1.5%
5 - not at all 1 1.5% |
T o7 |

tha park to b and socially i means that PPER is financially

able to maintain it)
2 - wall 26 39.4%
T 16 24.3% |
1 - vary well 14 21.2%
4 - not well 8 12.1%]
5 - ot at all @ 30%)
Total Lo |
Tmprove and of athletic 1o aptimize their use
2 - wall 30 44.8%
1 - very wall 18 26.9%
3 - o apinion 13 19.4% )
4 - ot well 3 asw
5 - not at all 3 4.5% |
Total 67
Honor the visual character of the park
ey 8 418%
2 - wall 2 328%|
il 9 134%)
3- o opinien Sl
5 - not ¢ ail z 0%
Total &7 |
Improve access for all park users
Tl 27 39.7%)
oy 24 35.3%
3 - no opinion 9 133%
4 - ot well 7 103%
5-notatal HES 1
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Total &8 |
Enh and 4 with the park |
12 - wall 6 38.8%
11 = vary wall 23_ 34.3% |
;bme‘mm 12 17.9%|
14 - nat well 5[ 7.5%|
|5 - ot at all 1 1.5%)
Total 67 |
Create a welcoming environment [ ;
et 2l s Favorite Elements {Option B)
1 - very well 25 37.3%) s
13 - o opinion 4 6.0% s
4 - ot wel 3 a5
15 - ot 2t all 1 1.5%| e ]
Total 67 { 3

i culture, archi and features ; |
12 well 24 35.0%| 5 [
e 20 29.9% 1l = !
3 - no opinion 14 20.9%) Ml 5 = |18 HEE H EEi
|4 - nat well 9 134% 9 "
Tatal o7 | f@fy@’é’&ﬁégﬁfy@éﬁf&"}#;
 How well was public input incorparated into this design cancept? &8 f}oﬁ" o ¢ f?ép‘
12 - wall 75 36.8% f d‘,p
11 - vary wall 17 25.0% f"
|3 - na opinion 12 17.6% !
14 = ot well 12 17.6%
{5~ pot st il L2 2 B e il e 15 ot Wiy
Total &8 |
| Favorite Elements
e e (o e g corhe ShmnerE o e cwn = Bhes/= 50 Fesponses
g:#.-‘lsﬂm :;-m-uw
I!!-_Mv-llnl_bm #3 = yellow = 25 responses
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Least Liked Elements {option A)

skate spot
ot deash
quantdy of
fack of
vavrek field
lack of lighting

spray feature [

fiekd iccation
syrthetic fied
community
more restooms
fack of
pazebo

Least Liked Elements (option B)

D 2 N WA BB

— .
is § £ i EE

I s gi

LN LN O g

|
What else would you like to share with us? |

l.lﬁlhmmwmmlnﬂmwmmdmwl mummmWM(mmmmdwmwwnmma |

and aleo helps other park users avoid the animats and potentially poopy area. 2. l'dlnlnwmmm rts fields, Somathing simple

that families and spectators could stand undar during rainy or hot & sunn dlyi lwdomefmmlumhwuﬂ\udedthl MW

fiald, for example.

dont waste my moneyl|

Fenced dog park would be nice

Freestyle BMX bekes need to be allowed equal access into the skate spot. Portland is ore the nations most bicycle friendy cities. Wa need to live up to this

axpectation. Bikes, skateboards, roller biades , etc can coexist. Its called sharing.

1 already complete & form at the Open House @ The Naw Copper Panny but wanted to add a few things: [ like Concept A but feel the following needs to be

addressed: 1. Thene are no bathrooms or Trimet stops closa the the Stage.

IhuMnmPﬂdM-mm{wmwumMﬂ}mmmM Ilmmmmnxwmllmdmlld

There aro red-tailed hawks that nest in the park year after year, The walking track [ have used for many years. [t is a wonderful place and enjoy

being cutside. B-\glMorclmIMWMMWMMWMWWWWWWWMMMHn!loﬂjwﬂﬂsnukfwmlnr

Wiears to come.

1““|lmﬂ|ﬂwllh.lﬁﬂmnwfmwm Thanks for treating its rencvation with respect. kmmwimmmmmm
umwdlmmufmumm anknlmmmmhlwwaﬂd

AOnrRCiAtE hesn snent on

All tha time and snermy that thasa rians. From my hesband and mvself and nn nﬁwrl-ahv Mm-

for g and g this space.

lmpamlxwummmskamswslmpuk BMX is a growing sport and will soon grow bigger then skateboarding. So plasse keep BMX bikes in
rrid when desigring the pa

1 really want a fenced area for little dop st the off leash dogs park
1 used to live across from lents park it does need mone trees.

1 would like the process to siow down. | understand you have created a schedule, but this is an important korg term change which will both impact the
neighborhood. need to respend to future changes in tha population to coma. I've attached a copy of tha non A.B,C master plan produce by lents creative. 1
think its worthy presanting as an altemnative and slowing down the process. what |s the rush?

lfdbamama.Msadomui.thesvnthmcsowerlialdMdbemmdmdnsmmnmastmmmqmwwmmwd Tha rearientation to the

hward location, white a very creative idea for allowing a mere continuous swath of botanical features, has unacceptable consequences for the gazeba
andﬂn.ﬂxhtvofﬂnpudﬂummamluwm One of tha best ideas to come out of the listening sessions was to convert from paralle o
angle parking on the park's SW edge. This should be done. One of the most serious neighborhood impacts from sports use of the park is parking, and this
change wauld afleviate this impact.

It would be great o bmx bikers ara allowed in the skate spot
Lents Park is one of SE Portland's treasures. | would hate to see it become too multi-use and lose its quiet, green feel.

Lants Park is suppese to be just that a PARK not a sports fadility which the parks department keeps trying to make . If the parks departmant ses a need
to build & eports facility do it where you can provide a parking structure. Thers is already & dangencus traffic situstion on Bath with Little League.

lants will inued to be further and the next cantury with emphesis on transist creintation.
lights help aven in the grass field

low veg incroases rat habitat. more trees dilutes m\ramhlukcfIlal!L1mnlmmmimmhmw«‘dnd!uwmmnldnﬁltmn
betrer for whom? incraasa water premaability. decrease dog park on NE comer,

make sure you usa barms in increased batanical area

e nature than concrete

Owerall, [ am excited to see somea to Lent’s, | look %o seeing im) and to the park.
Pleasa have fences for small dogs in the off leash are that saperate large from small dogs.

Pertland is experiancing both an increasa in aging population as well as an increasa in less abla to escapa the urban assault to the senses arising
from increased housing density, Focusing on the calming qualities of a park is imperative in future design exercises by Pertland Parks.

Portiand is hama of one of the worlds largest and bast by bike riding communities, lents skate spot needs to provide equal aocess for bike users
PP&R is doing a great jobll
MmamwmamﬂllauInnulnInndMﬁmumkmk.ﬁmmmmhrmmlmmmtu If you want to

uiﬁmmwmmninﬂwnnwmhu bopep it rriuth uses, if o, ... well thats ur bad.....everyone who has no place to ga will grind you're
curbs outside you're bussiness, ect. mnqoismbsm wa ana not criminals: waﬂllhivw\h we ENMIY WHAT WE DO, ITS A GIFT!
stick with B

Tha fewer the changes mada to Lents Park the better,

to alkow bmyx into the skate spot to allow kids in the area to ride tha park

wa use the dog off leash area 2-4 times par week and would really love to see water avallabla there.

Wh can't voi bivien thines: alone. my family haes baven anina In lants nark for over 35 weark it hoes alwavs bevn a aood mark tha wav it s ouit moving thinas.
anound|| |
1mumplﬂcnxhnwl'ﬂ-dluimm having green grass and trees s hard to imgrove. the park was serving thes community well just the way it

Yeu should include an option for ather sexes for which pesple can identify with, And & swimming peol.

Total L |
Please tell us about yourself!

1 identify as {check all that apply)

Asian/SE Asian/Pacific Isiander & 67%
Caucasian/White 53 B88,3%
Enstam European 1 1.7%)|
Latino/Hispansc 2 313%
Total L
Tam

Male 34 ST
Famale 33 49.3%
Total 67 |
1am age

25-34 20 30.3%
35-44 17 258%
45-59 11 167%
&60-79

Ay

Total

Regarding residence, I

own 53 80.3%
Rent 13 19.7%
Total 56 |
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LISTENING SESSIONS OUTLINE

fuvesting in Portland’s Futare

_4&%§% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION PDC

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan
Faalitator Notes

Goals:
«  Help participants understand Master Plan Process and where we are in this process
«  Engage participants in discussion of specific topies
«  Allow free exchange of mformation and ideas
«  Use information to inform Open House participants

Materials:
«  Draft Design
«  Comment Forms
«  Project Chverview Handow
«  Faalitator Notes
«  Sign In Sheets

Outline
Format - At the Ociober 19° meeting, the Advisory Commitiee agreed that their preference would
be to encourage a roundtable discussion in which participants would be encouraged to discuss and
listen to a diversity of ideas.

Staff and or committee members would be available to greet participants and introduce newcomers
into the conversation. Additionally, if there are participants who would prefer a one on one
conversation, stall and/or commitiee members could help with those discussions.

| Intro to Listening Sessions
a. what happens with information gathered from listening sessions
b. describe area of discussion

2. Allow participants to ask questions and discuss, draw, etc.

Commnuttee and staff role:
«  Represent the role and agreements of the Advisory Committee - we are presenting vour
work
«  Ask questions for clanfication
«  Listen and take notes
Faalitator Guides
«  Don't advocate
«  Ask questions
«  Help everyone to have a voice

Appendix D: Listening Session Summaries

«  Intermupt inappropriate hehavior (nicely)
+  Encourage problem solving

Questions to help the conversation -
«  Canvou talk more specifically about that?
+  How do you know that?
«  Whart would you like 1o see?
«  How would you address that®

Active Recreation -
Lents Park currently hosts multiple recreational facilities. How do you feel about the balance of
sports ve. other activities in the park?

How do you feel about the two diflerent options for the central soceer fields, shown on the
Preferred Dresign map? (Two soccer fields, with the permitted field "Mipping,” or. reducing 1o one
fickd to make space for gardens and pathways.)

* Do you have a preference for one of these designs? Why?

* How do you see voursell using these spaces? Would you use them?

How do you feel about one of the soccer fields converting to synthetic turf 2

What do you like about the recreation spaces?

‘What would you change?®
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Appendix D: Listening Session Summaries

LISTENING SESSION NOTES - ACTIVE RECREATION AND COMMUNITY SPACES

Active Recreation Listening Ses

10.25.2010
Notes:
= Parking is an issue — particularly with Lents Little League events and sports field being used at the same time.
Suggestions included:
o Offering incentives to users to use altemate parking locations/park and ride lots
Changing the 8W parking area (along 28" 10 angled. rather than parallel parking (SCH checked into
this with PBOT — may be possible with removal of the median - though City Engineer would have to
approve. Would need 7" more than exists there between median/sidewalk — 207 currently, need 27°.)
Removing Vavrek Field and turning it into parking (suggestion from one person - PP&R would not be
,-,uppaniu of this suggestion).
- Putting signage up letting people know about other parking opportunities in the area.
= s Ia.m.\ Park too sports heavy? Central field treatments are intended to open up more area of the park for non-
active recreation uses.
= Ifbasketball moves north of the parking area, some concern about the loss of the grassy area currently used for
volleyball.
= Some uses of the gazebo are oo loud.
*  PP&R can regulate use of amplification, but cannot determine which groups can use a feature — a free speech
issue. Example, recent church use of the park on Labor Day was offensive to some neighbors.
= Skateboarders at the meeting liked the current location — Holgate is already a busy area. But. they were open to
other locations as well.
= Concemn about noise/language with respect to skatespot near the ball fields and homes across Holgate.
Suggestion to design a skatespot that could fit around trees — and locate it in the NE central bow! area east of the
field. Could be possible — may be an issue with trees shedding leaves into the skatespot in the fall. Best
location is north and east of trees for shadows. Also. want to make sure area is visible/safe enough from
CPTED standpoint.
= Discussion of skatespot vs. skatepark — and that skatespot would be a more locally-serving feature. Most
skateboarders would not be driving to the park to use the feature.
= It will be img to maintain and itor the items improved/built in the park.
= Could Marshall HS be a location for a field? No, PP&R doesn’t own or control what might happen with
Marshall HS. The scope of this project is to create a plan for the park we have now, with what we can control
now.
= How does this MP fit in with plans for upgrades to Walker Stadium? MP is looking at the stadium as part of the
entire park — nothing in the MP precludes the upgrades planned for Walker Stadium — further levels of detail
refinement will be included, as will an overall MP implementation phasing plan. Improvements to Walker were
originally planned alongside the LLL improvement; funding was not available at the time to implement them
.

In general. group seemed to prefer central field option A.

Community Spaces Listening Session
10.28.2010

Notes:

Discussion of the idea of fencing (formal), vs. better delineation (which could take the form of more bollards
plantings. etc). Some preference for keeping it as a more open space — people use the space for plaving Frisbee
(not just with dogs), and as SE 88" is proposed by PBOT as a Bicycle Boulevard. fencing or barriers on 88"
might be especially important.

Amenities (drinking fountain. benches. ete.) continue to be important in the DOLA.

Agcess to parking and restrooms is important

Concern about noise projection from the gazebo — discussion of opportunities for better managing the gazebo,
and from a design standpoint, adding an acoustic band shell to help direct noise appropriately.

Question about synthetic fields. an hey have to be closed off to other uses: No. For example. the symphony
could still reserve a synthetic field as part of their area — do have to be more careful with them (no tent stakes,
ete).

Discussion about the SE comer — some liked the re-introduction of a staircase in that area (there used to be one).
some concern that it might attract skateboarders

Concern (from one person) about synthetic fields allowing for more late-night use; extending parking issues
later into the evening,

Wonder how to lower speed limits around the park (lobby State).

One person suggested that the playground area could use a covered picnic shelter as well.
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Appendix D: Listening Session Summaries

LISTENING SESSION NOTES - STAINABILITY

Sustainability Listening 8

10.30.2010

Notes:

= One person indicated that if wall-ball was removed, it would be important to have a feature that kids could
decorate — to help stop graftiti.

*  Concemn about gazebo noise projection — is there a way to shut electricity off so people cannot use it for
amplification if they aren’t authonized 10? PP&R: Yes — that could be done like the lighting shut-off.

* The park needs more lighting in the SE comer.

= SE comer has some flooding issues, so stormwater treatments could be a good idea.

= PP&R Urban Forester indicated some concern with adding swales into parking strips where there are existing
older trees — they don't adjust well.

= More support for permeable pavers than asphalt paved parking area

= Community Garden: Consider expansion of the garden to the west, instead of to the east — the fencing could be
used as part of the DOLA delineation

= Porta potties aren’t a sustainabile restroom option — like the idea of looking at more sustainable, safe, open toilet
type for the additional proposed restrooms.

= Suggest having restroom doorways face the surrounding residences — for safety and extra visibility,

= If fruit trees were added, they would be part of the community garden.

= Consider adding nut trees in the park instead of fruit trees (PP&R wouldn’t have the concern about rotting
fruit).

= Trees in the park are very important — improve air quality in the neighborhood, and buffer sound from the
freeway.

= The hill by the DOLA is used for sledding when it snows — fencing the DOLA would change that.

*  Discussed opportunities for some pollinator plantings in the native planting areas, trees as habitat connections
for birds, and bioswale opportunities in existing parking areas.

* Like additional trees in the central field area; 60 might be a bit much (also like having some open space).
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Appendix E: Existing Site Structures Tour and Assessment

EXISTING SITE STRUCTURES TOUR

Example laying field
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Appendix E: Existing Site Structures Tour and Assessment

EXISTING SITE STRUCTURES TOUR

Notes from 6.21.10 Lents Park Structures Tour
Attendees: Doug Brenner, Louie Guerrero, Gary Johnson, Sarah Coates Huggins, Brooke Raila, John Sargeant, Bob
Grummel (Second Half).

Walker:
= Could use a larger press box

= Central seating area is dry-rotted, needs re-built. Should be aluminum seating, or other material that will not
require as much maintenance as wood.

= Stadium seats approx. 500. That size is sufficient.
= Dugouts: Are too low (head height), and field drains into them. Would be more ideal to raise the dugouts.

= Field could be larger — move out towards the parking area.

= A tear-down and re-built may be a more effective option.
= The warm-up area by the parking lot (currently fenced in) does not need to be so large.

= It would be more ideal if the stadium restrooms were enclosed as part of the overall stadium fencing. However,
this would mean the central soccer/sport fields would need a restroom option.

= Ifthe concession area were moved to the south side (from the east side), it could more easily serve both stadium
attendees, and central soccer field users.

= Bleachers could be safer — ideally there would be no gaps at the back where someone could fall through.

= Stadium restrooms were re-done approx 2 years ago — now they are locked except during games.

= The storage area between the restrooms is for ballfield maintenance — it is the right size (approx 400-500 SF).

= The maintenance shop (for the rest of the park) to the west of the restrooms should be approx 2 x larger.
General:

= Lents Park currently just has trash cans — not recycling and trash combination cans — there are recycling

receptacles in Walker Stadium.

= The Gazebo is not ADA accessible.

= LLL is using a shipping container for storage (PP&R may not want another permanent structure for them).

= Wall-Ball and horseshoe features are in fairly good shape.

= The two southern storage/restroom facilities recently (2 months) acquired new roofs.

= The storage (former restroom) area by the tennis courts is needed for storage — or, another storage area is
needed at the southern end of the park.

= The summer playground storage area (playground restroom building) needs to be larger — needs refrigerators
ideally, and could use a place for the 200 kids / day in the lunch program to wash their hands.
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Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MEETING #1 - AGENDA

A PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION Recreation:
-What unscheduled ball / sports field use occurs?
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland
QA Farie: HeRlyFOrte) -How is a ball / sports field reserved?
-What alternative uses do you feel would be appropriate for Walker Stadium? PP&R has considered/proposed
synthetic turf, allowing for multi-sport use. Other uses?
-How well does the Walker Stadium facility function? What improvements would you like to see?

Lents Park Master Plan Passive Use:

-How much unreserved picnic area use is there?
-Is there a need for covered picnic areas?
Operations & Maintenance Meeting -Are there areas with security concerns?
June 8, 2010 - 2pm to 3:30 pm ——
-Are there any issues with the lighting at Lents Park?
-How would you improve the lighting at Lents Park?
-Is electrical service sufficient in the Park?

AGENDA
Maintenance:
-What are the most challenging maintenance issues for Lents Park?
* Introductions Off-Leash Dog Area:

-What is the amount of use and demand?

. Brieﬂy walk thmugh projer:t scope,/ process -What are the operational/ maintenance issues?
Community Garden:

+ Specific Walker Macy Questions (see below) Wl St gl dsmoniticthe gerticd
-What are the operational/ maintenance issues?

= Other Input

Buildings:

“What is the long-term plan for the structures/restrooms; the 25 year plan?

“What type of restroom maodel [other than portables) do you feel might be successful?

-Can you provide a status report of all buildings at Lents which includes: structural, electrical, mechanical, and
roof information?

-Are there reports on the existing structures regarding ADA compliance, structural integrity or seismic upgrades?
-What improvements to the existing structures would you like to see?

-What Structures are underutilized?

Parking:
-Do you feel there is adequate parking at Lents?
“What are the maintenance/operational issues in the Parking areas?

Turf:

“What are the major turf issues that we should be aware of?

“What are the drainage problems?

-The area near the playground appears to hold a large amount of water during wet periods, what is your
experience with this area?

-What operational/maintenance irrigation issues exist?

(over)
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Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MEETING #1 - SUMMARY

/“ PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan

Operations & Maintenance Meeting
June 8, 2010 - 2 pm to 3:30 pm

Attendees:

Andre Ashley (PP&R - Sports Management)

Don Athey (PP&R - Structures)

Doug Brenner (PP&R - East Zone Manager)

Mike Carr (PP&R - Irrigation / Turf)

Sarah Coates Huggins (PP&R Project Manager)
Bob Downing (PP&R - District Services Manager)
Bob Grummel (Grummel Engineering)

Louie Guerrero (PP&R - East Zone Maintenance Supervisor)
Gary Johnson (PP&R - Sports Fields Manager)

P] McGuire (PP&R - Electrical/Lighting)

Leslie Pohl-Kosbau (PP&R - Community Gardens)
Brooke Raila (WM)

Shawn Rogers (PP&R - Permitting)

Ali Ryan (PP&R - Off-Leash Dog Area)

John Sargent (Sargent Designworks)

Colleen Wolfe (WM)

Mike Zilis (WM)

AGENDA

= Introductions

= Sarah and Colleen briefly walked through the project scope/ process.
= Discussion Notes:

Buildings:
“What is the long-term plan for the structures/restrooms; the 25 year plan?

-What type of restroom model {other than portables) do you feel might be successful?
*  Arestroom like the restroom/structure at McCoy Park may be worth considering; so would something like
the Portland Loo.
= The park is large — needs multiple restroom locations [currently has four, though 1 is not aperational —
restrooms by Walker Stadium, by ball fields {porta potties), by tennis court {non-operational), and by
playgrounds),

*  LPK: If looking at new restrooms, they should be located away from parking lots to minimize unintended
activities.

= BD: Inaddition to the restrooms at Walker and the ball fields, there should be a restroom by the play area,
and a restroom by the sports fields.

= BD:Currently, porta potties are used for the ball fields and outside Walker Stadium — it would be preferable
to eliminate the porta potties.

-Can you provide a status report of all buildings at Lents which includes: structural, electrical, mechanical, and roof
information?
= BD: PP&R will look into whether this information is available; does not believe so.
=  DA: Roof replacements were just done for the two southern structures (restroom by playground, and former
restroom by tennis courts).

-Are there reports on the existing structures regarding ADA compliance, structural integrity or seismic upgrades?
= BD: PP&R will look into whether this information is available; does not believe so.
= Structures are not historic
*  Tour of structures to take place on June 21"

-What improvements to the existing structures would you like to see?
-What Structures are underutilized?

-Other
= GJ: Walker Stadium could use approximately 3x the existing storage.
®  DB: The Summer Playground program could use a larger storage area — their storage is currently attached to
the restroom by the playgrounds. They could use a larger space (4005F) with refrigerators for the summer
free lunch program.
=  Electrical upgrades needed for the restroom building at the playground area.

Parking:

-Do you feel there is adequate parking at Lents?
= LPK: There is enough parking by the community gardens and playground areas.
= DB: When there are multiple events going on, parking lots are packed.

-What are the maintenance/operational issues in the Parking areas?
= DB: NW parking lot is closed outside of ball field seasons, to prevent unintended activities (overnight
camping, etc.)

Turf:
-What are the major turf issues that we should be aware of?
*  SR: From Thanksgiving through February 1, the natural grass fields are not booked. They still receive non-
permitted use. If they were synthetic turf, they could be booked.
= DB: If fields are synthetic, they need to be fenced, and should be lit.
= Synthetic fields should have a concrete apron (a concrete band surrounding the field — providing protection
from surrounding dirt/grass.)
= All: If Walker Stadium was synthetic, and a central field was synthetic, there might be a possibility to remove
one of the natural grass fields.

-What are the drainage problems?
= 31 No major drainage issues — crumb rubber field (#3) does have some issues, but they should be alleviated
when the crumb rubber is addressed.

Portland Parks & Recreation
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Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries

-The area near the playground appears to hold a large amount of water during wet periods, what is your experience
with this area?
= BD:The area needs a drainage system.

-What operational/maintenance irrigation issues exist?

= MC: The sports/ball fields and playground areas are irrigated. The rest of the park is not.

= MC: Aside from the recent irrigation put in with the new ball fields, the other park irrigation went in
approximately 12 years ago (1998).

*  MC: The existing 250" well by the horseshoe area (east side of park) has sufficient capacity for irrigation
needs, and could handle more capacity. It does, however, have an issue with rust and will need to be re-
lined.

= LPK: The community gardens hook up hoses to a 5/8* meter, sufficient for their current needs.

Recreation:

~What unscheduled ball / sports field use occurs?
= Fields are currently heavily permitted from February to November
= Little League runs from February to June

-How is a ball / sports field reserved?
AL i

-What alternative uses do you feel would be appropriate for Walker Stadium? PP&R has considered/proposed
synthetic turf, allowing for multi-sport use. Other uses?
= ALL: Yes, synthetic turf, allowing for multi-sport use would be very beneficial.
= AA: Walker Stadium currently could seat approximately 500 people.
*  SR: It would be better if one set of bleachers could work for both baseball and soccer/field sports — it costs
time and money to move bleachers out on to the field and reconfigure.

-How well does the Walker Stadium facility function? What improve ments would you like to see?
= G): The dugouts are currently unusable (bad drainage, safety issues with a low entrance ceiling).
®  GJ: The central bleachers are unsafe and unusable currently,
= Gl The entire stadium area is not ADA accessible,

~Other:
= AA:Sparts fields should be 360 x 220 ideally.
= 35R: There are some trees very close (too close) to the borders of the central sports fields currently.
* SR Field #1 (“Football Field”) north of Walker Stadium works for Football, but is a poor location for soccer, as
it is very close to traffic, and soccer balls exit the field more frequently than footballs do.

Passive Use:
-How much unreserved picnic area use is there?

-Is there a need for covered picnic areas?
= LPK: Gardeners and perhaps playground users need a covered picnic area between the two areas, but not
close to the street.

-Are there areas with security concerns?
= LPK: Dumping of trash and stolen property.

Electrical:
-Are there any issues with the lighting at Lents Park?
-How would you improve the lighting at Lents Park?
= LPK:There is a need for lighting by the community garden.

*  DB: Lights could be added to the Walker Stadium parking area.

-Is electrical service sufficient in the Park?
=  Musco Lighting is standard
*  Kim Lights along paths
= Utility drawings are available for review

*  The (previous) restroom structure by the tennis courts houses the lighting boxes for the pathways and
approximately the lower 1/3 of the park. This was put in approximately 6-7 years ago.

*  The playground restroom structure houses the lighting boxes for the play area and the lighting towards the
community garden.

Maintenance:

-What are the most challenging maintenance issues for Lents Park?
= The park could use more garbage cans.
®=  The turf fields are in very poor condition.
= Every flat surface is a target for graffiti.

Off-Leash Dog Area:
-What is the amount of use and demand?
*  |tis moderately well-used.
=  There is not too much conflict — other than some conflict with community gardeners.
= |fit were a fenced area, the surface would have to be wood chip, not turf — fencing would encourage some
higher intensity use, and possibly less well-behaved dogs.
= Could use some additional buffer — landscaping, etc. between DOLA and adjacent uses
*  Should be close to parking
* Could benefit from some additional amenities (drinking fountain for humans/pets, benches)
* Some dog owners feel the dog-area boundary is not clearly defined

-What are the operational/ maintenance issues?
*  LPK: There can be noise and conflict (dogs biting the gardeners) running after the children in the playground.

Community Garden:
-What is the amount of use and demand for the garden?
®  LPK: The gardens are fully subscribed , and used year-round-
= [|fit were to be expanded on- site, expansion would be best towards the west.

Is there a waiting list?
®  LPK:a waiting list of between 15-25 families. The garden could be expanded to include more plots.and a
community area for sitting/picnicking.

-What are the operational/ maintenance issues?
=  LPK: This is the best soil in the park and has been gardened for 35 years, Most of the rest of the park in rocky.
The parking is good, and there are houses nearby. The proximity to the playground and restrooms is good.
= Could benefit from a mow-stop.
= Currently, there are no ADA accessible gardening spaces available

Other:
Sanitary/Storm:
= Other than the wet area by the playgrounds, drainage for the park seems to be alright.

120

Lents Park Master Plan - February 2011



Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MEETING #2 - AGENDA

g% PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan
Operations & Maintenance Mecting #2
August 3, 2010 - 2:00 to 3:30 pm

Meeting Outcomes:

«  Preview design concepts
«  Provide O&M input on the options

AGENDA
L. Introductions
2. Project Manager Update:

. Process Steps | Types of Input Received
b Vision and Guiding Principles

3. Walker Macy Presentation:
a. Public Feedback Summary
b Design Goals
¢, Presentation of concepts (rationale, strengths, challenges)
d.  Opportnities and Constraints

4. O&M Discussion and Input

15

Next Steps
a.  Public Input on 3 concepts
b, Refine into one preferred concept

Tevesting i Partland’s Futare

A, PORTIAND BARIS & RECREATION PDC

Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland FORTLAND: DAVELO EMENT: COMMISHION

Lents Park Master Plan Vision and Guiding Principles

Visi
Lents Park 1s a signature park, celebrated for its wide variety of activities and users, and as an
important commumity gather place. The park’s distinct areas are connected by a system of pathways,
and there are many opportumities to enjoy the natural environment, gardens, and landscaping.
People of all ages and backgrounds come to the park to relax, visit, attend neighbor-hood scale
events, and use the sports fields and Walker Stadium in this safe, welcoming community gen.

1. Provide a varicty of active and passive recreational opportunitics.
2. Create good circulation systems and pathways into, and within the park

3. Design the park to be cconomucally”, environmentally and socally sustainable

4. Imp i L P ing, and devels of athletic facilities to optimize their
use

5. Honor the visual character of the park

6. Improve access for all park users

7. Enhance commumty and neighborhood mtegration with the park

8. Create a weleoming environment

9. Celebrate history, culture, architecture, and botanical features

* Feonomic sustainability is defined as a project that Portland Parks & Recreation can afford to
build AND maintain

Portland Parks & Recreation
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Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MEETING #2 - SUMMARY

A PORTLAND PARKS & RECREATION
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland

Lents Park Master Plan
Operations & Maintenance Meeting 42
August 3, 2010 = 2:00 to 3:30 pm

Meeting Outcomes:
»  Preview design concepts
«  Provde O&M input on the options

ATTENDEES

Andre Ashley (PP&R - Sports Management)

Doug Brenner (PP&R - East Zone Manager)

Sarah Coates Huggins (PP&R Project Manager)

Kevin Cronin (Portland Development Commission)

Bob Downing (PP&R - District Services Manager)

Louie Guerrero (PP&R - East Zone Maintenance Supervisor)
Gary Johnson (PP&R - Sports Fields Manager)

Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong (PP&R — Community Qutreach and Involvement Program Manager)
Leslie Pohl-Kosbau (PP&R — Community Gardens)

Shawn Rogers (PP&R - Permitting)

Ali Ryan (PP&R - Off-Leash Dog Area)

John Sargent (Sargent Designworks)

Erica Thatcher (WM)

Colleen Wolfe (WM)

Mike Zilis (WM)

AGENDA
1. Introductions

2. Project Manager Update: Sarah Coates Huggins provided a brel overview of the process steps taken
to date, the methods used to obtain project mput, and next steps for the praject. The project vision
and guiding principles have been established, and will be our guide as we refine to a final preferred
concepl.

3. Walker Macy Presentation: Mike Zilis gave a very broad overview of the type of themes that have
emerged from the input received:

a. The park is highly valued by the conmunity

b. The park could benefit from same more dedicated community spaces (these might look like
more active, more passive areas, or more flexible use spaces)

¢ The Master Plan needs to consider safety, and keep the park feeling safe

d. There is a perception that the park doesn't have h d or i ionall
passive areas

Mike presented the design goals, each of the three concepts, and discussed opportunities and
constraints.

O&M Discussion sumrmary:

WM received confirmation from O&M stall that any synthetic ficld has to be fenced. It should also
be lit to optimize the benefits of having a synthetic field.

LPK noted that if the community garden were to expand, an expansion towards to west would be
more ideal.

There is not a benefit from PP&R's p
should remain as one solid surface.

pective of ing the two basketball courts. They

A synthetic Walker Stadium with exception of the pitcher's mound and home plate would be a very
favorable scenario, allowing multiple uses, in everyone’s view.

o The scenario of adding the sports ficld onto the existing footprint of Walker was preferable.
The scenario of moving the football fiell and extending a field out of the northeast corner of
Walker was not (would be like losing a field).

o If Walker Stadium were to | a hetic, multi-use ficld, additional lighting would also
need to be installed o properdy illuminate the soceer field.

The foothall field (Sports Field 1) really should have fencing on the street frontages (92 and
Holgate). In one scheme, show the field as synthetic, with lights, and a fence.

Cronin (PDC) liked the concept of a significant entryway in the SE corner, welcoming people to and
from the Lents Town Center.

Sponts fields: If there is one natural grass ficld in the central arca, the other space should be reserved
as open/unprogrammed space with the intent of *lipping” ficld locations as necessary to keep the
natural grass fields in good condition.

Scheme B: The DOLA is way too close to the play area - dogs and kids next to eachother causes far
too many conflicts.

Scheme C: The DOLA would need to be fenced if it were relocated closer to the sports fields/other
active uses. Currently, the slope, street, and fenced community garden provide natural barriers.
Partial fencing 15 not an option for DOLA's.

o Fencing OLDA’s generally results in more extreme wear and tear, some owners drop dogs
off for extended periods of time and often, more trash accumulates within the OLDA.

Community Gardens:

Lents Park Master Plan - February 2011



Scheme C: The terraced community garden may be problematic. The less than ideal
terraced community garden at Buckman was mentioned. Ifa terraced solution was pursued,
it would still need to accommodate the same # of plots, be fenced, and ADA accessible. It
would also need a 10 asphalt access way for vehicular delivery of mulch, eic

It is aceeptable to keep the overall garden size the same, but proposed different sized plots
within the garden (some '2 the current size, for example)

Adding an area for accessible raised gardening beds would be very beneficial - we'd want o
increase the size of the garden for at least two, with 5 foot clearance all around, with either a
flat crushed gravel surface or a concrete surface, and an area for the shed and community
space with a gazebo or trellis, This would increase the garden space by a minimum of 800
sqquare feet.

= (Consider spaces for continued grass volleyball use and the possibility of continued interest in
horseshoes (although the latter was not an activity that ranked highly on the comment cards).

* Restrooms: A single-occupancy stall is fine.

= A discussion regarding the restrooms and storage structures yielded the following:

LG stated that the central tiat was vandalized would serve better as a storage
structure rather than a combined storage/ restroom structure, 1f the storage space isn't
needed. consider removing it

Owerall it was agreed that the existing two restrooms (by the tennis counts and play area)
would work better for storage or a use other than as a restroom, unless they are intentionally
planned to be only for seasonal use (like the one currenty by the pidy area 15). ()l]wrmsr a
different style of restroom structure, one that would di A d and inapprop
use, would be preferable for the long-term.

A year-tound restroom would need o be located in an observable, lit, location. The
Portland Loo was mentioned and agreed upon as a good model.

Current recreational storage requires an approxi space of 10°x14". This will need to
continue to be accommodated.

The Federal Free Lunch Program requires refrigerated storage for 200 lunches, some
(minimal) counter space, and a sink for hand washing,

= John Sargent led a discussion of different scenarios with Walker Stadium.

o

In one scenario, there might be a separate structure for maintenance. O&M staff noted that
a separate maintenance structure would be a problem for increased vandalism, and an
additional structure in the park would not be ideal.

The group discussed the possibility of moving the concessions to the southern side of
Walker, so it could better serve sports f field, and Walker Stadiim users. Sargent will follow
up with a list of specific g garding potential confi ions for Walker Stadium,

and desired square footage for each of the areas (ticket sales, concessions, park
turf maintenance).

Appendix F: Operations and Maintenance Meeting Summaries
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Appendix G: Cost Estimate

COST ESTIMATE - PREFERRED PLAN

Lents P;: Master Plan Cast Le 12dem 1 Lents Park Master Plan Architectural Cost Consultants, LLC Estimato Date:  12-Jan-11
Jumes A Jerde A - 3
_“"‘M"- o e i v o M i, Portland, OR James A, Jerde, ALA - Stanley J. Pazezolkowski, AlA Document Date:  25-Oct-10)
Pt OF Tigand. Cregen #7223k Pt Teme: 10,3540 Walker Macy 8060 SW Pfafie Street, Suite 110 Print Date:  12-Jan-11
st 3 s i TG s TR | ek ki i) Partiand, OR Tigard, Dregan 872238489 Print Time: 10:35 AM
l: _Phan (503) 7180075 _Fax (503) 7180077 | Consi. Start:_sping 2011
DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
PREFERRED OPTION | Quantity Unit_ Cost/ Unit Cost Sub-totals | Comments |
Campanant Arwa $/5F Todal 02 | EXISTING CONDITIONS
Site Demoliion
EBEFERRED OPTIGH gazebo slab, steps, & footings 1,000 sf $5.00 $5.000
cone curb @ SE8&th/Holgate parking 120 I 500 600
DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST 1450000 wf ST.05 fuf $10,215,822 conc curb @ SE BBth/Steele parking 1030 I 500 5,150
conc curb @ SE Steele parking 340 If 6.00 1,700
SOFT COSTS 3% 3,004,747 remove existing treesfgrind stump 6 ea 600.00 3.600
misceflaneous 1 sum 30,000.00 30,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,450,000 of 918 Jaf 12,200,569 haul & disposal 1 sum 187000 1870
Sub-total 1450000 sf 003 #f 547,920
Srne oo el by Failed Crumb Rubber Fleld Demalition
hauling and disposing of the crumb rubber,
sl o oo e G & ot additicnal fill & grading 1 sum  386,000.00 386,000 per PPAR
mmmmmmm hazardous matenal testrg and removal, mngummmm Sub-total 1450000 sf 027 Kt 386,000
nemmally associated
i progees. witn a1 least o Structure Demolition
sib-Fedes as well a3 e general contacions, stadium work 1.500 sf 6.00 9.000 clanify extent
T " o haul & disposal 1 sum 1,350.00 1.350
2011 1 e start of constnacion RN . S ——
e date abave, m-.-::ﬁ'%‘m per year compounded, 27 Sub-total 1,450,000  sf 001 fof 10,350
ol e el hiizneiel e SUB-TOTAL D2 | EXISTING CONDITIONS $444,270
mww»mumumm Wmmmwmwwmmmm
w Edydcoh il 03 | CONCRETE
mwul«ﬂu Mhmmwn«hwmﬂﬂn e
work will not vary from the estmatons opnion of probatide construction
Poured-in-Flace Concrete
column footings for gazebo 12 ea 275.00 3,300
4" slab on grade @ gazebo 800 sf 500 4.000
accessible ramp & gazebo 150 st 7.50 1126
steps @ gazebo to match exist 240 f 3500 8,400
Sub-total 1450000 sf 001 f 16,825
~ SUB-TOTAL 03 | CONGRETE $16,825
32 | EXTERIOR INPROVEMENTS
Asphalt Paving
172" ac lift over exist pavement 156 ton 7500 11718 48,000 sf
Sub-total 1,450,000 f 001 jsf 11,718
Curbs & Gutters
conc curb @ SE B8th/Holgate parking 100 W 12.50 1.250 block entry, new entrance
conc curb @ SE 88th/Steele parking 1030 If 12.50 12.875 increate width of island
conc curb ¢ SE Steele parking 340 W 1250 4,250 increase width of fsland
Sub-total 1.450,000  sf 0.01 Af 18,375
Paving Spedialties
pavernent markings
ada logo 3 ea 75.00 225
parking stall striping @ new paved areas 105 ea 10.00 1,050
modify striping @ exist SE 82nd lot 5 ea 50.00 250
ada sign, post & footing 3 ea 200.00 600
Sub-total 1450000 sf 000 Jsf 2125
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Lents Park Master Plan Architectural Cost Consultants, LLC Estimate Date:  12-Jan-11
Fortland, OR James A Jerde, ALA - Stanley J. Pszczolkowski, AlA Document Date:  25-Oct-10)
Walker Macy 8060 SW Phafte Strest, Suite 110 Print Date:  12-Jan-11
Portiand, OR Tigard, Oregon 972238488 Print Time: 10:35 AM|
Concaptus Design Estimate L _Phans (503) 7180075 Fax (503) 718-0077 Constr Siat._spring 2011
PREFERRED OPTION | Quantity Unit_ Cost/ Unit Cost Sub-totals | Comments |
32 | EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS - Continued
Athletic Fields
new synthetic baseball field/soccer field 132,000 - sf 800 1,056,000
refurbish exist football field 60,000 sf 2.00 120,000 reuse exist irrigation?
new adult synthetic soccer field 95990 o 7.00 671.930
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 127 st 1,847,930
Athletic Courts
resurface exist tennis courts (2) 13000 sf 5.00 65,000
new basketball courts wi striping (2) 9,000 sf 10.00 90,000
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 011 #sf 155,000
Fences & Gates
replace perim. fence @ Walker Stadium 1350 I 20.00 27,000 assume 10°H chainlink
replace outfield fence @ Walker Stadium 540 W 25,00 13,500 assume 10°H woad?
new fence @ football field, 2 sides 550 o 20.00 11,000 assume 10° H chainlink, verity
replace fence @ tennis courts 460 It 35.00 16.100 assume 20° H chainlink
new fence @ community garden 630 It 75.00 47,250 assume 5'H wrought iron
fence @ skate spot 110 It 20.00 2.200 assume 10" H chainlink
Sub-total 1,450,000 f 0.08 faf 117.050
Athletic Equipment
basketball backstops 4 ea 1,500.00 6,000
tennis court netisupports 2 ea 2,500.00 5,000
s0ccer goals 4 ea 1,200.00 4,800
football goal posts 2 ea 2,000.00 4,000
Sub-total 1,450,000 of 0.01 faf 19,800
Sports Field Lighting
soccer field pole light fixtures 4 ea 60,00000 __ 240.000
Sub-total 1450000 sf 0417 #f 240,000
Mew Park Buildings f Shelters
picnic shelter (8 tables) 1150 sf 85.00 97,750 approx 25 x 45°
community garden shelter (2 tables) 1000 sf 100.00 100.000 approx 407 x 25'
Improved storage bldg. @ playground 626 sl 85.00 53,126
improved storage bldg. @ tennis 400 sf 85.00 34,000
unisex restroom buildings (2) 800 sf 320.00 256,000 20020
unisex restroom buildings (2) 450 sf 360.00 162.000 1515
new picnic tables & pad 14 ea 3,000.00 42.000
Sub-total 1450000 sf 051 At 744,875
Refurbish Exist Park Bulldings / Shelters
gazebo
relocatelrefurbish exist gazebo 715 8 20.00 23,250
below stadium
centraliupper building
replace roof (seismic upgrade) 500 sf 3500 17.500
make restroom accessible 50 sf 300.00 15.000 remainder to be used for storage
southiower building
replace roof (seismic upgrade) 500 sf 35.00 17.500
convert (2) restrooms to storage 100 sf 20,00 2,000 demo tailet fict, walls
upgrade food prep area 150 sf 200.00 30,000 walls, clops, cab, refig. sink

Lents Park Master Plan Architectural Cost Consultants, LLC Estimate Date:  12-Jan-11
Portland, OR James A Jerde, AlA - Stanley J. Pszczolkowski, AIA Decument Date: 25-Oct-10]
Walker Macy 8060 SW Plafe Street, Suite 110 PrintDate:  12-Jan-11
Portiand, OR Tigard, Oregan 972238488 Print Time:  10:35 AM
c: Design Estimate Phane {503) T18-0075 Fax (503) T18-0077 Constr. St spring 2011
PREFERRED OPTION | Quantity Unit_ Cost/ Unit Cost Sub-totals | Commenis |
32 | EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS - Confinued
Refurbish Exist Park Buildings / Sheiters - continued
Wielker Stadium
add ada access to seating 1 sum 10,000.00 10,000
replace wood bleachers (center wing) 800 sf 100.00 80,000 approx 500 seats
rebuilt press box 400 sf 175.00 70,000 clarify requirements
rebuild dug-outs (2) 400 st 75.00 30,000 increase depth, headroom
relocate concession area 150 sf 200.00 30,000
repairireplace brick facade 800 sf 2000 16,000 clarify requirements
rencvate/relocate garage areas 400 st 20.00 8,000
Sub-total 450,000 sf 024 fsf 349,250
Site Features
allowance for work @ primary entries 1 sum 2000000 20,000 for signage, art, seating, et
for work @ y entries 3 sum 8,000.00 24,000 |For signage
Sub-total 450000 sf 003 ff 44,000
Flay Areas
hardscape
paved skate spot 5,000 sf
west play area 2800 st play surface cnly, no equipment
paved kid's basketball areas 1575 sl
south play equip.fspray fountain areas 18,400 sf
expanded picnic area 2,100 sf
retaining wall to north 200 o assume ¥ ave,
3 riser terracefretaining wall 130 W
4 riser terracefretaining wall 150 W
fencefscreenwall to south 140 0f
‘water spray system 1 sum alowance (south play area)
play equipment 1 sum ___|[a¥owanca (both play anes)
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf
Paths
dual surface drcular path &' plus 4' wide 2505 It 52,00 134,940
major paths 10" wide 1635 I 45.00 73,575
minor paths &' wide o 32.00 0
minor paths & wide 7085 It 24,00 169,560
teraces 12400 sf 5.00 62,000
stairs on grade 1010 If 35.00 35,350
stair walls 70 " 50.00 3,500
railings 70 i 75.00 5.250
benches & paver pad 52 ea 1,500.00 78,000
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 038 fsf 562175
Landscaped Areas
dog leash-off areas
repair surfaces 60,000 sf 0.50 30,000
DOLA bollards 25 ea 226,00 5625 price per PRER
dog waste receptacle 1 ea 750.00 750
benches 2 ea 1,200.00 2,400
water 1 5,000.00 5,000
naturalfinterpretive walk areas 65000 st 5.00 325,000
expanded community gardens 8400 sf 400 33.600
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 028 f5f 402,375
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Lents Park Master Plan Archi I Cost Ci It LLC Estimote Date:  12-Jan-11
Portland. OR James A, Jerde, A - Stanley J. i, ALA Date:  25-Oct-10|
Walker Macy 8060 SW Pfaffle Stroat, Suite 110 Print Date:  12-Jan-11
Portiand, OR Tigard, Crogon 572238489 Print Time: 10-35 AM|
|Conceptunl Design Estimate Phone (503) T18-0075 Fax (503) T18-0077 Constr, Start: _ spring 2011
PREFERRED OPTION |Quanfity Unit  Cost / Unit Cost Sub-totals | Comments ]
32| EXTERIO
Planting
open lawn/gardens @ primary entry 15,000 sf 4.00 £0,000
shrubs/ground cover @ parking lot islands 3300 sf 6.00 19,800
new frees 60 ea 500.00 20,000
for | pi d 1 sum  120,000.00 120,000
Sub-total 1450000 sf 046 fsf 229,800
Landscape Irrigation
venfy requirements sf 0.00 [1]
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 000 fsf 1)
SUB-TOTAL 32 | EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS $5,818,073
33 | UTILIMES
Water Utilities
allowance 1 sum 75,000.00 75,000 |allowance
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 0.05 fsf 75.000
Sanitary Sewerage Utiities
allowance 1 sum 50.000.00 50,000 |nllowance
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 0.03 fsf 50,000
Storm Drainage Utilities
allowance 1 sum  150,000.00 150,000 |allowance
Sub-total 1,450,000 of 010 fsf 150,000
Natural Gas Distribution
none indicated 1 ‘sum 0.00 1]
Sub-total 1,450,000 sf 0.00 fsf [[]
Electrical Utilities
service 1 sum 50.000.00 50,000 allowance
site fighting
parking 1 sum 0.00 0 warify
walkways. 1 sum 0.00 1] verify
Sub-total 1,450,000 of 003 &f 50,000
SUB-TOTAL 233 | UTILITIES $325,000
SUB-TOTAL 455 6604168 $6,604,168
Estimating Contingency 2500% 1.651.042
Index To Construction Start spring 2011 0.00% [} @ + 3% per year
General Condifions / Insurance / Bond 1250% 1,031,901
General Contractor OH & Profit 10.00% 928,711  3.611.654 54.65%
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST mark-up percentages
PREFERRED OPTION 1,450,000 sf $7.05 Isf $10,215,822 | per PPER
Project Area | 1,450,000
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