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Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting # 13 
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 
Southwest Service Area Master Plan (SW Parks Plan) 
 
August 8th, 2019, 6:00 – 8:00pm 
Lynnhurst Recreation Center  
 
CAC MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Brian Nalezny, Chris DesRoches, Jenel Farrell, Craig Wilson, Tony Sterle, Katie Jones, Jana Griffin, Paul 
Ragozzino, Patrick Smith, Anj, Shaelyn, Aria Campbell 

CAC MEMBERS ABSENT:  
Larry Moran, Shaelyn Crutchley, Cha’foxey Mitchner, Jarret Folley, Mayumi Park, Aron Lipkin, Anj Petsch, 
Katie Jones, Jane Schommer 

PUBLIC PRESENT:   Approximately 85 members of the public attended the meeting.    

STAFF, CONSULTANTS, AND SPEAKERS PRESENT:  
MPRB Staff Included: Colleen O’Dell, Adam Arvidson, Madeline Hudek, Alyssa Gilmore  
SRF Consultant Staff Included: Joni Giese, Alexandra Olson 

INTRODUCTIONS 
*Noted that staff was running late due to an accident on 35W. 

Meeting began at 6:10pm. CAC members, MPRB Staff and SRF staff introduced themselves to the 
members of the public attending. 

GROUNDING, WELCOME, AND REVIEW 
C. O’Dell welcomed and thanked everyone for all the time and energy they have given to move this 
project forward. She explained where we are currently in the process, what information has been 
collected to-date, who makes up the committee, what charges the Park Board has given them, how 
many meetings and work groups have happened, and what subcommittees are scheduled.  

Colleen explained which parks would be discussed, then gauged the number of attendees for parks not 
on the agenda. She said that after addressing planned parks, parks of attendee interest would be next 
on the list at this meeting; then explained where to leave feedback if there was not enough time to get 
to those parks.  

DISCUSSION OF PARKS 
Washburn Fair Oaks Park:  

Adam explained where this park is in the planning process and how the current proposal works with the 
2013 adopted plan. This new plan would fit into much of the 2013 plan without needing much in the 
way of changes. They are similar. 

Public Comments:  
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*See Hope and Concerns document for post-it note comments.  

(Public) Does MPRB have a target number of dog parks city-wide?  
(Project Staff) Dog parks have been added across the city due to the community feedback. There 
is no set number we need to reach. 

(Public) How many mature trees are going to come down? Why can’t we just poll those members of 
public in attendance to make decisions?  

(Project Staff) At this scale of plan, we can’t specify how many trees will be affected by the 
change in this park. The designs work with the existing tree canopy and attempt to save as many 
existing trees as possible. Would recommend against taking a poll right now, as this room does 
not necessarily accurately represent all feedback received to-date. It is important to consider all 
the feedback from ongoing surveys and events, as well as opinions expressed here today.  

A member of the public requested that interventions honor the park’s original, historic design. 

(Public) Clinton Field should have the dog park. We don’t want you to take out the hill in this park. Could 
you do something about the crime rather than adding a parking ramp?   

(Project Staff) The hill is not being taken out in any of the proposed plans. By adding new 
amenities to this park, there will be more “eyes on the street” to help address crime. 
 
A member of the public stated that the plan should reflect the park’s values and would prefer to keep 
Fair Oaks’ historic character and passive program.  
 
(Public) Thank you for the work on this park. An underground parking lot could require excavation of 
possibly half the park. I love the dog park idea here. Where did the pond idea come from? Would it be 
maintained?  

(Project staff) The pond was part of the park’s historic design. We wanted to bring it back. 
Maintenance suggestions would be incorporated into park plans.  

(Public) Washburn donated this park to be a passive space and his cousin donated the land the building 
is on to build a museum. If there is going to be a ramp it should be on that land instead. 

(Public) Donated land from wealthy land owners shouldn’t be the most important part of the 
process. The land should be looked at from the needs of the people today or in the future. 

CAC Comments: 

(CAC) What is the benefit of collaborating with MIA?  
(Project staff) We have a long-standing partnership with MIA, and we are trying to get a feel for 
whether the public would be interested in building a new ramp based on our partnership with 
MIA. People could park in the ramp to use both the park and the museum.  
 

(CAC) Is it possible to specify that we would need to know more about what would happen later on 
before suggesting that it could be in the plan? What about limiting the scope of the parking ramp? 

(CAC) We shouldn’t add this without knowing what impacts the parking ramp would have. We 
don’t know enough about it to know what would happen.  
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*Motion to move this park forward without the parking ramp. Passed. 

(CAC) Could we also remove the playground? We don’t want to take away the park’s openness.  
(Project staff) The playground would be nature play elements, not a traditional playground. It is 
much less visually obvious. 
(CAC) Rescind the motion of no playground.  

* Original motion passed unanimously. Moved toward consensus.  

(CAC) Could an unobtrusive playground that preserves openness be written into the document as a 
future discussion point and would that keep this motion as it was stated? 
 (Project staff) Yes that could be added for a later date when more information would be known.  

Waveland Triangle: 
Public Comment:  

One neighbor is interested in a skate park and would prefer to see clay courts in Pershing or Linden Hills. 

(Public) Is this the first clay court in Minneapolis?  
(Project staff) This would be the first for the current park system.  There used to be clay courts 

but they no longer exist. 

(Public) How large do pollinator plantings need to be? 
(Project staff) There are not hard metrics on ecological planting sizes. We are trying to add as 
much new as we can throughout the system, reduce mown grass, and improve and increase the 
pollinator plantings we have.  

(Public) Are you working with Metro Blooms? 
(Project staff) Yes. Metro Blooms identified pollinator hotspots for us.  

(Public) What are nature play elements? How are they different from typical park land? 
(Project staff) Staff can supply more precedent images. They are created from natural materials 
and allow kids to reshape the space creatively. Nature play can include any unstructured play 
outdoors. An example of a nature play element is working with the forestry team to place logs in 
a spot where kids can engage with them.  

 
(Public) Clay courts have a lot of maintenance costs. How will the park board pay for them?  

(Project staff) Through partnerships. The Park Board already has partnerships with organizations 
that want to help with the maintenance of a facility of this type.  
 

CAC Comments: 

(CAC) Noted that the neighborhood would like to remove the basketball court idea due to possible 
noise.  

(CAC) Basketball is often demonized, many community members use the courts.  
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(CAC) While we keep removing basketball courts in response to noise complaints, the sport doesn’t 
cause as much noise as people believe it does. 

(CAC) Could four square go to Linden Hills?  
 (Project staff) There is a sport court proposed which could be painted with four square. 
 
(CAC) Are these basketball courts new?  

(Project staff) The ones at Waveland exist now, but would be changed to clay. 
  

(CAC) expressed concern about repeated removal of proposed amenities but felt okay moving this plan 
forward because of amenities at nearby parks.  

*Motion to move to consensus with the removal of basketball and four square. Passed.  

Kenwood: 

(Project staff) Who is going to present the findings of Larry’s neighborhood survey?  
(CAC) No one is prepared to talk about the survey without Larry in attendance. Most comments 
concern existing tree preservation.  

*Motion to table discussion until the next CAC meeting. Passed. 

 (Project staff) With so many people present to talk about Kenwood we will be taking comments even 
though it will be tabled until the next CAC meeting.  
 
Public Comment: 
 
(Public) A resident who lives directly across from a basketball court reported that users always stop 
playing when asked. They don’t think basketball noise levels should inform public park design, and 
would like to see a splash pad.  
 
(Public) Would like to see pickleball courts added. There could be space beneath the trees to add a low 
impact mountain bike course, so people could access the park safely and it would have access near the 
bike trail.  

(Public) This plan would turn the space into an amusement park.  

(Public) The Park Board should be thinking about the cost of any additions going into the parks.  

(Public) If there is available money to add features into the parks and people would use those why not 
do that?  

(Public) There are good reasons not to put more impervious surfaces in green space.  

(Public) Could the park staff point out all the new changes?  

Kenwood Parkway: 
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A rental property owner pointed out that both Kenwood Park and Kenwood Parkway are both next to a 
school and a bike path. They hear that residents want to bike to work. Another resident noted that the 
light rail will affect how cyclists will use both the park and the parkway. 

*Motion to table discussion until the next CAC meeting. Passed. 

The Mall: 

The Park Board is not proposing removing all parking in the area, just on the park street owned by the 
Park Board. 

One resident was concerned that removing parking would increase antisocial behaviors and noise 
complaints. Another said that the existing parking serves people living in nearby apartments.  

Many attendees did not support adding volleyball courts, and suggested siting them on a flat grass lot 
across the parkway near the lakes. Sand volleyball needs are met elsewhere in the park system.  

A member of the public thought that turning streets into green space would be exciting. They observed 
that the parking spots in question do not serve users of the park itself. Another added that the City, not 
the Park Board, should supply parking in the area.  

(Public) How would the alley needs be serviced?  
(Project staff) It would need to be addressed as part of future detailed design discussions. 

CAC Discussion: 

(CAC) What is the difference between the two updates to the revised plan (on 7/25 and 8/9)? 
(Project staff) The CAC asked staff to update the revised proposal because of ongoing requests 
for more park land. Land in this area of town is very expensive. Staff did a quick sketch 7/25 
which unfortunately did not communicate the discussion as intended, so it was updated on 8/9. 

One member thanked attendees for sharing their opinions. They remembered discussing adding passive 
space rather than volleyball courts. 

Another argued that the Park Board is currently subsidizing parking by allowing parking on these streets.  

(CAC) How many parking spaces would be removed? 
(Project staff) Approximately 56 if all four proposed sections of road are removed. 

(CAC) How would permitted parking work? Could we work with the City to see if we can get permitted 
parking?  

(Project staff) We can’t make any promises but could inquire. There are benefits to trying out 
this plan and watching how the neighborhood could take advantage of more green spaces.  
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(Public) Advocate reutilizing alleys or other existing paved surfaces for parking. Another felt that the 
plan would be difficult to move forward if it removed parking on both sides of the street, so suggested 
keeping spots on the southern road but removing from northern.  

(CAC) There is a need in this area as shown on the coverage map for field space in Minneapolis. There is 
still parking in the area, busses, and biking to continue to have accessibility in this area. It would be a 
good place to look at more green space.  

(CAC) Does it make sense to have fields here when there is no parking now? Adding fields will draw 
more people who will need parking.  

(CAC) If we consider the 8/9 updated design, we should look at it as passive space.  

(CAC) Wouldn’t passive park space just be the 7/25 design? We wouldn’t be talking about removing the 
trees.  

(Staff) The 8/9 design shows that the trees remain.  

(CAC) Why was the mall designed this way? When the Walker Library was put in the neighborhood 
didn’t want this area changed to industrial use.  

(CAC) Did these streets always have parking? 
(Project staff) Unsure.  

(CAC) Could we do underground parking?  
(Project staff) That would be difficult due to several water issues. 

*The committee requested tabling discussion until they have more information from the park staff 
about volleyball courts, passive programming, and permit parking on nearby streets.  

PROCESS DISCUSSION: 

(Staff) We need to evaluate how we will proceed now that we are at CAC #13 and there has been no 
hard deadline for this project. We’ve held more meetings than other service area master plans and we 
need to work to bring the CAC process to a close so we can write the document. There should be some 
deadline for us to allow CAC volunteers to get back to their lives. Staff is proposing a September meeting 
on a Saturday with a maximum 4-hour window in order to get as much done as possible. We would then 
close the CAC process after that Saturday meeting. 

(Staff) As a CAC, your charge is to make recommendations to the Board of Commissioners. If at the end 
you can’t get to a recommendation and are still going back and forth then there are a couple options. 
The CAC could recommend all the parks except a few in which case staff would put forward concepts for 
those parks taking CAC and public comment into consideration. Or, the CAC could have no 
recommendation at all. None of the other CACs for these service area masterplans have gone this long. 
The CAC has done its due diligence moving these parks forward. We want to be respectful of the time 
we ask for from those here and those who can no longer commit their time to this process.  
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(CAC) How will the order of discussion be determined in one more meeting?  
(Project staff) Staff will prioritize those parks not yet discussed and those with critical decisions 
to be made. There could be a more regimented agenda with timed discussions.  

(CAC) We haven’t discussed all the parks.  
(Project staff) We would be talking about all these parks and we would continue to have the 
time equivalent of 2 more CACs in one meeting.  

(CAC) How would a logistical question be handled if we get to the September Saturday and need to have 
park staff bring forward other ideas?  

(Project staff) We would hope to talk about all the parks before getting to that point.  

(CAC) I like the idea of having a 4-hour meeting. Could we have a vote at the next CAC on if we want to 
hold that 4-hour September meeting? 

(Project staff) Interest is here and we will revisit this question in the next few meetings.  

(CAC) What is the process for bringing park discussions back? Don’t want to end up in the September 
meeting missing a key piece of information.  

(Staff) We have not determined that. If there is desire, lets talk about it. Although parks have 
been moved to consensus, there has not yet been a formal recommendation to the Board so 
discussion is open.  

(CAC) Can’t we add more meetings after September meeting? 
 (Project staff) We can discuss adding more meetings after that if needed. Staff is concerned 
about the demands on everyone’s time, so would like to make the 4-hour Saturday proposal. We will 
look at scheduling a Saturday after discussing it at the next CAC meeting.  

THANKS AND NEXT STEPS 

Colleen O’Dell thanked everyone for the coming to the meeting and said staff would announce a date 
for the next subcommittee meeting soon.  

Meeting adjourn - 8:15pm 
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