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Draft Meeting Summary (10-27-08) 

Time and Location: 
October 15, 2008, 6:00 pm-8:00 pm 
Gunderson High School – Media Center/Library 
622 Gaundabert Lane 
San Jose, CA 95136 
 
Attendance:  
Task Force Members 
John Gibbs, Office of Supervisor Don Gage (District 1) (also Project Team Member) 
Frank Giordano, Donor’s Representative (also Project Team Member) 
April Halberstadt, Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission 
Kathy Sutherland, City of San Jose Office of Councilmember Nancy Pyle’s office (District 10) 
Greg West, Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Commission (also Project Team Member) 
Kevin O’ Day, Deputy Agricultural Commissioner, Santa Clara County (also TAC Member) 
Adina Pierce, VEP Community Association 
Marilyn Anderson (Alternate), VEP Community Association 
Laura Monczynski, Hayes Neighborhood Association 
Rob Iverson, Member-at-large/Resident/Gunderson High School 
Charlie Friedericks, Member-at-large/Resident 
Eric Karstan-Smith, City of San Jose Parks and Recreation Commission 
Frances Grammer, Office of Assemblymember Jim Beall, Jr. 
R. Brian Gardiner, Member-at-large/Organic Farmer 
Virginia Holtz, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority, Board of Directors 
Bruce Medlin, Colony Green Homeowners Association, Member-at-large/Resident 
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Members 
Mike Kent, UC Cooperative Extension Master Gardeners Program 
Hans Toensfeldt, Santa Clara County 4H / Clover Foundation 
Pam X. Chueh, Kaiser Permanente San Jose 
 
Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department 
Lisa Killough, Director 
Jane Mark, Project Manager 
Kimberly Brosseau, Park Planner 
Alameda Cabebe, Office Specialist  
Eric Goodrich, Park Ranger Supervisor 
 
California State Parks 
Eddie Guaracha, Sector Superintendent, Gavilan Sector of Monterey District 



 
Consultants 
Isabelle Minn, Project Manager, DC&E 
Isby Swick, Project Planner, DC&E  
Patrick Miller, Principal, 2M Associates 
Sibella Kraus, Director, SAGE 
 
 
Summary: 
 
A. Welcome/Introductions  

Patrick Miller, Principal of 2M Associates and subconsultant to the Prime Consultant, DC&E, initiated the 
Task Force Meeting by introducing Jane Mark, Project Manager for the Santa Clara County Parks 
Department.  Jane Mark welcomed members to the fourth Task Force meeting and introduced new 
committee members that are replacing colleagues.  New committee members include John Gibbs, who is 
replacing Rachael Gibson as a representative of the County Board of Supervisors Office of Supervisor Don 
Gage (District 1);  April Halberstadt who is replacing James C. Rowen  from the Santa Clara County 
Historical Heritage Commission; and Kathy Sutherland replacing Eric Crane- from City of San Jose 
Council member Nancy Pyle’s office (District 10).  The new consultant team, which includes DC&E as 
lead consultant and SAGE and 2M Associates as subconsultants, was also introduced to the Task Force.  
Mark emphasized that the Master Plan process is collaborative planning partnership with County and State 
and other experts, such as the consultants.   

 
Miller facilitated further introductions in which each Task Force member and consultant introduced 
themselves.  During this period, a Task Force member representing VEP Community Association stated 
that there was concern regarding traffic.  
 
 
B. Project Status/Review of Organization Chart for Project Communications 

Isabelle Minn, Project Manager for DC&E, provided an overview of the organization chart which explains 
different groups that are involved in the Master Plan planning process, including the Task Force.  Minn 
explained the following: 

♦ DC&E is the lead facilitating consultant and park planning firm 
♦ Subconsultants include SAGE, 2M, EPS, LSA and Hexagon. 
♦ EPS is continuing to work on financial aspects of project. 
♦ LSA is continuing to work on the project and will help with the EIR preparation. 
♦ Hexagon is the consultant preparing the traffic and transportation studies.  They have done a 

preliminary study and will be doing up to date traffic counts and a transportation report for the EIR.  
Traffic includes transportation and parking. 

 
Jane Mark provided an update on planning work that has taken place since last summer: 

♦ Santa Clara County Parks Commission reviewed and accepted the Final Program Document. 

♦ The Final Program Document was also presented to the Board of Supervisors’ policy committee 
known as the Housing, Land Use, Environment and Transportation (HLUET) and to the full Board of 
Supervisors.  Both groups supported the document and were interested in the vision for the park. 
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♦ The DC&E team has been facilitating meetings with California State Parks and County Parks staff on 
our Project Team and others who have been involved in conversations, and presented these three draft 
alternatives to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).     

♦ The County met with Donor and his representatives to discuss draft alternatives. 

♦  The State Park and Recreation Commission hearing for the naming and classification of the park will 
be on October 31.  State Parks staff will recommend that it be classified as a state recreation area and 
named Martial Cottle Park.  

 
 
C. Overview of Draft Master Plan Alternatives 

Miller asked that the Task Force and audience to appreciate that the consultants’ task was to take all of the 
items in the program document and find a home for them in one of the alternatives.  The consultant team 
has put together three viable draft alternatives, and has already received feedback from the Project Team 
and the TAC.  The preferred plan will not be any one of the plans, but instead will probably combine 
elements from all of the plans.  The goal for this Task Force meeting is to hear the direction that members 
think the project ought to be going and to assess the weight we should be giving to various criteria as we 
evaluate the alternatives.  Miller provided an overview of assumptions and elements that are consistent in 
each alternative, including noxious week management, water management and sustainable farming 
practices.   
 
When the TAC was asked if the alternatives were okay to take forward to Task Force and public, TAC 
members said that sustainability should be added to the criteria.  Other components and ideas that were 
highlighted in the TAC meeting included access, bee keeping, the need for a better understanding of terms, 
and the need to make certain that trail connections are linked to City of San Jose’s trail system.  The 
consultant response to TAC suggestions included the preparation of a one-page glossary document 
describing terms used in the alternatives.  Each Task Force member was provided with a copy of this 
glossary.   
 
Jane Mark shared several other considerations for Task Force members to keep in mind as they look at 
alternatives: 

♦ Although it’s tempting to focus on specific uses and to stake out land to support it, it is important that 
the plan be economically viable.  We need to determine how much agriculture is optimal.  Until we do 
so, we will not be allocating land for all other uses.  Emma Prusch Farm Park currently has unused 
agricultural land because there is not enough for a viable farm; we want to avoid this situation. 

♦ Members also need to understand that a high degree of certainty is needed with future partners; and 
that the balance of public-serving uses and agriculture is a critical consideration. 

 
Isabelle Minn used a PowerPoint presentation to guide Task Force members through the three alternatives.  
Members were given colored alternatives, an alternative matrix and other detailed information in their 
packets to further their understanding.   Minn explained that access is a key issue in all alternatives. All 
alternatives are color-coded and have accompanying circulation diagrams and sections.  A summary of 
Minn’s overview is provided below: 
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A- After entering the park from Snell Avenue, visitors have experience of viewing agricultural areas 
on the meandering drive into the park.  Pockets of activity are along the main road including 
partner uses such as agricultural research, demonstration gardens and equestrian uses. The access 
road terminates at a main welcome area and a large parking area which is sited on a lake feature, 
one of the elements from the Donor’s vision.  Agriculture in this alternative is simplified in that 
one or few farmers occupy the agricultural area.   There are 11 neighborhood access points to a 
perimeter trail.    A parallel trail system with unpaved and paved trails (equestrian and jogging on 
unpaved), with a large buffer of 100’. 

B- The entrance is from Branham Lane, across from parking lot from existing shopping center.  
DC&E’s traffic consultant identified this as a great place for an entrance.  Recreational uses are 
concentrated in northeast portion of park, and there is an expanded produce stand with higher 
flows of marketed goods from the site and maybe from off-site as well.  There is also a  Farmers 
Market with a designated parking area that can be accessed before entering the park.  The main 
parking is on east side within walking distance of the park and visitor center complex.  All 
recreation is concentrated in the northeast corner of the park, except the seasonal wetland area 
which takes advantage of existing soil types and brings back the historical ecology of the area, 
providing environmental education opportunities at the west side.  Access would be a bit more 
limited in the center of the park.  There is a larger presence by a cooperative partner.  Access is a 
little more controlled; there is possibly a tour system (horse drawn carriage/shuttle/other).  There 
is a paved and unpaved perimeter trail with a dense buffer.  As in the other alternatives, existing 
valley oaks are preserved. 

C- Alternative C  more closely matches the design of the Donor’s Vision, with the main entrance on 
Chynoweth.  The water feature (lake) can be seen from the entrance and the visitor center is sited 
on lake with a network of trails.  Fewer partners are proposed.  However, there is a greater 
diversity of farming and greater number of farmers.  More equestrian activities, including a large 
arena and equestrian trails, and included.  The perimeter trail meanders. In the cross-section, the 
trail meanders more.  Both Alternatives B and C also include a native plant nursery and all 
alternatives include overflow parking.  

 
(One Task Force member pointed out that the caretaker’s residence is only identified in one alternative.  If 
there is livestock on the property, how would they be tended to?  There should be consideration for a site 
host or a full-time caretaker). 
 
D. Discussion of Alternatives 

Miller reminded Task Force members of the goal to establish an overall vision, then asked each member to 
state one thing that they would like to discuss.  Responses were as follows with topic areas noted in 
parentheses: 

• Like recreational uses concentrated in one area (synergy of uses) in Alternative B, rather than 
meandering through the recreational uses in Alternative A.  If you’re going to be farming it, it is 
important to clearly distinguish between public and private use areas. 

• Alternative B invites people that might not necessarily come in.  (Inviting) 

• Buffer Zone- what is it like on west side? Are there any included along the private residences? 
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• VEP Community Association wanted buffers along trails. Typically there would be buffers along 
trails, and any buffer would be a two-way opportunity. 

• Regarding the dog park- this is prime agricultural land which should be focusing on maximizing 
agricultural uses. There are dog parks elsewhere in Santa Clara County. Ample recreation in the 
area, not many agricultural parks.  (Balance between agriculture and recreation). 

• Too many access points- must minimize for security purposes 

• Like the idea of condensed recreational uses (Alternatives B and C) to leave large swaths of 
agricultural lands.  

• Alternative B - problem with Branham Lane entrance in that the shopping center may be impacted 
by park visitors who may park there and walk in. 

• Life Estate is shown as a blank.  Should be looking at a nexus between the future park and the Life 
Estate - can we think about connectivity and what would be appropriate. 

• Promote parks and activities on busy street where eyes can see.  In Alternatives A and C- casual 
drivers won’t know  the park activities are there.  Need to create a sense of interest to draw people 
in and security.  (Sense of inviting) 

• Need to enhance opportunities for economic sustainability of the site to create experiences related 
to agriculture- like the produce stand and nursery. 

• Alternative B – Long distance from the VTA light rail station and public transportation to access 
the park, especially for those who are disabled, difficult 

• Security and noise concern on west side of the park 

• Walk-in access from Gaundabert Lane is problematic since that is a quiet corner of the park- 
would make more sense from Chynoweth which can handle traffic 

• Enhancement along Canoas Creek important 

• Alternatives B and C - activities are clustered near entrance point.  Some neighborhood will be 
impacted; may be a lot to accommodate both entrance and activities. 

• Important to have enough land to have viable agriculture 

• Artificial water feature in the middle of the park seems superficial – not sure what the habits of 
Canoas Creek are and whether it would lend itself to an aquifer recharge.  If anything is done with 
water, it should be around Canoas Creek where this connection is important.  Water should go 
where water is supposed to be.  

• Trails near Colony Green- all plans have met security concerns by having trails on other side of 
creek.  Equestrian trails and use area near Colony Green (Alt C) not desirable due to dust, noise, 
its visual nuisance, etc.  

• Economic and environmental concerns- partnerships.  Like Canoas Creek vegetative 
modifications. Alternative A – would be nice taking over the whole creek.  

• Native Plant nursery- connections? 

• Where is green technology?  Is there room for solar harvesting and LEED certification?  
Opportunity for partnerships.  [Miller said that it seems that this should be included in all.  Task 
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Force members mostly agreed, except want to make sure solar infrastructure doesn’t compete with 
agricultural land]. 

Miller invited Task Force members to share their second comments/areas they would like to discuss, which 
triggered the following discussions:  

♦ One Task Force member asked which alternative is optimal for agriculture and whether there is a 
distinct difference in them. Minn responded that local farmers were involved in development process 
and that general agricultural and service needs (e.g. farm roads, corp yards) have been provided for in 
all alternatives.  All of the alternatives try to maximize the quality of the agricultural area in different 
ways, and of course there are pros and cons in each.  Team members are still working to develop 
overall management structure for the park. 

♦ Sibella Kraus explained that some alternatives include partnerships which are very synergistic.  For 
example, research activities would benefit small farmers.  Some alternatives have one acre lots shown 
that allow farmers to enter at different scales for a farm in an urban environment.  This idea was raised 
by farmers, and would provide diversity.  Another key thing to build in is flexibility as things shift 
around.  Underlying the “optimum” condition for farmers is the financial arrangement-, such as 
reasonable lease rates, that could make entry affordable and determine the scale of the farming 
operation.  Farming will have to be phased in. 

♦ A Task Force member said that he believed the space allotted for community gardens is too small, 
since people do not have large backyards anymore.  There is more interest for people to grown their 
own food and to feed themselves, especially given hunger, economy, jet fuel and other current 
conditions.  

♦ A Task Force member said that the are concerned that graduates of programs like the Center for 
Agroecology and Food Systems at UC Santa Cruz that need to have a place to start farming.  As most 
farmers are 65, we need to consider where the next generation of farmers come from. Land in this area 
can be very expensive ($15,000- $20,000 per acre).   

♦ Another Task Force member seconded the community gardens needs. 

♦ A Task Force member noted that there are some places where the soil looks good and other areas 
where it looks like cement.  There is also the potential that some soil has been impacted by previous 
chemical use.  We want to be sure we’re not paving over good soil.  Minn responded that the soil test 
results can be shared.  According to the test, overall the soil is good for agriculture with some soil 
amenities. 

 
Miller summarize the main areas of concern brought up by Task Force members, and led a discussion on 
each of these topics. 
 
1. Access 
Miller explained that there are different options in terms of access points near neighbors.  He asked if there 
were any additional criteria that should be considered in determining access points in addition to 
environmental impacts.  

Members responded that exposure of the potential produce stand and users for marketing purposes should 
be considered (and sited a preference for Alternative B in these regards) and that some portions of the park 
may need higher levels of access and security than others.  There is a preference for non-vehicular access 
inside the park. 
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2. Dog Park 
Miller noted that community members had requested that a dog park be included as part of the program.  
He asked for Task Force members to address the potential inclusion of a dog park and asked them how 
should recreation and agriculture can best be balanced.   
 
A Task Force member said that the dog park is a public health and safety issue.  In addition, a concern was 
brought up that an E. coli problem could result from the dog feces left in the park. 
 
A Task Force member responded that livestock pose the same issue (E. coli potential).  General organic 
practices manual recommend not having animals on the same property with organic production, as this is a 
recommendation from an organic trade organization. 
 
Sibella Kraus said that she knows of many farms that integrate animals and crop production successfully.  
Separating animals may be a recommendation, but is not a requirement for organic certification.  We would 
need to rely on regulations. 
 
A Task Force member said that County regulations are to allow dogs on-leash on park trails.   Therefore, 
dogs will be on trails whether or not there are dog parks.    
 
A Task Force member said that there is a dog park 4 miles away, but that it isn’t used by people in the 
neighborhood, but that they would go to Gunderson High School and not clean up afterwards..  This 
member agreed with E. coli issue. 
 
A Task Force member asked if wild animals are an issue in terms of E. coli.  Another member responded 
that the E. Coli risk was minimal.    
 
A Task Force member experienced in developing dog parks said that the turf gets ruined unless fake grass 
is used, which wouldn’t be fitting for Martial Cottle Park.  It costs a lot to maintain a dog park. It would be 
all right to allow dogs on-leash along the perimeter but need to look at the economy of the park. 
 
Miller noted that water quality is also a consideration, as drainage from dog parks must go into the sanitary 
sewer. 
 
A Task Force member stated that the City of San Jose has a goal of having a dog park in each council 
district.  City is updating its plan so is there one planned for District 10?  Erik Karstan Smith will research 
whether this district has a dog park.  
 
The Donor’s representative noted that the dog park was not part of the original plan for Mr. Lester but he 
does have a dog. 
 
A Task Force member emphasized that there are many dog parks, but that it is not often that we have the 
potential to develop an agricultural park jewel like this. 
 
3. Water Feature 
Different options for a water feature are shown in each alternative.  Miller asked that the Task Force 
provide direction regarding the water feature. 
 
A Task Force member said that they like having the lake/pond alongside the creek, forming natural buffer 
from flooding. 
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A Task Force member said that since a water feature is part of original vision, they are in favor of it. It is 
more of a visual amenity but water could be pumped for agricultural uses.  
 
Another member questioned whether it could be a greywater system, a reservoir for the community or 
potentially be used for irrigation of the crops.  This member also liked the wetlands, water reclamation, 
plantings and the connection to the native plant nursery.   
 
A Task Force member said that they couldn’t see fishing in the pond since most of the water has mercury 
problem. Geese could also be a problem with feces contamination at the pond.  How much open water is 
appropriate?   
 
A Task Force member raised questions regarding problems with vector control and asked if water would be 
designed to flow through and not standing water, or be kept aerated and moving.  Underground pumps 
would be significant. 
 
4. Livestock 
A Task Force member said that livestock facilities should be in the early planning phases.   
 
Miller noted the inclusion of a 4-H style youth agriculture program, demonstration gardens, carriage rides 
drawn by horses and other equestrian uses are agriculture-related in the alternatives.  He acknowledged the 
need to consider the safety issue for livestock, down-wind and dust factor related to other uses like humans 
and drainage.  He also confirmed that privately owned horses would not be kept at the site overnight.  
 
5. Pedestrian Access 
Jane Mark asked Task Force members if there was any place where walk-in access would not be 
appropriate. 
 
A Task Force member responded that Chynoweth Avenue and VistaPark Drive make more sense than 
Gaundabert Lane which is in a quieter part of the neighborhood and connect to the trails along the 
percolation ponds. 
 
A Task Force member said that eleven walk-in entrances seemed to be a bit much.  
 
6. Life Estate and Agriculture 
A Task Force member said that we have left out the life estate, and it is going to be one of the real gems of 
the park that people will want to tour.  How would be thinking about this enclave of old, historic buildings 
in the future? People may tour that and not be interested in the rest of the park.  Not see convenient access 
to this area.  In Alternative C, what is the future linkage that could happen with the Life Estate Area? 
 
The Donor’s representative said that barns could house animals. A Task Force member stated that it 
seemed logical to have animals at the Life Estate Area. 
 
A Task Force member asked if Mr. Lester has a  specific recommendation for crops.   
 
The Donor’s representative said that historically a lot of hay and grains have been grown in the past, but he 
has also raised cattle, tomatoes and other crops.  Orchards weren’t initially part of vision but Mr. Lester did 
include it eventually. 
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A Task Force member said that there are probably three groups of users for the park: (1) when the Life 
Estate becomes available, bus school groups of kids coming to tour Life Estate; (s) a handful of farmers and 
community gardeners working the land; and neighborhood residents using the perimeter trail in the 
morning and evening from 1 mile to 5 miles which is the real attraction. 
 
A Task Force member agreed with children visiting during the day; especially since most children never 
see farms.  A lot of farmers are open for school group tours of their farms. 
 
A Task Force member said that orchards would be the most favorable crop and least disruptive as a buffer.  
The beauty of the Cherry orchards associated with the area were discussed favorably by Task Force 
members.   
 
A Task Force member said that the agriculture should be for local distribution, and therefore there needs to 
be completely diverse crops including tree fruits, strawberries, tomatoes and others.  Crop diversity would 
also lower the crop problems associated with pests, etc.   
 
7. Trolley 
A Task Force member said that with the American Disability Act (ADA), moving people,especially elderly 
people, around the site needs to be considered.  Mr. Lester originally wanted a trolley or train that should 
be reconsidered.   
 
Miller responded that Alternative B includes a trolley, and that there is a management cost associated with 
it.  
 
A Task Force member said that hay rides and horse drawn carriages on tracks at Fremont’s Ardenwood 
Historic Park bring back memories and fit well with agriculture.  Would work well for events on weekends. 
 
Miller requested that Task Force members send any follow-up ideas or comments to Jane Mark by the end 
of the week.  Upon request, this deadline was immediately extended to Monday, October 20.   
 
 
E. Williamson Act Contract Status 

Jane Mark provided an overview of the Williamson Act Contract status.  This information is not 
intended to alarm people, although it has raised some concerns from TAC members.  The Williamson 
Act is basically an agriculture land protection program that counties can elect to participate in.  Santa 
Clara County does participate and has an administrator in the County Planning Office.   

All of the park’s parcels are currently under the Williamson Act.  This program prevents development of 
agricultural land while under contract.  Contracted parcels are accessed at a tax rate consistent with 
agricultural uses rather than its market value.  The non-renewal process takes ten years, and the County 
has already begun this process for its parcel.  The State has not yet filed for a non-renewal for their 
parcel.    Mr. Lester does not wish for his parcels (in the Life Estate) to enter non-renewal. 

County Parks is talking with the County’s Williamson Act administrator to see how this would effect 
future development of the park.  County Parks is also looking from the legal end and working with 
Supervisor Gage’s office regarding potential flexibility with the County program’s development 
guidelines.  We want to implement the Martial Cottle Master Plan once it is approved, so we would like 
to streamline this process.  Under the contract, agricultural uses and certain amounts of compatible uses 
can be developed but cannot exceed a certain percentage of the land.  
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A Task Force member asked if there were any restrictions on stopping the process of non-renewal once 
it had begun. 

Another Task Force member responded that, typically, if it continues in non-renewal it could eventually 
re-enter into contract. 

A Task Force member noted that the tax benefit of the contract will not benefit the County since the 
County would not pay taxes on public parklands.    There is a need to flush out State requirements and 
County restrictions.  If restrictions are self imposed, they may need to be re-interpreted and there is a 
potential to ease that restriction.  

The State has not yet applied for a non-renewal but does intend to apply.  (Should be aware that it is an 
annual process, and thus they should begin now). 

 
F. Evaluation Criteria for Draft Master Plan Alternatives 

Miller provided an overview of the evaluation criteria, noting that the consultant team had heard criteria to 
consider during the night’s discussion.  He asked that members review the criteria provided in their packet 
and provide and comments to Jane Mark.   Miller highlighted the following criteria: 

♦ Agriculture criteria seem to be high on priority list based on tonight’s discussion 
♦ Uniqueness: An agricultural park of this scale is pretty much one of a kind 
♦ Quality of experience: discussed by a Task Force members tonight. 
♦ Environmental Impacts: consultants will be doing an environmental scan prior to full analysis to 

ensure that plan is self-mitigating. 
 
 
G. Community Member Input 

Ron Edwards, an engineer who lives in the valley, expressed concern about places where cars will park.  
There is no place to park on Chynoweth Avenue.  Parks are like rose gardens; recreation areas are major 
areas with parking needs.  He loves the idea of having an agricultural area here, especially since they don’t 
have fairgrounds anymore.  He believes that how parking is handled is critical to how the park is used.  He 
also noticed a recent change he had observed on the property: he hadn’t seen a single animal or bird land.  
How to handle people’s access to the park is critical. 
 
Charles Vaughn, a resident at the end of Wellington Park Drive, said that he watched people plow the field 
a couple months ago, then spray the fields. He reported that birds are gone and don’t circle the field 
anymore and that even neighborhood cats won’t even go anymore.  He is concerned about what 
residents/neighbors are being exposed to and wants to know what is sprayed and if it is hazardous.   
 
Miller said that they don’t have an answer as to what was sprayed.  As far as plan, it would be nice if no 
heavy pesticides were used.  Jane Mark responded that because it’s public property, pesticide/herbicide use 
would be avoided and the Department must comply with County’s Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
ordinance which restricts what can and cannot be used.   Jane Mark said that she would look into the 
matter. 
 
Dave Noel said that as a VEP Community Association member, he wants to see the potential for mounted 
(equestrian) security in the park addressed.  He asked if the horses could possibly be boarded on site for 
other mounted security units as well.  He has concerns about E. Coli. He felt that security should be one of 
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the evaluation criteria.  (Miller noted that this would be added).  For traffic circulation, he recommended 
that the plan show school bus turnaround. 
 
Marilyn Rodgers, a VEP Community Association member, said that those who live near entrances are 
concerned with traffic and parking. We  acknowledge the south side residents’ concerns about Alternative 
C with the entrance at Chynoweth Avenue and there are impacts with Alternative B. We are in the process 
of working with elected officials from Supervisor Gage’s office and Council member Nancy Pyle’s office.  
Right now the plan is to broaden Branham to four lanes, and neighbors are concerned about this project in 
terms of flow and traffic.  Snell Avenue will probably appeal to many because that is the current access.  
He hopes that between the three alternatives,  we can come up with one plan. 
 
Todd Christopher said that the plan doesn’t allow horse boarding for private individuals; but that usually 
people ride horses where they are boarded.  He questioned who would bring their horses to the park.  
 
Miller noted that there were only three miles of trail along the perimeter if the equestrians choose to ride at 
the park.   
 
Jane Mark said that perhaps the equestrian use is managed in relationship with cooperative partner.  The 
team is working to figure this out.   
 
 
H. Conclusions and Next Steps  

Miller said that what he heard tonight was really enjoyable.  Task Force members discussed pros and cons 
of each alternative.  The next steps for the planning process are as follows: 

♦ Preferred Plan Development in December. 
♦ Public Workshop will be here on October 23rd.  We will be set up at least ½ hour in advance.  The last 

workshop had 150 people.   
♦ December Wednesday the 10th – Next Task Force.  Will try to book this site again.   

 
Prior to the close of the meeting, a community member requested that a vote be taken on preference for a 
dog park.  John Gibbs recommended that a vote not be taken, given that it may just inspire one side to 
gather more people to have a vote at the next meeting, and so forth.  A vote is not likely to result in any 
resolution.  Based on this reasoning, the Task Force did not engage in any voting exercises. 
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