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| Legislative Department

Seattle City Councﬂ

Memorandum
Date: REVISED 29 May 2004 (new material is ggderiinéd}_

p
To: Parks, Neighborhood and Education Committee Members
From: Bill Alves, City Council Central Staff
Subject: Council Decmons on Sand Pomta’Magnusen Park’s Sportsﬁeld and Wetland
Complex

Introduction: The Executive’s proposal is embodied in CB 114827, which has been introduced
and referred to this Committee. If passed by the Council as introduced, it would amend the Sand
Point/Magnuson Park Master Plan and do the following:

» FEstablish Council concurrence with the proposed 11 lit, all-weather synthetzc surface
playfields outside the Sports Meadow; '

+ Approve the Sports Meadow rehabﬂlzatzon {accommodates up to 4 unlzt grass fields) and
wetland construction;

«  Approve the Executive’s proposed operatmg hours for field lighting (ali outside the
Sports Meadow) — one field to be lit no later than 9 PM, and no more than 5 fields to be
lit between 10 PM and 11 PM, with all field lights off by 11 PM; and _

s Release the remainder of CIP funds appropriated for 2004 to begm implementation of the

. project as proposed by the Executive (per the map attached to the legislation). '

This memo outlines a number of options for each of several key parts of the proposal. Each part. -
of the proposal is presented as an issue below.

Issue #1: What parts of the Master Plan should be included in the initial work to commence this
summer?

Issue #2: How many lit sportsfields are appropriate in the Park (a Iong«»zcrm vision or goal}?
Issue #3: In addition to 2 limit of the number of lit sportsfields, should the Council put a limit on
unlit sportsfields in the area outside the Sports Meadow? :

Issue #4: Should Council approval of some of the sportsfields be condmcmal and if so, how
conditioned?

Issue #5: How should the operating hours of spartsﬁsld lighting in the Park be limited?

Issue #6: Should the Council seek to ensure that some prime field time is available for drop in
play or passive recreation at the Sports Meadow and/or at the sportsfields elsewhere in the Park?
Issue #7: Beyond the initial work defined in issue #1 above, what are the Council’s priorities for
use of the funding now available or that may become available in the near future?

Isspe #8: Should the Council require a wetland/natural area monitoring and adaptive
management plan as an element of the Park Master Plan approved by ordinance?

Once I have received direction from the Committee, I will draft language that reflects the
Committee intent to be incorporated into a substitute ordinance recommended by the Commitiee
to the Full Council.



Issue #1: What parts of the Master Plan should be included in the work fo commence thas
summer?

The Executive proposes to rehabilitate a portion of the Sports Meadow area as the first step in
implementing the Park Master Plan. This area would continue to be grass and unlit, with no
permanent structural improvements such as goal posts, backstops, etc. It is sufficiently large that
up to 4 fields can be accommodated within its 15 acres. It is currently used for sports play but is
in poor condition. Initially Parks had proposed to rehabilitate the entire 15 acres beginning in
2004, Subsequently the Army Corps of Engineers determined that approximately 4 of the 15
‘acres were a wetland under Corps jurisdiction (i.e., the City would need a Corps permit to do
work on that part of the Sports Meadow). In order to move ahead without waiting for such a
permit, the Executive now proposes to limit the initial Sports Meadow rehabilitation to the 11
acres outside the wetland, with the remainder of the Sports Meadow work 10 be accomplished -

later. The rehabilitation is fully funded (largely with Pro Parks Levy proceeds) and appears to be -

supported by all sides.

The Parks Department has indicated that the Sports Meadow would only be scheduled for
organized sports play about half of the peak period hours (weekday evenings, and daytime
weekends), and so would be available for drop in play or other activities much of the time.
However, there is nothing in the Council Bill as introduced that would limit the scheduling of the
Sports Meadow for organized field play. If Councilmembers wanted such a limitation, they
could consider one under issue #6 following. :

One issue repeatedly mentioned in connection with phasing of the Parks Master Plan
implementation is the balance between sportsfield development and that of the wetland/natural
area. Some citizens have asked that the balance be achieved as part of each phase. The Parks
Departtnem does not propose to include any wetland development in the initial work although §3
million in Pro Parks Levy proceeds is earmarked for wetland/natural area development at Sand
Point/Magnuson Park and Parks proposes to begin wetland development at the same tzme as the
first fields outside the Sports Meadow are constructed.

Decisions
1.1 Does the Council support the inclusion of the Sports Meadow (as shawn on the Park map

attached to the Council Bill) in the Park Master Plan? (Staff recommends support)

1.2 Should rehabilitation of the Sports Meadow (or that portion of it that can proceed
immediately) be included as the first step in implementing the Park Master Plan? (Staff
recommends inciusion) :

1.3 Should some wetland/natural area development be included in the initial work? QOne feasible
idea appears to be to establish some new or upgraded upland habitat at the same time as
Sports Meadow rehabilitation. (No Staff recommendation)

e






