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--Summary of Public Meeting #1-- 
November 15, 2007 

 

Overview 
Approximately 40 people attended the first public meeting for the Surrey Downs 
Master Plan. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the master planning process, 
describe some very preliminary ideas and concepts for the Plan, and hear from meeting 
participants on their visions, values, and ideas for the future of Surrey Downs Park.  
 
Margaret Norton-Arnold, facilitator, began at 7:00 p.m. with an overview of the 
meeting and of the master planning process in general. This introduction was followed 
by words of welcome from Patrick Foran, Director, and Glenn Kost, Planning and 
Development Manager, of Bellevue Parks and Community Services. Scott Vander 
Hyden, Bellevue’s project manager for the Master Plan, was also introduced.        
 
Glenn shared three pieces of information of particular relevance to the Surrey Downs 
community:   
 

1) Although Sound Transit is considering 112th Street for a potential light rail 
corridor, no final decisions about the route of the new light rail line have been 
made. This potential route, as well as several others, is currently being evaluated 
through Sound Transit’s Environmental Impact Statement process. The Master 
Plan is proceeding without consideration of light rail. A Master Plan is needed 
for Surrey Downs regardless of what happens in the future. Should the route 
along 112th Street be selected as the preferred alternative, the impacts to the 
park can be assessed against an adopted Master Plan. Another public process -- 
Best Practices for Light Rail in Bellevue – provides a forum for public comments 
and concerns related to light rail.  

 
2) Although the Boys & Girls Club has approached the city about building a new 
facility at Surrey Downs Park, no decisions have been made about this proposal. 
The potential of locating community center facilities in this park will be 
evaluated along with numerous other ideas for the future of the park. 
Representatives of the Boys & Girls Club have been invited to participate in this 
Master Planning process, and to share their ideas for this facility.  

 
3) The current lease that allows King County to operate a District Court at 
Surrey Downs Park expires at the end of 2008, though it can be extended.  The 
City is continuing to explore options to accommodate a court in the future, 
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though no timetable has been established. However, the City acquired the 
property from King County as a park in 2005, and therefore, the Master Plan is 
proceeding on the assumption that the Court operations will be moving in the 
relatively near future.  

Presentation 
Guy Michaelsen is a Principal with The Berger Partnership, the landscape architecture 
firm under contract to the City of Bellevue to complete the Master Plan. Guy presented 
his design team’s assessment of the park, identifying where there may be opportunities 
to preserve history, add new recreational elements, or restore various elements of the 
park. Guy’s initial ideas were shared in order to spark creativity – the remainder of the 
meeting was focused on hearing the ideas and concepts generated by meeting 
participants.  

Discussion 
After the presentation, attendees divided into four discussion groups, each of which was 
led by a professional facilitator. The groups were charged with answering these 
questions:  
 

1) Let’s start with the big picture. In your opinion, how should Surrey Downs look 
and feel in the future? What is your vision for the park? What are the inherent 
values of Surrey Downs Park that are most important to you? What are the 
values you want to see cultivated in the future?  

 
2) As you listened to Guy and Andy’s presentation about the outdoor 

programming opportunities they see, what was your reaction? What did you like 
about their ideas? What did they miss? What are your ideas for outdoor 
programming?  

 
3) As you listened to Guy and Andy’s presentation about the indoor programming 

opportunities they see, what was your reaction? What did you like? What did 
they miss? What are your ideas for indoor programming?  

 
After about an hour of discussion, the four groups reconvened to share their thoughts 
and ideas with one another. What follows is a summary of the small group discussions.  

Look and Feel/Visions and Values  
Most of those attending the meeting said it was important to maintain a family feel at 
Surrey Downs. They appreciate the inter-generational opportunities at the park for 
recreation and for family gatherings, and they want these opportunities to be further 
encouraged.  They want to encourage children to play in the park, but also want to 
make certain that people of all ages feel safe, comfortable, and welcome.  
 
Views from the park are important, and many people urged that these views be 
protected. One participant commented about the contrast of sitting in peaceful Surrey 
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Downs Park and being able to view the hubbub of a bustling downtown at the same 
time. He felt this contrast added significant interest to the park.  
 
The existing hazelnut groves in the park are important, not only for the vegetation 
they provide, but also for the sense of history they impart. A number of participants 
wanted the historical character of the park site to be emphasized, perhaps providing 
information links back to the history of the area. Several people urged that the filberts 
be trimmed and renovated; a couple of people also suggested the nuts could be 
harvested to make money for the park. One suggestion was that, if some of the existing 
trees must be removed because of age, those original trees be used to propagate new 
ones. This would ensure that the same DNA would be used, retaining a historical link to 
the park’s past.    
 
There was a strong emphasis on preserving the residential feel of the park. Although 
people want the park to have a welcoming feel, they highlighted that some 30 homes 
share the park border, and that there are approximately 300 homes within a 10-minute 
walk of the park. They do not want potential new uses to overwhelm this existing 
residential character. The park, they said, should not become a major destination park 
for the entire region. Most of those attending said Surrey Downs should cater primarily 
to those within a 10-minute walk or drive to the park.   
 
That being said, however, there was also a strong emphasis at the meeting on not 
allowing a single use – or a single user group – to completely dominate the park. A 
number of participants said balance at the park was extremely important; finding the 
right mix of uses and landscaping to encourage a variety of visitors.  
 
There was some disagreement on the extent of landscape buffering that should be 
maintained between the surrounding homes and the park property. Some attending the 
meeting felt extensive buffering was important. Others said surrounding homeowners 
should have a clear line of sight into the park in order to be able to see and report on 
any suspicious activities. Several of those who live next to the park said they consider it 
an extension of their backyards.   
 
A number of people commented on a couple of features that contribute to the park’s 
neighborhood feel. For example, they liked that the park is not readily visible from 
112th Street – there is a sense of buffering between the park and the street. The unique 
access points to the park located throughout the neighborhood are also appreciated 
by many of those who attended the meeting.  
 
Several attendees urged that the park be refurbished with native plantings and new 
landscaping that would foster a contemplative feel. Suggestions were made to add art 
and/or water features.  
 
Finally, an important theme throughout many of the groups was to preserve the 
relaxing and peaceful character of the park. One participant noted that many of the 
new condominiums in the downtown area do not offer any green space for their 
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residents. Surrey Downs is an important place to find a green lawn and relax from the 
stress of the world.     

Outdoor Programming  
The existing walking trail around the perimeter of the park is an important amenity. 
It is used often and in a variety of ways – for exercise, dog walking, and peaceful 
contemplation. Virtually all of those participating in the meeting wanted to make sure 
this trail is well-maintained. Some suggested it could be improved through the 
installation of exercise “stretching posts”, benches, and/or signage related to the history 
of the area.  Several said that even minimal signage informing users of the length of the 
trail would be quite helpful. A few people wondered if it would be possible to add 
rollerblading into the mix of uses on the trail. 
 
For many of those attending the meeting, linkages between the Surrey Downs trail and 
other trails in the area were important. One example was a walking trail linkage 
between Surrey Downs and Mercer Slough.  
 
Meeting attendees were unanimous in their support for new restrooms at Surrey 
Downs.   
 
There was strong support for the existing ball fields, as well as support for those fields 
to be refurbished to a level that allows them to be used year-round. Numerous 
participants commented on the general lack of playing fields in the area for little league 
and other organized sports. In particular, meeting attendees wanted to ensure that 
younger children (pre-school, elementary, middle school) would be able to use the fields. 
There was not strong support for lighted fields, or for the types of field renovations 
that might turn the park into a major destination for organized sports leagues. Again, 
the sense of balance was an important priority – those attending the meeting wanted to 
make certain that programmed play fields do not become the single focus of the park.     
 
Many of those attending wanted to ensure that there are free and open areas of play for 
children. They wanted to encourage unprogrammed play in the park. Several 
commented that the existing play equipment is only good for very small children, and 
that this play equipment should be updated for elementary school children. The 
suggestion was made that a tricycle area for small children be included in the mix of 
outdoor activities.  
 
A number of people urged that new picnic tables – and perhaps barbeque pits – be 
installed. Again, they said, this would help to encourage inter-generational, family-
oriented activities.   
 
Many people want to ensure that Surrey Downs is a vital space for neighborhood and 
community gatherings. The picnic tables are one step in this direction, but the 
suggestion was also made that a number of special events could also be scheduled at the 
park, for example, a “hazelnut harvest festival.”  
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In addition to the emphasis on children, a number of those attending also urged a 
greater range of outdoor activities for adults. These might include a P-Patch, the 
“stretching stations” mentioned earlier, and a viewpoint designed for photographic 
opportunities.  

Indoor Programming  
Perhaps the most controversial subject area on November 15 was the possibility that 
a new Boys & Girls Club facility might be constructed at Surrey Downs. Although a 
number of people at the meeting were open to this idea and felt that it warranted further 
discussion, numerous other attendees were strongly opposed to this possibility. They 
worried that the presence of the Club would create extensive noise, traffic, and lighting 
impacts, unruly behavior, and security concerns. A couple of people specifically 
suggested that Wilburton Park would be a better location for the Boys & Girls Club.      
 
That being said, however, many meeting participants conveyed a fair amount of 
enthusiasm for some type of a community center located at Surrey Downs. A number 
of people commented on the general lack of meeting space throughout the area, and said 
a new center could offer meeting rooms. Other uses people envisioned for a community 
center included tutoring assistance for high school students, arts and crafts classes, 
environmental education, a daycare, and senior activities.  
 
Again, however, there was a strong emphasis throughout this discussion on achieving 
balance at any new community center. Attendees said it was very important to not let 
one activity or user group dominate the center. For example, it should not be just a 
senior center, or just a daycare. 
 
There were also concerns that any new center be appropriately scaled for the size of 
the park. The indoor activities offered by a new community center should not dominate 
the rest of the park. Some said the community center in Lewis Creek Park is a good 
example of the size and type of building that could be accommodated at Surrey Downs. 
One comment was that, if a new center is built, it should be constructed at a lower 
elevation than the rest of the park, so the center would remain somewhat hidden.    
 
Several meeting participants also suggested that indoor basketball, volleyball, and 
multi-use playing courts be added as part of a community center. The courts at South 
Bellevue Community Center were highlighted as good examples to follow.    
 
There were also some concerns about the impacts a new community center could have 
on the park overall. Transportation and parking capacity and the possibility of 
parking spilling over into the adjacent neighborhood were of particular concern, 
and attendees wanting to make certain these issues would be adequately addressed 
through the master planning process. Other concerns related to a new community 
center included the impacts of more people in the area overall, as well as the possibility 
that night time noise could become an issue.  
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Other Comments  
Some of those attending the meeting made suggestions about the current use and 
ongoing maintenance of the park:  
 

• Dogs should be on-leash as the rules call for, and not allowed to roam off-leash.  
• There should be more garbage cans, and an emphasis on parents making sure 

their children clean up after themselves at games and other events.  
 

What Happens Next?  
The Berger Partnership design team will use the ideas generated at this meeting and 
through the park planning website, as well as the guidance provided by the Parks’ staff, 
to craft four Master Plan schemes. These schemes will be presented at a public meeting 
scheduled for January 31, 2008 at Bellevue City Hall. At this meeting, participants will 
have the opportunity to review and comment on the schemes. That review will, in turn, 
guide the remainder of the master planning design process.  
 
Those who were unable to attend the November 15 meeting can review the materials 
presented – and provide comments – on the Surrey Downs website: 
http://www.bellevuewa.gov/surrey_downs.htm    
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--Summary of Electronic Comments-- 
 November 15 - January 30, 2008 

 
 
In addition to comments and ideas generated from the November public meeting, people 
were invited to share their ideas for Surrey Downs Park via the master planning project 
website. As of January 30, approximately 110 people, responding to the same questions 
posed at the first public meeting, offered their ideas and suggestions via the Internet.  
 
By and large, those who submitted comments via the Internet were enthusiastic about a 
new community center at the Park, and urged that the master plan include more 
activities for exercise, as well as indoor and outdoor fun for all ages. A number of people 
commenting electronically also expressed support for the proposed Boys and Girls Club 
for this area of the city. Others requested that a community center be appropriately 
scaled and sited to retain the park’s neighborhood look and feel. 

Look and Feel/Visions and Values 
A number of the commenters submitting via the Internet agreed with many of those 
who attended the November 15 public meeting. For example, several people urged that 
the “existing residential feel” of the park be preserved, that that the park remains a 
“natural area,” and that the hazelnut groves be preserved and maintained. Also similar 
to the public meeting, several of those commenting suggested that the park be designed 
for “multi-generational uses.” They also saw the park as an ideal place for a 
community gathering place since its location is accessible by car, bus, and bike. 
 
Many people stated that Bellevue desperately needs additional recreational space 
including sports fields and indoor gyms to support local teams. One person insisted 
that “athletic fields are a highly needed resource for youth sports leagues, particularly 
soccer and baseball.” At the same time, a number of commenters wanted to make certain 
that Surrey Downs Park does not expand to include additional programming, 
suggesting that the City of Bellevue “not add programmed activities other than field 
usage for Little League or soccer.” Further, several said: “No single group should own 
the Park. Playing fields can be located on one half of the Park as they are now and the 
other half of the park can be for open green space.” 

Ideas for Outdoor Programming 
The walking trail around the perimeter of the park was an important priority for those 
commenting through this format, with a number of people urging that the walking trail 
be improved and/or expanded. Some people suggested a possible trail expansion for 
small bikes and in-line skates. Several commenters also wanted areas for unstructured 
play, and suggested that the existing playground be upgraded. 
 
Similar to the public meeting, there were differing opinions regarding the types and 
number of playfields that should be incorporated into the master plan. While some 
commenters urged that no additional ball fields be constructed and that any ball fields 
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not be lit at night, others had contrasting opinions, suggesting that “more 
baseball/softballs fields and soccer fields should be built to accommodate local sports  
teams.” Several commenters suggested incorporating turf, regular field maintenance, 
and lighting at Surrey Downs Park similar to a youth sports complex. 
 
As at the public meeting, those using email to share their comments had a number of 
suggestions for specific outdoor programming at the park, including:  
 

• More sports fields with walking trails. 
• Basketball courts, a baseball/softball complex, play structures, turf fields for 

soccer and other sports.  
• Exercise stations for seniors. 
• A drinking fountain. 
• Accessible restrooms. 
• More trash cans and regularly scheduled trash pick-up especially near the sports 

fields. 
• Picnic tables with nearby BBQs and anchored benches. 
• Off-leash area for dogs and dog waste pick-up bags/posts at every Park entrance 

and at the south side of the parking lot. 
• Historical information signs. 
• Add “Do Not Climb Trees” signage in the hazelnut grove. The trees are old and 

unsafe. 
• Passive areas and gardens. 
• A tennis court or volleyball court. 
• An outdoor pool like at Peter Kirk Park. 
• A bicycle loop. 
• A fitness obstacle course. Personal trainers from South Community Center can 

conduct group training to generate revenue for the City. 
• A “graffiti wall” like they have in Woodinville. 
• Climbing walls. 
• A skate park.  
• Sufficient parking.  
• A fenced dog run. 
• A horticultural demonstration garden utilizing a Bellevue Botanical Garden 

Society partnership. 
• A putting green, a water feature, and a kiosk with heritage input from the 

Eastside Heritage Center.  
• Tennis and soccer camps. 
• A football field. 
• An outdoor gathering space to rent for birthday parties and for young children 

to play. 
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• A pistol range. 
• Modeling the park after Everest Park in Kirkland: baseball during the 

spring/summer, football practices in the fall. Year-round outdoor basketball 
courts. 

• Wild spaces for wildlife. 

Community Center/Indoor Programming  
A number of those who elected to comment via the Internet are enthusiastic about a 
community center occupying a portion of the Surrey Downs site. Close to half of those 
sharing their opinions through this mechanism specifically urged that such a center be 
built, with representative comments such as: “I favor a mixed-use community center 
that will support future growth in the Surrey Downs neighborhood and provide 
activities for multiple generations.” Others felt that the community would be best 
served by preserving the park as valuable open space since Bellevue is developing so 
rapidly. Numerous commenters had suggestions for the types of indoor programming 
that might be offered through a community center; including:   

 
• A site and scale appropriate structure. 
• A community center for social and exercise programs. 
• Plenty of gym space for basketball, badminton, and volleyball. 
• An indoor walking/running track. 
• Art, literature, botanical/gardening, and exercise classes. 
• A drop-in fitness center. An opportunity for free parent-led fitness activities. 
• Morning programming such as exercise, daycare, and senior activities. 

Afternoon programming for you. Evening programming for families. 
• Meeting rooms with kitchen facilities for parties and banquets. 
• Light food or coffee preparation area. 
• Information bulletin boards. 
• A weight room. 
• A preschool. 
• An indoor aquatic center. 
• A teen center. 
• A senior center. 
• A technology center. 
• A banquet facility. 
• An area for concerts. 
• A heritage center in cooperation with Eastside Heritage Center. 
• A genealogy element in cooperation with Eastside Genealogical Society. 
• A handball/racquetball court. 
• A music room. 
• A big chess board. 
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• A fencing room. 
• A game room. 
• Indoor tennis courts. 
• Space for dance classes and archery. 

 
Some commenters, in contrast, however, were opposed to any additional programming 
at the Park, with several people asking specifically that no additional programming – 
whether indoor or outdoor -- be allowed. 

Boys & Girls Club Proposal 
Similar to a proposed community center, nearly a half of those commenting via the 
Internet urged the City of Bellevue to thoughtfully consider the Boys and Girls Club as 
a new use for the Surrey Downs Park site.  
 
Those who favor a Boys & Girls Club at Surrey Downs were most interested in a 
“mixed-use community center with gyms, a fitness center, and meeting rooms which 
will support future growth in the diverse neighborhood of Surrey Downs.” Another 
frequent comment was that the Club would be paying for construction of a new 
community center type facility, with commenters urging the City to consider the 
financial benefits of such an arrangement. A representative comment: “the City should  
not miss the opportunity to have a community center built and paid for in large part by 
the Boys and Girls Club.” 
 
Copies of the facilitators’ notes from the November 15 and January 31 public meetings, 
as well as a spreadsheet of all the comments received via email are available by 
contacting Scott Vander Hyden, Project Manager, at svanderhyden@bellevuewa.gov. 
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--Summary of Public Meeting #2-- 

January 31, 2008 
 

Overview 
The City of Bellevue is embarking on a master planning process for Surrey Downs 
Park, located at 546 112th Avenue SE. The site is a public park containing both passive 
and active recreational elements. It is popular and well used by the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Park assets include two programmable ball fields, a pedestrian loop 
trail, hazelnut grove, children’s play area, and a small basketball court.  
 
The Master Plan will lay the groundwork for the site’s redevelopment by identifying 
opportunities and constraints of the site, and connections to the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Through a transparent public involvement process, the City of Bellevue 
wants to collaborate with citizens to plan for the future of the park while protecting it as 
an important feature within the City’s parks and open space inventory.  

Public Meeting 
Approximately 140 people attended the second public meeting for the Surrey Downs 
Master Plan. The purpose of the meeting was to update the public on the current stage 
of the master planning process, present four design schemes for the park, and hear from 
meeting participants on their likes, dislikes, and ideas for the preliminary schemes for 
Surrey Downs Park.  
 
The second public meeting was attended by the following City staff and consultants, 
Patrick Foran, Director, Glenn Kost, Planning and Development Director, and Scott 
Vander Hyden, Project Manager, of the Bellevue Parks and Community Services; Guy 
Michaelsen, Andy Mitton, and Whitney Summerland, of The Berger Partnership. 
Margaret Norton-Arnold, Chris Hoffman, Todd Peterson, Kristin Anderson, and 
Shanon Kearney of Norton-Arnold & Company coordinated the public meeting and 
facilitated the small group discussions. The City of Bellevue advertised the meeting on 
the City’s project website and through an invitational postcard sent to approximately 
2,900 households within a geographic area bounded by Main Street, 112th Avenue SE, 
the Village of Beaux Arts, and Lake Washington. 
 
Margaret Norton-Arnold opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with an overview of the 
meeting and the current phase of the master planning process. This introduction was 
followed by a welcome and project update from Patrick Foran, Director, and Glenn 
Kost, Planning and Development Manager, of Bellevue Parks and Community Services. 
Scott Vander Hyden, Bellevue’s project manager for the Master Plan, was also 
introduced.        
 
Patrick Foran provided information about the planning process and indicated that 
although the Boys & Girls Club has approached the city about building a new facility at 
Surrey Downs Park, no decisions have been made about this proposal. The potential of 
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locating community center facilities in this park will be considered and evaluated with 
other possible schemes during the public involvement process. He openly invited 
everyone present to share their ideas for the Park during the Master Planning process, 
as this is the process that will be used to determine the plan for the park. 

Presentation 
Guy Michaelsen, Principal with The Berger Partnership, the landscape architecture 
firm under contract to the City of Bellevue to complete the Master Plan, presented his 
design team’s four design schemes – generally on a scale from no build to maximum 
build - based on indoor and outdoor programming ideas generated at the first public 
meeting. The schemes were shared in order to spark comments and critiques – the 
remainder of the meeting was focused on hearing reaction to these schemes from the 
meeting participants.  

Discussion 
After the presentation, attendees divided into five discussion groups, each of which was 
led by a professional facilitator. The groups were charged with addressing these 
questions:  

 
1) For those of you who find yourself particularly drawn to Scheme 1, what is it 

about this scheme that you like the most - and why? For those of you who are 
not inclined to favor Scheme 1, what do you dislike about it - and why? 
Scheme 2? Scheme 3? Scheme 4? 

 
2) The real fun in looking at schemes like this is the ability to mix-and-match 

various elements of each of the designs. As you look at all four of them up here – 
are there ideas from one that you like? An element from one of the schemes that 
you would like to see in another scheme? 

 
3) And… what’s missing? Is there an idea you suggested at the first public meeting 

or a new idea that you do not see reflected in any of these schemes? If so, what 
did we leave out? 

 
After about an hour of discussion, the five groups reconvened to share their thoughts 
and ideas with one another. What follows is a summary of the small group discussions.  

Review of Schemes Based on the Discussion Guide 
Amongst the groups, there were several common topic threads. Many meeting 
participants approved of Scheme 1 because it provided the maximum amount of green 
space– serene, with plenty of open green space, a playground for smaller children, 
adequate parking, and ball fields for active recreational play. However, many people 
urged that Surrey Downs be revamped to provide for a greater diversity of uses; 
especially the incorporation of an indoor community center that would offer activity and 
meeting space, gym space, and activities for people of all ages. The dominant theme was 
“balance” with no single element or program dominating other potential uses.    
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Scheme 2 received some support from meeting participants because it provided a 
balance of activities for a broad range of uses year-round and incorporated a small, 
appropriately scaled building in the right location creating natural buffers between 
the active and quiet spaces. However, several people criticized this scheme for creating a 
grade change that divided the ball fields, impaired sightlines, and took valuable green 
space for surface parking.  
 
Scheme 3 received a lot of support for keeping a building on the site. Many people 
approved of this scheme because they saw the building offering recreational 
opportunities year round and a green-roofed parking structure that allowed for other 
uses while providing adequate parking. However, Scheme 3 did spark some debate about 
the size of the building. Some meeting attendees felt it was too large for the park and 
would have negative impacts on the neighborhood because of noise, traffic, and 
nighttime use. Others argued having one big building would allow one type of user to 
dominate the park.  
 
When discussing parking alternatives, most attendees preferred Scheme 3’s structured 
parking lot built into the hillside, and wanted to see that idea incorporated into the 
final preferred alternative. Others argued that the parking structure was not central 
enough to make ball fields and play ground access easy for users. 
 
Scheme 4 was deemed unacceptable by most due to excess of surface parking on the 
site. 
 
When describing “mix and match” opportunities, one popular idea was to build a 
smaller community center in the same location as the building shown in Scheme 3. 
Several people urged flexibility in the design, noting that the community center could 
be built with large “garage-type” doors that could be opened in the summertime.  
 
Regardless of the opinions about the various schemes, there were several park elements 
that received continued support from meeting participants. On the list of approved 
park details was a well-maintained perimeter walking trail, an unstructured play area, 
and an upgrade to the current playground equipment. Open space and view preservation 
were other elements that meeting attendees agreed were important.  
 
There was considerable discussion about the ideal sites for programmed activities, 
with group members suggesting alternatives for various uses, on and offsite. For 
example, some people said that the Bellevue Botanical Gardens, which are nearby, offer 
the serene walking space many desire. In contrast, others said that the nearby Bellevue 
High School offers structured areas for teenagers particularly for recreational use. And 
still others voiced concern about the size and scale of a 40,000 square foot community 
center, noting that it might be better suited for Bellevue’s downtown park. At the same 
time, there were several people who said that Bellevue badly needs a year round facility 
for indoor activities. 
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Other Comments 
The concept of a parking garage with a green roof or a dual purpose such as a 
basketball court was mentioned, although there was some concern about the cost of the 
structure. 
 
One man urged the meeting attendees to consider other programming uses for the 
community center such as classes for the performing arts or for senior citizens. 
 
A suggestion was made to make the parking lot accessible at the intersection of SE 
6th Street to improve safety for drivers and park users.  
 
One concerned mother suggested fencing in the playground to protect kids from fly 
balls if the ball fields are nearby.  
 
Others adults commented that having an open lawn near the kids play area was a great 
idea because it allowed them to keep a watchful eye on children at play.  
 
Another person stressed orienting the ball fields so that the sun is not shining in 
batters’ eyes. 
 
The bathrooms are too far from the fields.  Please add a closer second set of bathrooms. 
 
Several participants said they liked the idea of including some “unique” elements in the 
park such as a maze, a water feature, topiary animals, art/sculpture.  
 
One man advocated for the construction of tennis courts like the ones across the street 
at the Bellevue Club. 
 
Several people liked the idea of maintaining and improving the neighborhood 
entrances to the park.  

What Happens Next?  
The Berger Partnership team will use the comments and ideas generated at this 
meeting, and the feedback they receive from the Parks Board and City Council to craft a 
preferred design alternative. The resulting scheme will be presented at a public meeting 
scheduled for March 2008 at Bellevue City Hall. At this meeting, participants will have 
the opportunity to review and comment on the preferred alternative. That review will, 
in turn, guide the remainder of the Surrey Downs Park master planning process.  
 
On January 31, meeting attendees were invited to provide additional comments to the 
Parks and Community Services Board at their regular meeting on February 12.  
 
Those who were unable to attend the January 31 or February 12 meetings can review 
the materials presented – and provide comments – by accessing the project website at: 
http://www.bellevuewa.gov/surrey_downs.htm or contacting Scott Vander Hyden, 
Project Manager, at (425) 452-4169 or svanderhyden@bellevuewa.gov 
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Appendix: Raw Notes from the January Public Meeting 

Group 1 

Scheme 1 Likes 
• Walkways and the perimeter trail 
• The meadow 
• The “lookout” on a rise of land 
• Scheme 1 provides a range of outdoor activities, both structured and 

unstructured, for a range of ages 
• Ample playground space 
• Openness 
• Adequate parking 
• Given the proximity of Surrey Downs to downtown Bellevue, the park serves as 

a much needed green space for people living in apartments and condominiums 
• It’s important that the park not be overwhelmed with high intensity activity 
• The activities and their scheduling should be consistent with the relatively small 

size (eleven acres) of the park 

Scheme 1 Dislikes 
• The bathrooms are too far from the fields.  Add a second set of bathrooms 
• Do not install high intensity lights for night games 
• The terrace between baseball fields reduces their usefulness.  The east field 

needs at least 200 feet of level ground 
• Orient the ball fields so the sun is not shining in batters’ eyes 

Scheme 2 Likes 
• The community center.  This center would provide space for classes, meeting 

rooms and indoor sports particularly basketball.  Facilities of this kind are in 
short supply in Bellevue.  If, however, the goal is a balance of indoor and outdoor 
recreation, the community center as proposed in Scheme 2 may be too small 

• Offers many of the amenities of Scheme 1 in terms of outdoor recreation 
• Overall the challenge is to balance neighborhood use and use by the wider 

community.  Local residents of long standing have supported and enjoyed the 
park for many years.  With Bellevue’s rapid growth, the amenities and facilities 
the park provides have become increasingly important to people throughout the 
city.  The overarching issue is the need for more parks and recreational facilities 
in Bellevue 
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Scheme 3 Likes 
• Scheme 3 provides green space as well as indoor activities in the community 

center 
• The proposed bowl area offers a good way for adults to keep a watchful eye on 

children at play 
• The underground parking is a plus.  This feature could be incorporated into 

Scheme 2 as well 
• The size of the building proposed in Scheme 3 would accommodate both youth 

and adult activities 
• The green roof on the parking garage  
• This scheme provides multi-generational use – two years to seniors 
• Provide exercise stations throughout the park 
• This alternative addresses the problem of park users parking in the 

neighborhood 
• Provides basketball courts for use by adults as well as youth 

Scheme 4  
• Too much space devoted to parking.  The parking lot and the building 

overwhelm the park’s green space and recreational areas.  The park’s green 
spaces and sports fields are a high priority that this alternative diminishes 

Group 2 

Scheme 1 Likes 
• Maintains open space – most park-like of schemes 
• Allows for a good blend of busy time (weekends) and quiet times (weekdays) 
• Greenest scheme – need more green areas as City grows and develops 
• Restroom 
• Fields 
• The unique, small interest areas and trails makes the park interesting and feel 

quiet 
• Trails – good for jogging, close to Bellevue Athletic Club 
• Remains a dawn to dusk park 
• Provides visual and environmental respite 
• Smallest level of programmed activity, brings the least traffic to the 

neighborhood, and the least impacts 

Scheme 1 Dislikes 
• Not enough parking 
• Parking distance from fields is too great 
• Not enough trees by playground – it gets very hot in the summer 
• It feels like a private park – there is no draw to make people want to go there 
• Needs destination draw 
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• No indoor space – need it in the winter and when it rains  
• Not enough diversity of activities – offers just one type of experience 
• Needs indoor/multi-use function to maximize opportunities 
• Too much of a blank slate – opens up opportunities for non-park development 
• Not enough fields – there is lots of demand (even a small practice field would 

help) 
• Lighting should be considered 

Scheme 2 Likes 
• Compartmentalizes activities – separates intense and quiet activities with 

vegetation 
• Balanced approach 
• The indoor/outdoor opportunities reflect the reality of our climate 
• Location of the building has the least impact on the neighborhood 
• Size of building fits the park 
• Appeals to broad spectrum of users – indoor/outdoor 
• Size of building - it means that one organization/activity will not dominate the 

park 
• The building won’t impact outdoor activity too much 
• The building size respects the nature of the park and the neighborhood 

Scheme 2 Dislikes 
• Not enough parking to support building 
• Indoor activities require more parking 
• Building not large enough to for gyms and other sports 
• Building too small – more opportunities for indoor programming in larger 

building 
• Need drop-off area in front of building – need easy in/easy out (for all schemes) 
• Placement of parking – impacts neighbors to north and west 
• Orientation of baseball fields – too close to one another 
• Too much massing of hard surfaces (building and parking lot) 
• Too much opportunity for “hangers on” at night from activities in building 
• No lighting – park could be lit in a manner that is not intrusive to neighbors 

Scheme 3 Likes 
• Underground parking – allows for more green space 
• The “break up” of fields and lawn bowl – keeps family and sports activities 

separate 
• Large community center and the way it complements the park – parking, looks 

into green bowl area, and allows park to maintain “spread out” feeling 
• Appeals to a number of uses 
• Enough parking and in right area – not on neighborhood streets 
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• Smart use of garage roof 
• Efficient use of space – has scale that is usable 
• North and south areas of park have functional space 
• Parking is adequate 
• Greatest amount of parking with least amount of impacts 
• Orientation of fields 
• Large building – need it for growing community 

Scheme 3 Dislikes 
• Building too large for park and users it will attract 
• Cost of parking structure 
• Building spillover – activities spill outside of building and eat up capacity of park 

affecting other users 
• Bathroom too far from fields 
• Building and parking not big enough for future – the weather we have here 

means it will be used more than people think 
• Concerned about security of parking structure 
• Concerned that large structure will be expanded in the future and will continue 

to limit green space 
• The size of the building appears that it will be a regional facility that the City 

will not control 
• This park is not the place for a building of that size (but the community as a 

whole does need a building like the one that is proposed) 
• Not enough trees by play area – it gets hot in the summer 

Scheme 4 Likes 
• Size of building meets demand for indoor space and reality of our climate 
• Location of the building 
• Trees by the play area 

Scheme 4 Dislikes 
• Parking lot too big – turns park into a parking lot 
• Fields bunched too tightly together 
• Too much activity in park 
• Balconies of building look right into parking lot (not green area) 
• Access to the parking lot will lead to congestion – need multiple access points 
• Parking lot location – proximity to homes and the noise it will create 
• Loss of informal gathering areas (like in Scheme 3) 
• It’s basically just a parking lot and ball fields 
• Programming too intense for surrounding neighborhoods 
• Playground too close to parking 
• No picnic area 
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Mix and Match 
• Use the parking that is proposed in Scheme 3 in Scheme 2 
• Use the same design of Scheme 2 play area in Scheme 3 
• Use “opposite” field orientation (like in Scheme 1 and 3) in all schemes 
• Divide up informal area for different uses in Scheme 3 
• Make sure all paths are soft surfaces 
• Put a small structure in Scheme 1 

Group 3 

Scheme 1 Likes 
• Has the most greenery, openness, and least environmental impact 
• Holds environmental character, supports neighborhood element, open space, 

room for informal activity 
• Only legitimate representation of park 
• Demographics in neighborhood are changing to include individuals and couples 

without kids and this concept is good for those populations 
• Has the most opportunity for most variety of activity, not dominated by one 

single use, still maintains tranquility of open space 
• It’s site specific, fits the true meaning of a park in a small neighborhood of an 

urban area 
• Outdoor play space because includes range of ages 
• It is daytime use only meaning less impact on neighborhood 
• It’s peaceful, like big play area and the basketball court 
• Neighborhood entrance, special piece of park for neighborhood, like idea of using 

landscaping or even gardens in those areas 

Scheme 1 Dislikes 
• Too dull 
• Need more covered areas in this climate, need indoor options 
• Scheme 1 does dominate with a single use 
• It is wasted space, doesn’t serve needs of entire community 
• Kids need more indoor places to go that are public 
• The grading of the park in this scheme would limit the amount of sports field 

and sports fields are needed in Bellevue 

Scheme 2 Likes 
• The parking plan in this scheme 
• The variety of uses provided here 
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Scheme 3 Likes 
• Formal elements of Scheme 3, the minimal impact parking and the formal 

separation of activities 
• Allows for more variety of uses 
• Balances the uses 
• Nice green space, parking minimized, accommodates indoor and outdoor uses 
• Like building right on 112th Avenue SE with it built into hill 
• Best scheme 
• Balance between open space, building and park 
• Not all sports, big open space has facility, minimal impact parking, art more use 

for more people 
• Need more community centers in Bellevue  
• Community centers are good because they serve all ages and they bring together 

people of all ages which is lacking on community 
• Has best use of available space, ball fields, underground parking 
• Reminds me of my favorite park (Greenlake Park) which has play area, 

community building with rooms for variety of uses, pool, games, etc. 
• Groups ball fields by play area which is easy for family use 
• Sports fields, they are much needed 
• Mixed use facility is good 
• Good to mix people of all ages in community center 
• Not losing green space here 
• Need more mixed use like this scheme provides 
• The art idea in the scheme 
• Has opportunities for everyone with many activities 

Scheme 3 Dislikes 
• The intensity of use is too much as well as associated intensity of traffic 
• The scale of the building is too big. By including a building more the size of one 

in Scheme 2, this Scheme would better meet the needs of the community AND 
the neighborhood 

Scheme 4 
• Building is way too big for the park 

General Comments 
• In all the schemes, I would like to see the children’s play area be as close as 

possible to the sports fields so parents with kids of different ages can easily go 
back and forth between the two 

• Should not focus just on elements for children. The park is within walking 
distance of an aging population and should therefore include some activities for 
older adults, such as a putting green, volleyball court and other programming 
for adults 
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• Trail around park is great element 
• Don’t need a park with views and lots of open space because we have such easy 

access to that just outside the urban area 
• Point of park is to have open spaces right in the city  
• Would like to see a recirculating water feature/pond 
• Don’t need to maximize utility, need to decide what is right/appropriate use so 

space feels right for the largest number of people  
• Like idea of maze or other unique feature in park 
• What about topiary animals or other unique landscaping features? 
• Unstructured space is needed in all of the schemes 
• Ask that the final plan meets and considers the surrounding neighborhood 
• Have a building with programmed and unprogrammed space in the final scheme 
• Concern if there is correlation between crime and underground parking, 

increased capacity and layout of activities 

Group 4 

Scheme 1 Likes 
• Love the open space 
• Unstructured play for children 
• Like open sightlines – break from big buildings 
• Prefer Scheme 1 – it is a PARK not structures 
• Track is fine 
• Love openness. Climbing wall or water feature? Rose garden? Barbecue? Covered 

basketball? 
• Really like looped trail – Scheme 2 better for options 
• Like ability to see views 
• Like open space. Park is not that big 
• People from offices to enjoy park 
• Water feature 
• Glad to see baseball field  
• Young kids like watching basketball 
• Make sure water-feature is safe 
• Love openness, walking trails expanded – integrated 
• High school campus provides many opportunities 
• Should provide respite 
• Strong perimeter with loop is good (shown is Scheme 2) 
• Those other parks are not just for neighborhood – need to drive 

Scheme 1 Dislikes 
• Miss children playing after school closes 
• Don’t like basketball. Attracts teenagers – unsupervised 
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• Concern about berm interfering with second field 
• Worried about drawing people to neighborhood 
• Use the park to provide amenities we don’t have  
• It would be good to add more amenities 
• Don’t let teenagers take over small kids playground 
• Downtown park is wide open. Why develop this park? 
• This should offer diversity – not just passive  
• Community center would serve more people 
• Bellevue Botanical Garden is fantastic for “respite” nearby 

Scheme 2 Likes 
• Like the trail – want it to go clear around site 
• Like the idea of a meeting space 
• Support idea of community center: kids benefit from programs 
• Like sports related programs 
• Kids are in structured programs. Don’t see behavior problems 
• Family picnics – roof; no sides 
• Opportunity for a natural amphitheater on north end of property for outdoor plays 
• Like idea of program space for kids 
• Like the small building like Lewis Creek 
• Middle of site perfect for soccer/football for small kids 

Scheme 2 Dislikes 
• Negative on small community center - build larger for the future 

Schemes 3 & 4 
• Scheme 3 is attractive – building tight to road, lots of green 
• Like meeting space, gathering place, exercise 
• Asset to community 
• Location of structure is correct (prefer 3,000 square feet) 
• Structured parking is good. Use with any building 
• Scheme 3 is best – you get greenery & program space – trail works 
• Scheme 3 is “highest & best use” – doesn’t use lots of surface for parking 
• Build for the future – like South Bellevue 
• Do it properly! 
• Like Scheme 3 but too formal in design 

Scheme 3 & 4 Dislikes 
• Why can’t a community center that size be built in Bellevue Park? 
• There would be more people able to walk 
• “Highest and best” doesn’t mean most intense 
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• Too intense 
• Programming would dominate other uses 
• How will all those cars get onto 112th Avenue SE? 
• Put the building on the west side of Bellevue Park 
• Skip the building. Just play areas, some could be covered 

Scheme 4 
• Works to have sightlines to multiple fields 

Group 5 

Scheme 1 Likes 
• Maximizes green space 
• Maintains open space 
• Respects the history of the site 

Scheme 1 Dislikes 
• Needs facilities and parking. Preference for a structured parking lot due to its 

minimal visual impact by being built into the ground and covered 
• One man who identified himself as a “senior” asked that the following “adult” 

activities be added: tennis courts, hiking trails 

Scheme 2  
• Consider closing the park at dusk. Make the building to scale with the 

surrounding neighborhood. Scalability is important. Clyde Hill Center is a good 
example of an appropriately scaled community center that is useable, multi-
functional, and multi-generational 

• The community center does not have to be big to serve everybody 

Scheme 3 Likes 
• I like how the play fields are programmed and there is space for free play 
• Scheme 3 successfully provides space for the community and neighbors 
• I am in favor of Scheme 3 because it has a facility and an amount of green space 

unlike Scheme 4 
• This park has the opportunity to be a gathering space for Bellevue through a 

community center 
• I like the size of the community center, the conservation of green space, and the 

year round usage supported in Scheme 3 

Scheme 3 Dislikes 
• The building is too large 
• Make the parking closer or more central to the ball fields so we don’t need to 

haul sports equipment long distances. There needs to be equal access for all  
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• There are other opportunities for programming at the community center such as 
performing arts. Please keep the uses open to ideas 

• The soccer fields are not large enough for pitch 
• Put the soccer fields on the north end of the site. Do not overlay them with the 

baseball fields 
• Place parking and heavy use areas across from the intersection at SE 6th Street 

to keep facilities centrally located 
• The playgrounds should be closer to the ball fields. There should be a fence to 

protect kids at the playground from flying balls 

Scheme 4 
• Scheme 4 is unacceptable because there is too much surface parking 

General Comments 
• No new surface parking or minimize parking impacts 
• When placing the sports fields, consider fly balls landing on 112th Avenue SE 
• Retain a record of local history 
• Emphasize maximizing passive green space 
• Build facilities that are multi-use (i.e. parking and basketball courts) 
• Explain the fiscal impacts on the neighborhood of building multi-purpose 

facilities and the costs of construction 
• Give park an organization structure 
• Make the entrance to the park safer by placing it at SE 6th Street  
• There needs to be a balance of facility and green space 
• Do not add a skate park 
• The park is a community place not simply a neighborhood place 
• The park could benefit the community and the Surrey Downs neighborhood 

 
 


