
       
    Durham Parks and Recreation            
                   Master Plan 2003 - 2013 



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

 
Table of Contents 

 
 
Part I  Orientation  
   Chapter 1 Introduction and Background 5 
   Chapter 2 Summary of Findings and Recommendations 10 
   
   
Part II Inventory and Assessment of Existing Facilities  
   Chapter 3 Inventory and Assessment of Parks 19 
   Chapter 4 Inventory and Assessment of Centers 37 
   
   
Part III Stakeholder Participation in the Planning Process  
   Chapter 5 Seeking Community Input 45 
     A. Parks and Recreation Staff Workshop 45 
     B. General Services Staff Workshop 47 
     C. Community Advisory Committee Workshop 48 
     D. Community Open Houses 50 
     E. Planning Input from Elected Officials 53 
     F. Interviews with City and County Leaders 54 
     G. Survey of Community Needs 57 
     H. Feedback from Department Heads on Draft Plan 61 
     I. Conclusions and General Recommendations 62 
   Chapter 6 Community Level of Service Analysis 65 
   
   
Part IV Action Plan  
   Chapter 7 Action Plan for Parks and Recreation 77 
     A. Recommendations for Renovations of Existing Facilities 78 
     B. Recommendation for Level of Service 83 
     C. Recommendations for New Facilities  85 
     D. Recommendations for System Improvement 92 
   
   
Part V Funding Plan  
   Chapter 8     A. Capital Improvement Program 2004-2014 95 
     B. Bond Funds 99 
     C. Impact Fees, Recreation Dedication, and  

        Payment-in-lieu 
101 

     D. Other Funding  Options 113 
   
   

 2



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

   
   
Appendices  116 

 A. History of the Durham Parks and Recreation Department  
 B. Responses by Participants in the Open Houses  
 C. Improvements Recommended by Participants in the Open  

    Houses 
 

 D. Comment Sheets from the Open Houses  
 E. User Needs Survey (Form used)  
 F. Park System Map  

 
 
 

Adopted November 17, 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
  

  

               

 3



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

 
PART I 

 
Orientation 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 4



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

Chapter 1 
 

Introduction and Background 
 
 
 Introduction 
  
 The Durham Parks and Recreation Department (DPR) was founded in 
1925, making it the second oldest department in North Carolina.  As the City 
has grown and changed over the last 78 years, several master plans have 
guided DPR’s response to the citizens’ demands for parks and recreation 
services. 
 
 C. R. Woods, the department’s first director, conducted the 
department’s first formal study of recreation needs in 1960.  Further studies 
were conducted by consultants in 1961, 1977, and 1981.  An in-house update 
was conducted by parks operations director William Harrat in 1986.  
Consultants were hired to work toward this current master plan in 1999-2000; 
they implemented an extensive community involvement process as the core of 
their planning.  Staff members have updated the data on parks and facilities 
and created a planning budget to complete this process and to take it to the 
elected officials for approval in 2003. The following chapters will contain the 
assessments of the citizens and the consultants on the components of the 
existing system, what DPR has done as an initial response to address the needs, 
and a discussion of the facilities needed to serve Durham into the future.  
Another study, planned for 2003-04, will assess DPR’s programming and 
recommend improvements in that area. 
 
 Currently the City of Durham parks and recreation system includes over 
60 parks—almost 3000 acres of land—and 13 community and recreation centers.  
In addition, DPR manages several major regional facilities including the Historic 
Durham Athletic Park, the Armory, Spruce Pine Lodge, and other major sites.  
Fourteen miles of existing greenway trails are another part of the parks system, 
and many more miles are planned.   
 

DPR receives citizen input into the planning and management of this 
system through the Recreation Advisory Commission (RAC) and the Durham 
Open Space and Trails Commission (DOST).  Some centers have their own 
management advisory groups and several parks, like West Point on the Eno and 
Durham Central Park, have an active “friends of the park” advisory group. 
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Demographic Background of Durham 
 
Between 1990 and 2000, the population of Durham County as a whole 

grew by 41,470 people; according to the Office of State Planning, over half of 
that growth was composed of people moving to Durham from elsewhere. Both 
the City’s and County’s growth rates (3.02% and 2.72%) exceeded the average 
for North Carolina as a whole.  Much of that growth occurred within the City, 
which grew in population by 36.9% during the decade and moved from fifth to 
fourth in size among North Carolina cities. 

 
Table 1-1 Population 1980-2000 

 
 1980 

population 
1990 
population 

2000 
population 

Percent 
growth 
1990-
2000 

Population 
estimate, Jan 
2003 

Durham 
County 

152,785 181,835 223,314 22.81 233,100 

City of 
Durham 

100,538 136,611 187,035 36.91 193,300 

North 
Carolina 

5,880,995 6,628,637 8,049,313 21.43 ----- 

 
 
 In the decade between 1990 and 2000, Durham’s population aged 
slightly; however, the City’s median age is 31—still slightly lower than the 
County’s median of 32.2.  Looking at the age cohorts reveals that almost 14% of 
the City’s residents are less than 10 years old, while just over 9% are over 65 
years old.  The largest population group, 25 to 35 year olds, makes up 20% of 
the population. 
 
 Durham has become an ever-more diverse community in race and 
ethnicity in the past decade.  Racial and ethnic minorities increased both in 
absolute numbers and as a percentage of the total population in the City.  No 
one racial or ethnic group now makes up a majority of the City’s population.  
There was an especially strong growth in the City’s Hispanic/Latino community, 
which grew from 1% of the population in 1990 to 8.5% in 2000.  A majority of 
those residents immigrated to Durham from Mexico, but a growing number are 
from Puerto Rico and other Caribbean and Central American countries.  Asians 
also increased as a component of the population, to almost 4%.  Most Asian 
Durham citizens are of Indian or Chinese origin. 
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Table 1-2 Census 2000 Population by Race 
 
Race Durham 

County  
Numbers of 
persons 

Durham 
County 
Percent of 
total 

City of  
Durham 
Numbers of 
Persons 

City of 
Durham 
Percent 
of total 

White 113,698 50.91 85,126 45.51 
Black 88,109 39.46 81,937 43.81 
American 
Indian  

660 0.30 575 0.31 

Asian, Native 
Hawaiian, 
Pacific 
Islander 

7,429 3.33 6,886 3.68 

Some other 
race 

9,404 4.21 8,875 4.75 

Two or more 
races 

4,014 1.80 3,636 1.94 

 
  

Table 1-3 Hispanic/Latino Population Growth 
 
  
 Durham 

County 
Percent of total 
population 

City of 
Durham 

Percent of total 
population 

1990 2,054 1.13 1,610 1.18 
2000 17,039 7.63 16,012 8.56 
 
 
 Married-couple families remain the most common family type in Durham; 
however, married-couple families have declined as a percent of the total 
number of families over the past decade.  Almost 20% of all households in the 
City are female-headed with minor children.  The average number of persons 
per household in the City is 2.44. 
 
 In Durham County as a whole, 54.26% of all occupied housing is owner-
occupied; in contrast, fewer than half of the housing units are owner-occupied 
in the City.  Housing vacancy rates in the City are 7.20%. 
 
 Durham’s population is projected to continue to increase over the next 
two decades at a rate between 33% and 45%.  If that occurs, Durham will need 
to accommodate between 70,000 and 100,000 more people than were living in 
the City and County in 2000.  Population estimates based on 1980-2000 trends 
are that the City of Durham’s population in 2010 will be 230,284. 
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 Land Use Background 
 
 While the City of Durham is the fourth largest municipality in the state, 
Durham County is one of North Carolina’s smallest. The County contains 
approximately 300 square miles (191,300 acres).  Almost 25% of the land in the 
County is held and managed as “open space”—including the large properties 
making up the US Army Corps of Engineers’ reservoir buffers around Falls Lake 
and Jordan Lake, NC State’s Hill Forest, the NC National Guard’s Camp Butner, 
Eno River State Park, and Duke University’s Duke Forest. 
 
 Land within the City of Durham makes up about one-third of the County:  
98 square miles (62,540 acres). Within the city limits, about 38% of the 
developed land is in residential use, with low density residential as almost half 
of that use.  In the decade between 1990 and 2000, the amount of land in 
Durham classified as residential use grew by about 11.8%, that is, over 5,200 
acres.  While the rate of growth has slowed since 2000, Durham will certainly 
have more residential areas in the next decades, using as much as 12,800 more 
acres at the highest growth rate and lowest residential density.  That growth 
will then be reflected in a need for more parks and recreation facilities.  As 
noted above, the population is expected to increase by 70,000 to 100,000 
persons in the next twenty years. 
 
 Objectives of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
 
 In response to the information gathered as part of this planning process, 
DPR has already embarked on an ambitious program of park renovation and 
development. That recent work is described as the Department’s initial 
response to the assessment data in Chapters 3 and 4.   
 

Work towards this Master Plan has also prompted a re-evaluation of the 
standard ways of doing business, including new ideas for meeting the leisure 
needs of a growing, diverse population.  This Master Plan seeks to describe how 
the City will provide parks and recreation opportunities during the next ten 
years.  The objectives of this plan include the following: 
 

• involving residents in determining the benefits that should 
be provided through parks and recreation; 

• proposing a system of parks, greenways, trails, and centers 
that fully meet community expectations for quality; 

• recommending the infrastructure to support high quality 
recreation programming that meet the diverse needs of the 
community; and 

• building public support for a financing strategy to 
implement the plan. 
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 Additional specific outcomes from the implementation of the Master 
Plan, outlined by the Parks and Recreation staff during the planning process, 
include the following: 
 

• enhancing the image and identity of DPR and increasing its 
visibility in the community; 

• increasing the market for revenue-based programming and 
anticipating future program trends; 

• developing high-quality maintenance and management 
plans for existing facilities; 

• understanding special interest marketing resources; and 
• identifying future growth areas and acquiring land in 

advance of other development. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Summary of Findings and Recommendations 
 
 
 Overview of Master Plan 
  
 This plan is an attempt to merge the standards for “level of service” in 
recreation facilities that have long been the best practice in the parks and 
recreation profession with the newer practice of community standard-setting.  
Data on population growth, land use, and service capacity of parks facilities 
drive the level of service standards.  Community involvement in parks 
planning—stressed throughout this Master Plan’s process—represents service 
standards set by local expectations of the quality of their leisure opportunities.  
DPR has chosen the difficult job of balancing community desires and 
quantifiable needs in planning its future. 
 
 Stakeholder Input in the Process 
 

Four strategies were chosen to solicit community input in the planning 
process and to engage interest in the plan: 
 

• Community Open Houses:  five advertised open houses were held 
at citywide community events; citizens took part in a series of 
short exercises to elicit their opinions on a variety of parks and 
recreation issues; 

• Workshops with city staff and citizens:  six workshops were held 
with DPR staff, with GS staff, with City department heads, with 
elected officials, and two with the Citizen Advisory Group; 

• Eighteen in-depth interviews with City and County staff, elected 
officials, and leading community representatives were conducted 
to help frame and interpret local issues emerging from the open 
houses and workshops; and 

• User Needs Survey:  a standardized survey was mailed to 10,000 
randomly selected Durham residents to solicit input from citizens 
who had not attended open house meetings. 

 
Assessment of Existing Parks 
 
The 61 active parks in the system were assessed on a standardized scale 

to measure both the physical conditions of park features and their functional 
capacity.  Sixteen elements were assessed:   

  
• Safety surfacing 
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• Accessibility 
• Play equipment 
• Restrooms 
• Bridges 
• Shade structures / shelters 
• Sports fields 
• Other sports facilities 
• Site furnishings 
• Paths / Trails 
• Signage 
• Drainage 
• Exterior lighting 
• Park vegetation 
• Park ground cover 
• Parking 

 
The results were variable, as are the parks themselves.  However, some 

overall conclusions were clear. 
 
There is often a lack of safety surfaces and adequate use zones around 
play equipment. Users are exposed to safety hazards by worn-out 
equipment in children’s play areas. 
 
There is frequently a lack of good access into and within City parks for 
pedestrians in general, including persons with disabilities.  Most parks do 
not meet ADA guidelines for many facilities. 
 
Many parks have areas where surface drainage is inadequate or non-
existent.  Soil erosion is common, including on the banks of streams. 
Drainage on sports fields is poor, making them unusable in wet weather. 
 
There is no citywide park signage system. 
 
Vandalism is a problem in City parks—including graffiti, bullet holes, and 
willful damage to buildings and site furnishings. 
 
Most park restrooms are open May through September only.  Some have 
been vandalized. Many need replacement or repair. 
 
Most of the parks’ sports fields require substantial renovations:  turf is 
inadequate and drainage is poor.  Infields, fencing, and benches at many 
sites need repair or replacement. 
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In many park sites, routine maintenance, such as vegetation control, is 
not performed often enough for safety and appearance. 
 
Assessment of Existing Centers 

 
 Ten community and recreation centers were assessed in terms of eight 
elements, again using a standardized scale to evaluate physical condition and 
functional capacity.  These eight elements were the following: 
 

• Physical condition of the structure 
• Indoor / outdoor relationships 
• Building envelope 
• Relationship with parking facilities 
• Image / aesthetics 
• Storage 
• Accessibility 
• Restroom facilities 

 
 

Deficits requiring priority attention were found to be storage, restrooms, 
indoor/outdoor relationships, physical condition of the structure, and 
accessibility.  The centers most in overall need of repair and renovation 
attention are (in ranked order) Forest Hills, East Durham, Weaver Street, and 
W. D. Hill.  However, most of the centers need some degree of repair work; 
more structural analysis is recommended specific to each site. 

 
Information from the center staffs indicates various degrees of 

utilization.  In order to more accurately assess center use, DPR needs a better 
system of tracking programs, rentals, and center visitors.  DPR also needs more 
data to tailor programming to community needs and more long-term 
agreements with community groups who are potential users of center facilities. 
That work is being incorporated into a study of DPR programming. 

 
Survey of Community Needs 
 
Feedback from the community responding to the User Needs Survey 

offered the following conclusions: 
 
The dominant interest of adult users of City parks is informal recreation 
and leisure activities.  Walking was the most frequently mentioned 
leisure activity; users put pedestrian trails, greenways, and bicycle paths 
at the top of their list of facilities needing improvement and as a priority 
for expansion.   
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Users are also highly interested in “hanging out” and picnicking.  
Community gathering spots, with children’s playgrounds and picnic 
shelters are desired, especially when linked with some other destination 
such as a botanical garden, outdoor concert area, or community garden 
associated with the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Park users want to differentiate local parks by local preferences for 
community sites and community-originated programming.  Desires were 
expressed for very specific local facilities such as city farms, adventure 
playgrounds, climbing walls, and BMX tracks. 

 
 An analysis of the User Needs Survey suggests areas as well where some 
market research would help identify park user needs more clearly.  Some 
specific groups seem to find the park system as it is currently designed 
unappealing:  single adults, adults without children, retirees, and youth groups 
with a recreational but non-athletic interest. Further requests culled from the 
Survey make suggestions that would help DPR in its mission, including detailed 
trail and park maps, detailed profiles of park and center facilities (including 
activities offered), and information targeted towards specific user groups. 

 
Clear public support is indicated by the Survey for the improvement of 

existing parks and for increased security/supervision of the parks. There is 
strong support for the current DPR program of park renovation. Also noted as 
priorities are improvement of the aesthetic appeal and wildlife habitat 
potential of the parks and an expansion of the bicycle and pedestrian trail 
system.  Acquisition and development of new parkland was mentioned as a 
need by more than 40% of the respondents.  A quarter of the respondents 
mentioned a need for new playground construction (reflecting the proportion 
of the families with children in the City’s population); and one third of the 
respondents support an increased partnership with community organizations 
and agencies.  Overall, park users seem more interested in upgrading existing 
centers in the system than in building new ones. 

 
 Recommendations for Action 
 
 The analysis of existing facilities and the input from users and 
stakeholders leads to the following recommendations (not in any priority 
order).  These will be discussed more specifically in Part IV. 
 

1. Plan now to acquire new parkland ahead of projected growth areas. 
 

2. Collaborate with the County school system for shared-use facilities. 
 

3. Increase the maintenance and resources of the parks to meet the 
community expectations of park quality. 

 13



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

 
4. Promote high-quality leisure facilities as quality-of-life issues; make 

the links clear between good parks and smart growth and economic 
development. 

 
5. Continue to develop flexible, community-based park services and 

standards. 
 
6. Develop a better system for recording center utilization. 
 
7. Maximize center use by market research on desired programming. 
 
8. Develop a consistent management and enforcement response to 

vandalism in parks. 
 
9. Develop a program to promote the distinction between perceived and 

real park security issues. 
 
10. Develop and install a consistent parks sign system citywide.  
 
11. Continue an aggressive expansion of the greenways and trails 

network, including working for better pedestrian and bicycle access 
to the parks on public roads. 

 
12. Focus in the short term on improvements to play equipment, 

accessibility, surface drainage, signage, restrooms, and sports fields 
in the parks. 

 
13. Focus in the longer term on a broader range of facilities, including 

wildlife habitats and landscape aesthetics. 
 
14. Integrate parks into their neighborhoods with locally-based specific 

facilities. 
 
15. Conduct market research on the leisure needs of potential user 

groups not currently involved with the park system. 
 
16. Restore urban streams in City parks; minimize storm water runoff 

from parks facilities. 
 
17. Collaborate with community non-profit agencies to extend the reach 

and broaden the base of program offerings. 
 
18. Study current level of service standards and impact fee standards to 

update them as necessary. 
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Proposals for New Facilities 
 
The central, older neighborhoods of the City are relatively well served 

by the existing park system.  The population density is high and there are many 
small parks dispersed throughout the central city.  Most people live within 
walking distance of a park.  Emphasis in these parks should be on renovations 
and maintenance, both high priority needs. 

 
In the newer developing areas, north and south of the central City, there 

are far fewer but much larger and more widely dispersed parks.  There are 
more park acres per population than in the central City, but the parks are 
much less accessible to people without automobiles or who do not drive. 

 
Using level of service standards generated by national norms and 

community planning input, and based on projections of population growth in 
the City of between 70,000 and 100,000 people by 2010, Durham will require 
up to 22 new community and neighborhood parks.  Based on the same levels of 
service and expected population growth, the City will require four new 
community/recreation centers. 

 
The primary development of new facilities will address underserved 

areas north and south of the City center, will serve anticipated new growth in 
southern and eastern Durham County, and will provide space for innovative 
park facilities to serve rising citizen expectations.  Proposed new developments 
will include the following: 

 
• two community/school parks and six neighborhood/school 

parks as joint ventures with Durham Public Schools; 
 
• fourteen new neighborhood parks, located based on level 

of service factors and site availability; and 
 
• four new full-service centers, with indoor pools, sited to 

secure maximum community coverage and use. 
 
 
 In addition to the above facilities, the following new specialized 
facilities are proposed, to be developed in existing parks or new parks: a 
basketball park, a tennis park, a golf park, a baseball/softball park, a rural life 
cultural center, a soccer park, a teen center, a mountain biking facility, and an 
amphitheater at West Point on the Eno.  A dog park has recently been 
completed, and a skateboard park is currently under construction.   
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 The City-owned property of the closed landfill should be the subject of a 
feasibility study and a public workshop to determine the best use for this 
potential future recreational site. 
 
 Citizens from open houses and surveys responded to questions on funding 
for proposed park expansions—outside the usual CIP mechanism—with ideas 
that DPR is pursuing.  These ideas included corporate sponsorship of park 
facilities, creation of volunteer service Adopt-a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail 
programs, and targeted funding mechanisms such as user fees and bond 
referendums. 
 
 Recommendations from other City departments included a study and 
update of the existing recreation and open space impact fee. 
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“GREAT CITIES ARE KNOWN FOR THEIR GREAT PARKS” 
 

 
Will Rogers 

The Trust for Public Land 
 
 

 
The Excellent City Park System: 

What Makes It Great and How to Get There 
 
A 2003 study sponsored by the Trust for Public Land looked at how cities known 
for their parks systems provided recreation, natural beauty, and signature open 
spaces for their citizens.  The study identified seven measures of an excellent 
municipal park system: 
 

1. A clear expression of purpose 
2. An ongoing planning and community involvement process 
3. Sufficient assets in land, staffing, and equipment to meet the 

system’s goals 
4. Equitable access 
5. User satisfaction 
6. Safety from crime and physical hazards 
7. Benefits for the city beyond the boundaries of the parks 
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PART II 
 

Inventory and Assessment 
of Existing Facilities 
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Chapter 3 
 

Inventory and Assessment of Existing 
 Parks and Recreation Facilities 

 
 
Overview of Chapter 3 

 
This chapter provides an inventory and basic assessment of existing 

parks and recreation facilities in Durham.  The Parks and Recreation 
Department maintains and manages a wide range of facilities, including parks 
from 0.25 acre to more than 300 acres in size and buildings from a 
neighborhood community center to the Durham Athletic Park and the Armory.  
The City’s community and recreation centers will be discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 4. A first look at the needs of the various programs that use the 
system’s physical facilities is included in Chapter 5 in the discussions with 
various user groups.  It will be continued in the program assessment study. 

 
The existing parks and facilities in the Durham system are evaluated in 

the following analysis by size and function and by how well they fulfill various 
requirements.  However, this type of analysis does not specifically speak to 
whether or not more or different kinds of parks are needed.  That issue will be 
considered in Part IV as a combination of this chapter’s analysis and a 
discussion of recreation levels of service. The National Park and Recreation 
Association (NRPA) has noted in its Recreation, Park, and Open Space Standards 
and Guidelines (1995: Lancaster) that the ideal standards for park and 
recreation facilities are those which are determined by the community and 
user groups within the community.  As well as looking at accepted national, 
local, and state standards for park facilities, this master plan in its goal-setting 
has sought information on the conditions of our existing facilities and the needs 
from many different groups of Durham citizens. 

 
Setting goals and standards is an agency’s response to public demands 

for various services.  Specific goals can be translated into action plans and 
budget needs; and municipal ordinances, capital projects, bonds, and public-
private efforts can then be harnessed toward the acquisition, construction, and 
management of desired parks and recreation resources.  

 
Regional Sites 
 
The City of Durham is fortunate that major recreation facilities in this 

area, managed by other agencies, are available for our citizens to use.  A large 
portion of Eno River State Park is in Durham County; and recreation facilities at 
Jordan Lake and Falls Lake, managed by the US Army Corps of Engineers, the 
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NC Division of Parks and Recreation, and the NC Wildlife Resources 
Commission, overlap Durham County and its neighbors.  Hill Forest, managed 
by NC State University, is a popular hiking area in the northern part of the 
County; and Duke Forest, although managed by a private university, allows 
public use in much of its area.  The Little River Regional Park, to be managed 
jointly by Durham and Orange Counties, will be open by 2004.   
 

These large facilities can satisfy some of the public desire for natural 
settings for hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding, allowing the City 
facilities to focus on different kinds of recreation needs.  While the City does 
not have regional parks of this large, conservation-focused type, it does have 
several District Parks and Special Use Facilities. 
 

District Park/Special Use Park Facility 
 
A District Park is typically somewhat smaller than a Regional Park.  

While the City does manage some portions of District Park sites for 
conservation, the primary focus is on providing either active recreation 
opportunities or else some specialized amenity.  Such a site may contain more 
than 100 acres of land if it is an active recreation facility. Because of its size, it 
can be anticipated to serve the community within 15 to 20 miles of its location. 

 
A Special Use Facility, on the other hand, is not necessarily large but it 

does have some unique historic, social, or cultural feature that also makes it a 
destination for more of the community than its immediate neighbors.  Durham 
has several facilities managed by Parks and Recreation that fit into these two 
special categories. Each of these facilities either has or will be developing its 
own specialized Master Plan for its growth and management.  Several of them 
are also revenue-generating facilities and will require business plans as part of 
their master plans. 

 
West Point on the Eno Park 
The park contains almost 400 acres, on the north and south banks of the 
Eno River west of Roxboro Rd (US 501).  The park is the site of many 
popular programs, including environmental education, “wafting” on the 
Eno River, and the annual Festival for the Eno.  It contains several 
significant historic structures, including West Point Mill and the McGown-
Mangum House, and facilities including a Museum of Photography, a 
recreated Blacksmith Shop, picnic shelters, and trails.  The park remains 
underutilized on the northern bank of the river and west of Warren 
Creek; a pending bicycle/pedestrian bridge across the river will help but 
better vehicular access is needed. West Point on the Eno Park has a 
Master Plan that was developed in 1992. 
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Lake Michie 
In land and water area, the City’s property at Lake Michie contains 709 
acres.   Most of that land is held as buffer for the City’s drinking water 
reservoir, but DPR does manage 26 acres around Spruce Pine Lodge as a 
recreation facility. Spruce Pine Lodge is a 1940’s log building with 2500 
square feet of space divided into four meeting rooms, a kitchen, and 
restrooms.  The site includes hiking trails and access to Lake Michie’s 
boating and fishing facilities. 
 
Little River Fishing/Boating Facility  
The reservoir at the Little River is also managed by the City’s water 
resources division; the lake contains over 500 acres.  However, the boat 
rental facility and fishing facility off of Orange Factory Rd. are managed 
by DPR staff. 
 
Historic Durham Athletic Park (DAP) 
The DAP was constructed in the early 1900’s and has been renovated 
several times. Its most recent upgrade took place in 2003.  The movie 
“Bull Durham,” filmed here in 1988, gave the DAP nationwide exposure.  
The professional Durham Bulls baseball team moved from the DAP to the 
new Durham Bulls Athletic Park (DBAP) in 1995; the DAP is now regularly 
rented from the City for events such as the Bull Durham Blues Festival 
and softball and collegiate baseball events.   
 
The Armory 
The Armory was constructed in 1937; it contains 8,000 square feet, 
including a ballroom, full-service kitchen, separate meeting rooms, and 
balconies. It is rented out year-round for events. 
 
Durham Bulls Athletic Park (DBAP) 
The DBAP was built in 1995 and is the home field of the AAA Durham 
Bulls professional baseball team.  The DBAP is owned by the City and 
managed by the Durham Bulls organization, with some maintenance and 
cleaning services performed by City staff.  Beginning in 2003, USA 
Baseball will also play some of its Olympic qualification games in the 
DBAP. 
 
Leigh Farm Park 
Leigh Farm contains almost 100 acres, 34 acres held by the City in fee or 
easement, the rest held by the State of North Carolina and the Triangle 
Land Conservancy. The site includes several historic buildings from a 19th 
century farm and is key part of the joint Durham-Orange New Hope 
Corridor project.  The site has a master plan, developed in 1995, but it 
has not yet been developed as a functional park facility. 
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Evaluation Standard for Community Parks, Neighborhood Parks, and 
Miniparks 
 

 These smaller parks do not have an individual Master Plans and so have 
been evaluated with a standard developed to rate (a) the physical condition of 
each facility in a park and its need for maintenance or replacement, and (b) 
the adequacy of each facility in meeting user demand and supporting 
recreational uses. The rating score for each facility in a park represents the 
following: 
  
1 Fully Fully meets reasonable community expectations for 

quality. Usable and functional.  Needs only routine repair 
and maintenance. 

2 Partially Partially meets community expectations for quality.  
Needs some renovation and/or improvement. 

3 Does not meet Does not meet community expectations for quality. 
Facility needs major renovation or replacement. 

 na  Not applicable, facility not present 
 
Each of the parks below was scored by members of staff and the consultant 
team and its facilities were evaluated. 
 
 Sixteen features common to most of the parks were rated: 
 

1. Safety surfacing around play equipment 
2. Accessibility - for all pedestrians in general and for meeting ADA 

requirements in particular 
3. Play equipment – its condition, safety, layout, and accessibility 
4. Restrooms 
5. Bridges – physical condition, safety, and accessibility 
6. Shade structures/shelters 
7. Sports fields – turf, drainage, maintenance level, fencing, benches 
8. Other sports facilities – including tennis courts and basketball courts 
9. Site furnishings – including grills, benches, picnic tables, and 

fountains 
10. Paths/Trails  
11. Signage – including entrance signs, safety/direction signs, and any 

interpretive signage 
12. Drainage – especially for parks in flood plain areas 
13. Exterior lighting  
14. Park vegetation – enough for shade, wildlife habitat, erosion control, 

not too much for safety and ease of maintenance 
15. Ground cover – including grass, plantings, mulch 
16. Parking 
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 Evaluation of Community Parks  
 
A community park is typically smaller than a district park, generally 

between 10 and 20 acres in size, and draws most of its users from the 
community within two or three miles of its location. Almost all community 
parks share common features, such as water fountains, play equipment, some 
paths or trails, some type of playing field, and some shade or picnic structures.  
Some community parks have other features in addition to these:  tennis courts, 
water play features or swimming pool, perhaps a natural area.  Several Durham 
parks either have or are developing a specialized feature, such as a dog park, a 
skateboard park or a disk golf course, that has the potential to draw users from 
a wider area. 

 
The evaluation of each community park is shown in Table 3-1.  The data 

in this table represent evaluations from 1999 and 2000.  Since those 
evaluations, DPR has made improvements in some of the parks shown to have 
the most pressing service and safety needs.  Those improvements will be 
summarized at the end of this chapter, as will plans currently in place for 
future work. 

 
 
Evaluation of Neighborhood Parks and Miniparks 
 
These parks serve a smaller number of people than community parks, 

usually only one or two neighborhoods; often users walk or bike into the park 
rather than driving from some distance away.  That focused access is especially 
true of the minipark.  A neighborhood park is generally smaller than 15 acres, 
but the larger ones may have some of the same facilities as the community 
park:  a ball field, tennis courts, picnic shelters.  Sometimes this size and type 
of park is a shared-use facility between a school and the park system. 

The minipark is still smaller, usually one acre or less.  It serves as a 
public neighborhood green space in a high density residential area or has some 
features developed for a particular user group, such as small children or 
seniors.  The service area for a minipark is typically a single neighborhood or 
less.  Private developers sometimes provide private miniparks for their 
communities. 

 
The evaluation of Neighborhood Parks and Miniparks is contained in 

Table 3-2.  The data in this table represent evaluations from 1999 and 2000.  
Since those evaluations, DPR has made improvements in some of the parks 
shown to have the most pressing service and safety needs.  Those 
improvements will be summarized at the end of this chapter, as will plans 
currently in place for future work. 
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Most significant deficiencies in existing parks 
 
Three items stand out as major deficiencies across the existing park 

system:  safety surfacing, accessibility, and play equipment.  In many play 
equipment areas, there is no safety surface conforming to the U.S. Consumer 
Product Safety Commission playground safety guidelines.  Many of the park 
sites do not meet current ADA guidelines for a range of settings, including 
entrances, paths, building entry, playground equipment, seating, and water 
fountains. Throughout the system, the play equipment often remains deficient 
in both condition and functionality. However, DPR is currently advancing with a 
program of renovation and replacement of equipment to reflect the 
improvements in the last twenty years in safety and design quality. 

 
Other problems include surface drainage, signage, and vandalism.  Parks 

are often built in or next to flood plain areas, and there are many areas where 
surface drainage is inadequate and necessary drainage facilities do not exist or 
need repair.  Erosion on creek banks in parks is common. The drainage on some 
sports fields in poor, resulting either in less availability of the field or else 
damage to the field when it is used in wet conditions.  There is no consistent 
signage throughout the park system, and clear signs on facility location and 
safety issues are lacking in some parks. DPR has made a concerted effort to 
post needed information signs in parks with translations in Spanish. 

 
And finally, willful damage is a concern in the whole park system.  

Vandalism—including bullet holes, graffiti, and evidence of destructive acts to 
buildings and site furnishings—is evident in many parks.  The City needs a 
consistent policy of response and prevention across the several departments 
involved in vandalism prevention and cleanup:  DPR, Police, and GS.  Some 
joint DPR/Police programs are underway, and this topic will be discussed in 
more detail in Part III. 

 
The evaluation numbers clearly suggest which parks are in the most 

serious need of renovations or upgrades:  Bay/Hargrove, Belmont, Burton, 
Drew/Granby, Glendale Heights, Old North Durham, Shady Oaks, Sherwood, 
Southern Boundaries, Weaver Meadow, and Wrightwood all have scores of 2.0 
or higher.  Several of these parks already have improvements planned or 
underway, but others do not. 

 
The numbers also show that while other parks may be in less need of 

immediate major renovations, decisions on budget priorities have to be made.  
For instance, Northgate Park and River Forest Park have similar scores (1.95 
and 1.94); but Northgate Park’s lowest scores reflect aging equipment and 
facilities, while River Forest Park’s lowest scores come from its lack of certain 
facilities, such as restrooms and outdoor lighting.  When park funding is 
limited, decisions may have to be made on whether Durham citizens are better 
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served by repairing older parks or completing newer additions to the system. 
The goal, of course, is continuing forward with both halves of the whole. 

 
DPR’s Initial Response  
 
DPR began work on park facilities upgrades as soon as the data from the 

community input had been evaluated and compared with the consultants’ 
evaluations.  The improvements to date have been funded with existing bond 
revenues, parks and recreation impact fees, and some CIP projects. 

 
Since 2000, playground renovations have been a priority for the 

department, for both safety and accessibility reasons.  Playgrounds have been 
upgraded or completely renovated—or are in process of renovation—at the 
following parks:  C.R. Woods, Duke, Forest Hills, Hillside, Old Farm, Rock 
Quarry, Twin Lakes, Valley Springs, and Whippoorwill Community Parks; and 
American Village, Bay-Hargrove, Burton, Crest Street, Drew/Granby, East 
Durham, East End, The Orchards, Rockwood, Rocky Creek, Unity Village, 
Walltown, White Oak, and Wrightwood Neighborhood Parks. 

 
Additionally, all tennis courts in the parks system have been totally 

resurfaced. Several parks have plans in place for playing field upgrades and 
rehabilitation:  Campus Hills, Valley Springs, and Old North Durham; and the 
design/construction process is under way for ball fields and soccer fields at two 
new park facilities:  C. M. Herndon Park off Scott King Road, Vintage Hill 
Parkway Park near the Little River, and West Chapel Hill Road Park. 

 
Parks that have yet to receive attention are in the queue for upgrades 

and improvements planned out through 2006-07.  At least two large parks will 
also soon be receiving some significant restoration of degraded stream banks 
through cooperative work between DPR, the City’s stormwater management 
division, and the State Wetlands Restoration Program (Forest Hills Park and 
Northgate Park). 

 
Greenways and Trails 
 
Greenways are linear parks, developed for one or more uses. Those uses 

can range from wildlife habitat and watershed protection to active hiking and 
biking use.  Often greenways are planned to connect other park and recreation 
facilities with each other or with schools and neighborhoods.  The length of 
such a linear park, obviously, various with its route; its acreage varies with the 
width of its right-of-way.  Often greenways are constructed not on land held in 
fee simple ownership, as with most parks, but on easements specifically 
acquired for trail use. 

 

 32

vcw
Highlight



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

Durham adopted its first joint City-County greenways plan in 1988; that 
plan was updated in 2001 as the Durham Trails and Greenways Master Plan.  It 
includes proposed trail routes for approximately 118 miles of trail, trail 
standards, and trail development policies.  The greenway trails are developed 
by DPR and managed as park and recreation facilities. Data on greenways used 
in this parks and recreation plan reference the 2001 Master Plan document. 

 
In early 2003, the City has almost 14 miles of trail open, ranging from 

short sections in neighborhoods to the longer American Tobacco Trail facility.  
Another six miles is under design or construction contract.  Bond funding and 
significant grants have supported the growth of this system.  However, as with 
other park facilities, security and maintenance are continuing areas of concern 
for both staff and citizens. 

 
Open Space 
 
While standards exist, or can be determined, for the needs for park and 

recreation facilities, standards for open space to serve a community can be 
more difficult to determine. “Open space” in the City’s official documents is 
defined as an area of natural qualities used for nature-oriented outdoor 
recreation, wildlife habitat, and conservation or as a special area such as one 
with important historical significance.  Existing policy has determined that all 
land to be counted as open space in analyzing the need for the City shall either 
be owned by the City or held in perpetual easement, thus no land held by the 
State or Federal government, by some other public agency, or by a private land 
trust will be considered toward meeting the standard. 

 
As part of the work on the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances and the 

methodology used to determine open space impact fees, the City accepted as a 
base the National Parks and Recreation (NRPA) Standards minimum level of 
service standard of 5 acres per 1000 population.  However, the NRPA also 
indicated that local conditions and needs should be used to alter that minimum 
base upward as desired.  In a recent study of 25 large cities in the United 
States, the numbers of facilities and acres per 1000 persons varied greatly.  
Public open space ranged from 3.6 acres per 1000 residents in high-density 
communities (such as Miami, FL) to 31.5 acres of open space per 1000 residents 
in lower-density communities (such as Phoenix, AZ).  The average across the 
nation, irrespective of density, is 13.4 acres per 1000 persons; the average of 
all low-density communities is 19.3 acres per 1000 persons (Durham Parks and 
Recreation Service Standards Review, LSM Inc., 2002). 

 
Durham currently has 15.9 acres per 1000 persons, with public open 

space property averaged across all three impact fee zones. That figure does 
include “open space” which is actually water (Lake Michie and Little River 
Reservoir) since that space is publicly protected, and some of it is accessible 
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for recreation.  Without counting the areas of the lakes, the City would have 
just over 6 acres per 1000 persons.  Since Durham is a low-density city in its 
development pattern, that number is a bit low for the national average, but 
given the presence in Durham County of large areas of federal and state public 
open space lands as a counterweight to the lake areas, 16 acres per 1000 
persons is a reasonable standard to maintain.  It also fits with community 
perceptions of the amount of open space desired or needed as expressed in the 
User Opinion Survey.  However, maintaining that standard does mean that the 
City will need to continue to add parkland and open space as the population 
increases—with estimates that the population will be around 231,000 in 2010, 
the City should be planning on an additional 775 acres of parkland/open space 
to serve its additional residents. 

 
In its comprehensive State of Open Space 2002 report on open space and 

parkland acquisition in the Triangle region, the regional land trust Triangle 
Land Conservancy noted that “local governments are not on schedule to 
achieve their protection goals.”  Suggested reasons for that failure included 
the fact that “some local governments set high goals without the staff or 
funding to fulfill them, some local governments set no goals, and others set 
goals without a foundation in an adopted plan” (p. 8).  If the City is to meet its 
goal of 775 more acres of land protected by 2010, it must take more specific 
steps toward that goal. 

 
Recommendations for additional parks are contained in Part IV of this 

plan.  However, it is also the recommendation of this plan that the City (1) 
should inventory and assess all its properties to determine those that can meet 
open space criteria, even it held for some other primary purpose; (2) should 
develop a management plan for those lands to preserve and enhance their open 
space value; and (3) should develop a list of desired acquisitions—as either 
specific criteria or specific parcels—to encourage all departments to set their 
own acquisition goals as much as possible to support the City’s overall open 
space goals.  Land that can serve multiple functions, as, for example, 
recreation plus watershed protection plus development buffer, is a most 
efficient use of community resources. 

 
Recreation Level of Service Standards 
 
As noted previously, this analysis of existing facilities speaks only to 

their physical condition and functionality, not to their numbers or locations. 
Whether or not Durham has enough recreational amenities, sited in the best 
locations to serve the most citizens, is a different issue.  Figure 3-1 does 
illustrate the location of Durham’s community parks and their service area 
coverage; Figure 3-2 shows the same data for neighborhood park sites. A more 
comprehensive level of service analysis will be developed in Chapter 6 of Part 
II. 
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Chapter 4 
 

Inventory and Assessment of Existing 
Community and Recreation Centers 

 
 
Overview of Chapter 4 

 
 The City has operated community centers since the WWII era; these 
centers are the workhorses of the indoor recreation delivery system. The most 
recent center—Lyon Park—was completed in 2002 and two others in the 1990’s; 
two were built in the 1970’s, and most of the smaller centers are pre-1950.  
 

This chapter provides an inventory and assessment of DPR’s community 
centers and recreation centers.  Ten centers are currently maintained and 
managed by DPR, though the center at Lyon Park is slated to be taken over by 
Calvary Ministries in five years.  Of those centers, four may be described as 
“community centers” because of their physical size and because they deliver 
services regularly to a large number of users.  Each of these centers is open at 
least 40 hours per week, and two of them contain indoor swimming pools.  Each 
has space available for rental by community groups. 
 
 Evaluation Standards for Centers 

The centers were assessed by an instrument similar to that used for the 
parks facilities in Chapter 3.  There was a different menu of assessment items, 
however; assessed features included the following: 
 

A. Structure 
B. Indoor/outdoor relationship 
C. Building envelope 
D. Relationship with parking facilities 
E. Image/aesthetics 
F. Storage 
G. Accessibility 
H. Restroom facilities 

 
The same numerical evaluation system was also used: 
 
1 Fully Fully meets reasonable community expectations for 

quality. Usable and functional.  Needs only routine repair 
and maintenance. 

2 Partially Partially meets community expectations for quality.  
Needs some renovation and/or improvement. 

3 Does not meet Does not meet community expectations for quality. 
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Facility needs major renovation or replacement. 
 na  Not applicable, facility not present 
 
 Again, facilities or functions with the higher scores are those with the 
more serious deficiencies.  
 

Assessment of actual center use by the public was more difficult.  DPR 
has not kept comprehensive data on usage across all the centers, so center 
coordinators individually were asked to provide information on hours of 
operation, numbers of users per month, programs offered on site, groups 
sharing or using center space, and space rentals.   

 
However, in collating the survey returns it was noted that it was not 

always possible to make a distinction between center “enrollment” and center 
“contacts”; therefore those data may not be accurate indicators.  The range 
and number of programs offered by the different centers varies considerably as 
well, from classes with large enrollments to smaller after-school programs, so 
contact/enrollment numbers vary widely from center to center.  The larger 
centers offer a comprehensive set of programs for all age groups. Many centers 
offer spaces for rent on weekday evenings and on weekends for church 
meetings, social events, and community functions. 

 
Evaluation of Centers 
 
The item which stands out as most deficient in the centers is storage, 

with an overall score of 2.00, followed by the capacity and functionality of 
indoor/outdoor relationships (1.77) and the physical conditions of the 
restrooms (1.69).  Next are the physical capacities of the structures themselves 
(1.54) and both physical condition and functionality of accessibility (1.54).  At 
the other end of the scale, with scores close to 1.00—that is, adequate and 
fully functional—is parking at the centers. 

 
Assessment scores by centers indicate that Forest Hills at 1.87 is most in 

need of attention, followed by East Durham (1.81), Weaver Street (1.81), and 
W.D. Hill (1.75).  The center requiring the least attention, based on these 
assessment scores, is I.R. Holmes (1.19). 

 
The surveys from the center coordinators also pointed out specific 

physical improvements that seemed to be needed. Several noted basic repairs 
required to roofs, walls, and floors of the buildings.  Other centers mentioned 
more basic renovations and a need for additional space.  A number of the 
centers have accessibility problems that need attention. 

 
Two centers also mentioned needs for playground renovations, and 

several listed a need for additional outdoor recreation facilities including 
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outdoor chess, garden areas, shuffleboard areas, tennis courts, horseshoe pits, 
and seating areas.  

 
Evaluation of Center Use 
 
The data collected from the surveys of the center managers is shown in 

Table 4-1, Center Service Areas and Participants and Table 4-2, Services and 
Ratings.  Clearly there is a wide variability in most of the categories of data 
available.  For instance, the number of maximum operating hours varies from 
97 hours (I. R. Holmes) to zero hours (the small DPR facility at Haystown is only 
open for camp in the summers).  Several centers are open for 2 ½ to 3 hours 
per day.  Most centers are not open on weekends except for rentals. 

 
E. D. Mickle is the most frequently used of the smaller centers, while 

Edison Johnson and I. R. Holmes are used by the greatest numbers.  The larger 
centers also offer facilities for rental groups, and the frequency of those 
rentals also varies greatly and affects the overall use numbers.  Note that not 
all centers keep numbers on annual rentals and so could not respond to that 
survey question, and the Lyon Park Center has not been open long enough to 
have annual data. 
 
 

Table 4-2  Center Service Areas and Participants 
 
 
Center Building 

Square 
Footage 

Service Area – 
1 mile radius 
population 

Participants 
(registered), 
7/02 – 4/03 

Participants 
(non-
registered), 
7/02 – 4/03 

Recreation 
Contacts 
7/02 – 4/03 

Edison Johnson 22,555 9,287 2,466 17,827 47,460 
I. R. Holmes 34,000 6,944 722 5,115 31,325 
Lyon Park 51,309 10,387 na na na 
W. D. Hill 17,757 15,211 997 6,560 25,400 
      
East Durham 3,348 10,021 100 80 3,300 
E. D. Mickle1 3,715 11,660 0 0 0 
Forest Hills2 4,722 16,891 125 na 10,000 
Morreene Road 2,850 9,859 51 250 9,397 
Walltown 2,582 9,118 30 100 5,221 
Weaver Street 10,443 10,692 170 350 15,200 
W.I. Patterson 4,258 10,967 77 0 1,303 
1 E. D. Mickle was closed for repair during 2002-03.
2 Forest Hills is not used for regular recreation programming; it is rented to   
 community groups for special events and used for some functions with special  
 populations. 
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Table 4-2     Services and Ratings 
 

 
Center Gym(s) Kitchen Office(s) Dance 

Studio 
Multi-
purpose 
Room 

Class 
Room 

Pool Meets 
Service 
Standard1 

Maintenance 
Rating2 

Edison 
Johnson ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 1.85 

I. R. 
Holmes ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 1.11 

Lyon Park ● ● ● ● ● ●  ● 1.91 

W. D. Hill ● ● ● ● ● ●  ● not 
available 

          
East 
Durham 

 ● ●  ●    1.77 

E. D. 
Mickle 

 ● ●  ●    1.50 

Forest 
Hills 

 ● ●  ●    1.87 

Morreene 
Road 

 ● ●  ●    1.61 

Walltown  ● ●  ●    1.84 

Weaver 
Street ● ● ● ● ● ●  ● 2.13 

W. I. 
Patterson 

 ● ●  ●    1.44 

 
1Service Standard – meets minimum standard for recreation center in 
accordance with the National Service Standards for recreation centers and 
serves 20,000 people or more within a 1.5 – 2.0 mile radius. 
2Maintenance ratings for recreation centers are based on survey information. 
See “Evaluation of Centers” above. 
 
 

Conclusions on Community and Recreation Centers 
 
 Assessment of the centers indicates that the most pressing deficits 
requiring attentions, in ranked order, are the following: 
 

1. Storage 
2. Restrooms 
3. Indoor-outdoor relationships 
4. Physical conditions of the structures 
5. Accessibility 
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Most of the centers are in need of some physical improvements, ranging 
from minor repairs to major renovations, the addition of new space, and an 
extension of outdoor facilities.  However, a more comprehensive assessment of 
the physical condition of each of the centers—including plans for renovations 
and repairs—requires a more detailed structural evaluation of each site, 
including an assessment of accessibility and space utilization. 
 

Based on the data supplied by the surveys, there seems to be a wide 
disparity of center utilization.  A more reliable evaluation could be done if DPR 
were to implement a computer-based system for recording center utilization 
with monthly reporting separated into categories for registered participant 
(persons enrolled in programs), non-registered participant (persons visiting a 
center for a non-programmatic activity or event), rentals (numbers of times 
center space is rented), and hours open (open center hours excluding rental 
hours). 

 
One reason for low utilization of some centers might be the result of a 

narrow range of program offerings in those centers.  DPR could increase use if 
it (1) conducts a survey of user satisfaction with current programming and (2) 
conducts a survey in the broader population to identify areas with a high 
program demand that are not currently offered.  Chapter 7, Recommendations 
for New Facilities and Programs, offers some suggestions of what those areas 
might include. An evaluation of DPR programming, to be initiated in late 2003, 
should provide valuable data in these areas as well. 

 
Figure 4-1 illustrates the service areas for the larger community 

recreation centers; Figure 4-2 shows the smaller service areas for the 
neighborhood centers. 

 
DPR’s Initial Response 
 
DPR began work on upgrades of both the centers and on methods of data 

collection as soon as the community input had been evaluated and compared 
with the consultants’ evaluations.  Records for Edison Johnson Recreation 
Center for the first half of 2003, for instance, note that the center is averaging 
almost 6,500 service/recreation contacts per month and that the annual 
revenue return will be between $175,000 and $185,000.  Gathering these data 
over time will help DPR make better decisions about most efficient and 
effective facility use in the future. 
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PART III 
 

Stakeholder Participation  
In the Planning Process 
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Chapter 5 
 

Seeking Community Input 
 
      The stakeholders in the parks and recreation system span a wide range, 
from the City staff who work with the parks and programs, to the elected 
officials who make policy and funding decisions, to the citizens of Durham who 
are the system’s customers.  Obviously the input from all these groups is vital 
in the creation of a comprehensive Master Plan.   A plan must be shaped by 
both a realistic assessment of a government’s capabilities as well as the needs 
and priorities of the citizens who make up the community.  The stakeholder 
participation process was created to reach as many of the interest groups in 
the community as possible—and each was asked not only about its own special 
needs and interests but also about issues important to the community as a 
whole.   
  
 To involve the citizens of Durham in the planning process, five 
advertised community open houses were held at citywide events (such as the 
Festival for the Eno, Centerfest, and the Bimbé Festival) at which citizens took 
park in short planning exercises to help them frame their responses to a variety 
of parks and recreation questions.  Six workshops were held with various 
groups:  one each with DPR staff, GS staff, City department heads, and elected 
officials, and two with the Citizens Advisory Group.   Next, eighteen in-depth 
interviews were held with high level City and County staff members, elected 
officials, and leading community representatives, in order to help frame and 
interpret the issues which were emerging from the open houses and workshops.  
Finally, a standardized User Needs Survey was mailed to 10,000 citizens of 
Durham randomly selected from those persons who had not attended an open 
house event, in order to get some responses from persons not typically users of 
the parks facilities. 
 
 The responses from these different stakeholder groups and some 
conclusions are presented in the following sections of this Chapter. 
 

A. Parks and Recreation Staff Workshop 
 

As might be expected, DPR staff had strong feelings about the City’s 
facilities and programs—what was and was not working and areas where staff 
members would like to see improvements.  The following comments are the 
conclusions from the staff workshop: 

 
1. The marketing functions of DPR need more development, resources, 

and support to help them become more effective.  The needs of new 
City residents need to be better identified, including the needs of 
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the growing Latino/Hispanic community and the needs of visitors to 
the City 

 
2. The growing number of visitors to Durham is creating a market for 

fee-based facilities and attractions that could be a source of revenue 
for the City if they were developed. 

 
3. A survey of customer satisfaction is needed to assess current program 

offerings and unmet demands. Areas for special attention include 
provisions for seniors and youths and environmental education 
initiatives (linked to the state curriculum). 

 
4. New cooperative links need to be developed (such as ones with local 

universities) and existing ones strengthened (such as those already 
underway with the Boys and Girls Clubs and the YMCA). 

 
5. Cooperation with the Durham Public Schools needs to be continued 

and expanded. 
 
6. Current maintenance processes are not working well for parks or for 

greenways.  New alternatives need to be explored.  Maintenance 
standards should be developed. 

 
7. Park development and improvements need to be coordinated with 

other City initiatives and community organizations. 
 
8. Expand opportunities for public involvement in parks planning; make 

the Master Plan widely available. 
 
9. Implement plan goals, once they are adopted, that cover 

programming, facilities, land acquisition, marketing, and visibility. 
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B. General Services Staff Workshop 
 
 General Services (Property and Facilities Management until July 2003) is 
the department responsible for maintaining all of the City’s physical assets, 
including all park sites.  This department also contains the Real Estate Division, 
which acquires property for greenways and parks.  The workshop with General 
Services (GS) frontline staff was held to discuss the property maintenance 
issues raised by the DPR staff.  The following are conclusions from the 
discussion with GS staff members: 
 

1. Vandalism and graffiti are major problems in the parks, particularly 
in the summer months.  Damage to restroom facilities continues to 
be especially costly. 

 
2. Security in the parks continues to be an issue (thus the vandalism); 

more police presence in and around the parks would be helpful.  
Increased user activity during more hours would also help. 

 
3. Smaller park sites that do not attract high use should be considered 

either for closing or for some contractual agreement with a local 
group to manage (for instance, Belmont, Willowdale/Sprucewood, 
Grant Street, Maplewood, Carroll Street, Glendale Heights, Rocky 
Creek, Bay/Hargrove). 

 
4. GS needs a larger crew that is dedicated solely to parks and trails 

maintenance.  This crew could work under the direction of DPR.  
With a specifically dedicated crew, preventive maintenance would 
become more effective, since most time now is devoted to 
immediate safety problems. 

 
5. Some maintenance functions could be out-sourced for more cost 

effectiveness (such as re-fencing all ballfield boundary fences). 
 

6. Volunteer involvement in park clean-up maintenance tasks through 
Adopt-a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail programs is a realistic possibility and 
should be investigated. 

 
GS has engaged a consultant to overhaul the ways in which it schedules and 
performs maintenance functions.  A new system of tracking facility levels of 
care and required staff time should improve the maintenance of park and 
recreation facilities. GS has also installed a new work order management 

system to enhance response to customer requests and track ongoing cost and 
work data.

 47



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

C. Community Advisory Group Workshops 
 
 Two meetings were held by the consultants and DPR staff with the 
Community Advisory Group (CAG), the first focused on user groups, 
programming, and strategies for increasing participation, and the second on 
facilities, maintenance, management, and the park planning process.  A theme 
throughout both meetings was the importance of good communication between 
DPR and the citizens, whether the issue was special City events or better 
marketing of DPR programs and facilities.  Citizens felt that the parks and trails 
system could be a good vehicle for improving other aspects of the City, such as 
involving new residents in the community and presenting a positive image of 
Durham to visitors.  Issues discussed at the CAG workshops included the 
following comments: 
 

1. The facilities and programs need to be inclusive of all citizens; more 
emphasis should be put on involving the growing Latino/Hispanic 
community, persons with disabilities, and families with children. 

 
2. Local community organizations, especially churches, could be 

excellent liaisons between citizens and DPR and help to get more 
people involved in parks. 

 
3. Participants felt that more attention was needed on marketing and 

information, including updated information on parks and trails 
facilities, annual calendars of events, and effective communication 
on DPR’s progress in building new parks and trails and renovations of 
existing parks. 

 
4. New park space is needed in the southern sector of the City/County. 

 
5. Older inner-city parks need upgrading; aging and unsafe playground 

equipment should be replaced. 
 

6. A need was expressed for facilities for large group meetings and 
social events. 

 
7. Participants wanted the park system to support Durham in becoming 

a pedestrian-friendly city; the trail system needs to be expanded to 
connect more sites, and sidewalks are needed to access many parks.  
A pedestrian bridge over the Durham Freeway would help to connect 
neighborhoods. 

 
8. Maintenance was a key issue.  The CAG felt that current maintenance 

is complaint-driven and not preventive.  Participants recommended a 
set of maintenance standards, a park maintenance internship 
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program for youths and/or seniors, and the development of an Adopt-
a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail program. 

 
9. Security was cited as a concern in the parks, as well as the need to 

develop a strategy for responding to these concerns and to 
vandalism. 

 
10.  Specific program needs listed included more afterschool recreational 

opportunities, more opportunities for youths, programs geared to 
specific neighborhood needs, and more environmental education 
programming. 

 
11. Participants urged that this DPR Master Plan be coordinated with 

plans from other City and County (and Triangle-wide) agencies and 
community organizations. 
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D. Community Open Houses 
 
Five interactive community open houses were held over an eight-week 

period to solicit input to the planning process directly from the community of 
park users.  Each open house was advertised and included into some other 
community recreational or participatory event to increase the attendance.  
Altogether, the five open houses spanned seven days of public involvement.  
Open houses were held at Forest Hills Park (Family Fun Festival / Caravan), at 
Northgate Shopping Center (“City Hall in the Mall”), at the Durham Athletic 
Park (Bimbé Festival), at the Durham Bulls Athletic Park (Durham Bulls ball 
game), and at West Point on the Eno Park (Festival for the Eno).  

 
Each open house consisted of five interactive boards (5 ft by 2 ft); 

respondents were asked about where they lived, what park(s) they visited, and 
what facilities and qualities would, for each of them, make up an “ideal park.”  
They were also asked to fill out an improvement card to suggest specific 
improvements or upgrades to individual parks in the system.  The data that 
resulted from these informal surveys was helpful in prioritizing 
recommendations for the Master Plan, since responses indicated a fairly good 
distribution of citizen input.  Response at each event was, of course, somewhat 
focused on the site of that event, but all parts of the City were represented by 
the end of the open house process. 

 
  Twenty-seven of the parks in the City system were indicated as being 

used by the respondents.  The ten most frequently mentioned parks, and the 
main reason indicated by the respondents’ for that mention, are as follows: 

 
 Forest Hill Park  Site of open house 
 West Point on the Eno Site of open house 

Duke Park Well known site in active 
neighborhood, historic 

Indian Trail Park “Best playground in the City” 
Northgate Park  
Whippoorwill Park  
Campus Hills Park Popular center 
Oval Drive Park Located in active neighborhood 
Rock Quarry Park  
Valley Springs Park Large playing areas 

 
 Three of the open house response boards asked participants to state 
their opinions about the most important “activities,” “facilities,” and 
“qualities” that would be provided by their ideal park.  In each case, 
participants were invited to add their own categories to those suggested.  
Almost 3,000 individual responses were totaled from these boards.  The 
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activities, and the number of responses for the top vote-getters, is shown 
below: 
 
  Walking    164  
  Playing    83 
  Concerts/performances  79 
  Picnicking    78 
  Swimming    76 
  Bicycling    69 (added category) 
  Walking the dog   65 
  Jogging    41 
  Birdwatching    32 
  Mountain biking   22 (added category) 
 
 
 This next list shows the facilities that received a majority of the 
respondents’ votes for “desired in an ideal park”: 
 
  Restrooms    136 
  Drinking fountains   76 
  Play equipment   74 
  Interconnected greenways  72 (added category) 
  Trees     68 
  Trails for hiking/walking  56 (added category) 
  Swimming pools   32 (added category) 
 
 And finally, this last list shows the tallies for the qualities most desired 
in an ideal park.  The most important by far were “safe,” “clean,” and 
“natural.”  The list and numbers of votes are as follows: 
 
  Safe     201 
  Clean     174 
  Natural    129 
  Beautiful    92 
  Shady     83 
  Quiet     67 
   
 
 Another activity at the open houses asked children to draw their ideal 
park (paper and colored markers were provided).  From their drawings, it is 
evident that the ideal park for children would contain play equipment; plenty 
of grass, trees, and flowers; and natural water features like ponds and streams.  
Many types of animals would live there. There would always be lots of smiling 
people, and possibly a swimming pool to play in.  The sun would always be 
shining down from a blue sky full of interesting clouds. 
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 While the children drew, adults were asked to fill out “improvement 
cards” to suggest improvements to individual parks.  Some comments 
concerned the popular parks already mentioned above, while a few had 
opinions about the citywide park and greenway system.  Many addressed issues 
of maintenance, renovation, and replacement of equipment in a particular 
park.  Some addressed environmental issues in parks.    
 
 The complete responses and comments from the open houses are 
available in Appendix B. through D.  However, certain general conclusions and 
recommendations can be summarized from all the responses: 
 

1. There seems to be a wide variation in the level of use of individual 
City parks, and the responses called out several “high use” parks.  
This list should be verified by a controlled study of actual site use, 
and parks clearly identified as “high use” should be put into a special 
intensive management/maintenance category. 

 
2. The most frequently mentioned adult activities in parks are not team 

sports but informal activities; the only “athletic” activity mentioned 
was swimming.  This result is a clear indication of citizen preferences 
for informal recreation and leisure activity that should be 
accommodated by all parks in the City, regardless of such specialized 
uses as athletics. 

 
3. Several of the most frequently mentioned activities are trail or 

greenway based:  walking, bicycling, walking the dog, jogging—this 
pattern suggests a strong public support for development of the 
citywide trails and greenways network. 

 
4. Restrooms are by far the most important facility provided in an ideal 

park; interconnected trails are the next most important park facility.  
Third in importance are drinking fountains, play equipment, trees, 
and swimming pools. 

 
5. An ideal park for all users is, above all other things, safe, clean, and 

natural.   
 

6. Re-occurring issues across the park system include maintenance, 
renovation and replacement of worn equipment, vegetation 
management, water quality management, and erosion control. 

 
7. There is a group of citizens who consider the park system to be a 

valuable natural resource and would like to see the system managed 
to enhance its open space and habitat values. 
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E. Planning Input from the Elected Officials 
 
 One workshop was held as a joint meeting of the Durham County 
Commissioners and members of the Durham City Council.  Some 
important ideas about policy, funding, and development guidelines and 
priorities were suggested by the elected officials at the workshop.  Ideas 
which seemed to have some general consensus are noted below: 
 

1. The community’s young people need someplace safe to hang 
out, dance, and meet their friends.  The City and County could 
work together to create a variety of options. 

 
2. Youth festivals during the summer can be valuable; some cities 

have had good experiences linking up their facilities with a 
sponsoring organization (such as a corporation or a university) 
to put on a gala event. 

 
3. Parks need a mix of active and passive recreation 

opportunities.  Space and facilities for walking are crucial. 
 

4. Neighborhood parks are important as focal points.  If 
maintenance of lots of small parks is an issue, perhaps those 
smaller parks could be maintained by a neighborhood 
organization. 

 
5. Neighborhoods could work with DPR, police, and schools to 

develop a “no tolerance” policy for vandalism. 
 

6. City/County collaboration is crucial in the future for the best 
use of resources; parks should be developed with schools and 
libraries when possible. 

 
7. Mobile programs are excellent ways of reaching a large 

audience for afterschool and summer offerings. 
 

8. DPR should try some collaborations with arts organizations to 
create special arts “events” or ongoing parks programs. 
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F. Interviews with City and County Leaders 
 
In-depth interviews were conducted by telephone with City and County 

leaders suggested by DPR as representative of a wide range of interests in parks 
and recreation issues.  The list included key staff members, elected officials, 
and representatives from a variety of relevant community organizations.  
Interview questions were divided into three large categories:  (1) positive (+) 
and negative (−) aspects and the user responsiveness of park sites, (2) 
recreation programming, and (3) opinions on the overall parks and recreation 
system. 

 
Below are some of the discussion topics and conclusions, some consensus 

comments, and some contradictory observations, received from this group of 
community leaders: 

 
On the park system as a whole… 

 
+ 1. As a whole, the park system is geographically equitable, with a 

large number of good sites spread across the City.  Most sites are 
accessible to lots of citizens. There is a good ratio of parks to 
population.  The City does a good job of thinking ahead to get park 
sites out front of new growth. 

 
— 2. There is no overall maintenance plan in place, and some parks look 

bad. Many sites are too small for organized sports, and some sports 
(field hockey, lacrosse) are not accommodated. Vandalism and 
security are issues. The system needs better maps and signage. 
Some rapidly growing areas north and south of City need more 
parks.  Play equipment needs upgrading. 

 
+ 3. The general population who just wants to “go out to the park” is 

well-served. The parks are good for family reunions and picnics.  
Families with children are well-served, as are amateur sports 
leagues. The best use of the parks is informal activities. 
Disadvantaged groups and those with less income are the best 
served. 

 
— 4. Families with children are not well-served by the park system. 

Youth leagues—soccer and baseball—are under-served. The elderly, 
Latinos/Hispanics, teens, and people far from bus lines do not have 
good park facilities. Facilities are so often reserved that informal 
activities are not possible.  Informal park users are not well-served 
by the system as a whole. 
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√ 5. CIP projects are needed to make all the parks more attractive. More 
soccer and baseball fields are needed, in groups of fields. Specialty 
parks are needed. More trails are needed. Collaboration and 
partnerships to bring more funding into parks are needed. Shared-
use facilities with schools would make more fields and gyms 
available.  A bond referendum for parks and open space is needed. 

 
Specifically on DPR’s recreation programming… 

 
+ 1. The programs address community needs and the whole community is 

well-served with varied programs, all over the City.  Programming is 
diverse, with good instructors and materials. The summer program 
is well-used. There are many athletic programs, with strong baseball 
and football leagues with ties to specific centers. 

 
— 2. More baseball, softball, swimming and soccer programs are needed, 

especially for youths (and with more lighted fields). Staff turnover 
in programs is too high. Programming does not always match 
community needs and desires.  We need some non-athletic 
programming, like cooking classes or music in the parks. We need 
more sponsorships and collaboration to afford more programming 
and better equipment.  We need more park concessions.  Inner-city 
programs are haphazard and not well planned. 

 
+ 3. Groups well-served by the recreation programs include athletic 

associations and adult leagues, families with young children, 
organized youth groups, underprivileged youth, City residents, the 
elderly, school-age children, and Little Leagues. 

 
— 4. Groups poorly served by existing recreation programs include the 

Latino/Hispanic community, teens in general, visitors to Durham, 
older adults without children, soccer players, golfers, children in 
before- and after-school care. 

 
 
 Other comments on the parks and recreation system… 
 
√ 1. Fitness trails in parks and more bicycle paths would increase 

participation in healthful activities. 
 
√ 2. The City needs to develop centralized tournament-level facilities for 

baseball and softball, soccer, tennis, and golf. 
 
√ 3. DPR salaries should be increased to attract and retain high-quality 

staff members. 
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√ 4. DPR needs a centralized application and registration system for 

teams and facilities. 
 
√ 5. Better marketing is crucial to keep citizens informed about DPR 

programs and facilities and to increase visibility. 
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G. A Survey of Community Needs 
 
The consultants developed a User Needs Survey (see Appendix E.) that 

was mailed out to 10,000 Durham residents randomly selected from those 
residents who had not participated in one of the community open houses.  The 
survey was designed to be user-friendly, aesthetically appealing, and easy to 
understand; it required just a few minutes to complete and mail back in a 
postage-paid envelope.  As well as providing valuable information for the plan, 
the survey was considered a marketing piece for DPR that would be positively 
received by Durham households. 

 
The response rate was very good for mailout surveys (13% out of a 

projected rate of return of between five and fifteen percent). The surveys 
were mailed to addresses randomly selected so that the total proportion 
matched the proportion of the population in each zipcode. 

 
The survey was designed to assess general trends in park and 

community/recreation center use, the types of park and program 
improvements desired, suggested priorities for action by the City, and opinions 
about possible funding sources.  It also included questions about facilities used 
outside the City of Durham, the issue of safety in Durham parks, and 
background information about the respondents who identified themselves as 
park users. 

 
An analysis of the data from the survey returns and a set of conclusions 

drawn from it are given below: 
 
A profile of Durham park users 
Among those who identified as park users, 60% were female and 40% 

were male.  African-Americans were underrepresented among the respondents 
(25%) in proportion to their portion of the whole population. Half the users 
were between 35 and 54 years old; 20% were between 25 and 34. About 40% 
had children under 18 years old. 

More than half the respondents were without children under 18, 
reflecting current demographic trends.  Almost 80% of the respondents were 
homeowners, whereas the 2000 census data shows that the City is evenly 
divided between homeowners and renters.  Eighty-five percent of the 
respondents said that they had voted in the most recent election. 

Based on the level of survey returns, these respondents represent at 
least 10% of the adult population in the City. 

 
Activity preferences of park users 
The User Needs Survey presents some very clear results on what these 

self-identified park users want in their City parks.   Notice that the top nine 
items on the preferred list are all informal recreation activities: 
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 Walking    51% 
 Children’s play   42% 
 Hanging out    41% 
 Picnicking    35% 
 Outdoor events/concerts  25% 
 Wildlife viewing   24% 
 Eating lunch    23% 
 Dog walking    18% 
 Bicycling    13% 
 Tennis     12% 
 Fitness    12% 
 Running    12% 
 Soccer     10% 
 Softball    9% 
 Basketball    9% 
 Baseball    9% 
 Spectator sports   8% 
 Meetings    8% 
 Other     5% 
 Recreation program   3% 
 Sunbathing    3% 
 Volleyball    2% 
 Football    1% 
 
Athletic activities emerge low on the list as an interest of park users, 

though of course it can be argued that interest would be greater if more and 
better athletic facilities were provided.  Even so, it seems that team sports are 
not the main interest of the bulk of the park users. 

 
Facilities park users would like to see improved 
When asked what facilities they would like to see “much” or 

“somewhat” improved in the parks system, the responses still mirrored the 
focus on informal recreation.  Trails, greenways, and bicycle paths occupy the 
top of the list, with children’s playground close behind.  Other responses on 
the top half of the list also suggest a strong interest in the natural 
environment:  botanical gardens, natural areas, and community gardens ranked 
high.  Also getting strong responses are outdoor concert areas and picnic areas, 
suggesting a desire for informal, social recreation. 

Swimming pools are the only athletic element appearing in the top half 
of the desired improvement list; among other sports facilities, basketball 
courts are the top choice with just over 30% ranking improvements in them as a 
priority. 
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Recreation programs park users would like to see improved 
Suggested improvements to recreation programs list “community events” 

as the most important and adult sports as the least important improvement.  
The top half of the list also includes priorities related to nature study 
(“outdoor programs” and “nature and wildlife education”) and priorities 
related to families and children (“family programs,” “childcare programs,” 
“youth sports,” and “afterschool programs”). 

 
Responses from Durham citizens who are not park users 
According to the survey data, about half of the citizens of Durham visit a 

park at least once every six months, the highest rate of use of all City 
recreation opportunities.  This use was followed by the use of recreation 
centers (20% of respondents visit at least once every six months).  

 Of the total number of surveys returned in the User Needs Survey, 
almost one-third was from residents who said they had not visited a park in the 
last twelve months.  While two-thirds of the citizens visiting a park at least 
once a year is a remarkably good success rate for a City amenity, reaching out 
to the non-users is a priority—so their reasons for not visiting a park or 
recreation center are crucial and some analysis is useful. 

The most frequently given reason for not visiting a park was “safety 
concerns,” followed by “don’t know where they are,” “no time,” “no 
children,” and “no interest.”  Together this group of answers made up more 
than 60% of the responses.  In a parallel question, half of the park users also 
ranked the parks as only “somewhat safe” in their opinion.  These responses 
suggest that DPR has education and public relations work to do on perceptions 
of safety and also work to develop a clear strategy to counteract any real 
safety threats in a park. 

The “don’t know where” response points up the need for better 
communications and map information on both parks and trails; the “no time” 
response suggests that education on recreation as a value-added part of 
today’s busy lifestyles could prove profitable. 

Responses of “no interest” and “no children” both seem to reflect a 
perception that the current park system does not offer any opportunities for 
non-family users.  As the demographic shift in the whole county continues to 
move from the traditional two-parents-and-children household model to a 
greater mix of types—including rising numbers of single adults, older adults, 
and adult households without children—DPR perhaps needs to re-think some of 
its programming and facilities to make them more attractive to these types of 
households. 

 Finally, it is worth noting that only 10% of the non-users cited “old 
facilities” and “poor maintenance” as reasons for not going to a park or 
recreation center; the reasons discussed above were far more important to 
them. 
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Some conclusions drawn from the responses to the User Needs Survey 
 
1. The facilities most frequently mentioned as being desired and as 

needing significant improvement are those supporting informal 
recreation and leisure activities. The data suggest that park facilities 
that allow for walking and biking—that is, greenways, trails, and 
bicycle paths—and facilities for informal social recreation—that is, 
playgrounds and picnic sites—would be most strongly supported by 
Durham citizens. 

 
2. Parks with unique features and parks specifically tailored for the 

communities in which they are located are also desired. 
 

3. Market research and marketing could profitably target groups of 
citizens currently not engaged in the City’s parks and recreation 
system. 

 
4. Upgrading existing parks and increasing their safety and security is a 

top concern of park users. 
 

5. An increase in the number and diversity of public community events 
is a strong desire of park users. 

 
6. Better communication with the community about the locations and 

offerings of the parks and recreation centers is crucial for better 
citizen access. 

 
7. Acquisition and development of new parkland was mentioned by 40% 

of the respondents; managing some of those lands for wildlife habitat 
and watershed protection was suggested. 

 
8. More than half of the respondents suggested that the City should 

encourage corporate sponsorships as a way of funding desired parks 
and recreation improvements; an “Adopt-a-Park” program was almost 
as frequently suggested as a way of improving park maintenance.  
User fees and increased property taxes, not surprisingly, attracted 
less enthusiasm. 
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H. Feedback from Department Heads on an Initial Plan Draft 
 
A presentation of the interim findings and suggestions was made to 

heads of City departments to solicit comments on what might have been 
overlooked or what areas needed further consideration.  Many of the concerns 
raised in the meeting have been addressed in subsequent plan drafts, but the 
comments are shown here to illustrate interests that have driven the plan’s 
direction.  The following conclusions and suggestions emerged from the 
discussion: 

 
1. Issues requiring more attention in the initial plan draft seem to be 

the needs of children and teens, of soccer and baseball players, of 
bicyclists, and of dog owners. 

 
2. The assessment criteria used for centers needs to be re-considered. 

 
3. Standards for levels of service for miniparks, neighborhood parks, and 

community parks should be carefully evaluated.  Park standards need 
to be developed that match maintenance requirements and 
capabilities, or else new and innovative methods need to be found to 
“contract out” the parks. 

 
4. Greenways and trails planning need to be integrated into the parks 

plan. 
 

5. New transit stations will have high-density residential development 
and will offer opportunities for creating true urban plazas.  Private 
sector partners can be identified to help fund these areas. 

 
6. School/Park partnerships are an important development for the 

future.  DPR needs a good working relationship with the Durham 
Public Schools. 

 
7. The time horizon of the Master Plan CIP should be carefully 

evaluated. 
 

8. If new park development could be mapped in relation to residential 
population density, a useful budget-management tool would be 
available. 
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I. Conclusions and General Recommendations 
 
Some conclusions emerged with a clear consensus from the input of the 

citizens, City staff members, elected officials, and community leaders.  Some 
ideas were, obviously, supported by one group and not very important to 
another group.  The following discussion of conclusions and recommendations 
breaks out those items for which there is clear support from those which need 
further investigation and those for which support is mixed. 

 
User Needs 
 
There is strong support for park development that supports informal 
recreation activities (such as walking and biking), supports social 
recreation activities (such as community gardens and picnic areas), and 
supports environmental education and awareness.  There is also strong 
support for more facilities for swimming. 
 
There is mixed support for increased formal/team recreational 
activities, with some expressing a strong sense that soccer, particularly, 
is underserved. 
 
Needing more investigation and study to evaluate their service levels are 
facilities for youth and adult sports leagues, for before and after school 
programming, and for persons with disabilities. 
 
Initial DPR Response:  C. M. Herndon Park and Vintage Hill Parkway 
Soccer Park are being developed with complexes of soccer and ball 
fields.  After school programs and home-school support programs are 
offered at several recreation centers. 
 
Security Issues 
 
There is strong support for improving security and safety in Durham’s 
parks (both the reality and the perception); parks with higher crime and 
vandalism rates need more police attention, and environmental design 
for crime prevention (CPTED) strategies should be adopted in park 
renovations and new developments. 
 
Initial DPR Response: The “Bulls Eye” Park Watch program has been 
developed with Durham Police Department to involve neighborhoods in a 
park watch against vandalism in parks. 
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Development of Future Facilities 
 
There is strong support for prioritizing (1) the upgrading of inner-city 
parks, (2) the upgrading and replacement of older playgrounds, and (3) a 
noticeable increase in greenways and trails for walking and bicycling. 
 
There is support for managing some park spaces as open space and 
wildlife habitat areas; there is support for more parks in southern 
Durham. 
 
There is support for athletic facility centers (groups of playing fields for 
sports) and for the renovation of existing recreation centers. 
 
Initial DPR Response:  Upgrading aging facilities and replacing older 
playgrounds with new and accessible equipment is being done.  Three 
new parks are on-line: south (C. M. Herndon), north (Vintage Hill 
Parkway Soccer Park), and east (Bethesda). DPR is working with GS and 
citizen volunteers to develop a native plant trail management protocol. 
 
Parks Maintenance 
 
There is strong support for GS and DPR collaboration in developing a set 
of maintenance standards for parks and trails (including developing a 
budget for new equipment and staff needed), for developing a standard 
for a “high use” category of parks to receive extra maintenance 
assistance, and for considering more volunteer assistance with 
maintenance and out-sourcing some park maintenance duties. 
 
There is strong support for increasing volunteer assistance in park clean-
up work through an Adopt-a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail programs 
 
Initial DPR Response:  DPR and GS are working to develop maintenance 
standards. DPR has developed an Adopt-a-Park/Trail program that 
became operational in July 2003. 
 
Marketing, Public Relations, and Information 
 
There is strong support from all the groups for a better marketing of DPR 
facilities and programs and better communication of information about 
facilities and programs.  A citywide sign system would be a big step 
toward reaching this goal. 
 
There is support for developing DPR’s market research capability to keep 
up with evolving community needs, to reach out to new citizens and 
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visitors, to acquire better data on park and center use, and possibly to 
develop more income-generating programs. 
 
Initial DPR Response:  DPR now has a staff person dedicated to outreach 
to the Latino community.  DPR puts quarterly inserts about upcoming 
programs into the Herald-Sun and is working toward developing a 
website with parks and trails maps and information. 
 
Organizational Development 
 
There is strong support for DPR to develop more collaborative working 
relationships with community organizations having a similar mission—
groups such as the Boys and Girls Club, the Scouts, the YMCA, and local 
organizations and agencies such as churches and libraries.  There is also 
strong support for expanding formal relationships with the educational 
establishment, from Durham Public Schools to local universities.  
 
There is support for increasing the DPR staff capacity in environmental 
education and natural resource management. 
 
There is support, particularly among City staff and elected officials, for 
coordination of DPR’s Master Plan with the plans of other departments 
and with the Comprehensive Plan, and for coordinating actual 
development of parks with other City projects. 
 
Initial DPR Response:  All opportunities for collaborative programs and 
facilities are investigated. DPR is currently developing shared ball fields 
with Hillside and Riverside High Schools and a shared use facility with 
Githens Middle School at West Chapel Hill Rd. Park. Work on this Master 
Plan has been coordinated with the ongoing update of the Durham 
Comprehensive Plan and the work on the Unified Development 
Ordinance. 

 64



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

Chapter 6 
 

Community Level of Service Analysis 
 
 
 The concept that cities should provide parks and open spaces for their 
citizens as a part of promoting the public health and welfare is a well-
established one.  The first great American urban park, New York’s Central Park, 
was designed in 1850 by Frederick Law Olmstead specifically to provide “a 
means of certain kinds of refreshment of the mind and nerves which most city 
dwellers greatly need and which they are known to derive in large measure 
from the enjoyment of suitable scenery” (Olmstead, “Creating Central Park,” 
Johns Hopkins Press: 1983).  However, since the mid-nineteenth century, parks 
professionals have struggled to set some standards of just how much park land 
and open space are the right amounts for a city.   
 

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) has led this effort 
since 1971, with studies and publications. In this work there has always been a 
tension between the desire for definitive numerical guidelines ( X number of 
acres or X number of facilities per Y number of city residents) and the clear 
recognition that the indiscriminate use of some single fixed standard could 
cause planning in any one particular community to go seriously awry.  The 
latest work by the NRPA (Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenway 
Guidelines, 1996) makes it clear that empirical data on acres and numbers of 
residents must be balanced with a consensus among the stakeholders about 
what is, for their community, an acceptable level of recreational service (LOS). 

 
This section of the master plan is an assessment of Durham’s level of 

service, based on data from three sources: (1) surveys of the Durham 
community to assess community needs and desires, (2) comparisons of 
Durham’s facilities with those in similar communities, and (3) national and 
state standards for recreation LOS.  The assessment of community needs and 
desires has been discussed at some length in Chapter 5; a summation of the 
conclusions and recommendations from that stakeholder input in found in 
section I. of Chapter 5. 

 
Comparisons with Similar Communities 
 
This information on the status of other local parks and recreation 

systems comes from two sources:  the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan 1995-2000 (SCORP), prepared by the NC Department of Natural Resources, 
and the North Carolina Municipal and County Parks and Recreation Services 
Study (2000-2001), prepared by the NC Recreation Resources Service (RRS).  
The data are three to five years old, but systems change slowly enough that it 
is still highly accurate and valuable as a comparison with Durham’s statistics.  
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Data can be taken from the RRS study in the category of “Departments serving 
populations greater than 100,000 residents” to compare with Durham’s 
numbers; as a useful cross-section, data will be shown from Cary, Greensboro, 
Raleigh, and Winston-Salem Parks and Recreation Departments.  

 
This first table compares the land held as “park and recreation” land by 

these communities; the numbers for Durham have had the acres represented by 
Lake Michie and the Little River Reservoir taken out and the acres held in fee 
simple ownership for greenways added in.  Still, the data need to be seen as 
only one snapshot of evolving systems:  the acres listed for Durham, for 
example, include Bethesda, Cook Road, West Chapel Hill Road and Herndon 
Parks as “undeveloped” even though they are under construction in late 2003.  
One must assume that these other systems have similar issues and are making 
the same kinds of choices to include or not to include land of various types into 
their totals. 

Table 6-1   Reported Acres of Owned P&R Land 
 

Agency Developed 
P&R 

 Land 
(acres) 

Undeveloped 
P&R 

 Land (acres) 

Percentage of land 
developed as recreation 

space 

Cary Parks, Recreation, 
and Cultural Resources 

734.40 385.89 66% 

Durham Parks and 
Recreation 

1181.83 477.27 71% 

Greensboro Parks and 
Recreation 

3226.85 527.05 86% 

Raleigh Parks and 
Recreation 

4160.13 3368.77 55% 

Winston-Salem Parks and 
Recreation 

1192.57 2037.40 37% 

 
Table 6-2   Use of Developed Park Land 

 
 Statewide Average Durham 

School Parks 17% 1% 
Downtown Parks 2.5% 0.5% 
Miniparks and Neighborhood Parks 38.5% 17.5% 
Community Parks 23% 46% 
County/District/Special Use Parks 16% 35% 
Regional Parks 3% 0% 

 
Those percentages point out that Durham has developed most of its 

acreage—81%--into larger parks. Certainly a very large park like West Point on 
the Eno bumps up that percentage.  Like many other systems, Durham is 
finding that the larger community parks are not only easier to maintain and 
manage than many smaller neighborhood parks but offer the larger land area 
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needed to develop facilities like lighted ball fields and artificial turf soccer 
fields.  The many smaller parks and recreation systems that go into the 
statewide average are also skewing these averages toward more acres 
developed into smaller parks. 

 
 The data published in the RRS study on miles of trails also need to be 
used cautiously, since the survey asked for either multi-use trails or special 
and/or single-use trails. Raleigh, for instance, reported on several types of 
trails, including canoe/kayak trails.  However, the total miles of greenways 
reported is a statistic worth noting, since Durham’s trails are in that category 
and trails are one of the facilities mentioned as most desired by residents. 
 

Table 6-3   Total Miles of Greenways 
 

Agency Miles Developed 
Cary Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Resources No report 
Durham Parks and Recreation 13.95 
Greensboro Parks and Recreation 8.80 
Raleigh Parks and Recreation 43.60 
Winston-Salem Parks and Recreation 16.00 

  
The RRS study next includes data on what it describes as “new and 

growing areas of recreation” since data exist elsewhere on more conventional 
facilities.  That information is worth reporting, since some of those facilities 
are the very ones that citizens mentioned in the User Needs Survey and the 
Open House meetings as those they would like to see in Durham. 
 

Table 6-4   Special Interest Facilities 
 

Agency Dog 
Park 

Disc 
Golf 

Course 

Skate areas1 Par-3 
Golf 

Course 

Indoor 
Swimming 

Pool 

Water 
Play 
Area 

Therapy 
Pool 

18-Hole 
Golf 

Course 
Cary Parks, 
Recreation, 
and Cultural 
Resources 

  1      

Durham Parks 
and 
Recreation 

1 
 

2 2 
 (under 

construction) 

 2 2   

Greensboro 
Parks and 
Recreation 

 2  1 2   2 

Raleigh Parks 
and 
Recreation 

1 2 1  2 1 1  

Winston-
Salem Parks 
and 
Recreation 

1  1     2 
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1Skate area includes ice-skating rink, inline skate area, and skateboard park. 

 
Finally, the RRS study offers a comparison of local parks and recreation 

departments by their annual operating expenditures.  Since the numbers from 
the four comparable communities are reported from the 2000-2001 fiscal year, 
DPR’s numbers are shown from that same year for a more accurate estimation 
of similarities and differences.  Actual project expenditures are not 
comparable, since every community uses a unique mix of CIP, bond, and impact 
fee funding for its projects. 

 
Table 6-5   Annual Operating Expenditures 

 
Agency Personnel Contract 

Personnel 
Contract 
Operations 

Travel/ 
Training 

Supplies/ 
Materials 

Mainten./ 
Repair 

Other  

Cary Parks, 
Recreation, 
and 
Cultural 
Resources 

$2,433,742  $1,081,080    $1,050 

Durham 
Parks and 
Recreation 

$3,595,683 $573,588 $165,100 $23,682 $284,054 $39,1561 $1,136,267 

Greensboro 
Parks and 
Recreation 

$11,574,655 $404,955 $167,745 $26,390 $1,508,865 $926,130 $3,192,590 

Raleigh 
Parks and 
Recreation 

$16,534,760 $749,590  $61,100 $1,350,425 $1,008,030 $7,488,209 

Winston-
Salem 
Parks and 
Recreation 

$7,054,000  $403,180 $24,390 $462,820 $499,230 $1,460,700 

1Includes only maintenance service agreements and Armory and Leigh Farm 
upkeep. 

 
The NC SCORP information yields some different numbers with which to 

place Durham’s parks and recreation system into a context.  Interestingly 
enough, one fact from the report’s statewide surveys mirrors the surveys done 
in Durham:  “walking for pleasure” is both the highest ranked recreational 
activity (75% of households say they participate in it) and the activity that 
more than half the users support increased funding on.  

 
The study does report on facility type by county rather than by 

individual park and recreation departments; but since Durham County has no 
recreation department the report numbers are almost totally based on the City 
of Durham’s facilities.  There are some open space park acreage and trail miles 
reported that do reflect County facilities or those of some other agency. 
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Table 6-6   Public Recreation Acreage and Facilities Assessment 

 
Type of Acreage 
or Facility 

Total 
Supply 

Residents per unit 
in Durham County 

Residents per unit 
in State Median 

State Rank in 
Facility or 
Acreage 

Local park 
acres 1 

2497  75 309 10 

Regional park 
acres 

1,555 120 0 35 

Dispersed use 
acres 2 

22,4000 8 8 51 

Baseball fields 2 93,270 11,370 85 
Basketball 
courts 

47 3,969 11,499 7 

Campsites 6 31,090 513 71 
Football fields 5 37,308 54,337 38 
Golf courses 6.5 28,698 20,934 76 
Playgrounds 77 2,423 9,752 1 
Soccer fields 6 31,090 22,076 62 
Softball fields 22 8,479 11,260 35 
Swimming pools 4 46,635 52,943 46 
Tennis courts 72 2,591 3,996 23 
Trail miles (all 
types) 

31.4 5,950 7,823 45 

 
1This number does include the acreage of Lake Michie and the Little River Reservoir. 
2Areas primarily protected for environmental reasons with recreation as a secondary  
 use – this number includes state and federal land as well as locally-held land. 
 
 Though these data are several years old, some trends are notable.  The 
shortage of large, high-quality athletic fields (62nd in soccer fields and 85th in 
baseball fields) has certainly been clear within DPR; and current work at multi-
field parks like C. M. Herndon and Vintage Hill Parkway Soccer Park will 
address that need.  That Durham is 1st in number of playgrounds illustrates the 
monumental task the staff has been undertaking to upgrade these playgrounds 
for safety and accessibility.  The relatively high numbers for regional park acres 
and dispersed use acres—for a county as small as Durham—reinforce the 
important role that state and federal lands have in our overall recreational 
picture. 
 
 The SCORP offers a different way of looking at park and recreation 
operations budget as well.  It compares local governments by per capita 
expenditure:  park and recreation operations dollars / number of citizens.  A 
look at the same four comparable communities that were cited in the RRS 
report is in Table 6-7.  The data suggest the relative value that each 
community chooses to put on its parks and recreation program. 
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Table 6-7   Local Recreation Department Operations Expenditures (1995) 
 

Agency Per Capita Operations Budget 
Cary Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Resources $40.02 
Durham Parks and Recreation $44.53 
Greensboro Parks and Recreation $74.19 
Raleigh Parks and Recreation $63.83 
Winston-Salem Parks and Recreation $58.03 

 
 Finally, the SCORP lists the name and number of National Heritage 
Inventory Sites per county; of those, Durham County has as many identified 
natural areas as counties three times its size, suggesting that the open space 
protection program needs to be robust. 
 

Comparisons with State and National Standards 
 
 Any comparison of local park facilities with abstract standards is fraught 
with danger.  A state or national standard represents a benchmark, a suggested 
level of service that has been developed by national experts in a recreational 
area as an effective ratio of facility to users; and it can be a useful tool for 
assessing the adequacy of local facility provision.  However, a community 
should not blindly accept the NRPA or NCDENR standards as a measure of 
necessary level of service; rather, the published standards are a target level of 
service.  A local parks and recreation department must always attempt to 
adjust those numbers by what the residents in its own community have 
indicated that they value.  That being said, the numbers do help a community 
in making choices:  does community input, for instance, suggest more ball 
fields and fewer tennis courts than the national standards suggest? Or more 
tennis courts and fewer ball fields?  The “Durham Standard” given in the table 
below is the one adopted as part of the calculations for the creation of the 
park and recreation impact fee in 1988. 
 
  

Table 6-8   Standards for Public Recreation Facilities 
 

Facility Type 
or Acreage 

National 
Standard 
per 1000 

Population 

State Standard 
per 1000 

Population 

Durham 
Standard 
(1988) 

 
Tennis court 1/ 2,000 1/ 2,000 1/1,900 
Baseball field 1/20,000 

Lighted 1/30,000 
1/15,000 1/30,000 

Soccer/Football field 1/5,000 1/5,000 1/16,000 
Basketball court 1/5,000 1/5,000 1/ 2,800 
Large recreation center  1/ 25,000 N/A 1/37,500 
Small recreation center 1/10,000 N/A 1/37,500 
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Outdoor pool 1/20,000 1/20,000 1/32,500 
Indoor pool 1/50,000 N/A 1/64,500 
Multiple recreation court 
complex 

1/10,000 N/A 1/75,000 

Playground N/A 1/1,000 1/ 2,500 
Picnic shelter 1/ 2,000 N/A 1/10,000 
Trail miles 1 system /region 0.6 mile/1000 25 miles / 

50,000 
 
 
 One can see reasons for the categories where these Durham standards 
vary from the national and state norms.  For instance, the lower standards on 
some expensive facilities—such as swimming pools and recreation centers—
reflect both budget realities and the time at which these figures were set:  
since they were being used as a basis for introducing impact fees to the 
community there was a desire not to set costs too high.  Some numbers simply 
reflect the times; soccer was not as popular in 1988 as it has become in 2003, 
so the demand for fields was lower.   
 
 Since those 1988 standards are the adopted standards for Durham park 
and recreation facilities, how do the numbers for existing facilities match up to 
those standards?  Table 6-9 shows current facilities and deficiencies, assuming 
a population in 2002 of 183,500 in Durham. 
 

Table 6-9   2002 Facilities Needs and Deficiencies 
 

Facility type or Acreage 2002 Facility 
Needs 

2002 Existing 
Facilities 

2002 
Deficiency 

Tennis courts 97 72 25 
Baseball fields 6 22 -16 
Soccer/football fields 11 6 5 
Basketball courts 66 51 15 
Large recreation center 5 4 1 
Small recreation center 5 9 -4 
Outdoor pool 6 3 3 
Indoor pool 3 2 1 
Multiple recreation court 
complex 

2 0 2 

Playground 73 54 19 
Picnic Shelter 18 small 

5 large 
41 small 
0 large 

-23 small 
5 large 

Trail miles 92 13.9 78.1 
 
 Again, the data need some response to be most meaningful.  As noted in 
earlier sections of this plan, DPR is currently designing or constructing two 
community parks with several soccer fields each (C. M. Herndon Park and 
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Vintage Hill Parkway Soccer Park).  One park dedicated to a tennis court 
complex is being considered, as is another large recreation center with a gym 
at Walltown Park.  The recently adopted Trails and Greenways Master Plan 
(2001) calls for 118 miles of trail at its total build-out.  And while the raw 
numbers seem to show an excess of ball fields, those numbers say nothing 
about the very poor condition of some of those fields.  However, eliminating 
most of these currently observed deficiencies or upgrading substandard 
facilities is dependent on having sufficient staff and funding. 
 
 Park Facilities and Projected Growth 
 
 The following maps present several visual ways of looking at the City’s 
park facilities and how they support projected growth.  Figure 6-1 simply shows 
the projected residential growth from the adopted Future Land Use Plan out to 
the Urban Growth Area boundary.  Figure 6-2 takes that same base map, 
combines all the residential into one color, and overlays it with the locations of 
existing and developing parks. Figure 6-3 adds to that the zones representing 
the 2-mile service areas for the large community parks. 
 
 This series of maps suggests two immediate responses:  (1) that the 
location of the newest parks currently being developed—West Chapel Hill Road, 
Bethesda, Vintage Hill Parkway, and C. M. Herndon—are well positioned to 
serve the fast-growing areas on the City’s edges; and (2) that gaps in service 
for expected new residents remain—notably in the east-southeast and 
northwest sections of Durham—and will need to be considered in planning 
future parks. 
 

Recommended Level of Service 
 
A recommended level of service standard for Durham, based upon the 

input from the community discussed in Chapter 5 and these national and state 
comparisons and standards will be presented as part of the action plan in Part 
IV of this master plan 

 
 
 
 

 72



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 
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Medium Density Residential

Low Density Residential

Urban Growth Area

2 0 2 4 Miles

Adopted Future Land Use Plan for
Residential Uses (2002) and UGA

Figure 6-1
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2 0 2 4 Miles

Future Residential Uses 
and Existing Parks

Figure 6-2
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PART IV 
 

Action Plan 
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Chapter 7 
 

Action Plan for Parks and Recreation 
 
Overview of Chapter 7 

 
 It is the overarching goal of this master plan to position Durham and its 
Parks and Recreation Department for the future.  To do that requires moving 
ahead with several kinds of actions simultaneously:  upgrading and maintaining 
existing facilities, acquiring land and constructing new facilities, and planning 
for future growth.  The following recommendations in those three action areas 
are based upon responses from the stakeholder input process (Chapter 5), 
professional evaluation of Durham’s existing and planned parks facilities 
(Chapters 3 and 4), and comparisons with state and national standards (Chapter 
6). 
 
 Several critical assumptions also underlie the plan’s recommendations 
for actions: 
 

•   that Durham’s population will grow as projected, that is, the 
population will approach 230,284 by 2010, and that the City’s 
development will ultimately reach out to the Urban Growth Area 
boundaries; 

 
 • that the City will continue to be the major provider of free or  

low-cost recreational facilities and services for the majority of  
the population; 

 
• that citizen demand for specialized and high-quality leisure 

activities will continue and increase; and 
 

• that providing recreational facilities and services in the most cost-
efficient way will require an increasing use of partnerships in all 
possible areas. 

 
 
 This chapter is divided into three sub-sections: one on needed 
renovations and upgrades to existing parks and centers, one on new parks and 
centers needed, and one on long-range planning. 
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A. Recommendations for Renovations of Existing Facilities 
 

The top priorities for the system are upgrades to existing facilities to 
improve their safety, accessibility, and functionality—combined with a 
higher level of maintenance for all park facilities.  Despite recent major 
efforts at upgrading playgrounds across the City, many parks still fail overall 
to meet accessibility guidelines, safety guidelines, and current public 
expectations of park standards. These cost estimates assume that 
playgrounds being renovated now will utilize poured-in-place safety 
surfacing.  Park projects that are in progress, even if not completed, are 
not included in this list.  Recommendations for upgrades and renovations 
are itemized below: 

 
 

1. Systemwide  
Baseball/Softball fields upgrades 
Lighted fields (11) x $35,000  $385,000 
Unlighted fields (12) x $25,000 $300,000 
 
Walking/Bicycling Trails in parks 
10,000 ft @$100 per foot  $1,000,000 
 
Total recommendation   $1,685,000  

 
2. West Point on the Eno Park 

Additional parking   $40,000 
Picnic shelter    $30,000 
Restroom facilities   $60,000 
Amphitheater    $75,000 
Total Recommendation   $205,000 

 
3. Piney Wood Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $52,000 
 

4. Forest Hills Park 
Rehabilitation of Center  $250,000 
Bridges (2) x $30,000   $60,000 
Landscaping    $35,000 
Total recommendation   $345,000  

 
5. Rock Quarry Park 

Repairs and renovations for 
Edison Johnson Center  
      $230,000 
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6. River Forest Park 
Restroom facilities   $60,000 

 
7. Southern Boundaries Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $40,000 
Accessible restroom facilities  $60,000 
Parking upgrades   $70,000 
Total recommendation   $170,000 

 
8. Northgate Park 

Bridges (2) x $40,000   $80,000 
Playground and picnic area  $150,000 
Total recommendation   $210,000 

   
9. Cornwallis Road Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $30,000 
Playground and picnic area  $70,000 
Restroom facilities   $60,000 
Total recommendation   $160,000 

 
10. C.R. Woods Park 

Accessible restrooms in Center $20,000 
 

11. Duke Park 
Rehabilitation of park   $550,000 
Installation of skateboard facility $150,000 
Total recommendation   $700,000 

 
12. Sherwood Park 

Bridge (1)     $30,000 
Erosion and drainage control  $60,000 
Park rehabilitation   $100,000 
Additional playground area  $30,000 
Total recommendation   $220,000 

 
13. Old Farm Park 

Restroom facilities upgrade  $20,000 
Picnic shelter    $30,000 
Total recommendation   $50,000 
 

14. Wrightwood Park 
Bridge (1)     $20,000 
Make shelter accessible  $20,000 
Total recommendation   $40,000 
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15. Elmira Avenue Park 
Landscaping    $20,000 

 
16. Morreene Road Park 

Restroom facilities upgrade  $20,000 
 

17. Red Maple Park 
Restroom facilities upgrade  $20,000 

 
18. Solite Park 

Landscaping    $40,000 
Picnic shelter    $16,000 
Additional parking and driveway $75,000 
Total recommendation   $131,000 

 
19. Lyon Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $60,000 
Bridges (2) at $30,000   $60,000 
Total recommendation   $120,000 

 
20. Long Meadow Park 

Picnic shelter    $16,000 
 

21. East Durham Park 
Erosion and drainage control  $50,000 
E.D. Mickle Center rehabilitation $500,000 
Total recommendation   $550,000 

 
22. Indian Trail Park 

Restroom facilities   $60,000 
Erosion and drainage control  $50,000  
Total recommendation   $110,000  

 
23. Garrett Road Park 

Playground and picnic area  $150,000 
 

24. Crest Street Park 
Renovation of existing bridge  $30,000 

 
25. Lakeview Park 

Restroom facilities upgrade  $30,000 
 

26. Oval Drive Park 
Landscaping    $25,000 
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27. Whippoorwill Park 
Erosion and drainage control  $60,000 
Site furnishings upgrade  $15,000 
Total recommendation   $75,000 

 
28. Rockwood Park 

Bridge (1)     $30,000 
Erosion and drainage control  $60,000 
Total recommendation   $90,000 

    
29. New Little River School Park 

Landscaping    $20,000 
Picnic shelter    $16,000 
Total recommendation   $36,000 

 
30. Weaver Meadows Park 

Weaver St. Center rehabilitation $250,000 
Landscaping    $30,000 
Picnic area    $15,000 
Parking lot security lights  $30,000 
Total recommendation   $325,000  

 
31. Holt School Road Park 

Upgrade picnic shelter   $30,000 
Parking lot security lights  $10,000 
Total recommendation   $40,000 

 
32. Old North Durham Park 

Picnic area    $15,000 
Restroom facilities upgrade  $20,000 
Total recommendation   $35,000  

 
33. Westover Park 

Landscaping    $25,000 
 

34. Shady Oaks Park 
Erosion and drainage control  $15,000 
Landscaping    $12,000 
Total recommendation   $27,000 

 
35. Rocky Creek Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $10,000 
Picnic area    $15,000 
Landscaping    $10,000 
Total recommendation   $35,000   
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36. White Oak Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $30,000 
Picnic area    $15,000 
Landscaping    $7,000 
Total recommendation   $52,000 

 
37. Drew/Granby Park 

Erosion and drainage control  $5,000 
Landscaping    $10,000 
Total recommendation   $15,000 

 
38. Bay-Hargrove Park 

Landscaping    $25,000 
 

39. Carroll St. Park 
Landscaping    $25,000 

 
40. Belmont Park 

Landscaping    $25,000 
 

41. Maplewood Park 
Playground and picnic area  $70,000 
Restroom facilities   $60,000 
Total recommendation   $130,000 

    
      
Total Cost Estimate for renovations, rehabilitations, and upgrades: 
 
        $6,379,000 
 
As noted, DPR is working with GS on developing a new maintenance/ 
management system for City facilities, since maintenance of park facilities is 
the responsibility of that Department.  This system would include a database of 
all City assets and their condition, would schedule regular upkeep and 
maintenance based on a site-based calculation of use, and would track 
requests for repairs/maintenance from citizens to insure a timely response—
especially to safety concerns.  Regular maintenance would also keep down the 
future costs for expensive park facility rehabilitations. 
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B. Recommendation for Level of Service 
 
There is no reason not to adjust Durham’s Level of Service standards for 

park and recreation facilities to mirror those recommended by the NRPA (or by 
the State when there is no national recommendation).  It is in those areas 
where the City’s targets are lower than the national recommendations that 
citizens have most strongly noted a lack of facilities (e.g., soccer/football 
fields). Accordingly, this plan recommends the following Level of Service for 
facilities in Durham: 

 
Table 7 – 1   Recommended Level of Service Standard 

 
Facility type Recommended standard 2010 facility needs 

with that standard  
(pop. 230,284) 

Adult baseball fields (lighted) 1/20,000 12 
Youth baseball/adult softball 1/5000 46 
Ball field (soccer, football) 1/5000 46 
Basketball courts 1/5000 46 
Tennis courts 1/2000 115 
Picnic tables 1/125 1842 
Picnic shelters 1/2000 115 
Playgrounds 1/1000 230 
Trails 0.4 mile/1000 92 miles 
Recreation Center w/gym 1/25,000 9 
Swimming pool 1/20,000 12 
Golf course (9-hole) 1/25,000 9 
Golf course (18-hole) 1/50,000 5 
Open Space/Park Land 16 acres/1000 3680 acres 
Dog Park1 1/50,000 5 
Skateboard Park1 1/100,000 2 

 
1 No national standard established; recommendation based on community input. 
 
 Additionally, the plan recommends that any revisions to the NCDENR or 
NRPA LOS standards should trigger a review of the LOS standards for Durham.  
However, these numbers are not “minimally acceptable levels” of parks and 
recreation facilities; they are targets to strive toward for an optimum level of 
service for the Durham community.  
 
 Some of these facilities needs are being addressed by projects currently 
underway (for instance, the soccer/baseball complex underway at the new C. 
M. Herndon Park).  Others deemed the most pressing are addressed by the 
recommendations for new facilities in Part C of this chapter.   Those 
recommendations attempt to strike a balance between the different 
constituencies identified through the community input process—to fund some 
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new fields for athletic leagues, some new playgrounds, some new neighborhood 
parks with walking trails and passive recreation areas, and some new 
specialized facilities for interest groups. 

 
 A summary of the LOS discussed in Chapter 6, combined with this new 
recommendation, is shown in Table 7-2: 
 

Table 7 – 2   Summary of Level of Service Facility Needs 
 

Facility 
type 

Adopted  
1988  LOS 
standard 
(unit/population) 

Needs in  
2003 
with  
1988 LOS 
(pop 
183,500) 

2003 
existing  
facilities 

National and 
State LOS 
(recommended 
for adoption) 

Goals for 
2010 
with new 
LOS (pop 
230,500) 

Tennis court 1/1,900 97 72 1/2,000 115 
Soccer/football 
field 

1/16,000 11 6 1/5,000 46 

Basketball 
court 

1/2,800 66 51 1/5,000 46 

Adult baseball 
field 

1/30,000 6 22 1/20,000 12 

Ball field 1/5,000 33 35 1/5,000 46 
Large center 1/37,500 5 4 1/25,000 9 
Small center 1/37,500 5 7 ----- ---- 
Outdoor pool 1/32,250 6 3 1/ 20,000 12 
Indoor pool 1/64,500 3 2   
Court complex 1/75,000 2 0 ----- ---- 
Play apparatus 1/2,500 73 54 1/1,000 230 
Small shelter 1/10,000 18 41 1/2,000 115 
Large shelter 1/35,000 5 0   
Park/Open 
space land 

5 acres/1000 2928 
acres 

2913 acres 16 acres/1000 3680 
acres 

Trails 25 miles/50,000 92 miles 13.5 miles 0.4 mile/1000 92 miles 
Golf course  
(9-hole) 

---- ---- 0 1/25,000 9 

Golf course 
(18-hole) 

---- ---- 7 (public and 
semi-private) 

1/50,000 5 

Dog Park ---- ---- 1 1/50,000 1 5 
Skateboard 
Park 

---- ---- 1 (under 
construction) 

1/100,000 1 2 
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 C.  Recommendations for New Facilities 
 

Recommendations for new facilities and programs are based on citizens 
requests for new services, staff analysis of program areas that need 
development, the recommended level of service, and the pressure of 
population growth—current and projected—on the parks and recreation system. 

 
Facilities 
One significant area of need identified is the development of new parks 

to address under-served areas north and south of the City center and to 
accommodate anticipated growth to the south and east. Another is the 
provision of space for new and innovative recreation facilities designed to serve 
rising citizen expectations.  Proposed general areas for the locations of these 
facilities are shown on the on the map in Figure 7-1. 

 
The recommendations are based not only on numbers and current and 

proposed distribution of facilities but are also a response to significant citizen 
input, such as the need for large shelters in park as rental space for private 
events.  The numbers for soccer/football fields are listed as a joint need 
because of the similarity of the size and shape of the two sports fields.  The 
growth of soccer has grown dramatically, while football growth has been static.  
A joint use field will allow the City to change layout as the demand for either 
sport changes.  

 
The trail and greenway system in Durham has been growing, but the 

demand for such facilities is very high.  “Walking for pleasure” ranked as the 
top recreational activity in Durham surveys, state surveys, and national 
surveys. Off-road greenway trails continue to be a priority in DPR plans, and all 
planned parks will contain walking trails and passive recreation space.  But 
connections between those trails must be made by on-road routes.  The City 
needs to emphasize space for safe bicycle and pedestrian traffic on all existing 
and new roadways.  Certainly sharing space on existing roadways whenever 
safe and feasible is less expensive than creating a completely parallel system of 
dedicated off-road trails. 

 
Durham’s aquatic facilities have recently been upgraded with 

spraygrounds and water play elements; these have been very popular and are 
well-used.  Future aquatic facilities should include the best of these water play 
features with traditional pool features, including  zero depth entry points for 
seniors, toddlers, and the physically challenged; spray and play devices 
associated with pool areas; and deeper pool sections for lessons, competitions, 
and traditional swimming use. 

 
Outdoor basketball is sometimes the highest use facility found in a City 

park, with the users generally teenage boys and young men. Both these groups 
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are often not served by other park and recreation programs, so basketball 
courts need to be well-maintained and well-distributed in the City to reach this 
group of users. 

Priority Areas for 
New Park Development

Figure 7-1

1 0 1 2 Miles

 86

vcw
Highlight

vcw
Highlight



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

 Play apparatus (swings, slides, climbing structures) is an icon of a park 
and recreation facility.  A playground serves the youngest of Durham’s citizens, 
those who need a facility that is safe, accessible, and close to their homes.  
The recent work on upgrading playgrounds needs to continue, and playgrounds 
should be installed in as many neighborhoods in the City as is possible.  They 
should meet all federal safety and accessibility guidelines. 

 
Durham has an established and growing tradition of baseball at all 

levels.  There is a need not just for fields, but for fields that are lighted and 
well-maintained with drainage, fences, and seating.  Fields need to be sized to 
meet the different requirements of youth leagues, men’s and women’s softball 
leagues, and fast pitch softball leagues, as well as those of standard adult and 
Little League teams. 

 
Recreation centers are a key component in Durham’s park and 

recreation system; they serve the community with both facilities and 
programming.  In many areas, they act as de facto community centers as well, 
providing necessary meeting space for other user groups and services such as 
before and after school custodial care.  While numbers of centers per numbers 
of citizens is one measure of the need for centers, service area has proven a 
better criterion.  Data have shown that a large center will serve an area about 
1.5 to 2 miles in diameter, while a small center will serve an area about 0.75 
to 1 mile in diameter. Surveys have also shown that only a limited number of 
users will travel across town to attend programming, and even those users will 
only travel to centers where they have some other connection. The data 
suggest that community center-based recreation and programming must be 
local to be successful (unless it is a very special service such as therapeutic 
programming or competitive aquatics) and should be based at a center large 
enough to offer users a range of services. 

 
A full-service center is typically a facility with 50,000 or more square 

feet of floor space, including a full-size gym, fitness facilities, arts and crafts 
rooms, multi-purpose rooms, and offices.  Center sites can include outdoor 
facilities in conjunction with a park site:  ball fields, playgrounds, tennis 
courts, and so on.  Sometimes the facility will have an indoor or outdoor pool. 
A smaller recreation center, while functional for some purposes, does not fully 
satisfy the needs of its community. 

 
The City needs to build four large community centers (of the 50,000 to 

75,000 square foot size) to fill obvious service area gaps (see Figure 7-2).  A 
fifth center, north of the City, should be the next priority.  However, 
demographic data should not be the total driver for center location; public 
input and community support must also be major considerations. Each of the 
new centers needs to have at a minimum a gym, multi-purpose rooms, a  

 87



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

#

#

#

#

1 0 1 2 Miles

Priority Areas for New
Community Centers Figure 7-2
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kitchen, workrooms, and staff offices.  Each needs to be equipped with a “teen 
room” and fitness and aerobic facilities.  The addition of more small recreation 
centers is not recommended because of the expense and limitations of their 
operation; the existing small centers in the system should be considered as 
potential leasing/partnership opportunities for non-profits or neighborhood 
organizations. 

 
A modern multi-purpose recreation center is typically constructed on 

one floor to increase accessibility; the building cost runs from $120 to $150 per 
square foot for construction.  Based on the recommended 50,000 to 75,000 
square foot size, construction cost will be between $6.75 million and $10.25 
million per center.  Center operating costs (including staff, maintenance, and 
programming) typically range between $12 and $14 per square foot per year; 
thus an average center will have a yearly operating cost between $600,000 and 
$700,000, 

 
Citizen input and staff opinion both highlight the need for new and 

specialized facilities to meet growing demands. These user demands became 
clear during the Open House meetings and from the survey responses; they 
were reinforced by an analysis of current participation rates in existing sports 
leagues and DPR programs and by demographic trends in the DPR catchment 
area. These requested new facilities include parks with competition-level 
collections of ball fields, soccer fields, and tennis courts; a short course for 
teaching and junior-level golf; a specialized teen social and activity center; an 
educational center at Leigh Farm Park to teach citizens about Durham’s rural 
heritage; and a skateboard park, a dog park, and a facility for mountain biking 
for special-interest user groups.  An outdoor amphitheater at West Point on the 
Eno Park would strengthen the programs there and be a revenue-generating 
facility. 

 
Specific facility recommendations and estimated costs include the 

following: 
 
 
1. Two community parks, co-located with Durham Public School 

on joint-use sites  
 

2 parks @ $1,000,000 each   $2,000,000 
 

2. Six neighborhood parks, co-located with Durham Public Schools  
 

6 parks @ $250,000 each   $1,500,000 
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3. Fourteen neighborhood parks with locations based on level of 
service factors, existence of actual or potential sites, and 
service area boundaries defined by major arterial streets 

 
14 parks @$500,000 each   $7,000,000 

 
4. Four new full-service recreation centers (including indoor pool 

and gymnasium) in currently under-served areas of the City. 
 

4 centers @ $10,000,000 each   $40,000,000 
 

5. New specialized facilities: 
a. Basketball Park    $550,000 
b. Tennis Park     $1,180,000 
c. Golf Park (9-hole course)   $2,800,000 
d. Baseball/Softball Park   $3,500,000 
e. Skateboard Park    $100,000 
f. Dog Park     $100,000 
g. Rural Life Cultural Center  
    (located at Leigh Farm Park)  $1,300,000 
h. Teen Center     $500,000 
i. Amphitheater at West Point on the Eno $1,080,000 
j. Soccer Park     $5,100,000 
k. Mountain Biking Facility   $100,000 
l. Environmental Education Center 
   (located at Sandy Creek Park)  $1,000,000 
 
Total for new specialized facilities  $17,310,000 

 
6. Greenways and Trails 

 
10 miles @ $300,000 per mile   $3,000,000 

 
7. Signage system 

 
Park entry signs and directional signs 
for all park sites, installed   $750,000 

 
8. Landfill site – recreation use 

feasibility study and public meetings  $100,000 
 
 

Total Cost Estimate for new facilities:   $71,560,000  
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 Programs 
 
 There is citizen demand for new programming as well as for new 
facilities, particularly programming associated with the recreation centers but 
also for other kinds as well.  Some of these programs could be run in 
association with other community organizations or agencies using DPR spaces; 
some would require new DPR staff or specialized training for existing staff.  
Programs that are recommended for study for possible inclusion into the DPR 
offerings—based upon staff and citizen input and demographic and marketing 
trends—include the following: 
 
 Self-improvement programs: 

GED classes, computer training, lifeguard training, substance abuse 
avoidance, job training, money management 
Sports programs: 

 Basketball leagues and pick-up games, indoor soccer, volleyball, 
gymnastics, tumbling, martial arts, boxing, kick-boxing 
Aquatics: 

 Competition swimming, diving, water aerobics 
Fitness: 

 Aerobics for seniors, teens, children, and adults; fitness equipment; tai-
chi 
Performing arts: 

 Dance, community theater, cheerleading 
Seniors programs: 

 Travel, low impact aerobics, dancing, arts and crafts classes, painting 
Creative arts: 

 Ceramics, watercolor and oil painting, stained glass, basket making, 
furniture refinishing, upholstery, metal sculpture 

 
 

Respondents and staff also add the note that program offerings need to 
be center-specific, reflecting the needs and preferences of the clientele of a 
particular center.  Staff will need to work with center advisory boards to 
develop a balanced program offering at each site.  Costs for new programming 
are widely variable, depending upon whether new staff or training for existing 
staff is needed, whether equipment (such as kilns for ceramics) is needed, and 
whether any of the programming can be supported by volunteers or user fees.  
Facilities to support these programs (such as pools for water aerobics) are 
listed in the costs above.  A full study of programming will be conducted by 
staff and with consultant assistance in 2003-04. 
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D. Recommendations for System Improvement 
 
 Maintenance 
 

 The current relationship between DPR and GS, in which GS maintains and 
manages park and recreation facilities, is currently not working out well for 
staff or citizens.  Response time for requests filed by citizens or DPR staff for 
repairs on a park, a trail, or a recreation center is very uneven; the GS staff 
must respond to calls for service from all other City departments as well as 
DPR. The specialized maintenance work that parks facilities can require, such 
as playing field turf management or swimming pool upkeep, is not always well-
covered by the skills of GS general maintenance staff members.  The demands 
upon GS staff sometimes mean that damage in a park from vandalism is not 
promptly attended to, leaving a facility exposed for even more damage as a 
result. 
 
 GS and DPR staff are working toward a mutually agreed upon minimum 
level of maintenance standard for all parks facilities, with a reporting system 
for when that standard is not maintained.  Either a re-tooled GS staff or a 
different maintenance staff, housed in DPR, with a sole responsibility for parks 
facilities and specialized training in park needs should be able to respond 
quickly to maintenance needs anywhere in the system. 
 
 As part of the same organizational structure, DPR must also work 
through the GS staff for construction of all its projects—with similar issues as 
with maintenance.  A designated parks and recreation construction project 
manager, whether housed in DPR or GS, would collaborate more closely with 
DPR facilities planners and designers and move projects through the system and 
into use more rapidly. 
 
 As another policy item, maintenance costs must be figured into all 
projected costs of new facilities; any approved capital project item should 
automatically have the appropriate associated maintenance costs added into 
the operations budget beginning in the year the project is expected to begin 
operation.  For example, the average yearly cost (in 2003) for maintenance, 
mowing, and clean-up is $2,680 per acre (ranging from a high of $10,465 for 
fully maintained parks to a low of $1,709 for parks with much of their acreage 
left “natural”).   
 
 The City should also consider allowing the establishment of Park 
Improvement Districts (PIDs) as an option for those neighborhoods that are 
interested.  A PID is a voluntary tax assessment district which can create a 
dedicated revenue stream to fund improvements in a particular park.  A PID is 
generally under neighborhood control and management, with government 
oversight of fiscal practices. 
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 Process for the Development of New Facilities  
 
 Beginning with the next fiscal year, information on all DPR development 
projects should be readily accessible to the public in some format like the 
following: 
 
Project name Name of park, greenway, or facility 
Project location Location by street address and parcel number(s) 
Project 
description and 
limits 

Exactly what the project includes (e.g., greenway from 
start to stop point, renovated section of existing park, 
new park construction, etc.) 

Size  In linear feet (greenway) or acres (park) 
Estimated total 
project cost 

Cost shown in dollars for current fiscal year 

Prior years Authorized funding expended on project before current 
fiscal year 

Work type Phases of the project implementation:  planning, land 
acquisition, design, review, construction 

Cost estimates  Estimates of cost for different phases of project 
Funding source(s) Project funding source(s):  CIP, bonds, grant, impact fees, 

etc. 
Schedule Current status of project phase or proposed schedule 
Project 
responsibility 

City staff member(s) in charge of various project phases, 
with contact information 

  
 
A good flow of information about City park projects, including an awareness of 
the long time periods necessary for some phases of development, should help 
increase the citizen comfort level about overall system development. 
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PART V 
 

Funding Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 94



Department of Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan 2003-2013 

Chapter 8 
 

A. Capital Improvements Program (CIP) 2004-2014 
 
 Implementing the recommendations of this master plan will not be easy 
when balancing the municipal budget becomes a harder task each year. It can 
be difficult to hold the line on an operating budget for maintenance and staff, 
let alone find the funding to invest in major capital projects for a system 
upgrade.  However, low levels of funding do not represent the high values that 
citizens commonly place on parks and recreation facilities. 
 
 For this plan to successfully chart a future course for Durham’s Parks and 
Recreation Department, the City must both continue to establish baseline 
annual operating budgets for DPR that will support staffing and operations 
needs and also fund projected capital improvement costs.  Other funds for 
parks facilities are always possible, and the City has done very well in the past 
decade at stretching its CIP dollars with bond funds and grants.  Funding for 
ongoing maintenance of new facilities must assume a higher priority within the 
operations budget allocated to the GS Department. 
 
 Table 8-1 shows the CIP requests from DPR for the 2004-2009 budget 
process. It identifies projects that the City Council has recommended for 
approval, DPR’s suggestions for necessary funding commitments, and the 
estimated costs for project completion including expenditures from prior years.  
Table 8-2   Summary of Capital Improvement Needs to 2014 shows proposed 
costs (in 2003 dollars), of needed capital projects for the next ten years, as 
identified by the planning process. The costs shown represent funds for (1) land 
acquisition, (2) site development, (3) site renovation and significant 
maintenance upgrades. Costs also include estimated planning, design, and 
permitting fees.   
 

These capital needs fall into three broad categories:  (1) system repair and 
recovery (not part of routine maintenance), (2) system expansion and 

enhancement, and (3) system response to new demands.  The first category 
focuses on renovation and repair of existing City infrastructure; there is 

minimal change to operations and maintenance costs.  The second category 
allows for expansions and upgrades of existing facilities; it responds to gaps in 
levels of service and does add operations and maintenance costs.  The third 
category is the City’s response to national trends in recreation services and 

citizens’ demands for new types of facilities.  This category can add significant 
costs but it also has the most significant revenue-generating potential.
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Table 8-2    Summary of Capital Improvement Needs to 2014 
 

 Project Type Amount 
Category 1 Existing Parks/Facilities Renovations and Upgrades 6,379,000 
Category 2 

and 3 
Land Acquisition 4,000,000 

Category 2 
and 3 

New Parks 10,500,000 

Category 2 
and 3 

New Recreation Centers 40,000,000 

Category 3 New Specialized Facilities 17,310,000 
Category 2 New Greenways and Trails 3,000,000 
Category 1 

and 2 
Systemwide signage 750,000 

Category 2 
and 3 

Landfill park development feasibility study  100,000 

   
 Total Capital Project Needs $82,039,000 
 Projects with identified funding through 2004 $22,432,145 
 Total New Capital Costs (no project funding identified) $59,606,855 
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B. Bond Funds 
 

The citizens of Durham approved two bond referendums in the 1990’s to 
support parks and greenways—1990 and 1996.  The 1990 bond order approved 
$3,200,000 for urban trails and greenways. The 1996 bond issue was approved 
for $20,375,000 for “providing and improving public parks and recreational 
facilities…including the acquisition of land for additional parks and additional 
trails, greenways, and other open spaces; the development of additional parks 
and additional trails, greenways, and other open spaces; the improvement and 
renovation of existing parks and recreation facilities; the replacement of park 
and playground equipment; the replacement of a swimming pool and the 
construction of a bathhouse and support facilities; [and] the acquisition and 
renovation of an existing building to provide additional recreational facilities.” 

 
Those approved bond funds have either been fully spent or allocated by 

2003 for the projects which were approved.  The categories of “Park 
Renovations,” “Greenways,” and “Playground Renovations” all contain several 
individual projects.  A summary of bond expenditure projects is as follows: 

 
Bond Order/Project Bond 

Budget 
Capital Project 

Budget 
Community Family Life and  
Recreation  Center (Lyon Park) 

6,400,000 6,750,000 

Park Renovations 5,464,198 5,464,198 
Durham Central Park acquisition 1,477,000 ------------ 
Playground Renovations 2,093,000 2,377,645 
Pool Replacement (Hillside Park) 1,641,760 1,641,760 
West Chapel Hill Road Park 508,000 1,005,000 
Greenways2 2,619,542 7,883,187 
American Tobacco Trail1 84,000 4,070,000 
Walltown Recreation Center Design 25,000 25,000 
Vintage Hill Parkway Park 62,500 390,000 
Total Parks and Recreation Bond 
Budget 

20,375,000  

 
1$435,000 TEA-21 grant reimbursement; $235,000 PARTF grant reimbursement 

2$936,000 TEA-21 grant reimbursement 
 

Since general tax revenues are the primary support for the ongoing 
operations of DPR, major parks and recreation initiatives are often dependent 
upon special funding sources.  Expenditure of the 1996 bond funds has 
demonstrated that DPR is a careful steward of general obligation bonds; and, 
given the list of capital improvements recommended by this Master Plan, new 
bonds to fund land and facilities will almost certainly be necessary in the 
future.  It is possible that some of the specialized facilities recommended by 
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the plan—such as a tennis or ball field complex or a competition-level aquatic 
facility—could be funded by revenue bonds rather than general obligation 
bonds. However, a study of the City’s user fee structure would be needed 
before this option should be considered.  

 
Bonds are the most common source of funding for park projects in North 

Carolina; citizens are given a direct voice in whether or not to take on debt for 
projects they have expressed a strong desire to have in the community.  Bond 
funds are also valuable source of local funding to match federal and state 
grants because they are available as lump sum amounts.   It is the 
recommendation of this Master Plan that priorities identified from the DPR plan 
be included in the City’s next bond campaign. 
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C. Impact Fees, Recreation Dedication, and 
 Recreation Payment-in-lieu 

 
Impact Fees 
 
The City of Durham received enabling legislation to establish impact fees 

for parks and recreation facilities (as well as fees for streets, open space, and 
drainage facilities) in August 1987.  A Task Force to put together an impact fee 
program was established in April 1988; seventeen months later an ordinance 
establishing impact fees was adopted, and three months after that, the fees 
went into effect. 
 

Part of adopting that initial ordinance was the establishment of level of 
service standards for parks and recreation facilities.  Those standards not only 
measured the City’s current service and facilities but also set a benchmark by 
which to assess future needs based on projected growth.  The ordinance as well 
set impact fee service zones so that fees collected from new development 
would provide benefits to those new developments paying the fee. 
  

In setting its impact fee standard, the Department of Parks and 
Recreation inventoried all park land and facilities existing and projected as of 
July 1, 1991 (excluding the City’s large regional parks) and estimated 
population growth from 1980 U. S. Census data. The level of service standards 
emerging from those data were adopted by the City Council on November 21, 
1988.  The base recreation impact fee for new development was set as a 
percentage of the figure derived from those standards; the fee to be collected 
was established as $296.99/unit for single family homes, $296.99/unit for 
manufactured homes, and $183.38/unit for multifamily homes.  The open 
space fee was set at $51.57/unit. 
 

Three impact fee zones were established, and the Council required that 
impact fee money spent on facilities would be matched 50/50 with City funds 
from other sources (that particular requirement was dropped in 2001).  Initial 
revenue income from impact fees was small, but as Durham’s growth has 
increased, the funding stream from impact fees has gained significance.  Figure 
8-1 shows the three existing recreation impact fee zones, Figure 8-2, 8-3, and 
8-4 illustrate the recent expansion of the City in the three zones.   

 
Table 8-1 shows the income and expenditure on capital projects from 

the three impact fee zones in the last six fiscal years. 
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Table 8-1     Revenue and Expenditure FY1997-98 – FY 2001-02 
 for Parks and Recreation and Open Space Impact Fees 

   
 
Accumulated 
fund balance as 
of 1997 

Impact 
fees 
collected 

Interest  
income 

Funds 
appropriated
to projects 

FY 2001-02 
ending 
balance 

FY 2002-03 
2nd quarter 
balance 

Zone 1 Parks and Recreation  
971,146 2,268,626 581,591 1,459,028 2,362,335 2,554,007 

Zone 2 Parks and Recreation  
144,106 1,063,148 182,360 572,947 816,667 960,681 

Zone 3 Parks and Recreation  
351,290 748,353 150,260 1,091,256 158,647 209,649 

Zone 1 Open Space  
146,128 411,413 100,272 256,430 401,383 436,137 

Zone 2 Open Space  
37,946 213,865 43,761 59,178 236,394 262,968 

Zone 3 Open Space  
89,257 131,643 48,563 20,609 248,854 258,206 

 
 

The majority of those funds shown as the “second quarter balance” are 
currently committed to projects for which they are eligible funding sources, 
even though they have not yet been legally encumbered. Commitment of funds 
to a project allows it to move into design and construction. 

 
Chapter 25 of the City Code that establishes the impact fee also requires 

that the City perform an annual review of the impact fee system, including 
revised estimates of the needs on which the actual fee is based. It was 
anticipated that this revision in estimates could trigger a revision of the level 
of service standards and thus a revision of the fee schedule.  The changes to 
the level of service standards recommended by this Master Plan—as well as 
Durham’s rapid growth rate in the past decade—should be examined in a new 
study of the costs associated with park and recreation facilities and the 
demands placed on facilities by new development to see whether or not the 
current impact fee level is still adequate. 

 
Many of the City’s parks and recreation projects in recent years have 

used impact fee funds for part of their costs.  It has become an important 
funding source, particularly as matching money for state and federal grants, 
since it has not been earmarked for specific projects during its initial collection 
as CIP or bond money generally is.  However, impact fee funding can legally 
only be used for new park and recreation facilities; it cannot be used for 
maintenance or to repair existing facilities, a pressing system need. 
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Recreation Dedication and Recreation Payment-in-lieu 
 
Dedication of land for recreation or payment-in-lieu of dedication is 

specifically associated in Durham’s current ordinance with the subdivision of 
land for new residential uses.  The existing Subdivision Ordinance for the City 
of Durham and Durham County includes Section 5M.  Recreation Land:  Parks, 
Open Space, Greenways and Railroad Corridors which requires several things of 
all subdivisions, under the general provision that each one must make 
“provisions for both active and passive recreation areas, including parks, 
greenways, and open space, consistent with City/County policies, plans, and 
regulations…All such land, dedicated or reserved, shall satisfy applicable 
City/County site suitability standards.” 

 
DPR has recommended that several issues concerning the recreation 

payment-in-lieu be considered in revisions of the Unified Development 
Ordinance: 
 

1. Given the clear authority in the City Charter (Section 92) to require 
dedications of recreation land of all residential developments (both 
subdivisions and non-subdivided multifamily developments), that 
inclusiveness needs to be made clear in the language of the 
Ordinance. 

 
2. The “applicable…site suitability standards with respect to location, 

accessibility, size, configuration, slope, etc.” that are required of 
dedications need to be clearly spelled out in the Ordinance. 

 
3. When it does not conflict with the City’s other goals of natural 

resource protection, the active recreation needs of the City’s 
residents would be served by a requirement that large residential 
developments (those with at least 50 dwelling units) must include a 
minimum of 20,000 square feet of their required open space as land 
that is relatively flat, well drained, grassy, and otherwise suited for 
use as a playing field.  

 
4. The current requirement of 575 square feet of land per dwelling unit 

as a dedication rate needs to be re-examined to see if it is still 
adequate given the City’s growth rate and open space/recreation 
level of service standards. 

 
5. Clear criteria need to be established jointly by the Planning 

Department and DPR as the basis for the decision of the “approving 
authority” as to whether an applicant in the development process 
should be required to make a dedication of land or a payment-in-lieu. 
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 The standard work sheet used by the Planning Department in calculating 
a developer’s payment-in-lieu is shown as Figure 8-5; that department also 
determines whether the payment-in-lieu or the dedication is required.  
 

Figure 8-5 
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 The payment-in-lieu fund is a clear system of ensuring equity between 
those developments required to dedicate actual land and those developments 
that are either unable to dedicate land or from whom the City cannot use a 
dedication.  However, the legal constraints on the use of payment-in-lieu funds 
require that they be spent “to serve the development or subdivision” paying 
them (NCGS 160A-372); thus payments cannot be combined into a single pool.  
To date, no funds have been spent from the recreation payments-in-lieu 
accumulated since 1988.  In part that reflects the relatively small amount in 
the fund over the past few years; in part it reflects DPR’s desire to spend down 
time-limited funds from impact fees and bonds before turning to these other 
sources.  As of June 2003, the total amount in the recreation payment-in-lieu 
account citywide is nearly $600,000. 
 

There are several potential ways to make better use of the recreation 
payment-in-lieu authority.  It might, for instance, serve the recreational needs 
of Durham citizens if more developers were required to construct recreation 
facilities on their sites (whether dedicated to the public or held privately for 
the development’s use) and fewer payments-in-lieu of dedication were 
accepted. It might be that very small, local recreation projects—perhaps 
nominated by a community under a program administered by the Durham Open 
Space and Trails Commission or the Recreation Advisory Commission—would be 
an effective way of distributing these funds.  It is the recommendation of this 
plan that possible revisions of the payment-in-lieu process be investigated 
jointly by DPR, the Planning Department, and the City Attorney’s office. 
 
 Table 8-2 is a summary of the payment-in-lieu funds through 2002 
(payment-in-lieu was established in FY 87-88) by the local districts in which 
those funds must be spent.  These districts are subsets of the existing impact 
fee zones, instituted by the Planning Department as part of the fee collection 
process to link the payment-in-lieu with smaller areas than impact fee zones 
and thus satisfy the legal requirements for its collection.   
 
 The map in Figure 8-6 shows the current payment-in-lieu districts. They 
are identified by the impact zone of which each is a subset and the major 
natural feature that each includes; their boundaries are as follows: 
 
 1A, New Hope Creek – NC 751 and County line 
 1B, Third Fork Creek – NC 147, Fayetteville Rd, NC 751, and I-40 
 1C, Northeast Creek – Fayetteville Rd., County line, and NC 147 
 2A, Little Lick Creek – I-85, NC 98, and County line 
 2B, Lick Creek – NC 98, NC 147, and County line 
 3A, Eno South – Eno River, NC 751, I-85, and County line 
 3B, Eno North – Eno River and County line 
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Table 8-2     City Recreation Payment-in-lieu Summary 
 
Recreation 
Service 
District 

Total 
from 
prior 
years 

FY  
97-98 

FY  
98-99 

FY  
99-00 

FY 
00-01 

FY  
01-02 

Available 

1a (New Hope  
      Creek) 

21,053 4,677 17,300 9,756 558 11,344 65,137 

1b (Third Fork  
      CreeK) 

39,141 --- 10,893 --- 7,295 --- 57,329 

1c (Northeast  
      Creek) 
 

5,828 16,336 7,663 32,220 1,955 9,146 73,148 

2a (Little Lick  
      Creek) 

28,790 --- --- 1,831 12,684 527 43,832 

2b (Lick  
     Creek) 
 

1,669 --- --- 8,518 11,536 19,162 40,885 

3a (Southern  
      Eno) 

20,058 3,174 --- 12,569 8,206 6,5061,966 45,971 

3b (Northern  
      Eno) 

1,685 --- 2,233 6,531 1,249 13,025 24,723 
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Zone 2A
Little Lick Creek

Zone 2B
Lick Creek

Zone 3A
Eno South
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Eno North

Zone 1C
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Creek
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Fork

Creek

Zone 1A
New Hope

Creek

Impact Fee Zones

Recreation 
Payment-in-lieu
Zones

1 0 1 2 Miles

Figure 8-6Recreation Payment-in-lieu Districts

Eno River

NC 98

NC 751 Fayetteville Rd.

I-40
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C. Other Funding Options 
 
 Partnerships 
 
 Partnerships can be a viable technique for creating more recreational 
facilities in a community.  Public, private, and non-profit agencies and 
organizations can all have a vested interest in providing leisure services of 
some sorts and can work to share resources to reach jointly-agreed upon goals.  
Partnerships can be created to fit different funding and responsibility levels—
everything from a simple Memorandum of Understanding with a volunteer 
organization to maintain a particular trail to a shared fiscal and management 
collaboration with some other public agency. 
 
 The City is currently in discussions with Durham County and the Durham 
Public Schools to work toward creating major shared-use facilities; those 
facilities would certainly save acquisition and development costs for all 
agencies and eliminate duplication of resources.   DPR has a long history of 
working with other organizations in its recreation and athletic programming, 
sharing costs and staff and providing facilities.  Some private foundations can 
provide significant funding support to help public facilities develop sooner than 
they would in the City’s own funding cycle; C. M. Herndon Park is an excellent 
example. 
 
 All of these types of partnerships need further exploration and 
expansion, and new types need to be developed.  Citizens who want increased 
leisure services understand that the public sector by itself may not be able to 
meet all their needs. Some possibilities that DPR is either currently developing 
or has plans to explore include the following: 
 

1. Adopt-a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail programs in which volunteer groups 
or neighborhoods support a public facility with maintenance help; 

 
2. Agreements between the City and non-profit organizations in which 

the City facilities support the goals and service audiences of specific 
groups (such as Boys and Girls Clubs and Scouts); 

 
3. Agreements between the City and non-profit or private organizations 

which want to develop specialized recreation facilities on City 
property and share the revenue (examples include such things as golf 
courses, marinas, campgrounds, daycare facilities, or conference 
centers); 

 
4. Private sector contracts for services currently provided by the City 

when those services can be obtained more economically (examples 
include such things as facility maintenance or marketing); and 
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5. Partnerships with health-related organizations for such facilities as 

fitness centers and therapeutic swimming pools. 
 

Any such partnerships, will, of course, have to be preceded by 
discussions on such essential issues as liability, cost-sharing, long-term rights, 
and a compatibility of missions and goals. 

 
Parks Foundation 
 
Durham has begun the process of establishing a foundation to support 

the City parks and recreation system; the foundation has been chartered as a 
501(c)3 non-profit by the NC Secretary of State.  What remains are naming 
board members and establishing organization by-laws.   A foundation will be 
able to assist the City in several types of fundraising strategies, from seeking 
individual gifts and endowments to applying for grant funding to holding land in 
a land trust for future development. 

 
Grants 
 
Durham has received significant grant assistance for park facility 

development from both State and Federal sources, including Federal ISTEA and 
TEA-21 (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act and Transportation 
Equity for the 21st Century Act) funds, State PARTF (Parks and Recreation Trust 
Fund) funds, and Federal UPARR (Urban Park and Recreation Recovery) funds.  
An additional potential source of funding for park land acquisition is the State’s 
Clean Water Management Trust Fund (CWMTF).  As those programs are re-
authorized by Congress or by the General Assembly, DPR will continue to apply 
for funding when applicable. 

 
Revenue-Generating Facilities 
 
Several of the facilities that DPR operates generate enough revenue to 

be essentially self-supporting—the Armory, Spruce Pine Lodge, and the DBAP, 
for example.  If the revenue from those facilities were invested back into 
maintenance and upgrades on those specific facilities, they would be self-
supporting and perhaps even profitable. With a marketing program and event-
planning for various of the park facilities, they could generate revenue for the 
whole DPR system. 

 
While the City never wants to increase user fees for basic parks facilities 

to the point that any user feels priced out of the system, new and upgraded 
facilities could be an occasion to increase user fees slightly for those facilities.  
Some cost recovery for high-end facilities:  recreation centers, aquatic centers, 
sports complexes, could enhance the whole system. 
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Public-Private Partnerships in Funding Opportunities 
 
Opportunities to supplement DPR’s operating budget by partnerships 

with private businesses are pursued now and could be pursued more 
aggressively in several areas: 

 
Sponsorships for products, events, programs, cause-related events, and 

in-kind  
sponsors 
 
Cost-sharing between DPR and private athletic organizations 
 
Advertising and licensing in programs and facilities and at events that 
DPR provides 
 
Increased marketing for development and funding of specialized 
facilities to potential user groups. 
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