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Agenda Item #II


PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION MEETING

MINUTES, DECEMBER 13, 2011

Commission Present:  Ewing, Pearson, Hanson, Kaplan and Bossange  

Staff Present:  Steinbach, Young, Francis, Roach, Leugers and Putzier

The meeting was convened at 4:45pm by Commission Chair Hanson.
I.  Approval of Agenda

Motion to approve the agenda by Bossange/Ewing with the amendment to switch items VA. Protocol for Commission Meetings with item IVA. Report on Status of Appletree Park Project. Motion carried.
II.  Approval of Minutes

Motion to approve the minutes of the November 15, 2011 meeting by Bossange/Pearson. Motion carried.
III.  Public Forum

Tim Jarvis, Burlington resident spoke about the Penny for Parks funding and what he believed to be the intent for the money. He asked if the penny for parks monies was a supplement from the general fund, questioned how many park projects would get completed this year with the allocated funds and if the money was not used if it would be carried over into the next fiscal year.
VA.  Protocol for Commission Meetings (moved up)

Hanson suggested if items on the Commission agenda need to be voted on that a process be put in place prior to the meeting as well as a formal vote, with the results on the record with the vote results. 

Ewing said that he would like to be very clear on specific actions and have them reflected in the minutes. He would like to see motions made at the meetings to reflect action. Bossange agreed and suggested if something is not on the agenda as an item if a list of action items could be listed prior to the meeting. He also requested to define what an action item would be so it could be anticipated prior to the meeting.

Hanson was concerned that the public may want to be informed prior to the meetings and would not like the agenda to be misleading. If an item was not originally an action item she suggested the Commission call Putzier after receiving the agenda to notify to change to an action item, and post the agenda accordingly or the Commission could suggest making an action item and address at the following meeting.

Ewing said he had a conversation with other Commissioners about meetings in general and the length of them and how to make them more productive and suggested creating a consent agenda that could be discussed between the Chair of the Commission and the Director prior to the agenda assembly.

Pearson was not in favor of having a consent agenda. He did not want to lose some of the filter and would prefer to stay on topic and to a time limit for each item.

Kaplan was still not quite sure what items required the approval or vote of the Commission and would like to have a retreat to come to terms with what the role is of the Commission and include the City Attorney’s Office in the discussion.

Ewing felt there was not a lot of clarity on what the role of the Commission was, and was in agreement of having a special session to come to terms with what the role is.

City Attorney, Gregg Meyer said he would look into Roberts Rules and what applies and had recently done research on the role of the Commission and stated that it was an important role at one time but had been reduced to an advisory role to the City Council and he would research more and be happy to attend a meeting in the very near future.

Kaplan asked to add a discussion of the use of emails for making decisions between the Commission and the Director as a topic to the meeting with the Commission and the City Attorney.

Hanson stated there would be further discussion on setting a date for this meeting at the next Commission meeting and all were in favor and also asked how other Commissioners felt about having public forum at 5:30pm instead of 5:05pm in the future and all Commissioners were in favor.
IVB.  Act 250 Waterfront Appeal and Complaint of Violation

City Attorney Gregg Meyer stated that the City is involved in a civil action suit and if the Commission would like to discuss the specifics of that they would have to go into executive session.

With that said Meyer gave some background on the Act 250 Waterfront permit and its definition by the City. Stating the permit is to manage events that occur on the waterfront and the appellants’ argument was that the permit allowed up to 27 events to happen between May 27 through September 15. The City has interpreted the permit to mean during the busy summer season between May 27 to September 15; events during this time period required more attention to those permit details but in the winter it was not a problem to operate as it has with the events that have been conducted on the waterfront in the off season. 

During the summer two events put neighbors particularly on edge and the City has since been working on terms to try to come to an agreement on these two events (the Nor’ Easter and the Triathlon.) It is the City’s position that it has been operating within the requirements and intent of the permit, whereas the residents feel the City is in violation.
In addition to the question of the original permit the Waterfront North parcel of land and the Moran facility were not included in the original development permit as they were not connected to the park at the time. After a few larger events during the summer the majority of the appellants focused on the Waterfront North development and felt this may be a way to deal with the additional situation and filed an appeal to the Burlington DRB. The City is currently only dealing with the initial appeal. The final piece of the process is the Act 250 office made a determination that Waterfront North was not covered by Act 250 and requested a jurisdictional opinion. Currently the Attorney’s Office is working through all three pieces of the process.

Ewing asked if the people filing the appeal where immediate neighbors and if all parties were known and was told that there were 47 named appellants and they are still trying to identify all parties but the underlying core represents Lakeview Terrace and Lake Street.

Hanson asked what the legal justification is that Act 250 does not apply to Waterfront North and the permit that is already obtained and Meyer said that it is a question of interpretation and initially it was determined separate in nature but now saying it should be under Act 250 permit.
Ewing said it has been discussed to seek an amendment to the permit; Meyer noted that the City did not feel it violated the permit but desire to reorganize events or update the permit in general and have had discussion to consider updating the permit and requesting discussions. 
Attorney Meyer said if the determination stays the same by the District Environmental Commission for the Act 250 permit the City will seek to withdraw any enforcement context but if additional parcels are deemed part of the parcel it would need to be evaluated further.

Hanson asked if this would impact any other events scheduled and Attorney Meyer said fireworks on New Years Eve and the Winter Festival/Penguin Plunge were but he said it was his belief that the neighbors do not want to cancel these events so long as the City is cognizant of what they are doing.

Attorney Meyer said the next steps are to hear jurisdictional judgment on the parcel of the Moran property.

Kaplan asked if this would impact summer operational events and Attorney Meyer said neighbors would not necessarily say that but some elements of the permit need to be discussed and worked out prior to the events and get back to conforming in detail the conditions of the permit.

Steinbach stated that a Commissioner was required to sit on the special event review committee and the department is going to move forward with convening this meeting near the end of December and asked if a Commissioner would like to attend this meeting. Kaplan volunteered to be the representative from the Commission.

IVA.  Report on Status of Appletree Park Project
Steinbach stated she had a very good meeting yesterday with residents discussing the status of money that had been allocated to this project. The basis is that there was only $100,000 allocated to the project and initial estimates for full replacement of all three courts could approach $225,000. The Department met with a team of residents to let them know what the status was and to allow for feedback and suggestions. 
A contingency to make improvements to the playground was also discussed.  Steinbach stated that since conversation among the public has already been occurring that talking directly with the most affected neighbors seems a good way to start communications with this project.  It could be a model for other Penny for Parks items and affords a step-back to be inclusive to see what could be accomplished with the funds. 

Francis said she would get back to the group with some alternative detailed estimates,  and the residents were going to take information back to the neighborhood and get more feedback and bring to staff with a list of suggestions/recommendations.

Kaplan said the meeting consisted of Commissioners, staff and two people who were representing a Housing Association. She asked if Roach and Francis could put together a list of what projects would be possible with the allocated money and what it would get them. Overall Kaplan thought the tone of the meeting was very good. Kaplan further mentioned that the tennis courts actually get a lot of use and discussions continued on this at that meeting as well as what could be done in the short term. Bob Rivers had come back with some suggestions of the things that could be done to make the courts nicely playable and requested staff get back to them with a response on the possibilities of accomplishing them.
Pearson asked if the whole $100,000 would accomplish the needs and was told it was not clear.

Kaplan asked if USTA could provide funding and Roach said absolutely it could be submitted as a request but a lot of projects need to be detailed and questioned if this was the best way to spend the money on the many projects that need to be dealt with and what would the total investment would end up being.

Discussion continued about what path to go down in terms of making better investments and taking the time to develop with a comprehensive master plan rather than tossing money after an undefined long-term plan. 
Pearson does not want to see Penny for Parks money be invested in working on a master plan for the Parks system and Hanson asked if other city funds could be available and what it might cost. Steinbach said that depending on how well developed the plan was it could cost up to $350,000 and perhaps might be developed for as little as $100,000. Perhaps the department could take advantage of firm expansion into New England, and that Burlington generally sits in a strong position to benefit from that. Steinbach noted that sometimes departments can save funds by doing some of the work in-house; however the current staff capacity is maximized and can’t currently take on more.
VB.  FY13 Budget Preparations
Steinbach said the Department is in preparation of the FY13 budget and given very short time in which to do so, read some highlights of the directions all departments were given;
This years FY13 proposal is to develop current level of net funding inclusive of personnel funds and benefit costs and in presenting budget need to accommodate 3.5 percent cola for employees and benefits costs, which would be approximately 5% increase. In some cases the increase could be greater. It would be a challenge to process all of the detail and come forward with decrease to expenses or increase in revenues. She said the Department has to be very careful in projections especially since only half way through this fiscal year.
Staff is being very careful and conservative in presenting new revenues for reduction. Will need to be prepared to speak about reduction of level of service and encapsulate costs of projects and programs, which is difficult to do. Steinbach mentioned in October a Penny for Parks process was discussed and if staff has to submit the budget forth tomorrow it would put a large problem on getting input for the Penny for Parks budget. However Steinbach said a final project list will be put forth for review and will be made available for all to see.

Pearson asked if the department could hold on to the two positions that were kept in the budget and Young stated that the Department had maintained some reorganization money and half a position for a Maintenance position that was vacant.

Pearson also asked about the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) budget and why the department would want a separate one and Roach said a criteria is developed and how it is weighted is what makes the difference and gives higher score toward accessibility, safety and would weight equal but the CIP does not score expansion projects as highly and we have several of those projects that are needed and if it was felt an expansion project was important would not have a funding source that would show that, the same would be scored lower.

Bossange asked if the Commission could get a draft of the final budget that goes out so they may answer any questions the public may have.

VI.  Staff Report Melissa Young, Arena Manager
Young welcomed the Commission to Leddy Park Arena and gave an overview of who she is and who the staff are and what they do. The staff consists of Young, Knauer, Jennings, Lapointe, Ledoux, Gennings, Bajuk, Lavigne and up to 50 seasonal staff. She stated what each did and added that basically the Arena rents a lot of ice to users and manages the use of the facility. 
She stated that she had an outstanding staff with a great collaborative team spirit, who are dedicated, skilled, organized staff with strong customer service skills.  One of the most recent accomplishments is the addition of a second Glades Junior Hockey Team. 
Some of the challenges at the Arena are back-up support for maintenance staff, downturn in business in all areas, decline in youth hockey participation, competition from other rinks, ice scheduling during shoulder seasons, shared equipment shared and an old facility with old equipment.
Items that would be helpful for staff would be small tractor for snow removal, viewing area in snack bar, restroom renovations, improved exterior lighting, energy efficient lighting on studio rink and repave/grade the parking lot.
VII.  Director’s Items
Steinbach thanked the Commission on behalf of the entire Department for there heartfelt support of the staff with there contribution.
Steinbach opened the floor for any questions and nobody had any.
VIII.  Commissioner’s Items

None
IX. Adjournment 

Motion to adjourn at 6:45pm by Kaplan/Pearson, motion carried.
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