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CITY OF ANN ARBOR — PARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
May 15, 2007

The regular meeting of the Parks Advisory Commission was held on Tuesday, May 15,
2007 at 4:08 p.m. in the Council Chambers located in City Hall, 100 N. Fifth Avenue, Ann
Arbor, Michigan.

l. The meeting was called to order at 4:10 p.m. by Chair, L. Berauer.

1. Roll Call:

Members Present: (8) L. Berauer, B. Macomber, S. Offen, D. Barrett
T. Berla, J. Lawter, G. Nystuen, S. Rosencrans

Ex-Officio Members Present: (1) R. Johnson, S. Kunselman (arrived at 5:33 p.m.)

Ex- Officio Members Absent: 0) None.

Members Absent: 0) None.

Staff Present: (8) C. Smith, A. Kuras, K. C. Bemish, D. Borneman
T. Crawford, D. Thompson, K. Henderson
L. Bowen

PUBLIC COMMENTARY - AGENDA ITEMS (3 Minutes per Speaker)

Dan Pugh spoke on the off-Leash Dog Parks.
Harvey Caplan spoke on the General Fund Parks budget.

A - APPROVAL OF MINUTES

SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS —

B - UNFINISHED BUSINESS

B-1 Park Security

L. Berauer moved, supported by G. Nystuen to open discussion regarding the Resolution addressing
Park Security.

S. Offen read the Resolution regarding safety and security needs in the parks:
Resolution on Safety and Security Needs within the Ann Arbor Parks

Whereas, the Parks Maintenance Task Force Report of March 23, 2005, indicated that over
85% of Ann Arbor residents feel very safe or somewhat safe in the City’s parks;

Whereas, personal safety and security were concerns mentioned by participants in the series of
public meetings held by the Parks Advisory Commission during 2006;

Whereas, according to information provided by the Ann Arbor Police Department there has been a
steady level of requests for service in the parks and appreciable increases in only a few categories
during the past three years;



Whereas, according to information provided by the Ann Arbor Police Department
incidents in specific parks have not changed substantially during the past three years;

Whereas, the Ann Arbor Police Department has been very responsive to the requests for service
over the past several years;

Resolved, the Parks Advisory Commission acknowledges that personal safety and security
must remain a priority for parks operations;

Resolved, there is no urgency to establish a police presence in Ann Arbor Parks and that the
current level of service should be sustained.

Resolved, the Parks Advisory Commission should work with Community Services and Safety
Services Administration to create a plan to efficiently and effectively address the public’s
concerns and implement this plan by April 1, 2008.
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G. Nystuen expressed support for this resolution. She believed there were many questions that had not been
dealt with and that the City was not ready to proceed with a new security plan when parks were operating
smoothly. There were things to work on, she agreed, but there was no urgency to suddenly try this new program.
She expressed a need to think about it and get further assessment of what the needs are for each area of the
parks. She expressed that there is not an urgency to implement a program for Public Safety to patrol the Parks.

T Berla was sympathetic to this. One of things he thought was a problem was the process that was used in
that he felt it jumped over a few steps. What he thought should take place was to start the planning
process by saying that there was a problem and that there was a need for discussion and development of a
document that clearly states the problems. Then when that was established, the next step would have
been to develop a number of alternatives to talk about. This resolution says that while there is a problem,
there is not an immediate pressing problem that has to be dealt with. Berla indicated that it sounded as if
Jayne Miller had stated at a meeting last night that she was coming from different perspective, seeing this
as a very important problem. Miller indicated that this is one of the priorities that the millage is designed to
address. He said these were different viewpoints, quite separate from the actual solution.

He indicated that it seems to him that steps should have been taken to provide a more clear understanding
of what an enhanced security program was designed to address and then Staff and PAC and Council could
talk about whether the police pilot is the best solution or whether other alternatives would be better.
Specifically, these alternatives could have been to have more park rangers instead of a single ranger.
Another alternative could have been to establish a patrol supervisor permanent position and then have
temporary employees who did the patrolling. It could also be considered as to whether there is a need for a
seasonal position. Another alternative might have been to have safety services provide services similar to
that of a private security firm or another governmental agency (County sheriffs do the same thing under
contract). Had the City developed specific criteria for a new security program, PAC would have been
looking at a list of different alternatives and would have been able to discuss what could be achieved with
the $250,000, and make other comparisons and could have exercised some flexibility.

Berla stated that he believed this police program was intended to establish more patrolling in the parks. He
feels that this is premature. Also, something was mentioned last night that he was not aware of, that if we
go ahead with the security services plan as proposed, then the police dept will not have to lay off any police
officers and if we don't, it was unclear whether there would be any layoffs. He thought this was interesting
because what he was here to do was to make sure that the money that the voters have approved for parks
is used as cost effectively as possible for the parks. He suggested that implementation of a Park Security
plan be postponed.

L. Berauer agreed that the process described by Berla was the one that ideally should have been followed.
However, reading the resolution on the table, she believes this resolution would accommodate exactly such
a process. The resolution states that Park Community Services, Safety Services, and PAC should work
together over the next year to develop a plan to efficiently and effectively address the public’'s concerns and
implement this plan by April 2008. The process of needs assessment, generation of options, and
community input outlined by Berla should be followed in the development of such a plan.



T. Berla agreed. He questioned if approving this resolution meant that PAC was recommending that
$250,000 from the millage be used for another park purpose.

L. Berauer stated that there was a separate resolution that would be brought forward later in this meeting
that addressed this issue of what to do with the millage funds earmarked for park security if they are not
used for contracting with the police.

S. Offen stated that part of the discussion when the PAC ad hoc committee convened to develop this
resolution was to consider whether park patrol could be handled differently in specific parks. The ad hoc
group met and determined that there is no urgency to do anything with the safety and security issues and
no cause to spend $250,000 on a program that had many elements out of place. The ad hoc group thought
there were concerns regarding violations of ordinances such as dogs off leash and mountain bikes, but
there were no critical issues to raise park security to the level of urgency or crisis. He thought the police
were doing a good job and are dealing with current issues.

S. Rosencrans said that it was his understanding that Councilmember Teall requested data on the number
of incidents that had occurred in the parks over the past couple of years that required police presence or
assistance. He wondered if this information could be provided, as he believed it would be helpful.

L. Berauer said this was requested and it had been received.

G. Nystuen said there was additional information that was requested but had not been received, and this
was the source of the calls to which police responded. She said it seemed that the police have responded
when assistance was requested. There were just over 600 responses in 2004, just under 600 responses in
2005, and a little over 600 responses in 2006. Nothing stood out as being unusual. She indicated that
almost 70% of the incidents occurred in 15-18 parks. There were many parks that did not have calls during
this period.

D. Barrett expressed confusion in that this pilot program was presented to PAC by the City, and therefore
the City must have perceived that the project should be budgeted.

L. Berauer stated that as the list of services to be provided under the new millage was developed, an
elaborate process was undertaken to determine what the millage funds could be used for and what should
be accommodated through the general fund. Parks security was identified as one of the items that could be
funded through the millage but how that was to be accomplished was not mentioned and certainly the idea
of providing funds to the police for this purpose was not discussed. When parks staff was developing the
new FY budget, they decided that the expense of the current park ranger was high based on the services
provided and that enhanced safety services could be provided by contracting with the police.

D. Barrett stated that his perceptions of the PAC deliberations were that some PAC members felt that
having police presence in the parks would represent something they did not want, and others, himself
included, who would feel that this might be helpful for City parks where there were serious violations. He
said this was subjective, as he looked at the data and saw that violent crimes rates were up. Barrett stated
that he was more concerned about this than other PAC members. When he read this resolution, it seemed
to him that it would be another year and then another year and then another year. He was more prone to
implement park security at this time.

J. Lawter stated that he was not opposed in theory to the police being contracted for additional park
security, especially since they currently provide service for special events; however, he did feel that the
contract as proposed was open-ended and that, particularly since park staff seem to know exactly what the
problems were, he would be more in favor of approving a structured plan with some alternatives that would
address the specific problems.

L. Berauer asked if Lawter was proposing an amendment to the resolution or whether his concerns can be
addressed within the parameters of the resolution as written.

J. Lawter felt his concerns are addressed by the resolution as written.

S. Offen stated that one of the reasons he drafted this resolution was because the staff has not developed
a plan for a security effort that would begin July 1. He said there have been good discussions, but no plan
had been presented. Offen emphasized that his proposal is to develop specific ideas of what could be

done with $250,000 and here is how the officers and other employees would be deployed to provide safety
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for the parks. In the absence of a plan, he was hesitant to begin a pilot. He thought that development of
the parameters for the pilot after the pilot's approval is too late. He was also concerned with the information
at the Council work session last night. If the police did not get the $250,000, police would have to lay off
some officers, which implied to him that in order to maintain the same level of service to the rest of the City,
the police need this pilot funding. He did not see how the police could supply $250,000 of additional service
and not hurt the rest of the City services.

D. Barrett stated that it was his perception based on comments from the Police Chief that the services may
not cost $250,000, and that services could be on a month-to-month basis. This did not mean that this
should or should not be approved, but he said the Police Chief was very clear that the amount of funding
was not absolute.

L. Berauer stated she supported the Resolution and did not believe that millage funds should be used for
security services in the form of police contracts and that doing so is a bad precedent, and thought no such
decision should be made without a public hearing since it was not made explicit when presenting the
millage guidelines to the public prior to the vote for the ballot proposal.

B. Macomber expressed support for the Resolution for the reasons already stated. She believed the City has
heard from the public that they want increased patrols and security in the parks. She believed that the during the
public hearing process for the millage proposals, people were thinking additional rangers and that they did not
have in mind that some of the money would be transferred to another department. She believed that transferring
millage money to another department was not a good precedent to set. Although she thought increased security
needed to be addressed, it should be done with general fund and not millage money. One point that she did not
think has been expressed at last night's working session was that Community Standards officers cost about $30
an hour as opposed to $50 per hour for a police officer. It seemed as though most of problems identified in parks
were code violations, therefore, Community Standards staff would be adequate for the job at a reduced cost.
She thought that the public’s preference would not have been to transfer costs for increased security services
from the general fund to the millage and security services should be provided from the General Fund.

Tom Crawford, the City’s Chief Financial Officer, stated that Community Standards personnel do not have
the authority to require someone to show identification. Effective ordinance enforcement, such as off-leash
dogs, would have to be done by an official police officer. We’'ve not had any tickets written by our ranger.
Community Standards people cannot compel someone to give identification; they can look and see that
there is a violation but they can’t require someone to present identification. This is not a transfer of money
to another department; this is a payment for a contractual service. This is not about giving police $250,000.
If you don’t want the police services, you can get the park security services from somewhere else. Council
will find a way to deal with the $250,000 problem. What the Chief was trying to indicate was that you will be
hard pressed to find a more effective solution than the police department because they are a huge team.
There is not really another force that is out there that can provide the level of response and have the
enforcement powers that they do. The reason it made it into the recommended budget was because the
City Administrator has a responsibility to provide Council with his opinion, his recommended budget to
Council, and in his opinion, this was a good solution. You’re going through the right process to question the
recommendation. It's normal process for the Administrator to present his recommendations for discussion.

B Macomber said she thought that the Chief had stated at the last PAC meeting that Community
Standards officers could ask for identification and had enforcement ability.

L Berauer said her understanding was also that they can request identification, but that they had no power
to require someone to show identification if the person refuses.

Deputy Chief Bazick responded to questions about community standards officers and provided
clarification of the scope of authority for community standards officers. He indicated that a community
standards officer can ask for a personal identification from an individual, but the validity of the identification
could not be verified. The difference between a non-sworn enforcement person and a sworn police officer
is that if there were a question about the validity of that identification. The police don't typically ask for
identification unless there is a violation they're dealing with. Ultimately a police officer can handle it under
refusal to identify until they're satisfied since they have broader enforcement powers.

S Offen asked if a Community Standards officer saw someone in the park with an off-leash dog, could they
ask for a piece of identification, such a license, so they could write a ticket.
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Deputy Chief Bazick responded that Community Standards officers could ask but could be refused. At
that point they would have to decide whether or not it seemed credible before citing them.

T Berla stated that he believes the police would be the best people to have patrolling and believes they do
a great job and if money were no object would say give them lots of money and have lots of police officers
because they will do the best job and because for all of the reasons discussed, they can do the best job, but
that’s not the case. The money is important and the only objection he has is the question of whether this is
the most cost effective way to provide the needed service and he doesn’t know what that the answer is, but
feels that spending this much money when he doesn’t know the answer doesn’t seem a like a good idea.
He personally doesn’t feel bad about the decision to contract for additional services from the police without
having public hearings because these PAC meetings are public meetings, this has been discussed for the
past 3 meetings, and it's on the front page of the paper. But he doesn’t know if this is the most cost
effective and he doesn’t know how to find out. His suggestion is to use a substantially smaller amount of
money to get the patrols going between now and April to just have some eyes in the park with a cell phone,
is there a way to do that? He feels that would be the smallest and least expensive step that could be done
to address the problem without taking the bigger step. He asked Jayne, Christen, Tom what their response
was to the resolution.

Karla Henderson provided a summary of the Park Ranger’s authority. They want to do something about
the parks now and the new Millage takes effect July 1 which is why they thought it was a great time to make
the changes rather than waiting another year. When street maintenance paves a parking lot, that is a use
of Millage funds by another City department, it is done, but not with police before. They would like to try it
as a pilot at a cost of approximately $77,000 for July-September, see what happens, come back with the
data and look at it at that point.

T. Crawford clarified the difference between a department transfer and a contract explaining that the
transfer would be something that is included in the budget. The contract is literally a contract for specific
services and specific time. He believes the concerns about terminating the contract would be addressed in
the contract.

There was a question about the hourly rate of the agreement.

Deputy Chief Bazick stated that a previous hand-out included an hourly breakdown based on the average
cost of average salary, benefits, radio, and vehicle costs. They have been trying to develop a clear hourly

cost for a police service unit. It's not just about this forum, it's about police services provided in general for
police officer activity time.

G Nystuen asked whether the animal control officer has the power of the police or Community Standards.
She also asked if there have been any other contracts within the City prior to this proposal.

Deputy Chief Bazick stated that it is a civilian employee, the same as a Community Standards officer, not
a sworn police officer. There have not been any other contracts within the City prior to this proposal. The
largest has been a contract with the UM Athletic Department for the football games. Contracts have been
discussed over the past couple of years including critical infrastructure after 911 where there was a lot of
additional patrols of water plants, wastewater facilities and other high risk areas that would be critical to
public safety infrastructure. It's a more transparent way of showing the taxpayers what you're doing with
their tax dollars. This the first attempt as a police department to work under a contract for service that is
specifically dedicated and defined as a service level agreement.

D. Barrett proposed an amendment, supported by S. Rosencrans, to propose a 3-month agreement for
police presence in the parks at a cost of $77,000, and then look to see if the park security services are
valuable and what would be the criteria to evaluate it. The pieces are in place, it's not a money grab. What
Tom is telling them is that this is not $250,000, this is $77,000. Tom Crawford will present to PAC a
financial review of the police contract services after the initial 3 months of service.

There was a question about what would happen if PAC approves this and Council will approve a yearly
budget and if PAC says they want a 3 month service, can PAC recommend to either stop it or continue it or
increase it? How can that work in the context of the budget? PAC is concerned that at the end of the 3
months there would be a lot of pressure to continue the program since discontinuing it would be such a
disruption.
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T Crawford answered that if it's discontinued at the end of 3 months, the Chief would be asked to find other
cost offsets for the year. Frequently people who retire are not replaced for a couple of months, saving
some money. There are lots of ways to recover some funds but that large a gap would be a little difficult to
cover and the Chief would probably struggle but would have to find a way.

L Berauer expressed her concern that when the contract is expiring and coming up for renewal, the
alternatives presented to PAC and Council would be either to renew funding the police contract with park
millage funds or lay off a police officer, and she does not think that is a fair burden to place on the park
millage funds. There would be great pressure to renew the contract to save a police officer’s job, and the
decision would likely be made on those grounds alone, and not according to predefined criteria of cost
effectiveness and what is best for parks. That is not a fair burden to put on the park millage funds.

S Offen asked what would happen if they do choose to end the contract after 3 months and $77,000, what
could be done with the balance of the Millage money that was originally budgeted? Would the full $250,000
be budgeted as a contract payment and then if it were decided to end it partially through the year, what
happens to the balance of the money, or would only the $77,000 be budgeted?

T Crawford answered that PAC could recommend that they only want to do a 3 month contract, Council
can tell PAC to go ahead with the 3 months. It may be that an officer will have to be laid off during the year,
it may be something else. PAC is authorized to spend the extra money on anything that is authorized in the
Millage.

S Rosencrans stated that he is more inclined to support the resolution with the amendment because he
believes that gives PAC an opportunity to show that they are being proactive toward public safety and also
provides an additional opportunity to collect the information they’re looking for.

S Offen stated he would not support the amendment to go forward with a three-month agreement with
police for security, because the way he drafted his original resolution was that we don’t assume there is any
one right way to provide security and by contracting with the City police, we assume it’s the best alternative
immediately. We don’t know if there’s a better alternative. There is a funding mechanism in one of the later
resolutions that will allow this to happen if we want it to happen.

T Crawford clarified that PAC is an advisory board, Council has the final decision.

L. Berauer asked the Commission to vote on the amendment proposed by D Barrett to contract the police
for 3 months at a cost of $77,000 to be used as a test pilot.

The vote on the amendment was as follows:
Ayes: (2) D. Barrett, S. Rosencrans
Nays: (6) L. Berauer, B. Macomber, S. Offen, G. Nystuen, T. Berla, J. Lawter
Absent: (0) None.
Amendment failed 6-2.
L. Berauer asked the Commission to vote on the original Resolution.
Resolution on Safety and Security Needs within the Ann Arbor Parks

Whereas, the Parks Maintenance Task Force Report of March 23, 2005, indicated that over 85% of
Ann Arbor residents feel very safe or somewhat safe in the City’s parks;

Whereas, personal safety and security were concerns mentioned by participants in the series of
public meetings held by the Parks Advisory Commission during 2006;

Whereas, according to information provided by the Ann Arbor Police Department there has been a
steady level of requests for service in the parks and appreciable increases in only a few categories
during the past three years;
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Whereas, according to information provided by the Ann Arbor Police Department
incidents in specific parks have not changed substantially during the past three years;

Whereas, the Ann Arbor Police Department has been very responsive to the requests for service
over the past several years;

Resolved, the Parks Advisory Commission acknowledges that personal safety and security
must remain a priority for parks operations;

Resolved, there is no urgency to establish a police presence in Ann Arbor Parks and that the
current level of service should be sustained.

Resolved, the Parks Advisory Commission should work with Community Services and Safety
Services Administration to create a plan to efficiently and effectively address the public’s
concerns and implement this plan by April 1, 2008.
May 15, 2007

The vote was as follows:

Ayes: (6) L. Berauer, B. Macomber, S. Offen, G. Nystuen, T. Berla, J. Lawter

Nays: (2) D. Barrett, S. Rosencrans

Absent: 0 None.

Resolution passed 6-2.

B-2 FY 2007/2008 and FY 2008/2009 Financial Plan

L. Berauer moved, supported by D. Barret, to open discussion on the Resolution on General Fund
Allocation to Parks and Recreation for 2007-2008

L Berauer asked B Macomber to read the salient points of the resolution
B Macomber read from the following resolution:
Resolution on General Fund Allocation to Parks and Recreation for 2007-2008

Whereas, on October 3, 2006, the city Council unanimously approved a resolution setting forth a
policy with regard to Parks funding, in the event that the proposed Park Maintenance and Capital
Improvements Millage was approved by the voters, stating that “City Council wants to inform the
voters of the manner in which it intends to oversee the administration of the consolidated millage if the
proposed millage is approved by the voters”;

Whereas, A Park Maintenance and Capital Improvements Millage Administration Policy was
developed that included, in part:

Resolved, That City Council adopt the following policy guidelines for the Park Maintenance and
Capital Improvements Millage:

If future reductions are necessary in the City’s general fund budget, during any of the six years of this
millage, beginning with Fiscal year 2007-2008, the general fund budget supporting the parks and
recreation system for that year will be reduced by a percentage no greater than the average
percentage reduction of the total City general fund budget;

If future increases occur in the City’s general fund budget during any of the six years of this millage,
beginning with Fiscal Year 2007-2008, the general fund budget supporting the parks and recreation
system for that year will be increased at the same rate as the average percentage increase of the total
City general fund budget.



430

Whereas, The Park Maintenance and Capital Improvements Millage was approved by the voters at
the election of November 7, 2006;

Whereas, The City General Fund expenditure for 2006-2007 is estimated to be $78,590,829 and the
Proposed Budget for 2007-2008 projects a total General fund expenditure of $80,590,829, an
increase of 2.2%.

Whereas, the estimated expenditures for Parks and Recreation for 2006-2007 will be $6,568,846,
including expenditures by Community Services and Public Services, and the projected General Fund
allocation to Parks and Recreation in the Proposed Budget for 2007-2008 is $6,074,460, a decrease
of 7.5%.

Whereas, Under the policy guidelines of City Council, the projected Parks and Recreation budget for
2007-2008 should increase by 2.2%, in line with the General Fund percentage increase, to
$6,713,360, representing a difference in 2007-2008 of $638,900;

Whereas, the City’s Chief Financial Officer, states the generally accepted method of calculating City
department general fund increases and decreases takes in to account the projected rate of inflation of
specific expenses, especially personnel costs, referred to as Method #2 (see attached memo from the
CFO dated May 9, 2007), and which accounts for the apparent decrease in the projected Parks and
Recreation 2007-2008 general fund budget;

Whereas the Parks Advisory Commission agrees that Method #2 accounting practice is sound but
was not specified in the City Council resolution of October 6, 2006;

Whereas the Parks Advisory Commission believes that the City needs to keep faith with its voters who
went through a public meeting process around the proposed millage that did not include information
on Method #2 calculation of department General Fund allotments;

Whereas, The Parks Advisory Commission believes that requiring the City to provide an additional
$638,900 into the Parks & Recreation budget for 2007-08 would cause undue hardship on other City
services;

RESOLVED, The Parks Advisory Commission recommends that the general fund allocation to the
Parks & Recreation budget for 2007-08 will increase by one-half of that $638,900 or $319,450 for
2007-08;

RESOLVED, The Parks Advisory Commission recommends that City Council amend the October 6,
2006 resolution to include language clarifying that Method 2 will be used to calculate compliance with
this resolution in future budget years starting with 2008-09;

RESOLVED, That if the plan in the 2007-08 budget to transfer $250,000 of Millage funds to Safety
Services to provide security patrols in City parks is not approved, then $250,000 of the $319,450
additional general fund allocation to Parks & Recreation contained in this resolution will be used to
fund this plan to ensure current levels of Safety Services in the City and additional security patrols in
its parks.

May 15, 2007

T Crawford commented in the recommendation in this resolution that if the $250,000 from the millage is not
spent on security, that the cost of security come from the general funds. Council guidelines when the
Millage was set up do not provide that. Any security costs for parks must come from the Millage. When the
Millage was adopted, one of the guidelines set up for how it would work was that the Millage would include
funding for security in parks. The level of service if the contracts are not approved would stay at what it is.

J Miller stated that the funding distribution guidelines developed stated that parks security staffing,
vandalism, repair, and maintenance can only be funded out the Millage.

T Crawford explained that using Method 1, if a certain amount is spent one year, that amount will go up the
following year by the same percentage as the whole general fund, with the result that that method will divert
funds from other areas of the City into Parks, causing the Parks budget to grow and the rest of the City
budget to shrink. When we look at what expenditures are required to do the same level of work from 07 to
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08, Method 2 takes into account the fact that the same level of work costs more for the police than it does
for Parks because police expenditures are mainly made up of costs that have a high inflation rate. Parks
has a lower percentage of costs with a higher inflation rate. Those items with a higher inflation rate are
primarily employee benefits.

If the goal of Council’s intent resolution as passed was to say that the parks system should be treated
equally with everything else in the general fund, Method 2 does that from an economic perspective. If you
use Method 1, you will be diverting funds, economically penalizing, other departments and rewarding Parks.
Method 2 has been used by the City in creating their annual budget at least since the time Roger Fraser
has been here (4-5 years ago). During the time that the reductions have occurred in the City, that's how it
has been used. In prior years when the target came out, and a 7% reduction was necessary, police was
favored and they only had to do 2 %%, Parks had to do 7-7 %%, but so did everyone else in the general
fund — Parks was treated like everyone else in the general fund except Police. The only difference is that
parks could cut costs and increase revenue so that their cuts were not as much. What has been
challenged most by the cuts have been general fund categories (excluding parks and police), then parks,
then police.

B Johnson stated that he didn't realize that one of the reasons the Parks budget was cut is because Parks
is being penalized for a reduction in its fee intake. If Parks takes in less revenue in fees this year, then the
budget is cut. It's very hard to explain this to the public.

T Berla stated that his take is that there is an agreement with the public that the Millage will not be
increased and then divert the money over to other departments — that is unacceptable to everyone.
$100,000 of the $600,000 has to do with the difference in accounting methods. Gross vs net budget.
Some of the $600,000 is because the Leslie Science Center revenue doesn't go into or out of the general
fund, not a cut, just an accounting thing. Biggest revenue reduction was Rec & Ed. Revenue was reduced
because fees were raised so high that usage was down. Not sure if the intent of B Johnson'’s resolution
was to say that if revenues are off, that the general fund should step in with more money to compensate.

B Johnson believes that Parks needs a certain amount of money to operate and that should be
independent of the fees. Fees should not be a consideration.

T Crawford stated that the 07 general fund Parks budget was $6.7 million. 5% inflation for keeping current
activities. % depends on the economic structure of the organization. To continue the same activities
different areas have a different average rate of inflation. $7.064 million was increase to Parks. Total
revenue in general fund vs all projects was 7% short. Everyone was told to cut 7%. If you go up 5% and
down 7%, that $6.7 million drops to $6.5. Everyone went down by the same % basis, but your number was
reduced because the inflation rate is lower than the rate that had to be cut. That's why some budgets go up
and others go down, it's because of the mix of the economic structure of your organization. $6.5 million to
$6.1 million resulted from taking the economic items that are no longer occurring in the organization, giving
money for new items, taking away for discontinued items. Expenses are outpacing growth in revenues.
The target of $6.5 million is based upon 2007 activities. Jayne has both a revenue and expenditure budget
and in balancing those, came up with $6.1 million to balance. List of items includes $230,000 in lower
revenues from Parks. Net subsidy general fund paid Parks in 2007 was 3.8 and 3.8, subsidy has gone
down by about $50,000. Could ask for $50,000 to have the subsidy be the same but from economic
perspective, that's still not fair to the other entities.

B Macomber stated that language of the parks budget going up and down with the general fund revenue
going up and down was put in the October, 2006 resolution so that Parks don’t have to cut things like
Adaptive Recreation, Project Grow and Rec & Ed.

B Johnson agrees with Ms. Macomber that these things were cut because of cuts to the general fund
allocation to parks.

T Crawford stated that the $6.7 million has Project Grow in it. Increase to $7.1 keeps Project Grow. 7%
cut for everyone.

B Macomber stated her belief that intent of October, 2006 resolution of matching the increase or decrease
didn’t factor in the use of Method 2 and while cuts might not happen this year, there would be such a
compounding of advantage of Parks over other departments that in another 5 years, Parks would have a
huge budget compared with other departments. This still left the issue that the October, 2006 resolution did
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not say anything about Method 2 accounting. Promises were made to voters based on straight line
accounting of general fund increases or decreases relative to Parks funding.

J Miller read the language — “If future reductions are necessary in the City’s general fund budget during any
of the 6 years of this Millage, general fund budget supporting Parks & Recreation system will be reduced no
greater than the average percentage reduction for each particular year of the rest of the City general fund
budget for each of the applicable 6 years.” There are reductions that are occurring across the City
organization. It doesn’t talk about the general fund budget growing, it talks about if there are reductions and
it also talks about if there are increases. The reductions that Parks is being asked to do are no greater than
the reductions any other department is being asked to make. My belief was that the intent was not to
punish Parks any greater than other department. Is the language to the level of detail that we go to in
accounting — absolutely not. | think it would be very difficult to put that language in there but | think the way
this is worded does talk about if there are future reductions or if there are future increases. There are
reductions and they’re happening across the entire organization.

B Macomber stated that she understands that and that is why in her resolution she pointed out that she
believes Method 2 accounting is sound and the method that should be used but disagrees that it is clear in
the language of the October, 2006 resolution that a type of accounting like Method 2 is going to be used,
which is why she is proposing that the language be clarified, that the resolution be amended to make it
completely clear that Method 2 accounting is going to be used for future years and that there be some kind
of give back to the Parks & Recreation general fund budget for budget years 2007 and 2008.

J Miller will argue the other side of the equation, which is that the clarity is also not there to warrant the
assumption that the simple method will be used, that because the general fund budget went up 2%, that
does not necessarily mean there won't be reductions to parks. She believes that it's not clear on both sides
of the equation and it also says that if there are reductions, parks will have reductions.

B Macomber stated that her main concern was the concern that was brought up at the previous night's
work session and right now she is most concerned with the impression being made on the public and the
impact on future Millage proposals which will be faced all too soon. The intent of her resolution is a good
faith gesture of trying to create an understanding with the public and creating a win-win situation for
everyone.

T Crawford stated that maybe you could take the formula out of the resolution, then you say Parks should
be treated with the same methodology and fairly with every other organization — that would be a clarification
of the wording that was there before. Is that the kind of wording you're thinking of?

B Macomber stated that was the kind of thing she was thinking of. She believes that given the complexity
of the situation a lot of thought would have to go into creating language.

J Miller stated that she agreed with Brigit and she too is very concerned about the implications of the
decision about what to do with the budget. She believes that having been the spokesperson for the Millage,
that what is being done is in accordance with how she tried to craft the language and that the intent is being
followed. She understands that our budget system is extremely complicated. She also agrees with another
comment that was made at the previous night's work session that part of the job is to educate people, to do
due diligence because the budget is so complicated. She believes that people can understand the
accounting system and the methodology that is used by Finance.

L Berauer stated that is one of the points of Brigit's resolution, that she wants to ensure that the public
understands how this happened and it's unfortunate that this wasn't made clear when the public was asked
to approve the Millage. When promoting the millage, PAC didn’t understand that the intent was to use
accounting method 2 to determine park funding, apparently many Council members didn’t understand
which accounting method would be used, and it certainly was not conveyed to the public. That is the big
problem.

B Johnson stated that he has to emphasize that we promised the voters something as stated in the
October intent resolution and if Council feels that what they promised the voters isn't correct, they should go
back and change it. We promised the voters a certain thing and that is that the park budget would go up
and down the same percentage as the general fund. That may not be what staff prefer and people may feel
that's not the right thing, but that is nevertheless the resolution that Council passed unanimously. We think
for the time being we should follow the resolution. If Council decides to change it in the future, that will be a
different issue.

10



615
616
617
618
619
620

T Berla stated that when we talk about Methods 1 and 2, we're talking about $130,000, that's not $600,000.
That issue only account’s for less than $150,000. He can understand that Leslie Science Center decided to
change their status and then you changed the budget to reflect that. What he’s unsure of is that when this
number came through of $6.502 million, someone said that in order to hit that number we’ll have to
discontinue something else, which resulted in further reductions. He believes the issue with the $230,000 is
that if Parks collects less fees and other revenues, should the general fund step in or should that come out
of the Parks budget.

T Crawford stated that is correct. If you were going with Method 1 he would agree and say that you're no
longer doing these activities. Everyone had to have reductions equally. That what the resolution said was
“equal reductions”. The way it happens is that it is stated that you want to spend $6.5 million, that's my
target, here are my operations, then look at the revenue target which was lower and decided to make it up
somewhere, so expenses had to be reduced if revenue was going to be lowered — that accounts for
$230,000.

B Macomber stated that we’re no longer doing these activities because we cut them to save money.

L Berauer asked if that doesn’t in essence mean that, since you’re going to penalize Parks in terms of what
it's getting from the general fund because it's collected less revenue and fees, then you are treating your
regular Parks activities like an enterprise fund? In fact Parks has enterprise funds and regular facilities and
activities are not part of the enterprise fund and should not be treated as such.

J Miller stated that recreation facilities or operations where revenue is generated like that, they have an
expense budget and a revenue budget. Staff is told it doesn’t matter if the expenses go up $100,000 if
matching revenue is brought in so the net cost to the general fund stays the same since that is what the
general fund is built on for the City. If the revenues don’t come in, either someone has to bail out that
shortfall of revenue or expenses have to be cut somewhere. This doesn’'t happen only in Parks, it happens
across the rest of the organization, most of the organization doesn’t bring in revenue, i.e. Housing
Inspection rental program in Planning & Development. It's general fund and brings in revenue and they
have to look at the bottom line in terms of the general fund. If their expenses go up because of increased
rental activity, then the expectation is that revenue should be coming in so their net cost to the general fund
is no greater. Otherwise someone else would have to bail out the difference that's not coming in.

T Crawford stated that the City is committed to $3.8 million of subsidy and it has continued that but to ask
the rest of the City to give more money next year because Parks fees were increased but facilities were
less in demand, that doesn’t make sense because the reality is the correction needs to be made in the
organization. It's not being treated like a profit enterprise.

D Barrett suggested that it sounds as though there is a political problem to some degree and there is also
the supposed perception of the public as portrayed here as being we’re going to get more money and isn’t
that great. If what Jayne read is the exact wording, then the public has to right to complain because it's
fairly clear how this is going to be shared......... (blank tape). This supposed mandate, where's the money?
But when it was read, that's not what was crafted so he’s unclear about the supposed public dissatisfaction
when there it is, it's clear that was what was voted on.

L Berauer agrees with D Barrett that there is a political problem. She believes that what many around the
table are suggesting is that they adhere to the language of Council’s intent resolution literally and that a
literal adherence cannot accept going along with Method 2. Brigit’'s resolution accepts Method 2 as being a
valid method, acknowledges that the intent to use this method was not expressed at the time of the ballot
proposal, that to adhere to the literal wording of the Council intent resolution would cause hardship to the
General Fund and thus proposes to split the different — with parks receiving only half of what it would were
the intent resolution adhered to literally.

T Berla stated that it's only $130,000, you can’t get $600,000 out of Method 2, it's totally unrelated. If we
want to ask for half of the difference between Method 1 and Method 2, that's $65,000, not $300,000. The
rest of the money are the things in Tom’s list. One of the things that he believes happens is that if fewer
people do something, then not as many employees are needed, so the expenses go down so that’s all part
of the balance. It doesn’t make up the whole thing but it's part of the activity. What he’s trying to determine
is what change happened and why.
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B Macomber doesn't believe that makes sense because the expenses cut to save money don'’t count as
what was in the original budget.

J Miller stated that everyone knows about Leslie Science Center. The discontinuation of $40,000 to Rec &
Ed and $7,000 to Project Grow was done to meet the target of $6.5 million. Two years ago we budgeted to
consolidate with Rec & Ed. It was believed that was an effort we could make and felt that there could be
significant savings — the $150,000 we budgeted was felt to be a conservative estimate that consolidation
would get rid of a lot of overhead, duplication — that never happened so it was budgeted as revenue but it
was in essence a savings. There’s $150,000 that was never realized in this year's budget. $230,000 is lost
revenue — more rain, less activities, fewer staff, still set costs that can’t be reduced, that both revenues and
expenses must be factored in when looking at the entire budget.

T Berla asked if the $230,000 was the actual amount of lost revenue in past year or projected for the
coming year.

J Miller stated that for the fiscal year ending June 30, over $2.6 million in revenue was budgeted; now
projecting that only $2.1 will be coming in for a shortfall of almost $500,000 this year alone. Next year
projections are that revenues will be less, just over $2 million, so when comparing what was budgeted and
expectation for revenues for this year and what is budgeted for next year, there is a $550,000 gap in
revenue. $230,000 is within the $550,000.

B Macomber offered an amendment to her original resolution:

Proposal to change of the last four paragraphs, the one Whereas and the three Resolved, that of the four,
the second to last Resolved about recommending that City Council amend the October, 2006 resolution be
retained and that the other three paragraphs be removed.

PROPOSED TO DELETE: Whereas, The Parks Advisory Commission believes that requiring the
City to provide an additional $638,900 into the Parks & Recreation budget for 2007-08 would cause
undue hardship on other City services;

PROPOSED TO DELETE: RESOLVED, The Parks Advisory Commission recommends that the
general fund allocation to the Parks & Recreation budget for 2007-08 will increase by one-half of
that $638,900 or $319,450 for 2007-08;
RESOLVED, The Parks Advisory Commission recommends that City Council amend the October 6,
2006 resolution to include language clarifying that Method 2 will be used to calculate compliance
with this resolution in future budget years starting with 2008-09;
PROPOSED TO DELETE: RESOLVED, That if the plan in the 2007-08 budget to transfer $250,000
of Millage funds to Safety Services to provide security patrols in City parks is not approved, then
$250,000 of the $319,450 additional general fund allocation to Parks & Recreation contained in this
resolution will be used to fund this plan to ensure current levels of Safety Services in the City and
additional security patrols in its parks.

The meaning of the change is that PAC acknowledges that Method 2 accounting is legitimate but want City

Council to amend the resolution to clarify that Method 2 accounting will be used. The part of reallocating is

gone. Bottom line general fund contribution to Parks should be left as is.

L. Berauer asked the Commission for a show of hands on the Amendment.

Ayes: (6) D. Barrett, B. Macomber, S. Rosencrans

Nays: (2) L. Berauer, T. Berla, J. Lawter, G. Nystuen, S. Offen

Absent: 0) None.

Amendment fails.

L Berauer proposed another amendment: to delete the last three Whereas paragraphs and the current
Resolved paragraph and add the following:
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RESOLVED, The Parks Advisory Commission recommends that the budget for Parks be revised to be in
strict accordance with the October 3, 2006 resolution.

Seconded by B. Macomber.

B Johnson stated that what the October, 2006 resolution says is quite clear. It was written with exquisite
care to be clear and was passed unanimously by Council and there is no controversy about what it says.

L Berauer stated that she believes that that when the public approved the new Parks Millage they did not
intend to create an opening to allow greater cuts in general fund expenditures for Parks than for other City
activities.

T Crawford stated that what Method 1 does is increase the percentage that Parks receives from the
general fund over time.

L. Berauer stated that the budget target methodology should have been discussed as the millage
resolution was under consideration.

S Offen recognizes that there can be multiple interpretations of this, what frustrates him and other PAC
members is that this issue didn’t come up until approximately 1 month ago when Councilmember Johnson
brought it to their attention. He doesn’t know if it was brought to anyone’s attention either in October when
the Council intent resolution was passed or in January or February, when the FY targets were originally set.
He assumes that the targets were initially set and then given to the directors to come up with their individual
budgets. But when those targets were set, given that the accounting method that was to be used was not
brought forward in the October discussion, it should have at least been brought forward when the targets
were set so that everyone would know how staff would go about setting the targets and PAC and others
could have been asked does anyone have a problem with this. That would have been a good opportunity
to bring it to Council if there were any question about which method to use. It could have been brought to
Council, PAC to anyone else of these advisory groups and that would have given ample time to resolve this
issue then but at this late date, he agrees with Councilmember Johnson that the resolution is clear, %
means % and as simplistic as it may be, that’s the wording, that’s the intent. Councilmember Johnson is
the maker of the resolution. | think we should heed his opinion.

L. Berauer asked the Commission for a show of hands on this Amendment.
Ayes: (5) B. Macomber, G. Nystuen, J. Lawter, S. Offen, L. Berauer
Nays: 3) T. Berla, D. Barrett, S. Rosencrans
Absent: (0) None.
Amendment passes 5-3.
L. Berauer asked the Commission for a show of hands on the amended Resolution:
Ayes: (5) L. Berauer, J. Lawter, B. Macomber, G. Nystuen, S. Offen
Nays: 3) D. Barrett, T. Berla, S. Rosencrans
Absent: (0) None.
Resolution as amended passes 5-3.
The final resolution reads:
Resolution on General Fund Allocation to Parks and Recreation for 2007-2008
Whereas, on October 3, 2006, the city Council unanimously approved a resolution setting forth a
policy with regard to Parks funding, in the event that the proposed Park Maintenance and Capital
Improvements Millage was approved by the voters, stating that “City Council wants to inform the

voters of the manner in which it intends to oversee the administration of the consolidated millage if the
proposed millage is approved by the voters”;
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Whereas, A Park Maintenance and Capital Improvements Millage Administration Policy was
developed that included, in part:

Resolved, That City Council adopt the following policy guidelines for the Park Maintenance and
Capital Improvements Millage:

If future reductions are necessary in the City’s general fund budget, during any of the six years of this
millage, beginning with Fiscal year 2007-2008, the general fund budget supporting the parks and
recreation system for that year will be reduced by a percentage no greater than the average
percentage reduction of the total City general fund budget;

If future increases occur in the City’s general fund budget during any of the six years of this millage,
beginning with Fiscal Year 2007-2008, the general fund budget supporting the parks and recreation
system for that year will be increased at the same rate as the average percentage increase of the total
City general fund budget.

Whereas, The Park Maintenance and Capital Improvements Millage was approved by the voters at
the election of November 7, 2006;

Whereas, The City General Fund expenditure for 2006-2007 is estimated to be $78,590,829 and the
Proposed Budget for 2007-2008 projects a total General fund expenditure of $80,590,829, an
increase of 2.2%.

Whereas, the estimated expenditures for Parks and Recreation for 2006-2007 will be $6,568,846,
including expenditures by Community Services and Public Services, and the projected General Fund
allocation to Parks and Recreation in the Proposed Budget for 2007-2008 is $6,074,460, a decrease
of 7.5%.

Whereas, Under the policy guidelines of City Council, the projected Parks and Recreation budget for
2007-2008 should increase by 2.2%, in line with the General Fund percentage increase, to
$6,713,360, representing a difference in 2007-2008 of $638,900;

Whereas, the City’s Chief Financial Officer, states the generally accepted method of calculating City
department general fund increases and decreases takes in to account the projected rate of inflation of
specific expenses, especially personnel costs, referred to as Method #2 (see attached memo from the
CFO dated May 9, 2007), and which accounts for the apparent decrease in the projected Parks and
Recreation 2007-2008 general fund budget;

Whereas the Parks Advisory Commission agrees that Method #2 accounting practice is sound but
was not specified in the City Council resolution of October 6, 2006;

Whereas the Parks Advisory Commission believes that the City needs to keep faith with its voters who
went through a public meeting process around the proposed millage that did not include information
on Method #2 calculation of department General Fund allotments;
Resolved that the Park Advisory Commission recommends that the budget for park be revised to be in
strict accordance with the 2006 Council-approved resolution and uses accounting Method #1 as
specified in the attached memo.
May 15, 2007

FY 2007/2008 and FY 2008/2009 Financial Plan

L. Berauer moved, supported by D. Barrett to discuss G. Nystuen’s Resolution. The Commission
agreed.

L Berauer asked G Nystuen to read the text of her resolution.

G. Nystuen read the resolution:
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Resolution to Reassign the $250,000 of Park Millage Funds Currently Assigned
to the Police in the Proposed Budget to Parks Projects

Whereas the Parks, Recreation and Natural Area Program have identified code enforcement of park
rules and park security as important parts of the park program, and

Whereas the adoption of the resolution to delete the line-item of $250,000 of park millage to the
police would permit this $250,000 of millage to be used for projects within parks in support of these
programs, and

Whereas there are three priority areas of code enforcement and security: “dog-off leash”, “mountain
bikes in restricted areas”, and “planning and assessment of overall code enforcement of city and
park rules within parks” that need to be addressed, and

Whereas there are many innovative methods that encourage conformance with codes and
alternatives to breaking rules, and

Whereas it is desirable to gain greater citizen support and understanding of the need to protect our
parks and observe rules so that our parks provide enjoyable experiences for all users,

Be it therefore resolved
That $250,000 of millage be used to:

(1) Plan and construct a second mountain bike trail in the west or south part of the city, with
improved connections to bike paths and greenways in order to encourage use and provide
alternatives to riding in restricted areas and during times of the year when damage occurs, and

(2) Plan and develop a second dog park in the northern part of the city to compliment the dog park
that is to open in Swift Run Park so that there is another location accessible to more users, and

(3) Make a full assessment of code enforcement security issues throughout the park system
including incorporating means of having more volunteers and coordinating with the new Adopt-a-
Park and Park Stewards programs, and

(4) Develop an information program that provides ways citizens may participate as volunteers.

L Berauer summarized Nystuen'’s resolution by saying that it proposes alternate uses for the funds
proposed for contracting with Safety Services and specifically uses that will go a long way toward
resolving some of the code enforcement issues in Parks.

J Miller had 2 comments: In the first resolution, $250,000 was not spent, however the first resolution
also says to come up with a plan for April 1, 2008, our fiscal year doesn’t end until June 30. If there
is a proposal that gets supported, there is going to need to be money for it through the end of the
fiscal year, so the full $250,000 will not be available for these. If you put a plan in place by April 1,
you will need to have money for April, May, and June to fund that. The second point and concern is
that there have been a series of public meetings about the dog park and adding a second dog park
you've had a series of meetings. My concern is the first item — have you gone through the public
process to say this is what the public wants to use this money for? That would be my only concern
about that.

S. Offen talked about the third part of the resolution at the bottom can be considered addressing the
issue of implementation of the plan and perhaps if people aren’t comfortable with that, we can
change the wording to be more specific. Jayne’s concern was that we need to make sure that out of
this $250,000, there is money left for implementation since that is still part of 2008 and I'm saying that
part of this resolution does address security issues (item 3 under the Resolve’s), and I'm saying that
if that's not clear enough, we could....

L Berauer suggested “that $250,000 of the Millage funds may be used in part”
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J Miller stated that another item that goes back to the first resolution that was passed says that there
is no urgency to change, put a police presence, and that the current level of service should be
sustained, which means that you also have to have money to continue the ranger program as it is until
you make a change in April, so you not only need the money for April, May, June, but you also need
the money to sustain the Park Ranger program as you asked to have done in the first resolved.

L Berauer stated that it's very clear that Gwen’s intent is to maintain the current ranger program.
After lengthy discussion,

D. Barrett moved to table this discussion until the next meeting, seconded by L Berauer.

T. Berla asked J. Miller when Council would take action to approve the budget.

J. Miller answered that Council would be voting on the budget on Monday night. However with
regard to this particular resolution (the one that Gwen currently has on the table), if Council takes
action in the direction that you've already provided them, if they do those two things, there will be
money left over in the Millage to do other things. It just won't be earmarked for anything. It won’t go
away because it's Millage money, it will be unearmarked money. It allows staff the time that if Council
wants to enact what you've already approved, it can be calculated to do what the costs are to do the
current program and what the costs are to do this other piece of security, this is what we expect will
be the lump sum of money leftover and then you can go the process of deciding what you want to do
with it.

L Berauer asked for a voice vote on the motion to postpone the discussion of this resolution until a
future meeting.

On a voice vote Motion Passed — Unanimous

L Berauer noted that PAC must now consider the resolution pertaining to the overall FY 2007-08
budget and FY 2008-09 financial plan.

B Macomber moved, supported by S Offen, to open discussion of the final resolution and proposed
an amendment.

B Macomber read the resolution with amended language inserted to reference the two resolutions
just passed:

Resolution to Recommend to Adopt Ann Arbor Parks Budget for Fiscal Year 2007-2008 and
the Financial Plan for Fiscal Year 2008-2009

WHEREAS, Parks Advisory Commission has reviewed the Parks and Recreation Services and
Field Operations Services Managers’ proposed budgets to support the Ann Arbor parks system for
FY 2007-2008 and financial plan to support Ann Arbor parks system for FY 2008-2009, and

WHEREAS, A work session and public hearing have been held to obtain citizen input on the
proposed budget and financial plan;

RESOLVED, That the Parks Advisory Commission recommends approval of the proposed FY
2007-2008 budget and FY 2008-2009 financial plan to support the City of Ann Arbor parks system,
as amended by the two attached resolutions approved at the Parks Advisory Commission
meeting on May 15, 2007.

The amendment consists of the final phrase “as amended by the two attached resolutions approved
at the Parks Advisory Commission meeting on May 15, 2007.”

L Berauer asked for a vote on the amendment.

The vote for the amendment was as follows:
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Ayes: (6) L. Berauer, S. Offen, B. Macomber, G. Nystuen, J. Lawter, S. Rosencrans
Nays: (2) T. Berla, D. Barrett
Absent: (0) None.
Amendment passes 6-2
L Berauer asked for a vote on the amended resolution.
The vote for the amended Resolution was as follows:
Ayes: (6) L. Berauer, S. Offen, B. Macomber, G. Nystuen, J. Lawter, S. Rosencrans
Nays: (2) T. Berla, D. Barrett
Absent: (0) None.
Resolution passes 6-2.
Swift Run Park Agreement — discussion postponed
Bandemer Park Master Plan — discussion postponed

NEW BUSINESS

COMMISSION PROPOSED BUSINESS

REPORT FROM PARKS AND RECREATION MANAGER

REPORT FROM MANAGER OF FIELD OPERATIONS — None.

REPORT FROM RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION — None.

REPORTS FROM RELEVANT COMMISSIONS, COMMITTEES, BOARDS AND/OR TASK FORCES

H-1 Greenway Task Force

PUBLIC COMMENTARY — GENERAL (3 Minutes per Speaker)

Dan Pugh spoke regarding the Dog Park issue.

CLOSED SESSION TO DEAL WITH LAND ACQUISITION ISSUES (If Applicable)

TRANSMITTALS

K-1 City Council Items Update — (Information in Packet)

K-2 Parks Project Update (Information in Packet)

K-3 Parks and Recreation Events for April 2007 — (Information in Packet)
K-4 McKinley Sculpture Update

K-5 Resident Comment

K-6 February PAC Work Session

There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting be adjourned at 6:33

p.m.

17



	A -    APPROVAL OF MINUTES

