Parks & Recreation Advisory Board Meeting

July 9, 2009

Newton Senior Center, 4430 Navajo Street

Attendees: Bollinger, M., Copeland, N., Done, E., Elfenbein, S., Ewing, M., Kester, B.,

                    Loshbaugh, H., Navarro, F., Ott, D., Pryor, K., Sharp, B., Truwe, D.,

                    Ross, R.   

Absent: Scott Gilmore (excused), Alexis Holdman, Ellie Horn, Phuonglan, Nguyen

              (excused),  Dave Robinson (excused), Darrell Watson (excused)

Staff: Devon Buckles, Jill McGranahan, Gordon Robertson, Kevin Patterson

Guests: James Sample, Ray Ehrenstein - INC, Katie Fisher - INC, Dawn Fink, Bill

              Airy, Leanne Airy, Peggy Lehmann – City Council, Art Vigil, Jakeob Vigil,

              Larry Ambrose – INC

BOARD ACTION ITEMS

Approval of minutes from 6/11/09 – approved with corrections

PUBLIC HEARING

Utility Policy -  Kevin Patterson

Manager Patterson passed out an “Executive Summary of the proposed Utility Policy”

which cited the basic policy of DPR to discourage the location of utility systems in its parks unless circumstances necessitate flexibility.. The practices and standards to be followed in deciding when it is appropriate to permit a utility to be located in a park 

were listed in the executive summary.  The department will return to the board in a couple of months on the temporary construction access permit piece of the utility policy.

Ray Ehrenstien of INC spoke when co chair Heidi Loshbaugh asked for public comment.

He gave a brief history of the utility power lines that were installed above ground in Ruby Hill Park. It had only taken him two days to gather over 200 signatures against the 

installment of these lines. He asked the parks department to keep on the table the possibility of these power lines being put underground some time in the future.

Kevin Patterson answered that the department tried to build into the policy the possibility of “undergrounding” existing lines, but felt that would only be a possibility if another 

utility project was being proposed for that particular park. Gordon Robinson remarked 

that this new policy gives a first response from the department to requests to install utilities in parks and it has already caused a “pull back” in requests. Also the policy 

protects the department from damage that might occur when utilities are put into parks.

Public Comment – Poo Free Parks Proposal

A 2 minute limit was put on speakers for and against this proposal

Ray Ehrenstein questioned the specific amount of money that the city will save if Poo Free Parks is allowed to install their dispensers. $30,000 has been mentioned as a savings

possibility . Kevin Patterson stated that he would respond after all of the speakers had made their points.

Leanne Airy was allowed to give her 2 minutes of time to her husband after Jill McGranahan  spoke up that Robert’s Rules of Order allows it. The chair allowed the courtesy of giving time to another speaker which is actually only common practice at City Council and not cited in Robert’s Rules of Order. Mr Airy was allowed 6 minutes to

present his case after another speaker allotted her time to him. He shared his business plan to solve the city’s problem with dog owners who do not pick up after their dogs.

His plan would save the city the $35.000 they were investing in bags and give employment to homeless people who would be hired by him to keep the bag dispensers filled. These employees would drive hybrid cars to get around and to promote clean energy. This opportunity for the homeless would help to make them become productive members of society. He has received support from the Sloan’s Lake citizens group in the form of a $100 check and is confident that he will procure the necessary sponsorship

support that he will need from businesses that will rent the advertising space on the dispensers.

Art Vigil supports Poo Free Parks , because he thinks that anything we can do to rid 

our parks of dog feces is a good thing. Linda Alley and Ashley Carrezi  support Mr. Airy

in his efforts to employ the homeless. They see this as a benefit to the Mayor’s “pathway back home” program. Larry Ambrose of INC is not convinced that Mr. Airy’s program is the answer to the dog feces problem in our parks. His group is convinced that this is advertising and he quoted Mr. Airy’s promotional information which says “ this is advertising where it has never been allowed before”. Saying that this is a “slippery slope” to go down, he listed other neigborhood  groups who have spoken up against it.. He feels 

that the existing parks policies do not allow for this and called for a public hearing to address any change to the wording of the policy.

At the conclusion of the public comment session, Kevin Patterson responded to numerous

statements. He shared that the department is trying to offer more open access to the advisory meetings and to listen to all public comment. He sees some advertising in our parks as “common practice” , such as golf tee boxes,  and he thinks we need to look further into this. After four years with the park policy that we have in place we are being presented a new idea. The proposal of Poo Free Parks has made the department realize that they have some inconsistencies in their policy. At this time he is not going to ask for any action from the advisory board, but wants to take a further look at this

proposal and its  policy implications.

Comments from the board members  were wide ranged and impassioned. Since the policies do not clearly state the allowance of advertising in the parks many board members were advocating for a public hearing. Darrell Watson volunteered to head

up the advisory board facilitated public hearing for our scheduled August meeting date.

It was revealed that a 45 day notice period has to be set aside and so the motion by Darrell was denied with only one vote in favor.

The Manager has scheduled a meeting with Chantal Unfug for the following day to discuss the “confusing policies”. Currently they have four policies and this proposed project can be read one way under one policy and another way under a different policy.

The department would like to merge these policies and make them more clear.

Diane Truwe asked if he was saying that he would hold off on the Poo Free plan and Kevin responded with a yes, but he wanted to see if some aspects of the plan could go forward. Florence Navarro and Mary Ewing support a formal public hearing to address any changes to our policies. Florence see this “as the tip of the iceberg and it is something we should address on the front end”. Dianne Truwe mentioned that the way all of this information came out was that it was just “information for the board” and we were not asked for our opinions. Now, however, we see that there is concern from the public and it is sounding like the department intends to proceed with a plan that has produced a storm.

There s an outburst of concern from neighbors and it is time to take a break.. Again she reiterated that only information has come to us. We have never been asked for our opinions or vote. Information has been presented to us , but not as an “actionable item”.

Noel Copeland asked for a restatement of the departments position and he wanted to know if there would be a public hearing to address any policy change. Kevin Patterson

stated that a public hearing would only take place if it were required. Jill Mc Granahan

spoke to all of the public comment opportunities that were offered in the dog master plan survey. A large majority of the respondents were not in favor of dog waste. This was not a surprising statistic. Heidi spoke to the time spent on this topic and encouraged board members to wrap up their questioning. She personally feels that the departments policies are in conflict. Florence Navarro mentioned that the department should be sensitive to 

citizens who do not have computer access and cannot participate in on line surveys.

Sharon Elfenbein pointed out that we did have a question on the floor and there would not be adequate time for it to occur. She asked whether we wanted to address Poo Free Parks or did we want to address the changes to our existing policies. She sees this as a controversial issue and suggests that we get a city attorney at our meeting so we can ask them questions. She supports a public hearing on the issue of policy .change.

Kevin said that he does not know whether the present policy allows him to proceed. He has come back to the board for further feedback. .Heidi Loshbaugh feels that the policy is in effect and the board does not have a legitimate way to change it. Keith Pryor spoke up in agreement.

Kevin Patterson stated that there had been public sentiment on both sides and he realizes that that there will be people opposed to the program. However, the budgetary situation calls for creative methods to solve department issues. He agreed with Diane Truwe that board votes need to be taken , but before a vote tonight it would be better for him to answer the questions that had been brought up. Noel Copeland was hearing a co-mingling of different messages”. He asked whether we wanted to start with a new policy. He notes that we are mixing golf program advertising with Poo Free bags. One of these does not conform at all and the other one needs a time limit to be in compliance. He feels that we need a new co-ordinated policy change which should not be done administratively. He is hearing mixed messages from the department. He does support a policy change.

Heidi Loshbaugh again asked that the board move on to another discussion. She requested that questions from the board be listed and presented to the manager for discussion at the August meeting. The secretary agreed to compile the questions and send them to the manager. A request for a vote on the utility policy was made. A motion was made to adopt the utility policy and seconded by Keith Pryor. The decision to adopt was unanimous. 

PRESENTATIONS

Federal Boulevard Parkway Study – Gordon Robertson and Devon Buckels

A handout of the study was passed to board members along with a brief slide presentation of the affected areas. Federal Blvd. was shown as a parkway in 1950 with a center treed island separating the traffic lanes. This opened into a discussion of what a parkway is and how the terms parkway and boulevard  are interchangeable. Federal Boulevard has lost its parkway character and so an evaluation process was done which produced recommendations to improve it and restore its historic character. There are conflicting visions for this boulevard amongst city departments. The goal of the study done by the parks department was to reduce regulatory requirement and then to build an attractive corridor. Staff recommendations are 1)to reduce the parkway setback to 0 ft. south of 20th avenue, 2) keep a 20 ft. setback in place north of 20th Ave. and manage this section as parkway which will not allow parking in the setback, and 3) allow for a future policy option when the department might wish to develop specific alternative setback criteria which would provide for a relaxing of restrictions on materials in the setback.

Two public hearings will be held for the project. A request for board comments was made. Ed Done mentioned that he appreciated the landscaping solutions and stated that even narrow setbacks would be an improvement. Bernoe Sharp asked when the widening of Federal would start. Heidi Loshbaugh addressed the calming affect of trees along our boulevards and she thinks that they should install trees in places where they would fit. Sharon Elfenbein wanted to know if there is still a possibility of future mitigation in places where safety is an issue. Dick Ott spoke to not wanting Federal to look like Colorado Springs with its predominance of hard surfaces , He wants to see relief from hard surfaces when ever possible. It was restated that the department does not have as much authority since Federal is a state highway.

Diane Truwe made a motion to support this plan with the comment that the advisory board would request streetscaping. Heidi Loshbaugh asked that it be aligned with the Mile High Million Trees program and Diane accepted tht addendum. Noel Copeland agreed that we need something green, living , and sustainable. He wants a sustainable landscaping component to the plan.

The motion was made with additions and passed unanimously.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

Naming Policy – Kevin Patterson

Questions have come up to him lately asking for a change to the naming policy and he was soliciting board feedback on this possibility. There was a brief discussion in which

 Board members felt that the 7 years after death restriction was good policy and we should support our own rules. Sharon Elfenbein made the motion that we support our 

existing 7 years after death restriction to the naming policy and it passed unanimously.

Game Plan Update – Kevin Patterson 

Kevin plans to contact the chairman of our subcommittees and communicate with them about what is happening with the game plan. They should expect to hear from his staff soon.

Board Elections – Florence Navarro

Florence recommends that we continue with the co-chair arrangement on the executive board. It seems to work well to share that position since it calls for a large time commitment and numerous responsibilities. She asked for interested parties to contact her soon so that she can present the slate of officers at the next board meeting. No one responded to her request for volunteers with the nominating process.

Heidi mentioned the need to perhaps have conference calling with the manager for the monthly executive board meeting and Kevin agreed. That was a process that worked well for him. Mary Ewing suggested that all of the executive board members be included in those conference calls . A brief job description of the executive board positions was made by Heidi and she asked that interested parties get with Florence within a two week period of time.

Our newest board member, Ryan Ross, was introduced and welcomed.

Kevin thanked Bernie Sharp for coming to the Bear Creek Park opening reception.

Florence Navarro shared the success of the “Get Outdoors Day” event which saw over 5000 attendees.

Meeting Adjourned

Next meeting – August 13th, Newton Senior Center, 4430 Navajo Street

