
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Thursday, July 20, 2017 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Headquarters 

 

Meeting Notes 

Committee members present: Julie Neitzel Carr, Lynne Crockett, Emmanuel Ortiz, Arlene Zamora – 
Chair, Al Jueneman, Kathy Engen, Brian Nalezny, Bob Fine, Katrina Nygaard, Hershel Ousley, Beth 
Hart, and Phil Rooney 

Committee members excused: Ali Warsame, Larry McKenzie, Jovita Morales, Ede Holmen, David 
Kaplan, Ahmed Ismail, John Lilly, and Delano Lee 

Guests: Becky Timm 

MPRB Commissioners present: None. 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri, and Carrie Christensen 

Although portions of these notes may appear to be in the first person, they are not direct quotes of staff, 
consultants, CAC members, Commissioners, or the public. These notes are intended to paraphrase or 
summarize the key points of the discussion. 

  
1. Welcome (Jamie Neldner/Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 6:15 

i. Appreciation to commitment 
ii. Check in with one another and work 

2. MPRB Information Recap (Tyrize cox, MPRB) 6:13 
i. Reminder of what has been accomplished the last few meetings. 

ii. Peaceful, Healthy, Connected in the reflection – generate words that we want for 
the parks we envision 

iii. Exercise – Programming for the Future, what are your early thoughts and 
emerging priorities 
 

3. Public Comment - facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair- 7:00 
i. Becky Timm – Nokomis Area Association – Bossen and 3 rec centers included in 

Association. 
ii. The area without  a community center has lacked neighborhood programming in 

the Bossen Area 
iii. Concentrated area of poverty by Metro Transit. 
iv. Whit a grant, we are holding 12 classes at the field. Collecting info from the 

community of what kind of programming they would like to see. 
v. Becky: Ask the CAC to consider fields into your programming and dedicated 

programs in the fields. 
1.     What kind of programming? 

 

RecQuest, led by the MPRB, is a comprehensive planning, design, community engagement, and recreation program 

evaluation and needs assessment for Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board recreation centers. The plan developed 

from the assessment will serve the next 25‐30 years of capital improvements for recreation centers, and is an 

opportunity to tailor recreation center facilities and programs to meet the current and projected needs of communities 

across the city. 



vi. Becky: Specifically soccer, playground interactions, Youthline, programming for 
teens. 

1. Is there a basketball court, any fields for soccer? 
vii. Becky: Bossen was not included in the South Master Plan, and we compromise 

of the multi-use field. Space available for soccer but not specified for soccer. 
There are no goals that are designated as such. 

1. Engen: Would need designation with the field, any room for the rec 
center? 

viii. Becky: No plans for a rec center there, there are only locked bathrooms, so the 
rec center would need to be addition. There is also a the pool building for 
chemical storage. 

1. Ousley: Just a redesign would be needed of the softball field. The 
neighborhood wanted soccer, so would the goals/fencing would make the 
field need to be reserve-able? 

2. Ortiz: Some org. groups wanted softball/baseball, neighborhood wanted 
soccer – how does there get to be three ball fields and only one messy 
multiuse fields for soccer? 

3. Ousley: Bossen was always designated as a softball field.  
 

ix. Becky: We are only looking for more staff time in surrounding parks – we 
currently have an excited staff from surrounding parks. I wanted to bring this to 
the CAC to bring awareness to ‘oddball’ parks that don’t have community 
centers that need programming for surrounding neighborhoods.  That is what I 
wanted to share.  

1. Engen: This is a wonderful example of fields being re-done and maybe 
need to pause constructions as CAC catches up. 

2. Lynne: How many apartments across the street? 
x. Becky: 50 

1. Lynne: And they all want soccer and they don’t count? 
xi. Jamie: Bossen got a response from the community – conflict in that people didn’t 

feel welcome in the space. Kids didn’t feel safe and welcome. We paused the 
construction and engaged the community to make a regional athletic site in that 
we needed to make neighborhood and adult athletic complex and greenspace 
work. This needed to be provided to the community- completely redid property 
to line with the data from community engagement. There was not room for a 
community center.  

1. Engen: You are not asking for a rec center, just for programming? 
xii. Becky: yes. Need programming in parks that don’t have rec centers.  

1. Lynne: Soccer is at Bossen now? 
xiii. Becky: No, but we have 5 clinics this summer. 

1. Brian: Bossen is a neighborhood park? I have a problem balancing the 
usage of outside residence in a Minneapolis park. Outside communities 
should use parks in their own residence area. 

2. Al: Then they need to stop designated some parks as regional.  You don’t 
want people coming in from suburbs using the parks? 

3. Brian: I don’t want local kids to compromise their time and space. 
4. Al: If it was not designated as such (regional), then they would not travel 

to use the space. 
5. Ousley: Maybe the people are employed in Minneapolis. 



6. Arlene: In growing up here, I don’t remember being kicked off a field, 
and it seems a lot has changed. There used to be more usage and we used 
to have full access. 

xiv. Cox: If we think about what adult athletics looks like, it is different then what it 
used to be and a lot has changed.  We also need to balance the needs of adults 
and kids now. 

1. Phil: There is a group that come together and had an innovate plan – 
Active Places Grant – takes what exists in the park to continues 
innovative programing in RCAP programming – great take away from 
that story.  

2. Ortiz: How does 3 ball fields and a semi soccer field without goals a 
success after community engagement? Minneapolis is a drastically 
changing city and this is our struggle. The Park system is scrambling to 
catch up in their needs. Most parks were built around baseball. That 
being the priority sport is not the case anymore.  I would argue soccer is 
the most in demand. We have organized sports that you need specific 
facilitates to accommodate. No master plan for ‘what is the park systems 
strategy for soccer?’ It is not a comprehensive plan on how certain sports 
that require planning and stargazing. There is operation under only 
master plans. How do we get beyond that? 

3. Lynne: Biggest complaint in the North is that there is no soccer field or 
team.  

xv. Cox: I agree with both of you. Athletics are in my department. In some way we 
are reactive. What is trending upward and how we catch up to that? What are the 
things we could do more proactively? What do we do to be more on the front 
end? I am hoping that is something that comes out of this work. How we 
anticipate what is coming out of youth sports and how we adapt going forward.  

1. Beth: We have a new American soccer league in my neighborhood and 
has worked to connect families. I feel in my parks- I don’t know what 
park does what – they don’t all do the same thing. Hours are not 
conducive to all families. Why does the park not work with American 
Soccer League to provide clinics in exchange for lease discount? 
 

xvi. Jamie: I will send out link to Bossen Master Plan and satellite parks.  
xvii. Cox: We missed opportunity around ‘every kid plays’ and that’s it. 

1. Arlene: There are parks without buildings. But a building like Beltrami- 
will that still be considered a park without a building? 

xviii. Cox: If there are things you could do inside, so it is open all year long. 
1. Arlene: The programming there was created by the residents. We used 

our money and budgeted to do something there and we were a satellite. 
We are still considered a satellite and not considered for programming. 
Bigger parks get more money for programming. 

2. Lynne: How long is a satellite park active? Until September? 
xix. Jamie: Beltrami used to have a budget. We had to scale back during budget cuts. 

It used to have playground money that would provide 8 week programing. 
Neighborhood associations work with programming and supervision in 
collaboration with satellite.  

xx. Open from June to September. 
1. Lynne: Is there no ice skating in a satellite park? 

xxi. Jamie: That is not true. Some parks have it.  
xxii. Cox: I would love to hear some of your thoughts on this brainstorming. 



Break for ‘Brainstorming – Emerging Priorities’ 
 
 

4. Emerging Priorities (Tyrize cox, MPRB) 7:38 
 
CAC Member John Lilly was unable to attend, but wanted the minutes to reflect the following as per his 

7/19/17 email – 

I want to ensure that the “shared use agreements” and "Minneapolis Youth Sports Association” (as 
spelled out in the March 2, 2016 MPS MOU) get a place for future priority discussions. 

 
i. Engen: Early thoughts- There is a lot of work that needs to be done. There is 

frustration, lack of direction, multiple agendas, and I didn’t understand our 
purpose, PR process, why facilities and programs are not working together, lot of 
expectations and roles are different in each neighborhood.  

1. Priority: Maintenance, safe, access to information and it needs to be easy, 
website improvement, needs to be at the park. Gaps for preschool and 
teens, affordability, glitter vs nuts and bolts. 

ii. Julie: Early thoughts- What are goals and recommendations and what legs to they 
have? Challenge of MOUs and communities and balance among stakeholders, 
importance of racial equity, mindful of improvements to our parks and sites, 
mindful of who the improvements are for, siloes as to who they are for, 2 times 
more money on policing then what is spent on youth development.  

1. Priority: Community engagement, offerings meeting neighborhood 
needs, critical look at police use and proactive use of budget money, look 
at lease money, revenue sharing across recreation centers, equity across 
all recreation centers, affordable programing for youth to seniors, 
innovative partnerships. 

iii. Beth: Early thoughts- are we really going to do anything or make it look good? 
Didn’t understand how Master Plans worked for the next 20 – 50 years. First 
meeting – we weren’t able to foresee the changes in the next 50. Master Plans 
keep continuing on and on and are never implemented. MPS closed a bunch of 
schools and then they had to start building years later – new buildings! If they 
had properly planned, it would have made more sense. More realistic timelines 
for master plans.  

1. Priorities: Welcome space to everyone, upkeep, maintenance and safety. 
Injuries, crime and lack of use if we don’t do upkeep.  

iv. Phil: Early thoughts- Thought about the system as a whole. Knowledge of 
amenities across the city. Financial accessibility. Knowing costs can fluctuate. 
Need support for communities at local rec centers. Challenges for offering 
partners access to spaces. We can’t meet needs for everyone. Spaces need to be 
high quality and flexible. People there but not engaged. How we can support 
innovative programs and partnerships? 

1. Priorities: Free programs, more for seniors, youth employment and 
development (more) invest more training in youth development 
principals, more social justice based training of our staff. Large group 
programs and have larger group health and fitness.  Pop up in high 
density areas and not just for kids. Build more partnerships and better 
data collection on usage. 

v. Cox: How is it going to be resolved? These recommendations are being used in 
budget decisions. We use your information to inform how we are budgeting. We 



have talked about overarching purpose: to help inform how we retrofit, remodel 
or even build new facilities. Current facilities are not flexible and not always 
welcoming. This is how this work will be used. Innovative partnerships – who 
are the organizations that we are working alongside? We want you to know that 
we are always looking for ways to collaborate and merge resources. We are 
always looking for collaboration.  

1. Where are we going next: Tonight was the check in. Our new consultant 
was unable to join us tonight. This is really new work- using community 
engagement to blend with capital – she could not be here tonight. She 
will be here next meeting and will detail how she is using our 
information and how we will gather more from the City. You are right 
that the City is not the same anymore. We have diverse voices at this 
table. We are going to meet with these focus groups and want your help 
with the questions we ask. We want to track the same way. There is a 
break in monthly meetings for us to gather data to bring back to you.  
 

vi. Lynne: Is the consultant working with the Capital Improvement Group? 
1. Cox: No. 

vii. Lynne: Who is still working with the Capital Improvement Group? 
1. Carrie: That is being worked through Planning. 

viii. Cox: There is a point to bring Master Plan and CAC together so we are moving 
together and not a part. 

1. Brian: Consultant isn’t just handing out paper? 
ix. Cox: No. 

1. Brian: I worry about game of telephone, and different impressions of the 
same thing. A report being used from group that we are not in. 

2. Bob: Suggestion: I thought what I heard were good priorities, we should 
be advising the Board of our priorities-asking the Board to adopt these 
priorities. Has the Board adopt our recommendations? I would like 
suggest where it goes so that we get some ‘meat’ in the suggestions. Let 
the Board debate and ask for more information. The Board needs to hear 
the suggestions. 

x. Kathy: How many people have talked to their representative about what we do 
here? Have they contacted you? We have seen a few at the meetings. Our Reps 
are necessarily running for re-elections.  

1. Bob: That is why we should bring it to the Board. 
xi. Brian: Now? 

1. Bob: Tonight and at the next meeting. This group could come together 
and have them adopt the priorities. Board is policy maker.  

xii. Cox: The Board has only heard updates, not necessary policies. I can get it on the 
agenda. Mid-Point deliverables- it would be a recommendation. 

xiii. Ortiz: I don’t think we are ready to present, need a little fine tuning. 
1. Cox: Let’s collect what we have and bundle for presentation. We don’t 

have the timeline for next week. 
xiv. Brian: What do you want us to do with info we get from consultant? 

1. Jamie: The last round was in the summer of 2014 with community 
engagement. You can be a part of this process of engagement with 
consultant. 

xv. Brian: I went to a bunch of these meetings. 
1. Jamie: You were a resident at the time. CAC is invited to all of the 

sessions this time. This is a new part of the process. 



xvi. Cox: I want to include missing perspectives this time around.  
1. Arlene: I don’t understand how we haven’t presented policies? What do 

you mean by that? Our suggestions – will some become policy? 
xvii. Cox: Yes, we have to look over board policy (governance) and administrative 

policy (superintendent authority). 
xviii. Phil: Recommendation of meetings – What is our charge, what is our broad 

timeline? 
xix. Lynne: I was distressed by the 2015 update for the CAC on the website.  
xx. Cox: We need to update after the pause.  

xxi. Arlene: Please send consultant information to us 
xxii. Beth: Please also send the RFP for hiring. 

 
5. Closing Remarks (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 8:09 

  
This constitutes the author’s understanding of items discussed and decisions reached. If there are any 
omissions or discrepancies, please notify Jamie Neldner in writing. 


