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Goal of Rec Quest: 

Develop a comprehensive recreation center and program plan to assure that recreation 

centers, programs, and services equitably align with community needs. 

 

Role of CAC 

Work collaboratively and provide input toward final project recommendations for approval 

by the Board of Commissioners. • Become knowledgeable about the project and its scope 

and advise MPRB staff and consultants throughout the planning process. • Contribute to 

broad community outreach and engagement by enhancing the project’s interaction with a 

wide range of stakeholders. • Understand and represent the needs of all community 

members. RecQuest CAC Orientation January 26, 2016 7 Role of the CAC LHB MIG Ballard 

King • Apply equity principles in decision-making based on training provided by staff and 

project consultants. • Report back to appointers or appointing bodies, as requested, on the 

plan process, information presented, and possible recommendations. • Evaluate potential 

scenarios and deliver a preferred, actionable alternative for recreation centers and 

programs to the Board of Commissioners. 

 

 
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. 

 

This constitutes the author’s understanding of items discussed and decisions reached.  

 

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. 

 
  



Priority Area 1: Expand youth development access and increase programs 

 

Established Need: 

• Cedar Riverside youth need indoor soccer and this need is not being addressed. Even 

outdoor facilities are used by clubs and aren't available to low income families.  

• Similarly, gyms are not available for youth to use.  

• provide for children and kids, that is what recreation centers should be about - kids in mind 

first 

• Study of demographics biannually, demographics of crime and community resources. 

• Review to ensure we are still meeting needs - programs target inner city youth. 

• What is the level of demand on other sites? Many parks would like someone there to work 

with teens – ability to have programs at other sites is dependent on what we can financially 

cover (depends on funding). Not for lack of need, it’s where the budget falls. 

• Are your programs full? Most are, generally well received and attended. 

• For Youthline, all programs are free. MPRB funds staff wages and a small budget, and a 

small amount of money from MPRB for office supply needs. Works with City Wide budget. 

Staff provides a lot of leadership themselves. May need to find volunteers for specialty 

training. What is needed: more funding for full time positions and add to parks on the need 

list. 10 staff full time at 17 parks, some move between multiple parks. 

• What could exist and what would it take to get there? 

• Rec Centers could benefit from more programming money. 

• We provide things kids ask for (i.e. - basketball), but we want to introduce new activities to 

youth as well. 

• I really want youth participation that would feel comfortable at a high level, and feels 

valued or heard. 

 

In Place Programming: 

• MPRB Programs: Youthline, Teen Teamworks, Athletics, 

• like Minneapolis Youth United 

• Mpls Youth Sports Association 

• RecPlus is a tuition based, school aged care program. Youthline is primarily drop in for 12-

17 year  

Benefits 

• strength of youth programming and how it isn’t strong at the expense of other types of 

programming. 

• Is RecPlus affordable?We stay under the other rates for school age care; we work with 

different counties for funding. You attend sites based on school bussing. The cost is less 

than MPLS Kids. 

• there is a positive impact of youth programs, to positive interaction with youth and police, 

and the decreased numbers in crime. 

• Rec+ is a self- supporting program. 



Challenges: 

• Perception that youth is prevalent already suggests that there is too much emphasis on 

youth programming. 

• As a representative of those aging in the community, I disagree with the “passive use” 

comment for adults. We have a very large and diverse immigrant community that tends to 

be more family-oriented. When we don’t have family oriented activities, especially those 

geared toward elders, we aren’t supporting healthy families. All of the activities shouldn’t 

be focused solely on youth – elders should be able to age in place and not have to rely on 

retirement centers and one center in the system that caters to them. 

• Staff goes into neighborhoods and schools. Kids go to where they feel welcome. They see 

welcoming staff and want to participate. Seasonal outreach pushes information through 

different youth agencies. 

• What is the overall budget for Youth Development? Roughly 2 million, I don’t know the 

exact budget number.  

• Hard to merge data in different programs and with different youth serving agencies. 

• Started in 1991 – before then there was a summer team of outreach staff to serve youth. 

RecPlus started in the late 1980s based on community needs (tuition funded). Always been 

programming in our parks. Frasier wanted a strong focus on teens 

• What are the barriers current youth are facing and what they are saying? What is a 

common theme? 

• Yes – numbers of youth, ethnicity, and risk factors (needed in Teenworks to qualify). 

• We have made huge strides collecting data and working with other agencies. Would be 

nice to have more information of a broader picture of resources and where we could refer 

kids within the City of Minneapolis. More data would allow us to make better decisions in 

the youth we serve. 

• Funding for after school programming is decreasing. Low quality programming can have a 

negative effect on youth. 

 

  



Priority Area 2: Provide equitable athletic programs 

 

Established Need: 

• Biggest complaint in the North is that there is no soccer field or team. 

• Gender equity is discussed, especially because it is important in how 

sports are provided 

• We don’t have the field space to accommodate each request/interest. 

• When we designed them, we were avoiding overuse – thought was it was good to create 
multiuse areas (avoids destroying fields and grass). 

• We have even rotated play to accommodate things like ‘wet springs’ and irrigation problems. 
Close certain areas and reintroduce them. 

• How much space is available to new users? Tim: A lot, groups and popular time slots change. 
Maybe only 10% of applications are turned away. Try to give other options to accommodate 
needs. 

• Some spaces fill up more than others? Tim: A lot with revenue generating sites (Neimen, Parade) 
and less with neighborhood parks. Always try to leave time to the general public. Not everything 
is revenue making and there should be community time. But we run into times that everyone 
wants.  Always time at a park that people can gather to play. 

• 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?  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? 

 

In Place Programming: 

• We have a new American soccer league in my neighborhood and has worked to connect 
families. 

• All centers as of this spring will be collecting sports data in our ActiveNet database. 

• Tim explains blocking off field space for MPRB recreation, then block for MPS competitive 

seasons, and then returning renters have time blocked, and then give to new 

individuals/groups/organizations. 

• Open to new ideas – but have found it is the most fair for allocation 

• Bossen 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. 

 

Areas of growth: 

• We are working on how this will function. It is written that they want more “do” between MPS 
and MPRB in regards to athletics. This is being developed and not yet 

• Why does the park not work with American Soccer League to provide clinics in exchange for 
lease discount? 

• adaptive sports play into the Memorandum of Understanding with Minneapolis Public Schools? 

• 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. 

• but struck by things like how swimming is popular, but we don’t do a good job offering that. 
Should this be more of a partnership with other organizations rather than a competition with 
the organizations that offer this type of service? 

 

 

Challenges: 

• 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. 

• 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? 

• 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. 

• Athletic Field Permit Priority Schedule 

• family park. Prices have doubled since we started paying at the park. Our kids deserve our safe parks, but 

too many families are cost burdened. Current minimum wage, we cannot afford the sports. Please 

prioritize free programs for MPLS Parks. 

Becky: No plans for a rec center there, there are only locked bathrooms, so the rec center would need 

tobe addition. There is also a pool building for chemical storage. 

 

 

 

  



Priority Area 3: Provide equitable educational programs 

 

Diversity acknowledges the uniqueness of individuals, groups and communities. It incorporates but is not 

limited to: race, gender, age, national origin, ethnicity, sexual orientation, disabilities, socio-economic 

status, education, geographic location, values, beliefs, behaviors, culture, and experiences. Inclusion 

acknowledges the ways people experience being connected, engaged, valued and included in the 

workforce. It is rooted in the belief that every individual deserves dignity and respect. Equity 

acknowledges that people’s barriers to success and quality of life directly correlate to educational, 

health, income, employment, civil and social disparities, as well as their ability to access resources. 

Unlike equality, equity doesn’t mean the same access or the same treatment. Racial Equity acknowledges 

that past policies, practices and strategic investments have created barriers to success based on race and 

is rooted in the proactive development of policies, practices, and strategic investments that aim to 

eliminate racial disparity trends, to mitigate institutional bias in hiring and promotional practices, and to 

ensure that race can no longer makes a person’s outcomes and opportunities predictable. MPRC August 

2016  https://www.minneapolisparks.org/_asset/j6cwv4/diversity_inclusion_racial_equity_highlights.pdf 

Jan 26, 2017 ppt. - Equity Racial equity • All community members have the opportunity to reach their full 

potential • Closing the gaps so that race cannot be used to predict success while also improving 

outcomes for all 

 

Definition 

• I hope that gender equity is discussed, especially because it is important in how sports are 

provided 

• Equity is not taking something from one person and giving it to another--we all thrive together 

• Explicit bias (illegal) vs. implicit bias (slide 13) 

• Disabilities, LGBT, etc. are all important equity conversations,  

• Equality means everything is the same 

• Equity means we are providing people with resources they need 

• Racial equity is a process as well as where we are headed 

• People of color are not faring as well as white community members (graduation rates, 

incarcerations rates, etc.) 

• Are our policies and practices working for the entire community? Or are people being left 

behind? 

• Transforming the way we do business (budget allocations, etc.) 

• Being race neutral perpetuates inequity 

• Timeline – development of white supremacy compared to a MPRB specific timeline and people 

interact with their personal history, talk about racial equity, be honest about redistribution of 

wealth, genocide – real talk 

• Equality is not the same as equity – that’s why we are where we’re at now, that’s why there’s a 

playground at each site and a soccer field at each site, but not all sites need the same 

programming. We need you to help us engage the community in the needs that their 

community needs. 

https://www.minneapolisparks.org/_asset/j6cwv4/diversity_inclusion_racial_equity_highlights.pdf


• Shoe analogy: not everyone gets the same size 9 woman's shoe (equality), but everyone gets the 

right sized shoe (equity) 

• Food analogy: everyone gets a first serving before anyone gets seconds 

• Conductors example:  lind auditions for orchestra conductor positions were held and it 

substantially changed the amount of females who were hired as conductors  

 

Equity Foundation for  MPRB and RecQuest 

• “Fuzzy” territory exists with the MPRB because no “official” commitment to leading with racial 

equity 

• Because the MPRB was in its infancy with equity at that time, the MPRB hired Voices for Racial 

Justice (VRJ) and Hope Community to help build capacity 

• Racial equity is a priority for the Park Board right now. When we find systems that don’t work 

well for more diverse communities, what we are finding is that those systems don’t really work 

for anybody. 

• Current focus on workforce equity and procurement equity because this was something the 

MPRB could control, there was good data available, and it was an opportunity to build internal 

capacity to address equity (staff improve through practice) 

• Group of 7 staff (we are a part of Government Alliance on Race and Equity [GARE] with 13 other 

MN jurisdictions), so MPRB will have a racial equity action plan by the end of the year 

• Will contain measures and goals (workforce equity, contract equity, staff training, etc.) 

• Commissioners are going through a process with the Director of GARE, Julie Nelson, regarding 

government’s role in advancing racial equity, using a racial equity toolkit, etc. 

• Example of successful outcome of the process so far – the vetting matrix for 20 Year Park Plan. 

• Each part of MPRB is going through this 

• Closing the Gap plan – part of the measures are concentrated areas of poverty, density of 

children, etc. 

• Representative from Parks & Power commended the CAC and MPRB for the advocacy of forming 

a racial equity subcommittee, and how there is a great opportunity in this project to step 

forward in creating equitable policies. 

 

Foundation for RecQuest 

• Equity was important to this project from the earliest stages 

• We know we aren't serving all populations justly 

• CAC role on keeping us focused on these issues 

• With respect to the CAC, this CAC committee doesn’t wholly represent the communities 

regarding ethnicity and age in the city – this group is older and whiter than Minneapolis in 

general. The CAC should be talking about equity, not keeping property values high. 

• how can the CAC possibly address these complicated equity and system issues in that few 

meetings and that length of time? If it took a year and a half for Phase 1, Phase 2 will take as 

long. I don't want this CAC to be only symbolic. 

• RecQuest staff Worked with VRJ and Hope went to specific communities, brought native 



speakers, etc. and spoke to community members in very different/authentic ways; built 

relationships; this will continue to be key to the Phase 2 outreach process 

 

Equitable Actions 

• Now trying to be proactive about race 

• Normalizing conversations about race (not easy) 

• Operationalizing equity  

• ADA example: mandatory curb cuts were intended for mobility purposes, but they actually 

improved access for everyone (strollers, bikers, etc.) 

• Implicit bias is our focus 

• Everyone has bias--it is how our brains process information 

• If we ignore bias, we are more likely to act on our bias because we don't recognize it 

• use the data and give it to centers, and give data based on census to surrounding community. 

 

Tools 

• Racial equity toolkit 

http://www.racialequityalliance.org/2015/10/30/racial-equity-toolkit/ 

 Racial Equity Toolkits lay out a process and a set of questions to guide the development, 

implementation, and evaluation of policies, initiatives, programs, and budget issues to address 

the impacts on racial equity. (ppt.)  • Toolkit asks: Who benefits and who is burdened? • How 

will this project increase or decrease racial equity? • Are there potential unintended 

consequences? If so, what strategies can be implemented to mitigate potential negative 

impacts? 

 
 

 

http://www.racialequityalliance.org/2015/10/30/racial-equity-toolkit/


• Closing the Gap Matrix  

https://www.minneapolisparks.org/_asset/7x9fy0/Closing-the-Gap_Matrix_050416.pdf  

Funding was distributed using the Equity Matrix from the historic NPP20  

 

 
 

 

Intended Impact of Equity in MPRB 

• It would be a victory if there were more people involved 

• Focusing on how equity is impacting national and local conversations and RecQuest 

• by impacting our agency, we can impact the structure overall 

• 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  

• Applying the racial equity priorities, are we constantly thinking about that? How is this in sync 

with the overall racial equity matrix as we look at each parks priority? Programs across the city 

do not address the racial divide. 

• Program assessment CAC member comment: The equity lens should be highlighted here 

regarding fees. There should be more accountability for who you are engaging in your 

community. There should be a balance between the central organization as well as the site 

specific programming. 

 

Equity Sub-Committee Calhoun-Harriet Model 

• The equity subcommittee for the Calhoun-Harriet project was formed because Vina was hearing 

from Calhoun/Harriet project staff that there was a group on the CAC that wanted a deeper 

conversation about race. She suggested creating a space and time to talk about race. She 

credited MPRB staff for taking on a new initiative with this subcommittee. Anyone on the CAC 

was invited to attend (10-12 people did, mostly white). Voices for Racial Justice hosted 

meetings. Vina was unsure how process was going to go, but she was very pleased with the 

turnout. Open agenda (vision for the lakes, etc.) – what emerged was beautiful and organic. 

• Many ideas were put on the table, but they came up with about 8-9 recommendations total. 

Strongest recommendation from the subcommittee was reinstating the name Bde Maka Ska. 

This was the centerpiece recommendation. 

• Leadership organically emerged from the people that participated 

• The entire CAC used a racial equity lens on every decision they made 

• Committee grappled with this balance between race and other equity issues. Explicit on race, 

but not exclusive (economic, LGBTQ, gender, etc.). They lead with race – it’s deep, historical 



oppression. 

• Parks should and could pave the way from an equity standpoint – it provides public spaces 

where people come together 

 

RecQuest racial equity subcommittee support 

• do we have a consensus from the group that racial equity should be a priority in the project? 

(The group shows consensus) 

• pecifically about racial equity. 

• help create a racial equity impact analysis. The subcommittee can create that and bring it to the 

CAC. 

• hashing out issues around racial equity and bring those issues to the CAC. 

• What could be the unique role of this Subcommittee? 

• Want to see things actually happen 

• How can we make rec centers safe and usable? 

• Build staff capacity to address equity 

• Racial equity matrix for programming decision making 

• How do we measure equity? 

• Outreach to community about project, meetings 

• Convincing people why the recommendations will be important 

• Mission statement for subcommittee 

• Concern - can neighborhood access the amenities (i.e. – fields)? 

• Government leaders united in their commitment to racial equity 

• Community engagement – going to the community 

• Gather qualitative feedback from community 

• How do we not duplicate processes? 

• Place for deeper conversations about institutional and systemic racism and analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Priority Area 4:  Increase senior programs 

 

Established Need: 

• Seniors sit around bored and want something to do, they may be willing to volunteer to be 

involved with their community and they have valuable skills and experience. I don’t see people 

here tonight that I see in the parks. 

• A local senior group did research on how much it would cost to install a hot tub, MPRB came 

back with a much higher number. Too many things have been priced or paper-worked out of 

possibility. 

• People are living longer and don’t necessary want to live to die. 

• Affordable programing for youth to seniors, innovative partnerships.  

• Is it possible that some community centers have more of a senior population rather than others  

• As a representative of those aging in the community, I disagree with the “passive use” comment 

for adults. We have a very large and diverse immigrant community that tends to be more family-

oriented. When we don’t have family oriented activities, especially those geared toward elders, 

we aren’t supporting healthy families. All of the activities shouldn’t be focused solely on youth – 

elders should be able to age in place and not have to rely on retirement centers and one center 

in the system that caters to them. 

 

Areas of growth / Next steps 

• Who are you defining as a senior? That is a discussion we need to have. What age to we 

consider seniors. 

• Chances are we have missed or will not have the opportunity to have people at the table in that 

spirit, immigrant, differently abled, senior citizens and GLBT? Half dozen groups? 

• I want to make sure I understand what the community needs by ‘senior programming’. 

• 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.  

 
 

 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE    Tuesday, January 26, 016 

 
1. Welcome (Jill Davis, CAC Chair, and Jamie Neldner, MPRB) 

• Jamie introduced himself 

• Jill, provided a brief hello and background on herself (she is from NE Minneapolis). 

• Jamie thanked participants for coming 

and for being patient with the timeline. 

This project is important and the MPRB 

didn't want to rush. 

2. Introductions of CAC Members and Project Team (Jamie) 

• Brian Nalezney, East Harriet (3 kids- two 5yo and one 2yo) 

• Al Jueneman, Wirth Park area (in the parks daily, including Boom and Minneahaha) 

• Jovita Morales, South (two kids, organizer in the Latino community) 

• Beth Hart, grew up in Phillips neighborhood (kids ages 27-17, girls and boys in football) 

• Kathy Engen, Kenny (two boys, 10 and 12, lots of time in parks with sports) 

• Jill Davis, Chair, Waite Park (grew up there, 17yo coached sports) 

• Pam Owens, Shingle Creek (meet at Creekview Rec Center regularly) 

• Scott Neiman, Windom South (grew up in 

parks, raised kids in them, served on the 

MPRB board, coached, dog parks, runner, 

biker) 

• Bob Fine, Linden Hills (lived there his whole life, coach for over 40yrs) 

• Ahmed Ishmail, Cedar Riverside (coach for over 300 East African 

kids) 

• David Kaplan, Standish neighborhood near Hiawatha golf course 

(2yo kid) 

• John Lilly, Hale-Page Diamond Lake neighborhood resident since 

1970s (kids grew up in parks, very concerned with maintenance of 

parks) 

• Laura Johansson, Lyndale (director of the NA years ago, kids played 

in parks, involved in many org/non-profit) 

• Lydia Major, Landscape Architect with LHB (Project Manager for 

the consultant team) 

• Michelle Kellogg (MPRB, equity and inclusion manager) 

• Ali Warsame 

3. Project Overview (Jamie) 

• Goal of RecQuest 

• Most rec centers were built in 1960s and 70s—that was also 

the last time a plan was done for the centers/programming 

• City has changed dramatically since then and we need to 

evolve to meet residents’ needs 



• Goal (see slide 4): Centers and their programming will keep 

pace with demographics and recreation trends 

4. Detailed information about project outcomes, role of the CAC, 

schedules, equity and process to date (Jamie Neldner and Michelle 

Kellogg, MPRB) 

• Outcomes (see slide 5) (Jamie) 

• "We hope RecQuest identifies gaps between what we're 

providing and what is needed and then develops a strategy 

for meeting those needs." 

• Process to Date (Jamie) (see slide 6) 

• In January 2015, the MPRB worked with neighborhood 

associations because they know the needs best, which 

informed Community Engagement plan that was eventually 

adopted by the Board 

• In March, RecQuest-specific questions were included in the 

citywide survey 

• Data request by consultant team in April was very 

comprehensive, but it also revealed the need to improve 

data gathering systems 

• Consultant team's preliminary tour in April showed how 

centers all serve very different needs (for example, some 

provide RecPlus while others have heavy drop-in use by 

teens) 

• May evaluation tour was conducted by two MPRB staff and 

consultant teams (one who did a bricks-and-mortar 

assessment of every center and one that toured select 

centers and also talked to staff); at the same time, the team 

also conducted a survey of center directors to explore what 

is used, what is needed, how things work on a daily basis, 

etc. 

• June-October was focused on doing community engagement 

in conjunction with Close the Gap (focused on funding), 

Service Area Master Plans (SAMP - outdoor facilities), and 

RecQuest (indoor facilities and programming) in order to 

make best possible use of community time 

o Community meetings 

o Intercepts (using boards to get quick input on what 

folks use and like and what they don't) at both park 

events and the community meetings and at external 

events like farmers’ markets 

• July-August: worked with Voices for Racial Justice and Hope 



Community to conduct listening sessions intended to reach 

out to people who do not typically come to public meetings. 

• Questions from CAC members on the project and process to 

date 

o Brian: Does this project look only at indoor facilities 

and programs? 

• Jamie: no, it also looks at the outdoor activities 

that a center director would coordinate. 

• Lydia: the SAMPs cover the facilities that are 

needed 

o Al: is it safe to assume that this project will inform the 

program needs served by the outdoor facilities? 

• Jamie: Yes, via the SAMPs. 

o Ali: To clarify, what kinds of programs happen inside? 

• Jamie: A very wide range including arts, 

preschool, senior, music, computer labs, birthday 

party rental, etc. 

o Brian: As an example, does Minneapolis Kids get 

coordinated with Rec Centers? 

• Jamie: No, MPRB uses RecPlus to provide daycare 

services at certain facilities. 

o Scott: Did the MPRB direct how the data was gathered? 

• Jamie: the MPRB provided the data and was 

involved in assembling it, but didn't direct its 

outcomes (other than to ensure that the right 

topics were explored, via the overall project 

goals). 

o Ahmed: The growing population of Cedar Riverside 

youth need indoor soccer and this need is not being 

addressed. Even outdoor facilities are used by clubs 

and aren't available to low income families. Elected 

officials only pay attention when they want votes. 

Similarly, gyms are not available for youth to use. That 

doesn't make any sense. 

• Beth: I think what this CAC group is supposed to 

do is just what Ahmed is suggesting--addressing 

these needs. 

• Jamie: It doesn't make any sense to us, either. 

That is why we are all here. 

• Role of CAC, cont (Jamie) (see slide 8 and agenda) 

5. Equity lens in decision making and racial equity toolkits (Michelle) (see 



slide 9) 

• Difficult topic to cover in 45 minutes, so this is a high-level view 

focusing on how equity is impacting national and local 

conversations and RecQuest, specifically 

• This introduction is given to give the CAC a common language for 

this project. 

• Background articles provided in advance 

• CAC comment: Articles were very helpful, especially the 

parks-focused one. 

• MPRB is by no means expert, but is on forefront of the topic as an 

agency 

• Equality means everything is the same, but equity is getting the 

right thing to everyone 

• Shoe analogy: not everyone gets the same size 9 woman's 

shoe (equality), but everyone gets the right sized shoe 

(equity) 

• Food analogy: everyone gets a first serving before anyone 

gets seconds 

• Disabilities, LGBT, etc. are all important equity conversations, but 

we are focused on racial equity tonight 

• Laura: I hope that gender equity is discussed, especially 

because it is important in how sports are provided 

o Michelle: yes, we will also discuss that during this 

process. 

• Equity is not taking something from one person and giving it to 

another--we all thrive together 

• There are a lot of disparities in Minneapolis 

• Government and race (see slide 10) 

• Explicit inequality was institutionalized by the government 

• Inequal treatment became illegal, and is often unintentional, 

but remains present in our society 

o California public schools example: invested heavily in 

kindergarten funding, but suburban districts applied 

(they had more resources to go after grants, facilities, 

etc.) and got the money, making the disparities 

greater; in addition suburban schools got the urban 

teachers to fill those new spots, furthering disparity 

• Now trying to be proactive about race 

o Normalizing conversations about race (not easy) 

o Operationalizing equity 

• 100% likelihood that race will determine outcomes, above all other 



community issues (slide 11) 

• Equity and Racial equity definitions (slide 12) 

• ADA example: mandatory curb cuts were intended for 

mobility purposes, but they actually improved access for 

everyone (strollers, bikers, etc.) 

• Explicit bias (illegal) vs. implicit bias (slide 13) 

• Implicit bias is our focus 

• Everyone has bias--it is how our brains process information 

• If we ignore bias, we are more likely to act on our bias 

because we don't recognize it 

o Conductors example:  lind auditions for orchestra 

conductor positions were held and it substantially 

changed the amount of females who were hired as 

conductors  

• Focus is specifically on institutional/implicit bias (slide 14) 

• This is what we can have an effect on during this process 

• Institutional/structural racism (slide 15) 

• No single agency is responsible for entire structure of racism, 

but by impacting our agency, we can impact the structure 

overall 

• Question from the CAC 

o Brian: are we looking at policies across the whole 

system or in specific neighborhood parks? 

• Michelle: we need to stay focused on rec 

centers, but we know that system-wide policies 

are likely to need attention and this CAC can raise 

issues to be addressed more broadly in other 

processes 

• Racial equity and the MPRB (slide 16) 

• Current focus on workforce equity and procurement equity 

because this was something the MPRB could control, there 

was good data available, and it was an opportunity to build 

internal capacity to address equity (staff improve through 

practice) 

• Racial equity and RecQuest (slide 17) 

• Equity was important to this project from the earliest stages 

• We know we aren't serving all populations justly 

• Because the MPRB was in its infancy with equity at that time, 

the MPRB hired Voices for Racial Justice (VRJ) and Hope 

Community to help build capacity 

• CAC will have a role on keeping us focused on these issues 



• Questions 

o Scott: Can you provide some examples of what 

RecQuest staff did to reach out? 

• Michelle: Worked with VRJ and Hope went to 

specific communities, brought native speakers, 

etc. and spoke to community members in very 

different/authentic ways; built relationships; this 

will continue to be key to the Phase 2 outreach 

process 

• Racial equity toolkit (slide 18) 

• MPRB doesn't have its own toolkit yet--we are trying others, 

experimenting, and developing our own 

• Process and key steps from slide 

o Involve stakeholders and analyze data (recognized 

already in this process that data is an area for 

improvement) 

• CAC is a key tool in the community engagement toolkits 

• Questions toolkits ask (slide 19) 

o Seattle shootings example: noted that streetlights 

were out specifically in specific neighborhoods because 

the replacing streetlights was complaint-based (won't 

call government, language barrier, don't know system, 

don't trust government); new time-based bulb 

replacements reduced complaints and crime in all 

communities 

• Additional info can be provided on any of the issues discussed tonight 

6. Introduction to Phase 1 Report and preview of CAC Meeting One (Lydia 

Major, LHB) (last slide) 

• Introduction to the Phase 1 report 

• Overview of the work done over the past year or so 

• Focused on understanding “What is” 

• Brief review of TOC and what is covered in each chapter 

• Introduction of a one-pager example 

• Looking for info on whether the right kind of information is 

presented, how it is organized, how info is represented, etc. 

• CAC Question: Can this be provided in other languages? 

o Lydia and Michelle: yes, they can be translated once we 

agree on the information and format we want to provide 

• Reviewing these items will be the focus of the February 22 CAC meeting 

(6:00-8:00pm at Farview Park) 

• We will walk through the report and the one-pagers in February, 



examining key findings and themes and discussing them as a 

group. 

• Questions from the CAC and Public on the Draft Report and one-pager 

example 

• Laura: how will these one-pagers be used? Who is the audience? 

o Lydia: CAC and staff will use this as a tool to quickly see key 

comparisons between the centers; they will also be available 

to the public as part of our community engagement process. 

• Public question: Can the public get copies? 

o Lydia: Report will be on the website and if anyone at the 

meeting wants a hardcopy, they should stop to talk with her 

and let her know how they want to receive the report draft 

• Beth: add crime statistics to one-pager. This is a significant concern 

in many parks. 

o Lydia: Good suggestion. We will note it and add to it with 

more comments in February. 

• General CAC Questions: 

• Ali: what is the CAC schedule? 

o Lydia: Phase 2 runs from now until April and the intention is 

to have three more CAC meetings. 

o Ali: how can the CAC possibly address these complicated 

equity and system issues in that few meetings and that 

length of time? If it took a year and a half for Phase 1, Phase 

2 will take as long. I don't want this CAC to be only symbolic. 

o Lydia: Good points. Keep in mind that this is one aspect of a 

larger CE process and that we do not expect the CAC to be 

the primary way we interact with the public. In addition, the 

CAC has a significant role outside of the meetings 

themselves. 

o YP 1.  Ahmed: I agree with Ali. The MPRB needs to reach out 

to the families. Not just leaders, but the actual people. We 

need to reach the youth by talking to their parents. Only 

talking to leaders just reinforces the disconnect already 

present between the "leaders" and the community 

members. 

• Kathy: What is the history of neighborhood recreation centers, 

why the system was put into place, what was their original 

intent/purpose? 

o Comm. Vreeland: When the centers were created, the 

neighborhoods of Minneapolis were much more 

homogenous and the MPRB felt that providing very similar 



facilities scattered relatively evenly across the city would 

serve needs well. 

o Scott: this points out one of the difficulties of long-term 

planning. We shouldn’t assume that the way things are now 

is how they will always be. 

 

o Comm. Musich: Be sure to look at housing stock 

surrounding a park (apartments, density, lots of 

businesses, single family housing, etc) so we 

understand makeup of community 

• CAC comment: Share CAC responsibilities/role on project 

page. 

• CAC comment: Send out the equity training materials via 

email to CAC and make it available on project page. 

• Laura: Schedules are very tight for weeks and months in 

advance and we should get all the meetings on the calendar 

as soon as possible. 

o Lydia: Agreed. Expect Doodle Polls. (But please note 

that if Doodle Polls or any other tool used to 

communicate don’t work well for you, you can always 

reach out directly to me or to Jamie.) 

6. Public Comments (Jill) 

• Arlene Zamora (Beltrami Park area resident): How do we reach 

CAC members? Are they responsible for reaching out to the 

public or is the public supposed to know how to reach out to 

the CAC? This doesn't seem very transparent. 

 Large group discussion: comments go through Jamie who 

will direct them to CAC members (continuing discussion 

evolved: MPRB staff will develop a way to reach CAC 

members more directly); CAC members often do reach 

into their communities directly, and it is a two-way street 

with public reaching CAC members; public comment 

periods will be held at every meeting; other venues for 

public comment will also be a part of the larger 

engagement process 

• Mary Watson: We spent half an hour talking about diversity and 

racism, but look at the CAC members present today: they are 

almost all white. The board talks the talk but doesn't walk the 

walk. 

• Rosa: the one-pager could be a great tool for community 

outreach, but right now it isn't relatable. Language is too 



professional. No sense of character of the places. Graphics are 

too technical. 

 Lydia: great feedback--exactly what we need to hear and 

what we will try to incorporate, along with other feedback 

we get during this process. 

 

  



RecQuest Racial Equity Subcommittee ckoff Meeting Notes – 5/17/16 

 

• The equity subcommittee for the Calhoun-Harriet project was formed because Vina was hearing from 

Calhoun/Harriet project staff that there was a group on the CAC that wanted a deeper conversation about 

race. She suggested creating a space and time to talk about race. She credited MPRB staff for taking on a 

new initiative with this subcommittee. Anyone on the CAC was invited to attend (10-12 people did, mostly 

white). Voices for Racial Justice hosted meetings. Vina was unsure how process was going to go, but she 

was very pleased with the turnout. Open agenda (vision for the lakes, etc.) – what emerged was beautiful 

and organic. 

• Many ideas were put on the table, but they came up with about 8-9 recommendations total. Strongest 

recommendation from the subcommittee was reinstating the name Bde Maka Ska. This was the 

centerpiece recommendation. 

• Leadership organically emerged from the people that participated 

• The entire CAC used a racial equity lens on every decision they made 

o I.e. – transportation to and from, toilets, access to water 

▪ If you don’t have basic facilities, it tells people – if you don’t live here, you’re not welcome 

here 

• How did they maintain balance between race and other equity issues? 

o Committee grappled with this. Explicit on race, but not exclusive (economic, LGBTQ, gender, etc.). 

They lead with race – it’s deep, historical oppression. 

o Parks should and could pave the way from an equity standpoint – it provides public spaces where 

people come together 

o Important to not leave anyone behind 

• “Fuzzy” territory exists with the MPRB because no “official” commitment to leading with racial equity 

 

Question for Commissioners/staff: Timeline for MPRB to commit to racial equity framework? 

• MICHELLE - Group of 7 staff (we are a part of Government Alliance on Race and Equity [GARE] with 13 other MN 

jurisdictions), so MPRB will have a racial equity action plan by the end of the year 

o Will contain measures and goals (workforce equity, contract equity, staff training, etc.) 

o Commissioners are going through a process with the Director of GARE, Julie Nelson, 

regarding government’s role in advancing racial equity, using a racial equity toolkit, etc. 

• FORNEY – Example of successful outcome of the process so far – the vetting matrix for 20 Year Park Plan. 

• ERWIN – Each part of MPRB is going through this 

o Closing the Gap plan – part of the measures are concentrated areas of poverty, density of children, 

etc. 

o Are we fulfilling our mission?  We might not be fulfilling our mission as well as we could be. 

o Should we rewrite that mission statement to reflect our community that lives in Mpls now? 



Question – what is definition of racial equity? 

• MICHELLE - 

o Equality means everything is the same 

o Equity means we are providing people with resources they need 

o Racial equity is a process as well as where we are headed 

▪ People of color are not faring as well as white community members 

(graduation rates, incarcerations rates, etc.) 

▪ Are our policies and practices working for the entire community? Or are people 

being left behind? 

▪ Transforming the way we do business (budget allocations, etc.) 

▪ Being race neutral perpetuates inequity 

 

COMMUNITY - People of color don’t feel welcome and understanding of the process. People can’t access a process if 

they don’t feel welcome in the first place 

 

TRACY – 

• Identify deficits and then combat with engagement and process 

• It’s hard to get to Lake Harriet if you don’t have a car – MPRB is a powerful organization and a part of 

the bigger picture in government 

• There is no solution or end – it’s a constant process and a way of thinking. 

 

VINA – 

• VRJ and Hope Community grappled with working with MPRB. They are used to working with 

government organizations from the outside. They are working with MPRB to make systems 

change – inside/outside influence. (i.e. – when CAC is done, they are still organizing in the 

community). 

• Equity Subcommittee – ended up being an inside/outside effort (CAC members AND community members) 

• MPRB staff work better when working with organizations from the outside 

 

MICHELLE – 

• Everyone has a part in the solutions (MPS, community groups, etc.), so we’re working together in order 

to make progress in the same direction. 

• RecQuest will determine the size, space, programming guidelines, potentially budget and 

staffing for neighborhood recreation centers. 

 

Question – What was the time commitment for the additional committee?  Frequency of meeting? 

TRACY – 

• Calhoun-Harriet equity subcommittee met about 6 times in person 

• 12 official meetings for the CAC 

• About 6 open houses 

• Relaying info back to community constituencies 

• Equity subcommittee started with visioning 

 

Question – what was Arlene’s reason for recommending the formation of this subcommittee? 

She knew what was happening with the Harriet/Calhoun project and she wanted the same considerations and efforts 

involved with the RecQuest project. She wanted to hear what they did and learn from their successes and efforts. She 

has been doing research on how MPRB is going to spend the money in the 20 Year Plan. She wants to make sure the 



conversation continues around race. 

 

TRACY – when the subcommittee gets together, everyone brings their own 

questions/sensibilities/fears/constituency/family. Everyone helped shape the process.  People felt scared and tense, 

but it was a safe place and everyone moved forward and worked as a team. They got an almost unanimous vote 

when they moved their recommendations forward to the CAC. 

 

VINA – this subcommittee can make recommendations to full CAC in order to use framework for recommendations, 

Calhoun/Harriet made specific recommendations to the CAC, the thing that really grounded them was a visioning 

session. I.e. - what do we imagine for the rec centers in Mpls (NOT what needs to happen but what you want to 

experience when the project is completed) 

 

COMMUNITY- 

• Hope Community leads project called Politics is Local and would be happy to share mater 

• The process should be for people that don’t come to meetings 

• Timeline – development of white supremacy compared to a MPRB specific timeline and people interact 

with their personal history, talk about racial equity, be honest about redistribution of wealth, genocide – 

real talk 

• It would be a victory if there were more people involved 

 

Open Discussion 

 

What could be the unique role of this Subcommittee? 

• Want to see things actually happen 

• How can we make rec centers safe and usable? 

• Build staff capacity to address equity 

• Racial equity matrix for programming decision making 

• How do we measure equity? 

• Outreach to community about project, meetings 

• Convincing people why the recommendations will be important 

• Mission statement for subcommittee 

• Concern - can neighborhood access the amenities (i.e. – fields)? 

• Government leaders united in their commitment to racial equity 

• Community engagement – going to the community 

o Gather qualitative feedback from community 

• How do we not duplicate processes? 

• Place for deeper conversations about institutional and systemic racism and analysis 

 

Next Steps 

 

COMMUNITY- 

• Would like to get out into communities and parks and dialogue with community. Process seems less 

complicated right now.  He feels better about process. 

• Community engagement is not sitting in a room like this. It’s going into the community where people are and 

listening to them there.  People will start valuing when they start seeing change. 

 



CAC MEMBER - Determine -what is this subcommittee doing differently than the CAC? Concern about duplicating 

efforts. This group should have deeper conversation about systemic, institutional framework of racism – not enough 

time at the CAC level. Go deeper and do systemic analysis – different and unique from RecQuest CAC. 

 

COMMUNITY - when will this end?  People should have access to process as it evolves. 

• This subcommittee is open to public and CAC 

• Future meetings should be at parks and in the community and not at MPRB HQ 

• Do visioning at next meeting 

o I.e. - What do we hope RecQuest looks like from a racial equity standpoint? 



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Monday, February 22, 2016 

 

1. Welcome (Jamie Neldner, MPRB) (Slides 1, 2, 3) 

- Round of introductions of CAC members, MPRB staff, and consultants 

2. MPRB Comprehensive Plan Overview (Jamie) (Slides 4, 5, 6) 

- MPRB mission statement and the relation to RecQuest. 

- In 2005, the MPRB embarked to a two-year commitment to complete this plan. Data was 

collected and a comprehensive outreach process was completed. The plan was 

implemented in 2007 and will be in effect through 2020. The plan encompasses four 

specific vision themes, with goals within each vision theme, and then strategies to reach 

each goal. The vision theme that brings us together to reach RecQuest goals is the second 

one in the comprehensive plan. 

- See slides 4, 5, and 6 for theme, goals, strategies 

- CAC member comment: the MPRB partnered with VRJ & Hope Communities – will this 

be a part of this? 

o MPRB response: The slide is from the Comp Plan from 2007, and RecQuest was 

initiated because of this plan. The intent was to show how RecQuest is rooted in the 

comp plan, 

but VRJ and Hope Communities were only involved in RecQuest itself. VRJ did not 

work on the Comp Plan. 

- CAC member comment: what is a community service hub? 

o MPRB response: at the time the comp plan was created, we were working in a 

different service model, we now have service areas. There were originally 13 

community service hubs. Now there are five service areas. 

- CAC comment: Is the MPRB operating under this plan? 

o MPRB response: yes, it is in effect until 2020. 

3. RecQuest Trajectory (Lydia Major, LHB) (Slide 7) 

- The presentation slide was the project phasing graphic from the Phase I report draft, but 

we have removed the dates after hearing CAC feedback from last meeting. We will be 

discussing the timeline and working with the CAC to revise the timeline for Phases 2 and 3. 

- We have completed the “What is?” phase, and are moving in to “What can be?”, and 

after that moving on to “What will be?” over a timeline that we are still working out 

with the CAC feedback and support 

- Focus on this portion of the meeting this evening will be the review and feedback and 

comments on the RecQuest phase I report—the “What is?” phase. (Slide 8) 

- Please send grammatical/text edit suggestions to the report by email, not during this 

session. We will focus on ideas and themes that the entire group needs to hear and 

discuss. 

- If something isn’t specifically listed on the slides we go over tonight, please bring it up if you 

feel it’s important to discuss as a group. 

- We will record notes on the whiteboard during the meeting as well as take 

comprehensive notes by computer. 

- Things to keep in mind:(Slide 9) 

o Equity – keep the perspectives and ideas in mind that we discussed at 

the CAC orientation 



o Where should we dive deeper, what issues do we need to explore in more detail? 

Are we missing key themes based on your knowledge of the community? We have a 

CAC to help us dig in and understand your communities better. If there are themes 

that we are uncomfortable with, let us know so we can get more comfortable with 

these themes. 

4. Phase I Report Large Group Discussion (Lydia) (Slide 10) 

- Review of the structure and organization of topics in chapter 1 

o Lydia asks the group if anyone has any questions on how chapter 1 was 

organized, and there were no comments 

- Facility tours: (Slide 11) 

o CAC member question: Is this section about what is required for each facility, or 

what has already been done? 

▪ Lydia response: This section discusses how the recreation centers are today 

o CAC member question: The smaller parks that don’t have a recreation center don’t 

seem to be in this report, how do they fit in? Example: Beltrami isn’t in this report. 

▪ Lydia response: We are only looking at recreation facilities with staff that 

operate programs, we are not considering maintenance or restroom 

facilities, etc. 

▪ CAC member response: Beltrami doesn’t have programming, but the 

community is trying to program it. It is important to include this in the 

project. 

▪ Lydia response: we are aware that Beltrami is requesting programming 

and we will consider that during phases 2 and 3. This report only reflects 

existing conditions. 

o CAC member comment: If the referendum passes, we want to see more emphasis 

on green investments, solar panels, etc. It’s an investment that pays for itself in 10 

years and this is a 30 year plan. 

 

o CAC member comment: Regarding landscaping and curb appeal, it would be good to 

know which facilities are nicer, and which ones are more barren…this related to later 

the programs and programming funding...are we talking about have’s and have-not’s? 

▪ Lydia response: The complete notes on the facility tours are in the appendix. 

These help with the specifics on each facility, and during our tours we found 

that things like curb appeal and landscaping are more reflective of the interest 

of the staff in maintaining this element of the facility, rather than necessarily 

reflecting the resources of the specific center or neighborhood. 

o CAC member question: In regard to the focus of this committee, should we be looking 

at replacement, removal, additions to facilities, etc? Knowing this would shape how we 

think about this report. 

▪ Lydia response: as we get into phases 2 and 3, part of that is looking at 

replacement, renovation, etc. of facilities at a system wide level, but not 

an individual building-by-building scale. 

o CAC member comment: The one-pagers get into specifics, such as budgets, but how 

do we consider the referendum and other financial contributions into this graphic? 

▪ Lydia response: we will be talking about money, costs, and budgets in the 



coming phases, and we don’t want to say that today’s specific budget 

situation should frame the decisions we need to make. We will be looking at 

what should be happening in this community at a big-idea level. 

▪ CAC member response: I understand, but we have an obligation to be 

realistic about what comes out of these meetings. 

o CAC member question: Regarding the Level of Services (LOS) analysis, should we also 

think about partnering with other organizations – are we looking at not relying on the 

rec center doing everything, but sending pieces of programming off to maybe the Y? 

▪ Lydia response: We will be talking about the LOS in a few slides, but we will be 

talking about different models of service, but right now we are looking at the 

existing conditions. 

o CAC member comment: Safety should be more than just cameras, we should know 

who to consult with to know better design of buildings for safety/security. 

▪ Lydia response: Our designers did look at environmental security, including 

accessibility, at each facility. We can enhance how that is described in the 

report. 

o CAC member comment: I assume we are going to replace roofs, etc. but when 

thinking about strategic shifts, these are very opaque designs. These buildings are 

from the 70s and are very closed off and segregated from the activity, so we should 

think about how do we get more eyes on the park. 

o CAC member comment: 49% of users are women, another thing to think about 

with safety. 

o CAC member question: Will we continue to look at facility data at an overarching view? 

The appendix is daunting. 

▪ Lydia response: We are not asking you to analyze each facility in depth, we are 

at an overarching view. We will use the one pagers to highlight the deep 

information for each center, but not dive deep right now into each center. 

o CAC member question: Where do the outdoor facilities fit into this? 

▪ Lydia response: We are examining the outdoor fields from a programming level 

if the center staff is programming those amenities, but the outdoor facilities 

themselves are part of the service area master plans. We are working closely 

with those processes. 

▪ Other CAC member comment: So there will be interaction and overlap 

between this process and those processes? 

▪ Lydia response: Yes. 



o CAC member comment: If we want more soccer fields, for example, is that part of this? 

▪ Lydia response: We will note that and pass it on to who needs to know that 

for their master planning efforts. 

o CAC member comment: I am uncomfortable with the disconnect between indoor 

and outdoor amenities. 

o CAC member comment: Who is looking at analyzing the outdoor facilities? 

▪ Lydia response: The service area master planning efforts are going through 

the same process: they have CACs (or, in the Downtown Service Area’s case, a 

steering committee) with full community engagement processes. 

▪ Michael Schroeder comment: By 2018 the plan is to have all master 

plans complete. 

▪ CAC member response: Is there an overlap of people? Is there someone on 

the boards making sure the overlap is happening? 

▪ MPRB staff response: For staff, yes, but for committees no – this is a huge 

commitment for volunteers to make to be a part of just one committee, and 

there simply is not time to participate on multiple committees. 

o CAC member comment: Think of how to design the buildings to support the functions 

that happen inside of the buildings. 

o CAC member comment: Some of the parks have holes in the turf fields. (MPRB staff 

connected with this member after the meeting to ensure that there is a near-term 

solution to this issue.) 

o CAC member question: I also have a hard time with the disconnect between indoor 

and outdoor space – what’s the history of the decision to break this apart? 

▪ MPRB response: This city is huge and that would be a huge workload. We are 

looking at absolutely everything on every property, so to throw the facilities and 

outdoor amenities together into one project is too much. The regional plans are 

at a regional scale, the service area master plans are by service area, but the 

RecQuest plan is a city-wide model. 

o CAC member comment: The Nokomis/Hiawatha master plan has been done, SSAMP is 

going on, and now we have this going on – there is confusion on all of the master plans 

going on – there will be confusion on why there are only parts happening with each 

plan. 

▪ MPRB response: The processes are quite different, and happening at different 

scales – we are implementing the service area master plans and RecQuest at the 

neighborhood scales, and the Nokomis/Hiawatha plan is at regional park scale, 

so that will help people understand the focus more. 

o CAC member comment: Regarding DSAMP, that project gets to work with CPED and 

has a cool name. 

▪ Lydia response: Pathways to Places is a joint effort between the City of 

Minneapolis and the MPRB but the two projects (the City’s Downtown Public 

Realm Framework Plan (DPRFP) and the Downtown Service Area Master Plan 

(DSAMP)) had separate and confusing names. They were given the shared 

name “Pathways to Places” to communicate their shared processes and 

outcomes. 

▪ CAC member response: Will we work with CPED? 



▪ Lydia response: We can have conversations with the City if needed. 

o CAC member comment: Other planning processes have not looked at the buildings, 

so you’re saying that this is our opportunity to look at facilities. 

▪ Lydia response: Yes, and we are looking at the services and programs that 

are provided from the facilities as well as the facilities themselves. 

o CAC member comment: My family plays soccer at Corcoran Park, I know that Peavey 

Park and Stewart Park is disconnected between the park and the playground – if we call 

it a community park, there needs to be more safety. There are holes in the fields. 

Businesses 

around the park look like they are just for certain people, not the community. Fees are too much. 

Facilities are too old. 

o CAC member question: Did you get this facility condition information during the 

community engagement process? 

▪ Lydia response: We did tours ourselves and took feedback from 

community members during the entirety of Phase 1. 

o CAC member question: Why isn’t there any information here on Northeast Park? 

There should be past information on the new Northeast Park. 

▪ Lydia response: This is an existing conditions report, but we can include 

information about the plans for that park. 

- Demographic Projections: (Slide 12) 

o We are looking at a high level findings for the demographic studies 

o CAC member comment: There is a confusion in the service area breakdowns – the 

service areas in the report differ from the service areas that are listed in the 

program registry books. 

▪ Lydia response: We are aware that the MPRB explains service areas in different 

ways depending on what lens we are looking through, and we can explain the 

service area model discrepancies better. 

o CAC member comment: the mayor has a goal of 500K people in the city by a certain 

year, and city policy can help or hurt that – if the city has a greater goal than what the 

projections are showing, these projection numbers could be different. 

▪ Lydia response: we can add that information to this section. 

o CAC member comment: Confusion on information available on languages spoken…that 

part could be more robust. 

▪ CAC response: that information is provided in the table. 

▪ Lydia response: we can examine that and clarify where possible. 

o CAC member comment: Some families have more kids than the average family, those 

families in those areas need more attention, and do we have the information on family 

sizes in different communities? 

▪ Lydia response: We didn’t speak to that as directly as we could, and will look 

into that during the editing process, but the projections do reflect project 

growth in specific communities. 

- Program Assessment (Slides 13, 14, 15) 

o This section reflects more of what we heard during our Phase 1 community 

engagement process, as well as the raw numbers of programming that is happening 

right now. 



o CAC member comment: Two-part comment – regarding sustainability, how do we 

increase programming so we don’t duplicate or compete with other resources (thumbs 

up to more partnerships) and how much do particular staff members influence the 

character of the building and the programs? There needs to be a system of checks and 

balances and responsiveness including evaluations, ways to incentivize coordination 

with the communities, and accountability. There is no accountability or responsiveness, 

this should be a systemic change. 

o CAC member comment: Regarding revenue generation, I found that part of this 

section upsetting. Does the MPRB re-invest the money back into the rec center where 

it is generated? It creates have and have-nots to rely on individual centers to raise 

their own funds. A more global system would be more equitable. 

o CAC member comment: Community members feel like they should have a say in how 

the parks are run – there should there be a committee in each neighborhood that 

decides which programs are run in each park. 

o CAC member comment: Outsourcing vs. staffing – we should vet the economics of this. 

The one pager shows that only 15% or so of the available programming hours are being 

used, is this a reflection of the staff, or that people just aren’t showing up when the 

place is in fact available? What is the story behind this data? 

o CAC member comment: The equity lens should be highlighted here regarding fees. There 

should be more accountability for who you are engaging in your community. There 

should be a balance between the central organization as well as the site specific 

programming. 

o CAC member comment: In our experience with fundraising at the Loring Park 

Community Arts Center, the individual centers don’t get the money, it goes to the 

general parks fund. Our experience is different from the other comment where each 

center has to fund raise for itself. 

▪ Other CAC member response: Facilities are being pitted against each other 

for funds. 

o CAC member comment: There’s a lot of pressure on recreation center staff, they 

program and reach out to community. Is there MPRB policy written as to what staff has 

to do to reach out to community members? Is there a stakeholder list that rec center 

managers have to use when they reach out with people, and can we see that list? 

▪ Lydia response: We will talk about that list at the end of the meeting and 

during the next meeting. 

▪ MPRB response: There isn’t a written policy on how center staff does 

neighborhood outreach. 

o CAC member comment: The physical layout of the rec center makes it so you can’t have 

a face-to-face interaction with the staff. There aren’t bilingual people at the facilities. It 

is hard to engage the community when there is that disconnect. Also, there is a safety 

concern: I smelled illegal substances in the bathroom at a facility – who is managing this? 

I don’t want my kids hanging out there. Also, why isn’t the money being spent to rent 

out facilities at the park being used to maintain that park? 

o CAC member comment: Some parks allow snacks, but some parks don’t allow people to 

bring their own snacks. Sometimes one person is allowed to bring snacks and another 

isn’t even at the same facility. The facility supervisors should be trained and understand 



the culture of the communities they serve. There is no inclusion in some parks, and 

there is a deaf ear to comments made by people of color. 

o CAC member comment: In the Cedar-Riverside & Phillips areas, most of the gyms are 

owned by the schools. They reserve the gyms for smaller private groups when there 

are local groups in greater numbers that have the need to use these facilities as well, 

and these groups have less resources to find other places to occupy. 

o CAC member comment: The only verbiage in the report about inclusion is about 

people with disabilities – this is disappointing and outdated. I’d like to see how many 

people have requested the data about the ethnicity of parks users. 

▪ Lydia response: This is an instance of the gaps in the data, we don’t have good 

data about race/ethnicity of users. We will research the budget information 

about financial assistance programs to see if that adds insight into this issue. 

o CAC member comment: There is confusion in the part of this section that explains 

that higher income neighborhoods have the resources to pay for the programs they 

use. 

▪ Lydia/CAC group response: It’s a statement of fact, not opinion. Currently, if a 

neighborhood is willing to pay for enhanced programming, those programs can 

be added. 

o CAC member comment: There is a disparity on food permitting and bringing food in. 

▪ Jamie response: If someone registers for a food program, we don’t need a permit 

for that, but if we serve food to the public, or if anyone serves food to the public 

on our property, we must obtain a permit. This is city policy, not MPRB. 

 

▪ CAC member comment: I wasn’t allowed to serve food I brought, but 

someone else was allowed. Supervisors need training to understand the 

culture of users. Staff aren’t hearing minority voices. 

o CAC member comment: There are a lot of parks with older single-family housing 

surrounding them, but these areas have the potential to support higher uses and 

therefore be redeveloped at increased land values and generate associated park 

dedication fees. Can there be mixed use of park buildings (multi-family housing over a 

recreation center)? Could upcoming development near parks help fund parks? 

o CAC member comment: The park dedication fee – what is it and how do we know 

where this money goes? 

▪ Michael response: (explained how the park dedication fee works, offered to walk 

CAC member through the process of seeing what development projects provided 

what funds online). 

- Trend Analysis (Slide 16) 

o This section looks at national trends in recreation. 

o CAC member comment: Is the trend analysis national? 

▪ Lydia response: it has a regional perspective, but is based on national trends. 

o CAC member comment: The top 10’s are a great resource and guide – but struck by 

things like how swimming is popular, but we don’t do a good job offering that. Should 

this be more of a partnership with other organizations rather than a competition with 

the organizations that offer this type of service? 

- LOS Analysis (Slide 17) 



o CAC member comment: I’d like to know how the level of service is compared to other 

cities like LA or Seattle. If we dropped our number of rec centers down to what those 

cities are supporting, how does that affect us? 

▪ CAC member response: There is a comparison chart in the report. 

o CAC member comment: I have a different opinion on that: having neighborhood rec 

centers makes our city great. I don’t like comparing us to a national average, we have 

water everywhere, a snow culture, lots of folks that like soccer – we should be looking 

at what people here want and not compare ourselves to other cities. 

▪ Lydia interjection: Let’s not get bogged down in this question tonight, it’s a big 

part of Phase 2 and we will talk about this much more in the future in greater 

detail and depth. 

o CAC member comment: I would like to see more in outreach and engagement, 

advertising on a consistent basis and having a reward system for the rec center staff 

doing a good job. Evaluations shouldn’t be a one-time thing, there should be ongoing 

evaluations on how staff is engaging with the community. 

- Gap Analysis (Slide 18) 

o CAC member comment: The main thing tonight is to provide for children and kids, that is 

what recreation centers should be about - kids in mind first. 

o CAC member comment: Doesn’t like how the youth program section is phrased with the 

word “dominated.” Youth programs are strong because there are volunteers and staff 

to support these, but doesn’t like that this suggests that there is too much emphasis on 

youth programming. 

▪ Lydia response: We completely agree and didn’t intend to make that 

impression; we will re-word this to be more sensitive to the strength of youth 

programming and how it isn’t strong at the expense of other types of 

programming. 

o CAC member comment: This doesn’t look at the more passive things that adults use – 

mostly outdoor things like paths, golfing, etc. Need to consider how resources are 

going toward this even though they aren’t “programmed.” 



o CAC member comment: the community education system does do a lot of 

adult programming at the facilities. 

▪ Lydia response: We do recognize that just because the MPRB doesn’t offer 

this programming doesn’t mean that other organizations don’t. 

- Skip to the Next Steps part of the meeting due to time constraint; the group will finish 

the discussion on the Phase I Report at the next CAC meeting 

5. Public Comment Period (facilitated by Jill Davis, CAC chair) 

- Public comment: As a representative of those aging in the community, I disagree with the 

“passive use” comment for adults. We have a very large and diverse immigrant community that 

tends to be more family-oriented. When we don’t have family oriented activities, especially 

those geared toward elders, we aren’t supporting healthy families. All of the activities shouldn’t 

be focused solely on youth – elders should be able to age in place and not have to rely on 

retirement centers and one center in the system that caters to them. 
YP 2 

- Public comment: With respect to the CAC, this CAC committee doesn’t wholly represent the 

communities regarding ethnicity and age in the city – this group is older and whiter than 

Minneapolis in general. The CAC should be talking about equity, not keeping property values 

high. 

- Public comment: The MPRB should do a better job connecting with those who use the facilities. 

Actually go to the facilities and talk to the people there using the facilities to connect with 

them. Sometimes people in the community don’t know how to make their voices heard or how 

to reach out and connect with the MPRB. There should be a better job done on renovating 

facilities that are important to the communities. In general, think about how the parks can 

keep people at all income levels engaged in the process. 

- Public comment: The “fundamentals” for kids brings kids and families together – it’s been a 

successful endeavor in north Minneapolis when groups there started focusing on making the 

fundamentals stronger. Larger organizations came along and wanted to invest in the 

community (Twins, Timberwolves, Vikings, etc.) because it was a community. “When we play 

together we stay together!” Main focus should be on thinking about families and growing 

together as a city and we will draw better conclusions. Work on solutions and strategies on 

how to get these big picture things done together. 

- Public comment: I was offended by Closing the Gap meetings and how people that don’t use the 

parks were making decisions on the future of parks and how they will be used. Seniors sit 

around bored and want something to do, they may be willing to volunteer to be involved with 

their community and they have valuable skills and experience. I don’t see people here tonight 

that I see in the parks. 

- Public comment: A local senior group did research on how much it would cost to install a hot 

tub, MPRB came back with a much higher number. Too many things have been priced or 

paperworked out of possibility. 

- Public comment: Brian Coyle center should be Currie Park. I don’t agree that Pillsbury United 

Communities runs all of the programming there. We need to be sincere about how the 

programs are run and invite more organizations to partner with us to provide programs. 

o CAC member comment: We need to reach out to the people struggling, not 

the organizations or the leaders, but the people. 

6. Preview of CAC Meeting #2 (Lydia) 



- We are looking for help and insight on how we can best reach out to the people in the 

community. 

- We will be discussing the community engagement processes for Phases 2 and 3. 

- Homework assignment for the CAC is to think about groups, stakeholders, partners, etc. who 

you would like to see brought to the table. You telling us first tells us a lot more about what is 

important to you and where our priorities should lie going forward. 

- We will also get to what we didn’t get to today. 

- CAC member question: Will we continue with intercepts going forward? 

 

o Lydia response: we can use intercepts if those are the most effective tools we have to 

reach our goals. 

- CAC member comment: In the next meeting we should make sure we spend time further 

discussing things we didn’t get to tonight. 

o Lydia response: we will certainly do that. Also feel free to provide feedback to us via 

email or phone in the interim. 

- CAC member comment: Will the CAC be meeting through Phase 2? 

o Lydia response: We will discuss the timeline moving forward internally, then discuss it 

with the CAC at the next meeting. 

 

  



Thursday, March 31, 2016  6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

 

1. Review of RecQuest project goals (Jamie) (Slides 4, 5, 6) 

- It is understood that there is confusion regarding the roles, responsibilities, and general 

direction of the CAC regarding the goals and end results intended for the RecQuest project. We 

will slow down a bit and take a few moments to review these items. 

- We started by establishing an understanding of where we are at, and began collecting data 

from park board staff and communities (from things such as listening sessions). The goal was to 

collect data rooted in usage and how people actually do use and want to use our facilities, or 

why they don’t use our facilities. Once we collected this data, we assessed it for information 

and to identify gaps. 

- Our rec centers were built over 40 years ago, and we haven’t had a vision for the rec centers since 

the 1960s. Since then, our communities have changed, the needs have changed, and we now 

need a vision for how we are going to use our rec enters moving forward. By collecting all of this 

data 

 

and feedback, we can understand where our system is at, and have an idea of where it needs to 

go. We have 49 recreation facilities in the system and cannot renovate them at the same time. 

We are here to come up with a vision/investment strategy over the next 25-30 years on how to 

invest and move forward with bringing these facilities to meet current needs. 

- Question from Arlene Zamora: Is there currently anything like this in place, or are we 

starting from scratch? 

o Jamie response: We are starting from scratch. 

- Question from Brian Nalezny: Are we able to propose things that aren’t being done now? 

o Jamie response: Yes, we are hoping the community thinks about new and 

innovative ideas to help us with this plan. 

o Brian: This plan will be able to evolve? Say, we don’t have the money to renovate a 

bunch of facilities right now, but in a few years we may be able to renovate, say, five 

a year? 

o Jamie: Absolutely. 

- Question from Arlene: Does “staff” mean people that manage the facilities? 

o Jamie: Yes, the staff of each facility is and will continue to be involved. 

- Question from Adelheid Koski: How is this working with the other area master plans? There are 

other satellite parks that aren’t directly involved with this project, but how do all of these 

projects work together to encompass one vision? 

o Jamie: The programming for those parks is covered in this project, and we (referring and 

gesturing toward MPRB commissioner & project manager staff) are all working together 

to coordinate our projects. 

2. Review of RecQuest project deliverables (Jamie) (Slide 7) 

- So what is it that we are working toward? A plan that provides a guiding vision. This plan has 

to be data driven and responsive to what the community wants and what their needs are now 

and in the future. We want this project to be informed by many viewpoints – user groups, 

non-user groups, or anyone that may potentially use the rec centers. 

- (Slide 8) The plan has to set strategies that are measureable and achievable. This plan has to be 

realistic and have a deliberate approach. This plan has to utilize a racial equality impact 



analysis. 

- Question from Arlene: What does that analysis mean, where is it coming from? Is this something 

we are doing or something that will be provided to us? Is this something that is in place, or is that 

something that we are tasked to do? 

o Michelle Kellogg response: This is something that we as staff are already talking 

about and have been working on. We are thinking about decisions from a racial 

equity standpoint. It’s hard to think about this in a project at this scope, but it is a 

lens that we will constantly look through and come back to. 

- Question from David Kaplan: I’m still trying to understand what we are trying to do. When I 

think “plan” I think of a giant document, but that isn’t something that will realistically be 

pulled together in five to six meetings. 

o Jamie response: We will be pulling this together as a consultant and staff team, with your 

guidance through the process. We also need input from people that are in the 

community, outside of this meeting. 

o David: I’m still trying to understand what you’re looking for from the CAC. 

o Jamie: We will get to the roles and responsibilities of the CAC review portion of the 

discussion tonight, but we are looking for your guidance in the principles we are using 

in the process. 

o Arlene: There is something in place, the staff here decides what programming happens 

at each rec facility, so there is something in place. I don’t know how they go about 

community engagement for their programming, but I do like the idea that we are more 

hands on now. 

o Jamie: And in the Phase I report we have feedback from the facility managersJill Scott: 

So what you’re asking for is help in gaining access to the community. We aren’t 

addressing the geographic immediate needs. 

o Jamie: Equality is not the same as equity – that’s why we are where we’re at now, that’s 

why there’s a playground at each site and a soccer field at each site, but not all sites need 

the same programming. We need you to help us engage the community in the needs that 

their community needs. 

o Michelle: Racial equity is a priority for the Park Board right now. When we find systems that 

don’t work well for more diverse communities, what we are finding is that those systems 

don’t really work for anybody. 

o Arlene: Racial equity is one of the top priorities here, which is why I’m going to submit a 

motion tonight to form a racial equity subcommittee. The Lake Calhoun/Lake Harriet CAC 

has a racial equity subcommittee – I’m proposing to form a racial equity subcommittee for 

RecQuest tonight. (motion is handed out [see attached] – Arlene reads the motion out loud) 

o Kathy Engen: (seconds motion) 

o (public audience member hands out a letter of support for a racial equity subcommittee on 

behalf of a community member unable to be here tonight as well as a Q&A sheet on racial 

equity subcommittees prepared by the group Parks & Power) 

o David (directed to Arlene): What do you see this committee doing? 

o Arlene: You can see that as part of the RecQuest project, we must help create a racial 

equity impact analysis. The subcommittee can create that and bring it to the CAC. 

o Michelle: (explains how the Harriett- Calhoun racial equity subcommittee has worked). 

They spend time hashing out issues around racial equity and bring those issues to the CAC. 



We are still working out how to do this, and nationally we are working out how to do these 

things. We think this could be a good tool for the CAC to work through some issues around 

racial equity. 

o David: This is a great idea, and I only ask that it includes representatives from all service 

areas 

o Beth Hart: I support this but am concerned that we should also include concerns around 

gender and sexual orientation. 

o Adelheid Koski: I support this, but we should think through this more to understand the 

voices that are represented here – age, ability, and orientation. This is a bigger discussion 

than just one sub committee. 

o Jamie: Is this motion something that we should think about and put to the top of the 

agenda for the next CAC meeting? 

o Arlene: I am sensitive to the other types of equity, but we are talking about racial equity. 

o David (to group): Can I ask a process question? We haven’t voted on anything before, 

how does this work? 

o Adelheid: Should we be voting on a motion if this is the first time it has been presented to 

us? 

o Jill: A question for the group – do we have a consensus from the group that racial equity 

should be a priority in the project? (The group shows consensus) 

o Michelle: This conversation is similar to the one that the Harriet-Calhoun group had – is 

this something that needs to happen now before we get too far in the process? Is this 

something that needs to happen more quickly in the process? 

o Jill (to group): What’s the interest in joining this sub committee? 

o David and Adelheid: What will the commitment look like? The full CAC needs to have a 

charge for the committee. 

o Arlene: If we already knew that answer, then we wouldn’t need the subcommittee. 

o Brian: Can we form the committee and decide later what the charge is? 

o Michelle: There are community members here to talk about how this has worked for 

them, so we don’t need to re-invent the wheel. 

o Adelheid: If there is a motion on the table and meeting notes being taken, we should 

officially record the group consensus on the motion. 

o Jill (officially addressing motion to CAC): Do we want to establish a racial equity 

subcommittee? (all: aye) all against? (none) The motion has passed. 

o David: Can we relay this information to those from the CAC that aren’t here tonight? 

o Jill: Who is interested in being on the subcommittee? Arlene? (Arlene nods, Brian and 

Beth raise their hands) 

o Arlene: I want to be clear that I want this committee to be specifically about racial equity. 

o Beth: Well this is something the subcommittee needs to talk about and discuss, if the 

committee wants to come back and expand the role of the committee that is something 

they can decide. 

3. CAC Roles and Responsibilities (Jamie) (Slide 9) 

- (Reads from slide 9) This is something we had a lot of questions and emails about from CAC 

members. We want you to work collaboratively with us, and with each other to assemble 

the recommendations we will bring to the board commissioners. 

- (Slide 10) We want you to help with community engagement where you are able and 



comfortable. We want you to develop an understanding in all of the needs across the city. You 

are thinking of everybody, not just you. Report back to the commissioner that asked you to 

participate. Keep them informed and ask them questions. Finally you will help us put together 

recommendations in a report to deliver to the commissioners. 

4. Relationship to Other Planning Efforts (Adam Arvidson, MPRB) (Slide 12) 

- (Adam introduces himself and his role at the MPRB & South Service Area Master Plan project) 

We have a lot of projects going on right now, I am here to discuss those projects, provide 

clarity, and explain how they are connected. 

- We built the park centers in the 1950s and 60s, same with the outdoor facilities. There are 

more than 140 neighborhood parks, so assessing the system is a big job. What we have done 

is break this into manageable chunks and therefore have different projects to tackle this. This 

is a tall order, and a lot of work. Not one CAC or team can do this, and no city of our size plans 

their parks in one go. 

- The service area master plans are looking at the things that are outdoors. The South Service 

Area Master Plan and Downtown Service Area Master Plan are happening right now, we are at 

the tail end of these projects. They are looking at the outdoor facilities. We have developed a 

neighborhood park plan for each of the parks that fall within each respective plan area. 

- The Bossen Field Master Plan is completed, and was planned as a separate athletic complex. 

- The Ecological System Plan is looking at environmental performance and is working its way into 

the master plans. 

- The activity plans look at one particular aspect of the parks and give guidance in these 

planning efforts moving forward. 

- It’s really the service area master plans as outdoor improvements that get adopted. 

- Question from Arlene: when do you plan on forming CACs for the other service area plans 

that are coming up? 

o Adam response: We have money in the CIP for those plans, and are hoping to accelerate 

and get the processes rolling quickly for those plans. They will be on a six month stagger 

between the plans. We need to have these projects be on a rolling schedule. 

- Question from Arlene: How is money distribution determined between the service area plans? 

o Adam response: For the planning process, downtown and south, that money 

was allocated a long time ago. Those had a $500,000 planning budget. The other three 

upcoming projects have $400,000 allocated. This is because we will be more efficient 

now that we have gone through the process already, and there are less parks in 

theseupcoming areas. Let me stress that this figure is the amount set aside to do the 

planning. The actual capital improvements are dedicated through the budgeting 

process. 

- Question from Arlene: How are consultants chosen? The CACs should be able to choose who 

the consultants are – how does that process go? I think that is backwards. 

o Liz Wielinski response: As electives there are some decisions that we have to make. 

o Arlene: Does the public have an opportunity to provide input on this? 

o Liz: There is an opportunity for the public to comment on the RFPs before they are 

voted on. 

o Adam: This is a competitive process 

o Arlene: Will there be other consultants selected for the other projects? 

o Adam: Yes. 



o Jill: What’s the lead time on selecting consultants? 

o Adam: We don’t have a definitive timeline on the RFPs yet. 

o Jill: How far ahead are the consultants selected from the first CAC meeting? 

o Adam: Maybe a month or two. 

5. Proposed Phase 2 (What Could Be?) Community Engagement Process (Lydia Major, LHB) (Slide 13) 

- (Due to time constraints, Lydia openly asks the CAC if we want to progress according to the 

agenda or if we want to jump to something else on the agenda that they find more imperative 

to discuss tonight) (CAC decides to move forward with agenda as written) 

- (Slide 14 – Review of Phase I Community Engagement Process) We set up a timeline and 

targets for our Phase 1 community engagement process with our consultants Voices for Racial 

Justice and Hope Communities, and we tracked that process on our Community Engagement 

dashboard, and all of this is covered in the Phase 1 report. 

- (Community audience member question): What language was the phone survey done in? 

o Michelle: English, Somali, Spanish, Hmong. 

- (Slide 15) Lydia: We are now going to break into small groups to discuss who you want to reach 

in the community engagement process, and the best way to reach them. We will do this for 10-

15 minutes then come back together as a larger group to discuss what we came up with in the 

smaller groups. (Public audience members are invited to participate in the exercise and most of 

them do. 4 small groups form and begin to do the exercise.) 

- (Slide 16 - Lydia calls attention back to group – note that complete lists of 

groups/organizations/people that CAC groups brainstormed can be found in the appendix to 

the notes) 

- Adelheid speaks for her small group: We are trying to reach out to the average, unorganized 

peoples who live in the city and live in the neighborhoods. In order to do that, you need to go 

where the people are. It’s not complicated, it just takes time. We met with artist group that 

went to laundromats and bars and grocery stores, to get in and talk to the people. This is a 

longer process and it means that more people must go out and do it, but you hear from more 

than the same 20 people that show up to these meetings. 

- Arlene speaks for her small group: (reads from list) We feel that the people that actually work 

here, in the rec centers, and the people that volunteer for the MPRB interact with users all 

the time and need a voice. 

- Brian speaks for his small group: (reads from group’s list) 

- (Group from public audience): (reads from group’s list) Discusses: listening, be responsive, door 

knocking, get a “g-pass with leaders” to let you in to talk to more people. 

- Lydia notes that in our April meeting we will digest these lists and present a complete list to 

the CAC. 

6. Proposed Phase 3 (What Will Be?) Community Engagement Process (Lydia) (Slide 17) 

7. We think it may be best to table the discussion on the Phase 3 community engagement process 

until we have a better idea of how the Phase 2 community engagement is going, is everyone OK 

with that? (CAC agrees)Phase 1 Report Group Discussion (continued from last CAC meeting) (Lydia) 

(Slide 18) 

- Lydia reviews the “things to keep in mind” list – making sure the CAC is comfortable with the 

findings and the approaches used in the phase 1 report. Lydia reads the list off of things to keep 

in mind (see slide 19) 

- (Side 21) Review of page 45 of the report where we diagrammed the demographics that 



we reached out to during Phase 1. Lydia asks if any questions – CAC has no questions. 

- (Slide 22) Key findings of community engagement process, Lydia notes that these seem to 

dove- tail from what we have heard from the CAC previously and what we have heard tonight. 

Lydia reads the list, continues to read list on slide 23, elaborates on key findings, tying them 

back to what we have heard so far, emphasizing that these are high level findings from the 

phase 1 community engagement process. 

o Question from David: I have a questions regarding page 50. Is there a trend on use, 

and how does this break down within the city? Are there racial correlations? 

▪ Lydia response: We talked last time about the holes in our data, so we don’t 

really have a way to look at use over time using data, but we can have some 

idea based on the residential survey and some idea based on intercept events. 

o Question from David: When you say “rec center,” does that include all of the people 

who have used programs? 

▪ Lydia response: It includes users who have signed up for programs, but not 

if they used it as drop-in or through a parallel group programming the 

space. 

o Question from Arlene: Has data collection improved since this Phase 1 report? 

What things are in place right now to collect better data? 

▪ Jamie response: We are always trying to improve the ways in which we collect 

data. One example that is commissioner driven, is that all centers as of this 

spring will be collecting sports data in our ActiveNet database. We don’t collect 

race information at all, so maybe this committee can put together some 

recommendations on how to improve this. 

▪ Lydia comment: One of the consultant teams on this project is a national 

recreation programming firm that has been working on this since day 

one. 

o Question from Ede Holmen: What about volunteers, like gardeners? 

▪ Lydia response: We don’t collect information specific to the volunteers at 

each facility. 

o Question from Arlene: Is there a way for the CAC to see who the park board is 

already talking with? 

▪ Jamie and Lydia response: We can provide you that list, it is very long. 

o Question from Brian: Regarding desired enhancements and new facility needs findings 

– a lot of times we talk about a bunch of things and there is not a price tag attached to 

it, but when they hear the actual price tag, they understand that the price tag for the 

big item could get them a bunch of other things instead. When people understand what 

the tradeoffs are, there are better decisions. Not all of these rec centers are 1:1, they 

don’t all need to have a gym or the same things. 

▪ Lydia response: we agree that it’s hard to do things in a vacuum, knowing that 

those decisions have costs, but we also don’t want to throw out the big ideas 

yet. 

8. Public comment period (Facilitated by Jill) 

- Representative from Parks & Power commended the CAC and MPRB for the advocacy of 

forming a racial equity subcommittee, and how there is a great opportunity in this project to 

step forward in creating equitable policies. 



- A senior community member shared his thoughts on spending money on building 

infrastructure versus exterior improvements, and had a precedent of the state park service not 

spending a lot of money on buildings that aren’t heavily used. 

- A community member comments that as we continue to talk about recreation centers, it will be 

important to talk about the MOU being put together between the park board and the school 

districts to bridge the gap between what is happening in the schools and in the parks after 

school. 

- A community member likes that the subcommittee can reach out a little farther than the CAC. 

If we are reaching the children, we should be reaching the parents. With 49 different facilities 

and 49 different directors in the facilities that don’t communicate, the communication between 

those parks and what they do will help us reach the goal of providing for the children. 

9. Sample one-pager (Lydia) (Slide 1) 

- At this time, the official meeting time is up. Lydia poses three options for this portion of the 

discussion: 1) discuss the one-pager after meeting time tonight, 2) table it for the next meeting, 

or 

3) provide feedback electronically, knowing that the CAC members wouldn’t be able to 

hear what other people have to say. 

- (Lydia revisits what the one pager is as Arlene wasn’t familiar with it) 

- Question from Arlene: regarding the parks that aren’t covered, will there be a page on these? 

o Jamie response: this report is speaking to existing conditions – what is existing right now 

– those non-full time recreation centers will not be captured here, but we will be going 

to those neighborhoods and talk to the community members about what they need. 

o Arlene: I don’t know who made the decision for the satellite centers to not be full 

time recreation centers – these are buildings that people want to use. 

- Question from Brian: how many parks will have this one pager? 

o Lydia and Jamie response: 49 – the 49 existing recreation centers 

- Question from Adelheid: I don’t agree that the satellite parks should have their own 

existing conditions, but is there somewhere we can put those satellite parks? 

o Jamie response: The service area master plans are addressing those outdoor facilities, 

but the buildings are programmed by the full time centers. You want a reference point 

between the full time recreation centers and their satellite centers. 

o Comment from Scott Neiman: Would it be possible to reflect the satellite centers within 

the report without breaking it down to each individual park? Those satellite parks serve 

an important purpose in the communities that they exist within. 

o Question from John Lilly: Is the process of grouping recreation facilities in the system 

done? 

o Comment from Adelheid: This is something that we need to address, this hasn’t 

been answered. 

- Question from Beth: Somewhere on the one pagers, it would be nice to know when 

sometimes parks collaborate together – like in my neighborhood, four parks collaborate 

together to provide space for the football teams. How are the parks closer together 

collaborating and how is it reaching the people that it’s intended for? 

- Comment from Jill: So it’s 8:10pm. People should look at these and we will take time next time 

to talk about this. 

  



Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting Notes February 23, 2017,  

6:27    Tyrize Phase One - challenges and delays 

6:31 Activity - Our individual perspectives will aid to capture the voice of the community 6:41

 Phase Two presentation 

• Would the CAC be interested in having guided conversations with your 

community members? 

• Goal is to capture authentic conversations of how people want to use the parks. 

CAC:  What is being asked of the community?  Was phase one a complete failure? 

• Phase 1 was not a failure. The intent was to gather existing program and facility data 

and identify gaps that exist with the community needs 

• Jamie emphasized the need to gather more data due to the voices missing from Phase 1 

CAC:  Where are the planned community sessions? 

• This information will follow in the presentation 

 

PUBLIC: Request for MPRB to participate in community meetings with park maintenance and 

master plan information along with short, medium and long-term goals for south service area 

master plan. 

 

CAC: There is major fault in having two separate processes for outdoor amenities (service area 

master plans) and recreation centers (RecQuest). In the south service area master plan, revisions 

were tied into how the park was used. Parks wanted soccer fields that are then rented out daily for 

private usage. This plan went through without the promise of community accessibility once plan was 

established.  There is a disconnect in the order of park improvements/programs and what parks are 

being renovated. There is a concern of gentrification when there is a police presence at fields. 

Programming is not set for a community (like East Phillips). Individuals can only rent fields, and 

fields are no longer for the community. Promises were made for free access and now there are fees 

in place for use. 

• Michael answered questions; MPRB is faulted for looking at things in isolation – we are 

working to look at the whole and continue planning and correcting errors along the way. We 

need to continue to invest in the work while we are in planning stages so that we aren’t 

even further behind in 2020. We work to balance community needs and past errors.  

Purpose of the CAC in part is to ensure process is not missing massive gaps in planning and 

execution. 

PUBLIC: Only talking to representatives and not speaking with residents of the Little Earth 

community is a mistake. These conversations need to be approached in a multi-dimensional way 

 

CAC is here to accomplish tangible things – Draft of the plan to the Board in August 2017 (goal) with 

a 45 day public comment period (able to extend). Then December to the Board for vote (goal). 

 

7:13 Recreation planning 

• Appropriate distribution around the city. 

• Understand the communities better and be the leader in recreation. 

7:28 Shared expectations, meeting schedule 



• A set schedule worked best for the group - same location (except when a specific location 

is needed) 

• Meetings should be monthly on Thursday nights (last Thursday of the month when possible) 

• Email works best for communications for the whole group 

• CAC can expect previews to be released one week in advance for review before meetings, 

as well as meeting updates 

• No transportation or childcare is needed by CAC members 

• Dinner will be provided 

• 6pm start time is good 

Current CAC – this is our working group, but there are missing perspectives. It isPUBLIC: For 

any voices that represent a particular culture – people cannot be expected or 

empowered to speak for that entire community. 

 

CAC: Make sure all voices are sitting at the CAC table. We lost the majority of members since the 

original meeting. Very few are still around from the original CAC meeting. 

• Jamie explained that 13 out of 19 original members are still on the CAC, and we are 

working with Commissioners to fill the appointments of those individuals that have 

resigned. We have also added 2 additional members from the Board Appointed Slate. 

• All attendance gaps are represented on sign in sheet collected at each meeting. 

CAC:  There is not consistent attendance amongst CAC members. 

 

PUBLIC: Is there potential to offer childcare to the community at CAC meetings? Childcare is needed 

in order for public turnout. 

• We will work out childcare. There will be a reminder email sent to CAC members the 

Tuesday before CAC meetings soliciting childcare needs. 

PUBLIC: How will adaptive sports play into the Memorandum of Understanding with Minneapolis 

Public Schools? 

 

CAC: We need to know everything about recreation programming in order for the group to work 

together moving forward. A basic understanding is needed. (ie – meals served, daycare, 

connections with the Y and other youth serving agencies) 
YP 3 

• This will be part of our next meeting in order to build a shared understanding of what is 

in place today 

 

PUBLIC: 9 white males at the CAC table is a problem and CAC members should step down. 

 

CAC: We don’t get anywhere at CAC meetings, we get sidetracked. We’ve been working on this 

project for a year plus, with no idea what we have accomplished. No meeting has occurred with 

actual results. 

 

Tyrize apologize for engagement of community before public comment time. 



 

PUBLIC: There is a significant need for the public to be heard. Suggestion made for public listening 

session/s. 

• Tyrize – we will make every attempt for the public to be heard, specifically during the 

public comment period at the end of each of our CAC meetings. 

• The public is encouraged to come to Board meetings and voice concerns during open time 

as well. 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, March 30, 2017 

 

1. CAC Rules of Order (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 6:09 

o Address the previous meeting and changes occurring, reaching out to groups 

with missing voices 

▪ Looking into meeting protocols for high level contribution, respect and 

people being heard – how do we facilitate that? 

▪ Lilly: additional meetings if needed. Three new people present tonight and there 

will be more new people, and we have lost some ground. Keep faces at the table, 

and that is huge for me, engagement and working through tough things. 

▪ General Question – 18 total members, only 6 of the original are here, why do you 

keep losing members? 

• Cox - life happens, volunteerism is dependent on free time in the 

evenings; not uncommon to have ebbs and flows. We would like to 

keep the group at the table as consistent as possible. 

• Jamie: majority of people have had major life changes – travel for work 

or moving. The reality is that there has been a great deal of change in 

the last year. 

 

▪ Cox: Plan is to meet separately with the new members individually to not have a 

constant ‘restart’ with a new member. We have to build into what we do to ensure 

forward movement. 

▪ Cox: To address if we need a quorum? We are not a decision making body. CAC may 

drive how they function in that sense, whether majority vote or consensus. 

Imposing Roberts Rules would challenge how welcoming we are to new members. 

Does anyone have a strong feeling? 

• Al: We just got done with Master Plans, how did past practice work? 

• Brian: Opinion - recording votes gives the commissioners an accurate 

picture. Minority report may be good information as well. 

• Katrina: Use Fist of Five – technique to vote how much you agree on 

things. 

• Cox: is consensus what you want? Ie - “I want this, but for the good of the 

group I can support the decision to do this”. Sounds like the group really 

wants to make sure that the voices in the room are heard and captured. 

• Emmanuel - public opinion is equally important as others and those 

should be taken into record and shared. 

• Arlene: I agree with Emmanuel – we all should be heard moving 

forward.  I have done Roberts Rules, and I would like to avoid that. 

• Cox: I hope we allow flexibility to adjust as things arise. 

• Brian: Is there anything that we wouldn’t report? 

• Cox: we would not include disparaging comments, but will absolutely 

include feelings to capture and explore. We want to be true to exactly what 

you say as long as it’s not disparaging. 

 

2. MPRB Recreation Programming (Jamie Neldner & Adam Lares, MPRB) 6:15 



o Intent is to share what programming means to us and how we navigate recreation 

programming throughout the city. 

o Slide One – Recreation Center Funding: in depth conversation will occur next month 

• Nuances need to be presented tonight as a foundation, but we urge you to save your 

budget questions for next month with a presentation from Larry Umphrey, Director of 

Recreation Centers and Programs 

• Center Budgets are Formula Based – on three tiered hour system (based on building 

hours open to the public). Busier/more complex centers are open longer. 

• Majority of our funding is rooted in staffing 

• Budget is based on how many hours during the week the facility is open to the public. 

• This decision was made many years ago - three tiered hour model to reduce expenses 

• Based on usage, programming, and square footage 

• Beth Question: are we relooking at that? 

• Not tonight, but could be looked into by the CAC and have these discussions. 

• Beth: example of Peavey in the 1990’s. Poor funding, now it is very active and limited 

services and limited space. 

• Limited program funding 

• Funding was distributed using the Equity Matrix from the historic NPP20 funding 

agreement with Minneapolis Council – 

• this funding goes directly to neighborhood parks- NO MONEY GOES TO PROGRAMMING. 

All for capital improvement (roof, fields, etc.) 

• Amenities and activities also dictate the funding – gymnasiums, warming rooms, etc 

• Questions: 

• Katrina: If funding is tied to what your park offers, how do you help your park get to a 

different funding tier? 

• Jamie: the budget stays the same; amenities/funding not used at one park are moved to 

another. This decision making is rooted in data. 

• Brian: how do we add more facilities? 

• Jamie: conversation starts early to build into the budget early in the year. 

• Manny: are they reflective of how much revenue a facility may bring in? 

• Jamie: Not a factor. We will have a presenter at our meeting next month on how we 

permit our properties. Tim Grate will be here to talk about this specifically. He will be 

able to address those questions, but no, it is not a factor in a budget. 

• Arlene: I am skimming Recreation Standards – are we going to talk about how a director 

is reaching out to a community when budget is given? Is there a standard throughout 

MPRB? Certain things they have to do? 

• Jamie: There is not a specific rule or regulation. There is a checklist. 

o City Wide Programs – we distribute from a central location (Slide 2) 

• Three groups – MPRB Programs, Contracted, Programming Partners 

• MPRB Programs: Youthline, Teen Teamworks, Athletics, 
YP 4 

• Recreation Plus, Nite Owlz 

• Contracted: Computer Labs, Revolutionary Sports, Specialty Camps 

• Programming Partners: Minneapolis Institute of Arts, Inner City Tennis, Minneapolis 



Public Schools 

▪ Programming Standards – shared a bit of history and chart of hours for 

programming for each age group 

o Moved into Measurements (Slide 3) 

• Flexibility 

• Efficiencies 

• Tailoring for community needs 

• Facility limitations 

• Promotes innovation 

• o Standards – developed in 2012, revised in 2013. Existence is 

important. 

o Service Area Manager Role (Slide 4) 

• 5 recreation service areas 

• South service area has a large number of rec centers, so that particular service area is 

split into 2 recreation services areas from a management perspective - upper and lower. 

• 5 MPRB service areas across the city – north, northeast/southeast, south, southwest, 

downtown 

• 5 Recreation Service Areas (from a managerial standpoint) – north (includes Loring), 

northeast/southeast, upper south (includes Elliot), lower south, southwest 

• Seasonal activity brochures are developed 3 times per year - winter/spring, summer and 

fall 

▪ Service Area Manger Role 

• Manage pricing 

• Keep geographical balance 

• Resource sharing 

• Monitor cancellations 

• Decrease duplication of services 

• Adam speaks about role of Recreation Facility Specialist (Slide 5) 

o Responsibilities: 

o Facility Management 

o Budget Management 

o Permits 

o Staff/Volunteer Supervision 

o Overreach/Engagement 

• Programming 

▪ Programming for Dynamic Communities (Slide 6) 

• Understanding Complexities 

o Demographics 

o Outreach and engagement 

o Community Input 

o Differences and challenges 

o Wants and needs 

o Outside influences 

o Beth – it seems that the parks need more community 

involvement, and there are great programming differences in 



parks based on the discretion of the director and what the 

community needs are 

o Cox - it is our expectation that there is community involvement 

and interaction (like facebook pages - one way to hear from 

users). 

o Arlene- there should be regulation on the Director for 

reporting that community involvement was used. 

o Jamie – no current reporting on this particular detail 

o Beth- activity guidelines need to be readdressed, concern of lack of 

programs at parks near my home. Programming offered at the park 

is concerning. If a program does not exist, kids will not play. 

o John – rec specialist assigned to a park is not necessarily from 

that neighborhood. 

o Katrina – what do we do with language barriers? 

▪ Programming for Dynamic Communities (Slide 7) 

• Implementation 

o Tailoring programming 

o Staffing (identifiable) 

o Community driven programming 

o Collaborative programming (ex. Churches in the area) 

▪ Program Resources (Slide 8) 

• Limited Resources 

o Doing more with less 

o Multiple site responsibilities 

o Satellite sites 

o Seeking alternative funds 

o Community driven programming 

o Collaboration (resources sharing) 

o Access and affordability 

o Seasonably changing programs 

3. Public Comment Period (facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair) 7:52 

- Public comment: no comments. 

 

4. Closing Remarks (Jamie Neldner, MPRB) 8:03 

o Homework handed out, instructions and feedback will be emailed. 

o Arlene - Best meeting so far, she learned a lot! 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Thursday, April 27, 2017 

1. MPRB Athletic Facility Permitting and Use (Tim Grate, MPRB) 6:13 

- The presentation slide was Recreation Facility Permiting and Use 

o Slide One – MPRB Programming Goals 

 

o Athletic FIelds – (Slide 2) 

• Three groups – MPRB Programs, Contracted, Programming 

Partners 

o MPRB Programs: Youthline, Teen Teamworks, Athletics, 

Recreation Plus, Nite Owlz 

o Ariel View of Armatage Fields (Slide 3) 

o Multiple use fields 

▪ Arlene: are fields used due to interest of certain 

sports? 

For instance, higher interest in certain sport warrants 

more use? 

▪ Tim: Not really, we don’t have the field space to 

accommodate each request/interest. 

• Arlene: Can they be rented out? 

• Tim: Yes and No 

▪ Crockett: Explain what ‘out of use means’? 

• Tim: ‘Out of Use’ demonstration on how 

different athletic fields overlap each other. 

Danger of kids getting hurt, running into one 

another. 

▪ Fine: When we designed them, we were avoiding 

overuse – thought was it was good to create multiuse 

areas (avoids destroying fields and grass). 

• Tim: We have even rotated play to 

accommodate things like ‘wet springs’ and 

irrigation problems. Close certain areas and 

reintroduce them. 

 

o Athletic Field Permit Priority Schedule (Slide 4) 

▪ Explain application process for 2017 

• Tim explains blocking off field space for MPRB recreation, then block for 

MPS competitive seasons, and then returning renters have time blocked, 

and then give to new individuals/groups/organizations. 

▪ Open to new ideas – but have found it is the most fair for allocation 

• Brian: How much space is available to new users? 

o Tim: A lot, groups and popular time slots change. Maybe only 10% 

of applications are turned away. Try to give other options to 

accommodate needs. 

• Brian: Some spaces fill up more than others? 

o Tim: A lot with revenue generating sites (Neimen, Parade) and less 



with neighborhood parks. Always try to leave time to the general 

public. Not everything is revenue making and there should be 

community time. But we run into times that everyone wants.  

Always time at a park that people can gather to play. 

• Katrina: How do you prioritize as applications come in, what if you miss the 

timeline to submit an application? 

o Tim: It is dependent on how you come in order of applications 

received. If you miss the date, you are at the bottom (even 

returning groups). Biggest issue is that people just don’t know. 

(example: currently translating application to Spanish and 

communication of deadlines) 

• Ortiz: Are returning permit holders/a lot of private leagues booking from 

April to October (big blocks of time)? 

o Tim: Yes - like Minneapolis Youth United 

• Ortiz: Is that available to us (the community)? The scheduling factoring in 

to the community? For example - East Philips Park – can we get that 

information to see what the use was for 2016? Prime times are the biggest 

issue. Open times are usually during the day. Leagues occupy on weekends 

from sun up to down. 

o Tim: Not leagues always, but groups. 

• Ortiz: When does weekend pick-up play happen? 

o Tim: Weekdays are open Monday through Friday, not permit but 

leave one field open to public.  Assumption arises that field use is 

rented, but may be pick-up. We need to do better to let users know 

it is a pick-up game. 

• Arlene: How do you communicate to groups in Minneapolis (priorities 

explained for permitting) for free play? 

o Cox: We have not found an easy and consistent way to 

communicate when field time is open. This is something we are 

hoping to find at these meetings. 

• Arlene: You said you do leave room for community programs – example 

daycare – are you saying community at Minneapolis is through schools? 

o Cox – Yes, a group would be in category number 4 (on slide). 

• Al: Can we assign a percentage to each of the priorities? 

o Tim: That would be hard to apply to the entire system. 

• Ortiz: If I applied on 7/4/16 as a group, I would be #4 – can we do this 

again next year? Then become #3? (answer is yes) 

• John: #2 is only where we share facilities? Why? 

o Tim: Yes, because an agreement is in place. 

o Cox: Individually, we don’t have enough space alone, but 

together we can share and accommodate. 

• John: That is the point – I just want to clarify that the #2 is the only spot we 

are sharing. 

• Larry: What if I want to put together a baseball team in April, how would I 

know I need to apply in February? 



o Tim – It is on the website; I don’t know the best way of getting 

that out. People call mostly and ask questions and are late, so it is 

the following year. How do you know who wants to use it? How 

do you reach them? Through schools, neighborhoods? 

• Bob: Larry has a great question: the reason you do permits in Feb is 

because a lot of teams start in the spring. Problem arises with soccer (6 

months out permits). 

o Tim- A lot of groups don’t know. Having the February date is 

more fair then same day expiration application. 

• Crockett: Put a sign on the door? 

o Tim: This is just for fields, outside. 

• Kathy: How much of this is communicated to the individual centers? 

Posting is a great idea. Park staff are not always helpful with complete 

information. Please educate the people at the parks. Posting a schedule of 

who has the fields would be a lot of clarity. 

• Hershel: Can we piggy back with MPS - 311 as an information source? 

o Tim: I don’t know, but that is a great idea. 

• Fine: I always thought 1 and 2 should come together. We don’t have 

enough gyms and the schools do, we have the fields. I think 1 and 2 

should be better merged. 

• Arlene: I wanted to say the same as Kathy, educating and creating 

communication policy. What about #4 – are there grants available and 

what is the procedure? 

o Tim: Only the Board can negotiate fees – my recommendation is to 

contact your Commissioner as I can’t personally wave your fees. 

 

o Cox: We meet with Community Ed regularly – and try to 

identify the needs for space. 

• Kathy: How much is a permit? 

o Tim: That depends on the group and field – the fee schedule is in 

our application. 

• Ortiz: I think it is important to communicate at the park site – it is the first 

point of contact. Sometimes calls would not be returned from the parks site. 

There was no way of knowing when league play starts. When we would 

push back - we found we could not rent fields at any point of summer on 

weekends – they were totally booked. You would have more interest in a 

field if you tallied all who are interested. I would oppose year round 

registration, that would favor larger leagues, and would not remedy field 

use times. Can I go to the website and get triggered for email notifications 

of registration? 

o Tim: I believe ‘Gov Delivery’ does that. 

• David: Would more fields solve this problem? Better configuration 

possible to create more usable fields? Twice yearly applications? 

o Tim: We are doing that right now - looking at our system – and 

trying to figure out what makes sense. The current diagram does 



not make a lot of sense. I don’t know if we will ever have enough 

fields. We need to be smarter with allocation. Most soccer groups 

want to play all the way through – in my experience – and would 

force them to break up how things are done (maybe that is good). 

Soccer groups in permitting want to go spring through fall.  Would 

force them to rent differently. 

o Cox: Most is possible, it depends on whether we can fund it. 

• Ortiz: Is there opportunity in the Master Plan? Part of the frustration is 

what fields can be built and how they are used – for example Powderhorn 

wants a field but not booked out all weekend. It is hard to book something 

in December and not find out until July if it was allocated to you. 

• Three Field Survey (Slide 5) 

o Cox: What fields are being used? Premier fields? Asked Tim to do 

an assessment for the previous fall: 

▪ Found a different picture then what we thought. Many 

permits are outside the city. Elliot too new to gather 

data. 

▪ Considerable pick up time but not the most desirable. 

▪ Tim tries to leave space for neighbors – but not the most 

desirable to families. 

• We learned we need to communicate differently. 

• May not be league play always. 

▪ Our staff are not knowledgeable at the centers – may not 

know who people on fields are. This creates frustration. 

Workers are too distant from the process. 

• We are working to improve what they know and 

how they communicate. 

▪ Crockett: How far in advance do staff get a free time 

reserved? 

• Tim: Depends on site and on field maintenance - 

may not have particular staff at that location. 

• Cox: We have a low tech solution – waiting to 

present to Commissioners. We are making steps. 

▪ Arlene: MPRB has 408 fields, are all permitted – would be 

nice to know what parks you can apply for a permit and 

what ones you can’t. 

• Tim: We have some that are permit only, like 

Parade (gated field) – this CAC we are talking about 

neighborhood parks (if fields are open, use it) unless 

groups or permit teams show up. A part of the 

application on the website. 

▪ Athletic Field Permitting Responsibilities (Slide 6) 

o Tim will make available again on one sheet. 

o Goes through responsibilities and what multiuse rentals are. 

▪ One time rentals can be with recreation center staff. 



▪ Trying to be more user friendly 

 

▪ Scheduling Athletic Fields (Slide 7) 

• Puzzle we are trying to fit together 

o Welcome to feedback 

 

2. Recreation Center Budgets (Larry Umphrey, MPRB) 7:16 

i. Recreation Centers (Slide 1) 

1. 47 Centers, and lease agreements with outside entities 

a. Wide variety of size and accommodation 

ii. MPRBs approach (Slide 2) 

1. Work with communities to increase programming capacity 

a. Collaborative efforts – MPS 

iii. Total Budget (Slide 3) 

1. Over $9 million for field work 

a. 3 sub categories 

iv. Personal Budget (Slide 4) 

1. Biggest chunk 

a. Kathy: Are the 52 here (staff)? 

i. Larry: 5 have offices at HQ but are not here – Service Area 

Managers (Recreation Centers are divided into 5 

quadrants). 

2. 47 rec facility specialists/park director (supervision and direction at each 

site). 

a. New sites being built – one in each center that is open operating 

hours. Kenny and Armatage share one. 

b. Betrami is not included in the 47 – open full time rec centers. 

3. Rec Centers in the city that are smaller and not open year round (satellite 

park like Willard). 

v. Contractual Services (slide 5) 

1. Big bucket of necessary bills 

a. Arlene: Like movie in the park? Does that come into play with 

permitting? 

i. Larry – They work with Tim, yes. 

b. Brian: What is the income of contractual services? 

i. Larry- Unknown, revenue generated through rental and 

permitting – movies in the park do not break even 

 (financially), but internally charged. Each rec center has a 

budget for miscellaneous events like ice cream socials or 

movies. We don’t charge for these events so it is lost. 

Neighborhood organizations can pay the hard cost for the 

movie in the park. 

c. Arlene – Is the $9 million for rec enters? 

i. Larry- Yes not all maintenance comes from general 

fund. Take in some revenue. We take in around 2 



million. 

1. Gives other example of general fund (all but 

golf, parking, restaurant, etc.) 

vi. Operation Costs (slide 6) 

1. Mileage, etc. 

a. Arlene: When is budget released? 

i. Larry – When it is final and approved by Board 

(December). 

vii. Q & A (slide 7) 

1. Crockett: What are uniforms in budget? How do we get good hoodies to 

market our parks? Do the parks have the budget for this? 

a. Larry – The individual park can do it, but need to properly 

allocate tax dollars. 

2. Arlene: Uniforms – is that like Park Board shirts? 

a. Larry – Yes, personal appearance policy. 

3. Arlene: Can we see a detailed budget of what money comes in and what 

goes out? 

a. Larry – Yes, I have a spreadsheet with that for each site. It’s a lot 

of paper but we can talk and see what you are specifically looking 

for. 

4. Public Comment - facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair) 7:37 

viii. No Comment 

 

5.    Closing Remarks (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 7:37 

a. We are ahead of schedule 

b. Hearing great recommendations arise (have great ideas for us) 

c. Tobacco Policy passed two months ago 

i. All facilities tobacco free as of May 8, 2017 

1. Year one, policy not an ordinance. 

ii. Make sure CAC is aware and acting as ambassadors, provide reminders 

1. New signs have been delivered (not multilingual but international signs) 

2. Starting trainings for native American ceremonies (permit process) 

d. John: include MOU on next agenda 

i. Cox: Yes, we will include. Next month is equity matrix. Will include on next 

agenda. 

ii. Discussion on shared programming 

iii. Consider use of facilities and income – make parks usable 

1. New fields vs. new parks – is that needed 

iv. Ortiz: How do take our opinions for the North Plan -  Southside plans are set 

1. Cox: we will look into what flexibility is in the South Plan 

2. Ortiz: Example of Powderhorn – were courts were taken out have become 

soccer fields. Opposition to putting a field in. Problem: if it is built and it is 

rented out nonstop on weekends- not a win for community 

needs. How facilities are built and how they are used. Same issue with 

North Area Master Plan. 



a. Cox: Ask these questions when planning department 

representative comes next month – how much flexibility. 

 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Thursday, May 18, 2017 

 

1. Service Area Master Plans, Capital Improvement Program, Racial Equity Matrix (Adam 

Arvidson, MPRB) 6:13 

o Service Area Master Plans, Capital Improvement Program 

o Service Area Master Plan introduction 

o What is a Service Area Master Plan 

▪ Brian – How does the equity formula work with this plan? 

• Adam – I will get to that later in the presentation. 

▪ Arlene – How do we know when a new park is needed? 

• It is in the master plan. 

▪ Larry – How do you identify areas in need? 

• It is in the Comprehensive Plan. 

▪ Manny - Is that public information? 

• It is public document online. 

▪ Arlene – Is it every park? Can you just say all parks? 

• No, it is not regional parks. Every park is a neighborhood park no matter 

the size by definition. Some parks are only a parcel of land. Met Council 

must approve.  Think of the Master Plan as a part of Neighborhood 

Parks. 

o Master Plan Status 

▪ Arlene – Are there CACs for the Regional? 

• Yes, for that size.  We are just starting the Mississippi River Gorge. 

o Relationship between Service Area Master Plan (SAM) and RecQuest 

▪ Katrina – since South SAM is in place, can we assume this CAC won’t have 

radically different ideas? 

• One of the things we built in the South and Downtown SAMs, we have a 

method to amend based on RecQuest results. We are hoping to hear the 

same things you hear, but we need the ability to amend the process if we 

hear different things. 

o Equity Matrix 

▪ Larry- How were people informed? 

• Meetings all over the city. 

▪ Community Characteristics: Brian - you said it changes every year, will the parks re-

rank each year? 

• Yes. 

▪ Brian – With population density, are acreage of lakes and cemeteries counted? 

• Yes, they are open spaces. 

o But it is not an open space – a cemetery. 

• Arlene – When it is identified by neighborhood, do you mean Beltrami, 

Willard? 

o Yes. 

▪ Beth – What is the average life span of a playground? 

• Playgrounds can be 20 years, courts are around 10 years. 

▪ Arlene – What is the point system? 



• Parks can rise up the ladder for points. Poor assets in underserved areas 

got on the top of the list. 

▪ Arvidson: 

• Recommendations for acquiring parks use census data as well as the 

analysis during the service area master plan process 

• All Master Plans include a written, specific method for amending itself as 

a result of RecQuest 

• MPRB is using an Urban Scholar this summer to be study gentrification in 

relation to parks and developments 

▪ Manny – Will investing in parks perpetuate gentrification? 

▪ Tyrize – We can’t stop gentrification, but we must be mindful as not to 

exacerbate.  We have a responsibility to not further it. 

▪ Manny – Please have those conversations with the community. Because if you build 

amazing amenities and then communities get forced out of that community, it’s 

counterproductive. 

▪ Arvidson – The MPRB study will look at agencies that have parks and housing work 

together directly as well as those agencies where parks and housing work 

separately. 

▪ Lynne – Some meetings on the northside aren’t representative of who actually 

uses the parks.  Will RecQuest CAC ever talk to NSAMP CAC? 

▪ Tyrize – Michael Schroeder sits at both tables. 

▪ Lynne – Feeling hesitant because of 2 advisory groups working toward the same 

goal without speaking to one another. 

▪ Tyrize – The CACs could collaborate during the Summit. 

▪ Beth – Peavey Park got a LOT of money. The park changed and evolved, but no 

gentrification.  We need to discuss these types of effects on community as well. 

▪ Public comment – the reason Peavey didn’t change is because the surrounding 

buildings didn’t change - same building owners. 

▪ Brian – Can’t Commissioners overturn plans and make changes with a majority 

vote? He’s worried that Commissioners will overpower the plans with a majority 

vote.  Constituents will have to pressure Commissioners 

▪ Adam - Ordinance language requires Adam and staff to provide a Capital 

Improvement Program based on the equity matrix. 

▪ Brian – MPRB projects get so far behind. There are going to be corners of the city 

that won’t get investments for a number of years. 

▪ Arvidson – There is a portion of the NPP20 money that is based on condition. So 

MPRB will be investing those dollars in ALL parks based on need.  There are lists of 

projects on our website that show all the parks that are being invested (ie - 

entryways and restrooms) and they are all over the city. So all parks will be invested 

in tandem with the CIP process (rehab – roofs, etc.) 

▪ Arlene – No RCAPs in NE? 

▪ Adam – There was one NE Park on the list and numbers changed this year, so the 

parks could shift for 2018. 

▪ Lynne – Would like to talk about Park Dedication fees. Who decides when the 

money gets invested and where it gets spent? 



▪ Arvidson – Commissioners decide and we work with neighborhood associations. 

When money is a smaller amount, we tack it onto a project to get a project done. 

(i.e. – if there is $5000 allocated, an improvement project can’t get completed with 

that). All projects are consulted with the community.  Park dedication money is 

decided upon once per year by Commissioners during budgeting process. 

 

2. MPS MOU (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 

o Spirit of MOU was to get organizations to work more collaboratively. 

o She is representative for MPRB. 

o Admittedly, this is a difficult document to read – lots and lots of details packed in. 

o Defined responsibility for the Phillips Aquatics Center. 

▪ Beth – how many facilities are there? 

▪ Tyrize – 49 rec centers, 18 park/school complexes 

▪ Arlene – They are not identified online. Park/school complexes should be 

identified online 

▪ Jamie – I will pass that info along to team that manages our MPRB website. 

▪ Larry – This information is important for customers to know when signing kids up 

for school. 

▪ Tyrize – During the day, schools have priority.  Then parks take over at night. 

▪ Manny – Those park facilities won’t be available full-time because it is a school 

during day and they take priority. 

▪ Arlene – At a school/park complex, do school parents get MPRB marketing 

materials? 

▪ Tyrize – Yes, families get materials for park programming, but school attendees 

are not prioritized over community when registering. 

▪ Lilly – Are there current agreements on 18 park/school complexes? 

▪ Tyrize – Yes and no - agreements exist, but none of them are current. Some of 

these were developed decades ago and we haven’t consistently updated the 

agreements.  Changes have happened to facilities and amenities over the years. 

▪ Arlene – Who updates? 

▪ Tyrize – Both organizations have real estate staff with this specialization. Some 

agreements were literally typed on a typewriter with no record other than paper. 

▪ Beth – There have been situations where there was construction on a park/school 

site and because documentation was so poor, it was a battle between the 2 

entities.  There has been a history of battling between the 2 organizations. 

▪ Tyrize - MPS had a need for aquatics. MPRB also had a need. Both 

organizations had limited resources, so they partnered. 

▪ Beth – Phillips pool used to be Phillips Jr High.  Neighborhood fought to keep the 

pool and recreation facility instead of closing the facility in its entirety. Very 

neighborhood led endeavor. 

▪ Tyrize – A similar neighborhood group is having conversations about Franklin 

Pool. 

o Mpls Youth Sports Association 

▪ We are working on how this will function. It is written that they want more “do” 

between MPS and MPRB in regards to athletics. This is being developed and not yet 



in place. Tyrize will share the agreement with the CAC when it’s signed. Community 

participation will occur when the work and need is defined. 

▪ COO with MPS has only been with organization for 3 months, so be patient with 

process. We haven’t had a practice of sharing data. This document encourages that. 

▪ Arlene – How does this fit with MPS area master plans? 

▪ Tyrize – We invest in MPRB properties only. And we have no influence over MPS 

budget and investment dollars. 

▪ Beth – Anderson School is under construction. It would make better sense to fix the 

windows at Stewart while there is a construction team onsite.  There should be 

better communication and sharing of resources to align design, construction, etc. 

▪ Tyrize – This agreement better situates us to make decisions like that. 

▪ Katrina – MPS and MPRB should make their investment strategies together each 

year – capitalize on biggest bang for buck. 

▪ Tyrize – We are working towards doing that better. There were pockets here and 

there where conversations were happening, but this calls for a systemic 

conversation. 

• We are required by policy to do community engagement. I do not know 

what MPS requirements are. 

▪ Lynne – If changes happen at North High, there should be conversations 

happening in the neighborhood and WITH the neighborhood. 

▪ Tyrize – Please help us get voices in the room. 

▪ Arlene – We aren’t calling or emailing our Commissioners enough.  If you have a 

positive or negative statement, you should contact your Commissioner directly. 

▪ Lilly – What autonomy do you have to expedite this agreement? 

▪ Ty – This serves as a list of deliverables. There needs to be adequate time taken to 

come up with a strategy on each deliverable. 

• We won’t show up and do childcare and compete with Mpls Kids 

(daycare provided by MPS). 

▪ Arlene – Could we get the MPS rep here to talk to our group? 

▪ Larry – Has Trent Tucker done any work on this? 

▪ Tyrize – Yes.  He and Dave Wicker. 

• There is a sub-agreement regarding the sports association (MYSA). 

• Tyrize has suggested that there aren’t subcommittees, because it isn’t 

manageable from a staffing perspective. It would be better to have one 

committee with a handful of deliverables per year. 

▪ Lilly – Could the RecQuest CAC help with this MOU agreement? A collective 

impact? 

▪ Tyrize – She doesn’t see why we couldn’t and wouldn’t. Happy to share when 

all agreements are signed and ready.  Everyone is invited to participate. 

▪ Al – This CAC is for all parks and residents, not just the one you’re passionate 

about. 

▪ Lynne – I commend you with the swift response on field availability from our 

CAC meeting last month, but the pilot sites for the solution were all over 

south. 

▪ Tyrize – We are piloting the project at the parks with the most grief and conflict. 



▪ Jamie – This pilot in particular is happening in one service area so maintenance 

and recreation staff can manage the pilot directly and uniformly in one area of 

the city. 

▪ Tyrize – MPS and MPRB set fees independently. 

▪ Hershel – Wages are different between the 2 organizations. 

 

• Meeting on Tuesday, September 19, 2017 (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 7:33 

o Tyrize – We are scheduled to meet on 9/21 Rosh Hashanah.  Does the 19th work instead? 

▪ Unanimous yes from the CAC. 

 

• Public Comment - facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair 7:37 

o No public comment 

 

• Closing Remarks (Tyrize Cox, MPRB) 7:39 

o Manny – At what point in this process do we start the conversation about 

program affordability? 

o Tyrize – Next month’s agenda is booked with the MPRB Youth Development and Park 

Police departments. We are happy to provide you with whatever information you want, 

but we have to roll up our sleeves and get work done soon. 

o Lilly – I would like a side by side comparison of recreation center budgets. Larry 

Umphrey said he would provide this. 

o Jamie - I will work directly with Larry to get this information for the group. 

 

 

 



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, June 22, 2017 

 

1. Youth Development Programs (Heidi Pope, MPRB) 6:13 

a. How do you decide where Youthline programs are located? 

i. Study of demographics biannually, demographics of crime and 

community resources. 

ii. Review to ensure we are still meeting needs - programs target inner city youth. 

b. Is the youth crime prevention created from blue print? 

i. Started in 1991 – originally put together by Mayor Frasier – it was a 

cost matching effort to money given to police for youth crime 

prevention. 

c. Is the format of dollar for dollar the same? 

i. Not any longer, I don’t know the current breakdown. 

d. Is RecPlus affordable? 

i. We stay under the other rates for school age care; we work with different 

counties for funding. You attend sites based on school bussing. The cost is 

less than MPLS Kids. 

e. What is the overall budget for Youth Development? 

i. Roughly 2 million, I don’t know the exact budget number. Rec+ is a 

self- supporting program. 

f. How do you measure economically disadvantaged youth? 

i. 11 criteria set – i.e.: income, crime, language. 

g. Are your programs full? 

i. Most are, generally well received and attended. 

h. What is the level of demand on other sites? 

i. Many parks would like someone there to work with teens – ability to have 

programs at other sites is dependent on what we can financially cover (depends 

on funding). Not for lack of need, it’s where the budget falls. 

i. What programs are free for youth and what would be needed to expand free youth 

programs (what is affordable for many may not be affordable for all)? 

i. For Youthline, all programs are free. MPRB funds staff wages and a small budget, 

and a small amount of money from MPRB for office supply needs. Works with City 

Wide budget. Staff provides a lot of leadership themselves. May need to find 

volunteers for specialty training. What is needed: more funding for full time 

positions and add to parks on the need list. 10 staff full time at 17 parks, some 

move between multiple parks. 

1. What could exist and what would it take to get there? 

a. Rec Centers could benefit from more programming money. 

j. How does a kid get involved and hear about Youthline? 

i. Staff goes into neighborhoods and schools. Kids go to where they feel welcome. 

They see welcoming staff and want to participate. Seasonal outreach pushes 

information through different youth agencies. 

k. Are you the Director of all these things? 

i. Yes 

l. Is there any data to support impact of parks? 



I have numbers to show participation (reported seasonally) 

1.  

Nothing related to less violence where a park is located? 

 

We work with the City to choose locations based on police input of crime, etc. 

 

But has it shown a decrease? 

 

Hard data to capture, we can’t measure what didn’t happen. More kids are having positive 

interactions with caring adults (we know this leads to positive effect). 

 

Do the kids involved go on to get further involved in other youth programs? 

 

Some. Hard to merge data in different programs and with different youth serving agencies. 

What’s the end goal of a pop up park? 

 

Safe positive presence and positive adults – to connect kids to our parks and help to connect with 

resources for other needs where applicable. We do have the data of how many kids we have helped. I 

can get that to you. 271 of 23,787 contacts were given/referred to a resource that was needed. Main 

purpose is to have a safe place. 

 

Where does funding come from for that? 

 

For pop up- MPS Public Health partially, other funding through MPRB. Supplies are not replenished each 

year. StreetReach is MPRB funded. No money from Police. 

 

How many events each year? 

 

Pop up – 91 in 2016 

StreetReach- 66 large group gatherings in 2016 

 

Weekly reports 

 

Did all this start with the Frasier era? Did they not have Teen Teamworks before that? Was it born there 

and MPRB has continued it? MPRB wasn’t necessarily geared for outreach and came alive in 1991? 

 

Started in 1991 – before then there was a summer team of outreach staff to serve youth. RecPlus 

started in the late 1980s based on community needs (tuition funded). Always been programming in 

our parks. Frasier wanted a strong focus on teens 

 

Are the Outreach Staff consistent and who is the staff comprised of? 

 

Full time staff, mostly with degrees in youth development, etc. We do a push each season to bring in 

more kids. We hire part time leaders for camps. Some part time, year round teachers (a lot of summer 

teachers) who want to work with youth and provides a nice continuum for youth from the school year 



into the summer. There are highly skilled people working with us. 

 

What are the barriers current youth are facing and what they are saying? What is a common theme? 

 

Many are highly mobile or have younger siblings they need to care for/issues at home and obstacles. 

Hope is to give a positive introduction to other options. 

 

Do you keep of data on that? 

Yes – numbers of youth, ethnicity, and risk factors (needed in Teenworks to qualify). 

We provide things kids ask for (i.e. - basketball), but we want to introduce new activities to youth as 

well. 

What are the ages? 

RecPlus is a tuition based, school aged care program. Youthline is primarily drop in for 12-17 year 

olds. 

What about kids under the age of 12? 

We let kids in- we don’t kick out if they are not in the parameters. 

What is your vision for the 20 year planning for RecQuest growing/improving and expanding? 

What are the priorities? What do you want to do but are financially limited? 

We have made huge strides collecting data and working with other agencies. Would be 

nice to have more information of a broader picture of resources and where we could refer 

kids within the City of Minneapolis. More data would allow us to make better decisions in 

the youth we serve. 

Phil: a challenge for after school funding is that it is school based. There will be a greater demand 

in the next few years. Funding for after school programming is decreasing. Low quality 

programming can have a negative effect on youth. 

RecPlus is completely fee based? 

Yes, wages and supplies. Any profits assist in the replacement of park needs (for example - 

furniture). 

Youthline budget, who decides that line item and the timeline? 

Commissioners. 

Tyrize: we are in our budget season now. Once we hear the overall direction, a proposed budget 

goes to Commissioners and then voted on, and in turn sets the budget for the following year. 

Hiring for the summer programs happens in the spring. 

Who do I talk to for more funding for youth programs- you said you work closely with the police (what 

does that mean)? 

~Transition conversation to Ohotto~ 

What is the cost of one Youthline worker? 

Starting annual salary is around $40,000 plus benefits. 

As a daycare provider – I see a big gap. Governor says go to preschool, but there are crazy hours and 

prices. The RecPlus locations are great but 90% are in affluent neighborhoods that can afford the 

programs and preschool care. We always have preschool availability, but support money is not in the 

right spots. 

Can this committee recommend a budget? 

Not necessarily our job, but we should talk through it (great thing to focus on). 

 



2. Park Police (Chief Jason Ohotto, MPRB) 7:08 

a. Chief Ohotto – there is a positive impact of youth programs, to positive interaction with 

youth and police, and the decreased numbers in crime. 

b. Chief Ohotto: We are the initial 911 responders to park calls. Explains secondary 

investigations with burglary, vandalism, or if a youth is involved. Some crimes are 

forwarded to the City (murder, abuse) and some are then ‘redlined’ back to us. Example: 

molestation on Minnehaha female joggers (MPD did not find enough information) – 

MPRB-PD found similarities and did a media release, had a suspect in a week and were 

able to end in an arrest. 

c. What would happen if a kid was pointed out as selling drugs? 

i. Not always that simple. We look into reports. Adult vs. Kid crime reports are a 

different story. May have to involve social services for kid reports. Goal is to 

solve a problem and not ruin a kid. Each situation is special. Most problem 

solving occurs outside of court system. 

 

d. Do you see a lot of mental illness in teens? 

i. We take a medial approach to a kid in need – not the time for detention but for 

medical help. 

1. Does MPD feel the same way? 

a. Yes 

 

e. **Pause for Time Certain Public Comment** 

 

f. Can you speak to the diversity of your force? 

 

i. 60 employees, 50% are employees of color. In the cop ranks, 17% officers of 

color. We are looking to increase our people of color. There is demand across 

every department in the metro for officers of color. We don’t have an applicant 

pool with candidates of color. 

1. What is 17%? 6 officers? 

a. Yes 

g. What entails security cameras in the park? 

i. We are coming up with a unified procedure on how we fund, place and maintain 

security cameras throughout the parks. Folwell was a priority, and it came out of 

the recreation budget. 

1. Starting with most densely used parks 

h. Who was this up to? The Board? 

i. This is important to both staff and police. Want people to feel safe and be safe. 

i. Does the public know that there are cameras in the parks? 

i. No exceptions of privacy in public. 

j. The cost of camera surveillance - police budget? 

i. Not surveillance in the downtown level, but I believe it is budgeted through IT. 

k. Overall budget is 5 million for police? 

i. Yes. 

Do you patrol Meadowbrook? 



ii. Yes. 

Do you have the same authority with other police concerning Meadowbrook? 

l. Yes, distance, we go when asked. Both Hopkins and St. Louis Park also have authority 

to patrol. Called by both staff and users. 

Funded how? 

m. MPRB – through the Board. 

What do you do if you see someone going over their fish limit at Harriet? 

n. We are licensed peace officers, and therefore have authority. I am not proficient in 

fish and game law. I would contact a DNR Officer and ask for information. 

Conservation Officers do license checks. 

What are the Park Hours? 

o. There is an ordinance- developed parks (those with pathways and artificial lighting): 

6:00 am to 12:00 am. Undeveloped parks (on Mississippi with no artificial lighting) 

close at 10:00 pm. 

If you had the ability to effect the budget- you would hire more outdoor supervision? 

p. The organization needs to do more with outdoor supervision in summer months. 

StreetReach has proven to be highly affective. 

 

3. Public Comment - facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair- 7:42 

 

Kerry Jo- has worked for MPRB. There is a difference of resources on the Northside and Southside. Just 

got into the Memorandum of Understanding with Minneapolis Public Schools, and Phillips Pool is a part 

of that. We do not have that on the northside. We don’t have a skating rink, stage, or a pool. I wanted 

to point out the differences that kids have in the north and south parks. I think a lower price at North 

Commons would be beneficial. Powderhorn has a preschool that would be beneficial as well to the 

North. Too many differences that I wanted to bring here and address with the changes and funding. 

 

Tyrize: I am the liaison with the Memorandum of Understanding and I would love to talk with you about 

MPRB and what we are doing between organizations. We priced North Commons at $12.50 for the 

season – and it had a great response. We can keep talking about what we can do differently. There and 

ice rink at North Commons in the winter. With the loss of Victory indoor ice, this only leaves Parade and 

North East- discussion for electives. 

 

I would like to bring forth the Memorandum of Understanding to show what they are doing – not 

reopen Victory. We need to show equity 

 

North Service Area Master Plan is under way – please note the one Rec+ site on the Northside. The 

other things mentioned we have a North Service Area Master Plan. This CAC is focusing on Recreation 

Centers and what happens at these Recreation Centers. 

 

We have shared budget information and have provided side by side. 

a. Voice Recording: North Commons provides football to my son and my family. This is our family 

park. Prices have doubled since we started paying at the park. Our kids deserve our safe parks, but 

too many families are cost burdened. Current minimum wage, we cannot afford the sports. Please 

prioritize free programs for MPLS Parks. 



b. How are young voices incorporated into your decisions? 

i. We have been having conversations with youth groups. We have not made the connection 

happen and have not bridged that gap. I really want youth participation that would feel 

comfortable at a high level, and feels valued or heard. Please connect with any young person that 

serves on a youth council that would be interested. 

c. Hope – when your recommendations are made for your 20 year plan, it is my hope that there 

are suggestions for feedback to create a framework to grow. 

d. From Cedar-Riverside- is there a plan for youth programs in that area? I don’t see much in that 

area. Are there specific plans for Currie Park? 

i. Not specifically at this point, but we are working toward one. Brian Coyle is located there but 

not fully operated by MPRB. 

1. CAC Member Phil does some work there – we are trying to get some of that work going again. To 

the principal values is that there is youth engagement in decision making - I would love to see 

Youthline involvement in these decisions and incorporate engagement. 

2. Currie was included in the South Service Area Master Plan, 2015. Connected to Comm. 

Vreeland to help answer specific questions. 

e. Public: look at Juneteenth and how it is dying in the neighborhoods. This is a cultural celebration 

and will be brought to the Board. It’s held at North Mississippi Regional and the petition is to 

move it back to Wirth (they are also open to another park). 

 

 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, July 20, 2017 

 

1. 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 

 

2. Public Comment - facilitated by Arlene Zamora, CAC chair- 7:00 

o Becky Timm – Nokomis Area Association – Bossen and 3 rec centers included in Association. 

o The area without a community center has lacked neighborhood programming in the Bossen Area 

o Concentrated area of poverty by Metro Transit. 

o 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. 

o Becky: Ask the CAC to consider fields into your programming and dedicated programs in the fields. 

▪ What kind of programming? 

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

▪ Is there a basketball court, any fields for soccer? 

o 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. 

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

o 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. 

▪ 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? 

▪ 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? 

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

 

o 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. 

▪ Engen: This is a wonderful example of fields being re-done and maybe need to pause constructions 

as CAC catches up. 

▪ Lynne: How many apartments across the street? 

o Becky: 50 

▪ Lynne: And they all want soccer and they don’t count? 

o 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. 

▪ Engen: You are not asking for a rec center, just for programming? 

o Becky: yes. Need programming in parks that don’t have rec centers. 

▪ Lynne: Soccer is at Bossen now? 

o Becky: No, but we have 5 clinics this summer. 

▪ 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. 

▪ Al: Then they need to stop designated some parks as regional. You don’t want people coming in 

from suburbs using the parks? 

▪ Brian: I don’t want local kids to compromise their time and space. 

▪ Al: If it was not designated as such (regional), then they would not travel to use the space. 

▪ Ousley: Maybe the people are employed in Minneapolis. 

 

▪ 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. 

▪ 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. 

▪ 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. 

▪ 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? 

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

▪ 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. 

▪ 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? 

▪  

▪ Jamie: I will send out link to Bossen Master Plan and satellite parks. 

▪ Cox: We missed opportunity around ‘every kid plays’ and that’s it. 

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

park without a building? 

▪ Cox: If there are things you could do inside, so it is open all year long. 



▪ 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. 

▪ Lynne: How long is a satellite park active? Until September? 

▪ 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. 

▪ Open from June to September. 

▪ Lynne: Is there no ice skating in a satellite park? 

▪ Jamie: That is not true. Some parks have it. 

▪ Cox: I would love to hear some of your thoughts on this brainstorming. 

▪ Break for ‘Brainstorming – Emerging Priorities’ 

 

3. 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. 

 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• Priorities: Welcome space to everyone, upkeep, maintenance and safety. Injuries, crime and 

lack of use if we don’t do upkeep. 



• 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? 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

 

• Lynne: Is the consultant working with the Capital Improvement Group? 

• Cox: No. 

• Lynne: Who is still working with the Capital Improvement Group? 

• Carrie: That is being worked through Planning. 

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

a part. 

• Brian: Consultant isn’t just handing out paper? 

• Cox: No. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• Bob: That is why we should bring it to the Board. 



• Brian: Now? 

• Bob: Tonight and at the next meeting. This group could come together and have them adopt 

the priorities. Board is policy maker. 

• 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. 

• Ortiz: I don’t think we are ready to present, need a little fine tuning. 

• Cox: Let’s collect what we have and bundle for presentation. We don’t have the timeline for 

next week. 

• Brian: What do you want us to do with info we get from consultant? 

• 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. 

• Brian: I went to a bunch of these meetings. 

• 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. 

• Cox: I want to include missing perspectives this time around. 

• Arlene: I don’t understand how we haven’t presented policies? What do you mean by that? Our 

suggestions – will some become policy? 

• Cox: Yes, we have to look over board policy (governance) and administrative policy 

(superintendent authority). 

• Phil: Recommendation of meetings – What is our charge, what is our broad timeline? 

• Lynne: I was distressed by the 2015 update for the CAC on the website. 

• Cox: We need to update after the pause. 

• Arlene: Please send consultant information to us 

• Beth: Please also send the RFP for hiring. 

 

  



COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, August 24, 2017 

 

1. Community engagement discussion (Stacey Gray Akyea, MPRB) 6:15 

o Background 

▪ St. Paul Public Schools, Director of Research 

▪ Multidisciplinary education, social foundations of education 

• Educational Sociologist 

• Applied Research – how people behave and why? 

▪ Open to more questions about my work 

o Brian: What will happen during this community engagement? 

▪ Stacey: Sampling is important – what are the samplings you have received? There are 

many ways that people interact and I would like to know what perspectives are missing 

and fill that in. Understand what is missing of data already collected. I want to get enough 

information so that it is valid. I will look at what sort of engagement has not happened and 

if there is another perspective that needs to be consulted? In looking at what has already 

happened, it will help to engage in this work of what needs to happen (no repeat errors). 

The main question is what is the 

 

• missing perspective and how does the organization move toward what is missing while still 

gaining continual feedback? 

• Brian: You don’t know what perspective was not heard yet? 

▪ Stacey: Desegregated perspectives – areas and demographics. I have a sense on what was 

missing from surveys, and I wouldn’t be surprised if it is missing voices around race (those 

are similar patterns). 

• John: Is there any sense to the fact you are looking for something that is not there? Is that 

a possibility? Are we sure someone was not accessed? 

o Stacey: Of course, that is possible. If we see recurring thing, that is a place to stop. If we 

find a new area, that is a place to examine. Move and make decisions from a place 

where there is a reasonable sense of certainty. No suggestion that they are ‘looking for 

something’ but “we are worried we are missing something” 

• Ede: Who is the ‘they’ 

o Stacey: Tyrize and Jamie 

• Ede: What appears to be missing? 

o Tyrize: We went really broad and I could not see depth in the immigrant community – 

there was not native language used that would make a community feel comfortable, 

no GLBT representation in a meaningful way, and we need to engage the differently 

abled community. 

o Ede: Why are they not here? 

▪ Tyrize: We have tried to gain that – do you remember the ‘who are you’ exercise? We have 

worked to see who is at the table and get these voices at the table and have not been 

successful in gaining all voices. We have reached out to many to fill gaps we have, so all 

community voices are included.  If we can’t get them here, we have an obligation to go to 

them. 

o Ede: If they have not responded, maybe there is no need. 

o Manny: One of the greatest challenges that I feel happens, is that we ‘outreach’  to a community 



that feels disconnected, and there is a danger in assuming how one community (particularly a 

dominate community) may respond comfortably and readily – and if their response is in line with 

other communities.  We are quick to think outreach is the answer. What is wrapped up in outreach 

is that the recipient feels something is being asked of them and they are not comfortable 

participating in the exchange. Transactional relationship rather than transformative. Not seen as a 

longer-term relationship of building, more of a ‘what I need from you’. I am glad we are looking at it 

to get solutions. Can be a band aid ‘why don’t we have specific cultures’ rather than a broader 

community relationship with our organization. That is the awareness that exists. How do we come 

up with something that can work to provide what the community needs? I don’t think there is a 

need, and the lack of participation from the groups that were least represented need the parks the 

most, and there is a vulnerability to that. No easy answer. 

o Larry: To add to that- it is difficult to engage communities when there is no level of trust.  

Particularly the Northside, people ask questions regularly with no action. It is difficult to get people 

to engage when opinions are given and no action is taken. That is part of the challenge that Manny 

was speaking of. We need to engage different people differently- and that is the challenge. A lot of 

lack of trust between the African American community and the current Board members. 

▪ Tyrize: I see your comment and appreciate that. Holding conversations with he 

community and come to your space is the best solution I have 

 

• now to attempt to resolve the trust issues. Acknowledge the disconnect. It will not 

sit well in my spirit if we go forward if not all voices that need parks are heard. 

o John: In the timeline, where do we sit now? 50%? 

▪ Tyrize: I think we are about 60%. 

o John: Chances are we have missed or will not have the opportunity to have people at the table in 

that spirit, immigrant, differently abled, senior citizens and GLBT? Half dozen groups? 

o Ede: I think you have to go where they are. 

▪ Tyrize: That is why Stacey is here – we want to take ideas and make them concrete. 

o Ede: Until you know the neighborhood, you don’t know the names. How did we find out what was 

available in my childhood home? My parents were immigrants 

o we found out what was going on in the parks when we found out what 

was there. How do you know who lives in neighborhoods now? Who 

are the neighbors? 

▪ Tyrize: We must acknowledge who the community is. We have an obligation to ask 

the question. 

o Ede: Have we included the Directors? 

▪ T: We have. 

o Beth: The Directors don’t know what is in the community and what the needs are of the 

community. All the parks are there, but for my family, we have to go to the director and create the 

event or travel further. Some of the issue is safety – like gunfire at Peavey. Sometime the Directors 

want to focus on the inside and not who is on the outside and how to get them in. I have a diverse 

block – why can’t the parks include us all like we do on our personal time? I have to take my 

grandchildren to Stewart with no programming. I have to go to Corcoran or further. 

o Brian: I live in the Sixth District. On the north end of Harriet is the bird sanctuary, some sewer 

work was done and we were concerned about restoration. We went to other meetings to get 

signatures and I had the exact opposite impression that you had.  How are Directors appointed? 



▪ Tyrize: Part of the challenge is the diversity of our staff. Part of it is that people of color 

have not found that as a career path. When you have a homogenous staff, I default to what 

I know. I know knitting, but I am not Hmong and do not know those needs. It may not go 

the same way in different environments. 

o Brian: The Directors all seem nice and professional to me. How are locations for Directors are 

decided? 

▪ Jamie: Do you feel this gap is still missing so far in our work? 

o Beth: I don’t understand how Directors are staffed, where they go, where do donors go? 

▪ Jamie: We have 46 full time centers in the City. We look at skills and needs. It is a puzzle 

at each given time. Help where support is needed, move where there is a struggle and 

help may be needed. You cannot apply for a location and we look at the puzzle across the 

city and assign accordingly. 

o Brian: It is not like a scale and we put all the 10s in one place? 

▪ Tyrize: No, and I hope you didn’t interpret that. 

o John: I totally agree. I spent 38 years with the DNR and ultimately managed the whole state and 

you manage skills sets.  You do the best you can with what is 

▪ handy. Need to give autonomy to do their job and hope they do their best. I don’t think we 

should spend time on directors that are not giving us what we want. 

▪ Perhaps a review every six months. 

o Ede: I met with a director who was not culturally educated for where she was placed. 

▪ T: we have to be honest over cultural confidence – things some people don’t know 

about different cultures. I need to know the community I serve. This is why it would not 

sit well without knowing all voices of our community. 

o Larry: part of what worked for my family is that the park director hired staff from the community. 

The park then became a part of the community and didn’t have some of the same challenges. 

▪ T: North Commons is a great example of that very thing, I am sure there are others. 

o Manny: That is in the spirit of what is weighing on me. I spoke to a director who was at their third 

park. When I hear about hiring someone who has the skills, a part of the skill set needs to be a 

community understanding. There is a benefit to that. For instance in the paper today - only 8% of 

cops live in the city. 

o Beth: I am torn with this, was not that same when I was growing up. Same with park staff – 

knowing people from our neighborhood in our parks. How do we establish community 

permanency in parks? 

 

2. Refining “Emerging Priorities” (Tyrize cox, MPRB) 6:57 

• We took your notes and made theme buckets. 

• Please think about what is your top 4 priorities? 

• Put a single dot on four different things, or go two and two, or all four on one theme. 

• Christy will compile to represent those who are not here – present next week. 

• We chose the themes of what where programs. For example: the MPS MOU is not a program. 

• Beth: I would say education programs and preschool age programs are intertwined. That is my 

primary thought. Preschool is a subset of education 

o Tyrize: It was specified “preschool aged”. 

• Beth: Most preschool age things are educational. 

o Tyrize: We wanted to know what your primary urges are as to priorities. We are not 



asking you to choose, but to acknowledge that things can be collapsed as they are 

further refined. 

o We will further refine what the top four become so we make sure we are moving and 

speaking the same language of needs. 

• Brian: What if the programs my neighborhood wants are different then the programs other 

neighborhoods want? Why can’t neighborhoods decide? 

o T: Oh they can, each program should be responsive to community needs. We want to 

know the buckets we should give more consideration to rather then the specific 

programs. 

• Brian: Don’t you want further clarification? 

o T: Yes, that could be broad- not programs for seniors across the system, I want to make 

sure I understand what the community needs by ‘senior programming’. 

• Lynne: Who are you defining as a senior? 

o T: That is a great question. AARP is 50?! That is a discussion we need to have. What age to 

we consider seniors. 

• Lynne: People are living longer and don’t necessary want to live to die. 

• T: We will get to what we need from voting. 

o Manny: Is it possible that some community centers have more of a senior population 

rather than others? 

• T: Yes of course, we looked at this recently. I don’t know why but some are heavily programmed 

for one demographic and not age diverse across the board. We are just starting to use the data 

and give it to centers, and give data based on census to surrounding community. 

o Manny: If one of our major concerns is applying the racial equity priorities, are we 

constantly thinking about that? I constantly thing about it. How is this in sync with the 

overall racial equity matrix as we look at each parks priority? Programs across the city do 

not address the racial divide. 

• T: We have an approach to that- we have thought on that very thing and we have not yet 

presented to the Board. 

o Manny: I am asking us to use those lenses here, just a reminder that it is one of our 

charges. 

• John: The early thoughts- how do they corollate to emerging priorities? 

o T: They don’t, great segue- 

• John: We reduced our priories to seven? 

o T: Yes, those correlate. 

 

3. Mitigating “Early Thoughts” (Tyrize cox, MPRB) - 7:16 

• Neglected what ‘early’ met – when we started the CAC back up. Have frustrations been 

satisfied? 

o Beth: I started again. We stopped, then wondered if we were ever going to continue.  

Stress recently subsided. 

• T: Anyone else? We want to make sure we are meeting your needs as we have heard your 

frustrations. We want to end on it at the right time and not drag it out. 

• Temperature check: Any other thoughts? Any other issues alive and well inside? Overwhelmed? 

o Jamie: Whatever is alive and well, we want to address it. We have been trying to chip 

away at the unknown so you are confident in recommendations that you will make at 



the board. 

o John: We spent a long time speaking who we have not touched yet, come to a conclusion 

that it is too late to bring them to the CAC table? 

▪ Jamie: I don’t think so. 

o John: Whether or not, if we left tonight with the understanding that there is some sort of 

process and metrics attached to approach these people and the committee knows this is 

happening, and we hear about it, we are going to have plan for it- that is huge. 

o Julie: Isn’t that what is happening with Stacey? That is the whole point of bringing her 

on? I feel we can check that off. 

▪ T: Stacey is not doing this solo, she is not fluent in many different native 

languages 

o Lynne: didn’t the board just give a ton of money to reach untouched communities? 

Exactly what you are talking about? 

▪ T: Yes, we are partnering where it makes sense. We will tag along with them 

too in native language and leverage their resources. Planning spent the money 

on Capital Improvement. 

o Lynne: We should be talking to one another. 

▪ T: We have been talking about holding a Summit, all existing CACs sit down 

and converse – date not yet set. 

o Manny: Looking at the list of early thoughts- we have spoken of facilities and programs 

working together- we have had conversation but we may not be the people to fix that. 

The others feel those are internal to us. This question feels it is the link between us and 

other work going on in the park system. It does not feel resolved in this CAC. 

▪ T: Going back to Lynne, bringing RecQuest and CACs together is part of it and 

address it internally. 

o Beth: You commented that we are a small group – what is the average attendance? 

▪ Christy: I would say 9 to 11. 

▪ Jamie: There are 22 total. 

▪ T: Some people have table tents that I have never seen. They have no context 

of what we are covering. 

o Beth: I have realized that because we have switched the date in September, I 

will not be at the next meeting. 

o Al: Some of the people with the loudest equity voices have not come back since. 

▪ T: We are committed to helping you hear the voices that are here- we gave you 

a breath of info to make your decisions. My 

o first CAC meeting, this was largely the group. The other people I 

have never seen, I don’t know what happened. 

o Al: It was the past CAC, not since the start up. 

o Brian: I have seen many different CACs. There is a really good definition of what we are 

doing. Softer process to what I am used to with an unclear goal- this may have led to drop 

off. 

▪ T: Thank you for saying that, this is looser then a tennis court and that makes this 

a bit more complex. I acknowledge that right away and I understand how that 

leads to frustration. We are not talking about a hard product. 

o Beth: To Stacey- you have enough information to start your project from us? 



▪ Stacey: I have a great start and I would love to hear more of your thoughts. 

o Beth: Can we do this via email? 

▪ Stacey: However you want to do that. 

o T: I don’t want to wait till a hard stop to get info- I would like there to be an ongoing 

dialogue. 

 

 

4. Public Comment (Jamie Neldner, MPRB) 7:34 

a. T: Objection to starting early? 

b. Our job is to do our very best to keep our process open so you receive no community 

criticism. Recommendations will be made as a group. 

 

Jake: How can the CAC include in their recommendations to engage marginalized communities? 

This will change the process in recreation to ensure voices are heard and empowered. 

 

CAC: Can we say in our recommendation that global ideas are adopted? Will the Board approve 

that? 

 

Jake: The Calhoun Harriet Racial Equity Subcommittee was hugely successful. Why wouldn’t you 

keep the Racial Equity Subcommittee for the RecQuest CAC? 

 

Tyrize – I am open to thinking of it differently if this group thinks we need a subcommittee. 

 

Jake:  Please consider doing a Racial Equity training for the CAC. 

 

  



Meeting Attendance 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE    Tuesday, January 26, 016 

 
Committee members present: Jill Davis – Chair, Ali Warsame, Pam Owens, Jovita Morales, Al 
Jueneman, David Kaplan, Kathy Engen, Brian Nalezny, Bob Fine, Ahmed Ismail, Laura Johansson, Scott 
Neiman, Beth Hart, John Lilly   

Committee members excused: Adelheid Koski, Larry McKenzie, Fartun Jamal, Ede Holmen, David 
Jeffries, Delano Lee 

Guests: Mary Watson, Arlene Zamora, Rosa Tock?, Vina Kay 

MPRB Commissioners present: Comm. Musich, Comm. Tabb, Comm. Vreeland 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Michelle Kellogg, Lydia Major 
 

 

RecQuest Racial Equity Subcommittee Kickoff Meeting Notes – 5/17/16 

 

CAC:   Beth Hart, Laura Johansson, Arlene Zamora, Brian Nalezny 

Public: Dishon Madison, Vina Kay, Lynne Crocket, Jake Virden, Tracy Nordstrom, Mike Tate, Isa Kibira 

Commissioners:  Jon Erwin, Meg Forney 

Staff:  Colleen O’Dell, Jamie Neldner, Michelle Kellogg 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Monday, February 22, 2016 

 

Committee members present: Jill Davis – Chair, Ali Warsame, Pam Owens, Jovita Morales, Al Jueneman, David 

Kaplan, Kathy Engen, Brian Nalezny, Bob Fine, Ahmed Ismail, Laura Johansson, Scott Neiman, Arlene Zamora, 

Camilla Jamal, Vanessa Haight, Ede Holmen, Larry McKenzie, John Lilly, Delano Lee 

Committee members excused: Adelheid Koski, Beth Hart, David Jeffries 

Guests: Lynne Crockett, Jake Virden, Clara Dux, Rosa Tock, Robert Acbe, Tom Evers 

MPRB Commissioners present: none 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Michelle Kellogg, Nick Williams, Andrew Pimental, Michael 

Schroeder, Sandra Meulners, Lydia Major, Spanish interpreter 

 

Thursday, March 31, 2016  6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

 

Committee members present: Jill Davis – Chair, Pam Owens, Al Jueneman, David Kaplan, Kathy Engen, 

Brian Nalezny, Bob Fine, Scott Neiman, Arlene Zamora, Ede Holmen, John Lilly, Beth Hart, Adelheid Koski 

Committee members excused: Larry McKenzie, Camilla Jamal, Ahmed Ismail, Laura Johansson, Jovita Morales, 

Ali Warsame, Delano Lee, David Jeffries, Bob Fine, Vanessa Haight 

Guests: Dishon Madison, Zach Soderberg 

MPRB Commissioners present: Liz Wielinski, Scott Vreeland, Meg Forney, Anita Tabb 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Michelle Kellogg, Adam Arvidson, Sandra Meulners, Lydia Major 

 

  



 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, March 30, 2017 

 

Committee members present: Arlene Zamora – Chair, Bob Fine, Al Jueneman, Brian Nalezny, John Lilly, Beth 

Hart, Emmanuel Ortiz, Katrina Nygaard, Delano Lee, Ede Holmen 

Committee members excused: Ali Warsame, Jovita Morales, David Kaplan, Kathy Engen, Ahmed Ismail, 

Larry McKenzie, Adelheid Koski, Lynne Crockett 

Guests: none 

MPRB Commissioners present: none 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri, Adam Lares 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Thursday, April 27, 2017 

 

Committee members present: Arlene Zamora – Chair, Lynne Crockett, Al Jueneman, Brian Nalezny, 

John Lilly, Emmanuel Ortiz, Katrina Nygaard, David Kaplan, Hershel Ousley, Larry McKenzie, Bob Fine, 

Kathy Engen, 

Committee members excused: Ali Warsame, Jovita Morales, Ahmed Ismail, Adelheid Koski, Beth Hart, 

Delano Lee, Ede Holmen 

Guests: Jake Virden, Jack Tamble 

MPRB Commissioners present: Meg Forney 

Staff/consultants present: Larry Umphrey, Tim Grate, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE Thursday, May 18, 2017 

 

Committee members present: Arlene Zamora – Chair, Lynne Crockett, Al Jueneman, Brian Nalezny, John Lilly, 

Emmanuel Ortiz, Katrina Nygaard, Hershel Ousley, Larry McKenzie, Bob Fine, Beth Hart, 

Committee members excused: Ali Warsame, Jovita Morales, Ahmed Ismail, Delano Lee, Ede Holmen, David 

Kaplan, Kathy Engen 

Guests: Jake Virden, Brett Buckner, Kristal Porter, Kaitlyn Porter 

MPRB Commissioners present: 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Adam Arvidson, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, June 22, 2017 

 

Committee members present: Arlene Zamora – Chair, Lynne Crockett, Brian Nalezny, Emmanuel Ortiz, 

Beth Hart, Phil Rooney, Kathy Engen, Larry McKenzie, Ede Holmen 

Committee members excused: Ali Warsame, Jovita Morales, Ahmed Ismail, Delano Lee, David Kaplan, Al 

Jueneman, John Lilly, Katrina Nygaard, Hershel Ousley, and Bob Fine 

Guests: Jake Virden, Jeanette Kolby, Maria Lee, Chris Meyer, Kenny Jo Felder 

MPRB Commissioners present: Scott Vreeland 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Chief Jason Ohotto, Heidi Pope, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri, and 

Radious Guess 

  



 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, July 20, 2017 

 

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 

 

 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  Thursday, August 24, 2017 

 

Committee members present: Ede Holmen, Julie Neitzel Carr, Lynne Crockett, Emmanuel Ortiz, Al 

Jueneman, Brian Nalezny, John Lilly, Beth Hart and Larry McKenzie 

Committee members excused: Arlene Zamora – Chair, Hershel Ousley, Phil Rooney, Kathy Engen, Ali Warsame, 

Jovita Morales, David Kaplan, Ahmed Ismail, Bob Fine, Katrina Nygaard and Delano Lee 

Guests: Jake Virden 

MPRB Commissioners present: None. 

Staff/consultants present: Jamie Neldner, Tyrize Cox, Christy Tuuri, and Stacey Gray Akyea 

 

 


