
 

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. 

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Thursday, March 31, 2016 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

Logan Park Recreation Center 

 

Meeting Notes 

 

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 

[Please see website for additional project and Community Advisory Committee information] 

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

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

- Round of introductions of CAC members, MPRB staff, and consultants. 
- Jamie introduces the structure and agenda of the CAC meeting. 

2.  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 

https://www.minneapolisparks.org/park_care__improvements/park_projects/current_projects/recquest/


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. 

3. 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 managers  



o Jill 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 these 



upcoming 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. 

6. 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. 
7. Proposed Phase 3 (What Will Be?) Community Engagement Process (Lydia) (Slide 17) 

- 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) 



8. 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. 
9. 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. 

10. 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. 

11. Meeting adjourns at 8:10pm 
  
This constitutes the author’s understanding of items discussed and decisions reached. If there are any 
omissions or discrepancies, please notify Jamie Neldner in writing.  

 

 


