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VASHON PARK DISTRICT (VPD) BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MEETING MINUTES 
Teleconference, 7:00 pm 

DATE: Tuesday, October 12, 2021  

 

Commissioners attending: Hans Van Dusen, Bob McMahon, Doug Ostrom, Abby Antonelis, Josh Henderson 

Staff attending: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 

 

ISSUE DISCUSSION AND OUTCOME FOLLOW UP 

Call To Order – 
Review Agenda 

Hans called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and reviewed the agenda.  

Public Comment None  

9.28.21 Minutes; 
9.27.21 – 10.09.21 
Preliminary 
Vouchers 

Bob: Motion to accept. 
Doug: Second. 
Pass 5-0 

9.28.21 
Minutes; 
9.27.21 – 
10.09.21 
Preliminary 
Vouchers. Pass 
5-0 

Board Votes Board Votes:  
Hans: Motion to accept the County’s offers for the Manzanita, Tideland, and Hitchings properties, and we pursue 
opportunities to partner with KC on successful stewardship of some other VPD properties. 
Bob: Second 
Pass 5-0 
Hans: As Greg pointed out, the offers have technically expired, so we’ll see where that goes.  

Motion to 
accept the 
County’s offers 
for the 
Manzanita, 
Tideland, and 
Hitchings 
properties, and 
pursue 
opportunities 
to partner with 
KC on 
successful 
stewardship of 
other VPD 
properties. 
Pass 5-0 
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King County Aquatic 
Facilities Grant 

Elaine: A couple meetings ago, you approved the grant application for the pool for a number of replacement items 
including the pool slide. The total with tax came to $103k with the slide making up $52k of it on a $100,000 grant 
with no match.  
That was the same meeting as the Seals Pool Bubble proposal. In that meeting, Doug had asked if the pool bubble 
could qualify in this grant. Bob, Randy, and I had a subsequent meeting about other pool issues and further discussed 
this, feeling that the bubble provides more community benefit than the slide. Too, in writing the grant, the bubble 
and the partnership with the Seals easily demonstrates more pool use with benefits to the disadvantaged more so 
than the slide. These are strong selling points in a grant application. Yet, you all have not approved the Seals 
proposal, so I didn’t feel right simply replacing the slide with the bubble in the grant application without Board 
approval.  
So, I came up with a brilliant idea and ran this by Mike O’Conner and Randy, who are very familiar with the slide 
issues. I asked their thoughts about going for a smaller slide than what we currently have, as many are available in 
the $20k range, rather than spending $52k replacing the present slide. I have also discussed this with slide 
manufacturers where we would do a surface mount application for ease of moving. Mike and Randy agreed that a 
smaller slide would work. So I have added the pool bubble into the grant, which would increase the budget from 
$103k to $106k – an increase of $3,000, which is within my purview to approve. So in other words, VPD funds will be 
$6,000. But, having said that, we are required to add a 10% contingency, so technically the amount you would be 
approving is up to $17k in VPD funds, but it would be my intent to get creative to keep it in budget without touching 
the contingency, particularly concerning the slide. If you decide not to approve the bubble proposal, we’ll just get a 
bigger slide, although that could complicate things. You need to approve this addition, since we likely will be 
spending District monies. That is what policy requires. I need a motion to approve adding the bubble into the grant 
and approving a budget, technically, of $117,000.  
Abby: What amount is written into the grant to replace the bubble? Only our half? 
Elaine: I have to present the full quote for $60,000, which does not include the contingency and tax. I am including 
those in my estimate of the Seal’s contribution of around $35,000 that the Seals is contributing.  
Doug: You mention $117k, and you talk about getting that lower. Does the $117k represent nothing being lower? 
Like the slide? 
Elaine: The $117k includes the contingency. You have to include contingency on the grant application. This is more an 
auditing point I am making that the grant application is $117, but the real commitment would be $106k.  
Abby: Does that include a rough estimate of a lesser slide? – not a $52k slide. 
Elaine: Yes, I put in a $25k budget item for the slide. 
Hans: What is the timing of the grant? When would the grant money have to be spent? 
Elaine: Two years. So this coincides with the bubble proposal that we replace the bubble end of 2023. 
Hans: So it would be 2022 – 2024. They proposed 2024 for replacement. 
Elaine: Actually, the bubble proposal said replacement is necessary in 2023. But if we run into timing problems, KC is 
really good about allowing extensions.  
Doug: Are the items within the grant proposal flexible? For example, is the bubble size negotiable? Like zero, then we 
go with a larger slide? Are we committing to the bubble? 
Elaine: That is what I am asking of you – that we make a commitment to the bubble this time around. We can always 
write a new MOU that states this is a one time deal and does not obligate future cost sharing. This is just a grant that 
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allows us to assist with funding this time. But more to your question, the flexible item is really just the slide in terms 
of going smaller or larger. The bubble size is not negotiable – we have to go with what works for our pool. 
Doug: But is the dollar amount we are sharing flexible. In other words, if we asked the Seals to fund a different 
amount. Would that be acceptable in the grant proposal? 
Elaine: Yes.  
Bob: Motion to include the VPD portion of the bubble expense in the grant application and reduce the size of the 
pool slide, for a total estimate of $117k (which includes contingency).  
Josh: Second. 
Bob: Motion to suspend the rules. 
Josh: Second. 
Pass 5-0. 
Motion: Pass 5-0 
Abby: I would like to have the MOU reflect what we discussed about this being a one time deal. 
 

estimate of 
$117k (which 
includes 
contingency).  
Pass 5-0 
 
Motion to 
suspend the 
rules. 
Pass 5-0 
 
 
Action Item 

History of Vashon 
Commons – 
Interlocal Meeting 

Elaine: At the last meeting we discussed potential topics for the upcoming Commons Committee meeting which is 
scheduled for this Thursday. We agreed we should discuss the $75k fee and what went into justifying that fee.  
Doug also asked what Vashon did prior to the Interlocal Agreement. Specifically, Doug asked if there isn’t a park 
district, are those services and programs simply not offered? Are there others who are more generously funded who 
can take of the burden off us, given our funding challenges? 
In 1989, VPD and VISD began entering into a series of Interlocal Agreements for joint school and community use of 
properties owned by both districts. These properties were known as the “Vashon Commons.” Prior to the formation 
of interlocal agreements, school properties were regularly used by community members for various activities. Each 
school in the district administered its own school and non-school uses. A group that wanted to use the school was 
simply given keys to the school. Teachers and janitors would also open the building when a user group lost or forgot 
its key. The result was an increasingly poor level of school security. There was little to no coordination amongst user 
groups. Each group would claim space where they could. The equipment belonging to a user group from the prior 
season, like soccer goals, baseball back stops, etc., would usually be disposed of by a long toss into the brambles.  
In 1987, following the formation of the Vashon Park District, the school and park districts began working to create 
order out of the pre-commons anarchy. An initial effort was the construction of the Mariner field on the high school 
campus, which was partially funded by a grant obtained from the Seattle Mariners by the Vashon baseball club. The 
park district agreed to provide the matching funds for this grant, and the school district agreed to allow construction 
of the field on school property. Both districts participated in the creation of a master plan for the school campus, 
which included construction of new baseball fields, new football practice fields, and an all-weather field.  
After the successful construction of the Mariner field in 1989, both districts adopted joint resolutions approving 
entry into an interlocal agreement concerning the use of fields on school district property. The agreement was 
limited to field use but was used as a model for later interlocal agreements. Both boards indicated the desirability of 
focusing development of joint use facilities on the central school campus. Both VISD and VPD began investing in 
capital projects on the school campus. Remember, VPD did not have any fields of our own back then. 
The first comprehensive interlocal agreement covering fields and indoor school spaces was signed in 1994. A primary 
purpose of this interlocal – which forms the basis for our current Interlocal Agreement -- was to implement an 
orderly system for scheduling the use of school facilities and for providing access to those facilities for community 
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purposes. An important principal of the agreement was that no educational funds would be expended to support the 
commons access program. The park district was responsible for administering the Vashon Commons program and 
would pay any incremental costs attributable to community use of school facilities. In other words, VISD would 
continue to pay for the base level of maintenance necessary to maintain a given facility for school use, and VPD 
would pay all incremental costs associated with the additional use of the school facility by community users.  
The first arrangement included a $20,000 fee to cover the cost of a part-time groundskeeper to cover the enhanced 
community use of school facilities. VPD provided staff to schedule commons use and access staff to open, close, and 
secure school facilities. The fee for the groundskeeper eventually moved into VPD providing a full-time field 
maintenance worker under VPD staff expense. That then morphed into VPD not providing any field maintenance 
staff but paying for the maintenance in the agreed-upon fee.  
This history is consistent with how things are now – per the original intent.  
Doug: There is a story out there that VPD paid for facilities for the school district, and this history seems to confirm 
that. In return for using the facilities we paid for, we are paying the School district additionally. 
Elaine: I didn’t see any other information about other facilities we paid for other than the Mariner Field. 
Doug: This is a good summary for what happened after the formation of the park district, but before that, who was 
spending the money that the park district is currently spending? The school district, I would guess.  
Hans: Do you know the time frames for the earlier arrangements? We paid a $20,000 fee for a groundskeeper, then a 
full time staff person, then a larger fee. 
Elaine: I do not know the time frame. I know the full time person was there until just before I started with the District 
in 2013.  
Hans: And today, a full time maintenance person, fully loaded, is around $100k? 
Elaine: I would say more like $75k. I thought that as well – that the fee we pay is commensurate with a full time 
maintenance person. 
Hans: So from 2013 through current, we pay a fee per year. Has that changed? 
Elaine: It was originally $100k then went down to $75k maybe a couple years ago. The document I was looking at said 
these fee figures were pretty shoot-from-the-hip. Doug would probably remember Bill Ameling saying the $100k had 
no basis behind it.  
Abby: What’s the plan based on this information? Can we try lowering the fee by saying it costs us x amount to do 
reservations? If the maintenance cost is $75k, but our extra expenses like access staff cost us $30k, we should split 
the difference and pay them $45k. Did the analysis that was done to arrive at the $75k include school use? 
Elaine: Yes. Our use was measured against school use as a percent. 
Bob: When we looked at this a few years ago, I did some research and determined no other situations where money 
changed hands between agencies. It was more the notion of sharing the load. They maintain their’s; we maintain 
our’s – let’s just get on with it. There was never a discussion about whether it made sense or not. It was only about 
money. It still doesn’t make any sense. The park district came on line, and all of a sudden we picked up the tab for 
these VISD fields. It seems the service we provide in scheduling them is where we belong.  
Doug: It sounds like the school district doesn’t want to share any of the responsibility for use. Other school districts 
seem to feel it is their responsibility. The school district always says it is not part of their mission. It sounds like other 
school districts don’t feel that way – it should be a joint effort. I wonder if it’s a change in their financial position. In 
years past, levies would fail. It might have been easier for VPD to say, “Sure, we’ll help” where the school district 
needed that help. Now it’s a different situation. The laws changed to help the school district.  
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Hans: The majority of school districts charge fees for their field use. They charge them direct to the user groups. I 
imagine there are none that allow free use beyond school needs. I don’t think you can suggest that they are 
providing them for free. 
Doug: It’s a subsidized operation, regardless. The question is, who pays the subsidy? The park district or school 
district.  
Hans: Either way, the revenue is the marginal cost of the additional wear and tear for users beyond the school teams 
or classes. So they are looking to recover that. That’s reasonable. Probably the majority achieve that recovery by 
charging those users. If we were choosing to reduce that part of our service by paying less of rate payer dollars to the 
school district, the users would probably pay more to the school district directly. We just have to reflect that we feel 
that, seeing that we own no gyms or a community center or not enough fields for recreational use on the island, 
whether the rate payers want us to help support providing those things for the recreational needs consistent with 
our mission. If we feel the parks ratepayers want us to support that, then we would continue. If we felt they did not 
want us to pay that additional facility support, then we would discontinue it.  
Doug: As things now stand, the average user probably thinks the schools are providing the difference. It’s on school 
property so may be identified as the main provider of that service. When, in fact, it is the park district. When it 
comes to levy time, that matters. People complain about the park district not providing anything for them. Well, it’s 
because they don’t know what the park district is providing for them. The school district is getting credit for 
providing a service they are not actually providing – it’s on their property.  
Bob: There is no way the fees collected from the users cover the extra costs involved. When we were fighting it, the 
schools said, okay, we’ll take it over, but we will really raise the rates, and we’ll tell everyone it’s because of the park 
district.  
Elaine: For point of reference, in a normal year, the fees we collect from users is about $30k. 
Hans: But no user fee is ever intended or does cover the cost of the service. It’s a contribution from the user in 
addition to the tax support. If we feel it is appropriate to provide a cost-effective gym, community center, additional 
playing fields with the parks tax dollars, this could be a good cost-effective opportunity. If we feel it is not part of our 
core mission to provide those resources to the tax payers, we may have a different view. I have the view it is a 
fantastic joint opportunity to provide those resources to the people who pay $1.5 million dollars  to the park district 
for recreational services, so they can support their families with those services. 
Abby: I think there is a third option where we pay less, but the school prioritizes recreation, as well.  
Hans: I think where we are is we want to pay less, and they want us to pay more.  
Elaine: So where do we go with this on Thursday? What is the general board direction for Hans and I to propose? 
Josh: I think it’s a great opportunity to provide recreational services. I just wish it didn’t cost us $75k.  
Doug: I think it’s not fair, and it’s not in our interest to let the school district off the hook on the cost side of this. We 
pay all the cost, they get all the credit. I would hope we can tweak that a bit.  
Hans: And you know they would say we are far from paying all the costs. We pay only a marginal percent.  
Doug: We have been down that road in some detail. They don’t have a case, there.  
Bob: And our money problems caused from the Hospital District needs to come up in the discussion.  
Hans: Yeah, we’re broke.  
Doug: This is a huge disparity between a burden for us, and a burden for them. The size of our budgets are not 
anywhere near comparable. $70k – they may not see that as anything. Why are we even bullying over this?  
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Abby: I would be interested to know if they raised the rates and blamed it on us, what would their rates be? (in the 
context of them taking over scheduling community use of their facilities).  
Elaine: My guess is it would be to where they cover their incremental costs. But we can ask.  
Hans: When we looked at this in the past, did we get comps on what other districts charge in user fees? 
Elaine: Not related to this discussion, but I have looked at comps generally in the past. We are far and wide way 
lower than any other park agency throughout Puget Sound. Considerably lower.  
Hans: They would probably look at what other districts are charging.  

Tramp Harbor Dock Elaine: At the last meeting we discussed grant possibilities and the timelines associated with those. In summary, 
there are three applicable grants through RCO that are due in May of 2022, and the next cycle is May of 2024. I had a 
discussion with the grant manager about a number of important points: 
1) At this time, one grant can serve as the match for another yielding $1 million in grant monies, but we would need 

$500k in matching funds for $1.5 million total. This might change with this upcoming grant cycle, so she will keep 
me posted. 

2) Either way, matching funds must be in place prior to the grant award in August of that year.  
3) It looks like A&E is reimbursable in advance – she stated it is allowed in most cases as long as the costs are 

incurred no more than 3 years prior to the grant agreement.  
4) Another requirement before applying is submitting an eligible comprehensive plan. I believe our Strategic Plan 

will suffice, which I hope to have confirmed this week.  
5) Clearly, our biggest challenge will be fundraising. And for that, we should have a design with an accurate cost 

estimate. If we shoot for the 2024 application cycle, we could do the design in 2022. Remember, we would have 
to budget for it, and it would not be reimbursed until 2025 at the earliest. 

I also received further guidance from DNR based on that one guy in our small community group reaching out to her 
and pushing back on some issues with the lease. Some of the items in the current lease are sort of rubber stamped as 
standard, so if we wanted to challenge any of those items, we would have to amend the lease with an outlined 
proposal of changes to DNR. For example: 

1) This guy is pushing for allowing moorage as a means of generating revenue for the District and making the 
project more attractive for fundraising. The lease as is does not allow for moorage.  
DNR says the lease can be amended to allow for moorage of vessels if existing site conditions allow. DNR 
would consider the impacts of moorage on habitat at the site, primarily based on water depth. A water 
depth of 7 feet is required for anchorage. 

• Moorage buoys was asked about. DNR would consider the impacts of moorage on habitat at the site, 
primarily based on water depth. A water depth of 7 feet is required for anchorage. The swing circle of the 
mooring buoys would also have to be located outside of the geoduck tract.  

A moorage fee is allowed under these uses. The fee must be less than or equal to operating costs of the 
facility and not operated to produce a profit. We would need to demonstrate in advance that this 
requirement would be met. (my question is – why do it, then? We simply don’t have the bandwidth to 
manage this without it generating a profit).  
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Bob: And the other thing is with moorage, you can’t moor to a fixed dock like that. You’d have to have floats and a 
long ramp to the floats. 
Elaine: And to that point, DNR says a floating dock off to the side could be allowed, but: 
 

2) no new improvements could be constructed within the commercial geoduck tract, only up to the -18 mark. 
Also, this would be determined by Habitat Stewardship based on the specific proposal and site conditions. If 
DNR allows VPD to expand the dock footprint, mitigation will likely be required. This is common for any 
overwater structure expansion. It just gets more expensive in so many ways with every complication you add 
to it. 

Bob: And also, if boats come in and moor there, then what do they do? Walk to town? It’s totally impractical. It’s a 
bird watching dock and a fishing dock – that’s all it is ever going to be. We have agreement on that, don’t we? 
 

3) This community guy also wants to add buildings that could be leased for kayak and food concession rentals in 
addition to a classroom building funded by the school district for teaching marine biology to students. 
DNR says no concessions of any kind can be on the dock beyond 180 ft under a no fee lease.  
All three of the RCO grants do not allow for concessionaire buildings, meeting rooms, or structures, so we 
would have to fund these on our own. 
 

4) The community guy asked if Tour boats, Water Taxis and Commercial Boats could use the dock as a moorage 
point for loading and unloading passengers under the public moorage use?  
DNR: It depends! There are scenarios in which this is possible. However, it is very dependent upon the 
specific situation and how the commercial boats are using the dock. DNR would have to make the 
determination based on an exact proposal.   

Abby: That would be a nightmare down there. There would be no place to park. 
Bob: Parking, and it’s just so complicated. 

5) The community guy pushed about allowing the length of the dock to remain as is.  

Oddly, DNR waffled on this in their response to him. After working with management and their policy 
division, the land manager stated that DNR will not allow a new pier to be rebuilt within the geoduck tract. 
Improvements within the geoduck tract conflict with agency policy and stewardship measures. It is DNR’s 
preference that the dock be removed from the geoduck tract as soon as possible. Although the existing lease 
does not require removal at this time, it does require that the dock remain closed to the public until it is 
deemed certified safe. She is vaguely stating that we must remove the dock at the -18 point.  

6) The community guy has submitted a public record request for all communications between DNR and King 
County in regards to the Tramp Harbor Dock with the hopes of finding out why it was not removed 
previously. He feels it may open some options to some shared cost on the removal with King County if the 
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county was only gifting it to avoid responsibilities of removal but never disclosed that in the transfer. Why 
would DNR policy on aquatic land use differ between parties – it should have been the same in 1981 as it 
would be currently.  If DNR allowed the county to repair and use the tribal portion then it would seem like 
something is not quite entirely accurate in all this.  This should be an environmental land use legal issue to 
review with the attorneys. My opinion is Standard Oil should be paying the removal costs and clean up of the 
entire dock. 

We have gone round and round with KC about that, and they said absolutely not.  
Hans: Nothing you discussed here sounded like it adds significant value. Some of it is operationally and logistically a 
non-starter. Aside from it being too shallow to moor boats in, and it not being a desirable location and not protected 
from the weather, it wouldn’t even generate any revenue. $25 for mooring for a couple summer weekends is a loser. 
These are not pragmatic ideas that even boost the fundraising profile. It’s not productive on either the functional or 
fundraising sides -- it just makes it more complicated and does not add value. So 2 grants would yield $1.5 million 
would be one scenario and shooting for that 2024 window. What’s the fundraising side of that? 
Elaine: $500,000. If we came back with a cost estimate of $2 million, it would be that much more. Two grant 
applications would yield $1 million in grant monies, and the match requirement is $500,000. Anything over that 
would also be on us.  
Hans: And design can be paid for through that grant but three years after we spent it, we would get our money back. 
It strikes as a 2022 budget decision. The board needs to decide if it’s prudent to spend $100k that we might recover 
later, or the board may think it prudent to spend none, since we don’t have any money. Is it close enough to our core 
mission to pursue that? Or the middle ground – we spend $50k, and the community match $50k in fundraising. It’s 
too late to do for 2021.  
Elaine: We do need to get going on doing our budget for 2022. I just received notice from KC that we need to get the 
levy resolutions in by end of November. I’ll put this in as a potential item. 
Hans: Back to the Interlocal and considering fees, are there any user group contracts coming up? 
Elaine: Basketball maybe, but nothing in the hopper yet.  
Hans: We get in that cycle of raising user fees with agreements coming up all the time. Always nice to raise fees with 
enough lead time for the users to incorporate. 
Elaine: Lastly, for THD, the lease-required survey is about to get underway this week.  

Ivy Remediation - 
Wingehaven 

Elaine: At the last meeting I reported that I am working with the King Conservation District and King County’s Healthy 
Land Project (HELP) for additional funding and guidance for the ivy remediation project at Wingehaven. I reported 
that the Conservation District is hoping to provide $17k, and HELP is hoping to provide $10k. The Conservation 
District determined that government-owned properties in unincorporated King County do not qualify for that 
program, but my contact is trying to get that changed. HELP is committed with $10k. With our budget of $30k, that 
makes $40k total. 
The group of us met at the site last Friday, and I was delighted to find that HELP is pretty much going to spearhead 
scoping the entire project. This will require mapping out zones, which we hope to get started in November. They said 
the property is a mess, and $40k will basically buy us a first sweep. This is more like a $75k - $90k total project cost to 
achieve a 75 – 85% remediation goal. So we will likely need to budget for this in future years. They are familiar with 
many of our other properties – including Spring Beach, which they say is a mess. If we want to be serious about 
invasive species remediation, we need to be cognizant of the limited resources we have to properly steward these 
properties.  
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Doug: Do these people go down Vashon Highway and notice the ivy everywhere? It’s not just the Park District. This is 
Vashon. If we cleared out every piece of ivy from our properties, we will have tackled maybe 5% on the island. We 
should be responsible stewards of our properties, but I hope they aren’t under any illusion that this will make Vashon 
different. Private property owners don’t care. 
Elaine: Actually, both those groups commented that when they do these projects, it often spurs the neighbors to do 
something, as well. The Conservation District has funding for private property projects, which is the reason we didn’t 
qualify as a government agency. They do quite a bit of remediation of private property on the island and are pretty 
aggressive about it.  
Hans: For us, it is an investment in our large trees – our forests.  
Doug: I don’t know what the timeline is on that. Are they going to die 5 years? 50 years from now? Many are alder 
trees that will die 5 years from now no matter what we do. I don’t know how that works out in practice.  

Community 
Outreach 

Hans: The story in the BC was great. It’s good to keep people aware of what’s going on in the District. 
Elaine: If you read the article thoroughly, there was a glaring error about our pro-rationing. She said our levy dollars 
make up 11.5% of our budget – not that 11.5% was our lost levy revenue from having been pro-rationed. She is doing 
a correction. That’s a pretty important clarification. We don’t want that message out in the community. 
Bob: How did that come about? 
Elaine: She reached out to me. The BC recognized it was time to feature the Park District, since it has been awhile.  
Hans: We should get another email out to our users: Ski Bus, pool use availability, etc. Whatever is coming for 
fall/winter.  
Bob: Also, we have an all district meeting a week from tonight. Any requests for topics? 
Elaine: We will likely discuss our upcoming budgets. It will be interesting to see how the levy rates may have been 
eroded. 
Hans: That’s the likely cross function – common knowledge of levy rates and other jurisdictions’ activity. Staying up 
to speed on the County’s intentions.  
Doug: Last year we had the huge issue with Fire and Healthcare boards thinking we came in too late after their 
decisions had been made. They were sympathetic to our request, but it was too late to do anything. Can we do 
anything differently this year, so they can’t have that complaint this year? 
Hans: They won’t impact our spending this year.  
Elaine: Nobody has any ballot measures coming up for a levy increase.  
Bob: Fire is maxed out, right? 
Josh: Is there anything I should know about the purpose of this meeting? 
Hans: Mutual impacts between the districts and common impacts from other districts regarding levies. I think the 
questions to ask are what is everybody’s expectation for their own levy next year, what are they aware of out there, 
will there be any impacts between the districts? The meeting would be a failure if we didn’t uncover impacts 
between the districts.  
Bob: The Healthcare district is having a big problem with staffing positions. That indicates a likely need for more 
money in order to compensate their staff to get people to come to work there. It’s becoming so expensive to live out 
here. It will be interesting to see of that comes up.  
 
Abby: Do we follow King County or the state guidelines on masking policies on our fields? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 
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Elaine: The guidelines start with the state, but occasionally the County is more restrictive. The guidelines now are, if 
you are outside playing a sport, masks are not required during play. School properties might be more restrictive, but I 
am not aware of any further restrictions. It might just be the Seattle Schools you are referring to.  

Adjourn 
8:15 pm 

Abby: Motion to adjourn. 
Josh: Second. 
Pass 5-0 

 

Minutes by: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 


