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VASHON PARK DISTRICT (VPD) BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MEETING MINUTES 
Teleconference, 7:00 pm 

DATE: Tuesday, February 22, 2022  

 

Commissioners attending: Bob McMahon, Keith Prior, Sarah George, Josh Henderson. Hans Van Dusen absent. 

Staff attending: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 

 

ISSUE DISCUSSION AND OUTCOME FOLLOW UP 

Call To Order – 
Review Agenda 

Josh called the meeting to order at 7:00 and reviewed the agenda.  

Public Comment   

Interlocal 
Agreement 

Elaine: At the last meeting, Hans and I informed you of the notion presented in our November Commons Committee 
meeting that both Districts were considering an alternative model to the Interlocal Agreement where the present 
agreement would not be renewed in June, and we would explore utilizing an online scheduling program called 
Facilitron. Each District, then, would collect the respective revenues from their own facility reservations. The School 
District’s interest was to maintain autonomy over their facilities, and our interest was in not paying the $75,000 fee in 
addition to staffing challenges. You were presented with the goals in addition to considerable user group feedback 
against this model.  
Since then, the School Board met, and Josh and I and a number of user group leaders attended. We were given a 
presentation by Facilitron, then we had an opportunity for discussion. The School Board voted to slow the process, 
and, instead, have the Commons Committee discuss renegotiating the present agreement.  
We are attempting to set that next meeting date, which is looking like Friday, March 11, in person. Location and time 
TBD. We are also reconsidering the make-up of the Committee to where our user group leader, Darragh Kennan, has 
stepped down, and David Hackett will fill the VPD user role. Hans and Toby Holmes are the co-chairs and considering 
the at-large member. Hans wishes to know if you all would like him to continue as the Board rep and co-chair with 
Toby Holmes? If so, Josh should confirm to make it official. 
Josh: Hans has the background with the user groups, so he should continue.  
Elaine: The meeting will be a public meeting, so you all are welcome to attend, but either way, we would like feedback 
on the issues to negotiate. I assume the fee? 
Bob: I’m interested in the legality issue raised about the schools using levy money to pay for public use. If this is being 
split up, and they will determine their own user fees, then that law enters into it. With that in mind, to keep user fees 
low, there would need to be some money from the park district to subsidize. Will there be another calculation of that 
fee to supplement their budget? 
Elaine: I have no doubt there will be discussion about that fee and what went into that $75k calculation. If we go with 
the present interlocal, there should be some questions asked. David Hackett made some clear points about 
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incremental costs. If you’re heating the gym for community use, the heater would have been on anyway. Is that truly 
incremental? Wouldn’t the grass be mowed, anyway, whether or not the public was using it? 
In terms of the law you spoke to, I asked Slade directly about that. He said there is some flexibility. The problem they 
are faced with is their budget is tight. It’s not that they don’t have the ability to use monies if they chose to. There are 
three sources of funding they receive. They have flexibility in the levy monies; the other two are earmarked. 
Bob: What happens with schools who are open to the public that don’t have park partnership? They must use that 
same logic about mowing the lawns. It’s not like we’re flush, coming up with that kind of money. They made big 
strides 5 years ago coming down from $100k. 
Nick Keenan: This line of reasoning is really solid, thinking about it incrementally. The sport groups got together and 
asked what if there was a divorce? The youth basketball could not exist paying $50 per hour for a gym. The field 
groups would utilize park assets – just games on the turf field. The $30k fees paid to parks that offsets the $75k, in this 
divorced environment, the school district would be getting $20k at most. If they’re trying to balance that budget, the 
sport groups will not be participating.  
Sarah: Do we have a sense for the level of payment we would make? 
Elaine: No, we would need to go back through the past data, highlighting those that don’t look like incremental costs. 
Josh: You said the school budget is really tight. I just looked at my property tax pie chart. Schools is considerable; parks 
is tiny. It is interesting that both districts are concerned about tight budgets. I hate to think of losing out on the 10% 
going to Facilitron, and that compounding the issue.  
Sarah: Even worse, it doesn’t streamline the process for users reserving and internally whose jobs are supposed to be 
made easier.  
Bob: Is it not as easy? 
Elaine: That’s not my sense. There are advantages to both the Facilitron model and our present model. It gets down to 
what the priority is. If we want to gain efficiencies, Facilitron has advantages. But is our priority is customer service, 
we have that beat. There is something to be said for the human element of booking reservations for our users and 
providing the service of a human letting people in, making sure it’s clean afterward. In many ways, the present model 
outweighs Facilitron. The primary advantage to Facilitron is the savings of $80k annually, even with the 10% fee. We 
save the $75k fee, labor costs, porta potties. It’s a matter of what your priorities are.  
Bob: Is not paying the school district anything a reasonable model, given what Nick is worried about? 
Elaine: The school district has not made any statements about user fees. My gut instinct tells me Nick is probably right. 
If it’s true that their budget is too tight, not allowing for any subsidization, to keep the fees aligned with ours, how do 
they make that up? Again, they have made no statements, but considering the issues, my instinct tells me the fees 
would be higher.  
Bob: We need to fight like mad to not let that happen. It’s not in our best interest. 
Elaine: It’s not in the community’s best interest.  
Josh: A system like Facilitron that relies on technology can fail. Our system relies on people that can quickly look for 
alternatives. Customer service in Augusta can’t have that kind of response.  
Elaine: Nick and I talked about that. To that point, you have 20 kids standing out in the dark in the rain, and something 
goes wrong, it might take ½ an hour to find another location, whereas Robin would scoot them over to the McMurray 
gym. The human touch issue is significant.  
Bob: Schools really have the hammer here. Either of us can terminate the agreement, but if they really want to go this 
route, there is nothing we can do about it.  
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Elaine: I think I am hearing you are supportive of keeping the present model intact. Renegotiating the fee is something 
to look into.  
Bob: Whatever the best scheduling system seems to be – if that’s the present model, maintain reasonable user fees, 
and some fund exchange should be looked at.  
Elaine: Lastly, for the record, I would like to state a clarification regarding a statement made during public comment at 
the last meeting that the Commons Committee meetings were not properly noticed as a public meeting and that no 
agenda was provided. He went on to say that the Open Public Meetings Act applies. I wish to clarify this, as it implies 
we have broken the law. That is not true. According to the Municipal Resource Services Center, “The Open Public 
Meetings Act requires agencies to provide sufficient public notice of their meetings, and, in some cases, to post the 
agenda for the meeting in advance.” The requirement to post an agenda applies to Regular and Special Meetings. It 
does not apply to Committees. The Commons Committee is comprised of one Board member from each District and is 
governed by the Interlocal Agreement. The Interlocal Agreement states, “All meetings will be noticed and open to the 
public.” There is no requirement for an agenda. We did notice the meetings in advance, which requires the date, time, 
and place of the meetings. Those notices were posted on our website. So, for the record, we did not break the law. 
We followed the requirements of the Interlocal Agreement as specified. 

Lost Lake, Spring 
Beach, Mileta Creek 
Properties – King 
County 

Elaine: A couple meetings ago, Greg Rabourn of King County met with us to discuss the transfer of Lost Lake, Spring 
Beach, and the Mileta Creek Properties to King County Parks due to their resource capacity to properly steward the 
properties. Their interest lies with wanting to connect presently owned KC properties with these lands.  
I reported that we cannot sell these properties, as there are covenants associated with them, and although the 
constitutional provision on gifts of public funds does not apply to transactions between government entities, there is 
an auditing statute that says that one government entity can't transfer property to another government entity except 
at "true and full value." Your interest was in obtaining assurance that they would remain as public parks and that KC 
provide a commitment and timelines for stewardship plans. I was tasked with obtaining legal counsel concerning the 
value issue. The following was the statement I obtained from our attorney: 
“The ‘value’ received by the District can include some additional public benefit that it considers an acceptable 
substitute for monetary compensation.  Here, if the County will commit to keeping the properties as parks in 
perpetuity and if that relieves the District of maintenance costs and stewardship costs, that may be enough to 
convince the auditor (which is the main entity to worry about here).   If you decide to go this route, I would suggest 
some recitals at least in the transfer agreement about the County’s willingness to keep them as parks and to perform 
maintenance and stewardship and to relieve the District of those responsibilities.  And then I would make sure that 
there was a covenant in the deed to the County that required them to keep the land as parks in perpetuity and to 
perform whatever stewardship tasks there are.  That way, you can argue to the auditor that this was valuable 
consideration and public benefit that the District and its residents received in lieu of monetary consideration.” 
I ran that by Greg, and he forwarded a statement from their real estate group that said, “The funding restrictions and 
encumbering easements are all recorded on title and the deeds already, so noting that KC, by taking ownership, is 
bound to maintain them as parks/open space in perpetuity is a point they can make. 
To be doubly sure from an audit standpoint, I ran our attorney’s statement by the WA State auditors, and they stated 
the following: 
 “Based on advice from the attorney general, our understanding is that receipt of full and true value under RCW 
43.09.210 would include consideration of the value of cost avoidance, risk avoidance, discharge of liabilities, 
forbearances, etc. For example, the present value of avoiding maintenance costs as you describe in your question. 
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Moreover, our understanding is that RCW 39.33.060 would provide for an alternative for transfers of surplus property 
to a county for "park and recreation purposes." We would therefore suggest that you discuss with your attorney the 
applicability of RCW 39.33.060 as well as Attorney General Opinion 1997 No. 5, which discusses how RCW 43.09.210 
and 39.33 should be interpreted together. 
For audit purposes, our Office would expect the District to ensure it has documented it's legal analysis and 
demonstration of compliance. Usually this is incorporated into the resolution or contract; but it could be a separate 
memo retained with other documentation related to the transaction. While RCW 39.33.015 would not apply to this 
circumstance, it does describe the type of reasonable controls and analysis we would normally expect for audit 
purposes - that is, an appraisal of the value of the property, consistency with adopted plans and policies, incorporating 
the public benefit (or park and recreational purposes, in your case) along with remedies as covenants attached to the 
deed, and a consideration of the full costs and benefits of the transaction in order to arrive at the negotiated terms.” 
Greg Rabourn: We have Conservation Futures and Parks levy funding for the appraisals, transaction costs, etc. We will 
be bound by those restrictions, as well. There is redundancy upon redundancy making sure these properties stay as 
public lands and open space. The Manzanita properties we purchased have already seen some love – years of ivy 
removal begun. Also, two of the three properties we’re looking at were transferred from KC to VPD in the 1990s.  
Elaine: Will you be able to provide me with stewardship costs on like sized properties, so we can establish that cost 
savings against the property values? 
Greg: Yes, realizing the limitations of a small site with no invasives vs one with high invasives. If needed, we can 
include language in the purchase and sale agreement that states KC’s intent.  
Sarah: Is this a result of the fallout from the Hospital District? 
Elaine: In a sense, but not directly. It’s more a bigger picture of how much land we have. Before the Hospital District, 
this was an issue. It’s looking at how much financial and labor capital we have to properly steward our properties. That 
is the driving issue. We don’t have the budget.  
Greg: In the overall land management issue on the island, you have the Land Trust, KC, and VPD properties. Some of 
them have ownership right adjacent to one another. It makes sense to gain efficiencies by having that neighbor 
manage it, particularly one with the larger vision for that geographic space.  
Bob: Years back, we took a look at our mission, and a lot of the open space property did not align with our mission of 
park and recreation services. These are properties that have no use to us along those lines. And there is also the cost 
and liability that made no sense.  
Sarah: I move to approve the transfer of the Lost Lake, Spring Beach, and Mileta Creek properties to King County 
Parks. 
Keith: Second. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motion to 
approve the 
transfer of the 
Lost Lake, 
Spring Beach, 
and Mileta 
Creek 
properties to 
King County 
Parks. 
 

2.8.22 Minutes; 
2.6.22 – 2.19.22 
Preliminary 
Vouchers; January 
Vouchers 

 Bob: Motion to approve the 2.8.22 Minutes; 2.6.22 – 2.19.22 Preliminary Vouchers; January Vouchers. 
Keith: Second. 
Pass 4-0 

Motion to 
approve the 
2.8.22 Minutes; 
2.6.22 – 2.19.22 
Preliminary 
Vouchers; 
January 
Vouchers 
Pass 4-0 
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January, 2022 
Financial Report 

 Elaine: Since it has only been one month into the year, there is no sense reporting on budget to actual in any great 
detail. At this point, the significant variations from budget include: 

• Admin - Over $9k due to the carry-over audit fees from December. 

• Programs – Ahead $36k due to the unbudgeted KC Recreation Grant for BARC. 

• CIP – increased the budget $15k for the Disc Golf Course Revamp 
 

 

Board Votes Keith: Motion to approve the Paradise Ridge fee structure of $100 per instructor/organizer for a 4 month period 

of reservations. 

Bob: Second.  

Pass 4-0. 

Josh: I appreciate that Sarah and Elaine simplified this and made it streamlined. 

 

Hans: Motion to increase the lifeguard wage range to $16.50 - $18.50. 

Keith: Second 

Pass 4-0. 

 

Bob: Motion to approve the COL wage increase for the BARC Lead and the Transportation Benefit for reimbursement 

of 10-ride multi-use ferry passes for off-island commuters. 
Keith: Second. 
Josh: To clarify the language, I would add “to off-island employees who commute.” That way nobody thinks they are 
being reimbursed for commuting.  
Elaine: Hans has concerns about the ferry pass part of this, as he feels we are confusing appropriate compensation to 
retain staff, specifically commuters, with transit support programs (to reduce regional commuter vehicle use). At some 
point, he wants us to consider consistency with our sustainability policies, in terms of subsidizing single 
occupancy commuting. Hans and I discussed this. It isn’t a sustainability issue as it is to the City and County attempting 
to get people out of cars. This is a labor issue related to the small labor pool on Vashon. I suggested language to say 
“not to exceed the cost equivalent of the 10 ride multi-use pass,” so a commuter could just do a passenger ferry pass 
or an occasional drive-on or even ride their bike. The cost to us would be lower and also be in line with Hans’s concern 
about promoting sustainability. It would apply to taking a passenger ferry and ride a bus. 
Josh: What is the cost of the 10 ride? 
Elaine: I want to say $171. So $17 per trip. 
Josh: For a small car, it is $130. 
Sarah: If someone was coming in from downtown on the passenger only, they would pay both ways. That gets more 
expensive. That would be close to the multi ride. I share Hans’s concern. Encouraging driving doesn’t feel as good as 
encouraging alternatives. But again, that is the cost of being on this island. Busses are sparse on Vashon.  
Bob: I’m good with that change. 
Josh: There are no park and rides on the mainland. There are no good options for leaving a car. 
Keith: Do we need to modify the language of the motion? And if so, we wouldn’t vote until next meeting? 
Elaine: When the vote is taken, you can use the words “as amended.”  

Motion to 

approve the 

Paradise Ridge 

fee structure of 

$100 per 

instructor/orga

nizer for a 4 

month period 

of reservations. 

Pass 4-0 
 
Motion to 

increase the 

lifeguard wage 

range to $16.50 

- $18.50 

Pass 4-0 
 
Motion to 
approve the 
COL wage 
increase for the 
BARC Lead and 
the 
Transportation 
Benefit for 
reimbursement 
of not to 
exceed the cost 
equivalent of a 
10-ride multi-
use ferry pass 
for a regular 
size vehicle for 
off-island 
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Bob: Motion as amended: Motion to approve the COL wage increase for the BARC Lead and the Transportation 
Benefit for reimbursement of not to exceed the cost equivalent of a 10-ride multi-use ferry pass for a regular size 
vehicle for off-island employees who commute to Vashon. 
Pass 4-0 
 
Keith: Motion to approve increasing the bookkeeper position in June to 8 hours per day and adding an office 
assistant 5 hours per day. 
Hans: Second. 
Pass 4-0 

employees who 
commute to 
Vashon. 
Pass 4-0 
 
Motion to 
approve 
increasing the 
bookkeeper 
position in June 
to 8 hours per 
day and adding 
an office 
assistant 5 
hours per day. 
Pass 4-0 

Vaccine/Mask 
Mandates 

Elaine: On March 21, the governor will make a statement about lifting the mask mandate in the state of WA. County 
and local authorities, in addition to private businesses, will still be able to require it if they choose. It remains to be 
seen if the County will lift the mask mandate at that time. Until they do, we are clear that everyone masks up indoors. 
Now, on March 1, KC is lifting the vaccine requirement for restaurants, bars, theaters, and gyms. So we will lift that 
requirement for BARC, and technically, we could for the pool. There is no talk of lifting the vaccine requirement for 
state employees, but some local agencies are doing so. Our current Mandatory Vaccination policy mandates COVID 
vaccinations for staff.  
My staff is divided over masks and vaccines. Some feel we should lift the COVID vaccine requirement for employment 
but require that unvaccinated wear KN95 masks indoors or when in vehicles with others. The same would hold true 
for users of indoor facilities. The pool staff want masks required until the bubble comes down, and continue the 
requirement inside the building. Proof of vaccination for entry until the bubble comes down. Vaccination continued to 
be required for staff.  
Keith: I feel the adopted policy is sound. We should continue it. Once the bubble is down, that should be mask free. 
My feeling about the vaccine mandate is that, if somebody is vaccinated, we don’t need to repeat that.  
Elaine: All staff is presently vaccinated, so this would be new staff going forward. So you want to continue with that? 
Josh: It is helpful to parse out the vaccination requirement for employees vs for using facilities. I feel strongly that 
employees be vaccinated. It is distinct from access. Are we allowing people to show a negative test to gain entry? 
Elaine: Yes, for entry. So you’re advocating that we keep employees vaccinated, but general access, no. What about 
masks for the unvaccinated using our facilities? 
Josh: It makes perfect sense for the unvaccinated to wear masks indoors. That includes the bubble until it comes 
down.  
Bob: Are we consistent with the current regulations? So you’re asking about what happens with the new regulations 
coming into effect? 
Elaine: We are now consistent with current regulations, except we require staff to be vaccinated. With the new 
guidelines, we are effectively asking if we want to be more strict. March 1 lifts the vaccination requirement that 
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affects BARC and the pool. March 21 lifts the indoor mask mandate. Randy wants to continue requiring masks for 
indoors at the pool. That would be inconsistent with the state.  
Bob: We should rewrite the policy, so we don’t have to change it every time the state or county guidelines change. We 
should say we will do what we are told to do by government entities. Make it clear that we can be stricter if we 
choose to. It might put some pressure on Randy to back off a bit. People can do what they feel is necessary for 
themselves – wear masks and get vaccinated if they want to. It gets cumbersome when we are more complicated than 
the state or county requires us to be.  
Elaine: I can bring a reworded policy to the next meeting saying that we follow the county guidelines. The county 
seems to drive stricter mandates if you want to go that route. 
Bob: You could say we’ll follow the county guidelines, but we reserve the right to enforce stricter rules if our facility 
dictates. 
Keith: Sounds good to me. 
Sarah: That’s a good idea. Something that reflects the desires of the users, too. Also, something that the workers 
want. Stricter as we deem necessary. 
Josh: At the Board’s discretion. I shared how I felt about the vaccine mandate. How about others? 
Sarah: I feel it is appropriate to keep it.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Board Park 
Assignments 

Bob: It is important to choose parks you either are near or have a personal affinity for.  
Assignments going forward: 
Bob – Jensen Point, Point Robinson, Pool 
Hans – VES, Agren, Commons, Wingehaven 
Keith – Burton Acres, Fisher Pond, Inspiration Point, Village Green, Fern Cove, Lisabeula 
Sarah – BARC, Paradise Ridge, Northend Boat Ramp 
Josh – Tramp Harbor Dock, Ober 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Adjourn 
8:15 pm 

Bob: Motion to Adjourn 
Sarah: Second 
Pass 4-0 

 

Minutes by: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 


