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VASHON PARK DISTRICT (VPD) BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MEETING MINUTES 
Teleconference, 7:00 pm 

DATE: Tuesday, May 24, 2022  

 

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

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   

Dog Park Katrin Fletter: I am the president of FIDO – a 501c3 – Friends Into Dogs Organization. We have a board. We want to 
make you aware of the progress we are making and establish what we want from VPD. The history of efforts to create a 
dog park on Vashon you are aware of. The one that was close to being a success was Sunrise Ridge, but that effort 
stopped due to a pending lawsuit; then Laurel Seville moved off island. We are trying not to repeat putting all our eggs 
in one basket. We have spoken with a lot of dog owners who are supportive. We have tried to find the intent of people 
who are like-minded, so we sent out a survey and have supporters on an email list. We wish to work in cooperation with 
VIPP, the sheep dog trials, and with any other dog-related organizations.  
We previewed properties. There are the ones you looked at with Laurel Seville. The supporters have shared locations 
that might work. We have looked at private properties, like the KIRO field and a church property, and Vashon parks. We 
need help from VPD to work collaboratively with us and with King County.  
Ethan Russo: I have had extensive contact with Dave Kimmett of KC parks. We have looked at possibilities. We did some 
opinion pieces and letters to the editor in the BC. The feedback has been good. There was a KC Local Services survey and 
virtual town hall in March. There were 200 respondents; 64% said a dog park is high priority, 14% medium priority. 59% 
at the town hall said it is a medium to high priority. You may have seen in the BC the potential sale of the Misty Isle 
property by KC. We would love to have part of that fenced – an area for large dogs and an area for small dogs – some 
multi use. We are looking forward to that consideration. We would like to work with VPD on a grant for developing that. 
There are other possibilities. Frog Holler and trails where dogs can be off leash. We are open to all possibilities.  
Sylvia Soholt: We pushed people to a survey through articles in the BC that included a link to a survey. We pushed it to 
our friends and Facebook. We had 100 respondents. Of those, only 3 were opposed. The others were supportive, and 
over ½ said they would help make it happen, whether monetarily or volunteering. We now have an email list. Terri, the 
vet on the board, says dog parks provide social opportunities with people and other dogs. This is crucial. Dog parks 
provide a place for exercise without owners worrying about them escaping. Leashes can hamper training.  
Katrin: We would like to ask VPD for four things: 
1) Provide us a list of parks where there are signs that: 
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a) Don’t allow dogs; 
b) Do allow dogs, but only on leash;  
c) Parks where not required on leash if under their owner’s control. 

2) Identify areas for a fenced dog park. If only on a temporary basis, because maybe KC will come through for us.  
3) Work on designated trails that might be considered off leash for dogs for parts of a day, days of the week, hours of 

the day – at some point where they would be marked as off leash for dogs.  
4) Designate a Board member who will work with us to develop a dog park.  
Josh: We will need time to discuss items 2 and 3. 
Sarah: I have looked at different sides of dog parks. One concern I have heard is diseases being passed through dogs and 
dogs getting injured through rough play. What is the research about this? 
Ethan: Those are problems for dogs irrespective of dog parks. The vet endorses the idea that dog parks should reduce 
such risks. Ideally, there would be people there that monitor. There is no guarantee of total safety.  
Katrin: In terms of disease, we would like to have rules that people bring vaccinated dogs. There are many successful 
dog parks. If that was a major issue, they would not exist.  
Sarah: Is there data on disease transmission? 
Katrin: Marymoor might have those records. Or the vet might know. It’s like anything – you can’t always control for 
disease. 
Josh: Of the other parks you have looked at, how do they handle liability?  
Katrin: Liability isn’t a problem. I heard there is nothing that would prevent somebody from suing just like if you met 
somebody on the street. It has nothing to do with being in a dog park. The people who own the dog park are not liable 
for a dog injuring someone.  
Sylvia: My experience is that the dog owner has liability. For dog owners, there is a sense of like-mindedness and 
learning from others at dog parks – and dogs playing with other dogs. We’re hoping to have someone at the park to 
monitor activity and express concern when they see a problem. We want the users to take responsibility. 
Sarah: Are you thinking of signage to that effect? 
Sylvia: Signage and a kiosk with contact information if there is a problem. 
Katrin: We have dog trainers on the island who are willing to help. A benefit of a dog park is the opportunity to learn 
from others about solving behavioral problems.  
Ethan: Boulder, CO is a good example that requires dog owners watch videos before partaking of the facility. 
Katrin: There is a lot of information online that says you can make it more than a place for dogs to run around.  
Josh: You’re looking for someone on the VPD Board to partner. What are you expecting? 
Katrin: We want someone on your board to dialogue with and feed information to – communicating efforts on both 
sides.  
Hans: Thanks for the specific ask. We will digest and get back to you. It’s good that you formed an entity – it works well 
working with a public agency. Following up on KC -- you mentioned the Stewart property. Are there other properties 
you are looking at? 
Ethan: We have seen a lot, but there are always issues. Across from the MIMP, there is an undeveloped piece of land 
that is available, but it’s extremely wild – a narrow path that leads into a ravine. The work and money it would take is 
formidable. And it is downright dangerous. We are interested in Frog Holler – a huge meadow there. They want to hang 
onto that for other purposes. There are trails that might be off-leash, but it didn’t go anywhere. The equestrians are 
opposed to the idea. 

Action Item 
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Hans: In terms of requirements, is there a minimum size and water? Is it regulated or best practice? 
Ethan: We would like to know what is required vs what might be advantageous. Ideally, a small fenced area for small 
dogs and a larger fenced area for large dogs.  
Hans: Is there a minimum acreage requirement? Water? 
Katrin: KC is evaluating dog parks county-wide to determine what they should look like and where they should be. As a 
minimum, an acre would be ideal. We would be satisfied with anything fenced -- if we have to bring bottled water.  
Hans: Has there been any administrative interaction with KC in the past couple months? 
Elaine: No.  
Hans: Do you have background on requirements? 
Elaine: No. A common size I have read about is 2 – 3 acres as ideal. Starting smaller is an option. In 2018, we spent the 
better part of a year working with Vashon Unleashed considering a suitable location, and we could not. It wasn’t for lack 
of effort or interest. We simply could not find a suitable location. 
Sarah: When KC comes out with their report, please make sure that gets forwarded to us.  
Mike Shaw: I am new to the island. I have never been to a dog park that isn’t completely full. It will be used like crazy. 
When we first came to the island, we were blown away there isn’t a dog park. And also the number of people walking 
their dog off leash. I would like to see it yesterday. 

5.10.22 Minutes; 
5.7.22 – 5.17.22 
Preliminary 
Vouchers; April 
Vouchers 

Keith: Motion to approve 5.10.22 Minutes; 5.7.22 – 5.17.22 Preliminary Vouchers; April Vouchers. 
Hans: Second 
Pass 5-0 

Motion to 
accept 5.10.22 
Minutes; 5.7.22 
– 5.17.22 
Preliminary 
Vouchers; April 
Vouchers. Pass 
5-0 

April, 2022 
Financial Report 

Elaine: 
Admin - $21k over budget 

• $9200 is our portion of the election costs from last November that KC bills us for. I never know if they’ll hit in 
the election year or shortly thereafter. They are hitting this year. 

• $3k – labor costs – more of Cheryl is being apportioned here. 

• $6400 – audit costs from last year 
Maintenance – at budget 
Commons – at budget 
Programs – ahead $65k 

• $54k is unexpected grant income – one for BARC from last year and the new one for Squatch Camp 

• Ahead $7k in transportation – just timing of the bills for Ski School; ½ hit in December 
Pool – ahead $22k 

• Revenue – ahead $10k 

• Payroll – ahead $10k 
Pt. Rob – ahead $16k 

• Revenue – ahead $10k 
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• All else is odds and ends 
Fern Cove – ahead $3900 – all odds and ends 
CIP – ahead $129k – projects cancelled or moved into next year 
Ending cash - $1.3 million 

Board Votes Board Votes: 
Bob: Motion to surplus the pool slide. 
Hans: Second. 
Pass 5-0 

Motion to 
surplus the 
pool slide. 
Pass 5-0 

Troll Elaine: This has not gotten very far since we discussed it at the last meeting. In summary, your collective feeling was 
that we did not want to be “the Client” as was indicated in the draft contract we discussed at the last meeting, as that 
would potentially leave us holding the bag for all the costs and requirements, which we simply do not have the 
bandwidth to take on.  
I sent out an email to the group enumerating our concerns, starting with our insurance company: 
1) How durable is the structure, and how will the structural integrity be determined on a regular basis? Response from 

Scan Design: an engineer has been secured for the initial review, but we would have to line up somebody else for 
regular inspections. So, add that to the list for a project manager with associated costs.  

2) Since a building permit is required, are there codes that need to be maintained? Scan Design initially said a building 
permit is not necessary. So I checked with King County. Yes, indeed, a building permit is required, and along with 
that, they need adequate plans, including a site plan to satisfy zoning, critical areas, and site engineering 
requirements. If there are any critical areas nearby, a critical areas assessment may be necessary. My question to 
the group was who is going to take that on? I presume the project manager, but I don’t know anything about the 
person they have lined up for project management – somebody from Scan Design.  

3) Are there maintenance standards that will be provided? I had to ask numerous times for this, in addition to asking 
the Land Trust if they are, indeed, committed to maintaining the structure. I finally received maintenance 
instructions today, so the Land Trust has not responded. 

I think what you are probably hearing so far is the trend of me having to chase all this stuff down – which is exactly what 
I feared, and I am concerned about going forward. 
Then, there were your concerns: 

 
1) We don’t want to be the “Client” – all we will do is provide the land and insurance. Will somebody else step up? The 

VCA considered it, but today they said no in addition to being unwilling to manage the donations and expenses they 
originally committed to. They effectively backed out.  

2) I asked if the group, collectively, if they would be willing to be the “Client” and sign an MOU agreeing to assigned 
responsibilities? Crickets – nobody replied.  

 
And then there is the funding: the group estimated a minimum commitment of $100,000, of which $80,000 has been 
secured. But that doesn’t include all the additional expenses I mention here – permitting, an engineer, and project 
management. My estimate is $130,000. There is no fundraising plan in place.  
Now, despite my growing frustration and concern about being left holding the bag if we go through with this, at 6:30 
this evening, Scan Design stepped in and asked the Chamber to take on being the Client with an MOU from all 
participants. If that materializes, I would be supportive of that if the Chamber commits to our insurance company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Move that 

VPD be the 

landowner for 

the Troll if 

there is a 

willing Client 

that is not us, 

contingent 

upon our 

insurance 

company’s 
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being 
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requirements. 
We will have to make a decision about whether or not we will host the Troll by the next Board meeting. 
Hans: I move that VPD be the landowner for the Troll if there is a willing Client that is not us, contingent upon our 
insurance company’s concerns being addressed and there is an MOU amongst all the parties.  
Keith: Second. 

addressed 

and there is 

an MOU 

amongst all 

the parties. 
Tramp Harbor 
Dock 

Elaine: At the last meeting I informed you that the Tramp Harbor Dock engineer selection committee unanimously 
selected KPFF Engineering Consultants as the most qualified for the project. From there, we negotiate the scope and 
fee. We budgeted $150,000 based on the engineering norm of being 10% of estimated total construction costs.  
I received their proposal and fee structure yesterday. The proposal covers 3 phases: Phase 1 = basically coming up with 
alternatives; Phase 2 = dialing it in to one preferred option plus starting the permit process, which also means drawing 
up the construction documents; then Phase 3 = construction support. I had asked them to consider adding a parking 
area to the estimate. The total cost - $455,000. 
After picking my jaw up off the floor, I promptly set up a phone meeting to discuss how we might pare that back. 
Clearly, additional parking is off the table. Also, we made some adjustments in the construction document submissions 
to DNR, which DNR approved. We got it down to $389,000. 

He explained that, regarding percentages, design and permitting alone is generally 10%, but with full 

construction support the percentage is typically between 15% and 20%, depending on the job. Also, a project 

like this has certain elements that are triggered regardless of the size of the construction. For instance, if the pier 

were half or double the square footage, it really wouldn’t change the fee much, if any, because you still have to 

step through all the permitting hoops (both environmental and building). One of those is potential seismic 

design requirements based on the level of material being replaced. A retrofit is essentially the same design cost 

as all new construction if we have to satisfy all of the current seismic provisions. Too, there is a great deal of 

geotechnical involved. The ultimate construction may be cheaper with a retrofit, but the design ends up usually 

being the same or even a bit more.  

So that leads to one alternative we came up with for scoping the agreement – just starting with Phase 1 on the 

design alternatives, then really drilling down on the actual choice, as that may reduce both the engineering and 

construction costs with a known entity. For example, how much boring we do has a huge cost swing in 

construction, and an actual design will identify seismic needs with the County. Of course, the answer could be 

that the engineering costs will be the $389k total, so we need to consider that in our decision on this. The total 

for just Phase 1 is $58,000. 
Keep in mind that the RCO grants will reimburse Engineering costs up to 20% of the total construction amount. So on a 
$2 million construction project, $400k would be covered. These costs are reimbursable if incurred up to 3 years before 
the start date of the grant agreement (grants are due May, 2024 and awarded June, 2025; we would be fine starting the 
engineering in June, 2022).  
I confirmed with the engineer his shoot-from-the-hip sense that the dock can be done for $1.5 - $2 million. Assuming 
the high side -- $2 million – that does put the total project at @ $2.3 million with engineering. Total state grants 
available is $1.5 million. Are we prepared to come up with $800,000? That said, it could be less. We could probably 
swing up to $500,000. Too, I may be able to secure other grants along the way.  
With that in mind, I ran pro-forma cash statements through 2024.We are fine accommodating the full KPFF fee within 
cash flow, ending 2024 with $1.6 million in reserves. This, however, assumes the KC property value forecasts hold in the 
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face of the economic troubles we are facing. With construction, we would have to be very careful to manage cash 
through the grant milestones, so we can get grant reimbursements along the way. Financing a $2 million construction 
project would be a problem, otherwise.  
So the decision is, move forward with just Phase 1, arriving at a likely alternative, at $58,000 and see how the costs 
shake out from there? That makes more sense to me than committing to $389k now. We may find out the dock would 
cost $3 million, so this gives us the option of backing out altogether.  
Bob: What about public fundraising rather than $500k coming out of levy money? 
Elaine: I have not reached out to the community group about where the cost on engineering landed. Along with that, 
we have not discussed fundraising since the beginning of considering the project. In our initial discussions, there was 
enthusiasm around fundraising. It is fair to bring that up. A logical 501c3 to spearhead that would be the Sportsman’s 
Club, since some of the members of this group belong. 
Hans: There would be two windows we’re talking about: 1) Right now. Can they quickly raise money to support $389k 
engineering costs? This would need to be done quickly, because we need to move forward with the engineer. 2) Down 
the road, in 2024, as we find out what we get from grants. As Elaine pointed out, there could be a $800k gap that we 
might fill with $500k or more. The example she provided has a $300k gap. That’s for paying for the dock. My intuition is 
we would go for the latter. Now would be more difficult. 
Josh: What do we get for $58k? 
Elaine: They must do a lot of initial evaluation, to include a dive team, to get a sense for its integrity as is. Alternative 
analyses, cost estimates, conceptual plans, permitting matrix, coming up with 3 options. 
Josh: Is that transferrable to a future Board if we decided not to do this for 15 years? 
Elaine: It would belong to us, so yes, somebody could pick this up down the road. They even made that statement – that 
if we find it’s too much for now, it can be tabled. 
Josh: I hate to spend $58k with nothing to show for it. 
Elaine: One way to look at it is that we prove to the community that we’re trying. It’s an investment in goodwill. 
Sarah: Bottom line, do we have the money or have the ability to get the money to do this project or not? If we don’t do 
this, there is no dock. If we spend the money, is that expenditure taking away from something else? 
Elaine: As you recall from reviewing our CIP plan, we’re in pretty good shape. We have discussed some new items for 
2023, but I added those to the forecasts. The ending cash is $1.6 million at the end of 2024. The only other large project 
potentially pushed off is the pool. 
Sarah: It’s hard to know how to best represent the community in making this happen. 
Elaine: I agree with Hans about the fundraising. It will have more teeth when we have an actual design. But to answer 
your question, Sarah, that’s where the rubber meets the road. If nobody contributes to fundraising, clearly the 
community isn’t supporting it.  
Hans: So we’re deciding to either just approve Phase 1 or all three Phases? 
Elaine: Correct. If you go with just Phase 1, that is within the budget, so I don’t need a motion. 
Hans: I agree we just go with Phase 1. 
Bob: Agreed. 
Josh: For the record, I’ll be bummed if we spend $58,000 and don’t get anything out of it. 
Elaine: This is an enormous project! I have jitters about it. But I am confident we’ll be successful in the grant process. I’m 
just concerned we won’t have enough. We’ll likely need fundraising or levy monies contributing.  
Hans: There will likely be a $300k shortfall. 
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Bob: We can always make it a smaller project. Shorten the dock. 
Sarah: Elaine said the size of the dock isn’t as relevant as all the permitting, etc that goes into it regardless. 
Elaine: I think we can assume the engineering costs are going to be this. The savings can come with construction. If the 
dock is only $1 million, everything fits. But remember, we do have to have $500k in matching funds, whether fundraised 
or levy monies. 
Hans: Josh, that’s a risk, for sure. This dock may never get built, but it’s worth the investment in trying.  
Josh: I would be more supportive of spending the $380k, so we have the construction documents. 
Hans: But Elaine just said it doesn’t matter – we’re doing the same thing. We’re just doing it in pieces. 
Sarah: And Elaine’s point is right about showing some good faith effort. If we can’t fundraise, that says something about 
the community’s desire. If we do nothing, then that’s not good for the community. 
Bob: Let’s just take one step at a time.  

Inspiration Point Elaine: At the last meeting, I mentioned that Keith had done some scoping out at Inspiration Point to see if we can 
restore the view. I stated that I would be meeting with an arborist on the Island – Michelle Ramsden – to get her take on 
it (and an estimated cost), but we have not met yet. In the meantime, I reached out to the Municipal Research and 
Services Center to obtain some legal guidance over whether or not a public agency can use public funds to pay for 
trimming trees on the neighboring private property below, or would that be considered inappropriate gifting of public 
funds?  
They stated that, in general, if a park district board decides there is a public purpose for such an expenditure to improve 
the public’s use of a park, then there would likely not be a prohibited gift of public funds. They did suggest I run it by our 
attorney, so I will do so after getting a cost estimate and you guys deciding you want to move forward with it.  
FYI, back in 2015 Doug Ostrom suggested we look into this due to almost 200 FB posts that flurried about in support of 
clearing the view at Inspiration Point. At the time, I reached out to the neighbor below, Mike Urban, and he organized a 
bunch of volunteers to do this in concert with Michelle Ramsden. We kicked it around for about 6 months, and it never 
got off the ground, because Mike then bought the Sound Food building and got too busy (this is the problem with 
relying on volunteers). This is all to say I know he is supportive of it. Hopefully, I will have more information by the next 
meeting.  
I am also getting ready to put the wall fix out to bid.  
 
Hans: Did you find out if we can use the School District conference room for our meeting next month? 
Elaine: Not yet. I’m working with our IT guy on how we can do this in our conference room.  
Hans: The first meeting in June will be hybrid. 
Keith: I have equipment I can donate. You would need an Apple account. 
 
Josh: We should further discuss the dog park. 
Keith: I will be the Board liaison. I have a lot of experience with dog parks.  
Hans: Elaine, can you draft responses to the other three items that we can discuss at the next meeting?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 

Adjourn 
8:30 pm 

Hans: Motion to Adjourn 
Bob: Second 
Pass 5-0 

 

Minutes by: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 


