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VASHON PARK DISTRICT (VPD) BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MEETING MINUTES 
Teleconference and In person, 7:00 pm 
DATE: Tuesday, February 14, 2023  

 

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

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 

  

1.24.23 
Minutes; 
1.21.23 – 2.9.23 
Preliminary 
Vouchers 

Hans: Motion to accept. 
Sarah: Second 
Pass 5-0 

Motion to 
approve the 
1.24.23 minutes 
and 1.21.23 – 
2.9.23 
preliminary 
vouchers 
Pass 5-0 

Levy Hans: Last meeting we voted to run April at 45 cents. I felt we might need to dig into this a bit – how this affects various 
pocketbooks. I wanted to plot the information. Elaine provided a narrative for why we need the 45 cents. I think April is 
best given what the Fire District is doing. Inherent in the graphing, I wanted to know if there is any room to look at a lower 
levy rate. As Elaine shared at the last meeting, the levy revenue for 2025 – 2027 will be positive, not negative. We will 
have 1% increases in those years.  
Elaine: The forecasts I shared were based on those 1% increases year to year.  
Hans: After considering, the outcome may be that we redo the ballot measure, which we need to do anyway due to a 
language issue they had. 
Elaine: It’s strange that the language in the resolution is exactly the same as it has always been. This time these had issue 
with some wording, so we need a new corrected resolution. Our attorney reviewed it and agree. It was in section 2. 
Hans: If we want to adjust the levy, we’ll need to change the rate in the resolution. The purpose for what I passed out was 
to visually represent what we have talked about. The blue line is inflation from CPI. Actual levy is green – you see the 
housing values dropped after the housing bubble burst, then in 2020, we reduced the levy from 50 cents to 45 cents. The 
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bump at the end is where they over-collected from us. It’s not a step function we would expect. The other part is the 
proposed levies in brown. I may have misrepresented that, thinking the housing valuations in 2025 - 2027 were going to 
go down. The orange is at 45 cents. The grey is at 42 cents. It shows our intent to try to recover from losing significant 
inflation over the past 10 – 15 years. The total aggregate of the green line below the blue line is about $175,000 per year, 
about $3.3 million total in 14 years. Then I also represented my own home’s tax payments. Likewise, I benefited. For 2024, 
my park payment would go from $300 a year to $350 a year, but it was under before, so it’s still a smoking deal. We’re 
only 3% of the total tax bill. The housing valuations is the last set of graphs to show what the housing prices have done on 
Vashon. At bottom, the delta between 45 cents and 42 cents is $155,000 for 2024 -- $600k over 4 years.  
I heard from Bob – he supports staying with 45 cents. Keith said voters might appreciate seeing the effort to reduce the 
rate. Josh asked if we save $70,000, where will we save that from? Elaine reran the forecasts this morning. In the CIP, we 
have a $200k contingency and the dock at $800k, which is the big unknown. Big picture, if AV hadn’t come in so high, we 
would have dealt with the lower revenue. I think it is important that the Board strongly weigh in on this. I feel positive 
about any signal we can provide.  
Sarah: I think it is appropriate to ask for the rate that is as accurate as we can get it relative to what we need going 
forward and how we have needed to recover from the past. I’m also worried about the dock – that it will cost more. I 
don’t want people finding out, once again, we ran out of money.  
Elaine: My greatest concern about 42 cents is that, I reran all the projections out to 2027 at that rate, and we immediately 
get into some cash flow problems in 2024. Based on the commitments we have already made in 2024 – Pt Rob projects 
and the THD engineer – we don’t have any wiggle room to make adjustments. We hit negative cash flow in September. It 
gets worse the following two years. Interestingly, we would recover in 2027, but cash flow problems in the meantime is 
not good. It would mean having a line of credit, which auditors highly frown upon. And remember, we took the pool out of 
our CIP plan. We would have to make other adjustments in the CIP.  If we really want to cut the rate, 44 cents is okay – we 
would be down $155k in 2024 at 45 cents and $51k at 42 cents.  
Bob: It seems to me we are just getting along by continuously pushing the CIP needs back. I look at the line on the first 
graph – the difference between the blue line and the green line – that area in between is money that we needed. We’re 
basing our levy request on what we really need to run this place. We get hit by inflation on the one hand and the 1% on 
the other, and we find ourselves drifting way below the curve. All that is money we don’t have – that we can’t spend on 
important maintenance projects. The big stuff like pool improvements really get pushed off. That gap allows us to tell the 
story about why we need this big reset.  
Elaine: Being boots on the ground, what we have on the CIP are known things we have been aware of for a while. I know 
of more, and they are much more than the $50k contingency. For example, I was with maintenance after the king tide 
flooding at Pt Robinson, and they pulled me aside to show me the foundation cracking on Quarters A. It’s bad. Big things 
keep surfacing. I’m fearful of being too tight to the line.  
Sarah: My gut feeling is to stay with 45. 
Bob: We were at 50 cents just 4 years ago. We made a big cut to 45 cents. That was a tough one right there, and that 
contributed to putting us in the position we are in.  
Josh: I have concerns about the line on the reserve funds, because I recall that we allocated the 2023 contingency of 
$50,000 for the dog park and pickleball. So that is spoken for unless we push it further out. In looking at this, I was 
thinking, if this were an entirely different economy, and people weren’t so shocked about what their property taxes will 
be, I would be curious to sell people on what we can do with 50 cents. We are currently running on a shoe string budget. 
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Maybe it would look like restrooms at all the parks. I also did the math on what the tax relief would be for a homeowner, 
and it puts us in a precarious position but doesn’t do much for the tax payer. I think we should stay with 45 cents.  
Keith: I agree. If we had to borrow money to do something, the cost of money is a primary concern. Stick with 45 cents.  
Hans: I will concur. 
Mike Spranger: Has anyone validated what Hans put together? 
Hans: The green, grey, red are accurate. The brown could be updated. With inflation, you have to pick a starting point. I 
grabbed it from CPI.  
Elaine: In terms of projected inflation, you can get that from the King County Office of Economic and Financial Analysis. 
Bob: I agree with 45 cents. 
Elaine: I was thinking we should do an Op Ed mid-March if you want to think about adding to my presented draft. 
Hans: This is great. There could be another Op Ed from Commissioners. Maybe put it on the next agenda. Maybe throw in 
some of my points – the $2.3 million to correct inflation. 
Elaine: I think a huge point was what happened in 2010 to 2013, and that did not recoup until 2018. Hans’s line is true to 
that. That’s a long time to be going negative. And also the pro-ration point.  
Hans: Put some of those $$ in there. And the Board should think about this, too. Let’s have on next agenda.  
Josh: I would want to include the phrase we are debt free in item 4.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agenda Item 

All District 
Meeting 

Elaine: Bob and I met with the All District Leadership last Monday where we received updates on the tax agencies’ 
priorities and intentions for this year. All agencies were represented.  
Eric Pryne started out with data he has gleaned from various King County sources (which, btw, I asked where he finds 
some of this stuff; his response was that he was formerly a journalist). 
• Record increases in assessed values + limits on districts’ annual increases in tax collections = big drops in levy rates 

across the board. 
• Vashon’s total levy rate per $1,000 AV in 2023 is $9.18, down from $11.27 in 2022. 
• Island homeowners will pay 5 - 10% more in property taxes in 2023. 
• Total of levy rate subject to $5.90 limit is $4.05. Therefore, the remaining capacity $1.85. 
• Total of levy rates subject to 1% constitutional limit is $6.98. Remaining capacity $3.49 below the limit of $10.47. 
• Available data and forecasts suggest assessed values on Vashon will increase only marginally, if at all. 
• This, in turn, suggests levy rates will remain relatively stable unless voters approve increases. 
• Forecast change in King County assessed value from 2023 to 2024: +2.7% (King County OEFA, 8/22) 
• Forecast change in unincorporated King County assessed value from 2023 - 2024: +2.77% (King County OEFA, 8/22) 
• Change in Zillow Home Index Value, Vashon, 2022: +5.3% 
• Change in median sale price of Vashon homes, 2022: -1.1%, from $835K to $825K (Windermere Vashon) 
• King County Behavioral Health levy – NEW 

o 6-year levy, 14.5-cent initial rate 
o April vote 

• King County Veterans/Seniors/Social Services levy – RENEWAL 
o Current 6-year levy expires in 2023 
o No initial rate determined yet. 
o 2023 rate is 7.9 cents; county almost always increases rate when it seeks levy renewal. Initial rate of expiring 

levy (2018) was 10 cents. 
o August vote 

• King County Road District? King County Library System? We know these are inevitable. 
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Cemetery District – the Green Burial cemetery is coming along. They are attempting to acquire land for that. They are 
plugging along at their current voter approved rate and allowing erosion to occur.  
Fire District – will be going for a lid lift in August. They are currently in year 6 of their levy at $1.12 so will be going for 
$1.50 (which is an increase of nearly $1.96 million in their levy revenue; their 2023 revenue is 1.868 million). They are also 
asking for that 106% for six years. They are currently working on their Strategic Plan, so their levy ask focus will be on that 
in three areas: staffing (was critical; now is building), their aging fleet, and facilities.  
Healthcare District – Seamar is going it alone without a tax subsidy. Therefore, the District is paying off their operating 
loan, setting aside reserves, and identifying priorities for primary care. They will lease Sunrise Ridge while building at the 
Spinaker site (they will tear down and rebuild). 
School District – 4 open seats coming up for the Board; 2024 renew CapTech levy; 2025 EP&O levy; the bond 
determination to come later.  
Bob: It’s hard to imagine both Fire and Hospital going to the max will eventually get us into trouble if we’re back in the 
$5.90. Fire talks about needing more facilities and people. Their staff seems triple what it used to be. And equipment is all 
coming out of their levy money – not a bond. It seems like Hospital doesn’t need what they’re getting so much any more. I 
felt like pointing out to them how it could affect us down the road.  

 
 

Tramp Harbor 
Dock 

Elaine: I sent out the January update letter shortly after our last Board meeting to the Advisory Group and the people who 
wrote in. As anticipated, the usual suspects responded with their often same questions and comments, which I forwarded 
to you guys. I want to get your sense for how much energy we want to put into some of their ideas.  
 
1) The neighboring property to the south – asking if we have considered rebuilding the former barge dock on his 

property to provide additional parking for the new dock. He said if we include that idea in our project, he would be 

willing to make a substantial cut in his $50,000 asking price for the property. It would also add 300’ of tidelands 

immediately south of the dock, with then public beach access. 

We took the parking idea off the scope of the engineer, because it was so expensive. But do we want to reconsider this at 

all? For engineering, it would be about a $66k addition to their fee. I think what this neighbor is suggesting is a pretty big 

chunk of change, building another dock. Another guy wrote to me privately about this – he is a PM who's worked on this 

type of project.  He suggested asking KPFF for a planning level estimate.   It would require a bulkhead, remediation of 

contaminated soil and possibly sediment, approval by Roads, DNR, Ecology, etc.  “Expensive.” What do you want to do 

about the parking angle? 

Hans: Related to the property itself, we were originally somewhat enthusiastic about acquiring it.  

Elaine: We would have to buy it. The property to the north, that guy would give it to us.  

Hans: Maybe I got confused about those.  

Bob: How would that benefit us to have that piece? It’s just more maintenance and ongoing expense. We have never 

thought about needing it. I don’t see a lot of benefit to owning it. 

Keith: I don’t see a benefit at all.  

Sarah: The benefit is the parking. 

Keith: The parking issue has been there 70 years now.  

Sarah: How would we even get that approved? Cars leaking oil on a barge. There is parking as far down as Ellisport. 

Keith: It’s just walking on a no shoulder road.  

Kell Christopherson: Where does that property start in terms of the gravel pull off area?  
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Elaine: The north corner of that property is about where that jut of land begins.  

Bob: And it’s just filled in bulkhead where you could bring a barge in. 

Hans: And the free property to the north, is there any land? 

Elaine: Just the beach when the tide is out. And that is true of the south property – 300 feet of tideland.  

Kell: There is a staircase down to the beach. Is that our property? 

Elaine: Just the one next to the dock. The one down the beach is his.  

Josh: So, your question to us is what do we think of the proposition of buying his property if we’re willing to take on the 

project of parking? 

Elaine: That seems to be the caveat for him. 

Josh: My thought is that it would be really expensive against a project we’re not even completely sure we can afford 

already – like the fundraising and grant contingencies. I don’t think it makes any sense to expand the scope of this project.  

Elaine: Maybe look at it as a project down the road.  

Bob: Trying to get a parking lot right up next to the water, not to mention getting contaminated rain water away from the 

water into another system… 

Hans: As we proceed, I imagine we will be asking for things we can design into the dock that we have to have. Things we 

might design for the next phase of the dock, and we want them to design that, but it won’t be part of the phase 1 of the 

dock planning. Then 3rd category might be things we want them to not design but allow for. Like make sure there is a way 

to put in a gate for a ramp. 4th thing is don’t spend any time thinking about it. This land and parking idea is probably in the 

4th bucket. There is no noticeable cost benefit for this. 

Kell: I would throw out that if you think about the current parking right now, I don’t think the depth is even a legal parking 

length.  

Hans: I think parking will be in bucket 1 and 2, but not that parking. Parking on our property. The only place that sticks out 

from the road is already on our property. Enhancing that – whether or not we could afford that – I think it will come up. I 

think we should think about parking but only on our property.  

Kell: There is that parking one parking spot that was declared unsafe a while ago. Is that factored in to the dock repair? Or 

is that off to the side? 

Elaine: That’s off to the side, and that is a KC Road issue. That isn’t even our property. The property lines are funky in 

there.  

Hans: It’s something we have to think about. How we scope improving the parking on our property. I think that is the 

place to do it. Whether we’re asking them to design for that or we’re asking KC to design that.  

Josh: Another unknown factor is what is going to happen to Dockton Road? It would be silly to sink a lot of money into 

parking along there if it’s not going to be a road in the future. It that happens, the dock can still function no matter what 

happens to the road.  

Elaine: I have read a lot about that because of the comments made. Abandoning the road isn’t going to happen any time 

soon. They did some outreach about that awhile back, and there was a huge uproar. Anyone on Maury or Monument 

would flip. They just put quite a bit of money into restoring the bulk head. That tells you a lot right there.  
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Bob: Some time back we decided to drive a stake in the ground and say this is what we’re going for now. Some of these 

emails you’re getting – this is another one of those where we just say there must be a phase 1.  

2) David Benham’s suggestions: 

a. Pursuing Chevron due to their ongoing interest in oil and gas mineral rights. Initially, he brought that up 

relative to environmental clean-up, and out attorney said no, it’s our dock, our problem. How much do we 

throw at attorneys to satisfy citizens’ questions? 

b. Pursuing King County about what was disclosed about environmental issues at the time of the property 

conveyance. The dock was actually not “Free” – it came with a bunch of baggage.  

c. Pursuing adverse possession of the tidelands from DNR and the geoduck tract from the tribes.  

d. Involving Dow Constantine in a wider discussion of the area - King County Roads, PSE, the State, the School 

District. 

Keith: Chevron has mineral rights, not property rights.  

Hans: I don’t think pursuing Chevron or KC would be productive. Adverse possession is not going to happen.  

Bob: The wider discussion might be a later phase. Right now we just want to focus on phase 1 – the dock. You can say 

none of those things will be precluded from future discussions about the dock.  

3) The schedule assumes that DNR would review each submittal and that DNR and VPD would provide the engineers with 
submittal comments within two weeks of the submittal milestone date. Is that doable? He also included one public 
meeting but we discussed removing that from the scope. It will reduce the fee. 

 
Hans: Yes, 2 weeks is doable. In general, he is giving 3 days before our meeting – on Friday before our Tuesday meeting. In 
an ideal world, it would be the previous Friday. 
Sarah: I don’t mind if we have an extra meeting. It depends on how much we are interfacing with the users. We can 
always tell them they have 3 days – give them a deadline. We can invite them to a meeting and not put much else on the 
agenda – just be clear about what we need to discuss. If we don’t like something, if they make a change, that takes time 
for them and then time for us. Where is the cutoff of the review process?  
Hans: They’re not planning to give us 32% back 5 days later. They’re going to give us 30%, and we’re going to give them 
feedback within 2 weeks. After 5 days, they’re not going to tweak the 30% a little. That happens at 60% then.  
Elaine: So the answer to him is yes.  
Hans: We might ask for slightly more. Like 2.5 weeks probably. I could see that we have a dock meeting. It would be better 
to get the 30 and 60% three days before our board meeting. We have a dock meeting with the users on the alternate 
Tuesday – May 2. Then on May 9, we can consolidate anything. So, you would give him feedback on Wednesday, May 10. 
Same thing with the 60%. And this is all contingent on them being on schedule.  
Elaine: He’s just trying to meet the end of August deadline we asked for. Anything after just means we push off the 
fundraising.  
Hans: About the public meeting, I think we should. But, I just described a public meeting on May 2. I think it would be 
great if they are there, remotely or otherwise. We wouldn’t be asking them to organize much. 
Elaine: It sounds like the idea is that they are here to answer questions.  
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Josh: I would want to know there will be no fee increase. I think it just needs to be having somebody available to answer 
questions – not something that will cost $30,000.  
Elaine: He said it will cost less if we take it out. We’re paying him by the hour. And if there’s prep work. The idea is he was 
planning to come out here. If he Zooms in, that might cost us $100. 
Hans: It would be better if he comes out physically – maybe with some graphics. We want a productive discussion with 
him in the room.  
Elaine: So I’m hearing you want the public meeting but no big dog and pony show. Here to answer questions with a couple 
graphics – not necessarily a big power point.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Strategic Plan Survey 
Elaine: I included this in the Tramp Harbor Dock discussion to see if anyone had anything they felt should be asked about 
the dock on the survey. 
Sarah: We didn’t add much THD stuff yet. Keith compiled the existing survey questions as a start. 
Elaine: I made some corrections to that, since it was outdated.  
Hans: Who wrote “Update with Current” on the survey? 
Sarah: We did.  
Keith: We removed the things that we didn’t feel pertained any longer.  
Hans: So you’ll clean it up based on Elaine’s feedback and send it back to us? 
Keith: None of this needs to happen in a rush. We’ll need the dock design if we’re going to include it in the survey. 
Sarah: The question is what would we ask? 
Hans: I’m not losing any sleep over trying to dial into the dock design on the survey. I think we’re beyond that. I think we 
need to ask about all facilities. 
Sarah: The questions I think about are really park specific. The demographics will be useful. We’ll put in language that says 
we need this information, because it helps us get grants. I feel like we need park- specific surveys that gets into the weeds 
– like safety concerns at certain place.  Otherwise, this is too dense.  
Hans: I don’t think we need to wait for the dock design. We need this for the strategic plan. Do we need to talk about the 
survey checklist? 
Keith: It’s just our working tool. 
Josh: Should we be involved in the “et al” sections? 
Keith: Yes, in time. It would be interesting to know about veterans on the island. And more low income information. 
Somewhere, I would like an inclusionary statement made about the indigenous populations that were displaced here. It 
could be in the demographics. I understand there are about 75 Puyallup Tribe people on the island.  
Hans: And Sarah, you brought up input from user groups. Do we have an intent for getting input for our strategic process? 
Sarah: I think it would be good to formalize a plan for getting that information. Otherwise, you just get people who are 
complaining.  
Elaine: I’m happy to send the survey out to the user group leadership to make sure their members take it. 
Hans: Each park has about ½ a page with a needs assessment. That’s something we should have people look at. We want a 
strategic plan that is informed by the community. One thing to do is the survey; another is to talk to people, users about 
their facilities. The survey is for the strategic plan. 
Keith: I would love to take version of the survey and take it to various users to see if we should make adjustments before 
launching. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 
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Hans: I definitely think we should test it. On Joe Schmoe as much as the users. But getting in slightly deep with the users 
and the facilities they love would be good.  
Elaine: We’ll just ask them – have them give needs assessments. Update from what we did before. I can do that.  
Hans: It seems like a July thing.  
 
Strategic Plan 
Hans: I’ll review what I put out, and we can discuss more next meeting.  
Josh: It would be helpful for each Commissioner to visit their parks and update Elaine about what you see are the needs.  
Sarah: We should engage with the groups involved with our parks, as well.  
Hans: Elaine sent out her revisions mostly to goals and objectives. I incorporated that in this. I submitted three handouts: 
sample missions and visions from random park districts. The mission seems to be focused on what is your business, your 
objectives, how are you going to get them. And a vision is a more abstract idea of how your organization tends to impact 
society or where an organization aspires to go. When I looked at our principle goals and then the goals, I was confused and 
thought they were kind of the same but not. For me, I wanted to consolidate it. Let’s combine the vision that looks like 
goals and the principle goals and take the best of those. Then have objectives that are specific and measurable. What if we 
took the mission and split it into the mission and the vision? The mission is the last clause of our former vision. Under 
mission, I rearranged some words.  
Sarah: I think the vision is almost the ethos about what we’re about. The mission is what we do. The goals are how we’re 
going to do it. It’s like what we do vs how we do. I think if we have bullet points on the vision, they need to be 2 or 3 max. 
Short and sweet is best.  
Bob: The purpose of the vision, as we attacked this the first time, is to think “by 2030.” The vision is what do we want to 
look like at a certain point in time. You go from that to the ways to get there. My wife has been doing this for a long time. 
This is her template. I don’t know if simplifying it is useful.  
Hans: What is driving me is I looked at these 7 vision destinations, and they looked a lot like the goals. I looked at the 
goals, and they looked like the goals but not quite like the goals. I randomly googled park visions and goals, and none of 
them are like ours. The normal thing should be how we want to impact society. Let’s not go too deep tonight. Let’s just 
digest it.  
Josh: I have heard that the vision should be something that guides you. We’re trying to impact society. I feel like we do 
this already. The only thing I question is where are the equitable opportunities? Other than Fisher Pond being ADA 
accessible and the playground equipment is all ages and all abilities.  
Bob: That was part of the mission, which tends to be a more general statement.  
Hans: You think it’s not reaching enough? 
Josh: If you were asking us to adopt this vision, I wouldn’t adopt it, because we’re doing it.  
Sarah: It should be what you want to become. We are more of a maintenance organization.  
Hans: None of the other visions are great. I think there is a lot of work to do on the vision. I think of equity, and I think of 
user fees. Maybe the original structure is better. And having more aspiration is good. Let me walk you through the goals. I 
wanted to get rid of the vision goals and principle goals and just have one set of goals. I combined them within subjects. 
The first subject is parks and facilities. I included vision 3, the principle goal, the goal goal, vision 2. Then I listed 3 
objectives.  
Sarah: The goals were not written well enough, which is why they seem the same. They aren’t smart enough. They need to 
be more action oriented.  

 
 
Action Item 
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Hans: The objectives need to be smart. I didn’t change the objectives. I just brought them under the umbrella. The two 
highlighted are a little vague in terms of measurable and reportable. My proposal is that everything in the left column 
goes away, and we just have these 8 goals, which I have taken from the vision goals and principle goals and the goal goal, 
and then we dial in the objectives. The ones in yellow are the ones that are missing to support that goal or we don’t need 
or we need to be more precise.  
Sarah: It would be good next time to talk about buckets of what we do. Like one is maintaining the facilities. 
Hans: I think we have these buckets: parks and facilities, recreational programs, admin and staff, financial sustainability, 
community engagement.  
Sarah: We should start with that. We need to agree on the buckets. We should do that next time.  
Hans: For me, the ideal outcome is we take the right column, then from the goal, is there anything from the left column 
you think should be pulled in to the goal. Then anything we want to tweak on the objectives.  
Josh: So, our homework for the next time is to look at the 5 categories of buckets. 
Hans: And really it’s getting at the goals and objectives.  
Josh: Do we have a deadline in mind? It’s always helpful.  
Hans: We said the end of the year, but the ED is indicating the next couple months.  
Elaine: I want to keep the momentum going. This is the one piece you guys need to work on.  
Hans: We don’t have a work plan for it. We do this by this date. The survey by this date.  
Josh: That would help to manage expectations.  
Hans: Just a bunch of bullets that says when we’ll finish certain parts.  
Bob: One of the problems is we had a structure to this, and now we are altering the structure.  
Hans: It should be “Board completes goals by March 31. Strategic Plan needs to be done by this date.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 

Troll Elaine: The artist was here last week. He had been out before and had decided on a location at Pt Rob. The committee met 
him out there after one of the members cleared the chosen area. It was right across the meadow. The artist ended up not 
liking it. I was clear it has to be upper Pt Rob, since that is VPD property. So we wandered the upper property, and he 
landed on a location in the far corner near the PSE road. I said I didn’t know the property line before getting committed. 
So I checked the KC Parcel Viewer, and there is a parcel in between PSE and VPD that is owned by the US Government or 
this other triangle. The tree is close to the property line of that or PSE. The troll cannot go there. It is not our property. My 
whole point is we need to find out more about that property. The monument is not on our property. Neither is the trail.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Action Item 

Inspiration 
Point 

Keith: I had a couple meetings with Diane and Marie at Inspiration Point. The volunteer work party is planned for March 
18. I will be there. I want to make sure they won’t be cutting things down. And I want to make sure they don’t venture too 
far down the slope.  
Elaine: We asked them to take the trash out, though.  

 

Adjourn 
9:00 pm 

Hans: Motion to adjourn 
Sarah: Second 
Pass 5-0 

 

Minutes by: Elaine Ott-Rocheford 


