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City of Olmsted Falls

Minutes of a Council Work Session
Monday, January 16, 2012, at Olmsted Falls City Hall

26100 Bagley Road - Council Chambers, 7:00 p.m.

Council President Garry Thompson called the Work Session to order at 7:00 p.m.  Roll call was conducted.  Councilmen Kathleen Fenderbosch, Ann Marie Donegan, Bob Sculac, Linda Garrity, Paul Stibich and Sam Pulice were present.   

Also Present: Mike Sharb from Squires, Sanders and Dempsey; Sherri Lippus, Olmsted Township Trustee; Jeanene Kress, Olmsted Township Trustee; and Mayor Robert Blomquist. 
Mr. Thompson stated that today is a federal holiday and in honor of Martin Luther King he would like to take a moment of silence. 

Joint Recreation Agreement Discussion:
Mr. Thompson stated that a lot of the correspondence previously received was either from Mr. Sharb or Mr. Buchter and we will discuss them. The topic of tonight’s discussion will be are options regarding the different entities. He believed it would easier to have Mr. Sharb present to answer questions and lay out what options are available and what the pros and cons are.
Ms. Donegan stated that she appreciates the moment of silence.  
Mr. Thompson stated that Council is trying to move forward with this issue and invited the Olmsted Township Trustees in order to hear the options that Mr. Sharb will discuss.  He then introduced Mr. Mike Sharb.
Mr. Sharb stated that he was from Squire, Sanders and Dempsey and has met most of the Council members previously as he has done the bond counsel work for the city for a long time. He does not have a formal presentation but would like to give a brief overview. There are a number of statutes that allow entities to implement their recreational programs. What City Council is grappling with is something that is frankly very common. Generally he would say there is a 3-prong approach that is typically available; one is to implement recreation from within. For example, the city could just simply implement a recreation program on its own initiative, fund it, plan it, and staff it. There is also possibility for inter-governmental cooperation in the form as simple as contractual perhaps in some sort of board that is created to implement but would be something short of creating another political subdivision. There have been discussions going way back to 1996 and he was also involved in 2003. What was being discussed then was being called a joint recreation commission which was a cooperative venture but would not have involved the formation of a different political subdivision. The third layer then would be the possibility of creating a joint recreation district which is the farthest of the formalities. It would be a separate political subdivision with its own governing board and would act like any other special purpose government. A district would have the authority to levy its own tax, with voter approval issue, its own debt, with voter approval, it would have its own fiscal officer etc. With all of these options there are pros and cons and typically when he has this conversation about the array of options mostly its working backwards, which means saying here is what we want to accomplish which form fits the goals we are trying to accomplish.  For example some of you may believe that the removal of this function from the regularity of the governments of the participating subdivisions may be negative but could also be viewed as a positive so it all depends which side of the fence as to how you view the matter philosophically and what you are trying to accomplish. The most common reason he sees entities come together to form joint recreation districts which are those new political subdivisions is aggregation of territory. Either because (a) it’s a situation like the city where there are overlapping entities none of which happen to be conterminous or (b) simply because you are aggregating a much larger area; the tax base against which you would be levying a tax is much greater. If the city levy’s a tax it hits “x” population of individuals; if it’s a joint recreation district that is capturing the territory of all three for instance it is a bigger area and diversifies the tax into the tax base, if there is a tax.
Mr. Sharb stated that typically if that is the service area then by definition you are kind of diversifying the burden and lowering the impact on anyone particular person. Ms. Donegan asked where a SERLAK agreement that has been signed between a school board and a couple of municipalities is on the spectrum.  Mr. Sharb stated that he was unsure of that term.  Ms. Donegan stated that a SERLAK is an agreement between Lyndhurst and South Euclid. Mr. Sharb asked if that was an acronym.  Ms. Donegan stated that this would be three different entities coming together and in fact the city’s law director was involved in creating or assisted in reviewing the document. The agreement was between two municipalities and a school board that have come together in the recent year to do something like this and it seems to be able to do what it needs to do without necessarily creating a political subdivision.  

Mr. Thompson asked what the differences would be between a council of governments and a district.  Mr. Sharb indicated that a council of governments would just be a vehicle through which the cooperative arrangement could be put together.  Ms. Lippus asked if that would be similar to a memorandum. Mr. Sharb stated that he does not know if it would necessarily have to be done that way; there is specific statutory authority here for entities to come together and cooperate for this purpose. 
Ms. Donegan stated that the document she spoke about was called a SERKLAK and would be happy to give Mr. Sharb a copy. Mr. Sharb stated that it sounds like it is a second layer as it is not a political subdivision then it is a cooperative gathering.  Ms. Donegan stated that she believes it is more of a cooperative and would not describe it as a political subdivision.  She would describe what she has read about a joint recreation district as certainly being a new political subdivision but would not necessarily characterize that way.  
Mr. Thompson stated that we could put together a commission but it would entail each community funding individually as opposed to a collective tax that would be through a district with a different board.  Ms. Kress stated that that would be her opinion as well. If you go through this district, which is the most complex of the continuum, then that district becomes the taxing, issuing of debt district with its own board. Any other way each of the subdivisions and/or school district would all have to levy some kind of its own tax.  Mr. Sharb stated that she was correct. The major advantage of the joint recreation district is that it gives a consolidated territory and allows you to levy a tax across the base. These entities fit together in overlapping ways but none of them perfectly the township, the city, the school district none of which contain all of the other.  For instance he lives in Avon Lake and the school district and the city are the exact same territory so adding one to the other produces nothing. As he understands the school district, city and township none fit that type of description. Mr. Sculac stated that the school district overlaps both communities. Ms. Kress stated that it also goes outside both communities. Mr. Thompson stated that the school district includes parts of Berea, Columbia Station and North Olmsted.  Mr. Sharb stated that finishing his point if any individual entity is levying a tax it must do so uniformly throughout its territory. You cannot levy a tax only within the area of the city that contains the township. What is being described is what some would view the primary advantage of a separate district. You get the territory aggregated and then when it acted it would be acting against everyone equally.
Ms. Lippus asked if the joint rec district wholly encompasses the township land and city land does that mean kids that go to the school district would not be able to participate in the recreation because they live in Berea or Columbia but yet are Olmsted Falls students.  Mr. Sharb stated that the school could certainly join as a participating subdivision and then the area would include all three.  Ms. Lippus stated that the school district has the taxing authority right now to tax anybody in the school district which does overlap into Columbia, Berea and North Olmsted.  Theoretically we want to probably keep that the same because then our forms now say you’re an Olmsted Falls student but you live in Berea.  Mr. Thompson stated that the school board has already indicated that they don’t want to be the taxing authority. If the Falls and Township were together could we have a sidebar agreement with the school board because they have volunteered the land to build this entity on. The question is could a student from Olmsted Falls the board could probably make a consideration for that student to be a member of the entity.  Mr. Sharb stated that you either have the area of the district or you don’t.  Mr. Thompson stated that the area cannot be the school district unless the school district is a party to the agreement. Mr. Sharb stated that was correct. He assumes that you tried to bring the school district to the table. Ms. Lippus stated that she believes they are already kind of to the table since they are going to donate land.  Mr. Thompson stated that again the school board is not interested in putting a tax levy on the ballot but would like to have a representative on the board if such a board is created and are willing to allow the use of their property for the creation of a rec center. Mr. Sharb stated that we are definitely talking the literal composition of this district and the only way to get those “out wires” is to bring them in and have them be a participating entity. The benefit would then be getting everyone who is outside of the township and the city.  
Ms. Kress stated that if the SERLAK South Euclid agreement does not appear to be a district then they are basically a cooperative joint commission and asked if anyone knew why they signed that agreement rather than creating a district.  Ms. Donegan stated that from what she has ascertained, particularly speaking with to Chagrin Falls and Chagrin Falls Township, all of these groups that were creating another political subdivision is climate and she is not necessarily for that it is an archaic way of coming together in terms of building another political subdivision. Some preliminary research that the city did with our law director regarding the park and rec board and all of things would have to occur to form a district.  Again her limited but due diligence on this is it would be building another political subdivision layer and that is an old way of doing things.  

Mayor Blomquist stated that it appears that in the agreement each of the communities are agreeing to cooperate for the purposes of bringing recreation and only committing $1,000. The agreement is silent as to if anything happened how they would get the money in their individual communities and what they would put it towards.  Ms. Kress stated that they are really kind of attempting to be a bird and a fish at the same time just seeing how things go before totally committing. 

Mr. Thompson stated that obviously the Y approached us about building a center in the community and they would like more of a regional center like in Avon. We also have the outer laying issue of a lot of different sports commissions, committees, and groups that would exist outside of that. We are also looking for ways to have a central point for registering and the Y has done that. If we needed ball fields someplace within the community where would we build them so that’s why this also goes outside just brick and mortar. It is easy to rally around a brick and mortar because you see something but there are other needs and maybe that is where the commission or district fits in. Ms. Kress stated that basically we are looking at how do we provide services not necessarily brick and mortar but services in a one stop shop. She would use the umbrella analogy somebody is over this whole thing whether it’s the Y or whether it is another group in existence now or something that is agreed upon that provides all of these avenues for people to take. She also believes it is a funding issue because you need somebody who is able to do that including scheduling and organizing. Right now she does know believe collectively or individually either community has the wherewithal to do that. The school may provide the best answer because they have a huge population from preschool through age 18 beyond that our services are very sketchy.  

Mr. Thompson asked how the funding would be structured under a commission type entity.  Mr. Sharb answered it would be defined by contract whatever the parties agreed to provide and the sourcing would have to come from within the subdivision. He only reviewed the SERLAK agreement for 10 seconds but it seems to be just a different way of organizing different parties together but these parties are funding within because there is no separate funding vehicle being created. So presumably they have an agreement where everybody kicks in “X” amount of dollars but once something gets elaborate there would have to be a defined contribution of money which is fine because you have plenty of entities with recreational powers. The city’s portion and the township’s portion would have to come from within that entity. Mr. Thompson stated that each entity could take use existing funds, which neither of us have, or we would have to fund it another way. Mayor Blomquist asked if under a council of governments if there is a proper public purpose for either the legislative body or the board of township trustees to raise money and spend it in another jurisdiction would that contract allow that. Mr. Sharb stated that if it was a city endeavor then it certainly would serve the purposes of the city. Simply said recreation is a proper public purpose of the city so the city can enter into arrangements where its executing a public purpose and the same would go for other entities for which recreation is a proper public purpose.  Ms. Donegan stated that she and Ms. Lippus have been involved in this discussion for a long time but for instance the city does not  have swimming and we want to enter into an agreement with Middleburg Heights would that be considered a proper public purpose.  Mr. Sharb asked what the agreement would be entered into for.  Ms. Donegan replied to provide swimming or the use of the pools for our residents.  Ms. Kress stated in other words for a membership type fee.  Ms. Donegan replied yes. The goal is always provide a comprehensive seamless approach to recreation whether we engage existing associations or organizations or define what we could add to make it more complimentary to what the diversity of the community is and then additionally seek an outsourcing arrangement for swimming that would be proper public purpose.  Mr. Sharb stated that if City Council decides it was important that swimming be available to city residents and it could access time, which he is assuming that is what is being discussed, then presumably you could do that.  Always remember the city brings with it a slightly different dialogue than anyone else because the city is a home rule entity and has a lot more power but the township is different.  
Mr. Sharb stated that it seems you are looking for someone to coordinate the recreational function within the area and no matter how you cut and dice it you are going to be able to get to something like that through a joint recreation district or something that is organized similar to the SERLAK agreement through a joint recreation board but the con of that is differences in funding challenges.
Ms. Fenderbosch asked if the township and city were levying a tax to fund this and the school board is there as a silent partner to help make decisions what would he suggest would be the most effective type of board to make this work better. Mr. Sharb stated that he works in the other direction which is what is trying to be achieved and then fit the functions of the form. He does not know the thoughts on how the entities would each fund the activities and what is to come for example an acquisition of say donated property which was mentioned previously. If this is going to presumably be multi-jurisdictional there is going to be a creation of somebody to make that happen. This document is sort of using the council of government approach almost defining a government by contract but it’s not a government which is the key.  It is a gathering of governments working together towards some function but it’s not acquiring any powers of taxation or debt issuance or otherwise and that is the distinguishing characteristic of something like this. 

Ms. Donegan stated that this particular agreement could be developed to make certain that all of those areas are covered. In other words, who is going to determine the services or taxing. This could really comprise a thorough comprehensive agreement that would do all those things. Mr. Sharb stated that it seems to him that if the uniformity of the funding approach isn’t compelling then the formation of the government is a significant step and probably unnecessary. The other side is often that is the compelling elephant in the room that has to be dealt with. He is unsure what this situation is but if it wraps everything neatly together and gives you an ability to have uniformity treatment. Ms. Donegan asked if he could explain that.  Mr. Sharb stated that for example several years ago he worked a citizen driven very similar group of concerns in Lucas County. There were the schools and a couple of townships with a similar aggregation but the key was their values were distributed in such a way that the only way to make it affordable and minimize the incremental impact was a tax to pay for it all because the entities were not ready to make a contribution of existing resources. The easiest way was deemed to create a district bringing them together and then ultimately the tax would be levied against the total aggregation of the territories. So in this example the funding was driving the conversation and unfortunately it was not approved. If the entities had a funding source a levy or something carved out from income tax and funding wasn’t the driver then he is not sure that creating this separate subdivision would be needed. That is one of the major pros of the separate subdivision if you don’t have the need for that pro he would start looking elsewhere. 
Ms. Donegan stated that this is certainly a conversation worth having and necessary as you explore soup to nuts in terms of your options. We have often talked about different phases moving into it, in other words, we don’t necessarily have to do this to start gaining momentum or collaborating. We could still work on this as we move forward with determining and adding programming.  Mr. Sharb stated that the city has by statute authority to cooperate in the area of recreation so no one is going to stop the city from doing that.  
Mr. Thompson stated that the funding, which is probably going to be a tax issue, is ultimately what drives the type of entity that is created. Mr. Sharb stated that the school district is particularly sensitive because they have to go out periodically and get funding and every time they go to the voters they cash in a chip and if they cash one of their chips on recreation then the next time they might find a current expense levy despairing. That is why he said the elaborate nature of creating another government is sometimes a good thing and it’s not the school district going out in its own name asking for money it’s the joint recreation district. The functionalities are split and you are not necessarily having one of the participating entities cash in one of its voter chips by asking for money. The other side is some of the inefficiencies that come from that because each one is getting a different group of territories and some of the territories are getting hit depending on where they live they could get hit from multiple sides. 
Mr. Thompson stated that obviously the city has some bonding authority but if there is a commission and both the city and township pass a tax would that work for both communities. Both communities can put up the money for the bonds over a 20 year period which would be a 20 year tax as opposed to a five year renewable type thing. He asked if this could be done through a commission. Mr. Sharb stated that absence a separate government no one is acquiring debt issuance authority. Simply the city can certainly go out tomorrow and ask voters to build a recreation center for example, the city could do that but they will be issued as city’s bonds and if there would be any other use of the facility by another entity that would have to be handled through some sort of separate arrangement.  Mr. Thompson stated that he would like to know if the Township could fund a building with the city through a commission.  Mr. Sharb stated that he believes it would be hard to construct a facility and condo minimize whose portion is owned by whom.  Ms. Lippus stated that a commission, the middle of the road entity, cannot build a building with us being separate; a district which is kind of a new political subdivision can go to the polls and can enter into an agreement and bonding ability.  Ms. Donegan stated that the SERLAK agreement would not be able to come out with a bond. Mr. Sharb replied no not this council of governments. Think of it in terms of if you are going to build something someone has to sign a contract with a contractor; if all you have is an inter-governmental joint recreation board which is essentially just a board assembled to implement recreation in the areas it is not a contracting entity it is just a supervisory board. 
Ms. Lippus stated that the Township is included in a Southwest Council of Governments for radio service. There is capital including a tower, infrastructure and physical radios. There are eight communities involved contributing $192,000 a year. Mr. Thompson stated that the communities fund that agreement internally with tax payer dollars. The city and township could write a check to build a building and hand it over to a contractor we could do that within a commission but we can’t do it within the taxing authority. Ms. Kress stated that under a commission we could not ask voters. Mr. Thompson stated that each community would have to pass a levy but then the problem comes in someone has to sign the document to build the building. Mr. Sharb stated that there a lot of ideas are being created and they need to be discussed one at a time to get clarity. 
Ms. Fenderbosch stated that what she is hearing is the most important issue is to figure out how to get the funding.  Mr. Sharb stated that typically the number one consideration is how are we going to pay for all of this and the 2nd question you ask is what all do we have to do. Typically it is to create some sort of capital asset a location or building and then it is how are we going to run it once it exists and how will we staff it. Ms. Fenderbosch stated that basically we are looking at the falls and township putting something on a ballot.  Mr. Sharb indicated that is what he is hearing. 
Mr. Thompson stated that the ultimate goal is what do we want to do? Do we want to build a regional Y?  Ms. Lippus stated that we want to build here but right now we can start with everyone chipping in money to start joint programming. When people see a joint effort and a year and two later a district is formed with a uniform tax of the whole area they will have seen that kind of partnership and it will solidify that next step.  Ms. Kress stated that Mr. Thompson has the ultimate question what do we want to do for our residents and business community, what services do we want to provide recreation wise, how are we going to do it and how are we going to pay for it. Those are the three central questions and the whole idea of about collaboration and cooperation before we ever get to this decision will become clearer as we go forward as we see how the collaboration works and what they want us to do. Mr. Thompson stated that he has no issues with that idea but there is a window of opportunity that will not be here forever. The Y wants to come in here and build a facility and they are not going to wait around 2 or 3 years until we have decided that is where we want to go.  Ms. Lippus stated that the Y is an opportunity but the community is building a building the Y is just running it. Do we need the Y to run it or can we do it ourselves. The North Royalton Y costs $900 to join and Avon is $700 that is a huge chunk of money plus a tax burden.  Although it seems like a great idea and opportunity she believes we really need to research. She understands recreation centers are not money makers if you break even you are doing one heck of a job but the bottom line we really need to look at is do we need the Y or can this district employ somebody to facilitate a program until we can offer a recreation center to our residents.  
Mayor Blomquist stated that is the same bouillabaisse we have been looking for 10 years; how to get together organize and cooperate to do an umbrella organization for recreation through the fields at the school, activities through our parks board through the private clubs that are out here pulling those things together. The Y is a little more immediate they are here looking at this market area to build a regional Y but they only want to deal with one entity. They’ve asked us to organize that one entity in some way shape or form. As to the economics of recreation centers there is no city that is not subsidizing that center from its general fund. He knows fiscally the city’s position now and our foreseeable outlook is that we do not have that set aside nor would we be able to set aside to that degree to help fund year in and year out programming in a rec center. The Y’s offer is attractive because they take care of all those operational things and make it a public/private partnership. The city and township raise money together and they raise subscriptions to help put it over the top to get it built. They would operate it under a contract basis so we would not have the ongoing operating costs but there would be capital maintenance obligations for the period of time the building is in existence. We need funding for bricks and mortar and some type of funding to do that and in our financials he does not see the city in a position to do that yet unless another tax is added.  The city has more options than the township because they are more limited under title 5 of the Revised Code. He asked if a district could put on a continuing levy. Mr. Sharb replied yes.  Mayor Blomquist stated that one time at the ballot would raise the money and we wouldn’t have to worry about renewing and that is separate from a bond issue. Mr. Sharb replied that he was correct. Mayor Blomquist stated that the Y does want an answer the early part of this year. He also stated that looking at residents in the school district living in Columbia, North Olmsted or Berea two of those communities already have rec centers that those tax payers are supporting so you lose out on the politics. Columbia is a little separate but is a pretty anti-tax area of the school district so you would define a district between the township and the city.  
Mr. Stibich stated that he wanted to mention to Ms. Kress that Dr. Hoadley did address that ultimate question of what do the residents want. He offered school board services in taking a survey of both communities to see what they are interested in. The problem is you really need a professional because the questions have to be carefully asked. If you just put in a questionnaire do you want a rec center everyone will say yes but the real question is how much do you want to pay for a rec center and that question needs to be asked correctly and accurately.  The agreement we have for the regional council of governments lays out a step by step either moving along with this project or stopping the project. The agreement is between four entities Richmond Heights, University Heights, South Euclid and the South Euclid/Lyndhurst Board of Education. Their purpose is to investigate the possibility of constructing and operating a multi community center, which is what we are discussing, and if found to be economically feasible to construct and operate. The first thing is to investigate and the 2nd is to agree that it is economically feasible to build and operate. As far as the funding question there is also a provision in the agreement for that, it lays out the understanding between these parties to prevent any misunderstandings later. The key question is the allocation of costs and there is a segment in there that  each entity put in $1,000 and thereafter if any monetary contributions are needed for any purpose those shall be an amount by a percent as unanimously agreed upon. The members of this board have to agree and then they have to go back to their respective municipality or school board for approval. If anyone of those four entities say no that could create a problem.  Ms. Kress stated that she has not seen that agreement but she likes the whole idea about beginning to explore. She stated that it is also important, as Ms. Donegan and Ms. Lippus have stated, to begin the process and continue in collaborating whether that is baseball and basketball to make sure those kinds of things are on a firm footing and people are not paying different rates simply because the person lives in the township or wherever. Ms. Donegan stated that she believes the committee has done a great due diligence in that area. Not only defining what recreation is which beyond the weights and running. It is also drama and arts and we have begun that process with discussions with other partners and a seamless approach. For example, one website and then if the collaboration is successful we don’t have to sell anything because there is some confidence. We keep demanding that we are all one community but the fact of the matter is we are not the bottom line is we will have some great successes under our belt so selling whatever we come up with down the road is going to be a no brainer. Ms. Kress stated that the whole idea of the school’s interest in surveying is a great idea. She has talked to Ms. Lippus regarding completing a recreation audit to find out what services we already provide not only for example basketball but what do we do for senior citizens. It’s not just basketball but the whole idea health, wellness, fitness, and arts interests once you look at an audit then you start asking questions. We are already probably a third of the way in that contract by just seeing what we already do and it’s an incremental process. At some point what Mr. Sharb says about these three tings it will be a no brainer we have do this type of agreement or district because this is the way we know need a facility and we have to fund it and a district is the best way. Or, we decide we are doing great where we are we have a agreement and we really don’t need much more than that.  She stated that she believes this is an excellent opportunity to start talking and Ms. Lippus and she both appreciate this opportunity to because it has not really happened much in the past.  
Mr. Sculac stated that he believes there are two issues the recreation issue and the building issue. His experience with the YMCA after working with them for a number of years and being on the board of directors and currently on the Great Lakes Region board they will come in build a building and run programs in that building. They are not going to be interested in expanding that to soccer leagues, baseball leagues, or anything they cannot operate in that particular building.  So, we are looking at building the building somehow, if that is what we want, coming up with a tax levy or bond issue to build and coming up with funding to do the collaborative thing which he believes is important to start out with.  He understands where the Y is coming from they want to determine if we are interested because they are interested in building a regional facility and whether that’s in Berea or Columbia Station they will continue to pursue this because there is nothing out this way. We either need to take a look at thoroughly to determine whether the $900 issue is something we want to do and then look at funding if we were to build the building and operate it what would we have to charge in order to be able to handle that without getting into our current taxes.  Mr. Thompson asked if there could be a commission that would deal with everything outside of the building and a district for the building because you need a taxing authority to build the building. Mr. Sharb stated that he is assuming the only way the building will be built is if someone borrows the money. Mr. Sculac stated that the Y is not going to come in under the umbrella of a recreation commission or council of governments they will come in and be their own entity and operate on their own. Ms. Kress stated that the Y wants us to build a building but they operate their own programming out of that building.  Ms. Lippus asked what would happen to the travel baseball and basketball teams would they be allowed to use those basketball courts even though the Y would be on the school fields. She has sat in on the baseball commission’s scheduling meeting, which is a disaster, and does not believe that is something that the Y would take over that is something the baseball commission has to do. The reason we want a facility is because we are running out of room and some of our residents are going to other communities for example, the boys community travel basketball league just started from 3rd grade to 6th grade. We do not play any games in our community we play in Strongsville and the 4th graders are in the Lake Erie League and travel to all the different gyms and recreation centers. The game on Friday was played in Middleburg Heights and now we are going to build something so we have space but not be allowed to use the facility. Mr. Sculac stated that the Y would rather run programming and they usually rent the gym or pool to other entities.  Ms. Kress stated that would be after paying the $900 fee.  Ms. Donegan stated that we have entities that are self sustaining, for example the soccer association they want to be a part of us but want to do their own thing as well so we want a flexible enough organization to make certain that at some point saying we can asked if they need any more resources.  Ms. Lippus stated that if we building a Y facility and they run it we are still not going to solve our problem.  Ms. Donegan stated that we also need to be cognizant of the Community Center it should not be anyone’s goal to put that out of business it should be our one of our objectives to make certain it is successful. In other words work cooperatively with Mr. Hawkins as opposed to competition.  

Ms. Kress stated that Mr. Sharb is here tonight to basically talk about structure. The options for structure are dependent on what we really want to do and almost anything can work if our parameters allow us to fall within that category. Right now we are at Phase I of that SERLAK agreement. Mr. Thompson stated that this conversation has been ongoing for over 18 months and every time we have the discussion internally it always comes to the funding question. What he is sensing is it seems we want to start with some kind of collaborative agreement and then possibly if that works move into something a little more comprehensive. Ms. Lippus asked if an agreement needed to be signed in order to start a survey or can the three entities agree to just perform the survey.  Ms. Kress stated that a recreation audit needs to be completed as well.  Mr. Sculac stated that he believes the survey can be completed without an agreement.  Mr. Sharb stated that he agrees with Mr. Sculac each community would have to appropriate $1,000.  Mr. Pulice stated that he believes that is what needs to be done as long as it is consistent between all three entities. 

Ms. Garrity stated that she could not agree more with what Ms. Kress has stated this evening. Collaborating the senior programming is something she has been talking about for a couple of years. She believes we need to start collaborating and show people it works and make people satisfied and then take another couple steps forward. The Senior Center has a lot of township residents involved but the city pays for the center and she feels that is not quite fair. She is happy they are there and having fun but does not feel it’s fair to the people paying taxes. She believes if we collaborate in one or two areas and showed success, which she knows we will show success, and sell it that way to people. 

Mr. Sharb stated that he keeps “harping” on the building and someone having to borrow. This would not prevent having programming and have some other entity be the physical structure to house a number of the recreation functions under some controlling entity. Then have some modest stream of revenue. He does not want to leave anyone with the impression that this is the Westlake rec center and it has to be that or nothing else.  Mayor Blomquist stated that we have a lot of good programming through private sources but they have reached their saturation point and we are out of physical areas for them to play. The city needs another ball field, more soccer fields, a rugby field and we need to determine how we can cooperate as governments because these organizations are looking at the schools, the city and the township to put in more fields so the programming can remain in-house and in the community.  Again this involves an expenditure that neither community makes regularly and how do we do this proportionately and  fairly under the limitations of how we are both organized as a city and township. 
Ms. Donegan stated that as much as the city has been discussed this issue over the course of a year and a half and stated that unless we have an agreement we are not going to spend any money so to hear a change now in that shows a little bit of a different comfort level. During elected officials meeting there was discussions about Phase I, II, III, IV with IV and V being discussions about a brick and mortar and hearing a comfort level change is positive. The second thing is that the school’s, which have been a part of this discussion, have indicated that they have all of these spaces and would like to bring value and services to the public and expand. In other words, the players would not have to go all over the place for basketball they can utilize the different gyms.  Then there are other kinds of services like the Community Center which has a registration arm. Lacrosse is a brand new organization and they would like to go to a vendor. Through the Olmsted Community Center we could complete registrations and scheduling. There is also an administrative arm that we could offer to organizations beyond the survey. An audit of what they exactly need and that kind of thing, website centralized advertising if you wanted to know anything about recreation in our communities go to the OCC website. Even though the other entities would not necessarily be a part of this registration process, like the soccer association, they have agreed, in theory, they would be more than happy to assist in representing the seamless approach to recreation so there is this one stop shopping. 

Mr. Thompson stated that a collaborative agreement needs to be drafted. Ms. Lippus stated she believes that is the first approach but is not needed for the survey. Mr. Thompson stated that the survey can be completed separately by each entity appropriating funds.  Ms. Kress asked if the schools were willing to expend funds for the survey. Mr. Thompson replied that they are.  Ms. Lippus stated that she believes the hesitation from the school board was because they did not want to put their “necks” out because of issues that have happened in the past. She stated that the past is behind us and it’s a new day we move forward and work together as a group and maybe the meetings to follow will give them assurance.  Mr. Thompson stated that he agrees up until the funding mechanism and then he believes they will back away. Ms. Kress stated that she believes it deals with what Mr. Sharb stated that if they use their chip they can’t come back from that. They are the ones that go for the money all the time and that’s realism.  Mr. Sculac stated that the school board is not in the business of recreation and there is an overlap no matter how you look at it between education and recreation and he believes there has to be a little distance.  Ms. Lippus stated that she believes the other issue is with the county and the executive wanting to go with the school given out of the 80 counties we were 66 in health and wellness. She believes it is more mind and body it is education and recreation it’s the whole picture. The communities will be looking for that and she believes you just need to validate that with the survey. Once the survey results come back she does not believe it will be a hard sell.  Mr. Stibich stated that last year Dr. Hoadley gave us his “chip” when he stated that he would give up the bond issue and we didn’t take advantage of that but he did and decided to move forward with the capital improvement levy that passed. Ms. Kress stated that that was a generous effort but realistically if we get this survey results showing what the community wants us to do she believes the next time we are ready to go discuss a building we will cash in that chip with Dr. Hoadley.  Ms. Donegan stated that Greg Surtman was just elected and his vision is very different.  Ms. Lippus stated if the residents speak loud and clear in the survey she believes the school will feel more comfortable.  

Ms. Kress stated that she will speak with Dr. Hoadley and Burgess and Burgess to see where we are going to go on this. Regarding the recreation audit everyone needs to completed one because everybody sees somebody else and talks with somebody else. We can brainstorm through emails what groups need to be spoken to and we need to touch base with Columbia Park who has 1200 senior citizens.  Ms. Donegan stated that list has already been started.  Ms. Kress asked if that information could be forwarded to her.  Then we can come back with information, we need to know who provides the services, how many people are part of the program and if you need to be a member in order to take advantage of the program.  Ms. Kress stated that she is brand new to these discussions and wants everyone to understand that Ms. Lippus has been the first thing that has happened in the township in many years that has been collaborative in any way. We are brand new people at the table it is a new day and she does not want to hear nonsense from 40 years ago as we move forward.  

Mr. Thompson asked Ms. Fenderbosch to make a list regarding all activities the park and recreation board offer under their umbrella.  Mr. Pulice stated that his one concern is that the sports teams are looking for another venue to utilize and the Y does not sound like they would be willing without renting, which is ridiculous if residents are paying the membership fees so this will remain a big issue with no answer.  Ms. Lippus asked who ran other city recreation centers.  Mr. Sculac indicated that they have their own staff.  Ms. Lippus stated that nothing against the Y but that may be our option as well and maybe we should look at both options.  Ms. Fenderbosch stated that the Berea Recreation Center offers Olmsted Falls working rates, she pays $60 per year and she believes the family rates are $150.00 per year.  Ms. Lippus stated that the only way to get a membership for the Middleburg Heights recreation center is you have to be a legacy member or you can get a summer pass which can only be used in the summer months.  

The next Joint Recreation meeting has been scheduled for February 27th from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Adjournment:
Mr. Sculac moved to adjourn; Ms. Fenderbosch seconded.  Voice Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 8:29 p.m.
Garry Thompson, Council President

Angela Mancini, Clerk of Council
