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Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Board 
2015 Meeting Schedule 

 
 
 

Date: Time   Location: 
 

July 23 Annual Tour     6:00 p.m.     Shoreline City Hall, Room 104 

August 27   7:00 p.m.      Shoreline City Hall, Room 303 

September 24   7:00 p.m.      Shoreline City Hall, Room 303 

October 22   7:00 p.m.      Shoreline City Hall, Room 303 

December 10   7:00 p.m.      Shoreline City Hall, Room 303 



 
AGENDA 

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL SERVICES/TREE BOARD 
PUBLIC HEARING AND REGULAR MEETING 

 
Thursday, June 25, 2015                                       Council Chamber 
7:00 p.m.                                      17500 Midvale Ave North 
 

Estimated Time 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ATTENDANCE                              7:00 

 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA              Action    7:02 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES             Action    7:04 

  
4. DIRECTOR’S REPORT              Information   7:05 

 
5. FEES & CHARGES COST RECOVERY PUBLIC HEARING      7:15 

Members of the public may address the PRCS/Tree Board on the proposed Cost Recovery Framework for three minutes or less. When 
representing the official position of a State registered non-profit organization or agency or a City-recognized organization, a speaker will be 
given 5 minutes and it will be recorded as the official position of that organization. Each organization shall have only one, five-minute 
presentation. Please be advised that each speaker’s testimony is being recorded. Speakers are asked to sign up prior to the start of the Public 
Hearing period. *
         

6. FEES & CHARGES/COST RECOVERY  DISCUSSION        Discussion/Action 7:35  
 

7. PUBLIC COMMENT                      8:05 
Members of the public may address the PRCS/Tree Board on agenda items or any other topic for three minutes or less. When representing 
the official position of a State registered non-profit organization or agency or a City-recognized organization, a speaker will be given 5 
minutes and it will be recorded as the official position of that organization. Each organization shall have only one, five-minute presentation. 
Please be advised that each speaker’s testimony is being recorded. Speakers are asked to sign up prior to the start of the Public Comment 
period. *
  

8. 2016 PUBLIC ART PLAN AND BUDGET          Discussion/Action 8:10 
 

9. PARK BOARD RETREAT UPDATE                      Discussion  8:35  
          

10. COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD           Discussion  8:50 
 

11. ADJOURN            9:00 
 
*NOTICE OF DISCLOSURE 
The City of Shoreline will enter all comments received into the public record and may make these comments, and any 
attachments or other supporting materials, available unchanged, including any business or personal information (name, email 
address, phone, etc.) that you provide available for public review. This information may be released on the City’s website. 
Comments received are part of the public record and subject to disclosure under the Public Records Act, RCW 42.56. Do not 
include any information in your comment or supporting materials that you do not wish to be made public, including name and 
contact information. 
 
The PRCS/Tree Board meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City 
Clerk’s Office at 801-2230 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. 



 

DATES TO REMEMBER 
 

Shoreline Farmers Market has begun: Saturdays, 10:00 AM - 3:00 PM at Aurora Square - Near 
Central Market and Sears. 
 

Shoreline Arts Festival on Saturday, June 27 & Sunday, June 28, 10:00 AM. 
Visit www.shorelinearts.net for more information. 

 
Lunchtime Music Series Begins: Tuesdays from noon – 1:00. Check out the Community 
Calendar for more information.  

 
Karaoke in the Park Begins: Tuesdays in July from 5:30 PM - 8:00 PM at Cromwell Park. 
Visit the Community Calendar for more information. 
 

Concerts in the Park Begin: Wednesdays from 6:30 PM - 8:30 PM at various parks. Visit 
the Community Calendar for more information. 

 
8th Annual Hillwood Ice Cream Social July 8 from 6:30 PM - 8:30 PM at Hillwood Park 

 

Swingin' Summer Eve 

Wed, July 22 from 5:30 PM - 8:30 PM 

at Cromwell Park 

 

Richmond Beach Saltwater Park Volunteer Work Party on July 25 from 9:00 - 12:00  

 

 

Neighborhood Association Meetings 

Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association Board Meeting 
July14, 6:00 p.m. Location: Anderson House – Activities Room 
 
 

http://www.shorelinearts.net/
http://shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/7893/25?curm=7&cury=2015
http://shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/7893/25?curm=7&cury=2015
http://shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/7762/25?curm=7&cury=2015
http://shorelinewa.gov/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/7905/25?curm=7&cury=2015
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Meeting Minutes for the Parks, Recreation 
and Cultural Services Board / Tree Board 

Regular Meeting 
May 28, 2015 Shoreline City Hall 
7: 00 p.m. Room 303 

1. Call to Order/Attendance 
The meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair Sycuro at 7:00 p.m. 

 
Park Board Members Present: Christine Southwick, William Franklin, Katie Schielke, Lauren 
Smith, John Hoey, Jesse Sycuro, Betsy Robertson, Vadim Dolgov     

 
 City Staff Present: Eric Friedli, Director; Mary Reidy, Recreation Superintendent, James 

McCrackin, Pool Manager, Lynn Gabrieli, Administrative Assistant III  
 
 Absent: Cindy Dittbrenner 

 
2. Approval of Agenda:  Vice-Chair Sycuro called for a motion to approve the agenda as 

written. So moved by Ms. Southwick and seconded by Ms. Robertson. The motion 
carried. 
 

3. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair: Mr. Friedli facilitated the election of Chair and called 
for nominations from the floor. Ms. Robertson nominated Mr. Sycuro and Ms. 
Southwick offered the second. Hearing no further nominations a unanimous vote was 
cast to elect Jesse Sycuro as the new Board Chair.   
 
Chair Sycuro facilitated the nominations for the Vice-Chair position, accepting 
nominations from the floor. Mr. Hoey nominated Ms. Robertson. This was seconded by 
Ms. Southwick. Hearing no further nominations a unanimous vote was cast to elect 
Betsy Robertson as Vice-Chair of the Board. 
 

4. Approval of Minutes:  Chair Sycuro called for a motion to approve the April, 2015 
Board minutes. So moved by Ms. Robertson and seconded by Mr. Hoey. The motion 
carried. 
 

5. Public Comment: Spencer Freeman, a Shoreline Special Olympics participant, requested 
special dispensation for Special Olympic teams throughout the region to use Shoreline Park 
facilities at no cost.  
 

6. Director’s Report 
Eric Friedli, Director 

 The Art Subcommittee juried proposals for Artscape and Piano Time artists. Eleven 
new and returning artists were selected for Artscape and seven artists for Piano Time 
including submissions for other sound-emitting pieces of art. 

 A grant was submitted to 4Culture for video art in the City Hall 4th Floor Gallery. 

 Two new indoor exhibits are now on display in the Gallery at City Hall on the 2nd, 3rd, 
and 4th floors. 

 Aurora banners are being reinstalled. Shoreline Community College is planning a 
banner installation around 160th St.  
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 The City is looking for temporary work space for the Piano Time pianos to be painted. 
Ms. Robertson suggested a location next door to Café Aroma as a possibility. 

 Camp Shoreline now has a wait list of over 200 for enrollment this summer. Other 
summer camps are currently at 70% capacity. 

 Picnic shelters have only a few spaces still available for summer rentals. 

 Max Galaxy has been selected as the City’s new online registration software. The 
transition will begin this fall with anticipated full usage by winter registration. 

 Minor park improvements including new benches, a new reader board and a mural on 
the restroom at Twin Ponds Park are in the planning stages. This is a joint effort 
between the Parkwood Neighborhood Association and the City funded by a 
Neighborhood Mini-grant. 

 The stewards of Twin Ponds Park are working with City staff to draft a vegetative 
restoration plan. 

 A CPTED study at North City Park is complete. Work will take place over the next 
several months with the Youth Conservation Corps to begin implementing vegetative 
management changes according to the study’s recommendation. 

 Parks staff was active in the set up and take down of the Richmond Beach 
Neighborhood Association’s annual Strawberry Festival earlier in the month. 
 

7. Aquatics Program Presentation 
Mary Reidy, Recreation Superintendent 
James McCrackin, Pool Manager 
Eric Friedli, Director 
 
Staff presented a history and description of the pool facility. Mr. McCrackin reviewed the 
pool’s attendance from 2005 – 2014 which reflects that the pool is consistently operating at 
capacity. Declines were noted in paid drop-ins as new recreational pool facilities opened in 
the vicinity and a reduction in revenue when the pool was closed for emergency boiler repair 
in 2013. Revenues and expenses for the past 10 years show a steady increase in 
expenditures but relatively stable revenue and consistently low maintenance numbers. 
Revenue is on par with the market rate for a competitive pool. 
 
At the request of the City Council, ORB Consultants conducted an assessment of the pool in 
2014 to identify short and long-term needs. These were discussed with the PRCS Board at 
the February, 2014 PRCS Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Friedli briefed the Board about what other Forward Thrust Pools are doing today. The 
Council will be offered several potential scenarios that include: do nothing and continue to 
operate as usual for as long as possible, do what is necessary to keep the pool open for 20 
years and then revisit, or fund a new project. The school district has not made any decisions 
about what to do with their facilities at this time related to the coming Light Rail. Should they 
decide to sell, the City has the right of first refusal for the land that the pool sits on.  
 
Next steps include the following: 

1. June 22: City Council tours the pool and hears a presentation from staff, 
2. July 13: Joint PRCS Board/City Council dinner meeting, 
3. July 23: Potential PRCS Board tour, 
4. 2016: Parks, Recreation & Open Space Plan update which offers the opportunity to 

assess what kind of aquatics facility/programs the City of Shoreline wants to have.  
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The Board asked questions and discussed preliminary options for the future based on what 
other cities are doing and Shoreline’s needs. The Board encouraged a review of the joint use 
agreement with the School District to evaluate fees and use. The Board requested a link to 
the ORB Engineering and Architectural Report. This is available online at 
http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=18030 

  
8. Fees & Charges/Cost Recovery 

Mary Reidy, Recreation Superintendent 
Eric Friedli, Director 
 
Mr. Friedli reminded the Board that this project originated with the City’s 10 Year Financial 
Sustainability Project. The Council requested a review of fees and costs associated with 
recreation and parks services and facilities. Mr. Friedli reminded the Board that unlike for-
profit, private entities, municipalities have an obligation to provide accessible community 
benefit at low-cost to citizens. The goal is to establish fair and sustainable fees and charges. 
The cost recovery framework under review is just one component of this review. Market 
rates, historic pricing, city values, and other considerations also play a role in determining 
appropriate cost recovery goals. 
 
On June 4 a revised packet of information that takes into account the Board’s conversation 
will be available to the public prior to the June 23 Public Hearing. Mr. Friedli asked the Board 
to consider the kinds of questions they want to ask the public in order to be prepared to 
advise the staff about a fee-setting framework to recommend to the City Council during the 
budget process. 
 
Ms. Reidy described the criteria used by the staff to create the initial assessment and the 
resulting table that collapses the data into categories for discussion by the Board. Mr. Friedli 
described how the data might be used to play a part in fee setting. 
 
The Board asked clarifying questions and shared ideas. Chair Sycuro inquired about whether 
categories similar to those used in the PROS Plan to identify parks (neighborhood, regional, 
etc.) could be used as a consideration for cost recovery.  
 
Next Steps: The Board will receive a new draft for discussion with the public after June 4 in 
preparation for the June 25 public hearing. Following the hearing, the Board will be invited to 
recommend a course of action to the staff.  
 

9. July 13 Joint City Council/Park Board Dinner Meeting 

Eric Friedli, Director 
 
The Board was invited to share what they want to talk about with the Council at the upcoming 
dinner meeting. The following topics were mentioned:  

 Clarifying expectations 

 Light rail implications for parks 

 Tree corridors 

 Future meetings with the Planning Commission 

 Chair Sycuro invited the Board to share ideas with him that he and Vice-Chair 
Robertson could discuss with Director Friedli in preparation for a discussion at the 
next Board meeting.  

 
Mr. Hoey suggested Board members review the City Council Goals in preparation for 
engaging the Council in areas that interest them.  
 
 

http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=18030
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/administrative-services/ten-year-financial-sustainability-project
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/administrative-services/ten-year-financial-sustainability-project
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/shoreline-city-council/city-council-goals
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10. Park Board Retreat Discussion 

Eric Friedli, Director 
 
Mr. Friedli introduced the idea of a PRCS Board retreat and the Board was receptive. Chair 
Sycuro appointed Katie Schielke and John Hoey to a subcommittee who will work with staff 
to plan a fall retreat.  

 
11. July Park Boar Tour Agenda 

Mr. Friedli facilitated a discussion about the July tour agenda. Given recent discussions about 
the Shoreline Pool it was suggested that a tour to the pool, Shoreline A&B fields, Spartan 
Recreation Center, and Rotary Park which is in the middle of the 185th St. Station area would 
be relevant. Staff from the Planning and Community Development Department could be 
invited to discuss new zoning regulations in that area. From Rotary Park the Board could 
drive or walk to North City Park to discuss CPTED issues. The Board expressed approval of 
staff’s proposal.  
 
Other ideas that came out of the discussion included: 

 Inviting the police to meet us at North City to discuss CPTED, 

 Visit Piano Time artists in action, 

 Tour more than once per year, 

 Hidden Lake. 
 
12. Comments from the Board  

 Ms. Southwick reported on the Critical Areas Ordinance meeting.  

 The Wood Duck box at Twin Ponds provided a home for eleven ducklings.  

 Chair Sycuro encouraged the Board to continue to engage the community in informal 
ways. 

 The Board expressed appreciation for the opportunity to become increasingly 
involved in conversations around a variety of PRCS issues. 
 

13. Adjournment  
Hearing no further business, Chair Sycuro called for a motion to adjourn. So moved by Ms. 
Robertson and seconded by Ms. Southwick. The meeting adjourned at 8:58 p.m. 
 
 
 ______________________________________ __________________         

Signature of Chair     Date 
Jesse Sycuro 
 

 
 
 ______________________________________       ___________________ 

Signature of Minute Writer    Date 
Lynn Gabrieli  
 



 

 

Memorandum 

DATE: June 25, 2015 
 
TO: Park, Recreation and Cultural Services/Tree Board 
      
FROM: Eric Friedli, Director 
 
RE: Cost Recovery/Fee Setting Process Project 
 Public hearing and possible action 
  

 

Requested Board Action 
The Board is asked to make a formal action by: 

1. Recommending approval of the Cost Recovery/Fee Setting Framework as 

proposed (Attachment 1), or 

2. Offering specific edits to the proposal and recommending its approval, or 

3. Not recommending approval and making suggestions on how it can be improved. 

 
Project or Policy Description and Background 
 
PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this review is to establish a consistent and equitable framework for 
setting prices for parks and recreation programs, services, and facility use that balances 
the community benefit they provide with the desire for financial sustainability. A review 
of Parks Department adopted fees and cost recovery current practices have been 
requested by the City Council in response to the City’s 10 Year Financial Sustainability 
Plan.   
 
BACKGROUND: 
At the April 23rd meeting the Board was introduced to a cost recovery model that can be 
used to assess levels of service, as well as the appropriate level of public subsidy based 
on certain criteria. 
 
At the May 28th meeting the Board was presented with a more detailed package of 
materials and a draft Cost Recovery/ Fee Setting Framework which outlined steps staff 
had taken to further develop the Framework. 
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Public Involvement Process 
The Board will hold a Public Hearing at its June 25th meeting.  The public will provide its 
thoughts and recommendations on policy options related to cost recovery and fees for 
parks and recreation services. 
 

 The meeting was announced in the June edition of Shoreline Currents. 

 The meeting was noticed on the City’s website on June 4, 2015 

 Flyers have been posted and available the Pool and Spartan Recreation Center 

since June 4, 2015. 

 A story was included in the Shoreline Area News on June 15, 2015. 

 An announcement went out through Alert Shoreline on June 19, 2015 

 
 
Schedule 
May 28th:  Update and discussion with PRCS Board 
June 1st:  Publish article in Currents 
June 4th: White Paper posted for public distribution 
June 25th:  Public Hearing at PRCS Board 
  PRCS Board Recommendation 
Fall: Incorporate results of Review into budget proposal for City Council 

review and adoption 
  
 
Additional Information 
Eric Friedli 
206-801-2601 
efriedli@shorelinewa.gov 
 
 

mailto:efriedli@shorelinewa.gov
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SHORELINE PARKS, RECREATION AND CULTURAL SERVICES 

COST RECOVERY / FEE SETTING FRAMEWORK 
 

1) Introduction 
The property tax levy passed in 2010 provides funding to preserve safe, well maintained 
parks, playgrounds, playfields, restrooms, play equipment, soccer and baseball fields, the 
Shoreline pool, and recreation programs for youth, families, and seniors. However, fees 
are also necessary for some services and programs to provide financial support to 
Shoreline Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS) for the operation and 
maintenance of programs, facilities, and park grounds. Revenue from fees covers just part 
of what it costs to operate and maintain the park system.  
 
Recognizing future challenges to the City budget, in 2014 the City Council formed a 
Subcommittee to develop a 10Year Financial Sustainability Plan (10 YFSP). The purpose 
of the 10 YFSP is to strengthen Shoreline’s economic base by identifying options to 
balance revenues with costs. 
 
Staff developed a 10 Year Financial Sustainability Model (10 YFSM) for revenues. They 
also developed a model for Shoreline’s core and quality-of-life services (costs). Over six 
meetings during the first quarter of 2014, the Subcommittee: 

 Discussed the challenges to sustainability; 
 Analyzed the City’s financial forecast, base scenario, and various economic 

development, revenue and expenditure strategies; 
 Reviewed the City’s core and quality-of-life-services; 
 Developed preferred alternative strategies; and, 
 Finalized recommended alternative strategies for the City Council to consider. 

More detailed information on the 10 YFSP is available at 
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/administrative-services/ten-year-
financial-sustainability-project. 

Staff is now working on one of the highest priority strategies identified in the 10 YFSP 
which is the completion of a detailed cost recovery study in 2015 that could lead to an 
implementation strategy in 2016.   

PRCS, working with the Administrative Services Department’s Budget Office, has 
developed an approach to this project with three parts: 

1. Reviewing cost of providing services.   
2. Establishing cost recovery guidelines.   
3. Determining price setting protocols.  

http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/administrative-services/ten-year-financial-sustainability-project
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/administrative-services/ten-year-financial-sustainability-project
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The purpose of this review and report is to develop a framework for setting fees for 
Shoreline PRCS that incorporates the City’s values for providing parks and recreation 
services.   

 Establish a consistent and equitable framework for setting prices for parks and 
recreation programs, services and facility use 

 Balance community benefit with financial sustainability 
 Respond to the City’s 10 Year Financial Sustainability Plan 

 

2) Current Revenue from Fees 
In 2014 PRCS collected $1.6 million from various fees.  This accounted for 34% of the 
department’s total expenditures.  While department-wide PRCS recovers 34% of its costs 
from fees there is substantial variability across program areas.  The discussion below 
outlines many of the complications inherent in calculating cost recovery and establishing 
fees. 

3) Background 

a) Legal Context 
Fees are necessary to provide financial support to PRCS for the operation and 
maintenance of programs, facilities, and park grounds. The revenue generated by these 
fees constitutes only a portion of funds required for operating and maintaining the park 
system. Fees collected from park and recreation activities and concessions support park 
and recreation purposes. 

i. Fee Schedule 

PRCS proposes fees each year as a part of the City’s budget process.  The City Council 
reviews and, by ordinance, authorizes PRCS to collect these fees. The Park and 
Recreation Fee Schedule (SMC 3.01.300) lists each fee and charge PRCS is authorized to 
collect. It is adopted by ordinance and published each year. The full Fees Schedule can be 
viewed at: 
http://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Shoreline/cgi/menuCompile.pl#a3x01x300 
 
 

ii. Fee Waivers/Reduction Authority  

The Director is authorized, as provided in Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) 3.01.300(C) 
to modify concessions/admission/sales fees. SMC3.01.800 authorizes the City Manager 
or her designee to waive facility use fees and concessionaire permits and meeting room 
fees as a City contribution toward events which serve the community and are consistent 
with adopted City programs. 
 

http://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Shoreline/cgi/menuCompile.pl#a3x01x300
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iii. New, Experimental and Promotional Fees and Charges 

There is not a provision for establishment of new, experimental or promotional fees 
outside of the City Council budget approval process.   
 

b) Fee Setting Process 
Proposals for new fees and charges or changes to existing fees and charges are typically 
developed by PRCS program staff in cooperation with Administrative Services 
Department (ASD) budget staff. After review by ASD and a decision by the City 
Manager to support a new fee or changes to existing fees, the proposal is submitted to the 
City Council in the Fee Ordinance as part of the budget proposal. If the City Council 
adopts a new fee or changes an existing fee, that change is reflected in the Fees and 
Charges Schedule.   
 
There are more than 70 different fees and charges listed in the Schedule (SMC 3.01.300 
and 3.01.310). Diverse uses such as picnic table rentals, dance room rentals, and shower 
use are each assigned different fees.  Each fee has also a resident and non-resident 
amount associated with it. 

4) Best Practices Research 
It is common practice across the country for park and recreation agencies to collect fees 
and charges for services. There is no universal method to identify activities for which to 
charge fees, or to determine what fees to charge. Other jurisdictions take various 
approaches to addressing equity and access, and vary in their use of cost recovery and 
allocation in fee setting. Market factors are important in relation to commercial activities 
allowed on publicly owned park property.  

a) Pros and Cons to charging for services 
Park and recreation agencies historically did not collect fees, and some park and 
recreation professionals still believe that few or no fees should be charged. Park and 
recreation facilities have been viewed as basic services that ought to be provided free of 
charge. Current economic reality has altered that perspective, and fees are now common 
practice. 
 
Common arguments against fees include: 

1) Park and recreation services meet a basic human need; 
2) Park agencies provide services to those who often cannot afford any 

alternative; 
3) It looks like double taxation to charge for something that tax dollars 

already support; and, 
4) Charging fees makes the programs and facilities appear more commercial 

and driven by a profit motive. 
 
Common arguments in support of fees include: 
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1) Fees provide some amount of cost recovery for providing the facility or 
service; 

2) Revenue can be used to enhance the facility or program; 
3) Fees can be used to spread the use of the facility or program to avoid 

congestion; 
4) Fees are paid by those directly benefiting from the service;  
5) Fees alleviate competition with the private sector that may be impacted by 

free public competition; and, 
6) Fees – even small ones -- tend to make people value a program or service 

more than if it is free. 
 

b) Other Jurisdictions 
There are a variety of approaches taken by other jurisdictions in setting fees.  Most 
jurisdictions appear to have a wide range of fees and no set policy for how those fees 
should be set.  Typically, staff develops proposals for fees and charges; some are 
reviewed by a citizens’ Board of Park Commissioners and then approved by an elected 
City Council.  In some instances the City Council delegated authority for setting fees to 
the Department.  Numerous jurisdictions established goals for recovering costs through 
fees and charges collected by their park and recreation agencies.   
 
The following summary is not intended to be exhaustive, but to highlight interesting 
examples of different approaches to fees and charges.   
 
In Everett, the City Council adopted their Parks Department’s Cost Benefit Policy in 
2007; it included policy direction to meet cost recovery goals and stated that fees ought to 
be lower for uses that provide community benefits and higher for uses that provide 
individual benefits.  The Department is authorized to set fees after consultation with the 
Park Board of Commissioners and notification to the City Council.  They are authorized 
to set resident and non-resident fees and prime and non-primetime fees. 
 
Seattle completed a thorough assessment of fees setting procedures and adopted a Fees 
and Charges Setting Policy that identifies cost recovery ranges for each program it offers.  
It identified five steps from 0% to 110% of cost recovery based on whether a program 
benefits the community or individuals.  It also established a process involving staff, the 
Park Board, the Mayor and City Council for setting fees.  Allowances are made for 
market based fees. 
 
Spokane revised its Cost Recovery Policy in 2012. Their policy establishes cost recovery 
goals for various types of programs ranging from 25% for aquatic programs to 185% for 
personal interest programs.  The Spokane Board of Park Commissioners reviews fees 
proposed by staff. 
 
The Portland, OR City Council adopted Parks and Recreation cost recovery goals in 
2004, establishing cost recovery goals for direct and total cost recovery depending on the 
income level of the neighborhood surrounding the facility.  Portland City Council 
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established cost recovery goals of 100% for adults, 42% generally for youth and 23% for 
youth use of facilities in low income neighborhoods.     
 

5) Establishing Cost Recovery Guidelines 
 
There are multiple purposes for charging fees, including generating revenue, managing 
facility reservation systems and maintaining control over PRCS operated sites and 
facilities. Park and recreation facilities and services are, in most jurisdictions, supported 
to some extent by general tax revenues. Given that general tax revenues are collected 
from the community as a whole and allocated to support park and recreation facilities and 
programs, there is a reasonable expectation on the part of citizens that they will be 
provided some level of service at no charge.   
 
The value a community places on a program can be measured by the level of tax revenue 
it is willing to allocate to support that program. The more a community values a program 
the more tax revenue it will allocate to support it.   The fees paid by individuals for a 
program measure the individuals benefit associated with a program.  The combination of 
the community benefit (taxes) and the individual benefit (fees) is the overall benefit of a 
program.  If a program does not provide enough community benefit to warrant tax 
support, and it does not benefit individuals enough that they are willing to pay fees to 
support it, then the program ought not to exist.  It is the trade-off between community 
benefit and individual benefit that, while difficult, is important to assess.  
 
There is a great deal of community benefit in the existence of pools and community 
centers. Overall, we would not expect these facilities to be fully supported by fees and 
charges.  
 
Within the community centers and pool, however, there are programs that benefit 
individuals at different levels.  The community benefits when people know how to swim 
and have access to pools for health and fitness activities.  Individuals benefit personally 
through improved health and increased quality of life.   
 
Competitive swim teams provide a great deal of benefit to the individuals who 
participate, but provide much less benefit to the overall community.  Use of the pool or 
community center room for a retirement party is solely for the benefit of the individual 
since the rest of the public is excluded.   
 
These different types of use and activities demonstrate the range of benefits between 
community and individual.  People using the pools to learn to swim would pay a lower 
percentage of the cost of operating the pool than people participating in swim team or 
having a retirement party..            
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i. Community Benefit or Public Services 

These are services that are provided to the general public without restriction and/or 
benefit to the general public. Open park land, open community centers, playgrounds, and 
trails are examples of public services for which NO FEE would be charged.  Everett has 
established a cost recovery goal of 0-25% for programs that fall in this category; Seattle 
established a target of 0-10%. 

ii. Community/Individual 

This category includes programs and facilities that have some benefit exclusive to 
individuals or individual organizations, but also have significant benefit to the 
community and general public.  These include special events, youth recreation leagues, 
children’s and youth classes, youth drop-in activities, youth theater programs, and many 
programs for seniors and people with disabilities. Everett has established a cost recovery 
goal of 25 - 50% for programs that fall in this category. Seattle established a target of 10-
50%. 

iii. Individual/Community 

The programs and facilities that fall into this classification have strong benefits to both 
the community and the individual person or organization. Swim lessons, after school 
programs, adult drop-in programs, advanced youth programs, facility rentals by non-
profits for fee based programs open to the public, and introductory adult programs. 
Everett has established a cost recovery goal of 50 - 75% for programs that fall in this 
category.  Seattle established a target of 40%-80%. 

iv. Mostly Individual 

As the title suggests, this category encompasses those programs and facilities that provide 
some level of benefit to the general community but most of the benefit is accrued to the 
individual.  This would include intermediate and advanced adult classes, and adult 
recreation leagues.  Everett has established a cost recovery goal of 75%-100% for 
programs that fall in this category. Seattle established a target of 70%-110%. 

v. Highly Individual or Private Services 

 
These include programs and facility uses that have minuscule or no benefits for the 
general public, and are for the almost exclusive benefit of the individual. These include 
room rentals for private parties, elite youth and adult sports, private instruction, and 
facility rentals by for-profits for fee based programs. Everett has established a cost 
recovery goal of 100 – 125% for programs that fall in this category.  Seattle established a 
target of 90% or more. 

i. Criteria 

 
A series of questions helps understand and apply a set of criteria for determining where a 
program or activity falls between fully serving the community and fully serving an 
individual: 
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• Is access limited by membership, invitation or registration requirements? 
• Is access to a facility limited by the activity? 
• Is the activity of general interest to the community or individuals? 
• Is access limited because a high skill level is required? 
• Is the activity intended to support a special population? 
• Does it support a City Council Goal or Initiative? 

 
Attachment 1 describes the criteria used for determining whether a program is more 
community benefit or more individual benefit. 
 
The programs and services categories can be assigned a cost recovery guideline range 
based on the criteria outlined in Attachment 1.  The result of that analysis is presented in 
Table 1. 
 
Table 1:  Cost Recovery Guidelines by Program Area 
Community 

Benefit 

Community

/Individual 

Individual/ 

Community 

Mostly 

Individual 

Highly 

Individual 

0-30% 
Cost 

Recovery 

20-50%  
Cost 

Recovery 

40-70% 
Cost 

Recovery 

60-90% 
Cost 

Recovery 

80-110% 
Cost 

Recovery 
Drop-in – 
Pre-school 
Drop-in – 
Youth and 
Teen 
Open space 
Parks 
Playgrounds 

Class – Pre 
school 
Class – 
Specialized 
Recreation 
Class – 
Youth and 
Teen 
Drop-in – 
Family 
Event – 
Public, No 
charge 
Rental – 
Public, No 
charge 

Camps – 
Specialized 
Recreation 
Camps –
Teen 
Development 
Class – Adult 
Drop-in – 
Adult 
Community 
Garden Plot 

Camps - 
General 
Purpose 
Children’s 
Camps 
Class – 
Specialized 
training 
Rental – 
Youth 

Rental – 
Indoor, 
Private 
Rental – 
Outdoor, 
Private 
Rental – 
Fields, 
Private 
Rental – 
Picnic 
Shelter 
 

 

6) Price Setting Methods 
Cost recovery guidelines are just one factor to be considered when setting fees.  There are 
a myriad of ways to set the price for that program or facility.  Each program and each 
category of cost recovery may require a different method for setting the actual fee to be 
charged. 
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i. NO FEE 

Some programs and facilities may be identified as not warranting fees or charges of any 
type.  The community benefit is so significant that consideration of fees is not warranted.   

ii. Demand (Peak Load) Pricing 

Prices are set to be higher during times of peak demand and use.  This may be used for 
facilities or programs that have variable demand over time.  For instance, soccer fields 
are in high demand on weekday evenings but in less demand on Friday evenings and 
weekends.  Picnic shelters have variable demand through the year that may justify a 
demand based pricing structure. That variability may lend itself to a variable pricing 
structure. SMC 3.01.300(A)(5) allows a discount field rate to be offered for synthetic 
fields during hours of low usage as established and posted by the PRCS Director. 

iii. Market Based (Comparative Rate) pricing 

A scientific survey is conducted of competitive businesses, and the price is set based on 
what others in the marketplace are charging. It may be based on all other recreation 
service providers, or just on those of other public parks and recreation agencies.  This is 
the most common price setting method. SMC 3.01.300(F) states Aquatics and General 
Recreation programs fees are based upon market rate. 

iv. Loyalty Program 

This price would reward frequent facility or program users by offering a reduced rate or 
“volume buying” discount. SMC 3.01.300(D) offers a discount to youth and adults 
wishing to purchase a drop-in 10-punch card or 3-month pass. 

v. Full Cost Recovery 

This requires a calculation of the full cost of providing a service or facility and setting 
prices to recover those costs averaged across the anticipated users. Full cost recovery 
would include the cost of the capital outlays to construct and maintain the facility, the 
indirect administrative costs for operating and maintaining the facility (offsite 
management, accounting, purchasing systems, etc.), and the direct costs associated with 
the program or facility (on-site instructors, utilities, maintenance, etc.).  

1) Direct costs: Fees would be set to recover the direct costs associated with 
the program or facility. For example, this could be the actual cost of the 
instructor and supplies required for the program.  

2) Indirect Operation Costs Included:  In addition to the “Direct Costs” noted 
above, this would include overhead expenses such as custodial and 
utilities. These are daily costs required to keep the doors open.  

3) Capital costs: Costs associated with the construction and long-term 
maintenance of a facility would be included in full cost recovery.   

vi. Partial Cost Recovery 

This could mean anything less than full cost recovery. Costs would be calculated and 
prices set to recover a certain subset of costs.  
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1) Direct costs only: Fees would be set to recover only the direct costs 
associated with the program or facility.  

2) Indirect Operation Costs Included:  Some types or level of indirect costs 
may be included in partial cost recovery.  

3) No capital costs: Costs associated with the construction and long-term 
maintenance of a facility would be excluded from the fee setting method.   

vii. Social Benefit (Differential) Pricing 

Prices are set differentially based on a set of social goals.  For example: 
1) Participant group: Lower fees for youth and senior citizens, higher for 

young adults, 
2) Commercial enterprise status:  Lower fees for non-profit entities, higher 

for for-profits, 
3) Location of program or facility: Lower fees for people in low income 

neighborhoods, higher in high income neighborhoods.  

viii. Tradition Pricing  

Prices are set based on tradition and historic precedent.  

ix. Ability to make coin change 

Frequently fees are set to allow the cashier to make coin change with few errors and 
increased speed. For example, at swimming pools, all fees are divisible by $.25.  This 
allows for speed in transactions which is critical when 100 people are all trying to pay for 
a one hour swim. The lockers at pools accept quarters so this is an ongoing source of 
change for basic operations.  

x. Scholarship/Discount Pricing Option 

Prices are set based on Full Recovery or are market driven, yet scholarships or discounts 
are available to citizens who need reduced pricing alternatives.  This process recognizes 
that for some programs or facilities, the uses benefit primarily an individual.  However, 
there is a community benefit to giving access to the program or facility to those who may 
not be able to afford its cost.  In those instances a process for awarding a scholarship or 
offering a discount price is appropriate.   

a. Scholarship (for example, day camp fees) 
b. Reduced prices (for example, youth swim fees) 
c. Fee reduction (for example, facility use for community groups) 

 
Price Setting Protocols are one way to provide: 1) guidance for staff in developing price 
proposals, and 2) a mechanism for decision-makers to use in understanding, reviewing 
and adopting prices (Table 2). 
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Table 2:  Price Setting Options 

 Price Setting Options 

Community Benefit  
 

 Establish as a NO FEE Program or facility 
 partial cost recovery 
 social benefit 
 scholarship/discount 
 tradition pricing 

Community/Individual 
 partial cost recovery 
 social benefit, scholarship/discount 
  tradition pricing 

Individual/Community 
 partial cost recover 
 social benefit, scholarship/discount 
 tradition pricing, peak pricing 
 demand (peak load) pricing 

Mostly Individual:  
 Market based 
 full cost recovery 
 peak pricing 
 demand (peak load) pricing 

Highly Individual or 

Private Services:  

 Market based 
 full cost recovery, peak pricing 
 demand (peak load) pricing 

 

 
 

7) The Fee Setting Framework - Summary 
 
 
The Fee Setting Framework consists of  
 

1. Establishing the cost recovery guidelines 
2. Using the appropriate price setting strategy to determine a fee proposal 
3. Reviewing and evaluating the effect of the fee on the customer and service 

provided 
4. And then determining the Final Fee. 
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Fee Setting Framework 

 

The Final Fee 

Review 
and 

Evaluation 

Price 
Setting 
method 

Cost 
Recovery 
Guideline 



PRCS Board Cost Recovery/Fee Setting Process Project – Attachment 1 

 

 
 

 

Attachment 1 
 

Community versus Individual Benefit Assessment Criteria 

 
Membership/Invitation/Registration 

Requirement 

    

High 
individual 

benefit 
Yes, I am a member; Yes, I 
have an invitation. 

In order to participate in this activity do I have to be a member 
of a group, have an invitation, or pre-register?  

  

  

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Yes, I am pre-registered. 
 
I'm not a member nor am I 
pre-registered, but I am 
welcome as a guest of 
someone who is.  

   
  

  
High 

Community 
benefit 

No, I do not need an 
invitation.  No, I do not need 
to be a member. No, I do not 
need to register. 
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Is the space used for rental or a program that is open to 
others? 

High 
individual 

benefit 

Closed - Others are not 
allowed in the area while 
activity is happening 

While the facility is rented to someone else or a program is in 
session, I can walk through the buildings or adjacent areas 
without intimidation. 

 

  

The swimming pool is available for multiple activities at the 
same time. 
 

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Ok for others to be in the area 
but it is discouraged 

A privately sponsored free concert versus a ticketed sporting 
event. 

   

      

High 
Community 

benefit 

Open and welcome for anyone 
to walk through 

  



 

14 
 

 
 
 

  

 

 Special Interest 

    

High 
individual 

benefit 

Very special interest – few 
participants 

Is this activity something of general community interest that a 
lot of people participate in? 

   

Does the average person understand how to do this activity, 
or do very few people ever learn how? 

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Moderate level of interest 

Fencing class versus youth swim lessons    

      

High 
Community 

benefit 

General interest - lots of 
people participate 
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Skill Level 

    

High 
individual 

benefit 

High level of existing skills 
necessary 

Is his program designed to teach me a lifelong skill?    
Do I have to know or be proficient at something to participate 
in the program? 

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Moderate skill level required 

Select soccer versus recreational soccer    

      

High 
Community 

benefit 

No skills required – entry 
level activity 

   
 

 
Supports a targeted population (youth, seniors, special 

populations) 

High 
individual 

benefit 

No. Does not support a target 
population. 

Is the program or target audience for a rental focused on 
youth, seniors or special populations? 

   

(Refers to those who receive reduced fees and/or are eligible 
for scholarships in particular) 

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Some association, but does 
not really support. 

  
  

   

      

High 
Community 

benefit 

Yes. High level of support. 
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 Supports a Council Goal or Initiative 

    

Goal 1: Strengthen Shoreline's economic Base High 
individual 

benefit 

Not at all 

Goal 2: Improve Shoreline's utility, transportation, and 
environmental infrastructure 

   

Goal 3: Prepare for two Shoreline light rail stations 

Moderate 
individual 

and 
community 

benefit 

Indirectly 

Goal 4: Enhance openness and opportunities for community 
engagement 

   

Goal 5: Promote and enhance the City's safe community and 
neighborhood initiatives and programs 

High 
Community 

benefit 

Directly 
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Category

Membership/ 

Invitation/ 

Registration 

Requirement

Open to 

Others

Special 

Interest
Skill Level

Supports a 

targeted 

population 

(youth, 

seniors, 

special 

pops)

Supports a 

Council 

Goal

Public Benefit 

Score

Rental - Indoor, Private 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80-110%

Rental - Outdoor, Private 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 80-110%

Rental - Field, Private 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 80-110%

Rental Picnic Shelter 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 80-110%

Camp - General Purpose 1 0 1 4 2 1 9 60-90%

Class - Specialized training 2 2 1 1 0 2 8 60-90%

Rental - Youth 3 2 0 0 4 0 9 60-90%

Camp - Specialized 

Recreation
1 0 1 4 4 2 12

40-70%

Camps - Teen 

Development
1 0 1 4 4 2 12

40-70%

Class -  Adult 3 0 1 4 0 2 10 40-70%

Drop-In - Adult 4 1 1 2 0 2 10 40-70%

Community Garden 2 4 0 4 0 4 14 40-70%

Class - Specialized 

Recreation
3 0 4 4 4 2 17

20-50%

Class - Pre-school 3 0 2 4 4 2 15 20-50%

Class - Youth and Teen 3 0 2 4 4 4 17 20-50%

Drop-In - Famiy 4 1 4 4 4 2 19 20-50%

Event - Public, no charge 4 4 3 4 0 4 19 20-50%

Rental - Public, no charge 4 4 3 4 0 4 19 20-50%

Drop-in - Pre-school 4 1 4 4 4 4 21 0-30%

Drop-in - Youth and Teen 4 1 4 4 4 4 21 0-30%

Open Space 4 4 4 4 1 4 21 0-30%

Parks 4 4 4 4 1 4 21 0-30%

Playgrounds 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 0-30%



 

Memorandum 

 
DATE: June 25, 2015 
 
TO: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Board 
      
FROM: David Francis, Public Art Coordinator 
 Eric Friedli, Director 
 
RE: 2016 Art Plan and Program Budget  
 
CC: Art Committee 
  

 

Requested Board Action 
 
The Board is asked to recommend the 2016 Art Plan and Program Budget (Attachment 1) 
to the City Manager for inclusion in the 2016 annual budget.   

Project or Policy Description and Background 
 
The Public Art Policy (1/24/2013) calls for the development of an Annual Art Plan.  The 
PRCS Board is directed to “consider the annual art plan and take action to make a 
recommendation to the City Manager.  The City Manager will include the Art Plan 
recommendations in the annual budget presented to the City Council.”   
 
The 2016 Art Plan and Program Budget (Attachment 1) lists the Plan elements for 2016 
and the budget associated with each one.  The 2016 Annual Plan is consistent with the 
Public Art Plan 2011-2016 and continues support for recent projects.   
 
There are two components in the 2016 Annual Plan worthy of special attention: 

1. The set-aside monies for a major art commission 
2. Update of the Public Art Plan 

 
Set-aside for a major art commission  
 
The 2002 Ordinance established the 1% for Art Fund that allocates 1% of revenue 
generated from City capital improvement projects to public art. For the past several years 
the Art Committee has set aside money within the Fund with the intent to purchase a 
significant permanent art installation in the future, although it appears that this was never 
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formalized and was not included in the 2011-2016 Public Art Plan. In recognition of past 
intent, the 2016 Annual Plan includes a line item for this reserve. 
 
It will be apparent at a glance that current revenue projections show the fund declining to 
the point where the reserve is all that remains by 2019, eliminating the staff position and 
temporary programs. In theory, the City would then hire a consultant to help coordinate 
the implementation of a major commission after the loss of the staff. Options to increase 
revenue will be researched during the development of the Public Art Plan update in 2016. 
 
The 2016 Annual Plan supports the continuation of four major temporary projects: Piano 
Time, Artscape (Sculpture Stroll), Groundswell (From the Ground Up), and the City Hall 
galleries.  
 
Update of the Public Art Plan 
 
The current Public Art Plan ends in 2016.  This is an important,  five-year policy 
document that outlines the City’s vision and goals for public art and would ideally 
incorporate many months of citizen input, stakeholder buy-in, and comparative research. 
The addition of about 350 staff hours is calculated to enable this to happen.  
 
The revised Art Plan will also need to define the City’s collecting policy and suggest a 
vision that would enable the City’s art program to integrate more efficiently with the Arts 
Council, avoiding duplication of programs and defining areas of strength. As Shoreline 
has no commercial art galleries (the only gallery besides City Hall is the Shoreline 
Community College gallery), exhibitions are of particular value, with recent pop-ups at 
Spartan Recreation Center and Kruckeberg Botanic Garden. 
 
Another significant area of development for 2016 is an outreach program to increase 
partnerships between the City’s art staff and the Council of Neighborhoods, Shoreline 
Community College, Shoreline Historical Museum, Arts Council, and Shoreline Chamber 
of Commerce. Partnership development is one way to alleviate the demand on the 1% 
funds by cost-sharing the placement of large-scale public artworks.  
 
Key Policy Issues 
 
A preliminary draft of the budget was shared with the Art Committee on June 8. A 
concern was expressed that a continuing emphasis on temporary public programs such as 
Piano Time and Artscape would eventually cut into the set-aside monies dedicated to a 
major commission. This, and other, policy issues will be highlighted and addressed in the 
update of the Public Art Plan in 2016. 
 
Public Involvement Process 
 
None 
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Schedule 
The 2016 PRCS budget is prepared for internal discussion during the month of July. A 
draft budget will be presented to the City Council for review on September 21, 2015.  
Following their review, the Council is scheduled to adopt the final 2016 budget on 
November 23, 2015. 

Additional Information 

David Francis 
dfrancis@shorelinewa.gov 
206-801-2661 
206-851-9641 

mailto:dfrancis@shorelinewa.gov


 2016 Arts Plan and Program Budget
DRAFT for Discussion 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 TOTAL

Beginning Balance 233,523$           95,714$      77,649$           5,708$             1,547$             1,549$             

Revenue
1% CIP 14,699$             59,293$      5,567$             1,337$             1,500$             1,500$             69,197$                
General Fund 11,202$             11,202$      11,202$           11,202$           11,202$           11,202$           56,010$                
Parks repair, maint., replcmnt 1,500$               2,500$         2,500$             2,500$             2,500$             2,500$             12,500$                
Grants 3,500$               13,150$      5,000$             -$  -$  -$  18,150$                
Sale of Art 500$  1,300$         1,300$             1,300$             1,300$             1,300$             6,500$  

TOTAL 31,401$             87,445$      25,569$           16,339$           16,502$           16,502$           162,357$              

Expense
Management

General Mgmt (grants, Art Plan update 9,710$               12,000$      10,000$           5,000$             2,500$             -$  39,210$                
Management (temporary) 7,000$               8,500$         5,000$             -$  -$  -$  13,500$                
Management (permanent) 2,000$               2,000$         2,000$             1,000$             1,000$             -$  6,000$  
Management (CON, SCC, SHM) 1,600$               1,500$         1,000$             1,000$             -$  -$  5,100$  

Total Management 20,310$            24,000$      18,000$          7,000$             3,500$             -$                 72,810$               
Services (ArtSite, Prosser Piano, Arts Council) 11,000$            10,000$      8,000$             
Temporary (improvements only)

Piano Time 6,000$               5,000$         5,000$             -$  -$  -$  16,000$                
Artscape 8,000$               10,000$      10,000$           -$  -$  -$  28,000$                
Groundswell -$  7,880$         7,880$             -$  -$  -$  15,760$                
Gallery at City Hall / Spartan 3,500$               3,500$         3,500$             -$  -$  -$  10,500$                
Maintenance 1,000$               1,000$         1,000$             1,000$             -$  -$  4,000$  

Total Temporary 18,500$            27,380$      27,380$          1,000$             -$                 -$                 74,260$               
Permanent (improvements only)

Aurora Gateway 6,000$               11,440$      11,440$           -$  -$  -$  22,880$                
City Collection Purchase 10,900$             5,190$         5,190$             -$  -$  -$  21,280$                
Major Art Piece Set Aside 100,000$           25,000$      25,000$           10,000$           10,000$           10,000$           180,000$              
Maintenance, repair, replacement 2,500$               2,500$         2,500$             2,500$             3,000$             3,000$             16,000$                

Total Permanent 119,400$          44,130$      44,130$          12,500$          13,000$          13,000$          246,160$             

TOTAL 169,210$          105,510$   97,510$          20,500$          16,500$          13,000$          422,230$              

Ending Operational Balance 95,714$             77,649$      5,708$             1,547$             1,549$             5,051$             

Ending Major Art Piece Set Aside Balance 100,000$           125,000$    150,000$         160,000$         170,000$         180,000$         

Attachment 1
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