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	[bookmark: RANGE!A1:H58]LEE’S SUMMIT PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES

	CITY OF LEE’S SUMMIT, MISSOURI

	DATE:
	August 2, 2023
	TIME:
	6:03 PM
	PLACE:
	Strother Conference Room

	Board Members Present:
	Board Members Absent:
	Staff Present:
	Other Guests:

	Lawrence Bivins, President
	Samantha Shepard, Treasurer
	Joe Snook 
	David Bushek 

	Jon Ellis
	
	Tede Price
	

	Tyler Morehead
	
	Steve Casey
	

	Casey Crawford
	
	
	

	Mindy Aulenbach
	
	
	

	Jim Huser 6:13pm 
	
	
	

	Wesley Fields
	
	
	

	
	DISCUSSION
(Findings/Conclusions)
	RECOMMENDATIONS/
ACTIONS

	AGENDA ITEM
	
	

	Discussion of Land Dedication and Park Impact Fees 





	Mr. Snook stated he had shared two items in the Board packet and, introduced Mr. Bushek who is the staff expert on Land Dedication and Impact Fees.  Mr. Bushek refereed to a case about Land Dedication and what has happened over the years. Mr. Bushek gave an overview of his legal advice regarding what a Land Dedication and a Park Impact Fee could look like.  

He stated there is a higher burden of proof on the city if you go with a Land Dedication. The City would have to prove it is valid and would have to be willing to make an individualized determination every time.   Potentially requiring more administrative work of staff to justify the land dedication.

Mr. Bushek stated for a Park Impact Fee it would be established by adopting a formula and applying a monetary fee. If this was challenged, the reasonable relationship test would apply and the burden of proof would fall on the developer to prove the validity of the ordinance. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Bushek discussed a park impact fee and provided legal analysis justifying the City’s authority to adopt the fee, defensibility, and the process to adopt the fee. He suggested if the Board moves in this direction, the next step is to present a conceptual idea to the City Council and asking if they are agreeable to this approach. If consensus by City Council, legal would draft an ordinance for the Board to review and would recommend if it should become part of the UDO or should it be somewhere else in the city ordinances. 

Mr. Bushek said if it is structured properly as a fee it would not need a public vote. Mr. Fields asked if the park impact fees would ever be extracted from a developer during the public process. Mr. Bushek said when credits are issued it would or could be extracted. He stated park dedication could be a separate credit. He stated he will research other areas of credit and make sure all are considered for a park impact fee. 

Mr. Fields asked If credits issued are transferable and the value of those. Mr. Ellis asked if the credits could be negotiable. Mr. Bushek said it could be depending on the way it is written. Mr. Snook said the credit could be land dedication in lieu of the fee. It would depend on how the development agreement is written. 

Mr. Snook asked if one of these options would be more approachable to developers than the other. Mr. Bushek said it would depend on how you implement it. If you have a well drafted ordinance, and give enough credits and it defines what is good park land that is your strength for a Park Impact fee and the Board should hold developers to that. 

Mr. Fields asked if a standard would be to have a park within a ten minute walk of every resident, where feasible. Mr. Snook said yes that is the goal. 
Mr. Snook said there may be situations where service areas could exceed the goal. 
Mr. Fields asked if the impact fee would only be for residential or if office and commercial were included. Mr. Snook said staff is looking at all, residential, commercial, industrial, and office. Mr. Ellis asked if it is adjusted with inflation. Mr. Snook stated fee increases could be included in the way the ordinance is written. 

Potential next steps include a review of this latest information by the Board, and then a conceptual presentation to City Council for comments. 

Mr. Bivins asked if the Board needs more questions answered or is the Board ready to decide the direction tonight. The Board provided their input and preference.
Roundtable of what the Board favors; Mr. Crawford said he is undecided without knowing what other communities have done and what they liked and didn’t like; Mr. Fields said he is leaning toward Parks Impact Fee its more manageable to extract and burden of proof of land dedication falls upon the city to justify. Ms. Aulenbach, agreed with what Mr. Fields said, flexibility of more to do with the park impact fee. Mr. Morehead started he was for park impact, Mr. Ellis said he is in favor of park impact fee and doesn’t want Lee’s Summit in that situation like what Kansas City is experiencing with abandon properties. Mr. Huser said park impact fee for the same reasons that have been stated. President Bivins said he was also in favor of park impact fees. 

Staff will research the outstanding questions, prepare the findings and provide a summary at the September meeting. 





















	

	MEETING ADJOURNMENT:

	The meeting adjourned at 7:34 pm. 

	



image1.jpeg
LEE’S SUMMIT

PARKS

& RECREATION

W




